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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 Griminal 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.
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The Program includes twice weekly group and i
an individual counseling conference.

The Program was administered by the OQifice
of the State Attorney, in conjunction with the Coun-
ty Manager's Office, until November 1, 1873, when
administration was transferred to the Administra-
tive Oftice 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, three
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 individual 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 800 per year.

ST RSN S s 2, i

ndividual counseling. Counselor Cynthia Fien is engaged in




1l. OBJECTIVES

The primary objective of the Pretrial interven-
tion Program is to offer coordinated services to

selected youtnful 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 perioc’. Assum-
ing successful Program participation, the charge
- pending against the 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-
portive 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 anticipated that the community as a whole
would benefit by a reduction in recidivism among
participants as well as their improved employabm-
ty and productivity.

The fact that the period between arrest and
trial, a period which may extend to several months
wn duration, is used to no rehabilitation advantage
is a weakness in the criminal justice system which
led to the creation of Project Crossroads, i
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 progrargs has supplied the model for
the Miami Pretrial intervention Program.

The great maijority 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 supervision:and the community, as a
corollary, is. withi cﬁectlon, and those com-
munity resourges and services, the inaccessibility
of which may well have contributed to the criminal
acts involved; are no moreavailable to the defen-
dant durifg the penod bet veen arrest and trial

thezperiod between arrest nd trial, the pretrial

“Dade " County’s Pretrial Intervention Program-: is
housed -in storefront ofﬂces located in Miami’s
inner ch

Counselor Gwen Dixon 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 may weli be more of a deterrert 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 pretnal intervention strategy makes
possible superyision and services during that

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 utiliration 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 tirme 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 =nd 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 decnsnon to par-
ticipate.




ill. 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 Comission on faw Enforcement and the
Administration of Justice. In 1970 the President's
Task Force on Prisoner Rehabilitation again sug-
gested the implementation of diversion programs
and the viability 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 irtervention 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 operaticn, indicate a
-elatively broad spectrum of support for the diver-
sion strategy on the part of the nation’s criminal
justice system participants and critics.

Although pretrial diversion of narcotic ad-
dicts was formalized in 1966 in the Federal Nar-
rotics Addict Rehabilitation Act, and addict and
alconholic diversion provisions have been in ex-
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Besides receiving individual and group cou
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nseling, Pro

istence in several states, the initial diversion
program oriented toward 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, Baltimore,
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 must be charged
with a non-violent offense;

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

vocational traiming. Statf member Elaine Russell, using a job bank microfilm machine, discusses available

jobs with a participant.

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

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
minimum of two contacts per week. A counselor’s
caseload is not 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 rehabilitative 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 the
filing of the pending charge or charges is then
withheld for a three to six month period in order to
permit Program participation. At the conclusion of
this initial period, a final evaluation is submitted on
the basis of which one of four possible courses 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's Office, resulting n dis-
missal of the charge or charges and
preserving for the participants involv-
ed a record devoid of a criminai con-
viction;

o The case may be filed, in the event
participation is not deemed to have
been satisfactlory;.

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 determinantin
sentencing; or

» Program participatio, may be ex-
tended for an additional period.

In Qctober, 1974, a residence facility will b2
opened and administered by the Pretrial Interven-
tion staff. This residence is being made available
by the Dade County Knights of Pythias who havc
funded and purchased the facility as a
nhilanthropic ventur. designed to assist first offen-
ders in the crimingl justice system.

Additionally, the Praogram has entered into
agreements with the graduate and undergraduate
departments of the University of Miami and Florida
internatioral University wherein students in coun-
seling, social work, and criminology are assigned
to the Pretrial Intervention Prograrn for work ex-
perience and credit.




; IV RESULTS ;
- JANUARY 17, 1972—-JULY 18,1974

The Pretnal lnterventlon 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, partlcipant 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 four.d to be non-acceptable due to
failure to respond to the initial letter mailed to
them; or durinig screening, and were not serviced,

either hecause of lack of interest in the Program,

lack of need for Program services, 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 eévalua-
tion. Another 47 .potential participants were “in
pending status wh||e this report was bemg pre-
pared,

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

Group | consisted of partlmpants whose
cases were not filed during Program participation, -

for a period of three to six months. Participation in
- Group. | 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-
cessfu! participation in Group | results in dismissal
of the charge or charges against the defendant.

Group H involved participants whose cases
were filed and who were not eligitile for participa-
tion in Group | but who were serviced by the
Program.in the same manner as Group | partici-
pants, with periodic reports of participation made
to the Assistant State Attorneys handling their
cases. Successful completion by Group Il partici-
pants results in a withholding of adjudication and a
period of probation not to exceed two years.

Group Il included participants whese 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 partlci-

pants or former participants in each of the above
‘ groups and the number of unaccepted non-par-
ticipants as of July 18,1974

1. Participanits:

Group! ‘ :
Active ... eeseEaeeriteerarsensssvEvabrede 288
Closed by successfut program

completion and case dismissal....... 592

Closed by unsuccessful participation
and reversion to normal channels.. 143 -

“Grouplll ‘
ACHIVE i et 7
Closed with successful program
completion report to prosecutor..... 103
Closed without successful program

_ completion report to prosecutor..... 78

Group Hli ‘ ;

Active ........... S, ieirnien 3
Closed ....veviveeinininsiencinans derersessrebennens 34

Total Participants
(Jan., 1972 — July, 1974)..... .......... e 1,248

2. Non-parhmpants:

.Control group i P 34
Pending ieininnonenninresiensremaii, 47
Not accepted ..........., cevenrersenes i searasine 674
Total (Jan., 1972 —July, 1974) w155

The rates of new case intake and of case
disposition -duririg the ten quarters of Program

; operation;‘\e‘a‘_ré fllustrated in the following tables:

(o)

1 — Successful. =

‘Unsuccessful -

" — Sucodssful

5

Il — Successful

Unsuccessful
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240 |

150 1~

C 80—t

3. COMPARATIVE TOTAL CASE INTAKE AND CAS 5E DISPOSITION

PER QUARTER: JANUARY 18, 1972 — JULY 18, 1974

250 —1—

1 e

230 —-
220 _;..
210 —-
200 —-

190~

180

170 =

160 —

140 ==~

130 — T~

120 —1—

110 =71~

100 —i~
80 ——f~
60 —f~
50 ~—

40 —T1

20 —1-

10 et

Intake

Dispo-
sition

N

1/72-
4172

4/72-
772

7772~
10/72

10/72- 1/73- 4/73- 7/73- 10/73- 1/74-
1/73 4773 7173 10/73 174 - -4/74

4/74~
7174

The 1 ,248 cases that recewed Program ser-
vices may be Slub divided as follows:

Sex
Male........ Vo avebesierenn perrieeseens Getessreessses s 1,052
Female.......cceuveun. IR reririeees R 196
1,248
Age ‘
Seventeen ..o, e enas 337
EIGNEEEN ..civinvieviriiiinsistiesisosesesessssssressssessas 311
© NINBLEBN .1ttt srcsssens 185
TWENLY riviiiniieeenisseronenenisisneses fereensesnurieninis 138
Twenty One .....cvvivenniine, Cseveneesinane v 106
Twenty TWO ..occvvveeenee. terrrereeiie, irevrsarees - 52
Twenty Three, ..., ererienien 51
TWENLY FOUT o i it veinsieiessereessnseane 23
Twenty Five or over.......... rerierrsanreeriesvnbens - 45
‘ 1,248
Race/Culture
WHHE Lot rrecnseerenbeses e 730
BlacK....ccccvnvvinvinnninneienininens e rrienns 402
SPANISH .o 116
1,248
Charges:
Possn. or Sale of Marijuana.........ecccvvveeivn, 384
Possn. or Sale of Narcotics...ccccoeevnunes veesse 176
LArCENY .ot ivries e ien s essasseseressves cnnseveen 151
Breaking & Entermg ........... weeeeedeeiaranns 8 e 143
Buying, Recelving or
CGoncealing Stolen Property ..o, w124
Auto Theft....... Ceebaderrere s nepaassteasanan v 64
FOrgery i evicinrinsnissesnennnes wee 39
Carrying Concealed Weapon ....ccceeeveeninen, 36
Fraudulent Use of Credit Card............... v 24
Attempted B& E..orvceivicnninniiieccnieconsennnns 15
Assault....... e rresseraeeirrressheesetrerstnseerstessres 13
Possn. Narcotic Implement............ccccennn. 8
Robbery...vonien. reereesreneseraraee e, 5
Miscellaneous...... Cerreeerranenes perereesenne s 66
1,248

PROGRAM SERVICES AND
RECIDIVISN RESULTS

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.

~ Inorder to evaluate Program activity in these
areas, computer analysls, 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 Table presepts some principal find-
ings based upon 564 successfully completed

~cases through January 1, 1974:

- 6 Monihs
Post
Pra-acceptance Complstion
Enrolled in School 36.1% 37.2%
Employed 64.0% 86.5%
Unskilled 24.1% 26.9%
Semi-skllled 31.8% 43.1%
Skilled 8.1% 16.5%
Employed Full Time 45,9% 58.4%
Repott 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 twice weekly, includ-
ing one individual and one group counseling ses-
sion. All groups are held in the Program offices,
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 scheol. While
individual counselors have varied preferences of
place of contact anid whereln individual patrtici-
pants differ as to needs, the Program consultants
estimate that counselors conduct an average of
65% of their individual sesslons in the Program
offices and the remaining average of 35% in the

field.

Counseling styles differ widely ‘améng the,
twelve counselofs now employed by‘the Program,
as do their backgrounds and training. All coun-
selors are provided with weekly in-service tramung."

conducted by the consultants, aimed at furh“‘or:,:_ )

dBVSIOpIng individual and group counseling skills




" /es well as fostering flexibility in‘tecbhnlque'accord~~ v

Ing to client needs. Program consultants augment

“the counselin staff by providing limited Individual -

‘and group psychotherapy when needed as well as
psychometric evaluations and family and marriage
counseling for those L.lients and their families In

" 'nead of such services,

"+ While there Js no evaluatlve tool deslgned
specxﬂcally to. measure the effectlveness of the
counssling staff, cllent responses to psy-
chosymptomoiogy questions on the Initial and the
four Post-Completion Follow-Up Questionnaires,
administered at three month intervals, as well as
the Sixteen Petsonality Factors Questionnaire, a
‘personality test measuring 16 “factors of per-
sonallty" administered at intake and at three
month intervals for orie year following, have been

‘useful. As reported in the Eighteen Month Report,

redugtions of psychosymptomology were noted in
Program participants from their Initial Interview to
their Post Completion Follow-Ups. The following
table presents this data in an expanded form and
is complled from Intake data on 388 participants
and an average of responses on one of 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

The Progmm engages .hree consultantsg Blchard C. Nichols, Dr.

differences did not appear l’aet year., These are the .
last five listed for which no 1973 data s presented

(‘fdlcated by at)
1973 - S 19Tk
DTN ‘ 38
“Months Months
Proy “Poat. . Pro- Post
s Acgep- Comples .- Acceps Compla- .
Less Rapart: tance %, tlon% tance % . tlon % -
« Depression - , 48 17 441 . 186
* Nervousness - . 28 8 . 28,9 105"
» Confuslon a0 17 25,5 - 12.8
+ Stomach upsgets 10 o 126 - 7.0
*» Headaghes ©20 0 27,6 174
« Fear 26 .0 258 109
« Loneliness 29 16 175 - 89
» Discomfortin
. large groups 28 9 26,5 19.8
¢ ‘Fealings of B '
iosing control - 15 7 152 97
++ Dizzlngss - - 13,4 7.4
+ Suicidal ideations — — 7.0 2.7
+-Poormemory . — — 271 144
+ Feelings of wanting
to hurt others — — 25,6 - 17.1
- Payshiatric/ ‘
psychological ‘ .
consultation - —_ 11.9 2.7

These reductions In physical and psychologl-
cal symptoms are seen as an. indicator of the
efficacy of Program counseling services despite
the fact that no mgniﬂcant data is avallable at this

Jack Jacobs, and Kathleen S, Abrams [

to ragh!} who prowde psycholog:a&l testing and herapy, tamity counselmg and in-service staff trammg.

. 10*'

.“’ '3’.&‘9 2N l

~time., The magnitude of pre post differences does

not indicate, nor should it be interpreted to mean,

“that particlpants were all emotionally disturbed

when . identified, but rather to demonstrate, by

- subjective measures, the effectiveness of counsel-

ing services in helping young adults cope more
effectively with thelr environment and the stresses
generated by their arrest, as well as helping them

-deal more efficlently with the world around them, It

should be noted that differences in 1973 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 mere than one follow-up was avallable and
the significantly larger number of completed cases
avallable for study.

Objective data gathered from analysis of the

Sixtesn Personality Factors Questionnalire is less
definitive than the psychosymptomology data, due
partially to the larger number of cases ana-
lyzed and partially to current ablility to relate it
more closely to other data available. While the data
currently presents a somewhat different plcture
than that of last year, when viewed In terms of pre-
post differences In scores for successful com-
pleters, it Is belng presented for comparison only.
As research with this data continues, one can only
note that differences do exist and assume, when

14

viewed in conjunction with thesymptemology data, -

that Program counseling services -account for at -
least some portion of these noted differences.

While the number of successfully completed
cases has risen stiarply, and more data was avalla-
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
completers who do not accept follow-up question-
naires and with the lack of signiticance studies, the
data only Indicates the presence of changes in
participants’ subjective and objective perceptions
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 participants
not been placed in the Program, Further research
is planned to test the significance of these data and

~ to determine which Programservice or counseling

method most greatly Influenced them.

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

demonstrate a minimal recidivism rate. To assistin’
the evaluation of this phase of Program -perfor- -

mance, a control group comparable in all respects
to Prograr participants was selected pursuanttoa
research design prepared by Alan Rockway, Ph.D,
Recidivism data is derived from annual
record checks conducted on all former Program
participants and provided by the Federal Bureau

_of Investigation from the National Crime informa-
tion ‘Center (NCIC). The data which follows is

based upon the NCIC inquiry conducted.in Febru-

ary of 1974 and is based upon all, Program partici-
pants accepted by the Program through January;

19, 1974.

Trend toward (unless © Logmax 1974 X
. -change preceded by a +) . ‘chenge chenge
« More Enthusliastlc ) -

(less taciturn) T 41,8 - 800
'« More Spontanoous : d

(less threat sensitive) ‘ +1.01 *+ .23
* More Controlled ’

(lessimpulslve) - + B89 R -1
¢ More Concreta Thinking L ‘

(less abstrast thinking) ’ + .87 - .80

. » More Sensitlve

(tess tough minded) + 87 + 30
* More Self Sufficlent )

(less group dependent) + 52 - 51
* More Self Assured

(less apprehensive) : + .67 +1.01
» More Emotionally Stable

» (less affected by feellngs) | + .56 = A1

+ More Relaxad :

{less anxlous-frustrated) — +1.32
+ More Forthright & Natural

(less shrewd & calculating) _— + .81




Recidivism of Pretrial Participénts and Controls by
Successful, Unsuccessful and Voluntary Groups

Fre-
quency
of

Recid-
Description ’ No. viem’ %
Group | Successfuls 309 31 10.0 .
Group Il Successfuls 79 13 16.5
Group It Voluntary Completers 26 .8 30.7
Group | Unsuccessfuls 82 31 37.8
Group il Unsuccessfuls . 64 28 43.8.
Controls 34 11 324
Total 594 122

x? = 56.54,5d/f,p .01

It is apparent that the recidivism rate for
successful compieters 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 intervention strategy is in fact effective in
reducing recidivism as compared 1o cases which
proceeded to traditional prosecution and disposi-
tion.

The Program has a close working relationship with law enforcement agencies in Dadé County. City of
Miami Police Officer Charles Daniels discusses a participant with Counselor Gwendolyn Dixon.

(=4

The Pragram serves as a training site for interns from a number of area colleges. 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  criminal justice 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 offenders 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 three 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:

‘ Protrial

: Intervention
Incarceration Probation Program.

Criminal Act Criminal Act . Criminal Act
Arrest Arrest Arrest

Court costs
Probationcosts

Court costs
Prison costs -
Loss of earnings

Program costs

-13

" Since the costs of crimes and of subsequent
arrests and bookings may be assumed to be

constant, the following analysis will not inciude.

these factors. Nor will it include the factor of loss of
earnings of the incarcerated offender (and possi-
ble welfare costs 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 Pretriai 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
isincarcerated. ‘

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 of 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

R —




by the State Attorney"nbt to prosecute the of- )

fender, the following events are eliminated:

(1) Clerical preparatlon of, the case hy the
State Attorney’s Office: ;

(2) -Filing of the case by the Clerk's Off;ce
(3) Arraignmentand motions;
- (4)-Defense and prosecutlon costs;

(5) Witness and police officer appearance for
deposmons and trial (and resulting loss of
earnings and mconvemence)

(6) Courtcosts; ‘

(7} Costs of incarcerataon or probation.

it should be noted that all of these costs are -

incurred when a case is processed normally, with
probation o¢ 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 previously, although the in-
creased earnings benefit will not be dealt with, the
Program emptoyment 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 house meetings are held w:th parents of the approx:maa‘ely 375 pamc:pants who are-enrolled
in the Program at any given time. Program Director Tom Pstersen and Counselor Cynthia Fien meet with a

part/c/pan&' and parentata recem parenﬁ‘s meeting.

14
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time, are evident. The counseling of participants.
serves to increase motivation, resulting in-fewer
, jOb changes and shorter ‘periods between jobs. if.
;lndlwduais are placed in tramlng programs. orin
*employment providing on-the-job training, skills
~and productivity may increase, ‘providing stnll

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 caseis:

$237,i15 _
TEe5 = $398.50
Benefits from Case Diversion to Prelrial Interven-
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 if this type of
program led to increased recidivism.

1. Court Costs through Case Disposition

The following calculations are designed to
estimate the cost of the average case to the cri-
minal justice system. Since cases filed are dispos-
ed of in three principal ways, namely, jury ‘trial,
non-jury trial and guilty plea, the average case is a
composite of these 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 pre-

" sents the means of case disposition from July 1,

1971, to June 30, 1972, in the Dade County cri-
minal courts:

15

Number

Means of of Per-
Caso Disposal Cases centage
Guilty plea 7,360 83%
Non-jury triai 1,290 15%
Jury trial 214 2%
8,864 100%

' The following table presents the various ele-

ments, and their costs per year, that comprise the
costs of cases.in the criminal justice system:

Expense ltem Amount Per Year

Judges' salaries '$ 142,500

Judges’ baliffs &
secretaries salaries 70,000
Clerk's Office . 204,800
Witness fees 300,000
State Attorney's Office 1,200,000
Public Defender's Office 500,000
Court reporters 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 _
—_B_B-ET $360
- We must add to this figure the cost
“of police witnesses per case, which has
beenigstimated at $44.46. Adding this
sum to:.$360, the total expense is
$404.46 '

e e




;;‘2 Post dlspoaltlon Costs :‘f“f f

In addmon to the benefits to “the cnmmal” '

just ice system mcurred by circumventrng costs of

‘case processmg in the courts, the benefits incur- -

red by case’ drsmrssal following & partrcnpam’

. successful completion of the Program, as com-
: pared to the costs of xncarceratlon or probatron, i

supervismg an’ addltlonal probationer at $242 per ’
- 'year and ‘the margmal cost of mcarceratuon ofan
b addmonal inmate at $2 219 per year.

Assummg that 12% of the 349 offenders'w

: whose cases were dismissed following successful
kpartlclpatuon in‘the Pretnal Intervention Program*w( S
‘would -otherwise have been" incarcerated for six

mustalso beincluded. “months and 88% placed on probation- for two )
S ‘in Dade County an average of 63. 4% of cn-v years the following costs may be estlmated
minal cases resujt in probation and- 36.6% in . Number  Cost S
- “incarceration, Since these figures include all offen-. of - . per _.Totmif
ders, and since pretrial intervention is limited to : U Cases Case’ - Cost
~ first offenders, who'comprise approximately one- Incarceration 42 $1108- $ 46,536
.- third of all offenders, these percentages should be Probation 307 SR 484 $148.588
- .adjusted to reflect these facts. Therefore, it will be. R o R S Tl
assumed that ;366 X 1/3 of the total of first offen- = | 349 oo 8195124

ders were lncarcerated and the remalnder receiv-
ed probation. Thus, 12% of first offenders would
be incarcerated, and 88% would receive proba-
_tion. The assumption is herein. made that the

. These figures must be dlscounted and the
“rate of dlscount will be selected at 10%: The
calculations assume a six month mcarceratlon and

'twoyears of probation: : o i R ‘ , 3 S S o , R ; e ; e e

‘ average length of a first offender’s incarceration is ‘ ‘ ‘ : S L : SR . o ‘ ’ ' . : i
six_ months, and the average length of a first. Incarceratron ‘ ;
offender's probation is two years. ~ ‘ , Present 1,108 _ $997‘
The 1971 Report of the Florida Probation and = - - value T (190) T TR TR R R B L ‘ . , , : .
‘Parore Commission eeti.mated the _margmal costof e | P‘robat'ion; ' f G e i _ St ‘ : ; : 4 Summary - . o
: Pfefe"t = (‘11?3“)5 = $400 3 IR ~ S : ~ The above estimates of the costs of handling

value - : o ; R S ‘ R | »S

349 cases by diversion to a Pretrial Intervention - .
Program and by the traditional means of probation
»and lncarceratlon may be summarlzed as follows

3 Total Costs. Pre- and Post dlsposltlonal

The total costs of progessing and dlsposmon

of the 349 cases who successfully completed the - P . , ' ~ Pretrial :nter\/entlon , :
Pretrial Intervention Program may thL?s be ex- e ey R ‘ .- , _ costs (349 Cases) o 3189076
pressed as follows: - . N ' IR - .| Probation/incarceration e
e : o SRR ‘ costs (349 cases) $305,670 ;
Eo:t: E;O ::nsc;’n P‘ocsc:s?slsggrsét:;g:TOta‘ benefits S ; o , ‘ It is thus less costly to divert a case to the
: ‘ e ooy Dade County Pretrial Intervention. Program than to
or : S S o RS ' ' ‘ ’ o . process itin the traditional manner with disposition
Pretrial intervention case: » s o ) . : *_either by probation or incarceration. The following
0+ $398.50 = $ 398 50 per case T g : ‘ presents the cost- beneflt ratio of this diversion }
Probationcase: - E 1. , ; B ‘ aspect of the Pretrial Intervention Project:
$404:+ $400. 00 = =$ 804.00 per case A o R ~ Total costs of program $139,076
e Incarceration case: ﬁ T | o - Total diversion benefit $305,670
R ; : © . $404 + $997.00 = $1,401 oo percase | R . ~ - Benefit-cost ratio ©2.19
§ .

Although the diversion benefit of the Program

Agaln assumlng an 88%-12% ratio of proba- :
in itself is economically efficient relative to ab'gerna-

tion to incarceration cases, we may calculate total

benefitsias follows: ‘ , SR ‘ ~ AR . , tive methods of case processing, it must agajn be .
! : i\ i , [ A o emphasized that a cost-benefit analysis of sich a
ERETER S ' S Probation c;&,cs = 804 x 307 = $246,828 ’ '? : S Program is not complete without a consideration
3 ’ - " | Incarceration cases =1401x 42= 58,842 4 ' of the earnings benefit, resulting from the increas-

ed productivity of participants, and the recidivism
“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 reductron in recidiv-
~ism among former participants result in an in--
crease in the cost benefit ratio, .

Total C : ~$305,670

S
RS
R
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VI. APPENDIX

Editorial, Mlaml Herald June12 1972

Article, M|am| Herald, June 8, 1972

~ Article, Miami News, November 22, 1972

Article ‘Miami News, December 31,1973 .

Text of Edltornal 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

@be Aiami Herald

JOHN'S, KNIGHT; Editarial Chairman
LEEHILLS, Publisher ~ ALVAH H. CHAPMAN, Jr., President -
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A Br eak For Fi irst Offender

THE PRE-TRIAL Intervention Pro-
gram for first offenders is the most hope-
ful - venture we've read of lately for
transforming potential -crintinals 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, but persons
who have experimented thh drugs are
“‘considered.”

The arresting officer; the vxctlm and
the prosecutor all must agree that a sus-
pect should be.given a chance in the
program iristead 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 v1olatmg these con-
ditions is prosecuted

As Herald Staff Writer. Tnne Kron-
holz reported last Thursday, the proj- -
ect’s record to date is impressive, Only
one member has flunked. The rémaining

44 men and four women, two-thirds of
them 17- and 18-year-olds, are either
workmg, going to school or gettmg job
training.

Is there a better way to rescue first
offenders from a life of crime? If so, we
haven't heard of it. :

The limited scope of the Iocal pro-
gram is commendable, Success with a
few can point the ‘way to expansion,

The expenment is being carried out
through a $100,000 federal .grant, 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.

PR
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,First | Off‘enders

Program Rescues

Career in Army

/ i
7 . "

/f

By JUNE KRONHOLZ
- Herald staft Writer
William W, Hubbard had never graduated from anythmg
in his life. z
- A high school dropout with no trade training and no mar:
ketable skxlls. Hubbard had hoped to make the Army a careet.
But when he was arrested last Jan. 27 rid:
ing in the passenger seat of a stolen L97Z
Pinto, even the dream of an Army carger
began to dim.

JUNDER NORMAL judicial procedures;

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 proba-

o 2B tion and more months of wandering the streets

GERSTEIN  looking for a job,

Under a new, program initiated by the Dade State Attor-

ney's Office, however = the office that usually prosectites
men rather than tries to rehabilitate them — William Hub-
bard today is a free man with an Army career ahiead of him,
thrlaie 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 $100,000-grant from the Law. Enforcement Assis-
tance Admmistratxon, the Pre-Trial, Intervention Program al-

- ready has enrolled 44 men .and four women under age 25 to
receive special training and coyfiseling.

THE IDEA behind the Pre-Trial Intervention Project is
explained by State Attorney Rlchard Gerstein:

If the project member "atiends the training classes or
takes the job a social worker finds for him, stays out of trau-
ble and proves to his counselors that his first. ¢rime 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

ik fails to attend counseling sessions or gets m trouble

. with*t{:e police again, however, the state will re-open’its case

- - and take the former project member to court,

" 8o faf, the project’s statistics are’ impressive. Tn five
mnths of operation, only one participant has been arrested

© again and. that, project director Thomas K, Petersen points
out, took p? ce duging the yoring man's first week in, the, prol-
ect and “prior to' full exposire. 'to the program”’’ . :

only way William Hubbard could ever have |-

Only men and women under age 25 who are charged with

a non-violent first ériminal offense are eligible to take part in
the program. No drug afidicts are accepted, says Petersen, a
former 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 17 or 18, half of them have been white, and before they

- entered the program 31 of them wérg unemployed.

SINCE THE program began, Petersen and the three social
workers hired Yor the program have found jobs for 16 young

people and trade training programs for seven., Seven more .

have returned to school, one - Hubbard — joined the Army

and three currently are receiviig psychiatric or psychological -

assistance. Only seven stili are unemployed.

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 can make a useful citizen out of him,

Wiltiam Hubbard: was selected to join the program the
morning after pohce;arrested him - while he was joy-riding
down NW 75th Street in a rental car stolen in Fort Lauder-
dale,

Petersen and,}‘(lchard C. Nitchols, the program’s consul-
tant, first enrolled Hubbard in &n auto mechanics course at

- Lindsey Hopkins where teachers ranked his performance. “ex-
cellent to outstanding.”

Wheir Hubbard's father died, however. and Hubbard
needed werk, Petersen tiekt 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

2 social wérker for counsehng sessions and one evening &

week partidipated in a group. counseling class — ail part of
the program.

Now, four months after he first joined the program, Hub-
bard is its fifst graduate and a8 man on his way to an Army
career, - °
"We used the pending case a5 an incentive,” Petersen ex-
plains, “We were offering him’s clean record: dnd hetook uk
upon the deal.” : ‘

The pro;ect Gerstmn adds; 15 the “nnly way we're going T

“tabe abje to hamlle he increase in cnme‘
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Pre-trial job plan here works
for young first-time offenders

By STEPHEN KARNAS
Miami News Rditorial 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 glso avoid the perma-
nent conviction. record that oftei bars
them from fyturz job opportunities.

* The Pre-Trial Interven-
tion Propram klnked off .
by the state attorney’s of- g
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 Peater-
son, project director: .

“Peterson said that the project needs
about 20 jobs each mojth.

The Florida State Employment Ser-

vice has cooperated by compiling lists of -
potential jobs for the pre-trial prOgr:&

More recently, the Greater Miami Cha
ber of Commerce’s human resourees c
mittee has tapped member businessmen
to identify employers willing to accept a
first-time offender as an on-the-job train-
ee.

There are certain requirements and
procedures that determine if the offender
can take advantage of the program. For
instance, the crime must be nonviolent,

The arresting officer as well as the
victim of the crime and the offender muat
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 reclidiv-
ism rate by placing first-time offenders in .
jobs as an alternative to prisom. At the
end of six months of counseling the youth
and watching his work, a member of the
state ~attorney's = office evaluates his
achievements,

The rptions for the state sttorney’s
office at the six-month point include
prosectition of the case in court, rzcom-
mendations for lenfency {n prosecution,
suggestions for continued participation in

the program, or recommendations that -

charges 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. Out of 191 first-
time offenders identified as eligible, 152
have beea placed in jobs and are success-
fully participating in the program. And
of the 71 particlpants who were
unemployed or out of school when they
joined the program, only seven are still in
those circumstances. Forty-seven petsons
were employed when they entered the
program; at the middle of Octobor 70
were employed. -

A control group has been estlblished

for comparison purposes, One out of 20 -

qualified youths is excluded from the
project and processed through the courts
and jails normally.

“Hopefully, a comparison .of the
control group with those who get jobs
will show that the recidivism rate is
lower within our program group and the
employment rate is higher than the in
control group” said Peterson.

The project was initiated at the re-
quest of the state attorney's office with
$100,000 from the Law Enforcement As~
slstance Administration, Another
$150,000 is anticipated for the operating
expense to continue the program through
next year.
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Menday, December 31, 1973

F:rsf offenders get second chance

By PATRICA BURSTEIN
Miami News Reparier
“Lct s face it — we are not vriminals and don't deserve
to have a record.” 3 19-vear-old diesel engineer told three
members of his amdance group.

The four of them. picked up individually for possession
or sale of marijuana,. could have ended up with records had
they gone to trial and lost.

But they qualified for the Dade Pretrial Inlervention
Project, a program which gives sonié first-offeniders a second
opporiunity. If they successfully complete the program, they
have a good chance: of never going to trial on the charges. -

The diesel engineer has almost completed the program.
He and the three other young men standing with him agreed
they now recognize the hazards, legal and otherwise, of han-
dlinﬂ druj;s Thev had just stepped out of a counseling class of

- about 15; w‘ombers
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‘Prefrlal sentence: jobs instead

“One of the strong pomts ' - Cheryl:

director and formerly a. prison rehabilitation Worker at the

Dade County Women’s Detention Center *is working with a
group that-is workable.”

Ehgtbrlxty reqmrements staie that pamcrpan(s fuust not
have any previous eriminal record; niust be hetwcen the ages
of I7 and 25; and be charged with a misdenieanor or certain
third-degrce felonies like breaking and entering an autc or
possession of marijuana.

The defendant must live in Dade County and. be found to

he in need of vocational, educational or psychological supervi- '

sion. Narcotic addicts aze not considered for the program.
Since the program was started in January, 1972, about
500 persons have heen selected -and about 400 have success-
fully completed it. :
“We have a re-arrest rate of ahout 2 per cont.”
‘Thomas Peterson, an assistant state aunme\' who reaxﬂned {o
become director of Prclrmi Intervention.
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l"he goal of the program is, T pdrt. to. reduce the vate of
repeat offenses hy plau-\g first-time offonders in jobs instead.
of in jail. At the end of six months counseling the youth aud -
cheeking his progress, a member of the b(ate attorney's office
eva!uates his performance.

Savs the mother of an 18- vear-nld dxarocd with mayijua-

na possession, “When my son was arrcstcd he thought he

was really washed out. He was reajly sitk dhoul it Hewants

to be a lawyerand couldn’t afford a criminal record. Now He

has had the oppor{uml% o reconsider . and have another
chance. He realizes now faat & Zre Were things he shoukdn't
have been doing.” A

Staffed hy ping ‘counselors. and’ lnur counselor's aides. the '

project requires participants tocome for gounse hng twice a
veeek, once on-an individual basis and the second in a group
setling, No more than 20 cases are assu,ncd al the same um(,

1o any single ccunselor. Y 3
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‘ ~ELEVENTH JUDICIAL Cchurr OF FLORIDA .
SR ADM!N]STRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS "
. DADE COUNTY CQURTHQUSE R
MIAMI, FLORIDA ‘33i30:

R R

THOMAS E, LEE, JR. SRR R T L : :
CULeHIEFJUDGE T o T o . L e . o WILBUR S. McDUFF
WILLIAM A HERIN o : June ‘13, 197Ll i k ) “EXECUTIVE OFFICER
SENIOR JUDGE ST T

Mr. Thomas K. Petersen
Director, Pretrial Services
600 Metropolitan Justice Bldg.
1351 N. W. 1l2th Street

Miami, Florlda 33125

»Dear Mr.fPetersen:

rPrior,tO‘myzdeparture from the bench, I would]like,to‘take
the opportunity to personally thank you for your dedicated
service to the furtherance of the administration of justice.

- The Pretrial Intervention Program of Dade County, through
~your -able guidance from its inception, 'has now become the
‘model for such programs. in the natlon ~You are commended.
for your oapable performance L o

jYou may be assured o' the contlnued support of the offlce,"
of the Chief Judge and the Admlnlstratlve Offlce of: the
Courts : , :

Slnoerely yours,v“

L

, THOMAS E. LEE JR
.'Chlef Judge T

SR A T
N R B :
" SRR X . ot B : : .

METROPOLITAN DADE COUNTY FLORIIZBA

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
1320 N.W. 14TH STREET .
CUMIAML, FLORIDA 33125

December>4,‘1972

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

ATTENTION: Mr. ‘Thomas K. Petersen
_Dear Mr' Gersteln

We have reviewed your Thlrd Quarterly Report for the
\ Pretrlal Interventlon PrOJect.

The dramatlcally low rate of rec1d1v1sm is a partrcularly
heartening statistic. We can only ‘hope that the program
will continue with its unusually high quality and posi-
tive return on the dollar 1nvested .

We are awaltlng Wlth great 1nterest your. f1na1 report
~and hope that if the twelve-month picture reflects a-
continucusly low rec1d1v1sm rate, the County will con-
ytlnue the program or. an add1t10na1 grant will be obtained.

- jPerhaps in the coming three 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-
- venient. If you feel that you can make such a presentatlon,
- please contact Chief Harold Barney', Executive Assistant, at.
377-7818, or Chief James" Jorgenson, 377-7558, who w111
flnallze a convenlent date.v

Best w1shes for contlnued success in thlS outstandlng program.
| ?(f Slncerely, :‘ |
E. WILSON PURD ;

D1rector’

PUBLIC SAFETY D::-.PARTMENT ‘ ,
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METROPOLITAN DADE COUNTY FLORIDA
R c:orzm:cmws & REHABILITAHON DEI”ARTMIZN‘I

MIAML, FLORIDA 33128

bevemberfl4,,1972v

Thomas K. Peterson, Esquire
PreTrial Intexrvention Project
‘Office of the State Attorney
Metropolitan Justice Building
1351 N. W. 12th Street

Miami, Florida 33125 |

Dear Tom:

The Third Quarterly ReporL of the Daae County Pretrlal ;TrO
Intervention Project is certalnly 1mpress¢ve. '

Your statistics lndlcate that youthfui offenders can be
 diverted from the Criminal Justice System with a compre-.
. hensive community based approach. The Project truly

offers an alternative to incarceration, a much talked

about concept that until now had little meanlng.

© I am prepared to support any~effort you‘make to,expand
the project e o o T

o . Sincerely,

i
{

Js/jo

LAWTONCHHES I R L R R SR ,  commurrees:

 FLORIDA TR ; Sl LR ‘ : - "Aamcumunnmnmmzmv S

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS .
'Qlffmieb f%faicﬁ ,g)cnaie |

“JOINT COMMITTEE ON e
"CONGRESBIONAL OPEﬂATIONS
June 6, 1972,

DEMOCRATIE STEERING GOMMITTEE

Mr. Thomas K. Petersen, Director
Pretrial Interventlon'Project
‘State Attorney's Office

" Metropolitan Dade County Justlce Bulldlng
1351 N. W. 12th Street
OM;aml,vPlorlda 33125

v)“iu o

Dear Mr. Petersen: )

Thank you for foxwardlng to me the First Quarterly Report
~ of the Dade County Pretrial Intervention Project, which

is funded by a grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance

Admlnlstratlon.‘

I found the report most interesting and I was certalnly
impressed with the overall cooperatlon ‘and participation
_ the project seems to be getting. = I could not agree more
with your comment. that the Project represents a definite
: asset in the administration of justice in Dade County. - I
- would like to take this opportunity to commend all the.
people who are respons;ble in reallzlng this tremendous
success. ~

Slnce coming to Congress last year, I have been contlnually
impressed with the need for Federal funding for projects
such asvthis one, as there is much work needed in this area.

I certamnly appre01ate your taking the time to forward this
. report and to keep me apprlsed of this worthwhile and note-~
worthy operation. .

CIf T can be of any assistance in this or any other project,
,'please do not he51tate to call on me.

B Wlth‘k;ndest~personal regards, I am

“Most gancerely,.

 LAWTON CHILES'

' nc/rlc

REPLY TO: FEDERAL BUILDING, LAKELAND, FLORIDA 33801 .

g " ; 27.“,‘ ‘

e A g s iimn S g e i G




NINETY-SECOMD CONGRESS JOSEPH A. PHILLIPS i

CHIEF COUNSEL Ly

CLLAUDE PEPPER, FLA., CHAIRMAN MICHAEL W, BLOMMER

JEROME R, WALDIE, CALIF, CHARLES E. WIGGINS, CALIF,

FRANK J. BRASCO, N.Y,
1AMES R, MAKN, §.C.

MORGAN F. MURPHY, ILL. CHARLES W. SANDMAN, JR., N.J.
CHARLES 8. RANGEL, N.Y. WILLIAM J, KEATING, OHIO

ASSOCIATE CHIEF COUNSEL
5AM STEIGER, ARIZ,

LARRY WIKN, I, KANS. Select Committee on Crime CHRIS NOLDE ceL !
TBousge of Vepregentatibes
Congress of the United States
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

August 15, 1972

Dear Mr. Petersen:

Your letter of August 2 has reached 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., T'll be interested in receiving subsequent reports
from you,

Believe me,

R

Mr. Thomas K. Petersen
Office of the State Attorney

1351 N, W. 12th Street &
Miami, Florida 33125
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