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I. INTRODUCTION 

The following report has been prepared as an 
evaluation of the initial two and one half years of 
operation of the Dade County Pretrial Intervention 
Program which began operation on January 17, 
1972. The Program was funded by the Florida 
Governor's Council on Criminal Justice, using 
funds made available by the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA). The initial grant 
application was prepared by the Office of the State 
Attorney, assisted by the present Program Director 
and Charles Edelstein of the Miami-Dade Junior 
College Police Science Department. Federal fund­
ing will continue through October, 1974, at which 
time Dade County will assume the costs of the 
Program. 

The Program was administered by the OTfice 
of the State Attorney, in conjunction with the Coun­
ty Manager's Office, until November 1. 1973. when 
aoministration was transferred to the Administra­
tive Office of the Courts, Pretrial Services Division. 
The close working relationship with the State At­
torney has been maintained and the Program 
Director and secretarial staff remain located in the 
State Attorney's Office. 

During the two and one half years since the 
Program's inception, staff has expanded from an 
initial four individuals to a current level of twenty 
seven, including a Director, Assistant Director, 
Administrative ASSistant, twelve Counselors. tllree 
Interviewers, four Secretaries and five Interns 
receiving field training in psychology and SOCial 
work. In addition, three Consultants provide In­

service training, psychological evaluations. and 
group and ind:vldual therapy. as well as research 
and statistical assistance. The number of cases 
diverted by the Program from traditional prosecu­
tion has increased steadily since the outset. and 
the current annual rate of defendants diverted IS in 
excess of 900 per year. 

The Program includes twice weekly group and individual counseling. Counselor Cynthia Fien is engaged in 
an individual counseling conference. 



II. OBJECTIVES 

The primary objective of the Pretrial Interven­
tion Program is to offer coordinated services to 
selected youthful first offenders in the areas of 
intensive personal counseling, vocational training 
and job placement, as well as educational 
assistance and narcotic rehabilitation. These ser- . 
vices are made available during the pretrial period, . 
and underlying the formulation of the Program is 
the hypothesis that youth and a lack of stability 
bear a close and possibly causative correlation to 
criminal activity. These services are offered to 
Program participants while prosecution of the 
charge for which they have been arrested is defer­
red for an initial three to six month perioe'. Assum­
ing successful Program participation, the charge 
pending againstthe participant is dismissed by the 
State Attorney, thus building into the criminal 
justice system an alternative to the three traditional 
dispOSitional possibilities (discharge without sup­
portrve services, release on probation with minimal 
support, or incarceration). Thus, the successful 
Program participant avoids the stigma of a cri­
minal conviction and a criminal record which 
would prove a subsequent handicap in terms of 
employment or further education. Assuming the 
intervention strategy is a successful one, it might 
be antlcipated that the community as a whole 
would benefit by a reduction in recidivism among 
participants as well as their improved employabili­
ty and productivity. 

The fact that the period between arrest and 
trial, a period which may extend to several months 
In duration, ie used to no rehabilitation advantage 
is a weakness in the criminal justice system which 
led to the creation of Project Crossroads, in 
Washington, D.C., and the Manhattan Court 
Employment Project, in New York City. Both of 
these Projects made available to the judicial 
system a coordinate of manpower services as well 
as counseling and supervision in the period im­
mediately after arrest, and the experience of these 
successful progra~l? Ilas supplied the model for 
the Miami Pretrial Intervention Program. 

The great majority of first offenders who are 
residents of Dade County and are charged with 
non-violent crimes are released from jail during 
the period between arrest and trial. These releases 
are without superlJi~jP'rp::~nd the community, as a 
corollary, is wiU:r6'tjt'p~'b'!hction; and those com­
munity resou~cj~~ and serX;.lpes, the inaccessibility 
of which maY,Well have contributed to the criminal 
acts involvs,q/are no .more::~i'vailable to the defen­
dant durin~rthe period befyveen arrest and trial 
than the§\tJere prior to the all~ged criminal act. 

!ri:?'conjunction with theX~?bsence of supervi­
SiOI)'i~nd any use of commu~Jty resources during 
thS.b'period between arrest ~bd trial, the pretrial 

·;·~i;'-
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Dade County's Pretrial Intervention Program is 
housed in storefront offices located in Miami's 
inner city. 

i, 

Counselor Gwen Djxon meets with a Program partiCipant and.parent. 

period also fails to utilize the psychological incen­
tive potentially available in the defendant's realiza­
tion that a criminal charge has been lodged 
against him, with the possibility of conviction and 
incarceration generally a very real one. The ex­
perience of the District of Columbia and, New York 
City Pretrial Intervention Projects had been that 
the threat of a pending prosecution and incarcera­
tion rnay well be more of a deterrer.t than the 
outcome of the prosecution itself. The substantial 
majority of youthful first offenders charged with 
non-violent crimes are placed on probation, if 
convicted, and in a great many of such cases, the 
probation is non-reporting. Probation caseloads 
are presently extremely large, and it follows that 
during the probation period, supervision and 
rehabilitation, through the offer and use of com­
munity resources, may well be only minimal for the 
lesser offender. Also, once the offender has been 
placed on probation, any rehabilitative incentive 
available in the threat of a pending prosecution is 
lost, It is the objective of the Pretrial Intervention 
Program to utilize this incentive and to make 
available to participants intensive supervision 
coupled with a coordinated use of community 
resources and rehabilitative facilities. 

ThE:! pretrial intervention strategy makes 
possible supervision and services during that 
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period prior to trial, otherwise lacking such 
safeguards and considerations and, 
simultaneously, defers the filing and prosecution 
of the case while an evaluation is made as to 
whether utili;'ation of the resources of the courts 
will be required, or whether diversion, without 
prosecution and the stigmatization of a criminal 
conViction, will suffice. In a badly overcrowded 
court system, at a time when the alternative of 
incarceration is coming to be regarded as in­
creasingly ineffective and is little utilized for non­
violent first offenders, and when probation 
caseloads are so excessive as to make meaningful 
supervision impossible, an intervention strategy 
which maximizes supervision and rehabilitative 
services to those offenders, for whom the criminal 
court or probation system presently have no 
response, would appear to represent both a 
realistiC and appropriate alternative to prosecu­
tion. 

Because the presumption of innocence ap­
plies to the period between arrest F''')d trial, 
Program participation is optional and voluntary, 
and the right not to partiCipate is explained to all 
potential participants by their chosen or assigned 
attorney who must concur in the decision to par­
ticipate. 



m. PRETRIAL INTERVENTION 
IN DADE COUNTY 

A. Antecedents: 

The concept of pretrial intervention or pretrial 
diversion, as it is also called, was initially discuss­
ed in 1967 as a rehabilitative strategy of potential 
value to the criminal justice system by the Presi­
dential Cornission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice. In 1970 the President's 
Task Force on Prisoner Rellabilitation again sug­
gested the implementation of diversion programs 
and the vl8.bility of the concept was supported by 
the U,S. Attorney General in 1971 in a speech to 
the National Conference on Corrections, in which 
he Included pretrial ir,tervention as one of the 
objectives of the Nixon administration's Justice 
Department. These endorsements of the diversion 
prinCiple, as well as the experience of the interven­
tion experiments now in operation. indicate a 
-elatively broad spectrum of support for the diver­
sion strategy on tile part of the nation's criminal 
Justice system participants and critics. 

Although pretrial diversion of narcotic ad­
dicts WilS formalized In 1966 In the Federal Nar­
cotiCS Addict Rehabilitation Act, and addict and 
o1lcoholic diversion provisions have been in ex-

istence in several states, the initial diversion 
program oriented t0ward the general offender 
population was Operation Crossroads, an experi­
mental program which commenced in January of 
1968. Shortly thereafter, the VERA Foundation, in 
New York. initiated the New York Court Employ­
ment Project. 

Based upon the reception accorded these 
two pilot programs, in addition to the Dade County 
Program, diversion programs now are operational 
In New Haven, Atlanta, Honolulu, Balt;more, 
Boston, Minneapolis, Kansas City, Jersey City, 
Newark, Syracuse, Cleveland, Philadelphia, Col­
umbia, South Carolina, San Antonio, Flint, 
Michigan, as well as several other municipal areas. 

B. Eligibility Criteria: 

To be eligible for participation in the Dade 
County Pretrial Intervention Program, the defen­
dant must meet the following criteria: 

(1) Prior Record: The defendant must have 
no prior conviction record; 

(2) Sex - Age: Males or females between 
the ages of 17 and 25 are eligible; 

(3) Charge: The defendant mUft be charged 
with a non-violent offense; 

(4) Consent: The victim of the alleged crime 
and the arresting officer must be consulted in 

Besides receiving individual and group counseling. Program participants are placed in employment or 
\ oCdtlonai tralnlllq. Staff member Elaine Russell. using a job bank microfilm machine. discusses available 
10/)S will! d participant. 
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writing and must concur in approval of Program 
participation for the defendant; and 

(5) Residence: The defendant must be a 
Dade County resident. 

C. Structure and Methods: 
The primary objective of the Program is to 

provide, for a three to six month period im­
mediately following arrest, intensive counseling 
and manpower services as well as referrals to 
community agencies where warranted. The twelve 
staff counselors establish and maintain close con­
tact with the participants by means of home visits, 
visits to the job or training location at which the 
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participant may have been placed, and at the 
Program office. Contact with participants is made 
by the counselors as often as is necessary with a 
m,inimum of two contacts per week. A counselor's 
caseload is nut to exceed twenty five participants. 
Additionally, group counseling sessions are held 
by each counselor at least one evening per week. 

Participant recruitment is effected by a daily 
review of defendants at Magistrate bond hearings. 
as well as by referrals made by courts, defense 
attorneys. the State Attorney's Office and police. 
Those defendants who are eligible for participation 
are notified, and a rehaoilitative plan is then formu­
lated by Program staff following an in-depth inter­
view of the defendant and an identification of those 
areas in which Program services seem required. 
Following approval by the State Attorney's Office. 
the arresting officer and victim in the case are 
contacted in writing for their approval. and tho 
filing of the pending charge or charges IS then 
withheld for a three to six montll period In order to 
permit Program partiCipation. At the conclusion of 
thiS Initial period, a final evaluation is submitted Oil 

the basis of which one of four possible cours(~s of 
action may be followed: 

o In the event of successful partiCipa­
tion. a No Information of the charge 
may be recommended by the State 
Attorney'3 Office, resulting .n diS­
missal of the charge or charges and 
preserving for the participants involv­
ed a record devoid of a cnmmai con­
viction; 

o The case may be filed. in tile event 
participation IS not deemed to have 
been satisfactory; 

o The case may be filed with a report of 
satisfactory performance to the tnal 
assistant. in the event filing is deemed 
necessary, With the satisfactory per­
formance to serve as a determinant 1[) 

sentencing; or 
.. Program partlcipatiol. may be ex­

tended for an additional period. 
In October, 1974, a residence facility Will b8 

opened and administered by the Pretrial Interven­
tion staff. This residence is being made available 
by the Dade County Knights of Pythias who have 
funded and purchased the facility as a 
rhilanthropic ventur~< designed to assist first offen­
ders in the crimln2.1 justice system. 

Additionally, the Prl)gram has entered Into 
agreements with the graduate and undergraduate 
dep3rtments of the University of Miami and Flonda 
Internatioral University wherein students in coun­
seling, social work, and criminology are assigned 
to the Pretrial Intervention Prograrn for work ex­
perience and credit. 
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IV. RESULTS: 
JANUJ5tRY1!, 1972 - JULY 18,1974 

The Pretrial Intervention Program began 
operation on January 17, 1972. During the thirty 
month period through July 18,1974, the structure, 
staffing and procedures for the Program were 
established, participant intake and servicing com­
menced and the number of participants has In­
creased at a rate in excess of that anticipated. 

During this period, a total of 2.003 cases were 
Identified as potentially eligible for Program par­
ticipation. Of these, 755 potential participants were 
ultimately fou(Cl to be non-acceptable due to 
failure to respond to the initial letter mailed to 
them, or during screening, and were hot serviced, 
either because of lack of interest in the Program, 
lack of need for Program servfces, or information 
revealed In the pre-Intake investigation of the 
potential participants. 1,248 cases were accepted 
for participation and were offered Program ser­
vices, and 34 more, during the Initial twelve 
months of operation, were randomly assigned to a 
control group created to aid in Program evalua­
tion. Anotller 47 potential participants were in 
pending status while this report was being pre­
pared. 

The 1,248 participants were divided into the 
following groups: 

Group I consisted of participants whose 
cases were not filed during Program participation, 
for a period of three to six months. Participation in 
Group I must be approved by both the victim, if 
any, of the alleged crime and the arresting officer, 
as well as by the State Attorney's Office. Suc­
cessful participation in Group I results in dismissal 
of the charge or charges against the defendant. 

Group II involved participants whose cases 
were filed and who were not eligible for participa­
tion in Group I but who were serviced by the 
Program in the same manner as Group I partici­
pants, with periodic reports of participation made 
to the Assistant State Attorneys handling their 
cases. Successful completion by Group \I partici­
pants results in a w~~holding of adjudication and a 
period of probation not to exceed two years. 

Group III inclUded participants whose cases 
were judicially disposed of, who voluntarily ex­
pressed a desire to continue Program participa­
tion and Who were accepted for continued par-
tiCipation. . 

The following shows the number of partici­
pants or former participants In each of the above 
groups, and the number of unaccepted non-par­
ticipants as of July 18, 1974: 
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1. Participants; 
Group I 

Active .................................................. 288 
Closed by successful program 

completion and case dismissal....... 592 
Closed by unsuccessful participation 

and reversion to normal channels.. 143 

Group \I 
Active .................................................. 7 
Closed with successful program 

com pletion report to prosecutor ..... 103 
Closed without successful program 

completion report to prosecutor..... 78 

Group III 
Active .................................................. 3 
Closed ................................................. 34 

Total Participants 
(Jan.,1972-~July, 1974) ..... , ......... , ..... 1,248 

2. Non-participants: 
Control group ....................................... 34 
Pending ................................................ 47 
Not accepted ................ , ............. :........... 674 

Total (Jan., 1972-July, Hl74). .............. 755 

The rates of new case intake and of case 
disposition qurlng the ten quarters of Program 
operation'are fHlJstrated In tile following tables: 

C'i' . 
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3. COMPARATIVE TOTAL CASE INTAKE AND CASE DISPOSITION 
PER QUARTER: JANUARY 18, 1972 - JULY 18, 1974 

Intake DIspo­
sition 

n 
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The 1,248 cases that received Program ser~ 
vices may be slub-divided as follows: 

Sex 
Male .... ,' ......................... "............................ 1 ,052 
Fetllale......................................................... 196 

1,248 

Age 
Seventeen ................ .............. ........... ..... ..... 337 
Eighteen ...... " .. ".......................................... 311 
Nineteen...................................................... 185 
Twenty .................................... , .... , ............... 138 
Twenty One ......... ............ ........ ...... .............. 106 
Twenty Two ........................ ......................... 52 
Twenty Three............................................... 51 
Twenty Four................................................. 23 
Twenty Five or over ..................................... - 45 

1,248 

Race/Culture 
White ........................................................... 730 
Black ...................... :..................................... 402 
Spanish ....................................................... 116 

1,248 

Charges: 
Possn. or Sale of Marijuana........................ 384 
Possn. or Sale of Narcotics......................... 176 
Larceny........................................................ 151 
Breaking & Entering ............................. " .... 143 
Buying, Receiving or 

Concealing Stolen Property.................... 124 
Auto Theft.................................................... 64 
Forgery ........................................................ 39 
Carrying Concealed Weapon ..................... 36 
FraUdulent Use of Credit Card.................... 24 
Attempted B & E.......................................... 15 
Assault. ................................................ :....... 13 
Possn. Narcotic Implement.......................... 8 
Robbery........................................................ 5 
Miscellaneous ............................................. 66 

1,248 
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PROGRAM SERVICES AND 
RECIDIVISM RESUI. TS 

A. Employment and Education: . 
As noted previously, a principal objective of 

the Dade County Pretrial Intervention Program, as 
well as of pretrial diversion programs In general, is 
the reduction of unemployment and underemploy­
ment and the provision of incentives toward voca­
tional training or continued ,educational advance­
ment. 

In order to evaluate program activity in these 
areas, computer analysis, conducted by the Data 
Processing Center of Florida International Univer­
sity, compared questionnaires administered to 
successful Program participants upon acceptance 
for participation and at a follow-up interview three 
to six months subsequent to Program completion. 
The following' Tabie pres~!1ts some principal find­
ings based upon 564 buccessfully completed 
cases through January 1, 1974: 

3· 6 Months 
Post 

Pre· acceptance Completion 

Enrolled In School 36,1% 37.2% 
Employed 64.0% 8!?.5% 

Unskilled 24.1% 26.9% 
Semi-skilled 31.8% 43.1% 
Skilled 8.1% 16.5% 

Employed Full Time 45.9% 58.4% 
Report Liking Job 51.5% 59.5% 
Held Present 

Employment.at least 
Three Months 28.9% 34.6% 

B. Counseling: 
In addition to the placement of Program par­

ticipants in productive endeavors, all are under the 
intensive supervision of staff counselors who meet 
with each participant at least twige weekly, includ­
ing One individual and one group counseling ses­
sion. All groups are held in the Program offlces, 
but counselors are encouraged to schedule in­
dividual sessions in the field also. Field contacts 
permit the counselor to ascertain how the partici­
pant behaves and relates to others in such places 
as his home, place of employment or school. While 
individual counselors have varied preferences of 
place of contact ar'ld wherein individual partici­
pants differ as to needs, the Program consultants 
estimate that counselors conduct an average of 
65% of their individual sessions In the Program 
offices and the remaining average of 35% .in the 
field. 

Counseling styles differ widely ambng the, 
twelve counselol's now employed by:theFrogram, 
as do their baclkgrounds and training. All coun­
selors are provided with weekly In-service training. 
conducted by the consultants, aimed at furth~r,> 
developing Individual and group counseling skills 



1: 

as well as fostering flexibility In technique accord~ 
Ing to client tle.edl~. Program consultants augment 
thecounselln~.'staff by providing limlteclindlvldual 
and group psychotheraPY when needed as well as, 
psychome~ric evaluatlc1:ns and family and marriage 
counseling for those Cillents and their families In 
need of such services. 

While there Is no evaluative tool designed 
specifically to measure the effectiveness of the 
counseling staff, client responses to psy­
chosymptomology questlonson the' Initial and the 
four Post-Completion Follow-Up Questionnaires, 
administered at three month intervals, as weH as 
the Sixteen Personality Factors Questionnaire, a 
personality test measuring 16 !tfactors of per~ 
sonallty" administered at Intake and at three 
month interva.ls for one year followIng, have been 
useful. As reported In the Eighteen Month Report, 
redu,ctlons of psychosymptomology were noted In 
Program participants from their tnltie.! Interview to 
their Post Completion Follow-Ups. The following 
table presents this data In an expanded form ar1d 
is complll;)d trom Intake data on 388 participants 
and an average of responses on one or more 
Follow-Up Interviews, three to six monthS post;. 
completion, for 257 successful. completers. It also 
presents five additional areas of the psy­
chosymptomology questionnaire In Which large 

differences did not appear last year. These are the 
lasUlve listed for which no 1973 data Is presented 
(Indicated by ~. +): 

1973 1974 
3·6 3·8 

Monthl Monthl 
Pre: POll Pro· POll 

Aee.p· Compl •• Ace,p. Comple· 
Lo .. Roporl, ~~ tanee% lion % - ....----.. 
• D~prElssI()n ' 48 17 44.1 15.6 
• Nervousness 28 8 28.9 10.5 
• ConfusIon .30 17 25.5 12.8 
• Stomach upsets 10 o· 12.6 7.0' 

• Hoadaches 20 a 27.6 17.1 

• Fear 26 a 25.8 10.9 
• Loneilness 29 16 17.5 8.9 
• Discomfort In 

large groups 28 9 26.5 19.8 
• Feelings of 

'(oslng control 15 7 15.2 9.7 
+ Dlzzln~ss 13.4 7.4. 
+ Suicidal Ideations 7.0 2.7 
+ Poor memory 27.1 14.4 
+ Feelings of wanting 

to hurt others 25.5 17.1 
+ Psychlatrlc/ 

psychological 
consultation 11.9 2,7 

These reductions In physical and psychologi­
cal symptoms are seen as an. indicator of the 
efficacy of Progra:n counseHngservices despite 
the fact that no signlflcantdata is available at this 

The Program engages three consultants, Richard O. Nicho/s,Dr.Jack Jacobs, and Kathleen S. Abrams (l~ft 
to right),w.10 pro\'ide psychologies/testing and !'he,rapy, family counseling and in-service staf/trainlng. 

10' 
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time. The magnitude of pre-post differences does 
not Indicate, nor should It be interpreted to mean, 
that participants were all emotionally disturbed 
when Identified, but rather to, demonstrate, by 
subjective measures, the effectiveness of counsel­
ing services In helping young ad,ults cope more 
effectively with their environment and the stresses 
generated by their arrest, as well as helping them 
deal more efficiently with the world around them. It 
should be noted that differences In 1978 and 1974 
pre-post data tend to Indicate a greater Incidence 
of post symptoms in 1974 than 1973. This Is due to 
both the averaging technique utilized In cases 
where more than one follow-up was available and 
the significantly lar~\er number of completed cases 
available for study. 

Objective data gathered'from analysis of the 
Sixtean Personality Factors Questionnaire Is less 
definitive than the psychosymptomology data, due 
partially to the larger number of cases ana­
lyzed and partially to current ability to relate It 
more closely to other data available. While the data 
currently presents a somewhat different picture 
than that of last year, When viewed In terms of pre­
post differences In scores for successful com­
pieters, it Is being presented for comparison only. 
As research with this data continUes, one can only 
note that differences do exist and assume, when 

'. ~ 1"1 

vlewod In conjunction with the symptomology data, 
that Program counseling servlcesacoount for at 
least some portion of these noted differences. 

Trend loward (unl ... 
. chang. pr.~.ded bV •• ) 

• More Enthusiastic 
(less taciturn) 

• More Spontaneous 
+1.38 

1974)( 
oll,"U. 

- ,30 

(less threat sensitive) +1.01 + .23 
• More Controlled 

(less Impulsive) + .89 + .24 
• More Concrete Thinking 

(less abstract thinking) 'r .67 • .80 
• More Sensitive 

(less tough minded) + .67 + .30 
• More Self Sufficient 

(loss group dependent) + .52 •. 51 
• More Self Assured 

(less apprehensive) + .67 +i.Q1 

• More Emotionally Stable 
(less af/ected by feelings) ,. .55 • ,41 

+ More Relaxed 
(less anxious-frustrated) +'1.32 

+ More Forthright & Natural 
(Iesl; shrewd & calculating) + .a1 

While the number of successfully completed 
cases has risen s~larply, and more data was availa­
ble for the foregoing analyses, the reader must 
interpret the differences presented on psy ... 
chosymptomology and 16 P.F. factors cautiously. 
In the absence of comparison to unsuccessful 
Qompleters who do not accept follow-up question­
naires and with the lack of Significance studies, the 
data only indicates the presence of. changes In 
partiCipants' subjective and objective p.erceptlons 
of themselves In directions which appear to be 
beneficial. program counseling services surely 
contribute to these differences in a fashion that 
would probably not have existed had partfclpants 
not been placed In the Program. Further research 
Is planned to test the significance of these data and 
to determine which Program' service or counseling 
metho.d most greatly Influenced them. 

C .. Recidivism: 
An Important objective of the Program is to 

demonstrate a minimal recidivism rate. To assist In' 
the evaluation of this phase of Programperfor­
mance, a control group comparable in all respects 
to Program partiCipants was sel~cted pursulilnt to a 
research design prepared by Alan Rockway, Ph.D. 

Recidivism data Is derived from annual 
record checks conducted on ~II former Program 
partiCipants and provided by the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation from the National Crlmelnforma­
tlon Center (NCIC). The data which follows is 
based upon the NCIC Inquiry conducted!n Febru­
ary of 1974 and is based upon all. Program partiCI­
pants accepted by the Program through January 
19,1974. 

.1) 
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Recidivism of Pretrial Participants and Controls by 
Successful, Unsuccessful and Voluntary Groups 

Fte. 
quency 

01 
Recld,· 

Description No. htI,m 0/0 -
Group I Successluls 309 31 10.0 
Group II Successluls 79 13 16.5 
Group III Voluntary Com pieters 26 8 30.7 
Group I Unsuccessluls 82 31 37.8 
Group II Unsuccessluls 64 28 43.8 
Controls 34 11 32.4 

Total 594 122 
X2 = 56.54,5 d/l, P .01 

It is apparent that the recidivism rate for 
successful compJeters whose charges were dis­
missed (10.0%) compares favorably to the recidiv­
ism data for the control group (32.4%). This data 
would seem to support the conclusion that a 
pretrial in.tervention strategy is in fact effective in 
reducing recidivism as compared to cases which 
proceeded to traditional prosecution and disposi­
tion. 

The Program has ,8 close working relationship with law enforcement agencies in Dade County. City of 
Miami Police Officer Charles Daniels discusses a participant with COLlnselor GWendolyn Dixon. 
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The Program serves as a training site for interns from a number of area col/eges. Student intern Sharon 
Williams of Florida International University meets with Counselor Lois Smith. 

v. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS 
An important test of the efficacy of formalized 

pretrial intervention is that of economy. To be 
viable, such programs should be no more costly to 
the' c~iminal justi,ce system than would be the 
disposition of cases by the traditional means of 
prosecution followed by incarceration or proba­
tion. 

Intervention programs are for the most part 
limited to first offe,nders while, of course, probation 
and prison cannot and do not select their intake. 
For this reason, comparison of these three ap­
proaches to rehabilitation in terms of recidivism 
are, at best, misleading. However, it is submitted 
that the thre,e treatments can be evaluated in terms 
of costs of processing through the, criminal justice 
system and in.terms of earnings, or loss thereof, of 
the arrested offender. The following costs must be 
considered in comparing the three approaches: 

Incarceration 

Criminal Act 

Arrest 

Court costs 

Prison costs 

Loss of earnings 

Probation 

Criminal Act 

Arrest 

Court costs 

Probation costs 

Pret,lal 
Intervention 

Program 

Criminal Act 

Arrest 

Program costs 
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Since the costs of crimes and of subsequent 
arrests and bookings may be assumed to be 
constant, the following analysis will not include 
these factors. Nor will it include the factor of loss of 
earnings of the incarcerated offender (and possi­
ble welfare cqsts to society of supporting a family 
that has been deprived of its income earner), since 
it is beyond the scope of this report to estimate the 
relative earnings of an offender on probation or in 
a Pretrial Intervention Program. Since both proba­
tion and pretrial intervention require an offender to 
work, and in fact place him in employment, it may 
be assumed that both of these approaches result 
in a social benefit that is absent when the offender 
is incarcerated. 

This section, then, will confine itself to a 
discussion of the economic costs of resources 
used in the criminal justice system and estimate 
the marginal costs to society for police, courts and 

. personnel. For the purpose of estimating the 
marginal cost of judicial proceedings, only costs of 
labor will be included. This method of estimating 
the court costs will be a simple summation ot the 
personnel involved in a court event and their 
respective annual salaries divided by the number 
of cases handled by these personnel in a year. 

Since successful completion of Pretrial Inter­
vention Program participation results ,In a decision 
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by the State Attorney not to prosecute the of­
fender, the following events are eliminated: 

(1) Clerical preparation. Of. the. case. by the 
State Attorney's Office; 

(2) Filirig of the case by the Clerk's Office; 
(3) Arraignment and motions; 
(4) Defense and prosecution costs; 
(5) Witness and police officer appearance for 

depoSitions and trial (and resulting loss of 
earnings .and inconvenience); 

(6) Court costs; 
(7) Costs of Incarceration or probation. 
It should be noted that all of these costs are 

incurred when a case is processed normally, with 
probation or incarceration the outcome. The 
benefits derived by eliminating these costs and by\} 
diverting a case into pretrial intervention will be 
referred'to herein as the diversion benefit. 

As mentioned py'eviously, although the in­
creased earnings benefit will not be dealt with, the 
Program employment staff develops and main­
tains contacts with training programs, public and 
private employers in the' community, and the 
public employment service. The benefits derived 
from providing job information and placement 
assistance to participants, thereby reducing the 
number and length of unsuccessful job searches 
and increasing earnings over a given period of 

Monthly open hovse meetings .8re held with parents of the approximately 375 participants who are,t:mrolled 
In the Program at any given time. Program Director Tom Petersen and Counselor Cynthia Fien meet with a 
partlcipanf and parent at a recent parents' meeting. 
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time, are evident. The counseling of participants 
serves to increase motivation, resulting jnfewer 
job changes and shorter periods between jobs. If 
individuals are placed in training programs or In 
employment providing on-the-job training, skliis 
and productivity may increase, providing still 
fUrther benefits. 

The budgetary costs of the Pretrial Interven-
tion Program staff during 1972-74 were as follows: 

Personnel $171,915 
Contractual services 36,750 
Travel mileage 9,100 
Equipment 2,900 
Operating expenses 16,450 

Total $237.115 

Based upon the total 595 cases closed-as a 
result of Program participation, the average cost 
per case is: 

$2~~~ 15 = $398.50 

Benefits from Csse Diversion to Pretrial Inlerven­
tiom 

The following analyses assume that recidiv­
ism rates among former pretrial intervention par­
ticipants will be no higher than those of offenders 
whose cases have resulted in incarceration or 
probation, As has been demonstrated earlier in 
this report, this assumption appears to be a valid 
one to date in the Dade County program. Ob­
viously, the benefit gained from the court and 
corrections resources where pretrial intervention 
is used could be rapidly reversed it this' type of 
prograniled to increased recidivism. 

1. Court Costs through Case Disposition 
The following calculations are designed to 

estimate the cost' of thl:! average case to the cri­
minal justice system. Since cases filed are dispos­
ed of in three principal ways, namely, jury 'trial, 
nOh-jury trial and guilty plea, the average case is a 
composite of tnese three means of disposition. 
Obviously, a jury trial is more costly. than a non­
jury trial involving, as it does, increased court time 
due to the necessity of selecting jurors, loss of 
earnings to jurors, etc.,. which, in turn, is more 
costly than a guilty plea. The following table pra-

. sents the means of case disposition from July 1, 
1971, to June 30, 1972, in the Dade County cri­
minal courts: 

Number 
Meanool 01 Po,-

Caao Disposal Case. ~ 
Guilty plea 7,360 83% 

Non-jury trial 1,290 15% 

Jury trial 214 2% 

8,864 100% 
1(, .• , 

. The following table presents the various ele-
ments,.and their costs per year, that comprise the 
costs of casesJn the criminal justice system: 

Expense Item 

Judges' salaries 
Judges' baliffs & 

secretaries salaries 
Clerk's Office 
Witness fees 
State Attorney's Office 
Public Defender's Offipe 
Court reporters 

Amount Per Year 

$ 142,500 

70,000 
204,800 
300,000 

1,200,000 
500,000 
775,000 

$3,192,300 

Dividing this total by the total num~ 
ber of criminal cases per year, we obtain 
the cost of processing of an average 
case through the courts: 

3,192,300 = $360 
8,864 

. We must add to this figure the cost 
of police witness~s per case, which has 
been::e.stimated at $44.46. Adding this 
sumtQ\$360, the total expense is 
$404.46p:~r case. 

15 1 
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Post-c:Uspo .. itiOI'l Costs. 

In addition to the benefits to the criminal 
justrce system incurred by circumventing costs of 
case processing' in the courts, the benefits incur­
red by case dismissal, following Ef participant's 
sUccessful completion of the Program, as com­
pared, to the costs. of incarceratiOn or probation, 
m'ustalsobe included. 

In Dade County an average of 63.4% of cri­
minal case,s result in probation ~nd 36.6% in 
Incarceration. Since these figures include all offen-· 
deI's. and since pretrial intervention is limited to 
first offendfi3rs, who corn prise approximately one­
third of all offendfi3rs; these percentages should be 
adjusted to reflect these facts. Therefore, it will be 
assumed that .366 X 1/3 ofthe,total of first offen­
ders were incarcerated and the remainder receiv­
ed probation. Thus, 12% of first offenders would 
be incarcerated. and 88% would receive proba­
tion. The assumption is herein made that the 
average length of a first offender's incarceration is 
six months, and the. average length of a first 
offender's probation is two years. 

The 1971 Report of the. Florida Probation and 
Parole Commission estimated the marginal cost of 
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supervising an additional probationer at$242 per 
" year and the' marginal cost of incarceration of an 

additionalinmate at $2,219 per year. . .. , 
Assuming that. 12% of lhe349'offenders . 

whose cases were dismissed following successful 
. particip<:\tion in the Pretr.ial I.ntervention Program 
would otherwise have been incarceratfi3d for six 
months and. 88% placed on probation· for two 
years, the following costs may be estimated: 

Number COlt 
or per . Total 

, Calea Cal8 COlt 

Incarceration 42 $1,108 $ 46,536 
Probation 307 484 $148,588 -

349 $195,124 

These figures must be discounted, and the 
rate of discount will be selected at 10%: The 
calculations assume a six month incarceration and . 
two years of probation: 

Incarceration 
Present. 1,108 
value = (1.10) = $997 

Probation 
Present 484 
value = (1.10)2 = $400 

3. Total Costs: Pre- and Post-dispositional 

The total costs of processing and disposition 
of the 349 cases who successfully completed the 
Pretrial Intervention Program may thus be ex­
pressed as follows: 

Pre-disposition Post-disposition . 
costs per case + costs per case = Total benefits 

or: 

Pretrial intervention case: 
0+ $398.50 = $ 398.50 per case 

Probation case: 
$404 + $400.00 = $ 804.00 per case 

Incarceration case: 
$404 + $997.00 = $1,401.00 per case 

" 
Again, asSuming an 88%-12% ratio of proba-

tion to incarceration cases, we may calculatfi3 total 
benefitst'as~\eIIOWS: 

Probation C~(lS 
Incarceration c'Eises 
Total 

= 804 x307 = $246,828 
= 1,401 x 42 = 58,842 

$305,670 
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4. Summary 

The above estimates of the costs 01 handling 
349 cases by diversion to a Pretrial Intervention 
Program and by the traditional means of probation 
and incarceration may be summarized as follows: 

Pretrial intervention 
costs (349 cases) 

Probation/incarceration 
costs (349 cases) 

$139,076 

$305,870 

It is thus less costly to divert a case to the 
Dade County Pretrial Intervention Program than to 

. process it in the traditional manner with disposition 
either by probation or incarceration. The following 
presents the cost-be'nefit ratio of this diversion 
aspect of the PretrialJotervention Projeot: 

Total costs of program 
Total diversion benefit 
Benefit-cost ratio 

$139.076 
$~05,670 

2.,19 

Although the diversion benefit of the Program 
in itself is economically efficient relative tQ a(terna­
Ove methods of case processing, it must ag~Jn be 
emphasized that a cost-benefit analysis of such a 
Program is not complete without a consideration 
of tile earnings benefit, resultirig from the increas­
ed productivity of participants, and the recidivi~111 
benefit. Preliminary data generated by the Dade 
County Pretrial "'Intervention Program, and pre­
sented earlier in this report, would indicate that the 
increased employability and reduction in recidiv­
ism among former partiCipants res!\m in an in­
crease in the cost benefit ratio,. 
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VI. APPENDIX 

Editorial, Miami Herald, June 12, 1972 

Article, Miami Herald, June 8,1972 

Article, Miami News, November 22, 1972 

Article, Miami News, December 31,1973 
, 

Text of Editorial Broadcast on WPLG TV, 
January 17,1974 

Letter from Chief Judge Thomas E. Lee, Jr. 

Letter from Director E. Wilson Purdy, 
Dade County Public Safety Department 

Letter from Director Jack Sandstrom 
Dade County Corrections & Rehabilitation Department 

.. Letter from U.S. Senator Lawton Chiles 
Letter from U.S. Representative Claude Pepper 
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Q1bt iliami Htralb 
JOHN S. KNIGHT, Editorial Chairman JAMES l. KNIGHT,Chairmon' 

lEE HillS. pvblilher ALVAH H. CHAPMAt-I, Jr., President DON SHOEMAKER, Editor H. J. JUFGENSMEYER, Gen. Mgr. 
GEOIl,GE BEEBE, Senior Ma(,oging Editor 1ARRY JINKS, Managing Editor JOHN D. peNNEKAMP, Allociota Editor 

6·A MonClalf::.June 12, 1972 
----~----~-----------.~~~-----------------------------
EDITORIALS 

A Breal( For First Offenders 
THE PRE·TRIAL Intervention Pro­

gram for 1irst offenders is the most hope­
ful venture we've read of lately for 
transforming potential criminals into 
useful citizens. 

The rules wisely limit enrollment to 
candidates most likely to succeed: men 
and women under age 25 arrested for a 
non-violent first criminal offense. No 
drug addicts are accepted, hut persons 
who have eXperimented with drugs are 
"considered." . 

The arresting offiCer, the victim and 
the proseclltor all must agree that a sus­
pect shou.ld be given a chance in the 
program instead of going to court. 

If a member attends training classes 
or takes the job found for him, stays out 
of trouble and convinces his counselor 
he will go straight, no charges are filed 
against him. Anyone violating these con­
ditions is prosecuted. 

19 

As Herald Staff Writ":,," June Kron­
holz reported last Thursday, the proJ­
ect'srecord to date is impressive. Only 
one member has flunked. The remaining 
44 men and four women, tw().thirds of 
them 17- and 18-year-olds, are either 
working, going to school or getting job 
training. 

Is there a better Way to rescue first 
offenders fr'om a life of crime? If so, we 
haven't heard of it. 

The,lImited scope of the local pro­
gr.am is commendable. Success with a 
few can point~he'Way to e'l:pansion. 

The experiment is being carried uut 
through a $100,000 federaLgrant, which 
means the money is being supplied by 
taxpayers all over the country. They can 
take a bow, along with the officials who 
devised this constructive attempt. to fill 
payrolls instead of jail cells. 
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Amusements '." ...... , ... , ..... 5·7F 

First Offellders 
Program Rescues 

() 

Career· in Army 
By JUNE KRONHOLZ 

Herald stall Writer 

WIlliam W. Hubbard had neVer graduated from anything . 
!h his life. 

A high School dropout with 110 trade training and no mar~' 
ketable.skills. Hubbard had hoped to make the Army a career', 

But when he Was arrested. last Jan. 27 I'id~ 
ing in the passenger seat of a stolen ~~:72 
Pinto, even thc:dream of an Army car,ber 
began to dim. '!i~!;; 

;t,'i' 

• UNDER NORMAL jUdicial procedures;ithe 
only way William Hubbard could ever haVe 
been accepted by the Army was to.prove him­
self innocent of the stolen car charges. 

.If he didn't. he faced either jail or probn­
tion and more months of wandering the streets 
looking for a job. 

Under a new. program initiated by the Dade State Attor­
ney's Office. however - the office that usually prosecutes 
men rather than tdes to rehabilitate them - William Hub­
bard today is a free man with an Army Career ahead. of him, 
three months of training behind him and a diploma on the 
Wall. 

Hubbard. 22, of 600 NW 75th St., is the first graduate of 
the Pre-Trial Intervention ProjeCt. a federally-funded program 
designed to give youthful first-time offenders a chance to 
clear their records before their cases come to trial. 

Under a $100,QOO'grant from the Law Enforcement Assis­
tance Administration, the Pre-Trial" Interventicm Program al­
ready has enrolled 44 men .and four women under age 25 to 
receive special training and cQ\.)l.f\seling. 

THE JDE:A behind the Pre-Trial Intervention Project is. 
expJained by State Attorney Richard Gerstein:. . 

It the. projeGt member 'attends· the training classes or 
takes the job It social w{)rker Bnds for him, stays out of trou­
ble and proves to his coun5elors that his first crime will also 
likely be his last, the state will not file. charges against him. 

If the project member skips school, doesn't show up for 
'\Vol'\;,I,Jails to attend counl1eIing sessions or g~ts in trOUble 
wlth"Qle police again, .however, the state wl!l I:e-operfitll case 
lnc1 ~~ke the former project member to court, . 

. S()fat;\\the project's statistics ate'impressive. In five 
htO~ths of operation, only one participant has been arrested 
agam and. that, project director thomas. K. Petersen .points 
out, took pl.~ce during the yC/Ultg man's fir5twc,ek..i~, the. proj-
ect and "priot to full exposure 'to the p.rog~a~,"· . 

The project, Gerstein ad~~.;.is the "Qrilywaywe're going 
to.be able to. hatH:Ilet~~.itlpre:~se in crim~.lr 

.' ~~;~lt~1~fr:A':"" . " 20 

Only mt'n and.,women Urider age 25 who are charged with 
• non-violentijrst 'erjmjn~ . .offense are eligible to take part,in 
the ?,.rogram. No ct'ru'g addicts are· l!occepted, says Petersen, a 
farmer assistant state attorney, but men and women who 
have experimented with drugs are "considered," . 

To date, two-thirds of the 48 project members have been 
age,1'1'O'1' 18, half of them have bel:ln white, and before they 

. entered ,the program 31 of them ~~ unemployed. 
SiWCE TH~ program began, Petersen and the three social 

workers hired lor the program have found jobs for 16 young 
people and b'llde training programs for seven. Seven more 
nave returned to SChDOl, one - Hubbard - joined the Army 
ahd three currently are receiving psychiatric or psychological 
assistance. Only .seven still are. unemp!oyed~ . 

No. one is admitted to the program unless the police offi­
cer Who arrested hitn, the victim of his crime and the State 
Attorney's Office all agree that the Pre-Trial Intervention Pro­
gram ~n make a useful citizen out of him, 

William Hubbard .. .'was selected to join the program the 
morning after police,Jar-rested him wbile he was joy-riding 
down NW 75th Street in a rental car stolen in Fort Lauder-
dale. ' 

Petersen and. Richard C. Nichols, the program's consul­
tant, first enrolled Hubba~d in (tn auto mechanics courSe at 
Lindsey Hopkins wtlere teachers ranked his performance "ex-
ceUent to out~tanding." , 

WM.ri- tiubbar4's father died, !1owever, and Hubbard 
nee'ded w~rk. Petersen rlext found him a job as a cook-trainee­
in the New England Oyster House chain where again his per­
formance was praised, 

TWO EVENINGS a week·,after work, HUbbard met with 
II. social w~rker for counseling sessions and one evenin~ I, 
week participated in a group counseling class - aU part ot 
the program. 

Now, fOt.1t months after he first joined the program, Hub­
bard is its. fifst gradUate and a man on hill way to an Army 
career. , 

''We used the pendiftg tItse as an incentive," Petersen ex. 
plains. "We were offerin& hiin·. cie&p'r~; a'nd ti'--took ui$. 
up on the deal" . 
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Pre-trial iob plan here works 
for young first-time oHenders 

By STEPHEN ,KARNAS 
Mllml HIWl adllarlll Writer 

If first-time law offenders play their 
cards right, they can get a job and avoid 
a stretch in prison. Perhaps most 
important, they can also avoid the perma­
nent con'viction. record that often bars 
them from f4tu~l: job opportunities. 

. The Pre-Tria.! Interven-
tion Program ldcked off 
by the state attorney's of­
fice early this year offers 
a realstic opportunity for 
rehabIlitation and job 
training for youths be­
tween the ages of 17 and 
25. 

A key to the program 
is the availability of jobs, 
"Finding meaningful jobs 
not only the minimum 
wage jobs, has been the 
biggest problem," said Thomas Peter­
son, project director. 

"Peterson said th?t th~ project need!; 
about 20 jobs each ma.~lth. 

The Florida State. Employment Ser­
vice has cooperated by compiling lists ~f 
potential jobs for the pre-trial prog. r~ 
More recently, the Greater Miami Cha 
ber of Commerce's human relouret, c 
mittee has tapped member bUltnelSmen 
to identify employers wllling to accept a 
first-time offender u an on-the-job train. 
ee. 

There are certain requirementl and 
procedures that determine If the offender 
can take advantage of th~ program. For 
instance, the crime must be nonviolent. 

The arresting officer as well as the 
victim of the crime and the offender must 
accept the pre-trial program which In­
volves employment and regUlar counsel­
ing sessions with social workers hired, by 
the state attorney's office. 

21 

The goal is to reduce the recidiv­
ism rate by placing first-time offenders in 
jobS as an alternatiVe to prison. -At the 
end of six. months of counseling the youth 
and watch Ina his work, a member of the 
state attorney's office evaluates hi' 
achievements. 

The f,iptions for theltate attorney's 
office at the six-month point include 
prosecution of the case in court, r~com­
mendatlons for leniency In prolecutlon, 
suggestions for continued participation In 
the program, or recommendations that 
chatges be dropped. 

Peterson, who resigned as an assistant 
state attorney to b,~come director of pre­
trial intervention, 'claims a good track 
record for the project. but of 191 first­
time oUenders identified as eligible, 152 
have beel\ placed in jobs and are success­
fully participating in the program. And 
of the 71 particlpanm who were 
unemployed or o~t of school when they 
joined the program, only seven are still in 
those circumltances. Forty-s\~ven Pftson. 
were employed When they entered the 
program; at the middle of October, 70 
Wife employed. 

A control group has been established 
for comparison. purposes. One out of 20 
qualified youths Is excluded froln the 
project and process~d througil the court. 
and jails normally .. 

"Hopefully. a comparison, ot the 
COI~trol group with those who let jobt 
wlill IIhow that the recidivism· rate Is 
lower within our proaram group and the 
employmtnt rate is higher than the in 
control eroup" sllid Peterson. 

The project was iniUlted at the reo 
quelt of the state attorneY'1 oftice with 
$100,000 from the Law Enforcement M­
s 1. I tan c e Admin.tratton. Another 
$1150,000 is anticipated for th, operatllli 
expen,e to c.ontinue the pro.ram throUlh 
ne)tt year, 
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Monday 1 December 31 r 1973 

'first off.enders get second chance 

5A 

Pretrial sentence:;i,Qbs irljsteQ~~.QfiaJI 
By PATRleA BURSTEIN "One of the strong points," t~;~i:§v;wel.Sh,c:Q~~i~lkiJt The goa! of the program is. nfrart. to rc:dU{'e the rate'or 

Miami News Rep~r1er director and formerly a prison rehabilitatioii<wd'ikeFil't the f('peat offenses hy placing first-lime offendeD, in johs instead 
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I 
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"Lel's face it -'- we are not niminals and don't deserve Dade Cgunty Women's Drlention Center, "is working with a of in jail..At the end of six months coun~('ling tile youth and '.; 
to hare a n:t;ord," a 19-rear-old diesel engineer told three group that is wOl"kablc." checking his progress, a. member of the :sla.te att6rncy's office 
t11l:ml1ors of his guidance group. Eligibility requirements state tbat partidpan(s must nol evaluates his performance. 

The four ot them. picked up indh'idually. for possession ha\':. any, ~r~\'ious crimi~a! reco~d; mus~ be. between the ag~s 
or sale of marijuana, could ha\'e ended up WIth records had Of,' ( an(j _<J. and .he c~ar.,ed w~th a mlsdcme~nor or certam 
the\' gone to trial and lost. . thlrd-d~gl"a felo~~es lIke breakmg and entermg an auto or 

- . '. possession of marlJu~na. 
But they qualified for the Dade Pretriallnlervention The defendant must live in Dade County and be found to 

Project. a program which gives some first·offenders a second be in need of \ocationa!, f'dllcational or psychologic.:al super vi­
opportunity.Jf they successful~ compl~te the pro!:ram, they sion, Narcotic addicts .a:~ ,Dot considered for the program. 
haw a good chance' of never gomg to trial on the charges. Since the program was started in January, lnn, about 

The diesel engineer bas almost completed the program. .500 persons have been selected and about 400 have sUCcess­
He and the three other young men standing with him agreed fully completed H. 
they nOW recognize the hazards, lega! and otherwise, of han- "We have a rc.arrcst rate of ahout 2 pl'I' c(,llt," says 
dling dr~~. They had jUst stepped out of a counselin& class of Thnm<ls ~cterson, an as~istant state atldrncy who resigned to 
about 15, ~ 'embers. become dm::ctol' of Prclnai In(ervention. 

"'4.' 

Says the mother of an l8-year·old charged with m'llijua­
na possession, "When my son wa~ arrested, he: tlwught he 
was really wdshed {lUt. He waS really sick ahour it. HI~ .wanls 
to be a lawver and couldn't afford a crimimll record. ::-';ow he 
has had the opportunlti· .to re.fQnsider and hav!" ,mother 
chance. He realizes now trlil! <h'E::~,were tlJings he l:hQultin't 
ha ve been doing." .' . , 

Staffed by nine counselors. and four t;oull~clor'$ aidt's.lhe 
projrct requires partir:ipants to l'onlC for ef111Ilr.eling twice a 
"'leek, once on an individual bash and .lllt' $('cond in a gwuf> 
setting. Nu mote than 20 c;ts~ ;tre a~sig'ncd at tI!ti.,~al1le time: 
to any:;mgJe c()unseior. 

~~..:: .....-~,_.-_"~,~ __ ,.,,·.;,: • ....::,:_.,,.,=.,..'ft:-..."" . ...,. ... ,_, '<'"'l-"""-~_~'.A-~~;~ _ ... :.~.~". _· ... A~ .... _"_~_.,. ~_~ ._.-t" ____ < ... ,,,,,,,_ 

.~ 

Ci 

I\,') 
(,) 

'C, 

o 

C>. 3 :E 
<> " " ~~S 
~ C) r: = ,:) £! 
VI Cl 0" 
" " -~ ... §. 
.. " go 
" Cl. 3:::! 
",<:to " :::. .,,, 
" --" '" .. Q.~~ - ~ " o'Q.r,: 

g-g: 
"'~" " -~ " ". 
~ ij ~ 
:::T~~ 

~i~ 
~~~ 
::.=:;; 
$ e !!: 
~ ::. -
r::c;: 
":-~ 

;l~ 
-:: ..,. 

~: ~ 
~ Q. 0 

I ~i 
~ ; ~ 
" ~ '" Sf ::" :: 
,="Q 0-
::~2 
:a .... "':: 
~~: 
-< "'t:: :: 
"!l ~ ~ 

iti 
~ ~ 3" 
~D 
':>" .. c 
3 ~ 
% :;:: 

~~ 
" " ., - " .. 
I>~ 

~~ 
_1? 
"' ... 
'" 0 
~ 3 
.0'" 
,,~ 

-0 

0: 3 

ED t:r;I 8 
:n I !J" 

0 
0\ /-'-
f\j UJ 

ll- 0\ 

C /-' 

0 UJ 
):Jo Ol en 
-f :s 
X '" t-' 0 (j) 
C en t:r;I 
m 0.. 
...... /-' 
Co) rt-
(j) 0 
0 I't 
0 I-i! Ol ED 
:,- ..... 
~l 
(') 
» 
~? 
m 
CD 
0 
C 
r m 
< » :n 
C ...... 
3: 
ll-
!; 
"T1 
r 
0 
~ 
C 
l> 
Co) 
Co) 
-" 
Co) 
""-l ...... -Co) 
(:) 
en -en 

"" Co) 

• ..... 
-" 
.~ 

-" 

::' 

El8 '0'0/-'0 rl'rI'8 
O!J" Ol H Adll !J" /-'- !J" 
Ii /-'. 1i0(J)P, (J)El(J) 
(J) UJ rl'tQ jll (J) iD 

h ~'Ol (/) 
'OUJIi 

-ao Ii (J) 
Ii 0 /-,·El rI' o I-' n 
PiEl '0- rtOl tQ(J)O 
rt3 Ol lirl' HUJIi 
/-' t:: :;:1 P Cll OlUJP, 
m!:l rt"J-3Ol El Ul 
'<I-' Ul:JI-':x;. . I-' 
I-'rt- . (i) • rI' /-,·0 
::S'< rI' ~Hl 
tQ 0 0 (J) 

!J" ::t.(/) K I-'m 
rt"Cll Ol 0 ::s '<0 
o Ol 5- p,~ t:: 

Ii rt-Ii 
:JtIl (J) 0 0 I 
(J) Hro!;O :J 
Ol Ol Ul /-' tit:: 
K 0 n (J) :;:1 

I-J m!Y:J P, 
00 I- Ol Ol 11 
H-rt" OUlK K(J) 

0 0. 1'1p, 
!lIO ~~ Q 

ro 
1--+ C/ltQ 

Ul (J) [(j Cll rTK 
OK M I-' " (J) Ol 
..... ::t n (/l Ul o.Ao 
t::CD (J)rtrt t:: 
r+r+ ill Cll Ol Ol 
1-'0 Ol:;:11-' tQrt 
o ti I-'rt::s !lI (J) 
::s I-' til ~ /-'-Ul 

n 0 0.. ::s 
8(J) Ul 

Ol ::>,000 rt:J 
ti Cll El Cll :JO 
0 I-' K Ol =<: 
t:: '0 'U <! ::s 
rt Cll (J) (J) rt 

p'rt{fl 1lI::r' 
n (J) K Ol 
I; HlK() (J)rt" 
I-' ... Ul K 
3 ::s 0 (J) rtrt 
(J) 0.::sP, :J:J .. /-'. o (J) 
m w rt Ull-<! 
I-' o :e: (J) 

tQ ti::tH1 Ol 
:J Ul 0 0 :<: H 
rt H :J(J) 
1-'- Hl!J" 0 
::l OCDtQ rt 
tQ H Ol 1-'- o.=<: 

o..<! o (J) 
UJ /-'. :;:1 

::s ::Sri' 
H rttQ 0'< 
rt" !J" rt 

(J)rt 
UJ ::>' ro 

(J) ::s 
rt 
m 
Ii 

~·--/~~.~ .. :'-~~ ,,.":'.-t~""l..~>- ._:_.,.: ....... ,·· .• ~'.,.,i~+?"'O/:-__ "'~·,:.,·, ~,,< ,..<.-4:-:-_"·'--,('.,:-.... ,;. ~_'N_-:"'."~'.·' _, -4~··-; 

I~~ 

ti (J) /-'. (J) !J::I O=<:OlOl8 '< /-'>H tJj !J::I 
(J)UJ:;:1fJl Op· .... ~!J" OUJ!:l Ii Z 

nrl'rI'O Iirl'=<:UJ(J) t:: 0 
UJOl(J)OlW Ii!J"OlO :;:10rl' Ol !J::I 
t:: '0 ~! ti P, (J) '< Hl tQ!:l!J" P, Z 
ti(J)<!I-'(J) o rI' UJ Ii 1-" m (J) n 8 

LJ, (J) /-'. rI'!J" rotQ H! Ol H 
iDrI':;:1UJO Cll Cll Ol <! t:: p 3 El UJ I 
nKrI'!J"O A- Cll Ii 1i.·Ol /-'. it 0 
rT /-' ...... Cll t:: I-'IiOl(J) !!l LJ. P, ~ 
(J) Ol 0 p,::s OOlCllI-'Ul rl'OUJ H 
P, .... ::s rI' Ii =<:'0 HrI' ~ Ol'< . (J)tIlrt" 0 .... 
rI' P''O H OlO!J" tn"OO -..... 
o m Ii rt'O Cll rt El Ol H'I 1-'- H'I I-' ~ o :<: Ii ;:r::r: (J)rt Cll (J) -..] 

I-'rI'tQOO OlCllOrt ::s 0 Ol '-.., 1-3 
:;:1 ::>' Ii ItQ tr Hl::>'(J) 0.(J)1-' -..] ::r: 
rt(J)Ol'<1i 1-'- ~ /'Th I-' <: (J) r-' .I::> 0 
(J)'<3(J)0l r-'0l(J):;:1(J) K 0 0 
:::s OlEl /-'. Ul !:l tQ K tIlHlrt 
UlillOI1 rt P, '< :J 8 
/-"tQ m rt- Ol ill (J) (J) o tQ (J) ::r; 
<!IiHlKO rT K Ii I-' Ul t::o !P' 
Cll (J) (J) (J) Cll Ii • til /-' c+ 0 ti 8 

(J)/-Inl-' p'(J) rox P,0l 
n~ til 0 :;:1 . UJ 0 0. ~ 
0 Kn- rt(/) a tt.::S 0 
t::0l0lP"(J) (J) t:: 0 (J)::S ~ 
::s ::s n Ii p,nJ-3::S rt-:e:(J) !:>\1 
ooo.non ':J'!J"rt O"Ul:e: (/) 

(J) ~ H'I (J) Ol Cll:J CD • til 
r-'OlUJ '0 ;:l Ol !J) 

1-'::S(J)tIlrt P, til n Ol 
!:l '< 0.. t:: nCllrt li!P'ti 
tQ nrl' 'OHH(J) 1-':;:10 

<!l-nn:J H ..... I-' I-' S t:: 
/-'-1-' ..... (J) 0 OS-Ol-' rorort 
::SOIiUJUl UJ ..... t:: x 
UJrtUJUJ(J) (J)!:lUJC 0'0 K 
rt /-" tT n Ol .. UJ '< Cll ... 
-:l El rt'< t::1-' nHUl 

o :J 0 rt <!:J I-' ..... /-', 
~,Ol m .... ·t:: (J) :J 1-'-0 (J)El~ 
-tQH,Ul::S 0..0l0:<: (J)tQ 

K\'l', lQ .. UJ ..... I-'-::S 
(J) !:l El .. Cllti til rt n 

:t:' Cll p, 0 '0 :J!:l Sll Ol K 
::SUl(J):;:1Hl (J)0lrt"P, :e: .......... 
p,~ Ii rt ..... !-fp, 0 S 

Ul ::t K :J o n Ii '0 (J) 
ct . UJ OlCllHK ",K 

/-'. ::t Ol rt '0 Ol ......... 1-',0 H 
rl'Ol ffiK3El :;:1 tQ Ol 

rtn80 .. I-' 1-'. (J) tQKrt 
=<: :J::tHl ..... ::s . Ol (J) 
Orl'Ol(J)H\ ti(J)OlI-'- ElUJ 
K :J:;:1 (J) t::Hl-'tIl 
",(J) n'O :;:1 rt ~ rI' 
Ul'<CllKP, K l-'.tQ Ort 

(J) (J) ::st::Ul(J) :J 
ElrtlH o ::s rI' tQ(J) 
OlOrtUJ rl'IOlrt (J)K 
'< H .......... p. rI'(J) ..... ::s3::S 

\~:-

Q) 

E 
-a. 
L D1) 
(I) 
c. _. 
'f I 
0 ... _. 
Q) 

Ol UlOtQ ..... til 
rI' 

} 
"~ 

.1 ,-;. 

f 
\ 
f 
F 

I 
I 
t 
" 

i 
l , 

'( 

, 
i 
I 

, . 1 
I 

t .. _ 1 
J;..-
?"i ,. [ 

r"" s 
~., f 

I --' J 
'·1 .... .,.1 

.~ ',' i· 

1 
t 



ELEVENTH JUDICIALCrRCUIT OFF"LORIDA. 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OFTHE COURTS 

DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

MIAMI, FLORIDA 33130 

THOMAS E~LE.E, JR. 
CHIEF .JUDGE 

WILLIAM A. HERIN 
S.ENIO.R JUDGE 

,June 13, 1974 
WILBUR S. Mc;,OUFF 

EXECUTIVE OFF"ICER 

,,)) " 

Mr. Thomas K. Petersen 
Director, Pretrial Services 
600 M~tropolitan Justice Bldg. 
1351 N. W. 12th Street 
Miami, Florida 33125 

Dear Mr. Petersen: 

Pr'ior to my departure irom the bench, I would like to take 
the opportunity to. personally thank you. for your dedicated 
service to the furtherance of.t~e administratibn Dfjustice. 

The Pretrial Intervention Program of Dade County, through 
your ab=!-e guidance from its inception, 'has now become the 
model, f'9r such .pro.grams, in the nation: You ar~e commende'd 
for your capable performance~ 

You may be as'sured 0 .. 1. the ·C0l1tl.t.ued support of the office 
of the Chief Judge and the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. 

Sincer~ly yours, 
~ /:~'';'.: 

.~«~ .. ,,-, r::--~~ 
THOMAS E. LEE,' JR . 

. Chief Judge . 
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ME'TROPOLITAN DADE COUNTY· FLORIDA 
OFFICE OFTHE DIRECTOR 

1320 N.W • ..14TH STREET 

MIAMI, FLORIDA 33125 

PUBLIC SAFETY DEPARTMENT 

December 4, 1972 

Honoraq1e Richard E. Gerstein 
State Attorney 
Justice Building 
1351 Northwest 12 Street 
Miami, Florida 33125 

ATTENTION: . Mr. Thomas K. Petersen 

Dear Mr. Gerstein: 

. \ 

We have reviewed your Third Quarterly Report for the 
Pretrial Intervention Project. 

The dramatically low rate of recidivism is a parti~cu1ar1y 
heartening statistic. We can only hope that the program 
will continue with its unusually high quality and posi­
tive return on the dollar invested. 

We are awaiting with great interest your final report 
,and hope that if thetwe1 ve-month picture reflects a' 
continuously low r.ecidivism rate, the County will con-
tinue the program 'or an additional grant will be obtained. 

Perhaps in the' coming th'ree months, you could arrange to . 
make a presentation to the command staff of the Public 
Safety Department. at a time that would be mutually con­
Veniept .. If you feel that you can make such a presentation, 
please contact Chief Harold Barney~ Executive Assistant,. at 
377-7818,. or Chief James Jorgenson, 377-7558, who will 
finalize a convenient" date. . 

Best wishes for continued success in this outstanding program. 

Sincerely, 

.{~~~~ 
Director 
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, !I) \1 J « ':11/') 

'METROPOLITAN DADE:COONTY· FLORIDA 
13111 N. W. 13TH STR!::!.'!;" 

MIAMI. f"'t..ORII:lA 119J2S COHRECTlONS & REHABILITATION DE£' ARTMBNi: 

'I'homas l~. Peterson, Esquire 
PreTrial Interventien Project 
Office ef the State Attorney 
Metrepo1i tan Justice Building 
1351 N. W. 12th street 
Miami, Flerida 33125 

Dear Tern: 

Nevember 14, 1972 

The Third Quarterly Reper'c ef the Dade Ceunty P.r.etrial 
Intervention preject is certainly impressive. 

YOt'lr statistics indicate that yeuthful effenders can be 
diverted frem the Criminal Justice System with a cempre­
hensive cemmunity based appreach. 'fue Preject truly 

, effers an alternative to. incarceration, a much talked 
abeut cencept that until new had little meaning. 

I am prepared to. suppert any effertyeu make to. expand 
the preject.· 

/} .. ~~ , Since.r. elY,. ~ .. , ' .•. '. '. .' . ==, , ..... 

~~"' 
, . K SANDSTROM 

JS/je 

~) 
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.'. !.-AWTON CHII .. ES 
FLORID ... 

COMMI.1'TE:ESI . " 

AQRICULTUnltANCP"O.R!t$'t/tY (I 

QOVERf'lMEN'I' opItM'I"16N~ 

\ 

June 6,'1972 

Hr. Themas K. Petersen, Directer 
Pretrial Intervention Project 
State Attorney's Office 
Metrepelitan Dade Ceunty Justice Building 
1351 N. W. 12th Street 
Niami, Florida 3312.5 

Dear Mr. Petersen: 

JOINt coMMITTEE ON 
'CONGRESSIONAL Of-iERA'I"IOt/S 

DItMOCP. ... 'I"IC S'tEltttINCiI COMMITTEE 

Thank yeu fer ferwarding to. me . the Firs'l:: Quarterly Repert 
ef the Dade Ceunty Pretrial !nterventien Preject" which 
is funded by a grant frem the Law Enfercement Assistance 
Administratien. 

I feund the repert mest interesting and I was certainly 
impressed with the everall ceeperatien and participatien 
the prej ect seems to. begetting. I ceuld not a,gree mere 
with yeur cemment that the Preject represents a definite 
asset in the administratien ef justice in Dade Ceunty. I 
weuld like to. take this eppertunity to cemmend all the 
peeple who. are respensible in realizing this tremendeus 
success. ' 

Since· cemingte Cengress last year, I have been 'centinua'lly 
impressed with the need fer Federal funding fer prejects 
such as this ene, as ·there is much werk needed. in this ?l:t;'ea. 

I. certainly appreciat~. yeur taking the time to. ferward this 
re.per'l:: and to. keep me apprised ef thiswerthwhi1.e and nete­
werthy operatien. 

If I can be efany assistance in this erany other preject, 
please dec~ethesitate to. call en me. 

With kindest persenal regards, I am 

LClrlc 

REPLY TO: FEDE,RAL BUILDING, t,.AKEL.AND, FL.ORIDA 33BOI 
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NINETY-SECOND CONGRESS 

CLAUDE PEPPER. FL.A .. CHAIRMAN 

JEROME' R. \VAl.OIE. CAL.IF. 
F'RANK J. BRAseo, N,Y. 
JAMES H. MANN, S.C. 
MOnGAN F. MURPHY, ILl-. 
CHARL.ES D. RANGEL.. N.Y. 

CHARLES E. WIGGINS, CAU". 
SAM STEIGER, ARIZ. 
LARRY WINN. JR., KANS. 
CHARL.ES W. SANDMAN. JR., N.J. 
WIL.LlAM J. KEATING, OHIO 

Dear Mr. Petersen: 

83>eled <lL:ommittee Oll Qtrtme 
~ouse of itepresentatibes 

Qi:ongress of toe Wniteb ~tates 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515 

Augus t 15, 1972 

Your letter of August 2 has reache8 me, together 
with the Quarterly Report of the Dade Count' Pretrial 
Intervention Project. 

I want to congratulate you on what, from my cursory 
inspection of the report, appears to be a very successful 
program. 

I have long deplored the totally inadequate approach 
of our judicial system to the problem of the first offender. 
To me, the important thing is to salvage, if possible, a 
potentially productive citizen, not to scar him for life by 
the stigma of conviction and the hardening experience of 
incarceration. Let's give him another chance before giving 
him a record. 

The Pretrial Intervention Project seems to be 
accomplishing the desired result, and I thoroughly approve 
of it. I'll be interested in receiving subsequent reports 
from you. 

Believe me, 

Mr. Thomas K. Petersen 
Office of the State Attorney 
1351 N. W. 12th Street 
Miami, Florida 33125 
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JOSEPH A. PHIl-UPS 
CHIEP' COUNSEL 

MIC1iAI!L w. rn .. OMMER 
ASSOCIATE CHIEF COUNSEL. 

CHRIS NOLDE 
ASSOCIATE COUNSEL. 
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