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SUMMARY 

The Pretrial Intervention Program (PTI) diverts eligible 

accused offenders prior to trial and places them in supervised 

community based programs. There are presently seven ~TI projects 

servicing seven judicial circuits in Florida with funds from the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The program operates 

under the Department of Offender Rehabilitation in cooperation 

with the State Attorneys in each circuit irivolved. In FY 1977-78 

this program will be expanded to 18 judicial circuits in all. 

This report co~ers FY 1976-77. 

Findings: 

Among the major fi~dings r.evealed by the study are the 

following: 

1) During FY 1976-77, 6,631 preliminary investigations 

were completed and 2,120 background investigations 

were conducted. 

2) 1,439 people were accepted into the program. 1,211 

(90%) successfully completed the p·cogram. 134 did 

not complete the program. 

3) The progTam's recidivism rate was 3.70% of those 

clients who had successfully been terminated from 

the program. 

4) In total the PTI program has collected $58,965.03 

in restitution during fiscal year 1976-'77. 

5) The average cost for one individual to go thr~ugh the 

program was approximately $342.16 ~ompared to the 
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average cost per case on probation being $1,656.25* 

Recommendations: 

1) DOR should research the feasibility of expanding the 

criteria for eligibility into PTI programs in order 

to provide diversionary services to persons not now 

eligible under the present statute. Florida statute 

944.025 would need to be amended. 

2) There is a need to establish good working relation-

ships with State Attorneys in the new judicial 

circuits in which projects could be established. 

3) There is a definite need for increased training of 

line staff as well as supervisory staff. This 

should be done on a pre-service and in-service 

basis every six months. 

4) with the expansion of the Pretrial Intervention 

Program, all data needs to be computerized. 

*See page 19 for formula. 
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One of the major problems facing Florida's criminal justice 
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system is the enormous increase of persons coming in contact with 

the system. The court dockets are overloaded, the jails are over-

crowded and some of the state prisons are at double their design 

capacity. It has become obvious that Florida must divert those 

offenders who do not pose a threat to the community and for whom 

further penetration into the system would be detrimental. 

In response to this problem the Governor of Florida, in his 

F.Y 1977-78 budget request, expanded the Department of Offender 

Rehabilitation's Coordinated Pretrial Projects from seven sites to 

18. 

Pretrial Intervention programs (PTI) divert eligible accused 

offenders prior to trial and places them in a supervised co~munity

based program. These PTI programs provide the participant with 

counseling, job placement and referral services. 

PTI programs offer benefits not only to the participants but 

also to the judicial and correctional systems. Diversion without 

adjudication allows participants, who successfully complete the 

program, to avoid the social stigma of a criminal record. Short 

term supervision of an individual in a PTI program is far less 

costly than processing him through the system. 

In light of the expansion of PTI to all judicial circuits 

in Florida, it seems critical to have more detailed information on 

the success of the seven existing projects and the impact of the total 

program on the Florida criminal justice system. 

1 
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Also, the Coordinated Pretrial projects fall within the pro

gram which was given the top priority by the Governor's COlumission 

on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals in both the 1977 and 1978 

Comprehensive Criminal Justice Plans. I~'has been determined that at 

this'critical decision point, the problem of correctional client flow 

and prison overcrowding must first be addressed. Therefore, it is 

imperative that these projects be evaluated to determine the 

degree of success in meeting current objectives, and to plan how 

they may be improved for even greater future impact. 

The 6onclusions of this evaluative study are intended to be 

used by the state planning agency, the Bureau of Budget, the 

Department of Offender Rehabilitation (DOR), and the state Attor,neys 

in each of the 20 judicial circuits of Florida. 

I METHODOLOGY 
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For the purpose of evaluating th~ PTI projects the following 

objectives and measurements have been selected: 

Objective #1 - To determine the degree of grant objectives 

achieved in regards to: 

1. Numbers of referrals to the program and the number of 

preliminary investigations. 

2. Number of intensive background investigations of persons 

initially screened. 

3. Number of offenders deferred from prosecution and 

enrolled in the program. 

4. Client profile. 

5. Percentage of the intakes that complete the program with 

a recommendation for dismissal of charges. 

6. Recidivism 
2 



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

Measurement - the numbers projected in the grant proposal 

will be compared to project records which show the actual numbers 

and percentages achieved. 

Objective #2 - To determine program/project impact on 

the criminal justice system in regard to the approximate numbers 

of adult offenders diverted from the system. 

Measurement - Compute total intakes in PTI for FY 1976-77, 

subtract number of unsuccessful terminations and then subtract 

the projected number of recidivists. This will give the 

approximate number of adult offenders diverted from the system. 

pbjective #3 - To determine the project's performance in terms 

of standards documented in Florida's Standards and Goals Report. 

Measurement - Compare project objectives and performance 

records for compatibility and conformity to Florida's official 

Standards and Goals docum8nt. (See attached Standard CT 1.01, 

and CR 2.03, Appendix A) 

Objective #4 - To determine cost effectiveness. 

Measurement - Compare costs of supervising pretrial 

releasees to costs of bringing an individual to trial and sub

sequently placing him on probation. 

Objective #5 - To determine the nature of the project's 

relations with state attorneys, circuit judges, and other 

agencies. 

3 
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Measurement - Interview project staff, state attorneys and/ 

o~ their key staff, circuit judges and/or their key staff to 

determine these intra-agency relationships. 

Objective #6 - To determine differences in each program 

which may influence the effectiveness. 

Measurement - Comparing available data and observations 

from each program. 

This data was collected by two different means. First, 

surveys were sent to project staff, state attorneys, circuit 

court judge3, local sheriffs and police departments. Secondly, 

each project was visited, directors and staff were interviewed 

and data was collected. 

LIMITATIONS 

There were a number of limitations encountered in doing 

this evaluation. Data was incomplete for two of the projects, 

Jacksonville and Fort Lauderdale. This was due to the fact that 

Jacksonville began operations in September, 1976 and Fort 

Lauderdale in July, 1976. 

Another problem arose in the staffing of the projects. 

There was a large turn-over in the Probation Officer I position. 

It was found that in order to receive a promotion to a Probation 

Officer II, one had to leave the PTI program. Out of 24 professional 

positions employed in PTI programs, only 3 positions are P.O. II' e , 

15 are P.O. I's and 6 are Supervisor I's. This turnover in staff 

was one of the causes for the variation in caseload sizes. 

•. , 

----- -------------
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BACKGROUND DATA 

Overvie"\'l : 

Pratrial Intervention is a divers£onary progran for first-

time offenders charged with third-degree felonies. Those who meet 

the criteria are offered an alternative probationary plan with 

intensive supervision prior to a determination of guilt. Fulfill-

ment of all requirements cancels prosecution and avoids a criminal 

record. Criminal justice authorities must approve the indivi6.l;al's 

placement in the progrfu~. 

Florida Statutes 944.025 provides the authority for the 

Department of Off8nder Rehabilitation (DOR) to supervise pretrial 

intervention programs and outlines procedure and eligibility guidelines. 

Purpose: 
* 

The purpose of PTI is to divert selected first offenders 

from tradi t:'.onal court processing to an immediate controlled 

supervisory program in order to: 

1) reduce court system time and cost, 

2) allow the system to work more effectively and 

efficiently, 

3) provide a specially-tailored treatment program 

for the accused individual on a more timely basis, and 

4) prevent the inqividual's further involvement in 

the criminal justice system. 

Criteria: 

The eligibility criteria specified for participation in the 
proaram includes: 

1) Those chargen with a third degree felony punishable 

by up to five years in prison or a ~isdemeanor reduced 

5 
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from a felony charge by the circuit court. 

2) First-time offenders (no previous convictions t pro

bations or PTI). 

3) Victims in the case must consent befo~e the defendaut 

may enter the program. 

4) Approval of the judge who presided at the initial 

hearing appearance (or judge of jurisdiction if 

intervention occurs later). 

5) Approval of DOR program administl:ator at the 

circuit level of jurisdiction. 

6) Defendant must permit a background investigation to 

be conducted, waive his right to a speedy trial, and offer 

an acceptable plan for a contractual agreement between 

himself and the state attorney. The agreement will 

contain, when appropriate, an agreement to be supervised, 

to enter into couseling, to participate in programs f,:>r 

identified problems. 

Screening and Investigations: 

Generally, screenings and investigations are begun at the 

circuit court levels for accused felons who met the eligibility 

criteria. If the potential participants met the eligibility 

requirements and the individual wished to apply, a more detailed 

background investigi:~tion is conducted. Such an investigation 

includes a, general review of social histvrYi contact with the 

victim; contact with: his former employer, present employer, and 

school officialsj and a review of law enforcement records. If the' 

defendant appears to be a good prospect, a recommendation is made 

6 
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to the state attorney by the local pr?gram administrator of each 

judicial circuit, with a generalized plan of treatment. 

Other referrals for PTI are through the public defenders 

office, private attorneys, police officers and interested citizens. 

Intervention: 

If the state Attorney approves Pre-Trial Intervention, a 

document of deferred prosecution is prepared. This document is an 

agreement between the offender and the State Attorney who defines 

the terms and conditions by which the offender must abide. The 

client accepts the terms of supervision and the state Attorney 

agrees to defer prosecution for a certain period of time. If the 

client successfully completes the project, the local program 

administrator will reconrnend dismissal of charges to the state 

Attorney. 

Services: 

The PTI staff assists the divertees in securing worthwhile 

employment, locating appropriate educational or vocational progranls, 

and by providing counseling for any adjustment problems, such as, 

alcohol and drug related problems. Many divertees are referred to 

outside agencies for treatment (i.e., Alcoholics Anonymous). The 

person is required to be involved on a weekly basis in individual 

or group counseling during the first 90 days after entering into 

the contract, and on a more relaxed basis the following 90 days if 

his progress indicates this is in order. 

Locations = 

As of October 1977 DOR's PTI projects were located in seven 

judicial circuits. 

7 
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CIRCUIT 

1st 

4th 

6th 

8th 

13th 

15th 

17th 

OFFICE 
LOCATION 

Pensacola 

Jacksonville 

St. Petersburg 

Gainesville 

Tampa 

West Palm Beach 

Ft. Lauderdale 

OPENED 

7/74 

8/76 

7/74 

7/74 

2/73 

7/74 

7/76 

COUNTY 

Escambia, 
Santa Rosa, 
Okaloosa, 
Walton 

Duval, 
Nassau, 
Clay 

Pinellas, 
Pasco 

Alachua, 
Gilchrist, 
Levy, 
Bradford 

Hillsborough 

Palm Beach 

Broward 

By tIle end of FY 1977-78 DOR will have expanded PTI to a 

total of 18 circuits. The two remaining circuits presently have 

county run intervention programs. 

Funding Level: Grant #76-A4-41EJOl 

The g'yant request covered the 12 month period from July..;. 

1976 to June 30, 1977. The grant award was $415,197 LEAA money, 

with a State match of $51,316.49 for a total of $466,513. 

This amount represents the total amount of money expended over the 

grant period. 

8 
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FINDINGS 

The data in this sectio~ will be presented by evaluation 

objectives as specified in the methodology section. 

Objective #1 - To determine the degree of grant objectives 

achieved in regards to: 

1. Numbers of referrals to the program and the number 

of preliminary investigations. 

2. Number of intensive background investigations of 

persons initially screened. 

3. Number of offenders deferred from prosecution and 

enrolled in the program. 

4. Client profile. 

5. Percentage of the intakes that complete the pro

gram with a recommendation for dismissal of 

charges. 

6. Recidivism. 

Following is a list of the grant objectives and an analysis 

of data as to the level of compliance to each grant objective: 

9 
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- - - - - - - -
GOALS/MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES 

) This program will conduct a preliminary inves~igation 
on 1,500 prospective c~ients per quarter from the 
felon population. 

) An intensive background investigation will be con
ducted on all persons found to be eligible from the 
preliminary investigation. It is estimated that 1/3 
of those receiving a preliminary investigation wil] 
qualify for a more intense background investigation. 
This represents a quarterly project total of 50G 
intens~ve background investigations. 

) Approximately 330 accused offenders per quarter will 
be deferred from prosecution and enrolled in the 
program. 

) The reason for rejecting any case from program entry 
wi~l be recorded on the appropriate form and reported 
to the Project Director. 

) At least 50% of all cases diverted statewide shall be 
diverted prior to arraignment. 

) Caseloads shall not exceed 50 cases 
(unless an officer specializes in 

I

, maximum of ~ per Supervisor I and 
, visors of 3 or more subordinates. 

per officer 
supervision) and a 
none for super-

r 

A small sample of PTI CASE CONTACTS (frequency and 
type) will be compared to probation cases to determine 
if contacts are more frequent. Also, 'a determination 
will b~ made to compare length of supervision period 
of regular probations vs. PTI supervision. 

/-' 
o 

- -
STATUS 

Surpassed 

Surpassed 

Surpassed 

Obtained 

Surpassed 

Obtained 

- - - - - - - -
ACTUAL PROGRESS FOR FY1976-77 

1) In FY 76-77 6,631 perliminary investigations were 
completed. This averaged 1,658 per quarter, sur-' 
passing the grant objective. Though 3 quarters 
exceeded 1,500 investigations, the 2nd quarter fell 
short of the 1,500 investigations mark. 

2) The number of background investigations for FY 1976-
1977 was 2,120. This surpasses the grant objective 
of 2,000. This was an average of 32% of the pre
liminary investiga"tions conducted. The individual 
quarters ranged from 30.11% to 36.86% of the quarter 
preliminary investigations. 

3) An average of 360 accused offenders were accepted 
into the program per quarter. The numbers accepted 
per quarter ranged from 319 to 425. 

*4) The interview sheet for preliminary investigations 
lists a reason for rejecting on each case. 

5) 52.7% of all cases were diverted prior to arraignmen: 
in FY 76-77. 

Caseloads have generally been 35, averaging thetota 
caseload in the seven circuits. Isolated caseloads 
have been higher due to a need from time to time to" 
redistribute the manpower to the workload developed 
certa~n c~rcu~ts. 

-------1-
Not 7) This study was not conducted this Fiscal Year. 

Obtained 

Source program final report 



- - - - - - - - -
GOALS/MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES STATUS 

---~~ ~--

STANDARDS are to be developed for type and f~equency Not 
of client contacts. Obtained 

A SUMMARY report is to be submitted to the State 
Attorney and P~ogram Director on each case nearing 
completion with a recommendation re:dismissal of case. 

0) Program COMPLETION SUCCESS RF~TE will be determined. 

Obtained '.' 

Obtained 

- - - - - - - -
ACTUAL PROGRESS FOR FY1976-77 

8) Standards have been drafted and are under study 
presently. In addition, state standards are to be 
revised by a recently developed task force sub
committee of the BCJPA. 

*9)100% compliance by program directive. 

10) Of 1,345 cases terminated, Qnly 134 were for 
breaJdng the terms of their contract rending a 90% 
success progxam completion rate • 

.. 
--~~~------ -~~ ~ - ~-~ ------. 

1) RECIDIYISM measured via post-program follow-up of 
NCIC/E'CIC record checks are e;xpected. 

2) EXIT INTERVIEWS will be conducted with 80% of all 
su~cessful program participants to ascertain their 
accomplishments. 

3) FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRES will be distributed to a 
sample of program participants. 

4) A survey will be conducted to determine the extent 
of ongoing PRETRIAL RELEASE PROGRAMS (ROR). 

Obtained 

Obtained 

Obtained 

Not 
Obtained 

11) FCIC/NCIC record checks conducted on all graduates 
reveal less than 10% recidivism. Of 2365 successful 
terminations, only' 88 cases (3.·7 %) have new con
victions over the past 24 months. 

12) More than 80% of the exit interviews were received 
this fiscal year. See Appendix A. 

* 13) A survey of program graduates who have been out of 
the program 6 to 7 months was conducted with very 
favorable results. 

* 14) Data exists in monthly regional reports, but has not 
been tabulated. 

-----------------------------i---------I--------------------.----------- ------ ----
5) STAFF HOURS spent in COUNSELING will be reported. Obtained 15) During FY 1976-77 13,034 hours of counseling were 

provided. 

*Source program final report. 



- -----GOALS/MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES - t 
6) Client INFORMATION PROFILES ,.,ill be maintained. 

7) Use of VOLUNTEERS and hours donl;tted will be recorded. 

8) A PROCEDURE MANUAL shall be developed. 

- -STATUS - - - - - - - -ACTUAL PROGRESS FOR FY1976-77 

Obtained 

Obtained 

Not 
Obtained 

_ i 

6)<. Client information profile data has been maintained 
See Appendix A. n-

* 7) STP-2 (Structured Treatment Programming) forms have 
collected this data monthly from each PTI Program 
under this project. 

* 8) Not able to revise the procedure manual in use last 
Fiscal Year. It is being updated at presen<t. 

-,--------------------------------------------------------~----------------4_------------------------------------------~--------~ 

9) The PTI Supervisor of the Department of Offender 
Rehabilitation will provide technical assistance to 
regional and local pretrial intervention staff state
wide, as needed. 

r. 

obtained * 9) A great deal of planning technical assistance was 
rendered leading to an increase in the number ,of 
programs next Fiscal Year to cover the state. 

~Source: program final report. 
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I Objective #2: To determine program/project impact on the 

criminal justice system in relation to the approximate 

I numbers of adult offenders diverted from the system. 

The number of adult offenders diverted from the criminal 

justice system may be found by using the total intakes for FY 76-77 

subtracting from that: 1) the number of unsuccessful terminations, 

and 2) the projected number of recidivists. The reasoning behind 

I this is as follows: All intakes are diverted from the system as 
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long as they complete the program successfully. An unsuccessful 

termination re-routes the offender back into the system. A recidi-

vist is an individual who is convicted of another crime after successful 

completion of th~ program. Therefore, the number of diverted adult 

offenders would equal intakes (1,439) minus unsuccessful terminations 

(134) minus recidivists (44*) or a total of 1,261 adult offenders 

diverted from the system during FY 76-77. 

*The actual number of recidivists for FY 76-77 \'las not available, 
therefore, this figure was obtained by using a recidivism rate, , 
of 3.7% based on 24 months of actual data. 3.7% was t~en multl~lled 
by the number of successful termination (1211) to obtaln 44 proJected 
recidivists. 

13 
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OBJECTIVE #3: To determine the project's performance in terms of 

standards documented in Florida's Standards & Goals. 

Florida presently has two standards relating to PTI. They 

are CR 2.03 Pretrial Diversion and CT 1.02 Guidelines for PTI.* 

CR 2.03 specifies that 1) programs should exist in every circuit; 

2) programs should operate pursuant to written guidelines; and 3) 

decisions approving or denying diversion must be made in writing. 

CT 1.02 specifies criteria for favorable consideration of 

offenders into a PTI program as well as the establishment of guide

lines for making PTI decisions. 

The PTI program as it exists meets all provisions of the 

existing standards except that PTI does not exis·t in every circuit 

of the state in FY 76-77. However, in FY 77-78 DOR's PTI program 

will expand to 18 out of the 20 circuits. Two circuits have county 

funded PTI programs. 

The Governor's Commission of Criminal Justice Standards and 

Goals task force on Corrections formed a sub-committee to expand 

the existing diversion standards. They will come before the 

Governor's Commission in 1978 for final approval. 

OBJECTIVE #4: To determine cost effectiveness. 

Measurement: Compare costs of supervising pretrial release~s 

to costs of supervising an offender on probation. 

To obtain th cost of Pretrial Supervision,' the average daily 

population must first be computed. 

Population under supervision on the last day of each of the 

twelve months was: 

*See Appendix A. 
14 
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July 1976 652 

August 694 

September 638 

October 685 

November 663 

December 692 

January 1977 688 

February 681 

March 679 

April 667 

May 702 

June 705 

TOTAL 8,146 

Average daily population = 8,146 : 12 = 679 

To obtain the cost per year of PTI supervision, divide the 

total program cost by the average daily population. 

Formula: 

Total Program Cost 
= 

Cost per client 
per year 

Average Daily Population 

$466,513* 
= $687.05/year 

679 

To obtain the cost per day of PTI supervis~on, div~de the 

cost per year by 365. 

Cost per year 
Cost per client 

per day 365 

$687.05 

365 

= 

= $1. 88/day 

*Based on actual amount expended, includes LEAA and state match. 
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To obtain the cost per case r multiply the cost per day times 

the average leng~~ of stay. In FY 1976-77 the cost per day was $1.88, 

data on the average length of stay has not been collected. Therefore, 

for purposes of comparison the period of 6 month was used which is 

the maximum time spent on supervision and will yield a maximum cost 

per case. The average length of stay is obviously lower. 

Cost per day X Average length of stay = Average cost per 
case 

$1.88 X 182 days (6 months) - $342.14 

$342.14 cost per case 

If we compare the cost of PTI to the cost of probation the 

following is revealed. The DOR estimates the cost per day of 

probation to be $1 •. 25. This would seem to be less expensive than 

PTI, but when we examine the cost per case we find that: the 

average length of stay on probation is 3.63*years or 1,325 days, 

when we multiply 1,325 by $1;25, the cost per case for probation is 

$1,656.25 as compared to $342.16 on PTI. Pretrial is almost five 

times les3 expensive. 

The cost of supervising one client for one day is a little 

more than on probation, but the cost per case, due to the shorter, 

more intensive supervision period, is much cheaper in PTI programs 

than on probation. It should also be noted that any court costs 

eliminated by diversion to the PTI program should be-considered as 

a cost savings to the public. A small percentage of PTI participants 

may have been incarcerated. The savings here would be substan~ial 

in dollar savings and in alleviating the. overcrowded jail system. 

OBJECTIVE #5: To determine the nature of the project's relationships 

with State Attorneys, circuit judges, public defenders, police 

departments and sheriffs. 

*DOR Annual Report 1975-76, pg. 64. 
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Measurement: Questionnaires were sent to each of the above 

agencies in circuits in which PTI programs exist. Responses were 

received from 5 public defenders, 5 state attorneys, 5 police depart

ments, 6 sheriffs, and 3 judges. 

The data in this area is subjective. Below is a summary of 

the responses to some key questions. 

1) What is your opinion of the entrance or eligibility 

requirements into the PTI program? 

a. Almost all public defenders felt it was too exclusive 

(too many offenders are screened out who should be 

included) . 

b. Most police departments felt it was too inclusive (too 

many offenders are included who should be screened out) . 

c. All state Attorneys and judges that responded felt 

that the eligibility requirements were alright. 

2) How often does your agency/office use the PTI program? 

a. The only clear response to this qaestion came from 

the public defenders and State Attorneys who all 

agreed that they use the progr~1m frequently. 

3) How would you describe the working realtionship between 

your office and the PTI staff? 

a. All those agencies indicating they have contact with 

the program felt their relationship was excellent. 

4} How does the PTI pr~gram a~fect the workload of your agency? 

a. In almost all cases, all agencies felt that their 

caseloads were reduced as a result of PTI. 

17 
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5) How effective is the PTI program in your area? 

a. Many 6f the agencies responded that they didn't know 

the answer to this question. Of those who had an 

opinion, all felt the program was very effective. 

From the responses sent in, one would draw the conclusion 

that according to agencies having direct contact, the programs 

have affected them in a positive way by reducing their caseloads 

and by having an excellent working relationship. 

OBJECTIVE #6: To determine differences in each program which may 

influence their effectiveness. 

Measurement: Compare all available data and observations 

from each program. 

When examining the sources of referrals to the programs 

some interesting differences appear. St. Petersburg, and 

Fort Lauderdale each get over 93% of their cases directly from their 

State Attorney. Jacksonville received slightly better than three

fourths (76.12%) of its referrals from the State Attorney. However, 

the numbers referred were small. Because of a reported poor 

coordination between the State Attorney's Office and the project for 

the first 8 months, the number of intakes were below project goals. 

Since March 1977 referrals have increased due to an improved working 

relationship between the PTI staff and the State Attorney's office. 

West Palm Beach, Gainesville and Pensacola receive fewer 

referrals from their State Attorney. West Palm Beach dna Pensacola 

split their referrals between taking them off the committment sheets 

and getting them from public and private attorneys. During the 

interview with the project staff in West Palm Beach, it was 

18 
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pointed out that the lO~l referral rates from the state Attorneys 

Office was due, in part, to the decentralized handling of cases 

among the assistant state Attorneys. Gainesville received a 

majority of their referrals from public and private attorneys (64.5%) 

(See Table 1) 

Table 2 shows the relationship between the preliminary and 

background investigations for each project. The grant objective 

specified that approximately one~·third of the preliminary investi-

gat ions would result in background investigations. A~ can be seen 

from the Table the individual projects vary from the gr~nt objective. 

Tampa and Fort Lauderdale are very low with 23.1% and 11.8% respec

tively and West Palm Beach is very high with 83.5%. A possible 

interrelationship between the source of referrals (see Table 1) 

and the investigations may exist. West Palm Beach obtains most of 

their prospective clients from the courts commitment sheets and 

from public defenders and private attorneys. This could be a form 

of center screening of the possible client prior to the preliminary 

investigation. Since the center does this initial selective 

choosing of the clients, the number which pass the initial criteria 

of the preliminary investigation and have a background investigation 

completed is high. The proportion of background to preliminary 

investigations is 83.5%. 

Fort Lauderdale, on the other hand, receives a a large num-
'. - "--~.--

ber of referrals from the State Attorney, and presumably does not have 

the opportunity to do the initial center screening which West Palm 

Beach does. The first center screening is the preliminary investi

gation where the majority of referred clients do not meet the 

center criteria. Therefore, the number of background investigations 

19 
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_ _ _ __ , _ _ _ ..,abNl _ _ _ ___ ._ _ _ 

SOURCE OF CLIENT REFERRALS TO THE PTI PROGRAM 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976-1977 

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

PROJECT R EFFERAL SOURCE TOTAL 
- ----- --------- - --

LOCATION Public & 
-- -- - ----- -- ------- ------~--

State Private Police· Inte 
" Attorney Attorney Ci 

Data % Data ---%- at ~%-~.-Data 
st. Petersburg All 100 - - - -

-~J 

- ""-

rested Bondsman Defendanl.:' Judge Cornrnittment Other I . 
I 

tizen : Sheets J 
% . Oat _ --%- ata % _ at-' % "Data "- ,at,_ % Data __ ~J 'b --------- ----- ---- ---- ---- ----- ----" --. -

All . 100% 

, '! 

Tampa 74 2.70 3 0.11 - 88 3.22 '2570 93.86 3 0.11 2738 .100% 

t 

Ft. Lauderdale 3171 93.40 179 . 5.27 5 0.15 ' 23 
t 

0.68 16 ·0·.47 1 0.03 . - 3395 100% , 

Jacksonville 86 76.12 7 6.19 - - 12 10.62 8 7.07 113 100% 

West Palm Beach 52 12.65 17'J. 43.07 11 2.68 3 0.73 .;40 9.73 18 4.38 110 26.76 . - 411 100% 

Gainesville 64 32.00 129 64.50 7 3.50 - 200 100% 

Pensacola - - 227 45.49 13 2.61 7 1.40 6 1.20 244 48.90 2 0.40 499 100% 

-. ----

TOTAL 5943+ 8Q,,\ 79 793 10.78 39 0.53 L33 ~.81 40 .54 40 . 54 1 O. 01 354 4.82 13 0.18 7,356+ 100% 

.------- ----
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is small in relation to the number of preliminary investigations 

IlQ.8JJ. This interrel~tionshi~ between referral source, 

initial center screening and investigations may be working in 

varying degrees in each of the project locations. 

Another interesting distinction among the projects is 

apparent when the relationship between intakes and background 

investigations is examined. Table 3 presents this information. 

The grant objectives did not specify a percentage of intakes relative 

to background investigations. However, a percentage can be inferred 

from the objectives. Intakes were to constitute 330 per quarter 

of the 500 background investigations completed. This is approxi

mately two-thirds intakes to background investigations. As 

indicated in Table 3, the individual projects vary consistently 

from this percentage, being either at 82% or 43%. Jacksonville 

and '·Pensacola approximate the two-thirds proportion. 

In the projects in which the State Attorney had initially 

referred a large number of possible clients, there was a high 

percentage of intakes relative to background investigations -

Fort Lauderdale f 82.9 %., In cQmparisQn ( West palm Beach f 

Gainesville, and Pensacola, where the State Attorney had little 

input until the final decision to allow the client into the program, 

a much lower percentage of intakes relative to background investi

gations was apparent (43.2%; 43.8%; and 55.5% respecitvely). 

Therefore, a further interrlationship between the referral source, 

investigation and intakes proba~ly exists. 

Table 4 presents the data on terminations both successful and 

2J. 
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Table 2 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BACKGROUND 

AND PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIONS 

PROJECT LOCATION INVESTIGATIONS 

Preliminary Background ARE 

St. Petersburg 659 386 

Tampa 2,743 635 

Ft. Lauderdale 1,582 187 

Jacksonville 98 67 

West Palm Beach 399 333 

Gainesville 372 249 

Pensacola 778 263 

TOTAL 6,631 2,120 

Grant objective 33% 

22 

% BACKGROUNDS 
:. 

OF PRELIMINARIES 

58.6% 

23.1% 

11. 8% 

68.4% 

83.5% 

66.9% 

33.8% 

32.0% 

o 
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Table 3 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INTAKES AND 

BACKGROUND INVESTIGATIONS 

PROJECT LOCATION BACKGROUND INTAKES 
INVESTIGATIONS 

St. petersburg 386 319 

Tampa 635 522 

Ft. Lauderdale 187 155 

Jacksonvi.lle 67 44 

West Palm Beach 333 144 

Gainesville 249 109 

Pensacola 263 146 

TOTAL 2,120 1,439 

Grant objective approximately 66.6% 

23 

% INTAKES ARE 
OF BACKGROUNDS 

82.6% 

82.2% 

82.9% 

65.7% 

43.2% 

43.8% 

55.5% 

67.9% 
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PROJECT 
LOCATION 

St. Petersburg 

Tampa 

Ft. Lauderdale 

Jacksonville 

west Palm Beach 

Gainesville 

Pensacola 

TOTAL 

Table 4 

PTI SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL 

TERMINATIONS 

TERMINATION PERCENTAGE 
SUCCESSFUL 

Successful Unsuccessful 

330 29 91.9% 

442 54 89.1% 

65 16 80.2% 

14 3 82.4% 

141 6 95.9% 

. 
98 8 92.5% 

121 18 87.1% 

1,211 134 90.0% 
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unsuccessful. A successful termination is when an individual 

fulfills the terms of his PTI contract in completing the program. 

An unsuccessful termination is when an individual does not fulfill 

his obligations under his contract and is placed back into the 

system. The successful termination percentages are fairly consis

tent with the overall average of 90%. The only variation occurs 

in the two newest programs, Jacksonville and Fort Lauderdale with 

an aver?ge of approximately 81%. This is probably due to the 

fact that there have been a low number of terminations from these 

two projects, and that they have been in existance for a short 

period of time. 

Chart 2 presents the demographic data on the program parti

cipants. Included are race, sex, age, education, juvenile record, 

al~hol and drug use, type of offense, filed, and arraigned. Chart 

2 is located in Appendix A, page __ ... ___ _ 

Table 5 presents the number and percentage of services 

received by program participants. The major str.ess was placed 

on individual counseling. Slightly better than eighty percent of 

all program participants received individual counseling, of these 

most were counseled in house by project staff. Of note are 

Jacksonville and Fort Lauderdale which contracted out over 50% 

of their individual~counseling service. Group counseling received 

less emphasis with only 23.2% of the program participants receiving 

this type of counseling. Gainesville seemed to stress group 

counseling more than the other centers. Again Jacksonville and 

Fort Lauderdale contracted out the majority of their group counseling 

services. The other types of counseling were not as vigorously 
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_ _ ._ .. _ ._ _ __ Ta* 5_ _ _ _ _ ___ _ 
NUMBER I.ND PERCgNTAGE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY PTI 

PARTICIPANTS DURING FISCAL YEAR 1976-77 

, 
PROJECT LOCA'.rION 

SOURCEI st. Fort J·ackson- ~vest Palm Gaines- To'rAIJ 
TREATHENT Petersburc Tampa LauderdalE ville Beach ville Pensacola 

RAW T{AW I RAW HAW HAW RAW RAW RAW 
DA'l'A % DA'rA % DA'I'A. <l. DATA % QA'J'A % D7\Ta % DA'T'A 9, nAmA !1; '0 

MEDICAL REFERRAL 

Did not receive 343 95.6 464 99.2 83 98.8 19 73.1 123 98.4 106 93.0 104 100.0 1242 97.0 
service 

In-house 8 2.2 2 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.6 6 5.3 0 0 18 1.4 
Contractual 8 2.2 2 0.4 1 1.2 7 26.9 0 0.0 2 1.7 0 0 20 1.6 

TOTAL 359 100% 468 100% 84 100% 26 100% 125 100% 114 100% 104 100% 1280 100% -
I ... .. . -. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL 
EVALUATION 

Did not receive 336 93.6 454 97.6 68 78.2 13 50.0 124 99.2 99 86.1 87 95.6 1181 93.1 
service 

In-house 11 3.1 2 0.4 0 0 2 7.7 1 0.8 .7 6.1 0 0 23 1.8 
Contractual 12 3.3 9 2.0 19 21.8 11 42.3 0 0 9 

, 
7.8 4 4.4 64 5.1 

TOTAL 359 100% 465 100% 87 100% 26 100% 125 100% 115 100% 91 100% 1268 100% 

PSYCHOTHERAPY I 
Did not receive 328 98.5 461 98.5 70 83.3 23 88.5 123 98.4 104 93.7 88 95.7 1197 96.6 

service 
In-house 3 0.9 2 0.4 0 0 0 0 2 1.6 4 3.6 3 3.3 14 1.1 
Contractual 2 0.6 5 1.1 14 16.7 3 11.5 .0 0.0 3 2.7 1 ~1. ( 28 2.3 

I TOTAL 333 100% 468 10096 84 100% 26 100% 125 100% 111 100% 92 100S! 1239 100% 



Table 5 ------------------NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY P~I 
PARTICIPANTS DURING FISCAL YEAR 1976-77 

PROJECT LOCATION 

SOURCE/ St. Fort Jackson- West Palm Gaines- I Pensacola 
TOTAL 

TREATHEWr Petersburc Tampa Lauderdale ville Beach ville 

RAW RAW RAW Rl\W Ri\W Rl\W &'\w RAW 
DATA Cl DlI.'rA % DATA % DATA % DATA !t- DATlL % ~A % DArpA ~ '0 

INDIVIDUAL COUNSELING 

Did not rece:;i..ve 78 21.7 58 12.7 29 32.6 5 19.2 45 36.0 14 11.8 21 20.0 250 19.5 

service 
In-house 275 76.4 345 75.8 12 13.5 8 30.8 72 57.6 97 81.5 83 79.0 892 69.7 
Contractual 7 1.9 52 11.5 48 53.9 13 50.0 8 6.4 8 6.7 1 1 0 137 10,8 

, . . 
TOTAL 360 100% 455 100% 89 100% 26 100% 125 100% 119 100% 105 100% 1279 100% -

GROUP COUNSELING 

Did not receive 240 68.6 343 79.6 66 74.2 19 86.4 115 92.0 67 60.4 80 96.4 930 76.8 
service 

In-house 76 21. 7 70 16.21 11 12.4 0 0 4 3.2 .38 34.2 2 2.4 201 16.6 
Contractual 34 9.7 18 4.2 12 13.4 3 13.6 6 4.8 6 5.4 1 1.2 80 6.6 

TOTAL 350 100% 431 100% 89 100% 22 100% 125 100% III 100% 83 100% 1211 100% -
EDUCATIONAL COUNSELING 

Did not receive 247 68.8 405 86.5 59 66.3' 7 26.9 106 76.8 45 37.2 66 71.7 935 72.3 
service 

In-house 100 27.9 55 11.8 2 2.2 10 38.5 17 12.3 65 53.7 20 21. 7 269 20.8 
Contractual 12 3.3 8 1.7 28 31.5 9 34.6 15 10.9 11 9.1 6 6.6 89 6.·9 - '- ~. 

TOTAL 359 100% 468 100% 89 10'0% 26 1100% 138 100% 121 100% 92 100% 1293 100% 



_______ _ llliab"S ________ _ 

SOURCE/ 
TREATHENT 

EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT 

Did not receive 
service 

In-house 
Contractual 

L TOTAL 

DRUG COUNSELING 

Did not receive. 
service 

In-house 
Contractual 

TOTAL 

ALCOHOL COUNSELING 

tv 
00 

Did not receive 
service 

In-house 
Contractual 

TOTAL 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY PTI 
PARTICIPANTS DURING FISCAL YEAR 1976-77 

PROJECT LOCATION 

st. Fort JacKson- west PaIn' Gaines-
Petersburc:; Tampa Lauderdale ville Beach ville 

RAft7 RAW RAW IIU~~':; RAW RAW 
DATA % DATA % DA'l'A % .oo'1'A % DATA % DQT.a. 2---=sL.._ 

96.81 330 91. 7 443 94.7 78 86.7 24 92.4 121 a8 75.2 
1 

16 4.4 14 3.0 3 3.3 1 3.8 4 3.21 19 16.2 
14 3.9 11 2.3 9 10.0 1 3.8 0 o 19.., 8.6 

. , -, 
360 100% 468 100% 90 10096 26 109,!. 125 100% 117 100% 

273 75.8 447 93.9 77 86.5 11 42.3 112 89.6 45 38.1 

77 21.4 11 2.3 3 3.3 5 . 19.2 11 8.8 65 55.1 
10 2.8 18 3.8 9 10.2 10 38.5 2 1.6 8 6.8 

360 100% 476 100% 89 100% 26 10096 125 100% 118 100% 

306 84.8 460 98.3 '82 97.6 15 57.7 97 78.2 73 60.3 

43 11. 9 2 0.4 1 1.2 2 7.7 12 9.7 38 31.4 
12 3.3 6 1.3 1 1.2 9 34.6 15 12.1 10 8.3 

361 100% 468 100% 84 100% 26 100% 124 100% 121 100% 

TOTAL 
Pensacola 

RAW RAW 
....DMA % DATA 9.-

101 97.1 ll85 91.9 
'.' 

2 1.9 59 4.6 
1 1.0 46 3.5 

104 100% 

. 

·1290 100% I 
.. 

52 50.0 1017 78.4 

51 49.0 223 17.2 
1 1.0 58 4.4 

... 

104 100% 1298 100% 

101 97.1 1134 88.0 

1 1.0 99 7 .. 7 
2 1.9 55 4.3 

104 100% 1288 100% 
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stressed. See Table 5 for project by type of c?unseling breakdowns. 

Table 6 bears out the findings in Table 5 showing that almost 

three-fourths of the time spent in client services was directed 

towards individual counseling. 

Recidivism is defined as a conviction after successful 

termination from the program. These include misdemeanors and 

felonies with sentences of imprisonment, jail terms, probation, 

probation with adjudication withheld, and fines. In order to 

determine whether or not a program participant had been re

convicted, the National Crime Information Center (NCIC) and the 

Florida Crime Information Center (FCIC) were checked at 6 month 

intervals after successful completion of the program. 

Recidivism rates for each project-are presented in 

Table 7. The time span for these data covers those cases with 

a successful termination within the last two (2) years. No 

data is available for Fort Lauderdale a~d Jacksonville because 

of the short amount of time they have been in operation. The 

overall recidivism rate was 3.7%. 

Restitution is another major component of the PTI program. 

This is money that is paid by the offender to his/her victim to 

compensate for their losses. In fiscal year 1976-77 PTI projects 

collected a total of $58,965.03 in restitution. This is broken

down in Table 8 by project location. 
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_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ..,al:illl
6 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

HOURS SPENT IN CLIENT SERVICES BY 

PROJECT LOCATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 

1976 - 1977 

, 

PROJECT CLIENT SERVICES TOTAL 
LOCATION . . 

Personal Vocational 
Adjustment Educational Group Individual House Other 
Counselinq Guidance Counseling Counseling Placement Treatment I 

, . Iff I 

st. Petersburg 550.00 22.88% 245.00 10.19% 107.00 4.45% 1379.00 57.36% 2.00 0.09% 121. 00 5.03!l' 2404. 100~ 

Tampa 23.00 0.54% 50.00 1.16% 148.00 3.45% 4007.00 93.32% 1. 00 O. 02~l; 65.00 1.51st 4294 100~ 

Ft. Lauderdale 178.00 16.93% 107.00 10.17 90 104.00 9.86% 620.00 58.95% 0.00 0.00% 43.00 4.09- 1052 100!! 

Jacksonville 111.00 30.41% 42.00 : 11. 51 96 9.50 2.60% 160.50 4·3.97% 0.00 0.00% 42.00 ll.51% 365 100~ 

west Palm Beach 836.00 36.93% 290.00 12.81% 5.00 0.22% 1027,'00 45.36% 17.00 0.75% 89.00 3.93 2264 100~ 

Gainesville 66.75 4.93% 229.50 16.94% 33.50 2.47% 919.25 : 67.84% 8.50 0.62% 97.50 7.201; 1355 r 100~ l 

Pensacola 35.00 2.69% 122.00 9.38% 36.00 2.77% 1100.00 84.62% 0.00 0.00% 7.00 0.54% 1300 1'100~ 

TOTAL 1799.75 113 .• 80 1085.50 8.33 443.00 3.40 9212.75 70.68 28.50 0.22 465.50 3.57 13034. 100~ 

i ",.' I 
w ! . 
0 

--- - ------ ----
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Table 7 

RECIDIVISM* RATES BY PTI PROJECT LOCATIONS 

PROJECT LOCATION RECIDIVISTS SUCCESSFUL RECIDIVISM 
TERMINATIONS RATE(%) 

st. Petersburg 16 623 2.57% 

Tampa 26 675 3.85% 

Ft. Lauderdale ** ** -

Jacksonville ** ** --

West Palm Beach 2 351 0.57% 

Gainesville 20 316 6.33% 

Pensacola 24 411 5.84% 

TOTAL 88 2,376 3.70% 

*Recidivism is defined as a conviction after successful termination 
from program. These include misdemeanors and felonies with sentences 
of imprisonment, jail terms, probation, probation with adjudication 
withheld, and fines. The time span for these data covers those cases 
with a successful termination within the last two (2) years. 

**Not available. 
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Table 8 

RESTITUTION PAID BY PTI PROJECT 

PARTICIPANTS DURING FISCAL YEAR 1976-77 

PROJECT LOCATION RESTITUTION PAID 

St. Petersburg $16,469.20 

Tampa 17,811.70 

Ft. Lauderdale 5,184.82 

Jacksonville 205.00 

West Palm Beach 10,96,3.43 

Gainesville 5,277.28 

Pensacola 3,053.60 

TOTAL $58,965.03 
o.--.,~ 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Improved Relationships between Agencies - In the case of 

PTI, there is definite room for improved relations with State 

Attorneys in certain circuits. These relationships are vital to 

the success of the project. with DOR expandillg to 11 more circuits 

in fiscal year 1977-78, it is recommended that conrruunications be 

established in order to develop good relationships with existing 

agencies prior to the programs becoming operational. 

2. Expansion of Eligibility Criteria - There has been 

considerable support around the state to expand the eligibility 

criteria for acceptance into the program. It is therefore 

recommended that DOR research '~he f~asibility of this expansion 

in order to provide diversionary services to persons not now 

eligible. For example, consideration should be given to persons 

with minor prior criminal records. Also, there are many second 

degree felons who could benefit from PTI. Since the criteria 

is established by Statute, it is recommended that DOR take steps 

to amend Statute 944.025 in the 1979 legislature to reflect the 

expanded criteria. 

This recommendation is supported by: 

1. All PTI project directors, 

2. The overall program director 

3. Almost all public defenders responding to the 

questionnaire, and 

4. The sUbcommittee on Pretrial Diversion of the 

Florida Corrections Task Force. 
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Nationally, pretrial diversion programs have come under 

criticism. 

" A frequent criticism of pretrial diversion projects 
is that they deal almost solely with individuals who are 
charged with minor offenses, and in dealing with them, 
they extend services of a kind and cost that would 
ordinarily be provided to a clientele who had been not 
only charged, but also convicted of much more serious 
charges. Distribution of offenses with which the de
fendants participating in the pretrial diversion project 
survey are indicative of the same circumstances. 

An additional observation made widely about pretrial 
diversion projects is that their clientele includes not 
only cases that would be prosecuted in the absence of 
the diversion alternative, but clients who would not 
be prosecuted without that alternative. That is, the 
existence of the supposedly less stigmatizing penalty 
embodied in the diversion process, promotes the use of 
that process for very minor offenders \'lho, in the past, 
would have had the charges either not filed against 
them or dismissed in the interest of justice, or be
cause of insufficient evidence. II 

It seems like the trend nationwide is to expand eligibility 

criteria to accept more serious, non-violent cases into PTI. 

Florida should, at a minimum, establish a pilot project accepting 

more serious, non-violent, felons into PTI programs. 

3. Staff Training - Upon questioning staff, it became apparent 

that there existed little or no pre-service or in-service training. 

Training is a vital component for any program. All project directors 

felt there was a need for training. It is therefore recommended that 

monies be allocated in order to train, not only line staff, but 

supervisors as well. This training should take place prior to the 

individual beginning work and should have an ongoing in-service 

component as well. 

1California Department of Correction-Evaluation of Adult Diversion 
Projects, CBCP report-Part I, February 1976. 
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4. Staff Positions - A high turnover rate among Probation 

Officer I positions was detected. This, according to interviews 

with project directors, is J1 ~ to the fact that in each project, in 
:",'.-:.'" 

order to be promoted, a J:l~~i.::.~\'lould have t.O leave PTI because there 

were so few P.O. II positions in the program (3 P.O. II positions 

exist). It is recommend.qd that the Dep'artment of Offender Rehabili-

tat ion look into the feasibility of including more P.O. II positions 

in PTI so that workers have an incentive to move up within their project. 

5. Computerizatiop of Data - There is much data presently being 

collected. When all the new projects become )perational, the amount 

of data will be overwhelming. It is, therefore, recommended that 

DOR immediately computerize all the PTI data. 

6. Coding Sheets - There are a number of terms used for coding 

which are in need of definition: 

a. Where unsuccessful terminations are coded as 1) subject 

uncooperative and 2) technical difficulties, there terms 

need definitions. It was found that different projects 

interpreted these terms differently. 

b. Also, on sheet 5, form 5, drug and alcohol counseling 

are distinguished from individual counseling. There is 

a need to define at what point an individual is doing 

drug counseling as being separate from individual 

counseling (in-house). If this drug and alcohol 

counseling is intensive, then the question of qualifi-

cations of the counselors must be examined. Again, 

there may be a need for specific training. It is 

recommended that PTI programs work closely with the 

Office of Drug Abuse, Mental Health Program of the 

Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services. 
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7. Terminations - Lastly, it has been found that the courts 

and State Attorneys in each circuit where projects now exist handle 

the sealing and/or expungment of records differently. There is a 

need for written guidelines for the handling of records of indi-

viduals successfully terminated from PTI programs. Project directors 

should be responsible for informing a successful client of the 

process for having his or her record expunged. DOR should determine 

if legislation is needed in this area. 
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Chart 1 

EXIT INTERVIEWS' 

FY 76-77 

The following is a synopsis of a questionnaire sent to a sample of persons in 
various circuit PTI programs following a six month period without supervision 
or staff involvement. The fifteen respondents out of thirty-three voluntarily 
returned their answers regarding 'their feelings about themselves and the 
program. 

Returned Questionnaire ....•........•...........•.... 
Male ............................................................................................. .. 
white ......•..•.....•........•.•..•....•.•......•... 

High school graduates or have attended college ...•.. 
Employed at beginning of PTI ....•..•....•.••........ 
Employed at completion of PTI ..........•........•... 
Received Salary Increases or Promotions .•..•........ 
Graduated or GED diploma achieved ..•.•.....••.••...• 

Felt gaines made during PTI supervison were 
maintained .••..•.. ' ............................... . 

Felt they had a better attitude toward the 
use of drugs or alcohol ....•.......•..•......••.. 

Felt it important not to have a conviction record •.. 
Participation in the PTI program motivated or 

helped the respondent gain some maturity ....••..• 
Attended group sessions .....••..•..•.....•........•• 
Of five attending group sessions, 4 felt they 

were beneficial ..••..•....•...•.•...•.•.•.•..•••. 
Among other type contacts all but six respondents 

were visited in their homes by PTI officers •..... 
PTI officers made 243 contacts with 12 respondents 

who indicated number of contacts on their 
questionnaire ..•..•••...........••.............•• 

Felt they had received enough attention and 
help in the PTI program ...•....•..•....•..•.•..•. 

Felt they had maintained improvement made initially 
during the program during the six months follow-

15 
12 
11 

12 
11 
14 
9' 
3 

13 

9 
15 

12 
5 

4 

9 

243 

14 

ing completion in areas of alcohol, drugs, family! 
marital relations, getting along with others, 
supporting dependents, etc .....••.....•.•.•.....• 11 

Indicated they would not recommend the program to 
friend .in trouble................................ 2 

38 

45% 
80 96 

73% 

80% 
73% 
93% 
64% 
20% 

87% 

60% 
100% 

80% 
33 1/3% 

80% 

60% 

112~% 

93% 

73% 

13% 
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Each local jurisdiction, in cooperation with 
the State Attorney in that jurisdiction aild with 
related state agencies, should develop and imple
ment a formal pretrial diversion program for 
first and other selected offenders. 

1. The planning proc~ss and the i dentifi
cation of diversion scnrices to be provided 
should follow generally and be associated with 
"Total System Planning" as outlined in Standard 
5.01. 

a. Based upon available planning data, 
eligibility criteria and operational procedures 
should be developed for the diversion of 
eligible defetldants. 

b. Mechanisms for review and evaluation 
of policies and practices should be estab
lished. 

c. Liaison should be established with exist
ing community rehabilitative reSOlJrces and 
agencies to which divertod defendants may be 
referred for services. 
2. Each diversion program should operate 

pUrsuant to written guidelines that should spec
ify: 

a. Program objectives and eligibility cri
teria. 
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b. Guidelines for measuring successful par
ticipation in the diversion program, as well as 
standards for unsuccessful participation and 
the return to traditional prosecution. 

c. A requirement that decisions approving 
or denying diversion be made in writing along 
with reasons underlying the decision. 

d. A requirement that the diversion pro
gram maintain current listings of community 
resources available to the program and its 
participants. 

3. The following considerations should be 
included in detE'~mining whether a particular 
offender should be placed in a diversion pro
gram: 

a. That traditional prosecution and a crim
inal conviction might cause undue harm to 
the defendant or exacerbate the problems 
that originally caused its criminal acts. 

b. That rehabilitative services needed by 
the undue harm to the defendant or exacer
bate the social problems that Jed to his 
criminal acts. 

c. AppropriatE: services to meet the offend
er's needs and problems are unavailable within 



the criminal justice system or may be pro
vided more effectively outside the system. 

d. The arrest has already served as a 
desired deterrent. 

e. The needs and interests of the victim 
and society are served better by diversion 
than continuation in the criminal justice 
system. 

f. The offender does not present a sub
stantial danger to others. 

g. The offender voluntarily accepts and 
agrees to participate in the offered alternative 
to further justice system processing. Family 
involvement is to be encouraged when appro
priate. 

h. The facts of the case sufficiently estab
lish that the defendant committed the alleged 
act. 

EXISTING SYSTEM 

This standard is partially il)1plemented by the 
Florida Parole and Prob3tion Commission. The 
FPPC presently provides diversion services dis
cussed in this standard to five of Florida's 20 
judicial circuits. 

The FPPC reports the liaison between the 
Commission and community resources for de
fendant diversion is the field officer. According 
to the FPPC, the criteria for det~rmining who 
will enter a diversion program is established by 
the policies of that program and by Florida 
Statute 944.025. The final decision, however, on 
which inmates enter diversion programs rests on 
the approval of t.he program supervisor, the 
judge and finally the state attorney ,vho gener
ally utilize the field officer's recommendation. 
The FPPC reports the results of diversion pro
grams are evaluated by the Division of Planning 
and Evaluation. 

Another pretrial diversion program available 
in Florida is the Citizen Dispute Settlement 
(CDS) program. Currently, there are three citi
zen. dispute settlement programs in operation in 
the state. One is locat.ed in .t\liami. This program 
is under the supervision of the administrative 
office of the court, 11th Judicial Circuit. In 
1974, the operating budget of this program was 
$55,000. The program is processing about 6,000 
cases at an approximate cost of $90.00 per 
case. The average cost per misdemeanor case if 
processed through the court system in tlliami is 
approximately $250.00 per case. The program is 
diverting 35 percent of the cases which are being 
filed in the 11th Circuit into the program. 

40' 

The other CDS programs arc located in 
Jacksonville and OrInndo. There currently is no 
data available concerning the operation of l\w;:;p 
two programs. 

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY 

In order to initially implemc:nt a slatt'wid,. 
pretrial intervention program designed to srn'i~'" 
2,500 clients per year, approximately S].5 
million additiOl1v.l funding would be needed. The 
r.lultiphasic Program, while not a di\·er..,jop 
project per se, may still provide similar bendits. 
The projected cost for 27 centers stale\,.ic!t' 
would be approximately $4,58~,14S. This (.sti. 
mate was made by the FPPC in March 197G. 1'11(' 
figure is a tentative estimate and is subject to 
economic changes. Further analysis of cost is 
necessary prior to implementation. 

The Pretrial program provides a viable alterna
tive to incarceration for selected individuals. It 
diverts offenders at the earliest possible stuge in 
the criminal justice system back into the com· 
munity and into a more productive and socially 
sanctioned way of life. The r.lultiphllsic Prop'am 
provides alternatives to the court to imprison· 
ment and fumishes comprehensive therapy and 
assistance. . 

Regarding the Citizen DisptHe Scttleml'nt 
Program, with one CDS program in operation at 
this time at a savings of approximately $lGO.OO 
per case, a substantial savings in operating fund;; 
would be made if other areas began imple
menting sllch a program. As many as ten judicial 
circuits could possibly need a CDS program. In 
the best estimate of the staff of the Governor's 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, if citizen dispute settlement programs 
were instituted in 11 judicial circuits diverting' 
some of the misdemeanor cases from the court 
at a cost per case that is $150.00 less than if 
processed through the courts, the total savings 
would approach $10,000,000. The Bureall of 
Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance, thc 
state criminal justice planning agency, should 
encourage the various judicial circuits to app~y 
for grants to help implement a CDS program 111 
those circuits " .. 'here the need exists. In addition. 
in order to fully implement this standard. 
legislation is needed to expand the criteria for all 
offender to be eligible for a pretrial diversion 
program to other than first offenders. , 

The COlTections Task Force designat~d thIS 
st~ndard to receive priority emphasis for iJnple
mentation in fiscal r .... llI 1976. 
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In c'ppropriatll C,;£3S, oif~nd[m; should bs. 
divertml irto IlOncriminn! pl()~irC!ms befon~ for
mal ~r!(ll or cOn'.<'ic'..i:1n. S:.!ch pr·Jtrial in~et"\'~n
tiol1 i!: appro;lriaW \,'1110:'0 :h~rc is :'l sul::.t3r:tid 
likelihood th<Jt (:~nvict;on r:ouid bi? obtGincd ~nd 
the benefit:; to s0cbty from dvmnt'ling on 
offEinder into i.lll 3'!ailQbl3 noncrimir-D! pmtrial 
intelVi":!iti()11 prOrrtm oUL'.':~lnht t~ny hi:~m done 
to ~och)tl b'l (lbandoning crim:r:al pro~C'cUi:ion. 

Amcng tho fncl(jn;~hot ~hould be cons!tkred 
fO'JorL!bb to pretri8\ intcrvGntlo11 ar0: 

1. The rr:lntivQ youth ef the: off~ndei'; 
2. The willin~ln355 of i:bf! liictirn (1nd the 

bve::.tlg:lting officer' to ha':e no conviction 
sC'ugllt; 

3. Any likelihood that th2 offl'.)ndnr :m a~r:; 
from a mental iHn2.ss or psyr;lw!ogical i,bnor:rldl
ity which wr.$ rel&i.l)d to hi~ crime and fer whkh 
tmatm(;nt is nV<Jilc:;ble; 

4. Any likelihood that the crinl·3 was sinnifi· 
Cc1ntly ralRtcd to .my othei condition or situa
tion slIch as un:mp!oymnnt or fnmilV probknn 
thnt \-\'Quld bH sl:bj~;ct to ch~nGe by participation 
in \l Plctriu\ if,Lcl'vt)ntlon pro:;:Jrn; 

r5. The nature of the offfJme and lh'J dcien
dnnt's Cdl~linJI record; nnd 

6. 1 he cir; fendunt's nttitude toward I eh3bilita
tion. 

i-'\rf\UPH the incte;r:: thrlt shedd be COilsidcrcd 
unfaVOlnbif3 to pretri::d intervention arc: 

1. /\11,/ history of the W:·J of physi\:C!1 violence 
to\vlirds othGr::; 

2. Involl,'emc!lit INit11 orgCini!:ecl Grir.1c; 
3. A hi::tory of antisocial conauc;t indic::lting 

tilct such conduct has become un insr<:ined part 
of the dcfGnclarH':; lifAStyl~ ~:ll.! ""ould be par
ticu!CJr1'l n~sistan t to change; 

"4. Any special net~d to pursue crimin2.: pro:e
cuticn as ~ 111CanS of dircoui'aging Oth2l"S from 
comn~itti!lg ~imilar off2nses; 

5. The nature of the o"!ifeme and the d8fen· 
d21"\"i's criminGI record, and; 

6. The. de~enc:.:m t':; s;td~udc. to\,'Jrird mIH!bili-
t;}tion. 

!"he prosecut~n!l uttorney ShOll 1d h,ayo -.:iI;"r' 
'Jltml(ll8 authonty to rnakp. thn c!cC:::>lon tv 
divert as sce'll ns tlCbql'at8 informnt:oll c"n bn 
o;)tained. 

Guide!ines for maki!lg pretrial in:~::fvt:ntion { 
decisions 5!~G'.lld be cstnbiishlld und nl<ld;:: !1dbHc.J . -, 
\'Jhcrc it is contefl1plated thct the pr::;~rJ::1 
intcr'Jention d~ci5ion will be mz:dc by idW 
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enforcement of"ficc;'s or simibr individuals, the 

I Buide!ines :;hollld be promu!g:Jted by the law 
enforcenH'11 t or other Cl~cncy concerned niter 
eonsuiWtioll with tne pro':ccutor and after giving 

::u;kr;d to rate those factors which they feel are 
the most. imporlant. in detl'l"mining whether to 
llivcrt a defendant intu a pretrial inlcn'cntion 
prop·am, lho most frequent and irnport[\nt 
fador was whether the ofrcnd(~r is a l'r('<;ent 
d:1l1gcr to th(~ communiLy. Other almosL equally 
COns:dCl ed faetors were the natUi"C of th0 of
feme and the defendant's prior criminal record. 
Other faciors lh,.\t were consitkrccl in every case 
but do not. influc:nce the clf'ci;:;ion conccrnin!; 
prctrbl intervention as muc.h as those I1wntiotl'.}d 
above, are: Will the offender's ne!:ds be b~lter 
met in the com:nunity; hr.s the arrest alrer.dy 
~cr\'ed as a dt'ter,·ent; the def~nctant'5 attitude 
and the attitude of the victim. 

I, (Ill sugs~sLions tnd consideraticns. V'JhJrc the 
protri,)1 inter.'ention d:::ci:;ion is to b:} made by 
the prozccutor's office, 1he guidelines should be 
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promu1U3toc! by that office. 
\Vh,::,!l (l defendant is diverted into a pretrial 

intcl·vclltion prosrnm, tl writt.;n statement of the 
fact of, nnd reason for, ti'l9 dccisior~ should be 
mGdo nnc! retained. EIIlph1Sis shou!d be pl2lced 
on tho offcnc;;r's riij;,t to be repre~;r.'nted by 
cou[w:l during negoti(~~io'1S for prHtrial interven
tion. 

Tha decision by the prosecutor not to divert a 
particu\nl cl8fnnd~nt f.h~iU~d not be subject to 
judicii.! r3\'ie'N. 

IMPLEMENT ArION STRATEGY 

Legislnlion is needed to provide more D('xi
billty in determining what. offenders uw eligible 
to be plr\ecd in prclrbl interv(:ntio~l pl'ogl\lms. 
Florida Smtl.lte fj 11·L025 gives the Florida Pc,role 

EXiSnNG SYSTETli d an Prob~'tion Commis;:;ion the r(lsponsiiJiiity [or 
CurrtmUy, thNe Cll"~ :1ine judieial circuit., developing pretrial intervention progJ.':.!ll1S and 

where prcirin.i intervention progran;$ arc on- authorizEs tbe staLe aUornl'Ys to rccomrnend 
go)ag.* They ra:-:i~e in size and cost frorn the whether a dcf~'ndant who is a first offender 
Miami Pretrial Int(:lYCntion Program which, over chmged. with a misdemeanor or a third d\'g:::;c 
~ hvo'Y::'Hl" p!:!l'iod from 1972-197·1, ser"l.'ed 595 telony should be placed in a pr~tdal inten't!Pticn 
clients rd; u cost jJC'r client of $3fJS.50; the program. This r.'lthori.~atioll sho~t1l1 l).-; exi)::.nded 
Tampa Prcll·i:\l Intcrv<::nti()H Prob"rn.m under the to include cfttcgorics of offenders oihE:. ihH!1 
sunervisiml of the F:I)rid,t Parole nn·.1 Probation nr~t offenders. In addition, rccem mis'..mdt~r
COJr,JlllS;;ion which. ()\'Cl a 17-month perioel standing.:; <.!O!)('L'rnlng !b;; [l~:thcrity of tl!c F:~role 
heginning in Feb\.ta~y of 1973,· Eel". cd 450 nl1U Probation Commis3ion to dc:';c!op pnlgr~\r:1S) 
c1ient:s hL a cost per client. of SSG.OO with involving mbdemeanor o[icr.(lers should be clnd-

. average lc:!ligth of ti:1V! in the program of 7.5 fi~'d (by stntu te, i f n\?(,c~saly). 
months; to the Grange County Pretrial Inter- Even dlOur;h inilicJ cose of establishing pre
vention Pl'()gl:l\!TI which, O\'el' a nine-month trial interver.tiQI1 progrnms t!lt'ough(;ut th:! sl:::.t(! 
period, beginning in April of 1Q'I·1, sl.'rved 1. 7 4 ma.y be substilD ti£ll, prelimi:1ary enllu:!~im1:) of 
cHcnts nt, a cost per client of $lGO.OO. Other se:;er::.l cun:cnL progl·am::i indicate that Siif.1i[lc;mt 
preb·inl inte;-vontion programs me operating 111 cost :;:lVings c~m b1: r8a!il'cd .by cstdhHshm'3i\L cf 
Pen!'-ucol:}, C!eary,'ater, West P,,\m Bench, such progrr.m<;. That is, probation, court ~nd 
Erow:ll:d Con!! ty, Gain2svi1le :ll~d the' 19th Judi- incarc~rution costs r~i:e replaced by ;)retrl<'..l in tl"r
cial Circuit. venllon proE;ram COJts. Sow!: programs ~)1C.W a 

According to a recent survey by the Gover- net sU'.rings by divertin;:J thi: oHender inlo the 
nor's Commission on CrimiiHu Justice Sbndr.rds progr~m. Thus, it is possibh~ that ~he c:::a!liish
and Go[\l~, 3.3 perce:nt of the cases hnncHed by men!. of these lJrograrns st;1tewide coult! rC'!;ult in 
the Sf :.\tlj: attortwv offices ~.re divl'rted ·into . ~ net £[lvinrfs (If resources. The more optimistie 
prctriuj hl.ervcnlio!1 prog-r;ulls. 'l'hirt.y OI1P. ':ll1d· figures indi~'aw a 2:1 benefit/co;;t ratio. 
three tel~ths percent Ot the s:nte attomcy offices The Courts Tnsk Force h~s d.:3ignah'd th;:: 
tIo nol. di','<:rc any cns~s into pretrhl intervention standard to rccrivc priority emphasis ior i.rnple
pr0etUl11s. \\11£11 each st·ute aitom{:y':; ofiico Y{M ment..1tion in fiscal year 19'iG. 

*'I'his data W:lS obl:lin"d fTC.1r.1 LEA:" (fral) L applicO\tions 
and anlHlal r~por!.s of thc.,,;:! projects. 

42 

r 
i 
! 
!. 

f • 
1 
I 
• 
t 



---.-.---- - -- ___ -_-1--
... 

CUAnT 2 

CI.IENT lNFOIU·L\T;rON PROFILES 

-.-----------.--..... ------------..... ----------~------------- -----~-------------r--------------~----..------'-----~I --.--~----------; 
St. 

Petersburg Tampa 
Fort 

Lauderdale Jacksonvillo 
I 

W P~1m Bench Gllincsville '!'O-:;:'AL .1 
------------.----------------------------j-------~~-----------+-------------,-----------------------------II------------f---------l 

: Rl\CE: • e '--
"lhite 
Other 
Blac~ 

• AGE: 

. Under 27 
27 and ove;;: 

, "N "" 

i: 
SEX: 

.t:>. l1ale 
. w J:~ ffi.i'lu..l""c"'--__ 

*N = 

,., 
" 

to' I, 

90.5% 
0.0 
9. 5~ 

316 

67.9% 
32.1% 
:H8 

79. 3~ 
20.7% 
319 

74.5% 
3.4 

22.H 
522 

60.2% 
39.8% 

---sTo-

7:2.8'l; 
27. 2~ 
,,~ 

84.3% 
2.5 

13.2% 
lsg-

32.4% 
17.6% 
159 

S1.n 
18.1% 
1!?5 

o .75% 
0.0 
0.25% 
48 

85.'4% 
14.6% 
48 

'12.n 
27.1% 
48 

84.0% 
0.0 

16.0% 
144 

70.1% 
29. 9~ 

14'4-

81. 3~ 
:L8.7% 
144 

59.5% 
7.2 

33.3% 
111 

67.6% 
32.4% 

lrr-

65.8% 
34.2% 
111 

.. 
83.0% 
1.4 

15.6% 
147 

85.5% 
14.5% 
138 

82.3'5 
17.7% 
147 

79.8% 
2.2 

18.0% 
1443 

I 

i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
j 
I , 
i 
I 

69.2% I 
30.8% 1 

J.lr31S ~ 

, 76.5'0 
23.5% " 
1446 

.,.". ' ,! 

.---------------------~ .. ,~,~.----------------~------1-----------~------------~--------------+--------~~----------+-------. " 
EDUCATION: 

No education 
1st - 3rd 
4th - 6th 
7th'- 9th 
10th - 11th 
High school graduate 

... Some co11cgC/M degree 
College graduate/BA, to1A, PhD 

J2.l.uUness or vocational school' 
"'N = 

0.3% 
0.3 
2.2 

10.3 
20.1 
34.2 
26.9 
3.8 
1. 9% 

3"T9-

'0.2% 
0.8 
1.9 

12.9 
22.2 
39.7 
17.9 
3.1 
1. 3% 

519 

1. 9% 
0.0 . 
0.0 
6.5 

19.4 
45.8 
23.2 
3.2 
0.0% 

155' 

. . 0.6% 
0.0 
0.0 
4.2 

20.8 
50.0 
20.8 
4.2 
0.0% 

48 

0.0% 
0.0 
1.4 
9.7 

25.0 
41.0 

9.0 
5.6 
0.3% 

144 
. , 

1.8% 
1.8 
1.8 

12.8 
20.2 
24.9 
29.4 
5.5 
1. 8% 

109 

o. O~ • 
0.0 • 
0.7 

10.9 
23.8 
38.8 
19.7 

3.4 
2.7% 

147 

0.5% 
0.5 
1.5 

10.S 
21. 7 
38.4 
20.7 
3.7 
2.211 

1441 

,--------------------------------------+-------+---------~------------~-----------+---------+---------~----~ 
"'N equals th~ number of participants or which da ~a was availal: leo 

....... ) __ ,~ .. ,0'1" ... _ .... _ ...... __ ~_ ... ., .... _.r ___ ._' __ ._'t' .. ,_ ... ·~'·"'~ __ ... ~.; ..... _-' ... ' .. -~ .. ..- -.-.... ,-........ -.---~ .: .... ;, .. _-.. .,..- -"-- ... <-_ .. - ... --,_ .. ,-." ... "~ .• ~ .~.. . ..... 
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CHART 2 

CI,IENT ;rNF01W..A'rION PROFILES 

I 

St. ]:'ort i · Petersburg Tampa Lauderdale Jacksonville W Palm Bench G<lincsvillc pens.:lc()la '4'O~l' .. ;r. .1 
I 

I 
JUVENI"LE RECORD: ! 

I .. , 
No known record 96.2% 95.6% 92.8% O. 0%\ 91.0% 89.2% 96.0% 94.1 % I 
1 - 3 referrals, Fla. only 2.5 4.0 5.3 50,,0 8.3 7.2 2.0 4.4 I 

! 4 - 7 referrals, Fla. only 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.7 0.9 0.0 0.2 I 8 - 10 referrals, Fla. only 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0' 0.0 , 
t-:o Fla. record, 1 or more in I 

Cl!lother state 1.3 0.25 b.o 
.. 

0.4 1.9 , 0.0 2.0 1.0 i Unknown 0.0% 0·0% 0.0% 0,0% 0.0\5 1. 8% 0.0% 0.1% · *N = 'IT9 sn !52 4 IiPI III H7' 
, . 1399 I 
I 
! 

ALCOHOL: 
" ! . f 

No Usc 39.4% 23.4% 42.9% 4.2% 20.1% 24.8% 19.9% 27.7% ! 
Mode::atc Use 49.2 n.8 48.8 77 .1 61.8 54.1 76.0 62.5 I 

; >l:>o Z.!ocerate Use/Factor in ~nstant 
I 
f 

>l:>o Offense 8.2 3.2 3.6 
, · , l:6.7 ,16.0 8.3 3.4 6.5 . Hiz:::o::y of Exce~sive Use 1.3 0.6 1.8 0.0 2.1 3.7 0.0 1.2 

.. 
l History of Excessive Usc/Factor 1.9 1.0 2.4 2.0 0.0 8.3 0.7 1.8 ! 

in Ihstant Offense ~~ , I' 

Unknown ~ , 0.0% O.Q% 0.5% 0.0%. 0.0% 3.7% 0.0% 0.3% I 
'I *N == 317 512 !bs 48 144 -r15"9 146 1454- I 

I 
\ . . . , . . 
i :DRUG USE: . . 

, I 
No .U'se 43.9% 46~ 0% 27.4% 20.8~ 60.2% 56.0% 34.9% 43.4% ; , Exclusive Use of Marijuana or • , . Prior Conviction for Possession ! , 

or Sale 24.4 13.8 26.7 54.2 9.7 12.8 15.1 18.7 I 
Exclusive Use of Marijuana or , i 

I Prior Conviction for Possession 27.9 12.3 11.7 0.0 11.5 . 11.0 37.7 17.8 i . or Sale/Factor in Instant Offense . 
I . 

Experimental Usc of Narcotics 
. . 

; or 
Dangerous Drugs" 1.6 13.2 20.'1 20.8 0,0 • ~3. 8 2.1 9.4 ! .. .. .. .. ' 

number of participants 0 which da ta was availed lee i 
I *N equals the 
: 
; . . . ,_., - .. _ .. t_· • 

. 
. '-- "--<0 •• >." ••••• •. - . .............. .. ~ " ,., 
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CU1\.R~ 2 

Cr.IEN'l' INFOR."1l\TION PROFILES 

-
-~ 

- , . 
I St. Fort 

pet'clr'sburg Tumpa Lauderdale JaoKsonville H Palm Dc.ach Gainesville Pcnsacoln TOTAL · I 
: . ! . I 
" Experimental Use of Narcotics or 1.6 12.3 10.4 0.0 15.9 1.8 7.5 S .'2' I , . I Dungerous Drugs/Factor in I 

Instant Offense I 
Frequent Use of l\ny Dangerous 0.0 0.8 0.6 4.21 0.0' 3.7 2.1 1.0 I • Drug or Past Conviction for I 

! Possession or Sale , , 
! " Frequent Use of Any Dangerous 0.3 0.4 0.6 O~O 1.8 . , 0.0 0.0 .4 1 Drug or Past Conviction for , 

Possession or Sale/Factor in t 
" " 

I, , · Instant Offense · 
~ Addiction to Any Narcotic or Past 0.0 0.2 1.3 0',0 0.9 0.0 0.0 .3 j, . , 

Conviction for Possession or I 
l 

, I 

Sale t 
I 

Addiction to Any Narcotic or Past 0.3 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 .2 , 
i· Conviction for Possession or 

',j::o, 
I 

Sale/Factor in Instant Offense I 

;lJ1 I 
, Usc of Drugs is Unknown' 0.0% 1.1% 0.5% 0.,0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 

I 

.6% I 
I \ 

~H 319 522 
. -;rn- - mr-= 154 113, 109 146 .'f 

i I - I , 
1\ , . (~ .. :t ',' . .-

~ TYPE OF OFFENSE: .... . I 

i 
': . · i 

B bdcmC!anor 
, 0,:,0% O.O~ 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.7% 0.1% ! 

Felon . 100~ JQ.Q.! 100% '.J.Q.Q.! 99.3% -.l..QJl! ,99.3\) • 99,9% I . 
3i9 I 

*N = 522 154 48 144 111 147 ' . 1450 t • . I . j :Q.E1:fNSE: I 

t 

Larceny 13.2% 11.1% 8.7% 6.2% 22.2% 17.6% 12.5% 
! 

11.0% • 
Burglary (includes B&E) . 18.0 10.3 13.9 12.5 23.3 26.4 11.9 14 • 9 I 

' . I . Drug Offenses 36.1 29.4 49.6 54.2 21.1 24.2 53.2 35.3 . 
i h'eapon Offenses 1.9 8.6 10.4 6.3 5.6 ~l. 0 2.8 7.3 , 

Forgery, Fraud, Embezzlement. 8.8 16.7 7.8 • 10.4 12.2 6.6 4.6 11.1 I 

Qtbp,l: 22.0% 23.9% 9.5% 10.4% 15.6% .. 14.2% 17.4% 18.9% 
I , I 

*N 205 -360 -r15 k 48 - 90 109 ! "'" 91 1025 · *N equals the number of part.icipants on which da a was avai1ab e • . .. ., 

I . 

_' _._, __ ~""" ___ • ___ *",., ..... ______ ... -.~ •. ""._"':."" ...... ,.~" .• ~ ' ... __ ~H ........ -... _ •• , ...... , .. w._,,.,.,.,_ .... _ .. ..... " j , " .. 
n ..-.,-"'----_ .... -
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CUART 2 

CLIENT INFor~TIO~ PROFILES 

- . 
! St. Fort 

Pctcrzbu~g Tampa Lauderdale Jacksonvillo W pnlm a6",ch G<lincsvillc Pcri~Hlc<)la 'l'OT.l\L 

- -' . I 
!, 

FILED:' 
. I 

I 

81.7%" 
. 

\ Yes 100% 0.0% 84.3% O.OlA 96.2% ' 99.3% 63.1% 
No 0.0% O.Ot- 15.7% 100% 3.8% ;),2,3% 0.2% 36. ~ I 

*N ::: ~ . -srr- 159 ~ 130 106 147 1431 I 
! 
I 

ARlV.~GNED: . , 
----- I 

Entered PTI prior to arraignment. 0.0% 94.2% 25.2% 93.8% 18.6% 28.8% 100% 52.76 
, 
I 

i'1as arraigned, pled not guilty 100 . 5.8 12.3 0.'0 79.8 64.4 0.0 44.2 I 
l~as arraigned, pled guilty 0.0 0.0 0.6 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 i 
NolS arraigned, pled nolo contendereO.O 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .1 • I 
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.0 0.0 .3 · 
U~kno'.·:n 0.0% 0.0\\ 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 0.0% .5% 1 

3I9 
, -'i29 147 1433 · *N = 498 159 48 104 I 

\ 

'I 

.t>- '. : , I 

~ 
, ,:. ! 

'/ I, I 
~":'. , ~ I I ' '. , , 
.~. 0' . l . ; . 

1 
I . , • • I • . 
I , 

" 
, i , I . . I . . t 

I 
I • I 

! . . 
i I 

I 

: • 
I . . . 

I 

~ 
! .. . , . f 

*N equals the number of parti~ipants 011 whic;h da a was availab e. . . I 
I 

•• l 40 
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Ch.944 FLORIDA CORHECTIO:-;S CODE Ch.944 

vices], and all other rehabilitati\'e and corrp.ctional 
services dealing with the offender. 

H.!$!O:l'.-i. 5. ch i~.L\2; s. l~. ell ~S-\9 
ll\otc~--S(-c ~·c:c 2 f:.Ho,,'u-.s s. 9H .'j23. 
·Note.-BraC'keted !d!lCUaSt !t:~: . .n.!ted !,r "Dh"is!o!l or fa:nHy S!r''''~<:f!S.'' 

s.,., s. 3 3/. th. 75-1 S. 
cf.-1. 944.025 C<lrr.:nu:uty-ba;<!<! faCllities and prognrll!"~ 

.j ~4.025 Pretrial intervention progrum.-
(1) The 2[Department ofO:Tender Re):jabilitation) 

shall supervise pretrial intervention programs for 
persons charged with a crime, before or aiter any 
information has hen filed or an indictment has been 
returned in the Circuit Court. Such nrozrams shall 
provide appropriate counseling. €'ducation, $upen'i
sion, and medical anc psycnolob'ical treatment as 
u .... (lilable and when appropriate for the persons n)
leased to such programs. 

C2j Any first offender who is charged with any 
misdemeanor or felony orthe third de~ree is eiigible 
for release to the pretriai intervention pro~ram on 
the approval of the administrator of the program 
and the consent of the \'ictim, the State Attorney, 
and the judge who presided at the initial appearance 
hearing of the offender. In no ca'Se, however, Ehall 
any individual br: so !'l,lea&e<i unle5S, all('r cQnsu!tu
tion with his attorney or one made a\'ailub1e to him 
if he is indigent. he has \"olunt~rVy agreed to such 
program and has knowl!1gly and intelligently 
waived his right to a speedy triai for the period of his 
diw::rsion. In no casE' ~hdl the dE:ft'llc8nt o~· his im
mediate family personally contact the \'ktim or hi.; 
immediate family to acqUire the victim's COn51::nt un
der the pro\-isions of this act. 

(3) The criminal charges against an individual 
admiLted to the program 'Sh(ll~ be continued without 
final cl;spo:;ition fbI' a period nf90 days hom the date 
thp indiY1C:ua! was re!€'a~ed to the program, if the 
offender's participr~don in the program is $atisfacto
ry, and fo!- an additional 90 days upon the l'E'quest of 
the program administn:tor and conSE'nt of-the State 
AttOrlH!,Y, it' the ofiender's participation in the pro
gram is satisfactory. 

(4) Re:.umption of pending c:oiminal proceeciir.gs 
shall be und(;l'taken at any time if the: program ad· 

. ministrator or State Attorney iindE such ind.yirlual 
is not fulfilling his obli~ations under LItis plan or if 
the public in:;erest so requires. 

(5) At the end (Jf the ir.tel"vention period. the ad· 
ministrator !-hall recomm~nc.: 

(a) That .he case revert iO normal channels for 
prosecution in instances in \rnich the offender's par
ticipation in the program has been unsatisfactory; 

Ib) l[The ofl'mder] is in need of further supen'i
sicn; or 

(e) That dismissal of chanrE's without prejudice 
shall De enter<)d h1. instances in wfilch prosecution is 
not deemed necess . .'lry_ 

'I1H~ State t\ttorney shaH make the iimll determina
tion 35 to whether the prosecution sh.:111 continue. 

(6) 'lhc chiefjud~e in each circuit may appoint 
an advisory C'omr:littee for the pretrial intervel~~ion 
program. Sdid committee shull bt; cJmposed 0f thE
chierjudgo or ht.,; 2e::.ign:1te, w;".) -,;h'lH sen-'? as chuir
man: the State :\ttorney, Publit: D",.l·nder. ~md pro
gram aciministrator. 01' their rt?plp.5c'ntaw:('::;; ~nd 
such otlwr perSO!1S as thE chnirmun ~hali d~cm ap ... 

propriate. The committee may also include persons 
representing any other agencies to which persons 
released to the pretrial inten'ention probTam may 
be referred. 

(7) The ~[Department of Offender Rehabilitation) 
may contract fer the sen-ic('s and f.'lcilities necessary 
to oper!::lte pretrial intervention programs . 

Hi!.\f' ry.-s. 6. cr" 7";·112; $. 1. co. :5·3J1. 
'':\ote.-·Thc- c:Tt!r:.a.u" s"..!~s!'i~·,:.t~d Cor "he" by the editors. 
·~cle.-Brack.:~illa.:)"Jege ,ubstiruteJ for ·C-omc::.is.ic·n." See s. 2(6). ch. 

iS49. 

944_026 Community.based facilities and pro
grams.-

(1) • In addition to those facilities and services de
scribc:d elsewhere in this chapter, the deportment 
shall develop, pro\-ide, or contract for a state\\iae 
system of ccmmunity-based facilities, sen'ices, and 
programs dealing with the rehabilitation of offend
ers. v:hi::h shall inciude. but shall not necessarily be 
limited to; 

\a) A sysrem of community correctional centers 
to be located at various places th!"oughout the state 
as required. The purpose ofthes8 centers is tD facili
tate the l'eint(!gl£l.t!IJn ofoffimdt::rs back into the com
munity by mean:: of participation in various 
work-releMe. stud v-release, or o~h\?r community re
habilit.ation prOgrams. However. no facility shall be 
constructc-d.lt'aSed. or tiurchased in anv ('ount .. tmtil 
public heu!'ings have b~en held in that" county_ Such 
public hearil1J:; shall be pursuant to uniform rules 
adopted by the department_ 

(b) Adult :ntz.ke and evaluation programs and 
sen-ices where required. It is the intent of this sub
E8ction to ciec(mtrulize the int.a!-cp a!1d evaluation 
function or the corrections system EO that intake ser· 
vices are located in urban ai'eas of the state. For the 
purpose of this act the term -'intake and evaluation 
services" may bclucle a physical center, progrz.:ns 
and services carried out in municipal or county jails 
or othE'r areas of local communities, er a combina
tion of the abo· .. e. 

~c) Drllg treatment facilities or services provid
ing in part for secure detention as a part of facilities 
sen'ing major population centers_ 

(2) The followin~ facilities or sen-ices shall be 
pro\'ided or CC1,ti"ilCred for by the =[Department of 
OI1''''n.)''''' nQll~ I. i !:fa·l·on)· • ... lw 1.,,,...... L ...... a,:.1 ..... .L.. ... .. "-

(8) Resicilmti"l fat'ilitips in Dade. Broward, Palm 
Beach, Duval. Esc<~mbia, Leon, Oran~e, Brevard, 
Hillsborough, Pinellns, Sarasota (or ~!anatee), and 
Polk Counties, in whicb pro!:>::ltioners. participants 
ill pretrial interve:1lio!1 programs_ and others com
P.l.!w~d to or under the .;upen·j5ion of the l(depart
mentj Ina.y reside while v"'orkin'5 or ~ttending school. 
A pla..'1 shali be established for the ph~!ng·in of 
the-se re::idential facili~il:s over a period of 5 years 
f"om Jl!l~-l, 19;4.. Ti~e purpose c·fthf.·~c facilities and 
sen'ices is to pro\'ici~ t he court wirh an alternative to 
cor .. :nitment to orher s:ote corr£"Ction&.1 institutions 
and to ~sist in the supen"ision ot probationers. 

('oi Pretrial intervention programs In appropri
ate counttl's t() pro\'idt> early coan;;eling and su~r',i
slon servicP5 to ::lJeciiied first ofl1>nders. 

H~ . .d\l:)"-S. it rh. "; '·ll~ 
l!"\ote.-Br.ickt'tt!d ~a!"~J.1~e Subl,~t'~!e<I rut ooeo:n:oiMion:" St:e .. 2>1;\ c~ 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

- -_._, 
FLORIDA PAROLE AI-iD PROBATION CC!·~l.ISSION 

COtl1'i'TY PRE-TRE.L Im,'ERVENTION PP.OGRAto1 

I· 
I 
I, 
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-----DEFERRED PP.oSEC'(j':'IO~ AGH.:sEI·::C:~<T . 

lW1E --------------------------------------
ADDRESS 

-----------------------------------
It being alledged that you have cor.~tted an offense against the State of 
Florida on or abo\:t the ' day of , 19 __ , to 'tli t: 
~------__ --__ ------------------F.S. and it further appear-
ing that after an investigation of the offense and into your backgro~,d, that 

.at this time the interest of the State of Florida and your interest will best 
be served by the follohing procedures: 

THEREFORE, on the authority of , State Attorney in and 
for the Judicial Circ\:it, violation will be deferred for 
the period of either 90 or 180 days* from this date, provided you abide by the 
follo'.ving conoi tiens: 

L One, you shall refrain from violation of any law (Federal, State 
and Local) • 

2. You shall work regularly at a lawful occupat~on and/or partici
pate in other progrfu~ ~stablished for you under the supervision 
of the Florida Parole and Probation co~~ssion. 

3. You shall immediately inform your Pre-Trial InterveLtion Super
visor of any change. in address, employment or arrest • 
. 

4. You shall ~ake yourself available for the services of the PTI 
Program. 

5 •. You shall truthfully answer all inquiries by your PTI supervisor, 
allm·[ the supervisor to visit YOl:r hO!:'.e, employment, school or 
elsewhere and carry out any instructions • 

The State Attorney way during the period of deferred prosecution, revoke and 
modify the conditions of your deferred prosecution by: 

1. Changing the period of deferred prosecution not to exceed a total 
of 180 days. 

2. To prosecute you for this offense if you violate any of these 
condition. 

If you comply with these conditions during t~at period of deferred prosecution, 
no criminal prosecution concerning ~~is charge will be instituted in this county. 

By signing this deferred prosecution the defend~~t ____________________________ ___ 
withdra· .... s and/or \-laives his right to a speedy trial u. .. ~cer t..'1e constitutional la\>,'s 
of Florida and the United States of l~~rica in the cause for which prosecution is 
being' deferred. 

State Attorney Date 
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Page 2 
Deferred Prosecution A~~eernent 

! hereby state that the above has been read to ree. ! Thiderstand the conditions 
of my deferred prosecution and agree that! ,,;ill corr.ply ,'lith them. They have 
been read and explained to ~~, and I fully understand the charges against ~e. 

Defendant Date 

*The period may be increased from 9~ to 180 days at the sale discretion of the 
State Attorney or his assistant. In no case shall the period of deferrment 
exceed a total of 180 days from the date of this agreerr~nt. 
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QUES'l'IONNI\IRE it _ 

FLORIDA DEPAR'l'HEN'r OF ADMINISTRATION 

Intensive Evaluation of the 
Coordinated ~retrial Intervention Program (PTI) 

Inter-Agency Relationships - Opinion Questionnaire 

Thank you for g~v~ng this questionnaire your thoughtful consideration, and for 
responding with your h.)nest opinion. It is brief and should take but a few 
minutes for you to conlplete. Upon completion, please return it immediately 
by tpe self-addressed, stamped envelope which is enclosed. 

1. How often does your agency/office use the Pretrial Intervention Program 
(P'l'I) ? 

Never 
Occasionally 

Seldom 
Frequently 

2. Has your agency/office had any input into the development/operation of 
the P'I'I? 

Yes 
No 

If yes, please briefly describe the nature of this input. 

3. Haye any formal (written) joint ,agreements been made between your agency/ 
office and the PTI? 

Yes' 
No 

If yes, please list said agreements. 

4. What is/your.opinion of the entrance or eligibility requirements into the 
PTI program? 

Alright 

Too inclusive (too many offenders 
are included who should be screened 
out) 

CONT1~mED - PLEl\SE TURN TO OTHER SIDE 

Too exclusive (too many offenders 
are screened' out 'Vlho should be 
included). 

Other (please explain) 

'52 ' I 
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5. How has the PTI program ai 'ected the ,'rorkload of your agency/office? 

6. 

7. 

S'. 

Increased 
Decreased 
No Affect 

How effective has the PTI program been in yom: ar,ea? 

Do not knO\'l 
Some ... rhat effective 
Not effective 
Very effective 

How would you describe the "lorking relationship bohlcon your agency/ 
office staff and the PTI staff? 

Excellent 
Good ------

Fair 
Poor 

Hm., could the PTI program in your area be improved? (Attach additional 
pages if necessary) 
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