If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

98317

U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice

This document has been reproduced exactly as received trom the
Person or orgamizatign oniginating it Points of view or opiions stated
cument are those of the authors and do not recessanly

represent the official position or pohicies of the National Institute of
Justice

Permission to reproduce this copynghted matenat has heen
granted by

Florida Department of Corrections/
Probation and Parole Sélvi¢e$

tothe Natwonal Cniminal Justice Reference Service INCJRS)

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system TeQUIres permis-
sior of the caopyright owner

o



79317 s . %)3/'7 February 12, 1985

Department of Corrections
/o 4? 28 Probation and Parole Services

COMMUNITY CONTROL PROGRAM UPDATE
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AL@UIGT g

THE COMMUNITY CONTROL PROGRAM HAS BEEN OPERATIONAL SINCE OCTOBER 1, 1983.

Louie L. Wainwright, Secretary
* MONTHLY INTAKES ARE CURRENTLY AVERAGING ABOUT 240 PER MONTH. BASED ON A

SENTENCING GUIDELINE SCORESHEET SURVEY, 72.5% OF COMMUNITY CONTROLEES WERE

"BONA FIDE" PRISON DIVERSIONS AND WITHOUT COMMUNITY CONTROL, CURRENT PRISON

COMMITMENTS WOULD BE MUCH HIGHER.

* THE CURRENT ACTIVE CASELOAD AS OF JANUARY 31, 1985 IS 3,256 COMMUNITY

CONTROLEES.

COMMUNITY CONTROL PROGRAM UPDATE *  THERE WAS AN AVERAGE MONTHLY REDUCTION IN PRISON COMMITMENTS OF 180, WHEN

COMPARING THE FIRST 12 MONTHS OF COMMUNITY CONTROL TO THE 12 MONTHS PERIOD

OCTOBER 1983 — JANUARY 1985

BEFORE COMMUNITY CONTROL BECAME OPERATIONAL.

* TOTAL NUMBER OF REVOCATIONS SINCE THE BEGINNING OF COMMUNITY CONTROL IS 444
OF THIS TOTAL, 252 HAVE BEEN REVOKED FOR TECHNICAL VIOLATIONS OF THEIR' SUPER-

VISION, AND 192 HAVE BEEN REVOKED FOR NEW GCFFENSES WHILE UNDER SUPERVISION.
* THERE HAVE BEEN 126 SUCCESSFUL TERMINATIONS OF COMMUNITY "ONTROL SUPERVISION.
* CURRENTLY, THERE ARE 172 COMMUNITY CONTROL OFFICERS STATEWIDE.

% THE CASELOAD FOR EACH COMMUNITY CONTROL OFFICER IS LIMITED TO 20 CASES.
Probation and Parole Services

Program Office NOTE: As of 2/28/85 there were 3,423 community controlees under supervision.

Since the beginning of the program there have been 521 revocations,
294 for technical violations and 227 for committing new offenses.,

FEBRUARY 1985
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Department of Corrections
Probation and Parole Services

COMMUNITY CONTROL PROGRAM UPDATE

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The Community Control Program was implemented October 1, 1983 as part of
the Correctional Reform Act of 1983, and is currently operational in all
judicial circuits. Close surveillance and control has been provided

through strict contact standards to enforce the house arrest and confine-
ment to residence provisions of the Communitv Control Order. The program
emphasizes the development of offenders' responsibility and accountability
with punishment sanctions through small caseloads, and includes public
service, pavment of Victim Restitution and Cost of Supervision fees. Super-

vision and surveillance is provided on Saturday and Sundav, as well as

weeknights to help insure that all conditions of supervision are being met.

PROGRAM UPDATE

The Community Control Program continues to expand at a very fast rate.
There are currently 3,256 cases under supervision statewide, with caseloads

in all twenty judicial circuits. Continued emphasis on punishment sanctiomns,

offender accountability and responsibility, and small caseloads by field
staff allow the program to maintain credibility within the community, as

well as with local law enforcement agencies and the courts.

Emphasis on officer training remains a top prioritv. Training in crisis
prevention, surveillance and search and seizure techniques were well

received, and additional training areas have been identified as a result
of a recently completed Community Control Job Task Analysis. In addition,

Mental Health and Behavior Disorders training was completed by all Community

Control Officers.
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Portable radios are being used in most locations and the continued
cooperation of local law enforcement has been instrumental in provid.ing
)

increased safety for Community Control Officers in the field. In addition
;
the increased safety provided by this arrangement reinforces the recognized

dangers that are associated with frequent field visits and late night and
(=

weekend supervision. It also increases protection to the community

STATISTICS

Through January 31, 1985, there were 3,256 active community controlees

unde isi ' i X i
T supervision. Monthly intakes continue average about 240 per month

continuing the trend of decreases reflected in the number of people sen-

tenc i
ed to state prison, when.compared to the year prior to implementation

of Community Control. (See Attachment A) Commitments are reduced by 174

per month for each 240 monthly intakes to the Community Control Program
3

based on the assumption that 72.5% of Community Control intakes are

Hb ~ A L3
ona.fide" prison diversi : { i is F
sions. This assumption is based on a survey of

Se i i ]

ntencing Guideline Scoresheats completed on Community Controlees that
fo i

und these Community Control cases were cases whose score recommended

a . . .
Prison commitment. (See attached diversion analysis, Attachment B)

Current Criminal Justice Estimating Conference forecasts project a case-

load of 3,375 by the end of June, 1985. If the current pace of intakes

coutlnue, and terminations and revocations remain at bresent levels the

k5 ’
a 7 X g v
caseload mark should be ell e: ceeded and the procram's rate of di ersions

from incarceration will remain stable.

Re . . .
vocations remain acceptable for the rigorous standards of supervision

required of the offender. Through January 31, 1985, 444 offenders have been
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revok/ d and sent to prison. Of the 444 revocations, 252 were revoked
for technical violations of supervision, and 192 revoked for committing
a new offense while under supervision. The continuing high percentage
of technical violations suggests the close supervision aspect of the
program, and also suggests support from the court for following the

intent of the program.

Prison commitments dropped during the first year of implementation and
averaged approximately 180 per month less than the preceding twelve month
period. (The periods compared were October, 1982 - September, 1983 and
October, 1983 - September, 1984.) The attached graph comparing the number
of prison commitments received monthly reflects trends before and after the

implementation of the Community Control Program. (See Attachment C)

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

The increased officer training curriculum in the last six months
continues to enhance the professionalism demanded by the responsi-
Lilities of community control supervision. Serious training efforts
have taken place to help officers improve recognition of offender
problems, improve identification of possible mental health problems,
and help the officer attain an improvement in leadership capabilities
to deal more effectively with their caseload.

Probation and Parole Program Office staff have ridden with officers
during the late night hours and during the weekends, to gain actual
"hands-on" experience about Community Control supervision. - This
experience has given the staff additional insight into the unique

problems confronting Community Control Officers.

it sec—— 3 WL

PROBLEMS 'AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Community Control remains a strong and viable diversionary alternative,
as illustrated by the increasing caseload and strong AOnthly intakes.
However, regular probation services are an integral part of and sup-
portive to Community Control. The courts are very sensitive of the

need to limit the size of probation caseloads to ensure reasonable safety
to the community. If funding and staff provided do ﬁot keep pace with
the growth, the quality of supervision for both probation and community

control will suffer.
The following recommendations are designed to address these concerns:

1, Full funding of Community Control at the recognized caseload level of

20 cases per officer, to maintain program integrity.

2. Maintain caseloads of regular probation officers at a maximum of

1:81 for adult offenders and 1:56 for youthful offenders.

3. Upgrade of all Community Control Officers to Correctional Probation
Officer II class, as recognition for the unusual requirements placed
on staff as a result of this type of offender supervision. An addi-
tional concern in South Florida is the inclusion of Competitive Area
Differentials, to keep salaries competitive with the local law en-

forcement agencies in those areas.

4. Increased travel allowances for Community Control Officers to maintain
the required surveillance and control necessary to make this program

a viable alternative to prison.

5. Allocation of portable radios and firearms along with appropriate train-

ing for community control officers to improve the safety of those who are

required to make field contacts in dangerous areas at night and on weekends.

B



6. Develop and implement a Minimum Professiomnal Standards Training
Curriculum for all officers, especially Community Control Officers,
to increase the professionalism and correctional knowledge of the

field staff.

In summary, Community Control has exceeded expectations in regard to prison
diversions, as well as other aspects of the program. However, it is ap-
propriate to note that Sentencing Guidelines was also implemented on
October 1, 1983, and it could have contributed to the rgduction in prison
commitments. Another important factor to be considered is that ap-
proximately one-half of the remaining non-prison diversions represent
diversions from county jail. These diversions when coupled with the

prison diversions, indicate an effectiveness rate well beyond the 72.5%

cited.

The potential for continued successful use and supansion of community con-
trol appears to be dependent upon proper staffing for both probation and
community control, in order co maintain them as effective diversionary

alternatives.
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ATTACHMENT B

COMMUNI'PY CONTFROLEE CASELOAD ANALYSTS Page |
(Based on Sentencine Culdeline Scoroshoets)
t
e et i o 4 m i bttt 1o e ' e s s vt 2
; TOUTAL ) Toran
(1)) . PHOIATION soone sHEFT
ERYISION RN I _ SCORE SHERT RECOMMENDATIONS - PIUSON ) o N |__vioatons__  RECOMMEIDATIONS
) ) 2) ) () TOTAL PRISON; (0}
SITES SCORED PRISON % KOMMUNITY CONTROL/ % |rronATION vioLATORS/| % |coMMuNITY coNTROL | ™ FRISON NON- CIUSON NON FIISON]
COMMITMENTS PRISON PRISON FILOBATION VIOLATONS PRISON COUHTY JANL,
RECION GNE 11t 7 6.3 60 Wl 21 19.0 37 713.4 20 19 87 24 (1))
REGION TWO 157 13 11.5 62 19.95 X0 10.2 96 61.1 1) 14 0 61 (t4)
REGION THREE Y4 19 1.3 164 4h7.7 ) 3.7 2711 62. 7 W) 11 213 1 (37)
IECION FOUR 237 n 10.5 1106 L4 H1 14.3 1y 65,7 hl 4N 187 100 (4n)
REGION FIVE 1,014 159 15.7° h75 46.8 D] th.6 734 77.° 159 81 784 210 (%))
STATRWINE TOTAI 1,913 293 13.7 877 45.8 57 13,4 1,187 7008257 136 1,387 526 (186)

NOTES: (1)

(2)
&)
(4)
(5)
(6)

N

Represents cases sentenced under sentencing puldelines as well as those not sentenced under puidelines. These latter cases were thon
scored by Probation and Parole Fleld Stafl, accovding to puldelline erlteria to Identify cases dlverted.

Cases scoring prison as a result of the sentencing guidellnes score sheet total,

Cases scorinpg From 12-30 months i{ncarceration or community control, as a result of the sentenclng puldelines score sheet total,
Probation violators scaring prison or communfty control, as a result of the sentenciong puldelines score sheet total.

Total cases scoring prison or community control, and probatlon vialators who scored prison or community control,

Represents all probatton violators. These are divided into & proup who scored a prison sentence, and n group who scored placement
in a nou-state prison sanction.

Total of all score shect recommendations. ‘These are divided into a prisan catapory and a non-state prison sanctlon or county jall
catagory. (n) denotes prohation vieolators scoring non-state prlaon sanctions(ccunty jatl, probation, ete.)
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ATTACHMENT B
COMMUNE'I'Y CONTROLEE CASELOAD ANALYSILS
(Based on Sceotencing Gotdeline Scoresheets)
Papo 2
TOTAL oAl
) FRODATION SCORE SHEFT
o B SC(H!.E SI!I;:I'?‘I‘ IllﬁCl)h!h'liNl)A'l'lU?{S - l'll_lSUN o R )'“”N\'I'UHS RECUMMENDATSIONY

SUrERVISION POTAL CASES (2) (2) 1) 1 U""\!. rigsoty (6)

S1TES . PIOSON ® COMMUNITY QUHIROLY % PRODATION VIOLATORSY % COMMUNITY CONTROLS x NON-- NON FRISON/
e e | [ SOORER ] ] commirinTs oson L (Cemson o | [mouaTion vioraTons| - frwson | PGSON_ 1 eison | COURTY Al
PENSAGULA 70 4 5.7 31 haL 19 27.1 5[I 17.1 1Y Y 54 16 (‘))

TALLALIASSEE B .2 3y e jeeey 0 12 so.; o 1 12 LAY
FANAMA CITY 20 1 3.8 19 73.1 1 3.0 21 80.6 1 0 21 5 )
pAKE ity |45 3 8.7 15 3.3 4 8.9 22 48.9 4 6 | 22 23 (6)
essonvae | 28 | 3 19.7 13 46.4 0 - 16 57.1 0 0 e 12 (W
. 5. y ¢ ! 9.5 4 ’ [ 4§ p
_RAYTUNALUEACH . 69 1 5.9 47 _P! 10 19.5 R UUTN Laths DL I . A B 2
CAINESVIHLLE 15 1 6.7 ! 46,7 2 13.° 10 06.7 2 3 10 5 (})
TAVAILS 96 || 17 17.7 43 44,9 7 7.0 67 69.8 7 8 67 29 (8)
ORLANDO 89| 8 9.0 53 59.6 4 h.t 65 73.0 a | 12 65 24 (12)
SANFORD 157 ) 14 8.8 068 42,8 19 11.9 ) 101 03.5 19 19 101 58 (1)
. 125 17 13.6 57 45.0] 17 11.6 91 2% LA L L 410
_WEST PALAL IFACH 8 | 2.5 3 _|37.5 ! 12.5 5 62.5 1 0 5 3 (0)
KEY WESP ] 0 ~ 5 55.6 0 - 5 55.0 0 2 5 4 (2)
FORT LAUDERDALH 93 0 10.8 29 31.2 - 18 12_1' o 57 61.7 18 12 1 57 36 i_l_l) !
CFORT PIERGE . 52 2 3.t 22 ‘lli} 5 9.6 e MZ‘) ?5}.3 N 5 ’ l?;_._ o ?()M, 23 (12)
SF PETRRSIONG 504 53 10.5 257 51.0 79 15.7 189 77.20 79 39 189 15 (39)
- : _ - - i
RARTOW N 32 5 15.6 10 31,9 -9 28,1 24 75.0) 9 5 24 8 (5)
 SANASUTA ) 186 ] 23 12.4 105 EE_S 20 l{nj) o 154 g2.¢ N -3.3' ,ﬂ.,l[.'__._,.. . A]_?/‘,_ i 320 (14)
ameA (oA 7T 27.8 DU S AN LR SRR Y 122 I 2 L DR A R w23 200 723
O MYERS BRI I IO SRS LR B EETS U SRS L 15| 11 ! 733 2 2 SR SRR IS B €2
STATEWIDE TOTALS 1,913 257 13.2 877 5.4 257 13.4 1,187 72.4 2571 186 1,587 526 (186)
NSRS N e B T - R I - P A R (ST SOV B IR TR S °
© Februdry 12, 1985
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Department of Corrections
Probation and Parole Services

ALLOCATION OF NEW POSITIONS - TY 1984-85
EQUALTZATION OF SUPEXVISORS AND CLERICAL STATT

Page 2

TOTAL CURRENT EQUAL. TOTAL CURRENT EQUAL. | ALLOCATION OF NIEW
SUPERV. SUPERV. oF CLERICAL CLERT.CAL or POSITIONS FY 84-85
GENERATED | ASSIGNED POSTTIONS| GENERATED | ASSIGNED | POSITIONS
s et (less pos. CLERTCAL SUPERV. TT
ORFICE STINS .in_Region)
Pengacola 7.5 7.3 . . 28 26 -
Tallahassee 4 3.5 -.5 14 15 + 1
Panama Clty 3 3 11 10 -1
REGTON ONE . 14.5 14 =3 53 51 -2 1
Lake Clty 2.5 2.5 8 .8
Jacksonville 9.5 1.5 | . +2 33 | _35 2 A
Daylona Beach ' 5.5 5.5 o 19 17 -2
Galuesville 3 4 41 11 9 - 2
— |
RECTON "TWO 20.5 23.5 + 3 11 .69 =2
—Lavares 6 3.5 — - 2.5 21 ) 1.7 =4 1
Orlando 8 9 + 1 28 30 + 2 . .
Sanflord 7 6 -1 24 22 -2
RIEGLON_THRER 21 18.5 - 2.5 73 69 =4 2 . 1
_Mlami 18 24 + 6 (§10) 70 +10
West Palm Beach 8 10 + 2 27 = 31 + 4
Koy West 1.5 1.5 _ 5 _ 4 -1
Fort Lauderdale 20 17 -3 66 54 -12 )
Fort Picrce 3.5 3.5 11 10 -1
REGLON FOQUR 51 56 + 5 169 169 0 - ———
St. Tetershurg 16..5 15.5 -1 55 49 -0 .
Bartow 6 6 21 22 N DR O
Saranota 5.5 3.5 _ -2 19 17 -2
Tampa 14 18 + 4 48 52 + 4 e
Fort Myers 5 4 - 1 16 I ] -2 —_— Y —
REGION_IF TV 47 47 0 159 154 =T T DUN R i
STATEWIDE TOTALS 154 159 45 525 512 - 13 4 1

(98%)

(97%)

(97%)

. (100%)

(97%)

<
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Department of Corrections
Probation and Parole Services

ALLOCATION OF NEW POSITIONS - FY 1984-85

April 11, 1985

Iy 84-85

cro

(98%

AND EQUALIZATION OF OFFICER POSTTIONS Page 1
' . e [UROB /PAROLE. SUPERVIS O T T T TAocaTions or o
TNTERSTATE | ONE OFFICEY TNVEST, =1 (;(lM’r!llNl Iy - TOTAL CURREN T FQUAL . POSTTTONS -~
OFFLEER AT | PER 10D FUlpEN AT CONTRO, Yournru, ADULT OFFTCERS QEFLEERS | o R
Onk PER HONTIILY worknour | AT 20310 oFrrNpens | OFFENDER | penarin | Asstamin | posvrions Gro 1
! REGTON INTAKIES FORMUIA AT 56t 1 AT 81:1
OFFIGE §ITES o _ lActual 10121
__Pensacola 1 18_ . L USRI U SR USRS § TUY PR () NS
Tallahassee 1 Lo T R B L5
Panama ClLy Y.
REGION ONE 1 2 1 ,57-
_lake City e 8.
Jdacksonville 2 38
Naytona Beach 1 9 _.
satnesvilie 10
REGION TWQ lgfm_“.~ ) 5. i_w_JGB.*_.“
layares O | 22 L Jem 52 .
Orlando 1 Y I
Sanford 1 e 21 60
L _REGLON THREE 1 3 8 22 20 86 186
. Mlami 3 32 15 22 SRR A (TOU JUSD U1
West Palm Beach 1 17 1 4 10 35 67
Koy West, - 5 e ] S S 12
Fort Lauderdale 4 44 25 23 78 174
Fort Fierce 9 2 4 ... 21
REGION FOUR 1 8 107 47 60 206 429
St. Petershure 2 0. . 27 ) 7 2R VO U0 1 SUUOH S s 1 { R
Bactow - L5 .6 7 25y 83
Sarasota 1> 14, I b T
Tampa 2 24 16, .. w35 118
Forl Myers 1 12 O e LB A2
RECTON_EIVE 0 93 SN AN PSS ¥ A S S 395 ...
STATEWIDE TOTALS 5 22 337 173 176 599 11,312 = = N P

NOTES: (1)

circult totals:

Total OfEicers Generated Column dncludes one officer for Interstate Compact totals that are not reflected

within the

Individun?

oz

"oz

“jro3z

(2) Flpures used represent field reported statlstics for the months of September, 1984 through Febroarvy, 1985, and come directly Trom
the Monthly Recap Reports.

(3) Adult offender supervision was determined using stalf remalning after allocating all other catapories vsing the appropriate

columns.

Supervislon of adult offenders was

then ealeulated at a ratio of

fiscal year, due to the fmplementation of Communlty Control.

W, fnstead of the B2 budper allocation last

(4) Allocations of L9R4-85 positlons asslpned according to-areas of most critical need, as well as to help T1L1 paps that have accured.

<3

.
(5) Current plans are ta finalize equallzatlon when stafling allpeatlons Tor FY 198% 86 are veceived Trom the Lopiatature,*
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