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[Speaker 4] (0:02 - 0:03)
This is a please call the roll.

[Speaker 14] (0:05 - 0:05)
Chair Dean.

[Speaker 20] (0:06 - 0:06)
Here.

[Speaker 14] (0:07 - 0:13)
Vice Chair Ross. Here. Representative Adams.

Here. Representative Frisch. Here.

Representative Garcia.

[Speaker 20] (0:13 - 0:13)
Here.

[Speaker 14] (0:14 - 0:18)
Representative Hugel. Here. Representative Uriente.

Here. Representative Mahan.

[Speaker 16] (0:18 - 0:18)
Here.

[Speaker 14] (0:18 - 0:34)
Representative Needleman. Here. Representative Peterman.

Here. Representative Roberson. Here.

Representative Sachs. Here. Representative Snyder.

Here. Representative Thompson. Here.

Representative Thurston. Here. Thank you, ma'am.

[Speaker 4] (0:35 - 1:23)
As I said, welcome to the House Safety and Security Council this morning. Just a few housekeeping things. First, turn off all cell phones and beepers.

Today we're going to hear four bills and hear some of the presentations on the budget issues that we didn't get completed last week. I want to remind everybody, anybody wishing to testify before the committee this morning, please fill out an appearance record and give it to our staff. First, I'd like to recognize Representative Rivera, House Bill 573.

You're recognized, sir.

[Speaker 12] (1:28 - 3:02)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Chairman, members of the Council, thank you for allowing me to present HB 573. The bill addresses the growing problem of child pornography and child sexual abuse through the use of the Internet.

It does so by clarifying that the Office of Statewide Prosecution has jurisdiction over these offenses. Previously, this had been ambiguous. It creates a new penalty, a 15-year jail sentence for predators who contact a child online and then attempt to meet the child for the purpose of further abusing them sexually.

It also increases penalties for possession or promotion of child pornography that includes images of children under 5, sexual battery of a child, sadomasochistic abuse of a child, bestiality involving a child, or any pornographic video or live movie of a child. For possession of these images, the charge increases from a third-degree felony to a second-degree felony from 5 to 15 years jail time. For promotion and distribution of these images, the charge increases from a second-degree felony to a first-degree felony from 15 to 30 years jail time.

The types of images that I just described are, of course, horrific and sickening to everyone in this room and outside this room. I believe the bill sends a message to those who would participate in this type of despicable behavior and that target our children. They will be put behind bars for a much longer time.

Mr. Chairman, that is the bill and there are two traveling amendments.

[Speaker 4] (3:06 - 3:16)
Thank you, sir. First substitute amendment, traveling amendment number two, recognize Representative Adams.

[Speaker 5] (3:25 - 3:28)
Mr. Chair, can I speak to the substitute amendment, traveling amendment number two?

[Speaker 4] (3:29 - 3:31)
Yes, you may. You're recognized, Representative Adams.

[Speaker 5] (3:31 - 4:26)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. The amendment streamlines process for collection of email addresses and addresses and instant messages names. The amendment will require an email address or instant message name to be reported before it is used by the sexual predator or sexual offender.

It eliminates requirements that electronic mail addresses and instant message names be reported through DHSMV. Instead, email addresses and instant message names will be reported to FDLE through an online system which will be established by the Department. This will be a more efficient way to collect this information and should ensure greater compliance.

It provides penalties for sexual offenders failing to provide electronic mail addresses or instant message names. It identifies legislative intent to ensure maintenance and distribution of electronic mail addresses and instant message names be done in a manner which will maximize public safety benefits and minimize harassment and networking among these type of individuals for legal purposes.

[Speaker 4] (4:28 - 4:56)
Thank you, Representative Adams. Members, do we have any questions about the amendment? If none, is there no objection?

Show the amendment adopted without objection. We're back on the bill as amended. Are there any questions?

Does anyone in the audience wish to speak to the issue?

[Speaker 11] (5:08 - 5:10)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Members?

[Speaker 4] (5:10 - 5:11)
Yes, ma'am. You're recognized.

[Speaker 11] (5:11 - 6:51)
I'm Kimberly Case, Legislative Affairs Director for Attorney General Bill McCullen and I'm here on behalf of the General to express his strong support for this legislation. This bill is a top priority for the Attorney General because he strongly believes that we must do everything possible to stop the sexual exploitation and abuse of our children here in Florida. Several key provisions in this legislation were born out of frustration raised by our own Cyber Crime Unit in Jacksonville where they identified areas in the law that needed to be addressed and needed to be strengthened.

I was supposed to have someone here, Maureen Horkin, who is our Lead Prosecutor and Director of the Child Predator Cyber Crime Unit to talk in greater detail but the bottom line is we support the stronger penalties. Right now, the most that Maureen's been able to ask for is five years for those who, you know, not only engage in some, you know, inappropriate sexual conduct online with a child but then travel to meet that child they can only get five years. Right now, that's clearly not enough.

We want those people off the streets and so this provision which strengthens it to 15 years the General fully supports as well as enhanced penalties for those that possess the really all child pornography is really sexual abuse captured on film or a photograph but the fact is for those most horrific images of like children under five and others, we do feel that the enhanced penalties, 15 years for possession or 30 years for promotion distribution are perfectly appropriate because we need to do everything we can to keep them off the streets, away from our children and away from the internet. Thank you.

[Speaker 4] (6:53 - 7:12)
Thank you Ms. Case. Is anyone else in the audience like to speak to the issue? Members, is there any debate?

Representative Rivera? You're recognized.

[Speaker 12] (7:12 - 7:14)
Wave close Mr. Chairman.

[Speaker 4] (7:15 - 7:19)
Thank you sir. Missy, call the roll.

[Speaker 14] (7:19 - 7:39)
Representatives Adams? Frisch? Garcia?

Buechel? Lujan? Needleman?

Peterson? Ross? Sachs?

Snyder? Thompson? Thurston?

Chair Dane?

[Speaker 4] (7:39 - 7:46)
Yes. Members by your vote be reported favorable to the council book.

[Speaker 12] (7:46 - 7:48)
Thank you Chairman, members of the committee. Thank you sir.

[Speaker 4] (8:05 - 8:14)
Having just arrived late and asking special privilege Representative Kravitz you're recognized.

[Speaker 8] (8:16 - 9:20)
Thank you Mr. Chairman. Let me explain. I just finished another bill in another committee and it took me seconds instead of first so I just made it.

Let me just very briefly explain this very serious bill that passed the last committee, 9-0. Very basically what this bill does it requires the imposition of a life sentence for a second or subsequent conviction for the offense of lewd or lascivious molestation where the victim is under the age of 12 under the age of 12 and the offender is 18 or older. The punishment for a first conviction will remain the same as provided in current law that's Jessica's law, minimum sentence of 25 to life and if it's not life if the judge doesn't impose life then lifetime supervision with electronic monitoring and a maximum sentence of life imprisonment.

Let me just further.

[Speaker 4] (9:20 - 9:28)
Representative Kravitz, I made a mistake while ago. I forgot to announce folks we're on House Bill 41. Go ahead proceed sir.

[Speaker 8] (9:30 - 10:36)
Basically if you have been convicted and there's a whole list I'm not going to read all, you can read in your summary of what you have to do to get convicted of lewd and lascivious behavior on a child under 12 and under Jessica's law if you go to jail it is documented that people who prey on young children, sexual predators are not people who can be cured of this. This is a behavior that stays with them. That's their natural tendency just like a male and a female have natural sexual tendencies.

These individuals natural sexual tendencies toward children. The only way we're going to ensure that our kids are protected is to keep these people out of the population and this goes one step further. If you're in jail now under this charge and you come out and you commit this crime as I described then you go away for the rest of your life.

If you're in jail you can't do anything to a child. It's that simple. That's the bill.

[Speaker 4] (10:38 - 10:45)
Thank you Representative Kravitz. There's one amendment Representative Adams do you recognize to explain your amendment?

[Speaker 5] (10:46 - 12:11)
Thank you Mr. Chair. Currently section 794 known as Dangerous Sexual Felony Offender Law requires a judge to impose a minimum of a 25 year sentence and a maximum of life sentence upon an offender who is sentenced for a violation of one of an enumerated list of sexual offenses and who have caused serious personal injury to the victim as a result of the commission of the offense used or threatened to use deadly weapon during the commission of the offense, victimized more than one person during the course of the criminal episode applicable to the offense, committed such offense while under their jurisdiction of the court for a felony offense or has previously been convicted of a violation of one of the enumerated offenses.

This amendment would expand the list of sexual offenses to which the 25 year minimum mandatory sentence would apply to include procuring a child under the age of 18 for prostitution lewd or lascivious conduct with the child or an elderly adult, lewd or lascivious ex-possession with the child or an elderly adult, and possession of a child pornography. The amendment would also require the imposition of a mandatory life sentence upon a third conviction for enumerated sexual offense. It also enhances penalties related to misdemeanor sexual offenses committed by persons who have previously committed sexual offenses.

A second such sexual offense is reclassified as a third degree felony. A third such sexual offense or second offense if the offender has previously committed an offense that would classify him or her as a dangerous sexual offender is reclassified as a second degree felony with a minimum mandatory five year sentence.

[Speaker 4] (12:13 - 12:20)
Thank you Representative Adams. Do the members have any questions? Representative Roberson, do you recognize?

[Speaker 7] (12:21 - 12:41)
Thank you Mr. Chair. Representative Kravitz, your bill mentioned that any person over the age of 18 who commits such a sexual offense against a child under 12 and if that offense is the second offense it's going to be enhanced under your bill.

[Speaker 4] (12:43 - 13:12)
Representative Roberson, let me break in just a minute and interrupt you please ma'am. We're on the amendment right now and then we can get back if you have a question of Kravitz about the other issue please ma'am. We're on the amendment.

Any other questions on the amendment? If there's no objection, I show the amendment adopted without objection. We're now back on the bill as amended.

Are there any questions? Representative Roberson, do you recognize?

[Speaker 7] (13:13 - 13:34)
Thanks again Mr. Chair. So to continue, the offense, does it have to have been committed when the person was 18 or if the offense was, the first offense was committed before the person was 18? Does that count under your bill as the first offense for the purpose of enhanced penalty?

[Speaker 8] (13:35 - 13:47)
Do you recognize sir? I'm going to state what I think and then Ms. Kramer, someone correct me if I'm wrong, I think you have to be 18 or older on the first offense. Do you recognize?

[Speaker 19] (13:49 - 13:59)
Yes, Mr. Chair. The offense of that's captured is when the offender was 18 years or older and both of the offenses would have to be when the offender was over 18.

[Speaker 4] (14:02 - 14:08)
Any other questions? Member? You recognize?

Representative Thurston.

[Speaker 10] (14:09 - 14:32)
Representative Kravitz, the current state of the law is that the judge has the discretion to send this up to life in prison and the bill that you're introducing today takes discretion from the judge and makes it mandatory that he's sentenced to life in prison. Is that the total change that you're requesting?

[Speaker 8] (14:33 - 14:46)
You recognize, Representative Kravitz? Yes, that's not the total but that's it. It gives the legislature the power to say that this is a minimum mandatory of life.

You do this the second time, you're away for life.

[Speaker 4] (14:48 - 15:12)
Any other questions? Anyone in the audience wish to speak to the issue? Is there any debate?

Excuse me. You recognize Ms. Chase? Yes, ma'am.

Wave in support. Is there any debate? Representative Kravitz?

Seeing none, you're recognized to close on your bill.

[Speaker 8] (15:13 - 15:32)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members. This is a tough sentence because this is what's needed. If we are really sincere about protecting the most vulnerable among us then this will keep these people who are very, very sick away from our children and will save many, many lives.

So I urge your support. Thank you.

[Speaker 4] (15:33 - 15:36)
Thank you, Representative Kravitz. Missy, would you please call the roll?

[Speaker 14] (15:36 - 15:40)
Representatives Adams? Yes. Frisch?

Garcia?

[Speaker 4] (15:40 - 15:40)
Yes.

[Speaker 14] (15:41 - 15:46)
Huckel? Yes. Durante?

Mahan? Yes. Needleman?

Yes. Biederman?

[Speaker 20] (15:47 - 15:47)
Yes.

[Speaker 14] (15:47 - 15:49)
Roberson? Yes. Ross?

[Speaker 20] (15:49 - 15:49)
Yes.

[Speaker 14] (15:49 - 15:51)
Sacks? Yes. Snyder?

[Speaker 20] (15:52 - 15:52)
Yes.

[Speaker 14] (15:52 - 15:56)
Thompson? Yes. Thurston?

Yes. Chair Dane?

[Speaker 4] (15:56 - 16:32)
Yes. Members, by your vote, House Bill 41 will be reported favorable. Thank you very much, Representative Kravitz.

Next member will be taking up House Bill 29 by Representative Adams. Add a murder act. Representative Adams, you're recognized.

[Speaker 5] (16:33 - 16:44)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. The bill creates a new class of criminals called violent felony offenders of special concern. These individuals are the worst of the worst.

They have committed sex crimes and serious crimes of violence and are on probation.

[Speaker 4] (16:44 - 16:49)
Representative Adams, let me interrupt you, please. Check your mic. They can't hear you at the other end of the table.

[Speaker 5] (16:51 - 16:53)
Okay. Can you hear me now?

[Speaker 4] (16:53 - 16:54)
Can you all hear me now?

[Speaker 5] (16:56 - 18:01)
Alright. These people have committed sex crimes and serious crimes of violence and are on probation. Those who break the rules, thus squandering the extraordinary opportunity given them, will receive special attention from our justice system.

The Anti-Murder Act, as it is known, House Bill 29, creates a class of offenders known as violent felony offenders of special concern. The bill defines these special concern offenders as individuals who are either on probation for committing certain qualifying offenses or who violate probation by committing certain qualifying offenses. Special concern offenders who are arrested for violating the terms of their probation may not be granted bail and the court must hold a recorded violation hearing.

If the court finds that the special concern offender violated probation, the court must determine whether the offender is a danger to the community. If the offender is held to be a danger to the community, the court must enter a written order supporting its findings, revoke the offender's probation, and sentence the offender up to the statutory maximum. It also revises the Criminal Punishment Code to provide additional points for community sanction violations committed by special concern offenders.

[Speaker 4] (18:05 - 18:12)
Thank you, Representative Adams. There's one amendment. Amendment 1 by Representative Adams.

Representative Adams, you're recognized to explain your amendment.

[Speaker 5] (18:13 - 19:13)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. The strike law mirrors changes made by the Senate Criminal Justice and Judiciary Committees. It makes technical changes, provides definitions, and specifies that the acts pertain only to those on felony probation.

It prohibits bail for certain arrested probationers pending the violation hearing. It adds offenses to the list of qualifying offenses. It provides additional points for community sanction violations committed by special concern offenders.

Twelve points instead of nine for violations that do not involve a new law violation. Twenty-four points instead of eighteen for violations that do involve a new law violation. It requires the Department of Corrections, counties, and the state attorney to provide certain information to the courts that will assist the courts in identifying certain offenders, including violent felony offenders of special concern.

It requires the Department of Corrections, in conjunction with other specified entities, to coordinate preparation of a report that identifies problems related to the implementation of the act. It also provides a severability clause and makes the bill effective upon becoming law.

[Speaker 4] (19:15 - 19:43)
Thank you, Representative Adams. Members, if you've got issues to talk about while we're going on, the bill's being presented. Pay attention down here to what's going on.

If you don't, I want to know what's going on, and I'll recognize you when we call here. With that, thank you, Representative Adams. Do any members have any questions?

Is there any objection? Show the amendment adopted without objection. We're back on the bill as amended.

Are there any questions?

[Speaker 10] (19:46 - 19:46)
Question. Question.

[Speaker 4] (19:48 - 19:49)
Representative Thurston.

[Speaker 10] (19:50 - 20:06)
Representative Adams, I noticed that the bill talked about violation. Is there any provision for technical violations, or the only exception is for a violation regarding failure to pay monetary fine?

[Speaker 5] (20:08 - 20:17)
Representative, if you read further into the bill, we're not the exception is for only monetary.

[Speaker 4] (20:23 - 20:53)
Any other questions? In the audience, we have a number of people who would like to speak to the issue. Gary Bradford, PBA Waves, in support of the bill.

Thank you, sir. Amanda Gaffin. Sorry.

Thank you, ma'am. Florida Associated County Waves, in support of the bill. Randy Ball, Public Safety Policy Coordinator.

[Speaker 15] (20:54 - 21:57)
The governor's office. Mr. Chairman, thank you all, not only for Representative Adams bringing this bill forward, but for the speed with which the legislature is handling the bill. Excuse me.

If this bill had been in law, along with our current zero tolerance policy back in 2003, then when Joseph Smith violated his probation by testing positive for cocaine, he would have been brought before the court for a danger finding prior to killing Carly Brucia. David Lee Onstop was not on probation when he killed Sarah Lundy and threw her body in a fish pond, but he had been over a year before. And had this been enforced, then when he committed two new law violations of his probation, he would have been brought before the court for a danger finding.

And when Troy Victorino violated his probation in July of 2004 by being arrested for felony battery, he would not have bonded out under this bill to commit mass murder in Deltona six days later. So we believe this bill would have had an impact on the tragedies of the past and will certainly have an impact in averting the tragedies of the future, and we appreciate you all bringing it forward. Hope you pass it out.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

[Speaker 4] (21:58 - 22:10)
Thank you, Reverend. Mr. Ball. Is there any other debate?

Anybody have any questions or debate about this bill? If not, Representative Adams, you're recognized to close on your bill.

[Speaker 5] (22:11 - 22:26)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. As you've heard, this bill could have possibly helped save some of our children. And we need to look at the future of our state and the protection of our citizens, and I would ask that each of you support this very good bill and help us protect our citizens.

[Speaker 4] (22:27 - 22:30)
Thank you, Representative Adams. Mr., would you please call the roll?

[Speaker 14] (22:32 - 22:35)
Representatives Adams? Yes. Frisch?

Garcia?

[Speaker 12] (22:35 - 22:36)
Yes.

[Speaker 14] (22:36 - 22:41)
Buford? Yes. Norente?

Mahon? Yes. Needleman?

Yes. Peterman?

[Speaker 20] (22:42 - 22:42)
Yes.

[Speaker 14] (22:42 - 22:50)
Roberson? Yes. Ross?

Yes. Sachs? Yes.

Snyder? Yes. Thompson?

Yes. Thurston? Yes.

Chair Dane?

[Speaker 4] (22:50 - 23:19)
Yes. By your vote, Members, House Bill 29 will be reported favorable from the Council. Members, next we'll take up House Bill 697 by Representative Snyder.

Representative Snyder, you're recognized to explain your bill.

[Speaker 13] (23:19 - 24:09)
Chairman Dane, thank you for the opportunity to present this bill. This legislation, I believe, if enacted, will enhance the criminal justice system's ability to identify offenders and should also result in more compelling evidence for juries. DNA evidence today has become a mainstay of prosecution efforts and oftentimes is indispensable for successful prosecutions.

Expanding the DNA base to include convicted misdemeanors who have committed crimes, revealing a possible nexus or proclivity with sex crimes will provide an enhanced level of protection for victims of crime in this state. We've heard the term earlier today, the most vulnerable, and I believe that this bill continues in that vein. Mr. Chairman, that is the bill.

[Speaker 4] (24:10 - 24:33)
Thank you, Representative Snyder. Are there any questions? Does anyone in the audience wish to speak to the issue?

Is there any debate? Seeing none, Representative Snyder, you're recognized to close on your bill. Mr. Chairman, I'll wave. Thank you, Representative Snyder. Missy, would you please call the roll?

[Speaker 14] (24:34 - 24:44)
Representatives Adams? Yes. Frisch?

Garcia? Yes. Huckel?

Yes. Uriente? Mahon?

Yes. Needleman? Yes.

Peterman?

[Speaker 20] (24:44 - 24:45)
Yes.

[Speaker 14] (24:45 - 24:47)
Roberson? Yes. Ross?

[Speaker 20] (24:47 - 24:47)
Yes.

[Speaker 14] (24:47 - 24:48)
Sachs?

[Speaker 20] (24:48 - 24:48)
Yes.

[Speaker 14] (24:48 - 24:53)
Snyder? Yes. Thompson?

Yes. Thurston? Yes.

Chair Dean?

[Speaker 4] (24:53 - 25:44)
Yes. Members, by your vote, House Bill 573 will be reported favorably. Last week, when we were pushed for time, we wanted to make sure that some of the presentations we have before the Council were given the opportunity to thoroughly explain their positions.

And with that, we would like to recognize the Auditor General's evaluation of the pilot project to outsource service previously provided to the Northern Region Capital Collateral Regional Office Council. Mr. Hardy Ratliff of the Office of the General's Office, you're recognized.

[Speaker 3] (25:44 - 37:16)
Thank you, sir. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Members, thank you for the opportunity to be here this morning.

My name is Hardy Ratliff. I'm an Audit Supervisor with the Auditor General's Office. Pull that down a little bit.

Okay, very good. And I've been asked to present our performance review of the Capital Collateral Regional Council Pilot Program. This report was issued on January the 30th.

First of all, let me give you a little background information before I get into the particulars of the findings. We were required to perform this review by Chapter 2003, 399 Laws of Florida, which established the CCRC North Pilot Program. Under the Pilot Program, the responsibilities of the CCRC for the Northern Region were transferred to the Registry of Private Attorneys maintained by the Executive Director of the Commission on Capital Cases.

The Pilot Program went into effect on July 1, 2003. Next. Next.

The stated purpose of our review was to determine the efficiency and effectiveness of using attorneys from the Registry as compared to the CCRCs. The law required that we include comparisons of timeliness and cost and that we submit the report to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House by January 30, 2007, which we did. Then the Legislature is then expected to use the information in this report, as well as other information, to determine whether to make the Pilot Program a permanent program.

So that's a little bit of the background as to why we're here. Now we'll get into the actual findings. The first slide we put up here, one of the first things we looked at was to compare total cost of the CCRCs and the Registries, and we looked at the 2004-05 fiscal year and the 2005-06 fiscal year.

This table here shows the 2004-05 fiscal year. We included the cost of providing attorneys and investigators for both types of operations, and we added the administrative cost of both types. For the CCRCs, that consisted of the appropriated money spent by the CCRCs and the cost of the Justice Administrative Commission related to processing CCRC transactions.

For the Registry, we included the appropriations spent by the Executive Director of the Commission on Capital Cases for his office, as well as cost incurred by the Department of Financial Services to administer the payments to the Registry attorneys. The table shows that the average cost per CCRC case was 52% higher than that of the Registry cases for the 2004-05 year. The next slide is the same information for the 2005-06 year.

It shows that the average cost per CCRC case is 57% higher than for the Registry cases. The next slide, we analyzed legal counsel cost only. In addition to looking at the total cost, we compared the legal counsel cost per case.

This comparison was made based in part on one of the legislative performance measures established for the CCRCs titled Cost Per Case for Providing Legal Counsel. The CCRCs and the Executive Director reported only attorney fees and salaries for this measure. The cost per case was generally within the performance standards established by the Legislature.

Those standards for the two years on this table were $19,347 for the 2004-05 year and $19,511 for the 2005-06 year. Again, the costs were generally within those performance standards. All of the costs that we've talked about in this table should be considered in light of the fact that Registry attorneys are paid a $100 per hour fee up to specified limits whereas CCRC attorneys are paid approximately $41 an hour.

The amounts paid to the Registry attorneys are expected to cover many of the costs that are included in the administrative costs to the CCRCs such as office facilities, technical and clerical support. If the amount of hours applied to cases were the same for the CCRC attorneys as for the Registry attorneys, you would expect the Registry costs to be much higher than based on the rates they're paid. However, the CCRC attorneys apply significantly more time to the cases than do Registry attorneys.

Based on the average cost information, the CCRC has applied an average of 355 hours per case and the Registry attorneys applied an average of 196 hours per case. Level of effort performance measures. The Legislature approved several performance measures related to level of effort.

Let me explain level of effort in the way that we used it in this report. Please be aware that the level of effort used in our report refers to the amount of effort applied and is not intended to imply anything about the quality of these efforts. The table shows that the CCRCs generally interviewed more witnesses and experts per case, used more experts per case and had more public records requests.

We do have some concerns for the column there for the Registry related to the completeness of the information that we got. Essentially, they got about a 20% response rate from the Registry attorneys for compiling this information so that's a little limited so comparisons there, we just want you to be aware of that fact. The average costs shown on this table are based on attorneys' costs rather than total costs.

The real benefit to looking at these average costs for specific activities is really shown on the next table. In this table, there we go, that's good. No, back up one.

In this table, we calculated the average number of hours applied per case to the specific activities that are included in this table. This table shows that the combined CCRCs spent 75 and 62% more time on these activities for the two respective fiscal years, 75 and 62% more time than the Registry attorneys. As I mentioned earlier, we were required by law to consider both cost and timeliness issues.

This slide or this table here, we get into the timeliness issues. In this table, we attempted to show in days the time in days spent by cases in specific phases of the collateral appeal process in state court. We attempted to compare for the time that a case spends in the state collateral appeal process, the portion of the time that is directly attributable to the CCRC or Registry attorneys, and that would be the shaded areas.

I don't know if it shows up real well on the slides, but I think you have the material in front of you. That's the shaded areas as compared to the time spent, for example, awaiting a decision by the courts, the non-shaded areas. Essentially, this table shows that for the CCRC attorneys, approximately one-third of the time in state court is directly attributable to the attorneys, and for the Registry, that's about 41%.

The next slide expands the view from the previous slide. That previous slide was just the state collateral process itself. This slide incorporates the direct appeal time, the collateral appeal time in federal court.

And again, whether we're talking about the CCRC cases or the Registry cases, a little less than 50% of the time is spent in the state collateral process. Another legislative performance measure that we looked at was the one on this table here. It's the percent of cases in which motions and appeals were timely filed without extension.

The performance standards for these measures were 80% and 90% respectively for the 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 fiscal years. This table shows the results for the CCRCs as well as the Registry. In this instance, only the CCRC for the Middle Region achieved the standard in the 2004-2005 year.

Again, that standard was 80%. And nobody achieved it in 2005-2006. Again, that standard was 90% for that year.

And then for each year, the Middle Region had the highest result and the Registry had the lowest result as it relates to this specific measure. The next slide, this table shows another performance measure that we looked at, specifically extensions granted. It shows that Registry attorneys are much more likely to receive extensions.

However, as seen previously, the extensions have not resulted in an overall increased time spent in state court. Another timeliness measure that we looked at that we don't have a table for was the filing of original 3851 motions in state court. We looked to see whether they complied with the one-year time limit related to that.

Our analysis disclosed no late filings of 3851 motions by either the CCRCs or the Registry attorneys. Just a few more items. Factual issues raised is the next table.

While our review focused primarily as I mentioned earlier on cost and timeliness as opposed to quality of representation, it specified in the law that established our responsibilities. We did look at a couple areas that could be considered indicative of quality. A factor sometimes suggested as an indicator of performance is the number of factual issues raised in motions and the number of evidentiary hearings granted for these issues.

This table shows that the CCRC attorneys raised 49% more factual issues per case than did Registry attorneys, and the CCRCs generally have a higher percentage of issues that are granted evidentiary hearings. Another measure we looked at that we don't have a table for dealt with the performance measure concerning the number of court decisions granted relief to an inmate. If you've got our reports on Appendix A and B, this would be line item 41.

In regards to this one, during the two years we looked at, we found that the incidence of such decisions for, we found a higher incidence of such decisions for the CCRCs and for the Registries. They had 14 cases where they got some relief and the Registry had five for the two-year period we looked at. And finally, we also looked at the methods employed in other states with large death row populations, and we've got them listed there.

We don't have Florida in that listing, but they would be third behind Texas. We had 396 inmates on death row at the time we were compiling this data. And what we found there was a variety of ways in which capital collateral representation is provided in these various states.

Typically, two or more methods are combined, as in Florida, and there's usually a form of centralized state or non-profit agency providing representation or assistance to private attorneys. And that concludes my presentation. I'll be happy to answer questions.

[Speaker 4] (37:17 - 37:26)
Thank you, sir. Are there any questions of Mr. Ratner? Representative Adams, you're recognized.

[Speaker 5] (37:27 - 37:49)
Through your report, are you I'm looking at all the numbers and the changes and this and that, and on the one slide it didn't include all the cost of the registry and all, you know, such as the overhead and all of that. So, would you say, based on your report, that the state could do better by using just the registry?

[Speaker 3] (37:50 - 38:26)
You're recognized, sir. Okay, thank you. Again, I would just reiterate what I said in my opening remarks.

We didn't draw that conclusion in the report. Our intent was to provide this information to the legislature to assist them in making the decision on how to proceed. We made a conscious decision not to go there.

I mean, that's one possible outcome from this, but we didn't we just, that was not one of our objectives. Again, it was to simply provide the legislature additional information upon which they could rely to make that decision on how to proceed.

[Speaker 4] (38:28 - 38:35)
Thank you. We have one appearance card for Neil Dupree. Neil Dupree.

You're recognized.

[Speaker 18] (38:40 - 38:56)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Neil Dupree. I'm the CCRC for South Florida.

I was basically just available for questions if anybody had any questions this time. Mr. Chairman, I know this issue is going to come up later on in committee meetings during the session and if you want to put it off until then, that's fine, but I am available for questions if anybody had any questions.

[Speaker 4] (38:56 - 39:21)
Anybody have any questions of Mr. Dupree? If not, thank you, sir, for appearing. Any questions from the audience?

If not, thank you very much, Mr. Ratliff, for your report. Thank you very much, sir. Next to recognize the OPAGA Review of the Department of Corrections is presented by Marty Harkness from OPAGA.

You're recognized, sir.

[Speaker 2] (39:22 - 39:23)
Good morning.

[Speaker 4] (39:23 - 39:24)
Morning.

[Speaker 2] (39:25 - 52:16)
Mr. Chairman, members. I am Marty Harkness from OPAGA and thank you for giving us the opportunity to come here and talk to you this morning about our reviews of the Department of Corrections. Proviso language in last year's Appropriations Act directed OPAGA to conduct a comprehensive review of the Department of Corrections looking at things such as the mission and scope of services, organizational programmatic deficiencies, and personnel deficiencies.

To this end, we ended up doing five reports on the Department. Since we only have 15 minutes this morning, I'm going to give you a broad overview of each report. I'm not going to talk about every finding, but I'm going to try to hit some of the key ones.

At the pleasure of the Chairman, we can certainly come back and drill down and talk about any specific report, and certainly we could come and talk to you individually about any particular report. So I'm going to breeze through these pretty quickly, so fasten your seatbelts. The first report I'll talk about is Correctional Staffing.

We point out in this report that the Department has experienced high employee turnover and persistent vacant positions. Last year, one in five correctional officers and health care professionals left the Department. The Department attributes these problems to the rural prison locations, salary competition, particularly with local law enforcement, and stressful working conditions.

These separations and vacancies have cost implications, obviously. For example, one-third of trainees since fiscal year 2001-2002 have left the Department, and when they leave, the Department loses approximately $11,000 in salary and training cost investment in these trainees. Another example, because the Department is unable to fill career service medical professional positions, it spends OPS dollars at a higher rate to fill these critical positions.

So as a result, what we've seen is OPS health care expenditures have increased from $1.6 to $10.6 million over the last five years. Another issue we discuss is that while the Department is authorized by statute to collect training and salary reimbursement from officers who leave within two years, the Department is not routinely doing so. For instance, over the last three fiscal years, 737 officers were subject to reimbursing the State for their salary and training costs at a cost of $7.7 million, and only 168 have paid. Now, despite these vacancies, we point out that they don't appear to have affected the security of the prisons. Monthly vacancies over the last two years have hovered around 400 or 500 officers. However, measures of prison security have largely remained unchanged, such as the use of force against inmates or inmate assaults against staff.

At the same time, the Department's minimal staffing posts have been filled, so it begs to question whether the Department has more positions than it needs to operate the prisons. It's difficult to assess whether the Department has more positions than it needs because it lacks a consistent model for determining staffing needs. This is something that really needs to be examined.

We reported on it back in our 1996 report of the Department. And it's a difficult question because, particularly for budget staff who want to know, well, how many positions do they need to run a prison? So we discussed that issue in length in our report.

Moving on to zero tolerance. What is zero tolerance? Well, it's the Department's policy, started in March of 2003, of reporting all technical violations to the courts or parole commission.

Most of these offenders are arrested, and many wait in county jail until their violation hearing for the judge to decide on their case. And just to be clear, the technical violation is any noncompliance with the supervision condition that in and of itself is not a criminal offense. What's been the effect of zero tolerance?

Well, looking at a period three point years before and after the implementation of the policy, you can see that the policy has resulted in a significant increase in offenders brought before the court on technical violations. You can see a 54% increase there for technical violations. Now, zero tolerance policy has resulted in greater scrutiny of offenders.

Technical violators who prior to the policy may have been dealt with informally by the correctional officer are now coming before the court and ending up with a new prison or jail sentence. We see that before and after the policy almost a 50% increase in new prison sentences, either just for technical violators. And while more scrutiny is good, many of these technical violators may be relative, many of these technical violations, rather, may be relatively minor in that they don't result in a new prison or jail sanction.

Over 58% of technical violations did not result in a revocation of that supervision. The offender was simply put back on supervision or given time served by the judge or released. We don't know the specific outcome, but we know there were no new sanctions imposed on those offenders.

Zero tolerance has had, therefore, an increase, has increased criminal justice costs. A greater number of violation hearings has resulted in greater court workload and greater court costs. And when these offenders are being held in jail awaiting a hearing, county jail costs increase.

And then, of course, there's the cost of the new jail and prison sentences for technical violators. And all these costs are kind of broken down in the report. So the general message here is that under zero tolerance we're tougher on technical violators, which is good.

However, there's a cost associated with those. And the latter part of the report talks about some alternatives to handling technical violators at a lower cost. The next report, third report, rehabilitative services.

As you're probably well aware, many inmates in prison are in need of rehabilitative services. Nearly 68% have less than a 9th grade literacy. Over 60% have a history of substance abuse problems and there are approximately 11,000 sex offenders in Florida's prisons.

So we looked at what the department is doing in terms of providing them services. In terms of access to services, educational and substance abuse treatment programs serve only a small portion of the eligible inmates. For instance, during last fiscal year, approximately 12,000 inmates eligible for education were released without getting education and 20,000 inmates in need of substance abuse treatment were released without getting substance abuse treatment.

Why is this happening? Well, since fiscal year 2000-2001, the department's education budget has decreased 24%. The allocation for substance abuse treatment has declined 43%, while at the same time, the inmates eligible for services has steadily increased.

In terms of program completion, many of the folks that do end up getting into programs do complete over 70% of the GED and vocational education participants complete within two years. 75% of outpatient treatment participants completed treatment and more than half of the therapeutic community substance abuse folks completed within two years. Looking at kind of the more important measures, such as recidivism, we saw statistically significant differences in recidivism rates between male completers and non-completers for vocational training and GED.

And these rates control for all those factors that are associated with recidivism, such as offense history and race and age and those sort of things. So that's positive. Similarly, we found lower recidivism rates for male completers of outpatient therapeutic drug treatment and therapeutic community drug treatment.

So our regression analysis shows that these programs may be having the desired effect on recidivism. Lastly, in this area, looking at sex offender treatment, we found that the treatment model is generally consistent with national standards. However, treatment is only available to inmates who are diagnosed with a sexual disorder and who are willing to be treated.

And lastly, the department currently is not really using a risk assessment instrument to prioritize sex offender treatment within the prisons to direct those to the inmates who are most at risk to the public. Our fourth report examined transition assistance. And we looked at four things here.

Of course, transition assistance refers to services that are provided to inmates at the latter end of their sentence to help them succeed in the society. In terms of release planning, release planning provides inmates with referrals to community resources upon release. Generally, the department is doing fine here.

However, we note a couple of key components are missing, such as providing inmates with a valid state identification upon release, which is important for securing employment and housing, and secondly, pre-qualifying them for federal benefits such as SSI and SSDI. Transition preparation refers to the 100-hour course that the department provides to help inmates with key issues such as goal setting, family issues, finance, employment strategies, those sort of things before they get out. We noted here, while the program was designed to be taught with a facilitator, many end up taking it self-study, which is not really how it was designed, and it may compromise its effectiveness.

And facilitator turnover is very high, which, of course, diminishes the continuity of the program and increases the use of self-study, so there are some issues here to deal with. Thirdly, work release. Work release, of course, provides inmates with an opportunity to work at paid employment during the last 14 months of their incarceration.

We found that work release does benefit inmate transition, but, of course, has public safety risks. Anytime you're placing people in the community, there's a public safety risk associated with that. One of the questions being asked, well, how many offenders can or should we have in work release?

We looked at the department's determining that, and we had some questions about how the department defined the ideal work release capacity, and we questioned some of their assumptions about the expansion of contracted work release beds. We also noted that some work release-eligible offenders currently assigned to inside the prison work assignments could be in the community, so the department could perhaps do a better job allocating inmate resources to make more available for work release. The last section of this report looks at transitional housing.

Transitional housing provides housing to offenders who might end up being homeless upon release. These beds are beneficial. However, the department has had trouble filling the faith-based beds, and frankly, they haven't allocated the funding to fully support these beds.

The department has identified some obstacles to utilization, and perhaps they can address these. We note these in the report. Finally, our last report examined inmate visitation.

Research shows that maintaining family contact can help reduce recidivism, and the legislature recognizes this and passes a law to ensure that the department provides certain things to inmates' families. Following up on a 1998 house interim project, we looked at whether the department was meeting the legislative intent for inmate visitation, and we found that some of their practices could be improved. For instance, information about visiting regulation and dress code were poorly defined.

The codes were inconsistently enforced. Visitor admission at facilities, in some cases, were poorly organized, and the games and activities as required by law for visiting children were often in poor repair. There are some things for them to work on there.

We recommended that the department provide greater oversight over visitation, and that the Department of Management Services should ensure that the private prisons also meet the legislative intent for family interaction. The report also looked at inmate phone charges, but we can't get into that issue in the time that we have. Well, that was pretty quick.

I got through all five reports in under 15 minutes, leaving you some time for questions if you have any.

[Speaker 4] (52:18 - 52:26)
Sir, maybe you're through. We don't know yet. Any questions?

Yes, Representative Sachs first.

[Speaker 6] (52:27 - 55:10)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. Good morning, Mr. Harkness. Good morning.

I'm glad you had some time left over because I have a couple of questions. Okay. I commend you and your office for putting together this report, and I find it of grave concern.

We have just voted on proposed bills that will be sending more inmates to our prisons. We've been presented with a budget request by the Department of Corrections, and from what I see from your reports, we're not doing a good job so far in the Department of Corrections. There's a couple of things that I just want to bring to your attention, and maybe you and I at a later date can discuss and see how these are responded to by the Department of Corrections.

A couple of things that I find of grave concern is, first of all, we have a zero tolerance policy proposed by the Department of Corrections for offenders. However, we have $7.7 million that have not been paid back by those corrections officers who have failed to follow the law as mandated by the state of Florida to pay back their training costs to a cost of $7.7 million. So I'd like to see, and you and I will discuss this later when I take up the Council's time, a better response rather than the Department feels that it would be contrary to federal law for them to require them to pay that back.

Another thing that really strikes out at me as a grave concern is the difference between our five private prisons in the state of Florida and our state-run prisons. We have, pursuant to the response by the Department of Corrections, they have similar but not equal rights for the prisoners to have visitation and to the costs of their telephone calls are higher in private prisons than they are in state prisons. And this is found to be satisfactory by the Department of Corrections because they find they're similar but not equal.

And that also I'd like to discuss with you at a later date as to what we can do with that. Other things that, but those two in particular that I want to discuss with you at a later date. And I, again, I commend your office at confining these statistics and I'm not satisfied at all with the response by the Department of Corrections.

Thank you, sir, and thank you.

[Speaker 4] (55:11 - 55:14)
Thank you, Representative Sachs. Representative Roberson, do you recognize?

[Speaker 7] (55:14 - 55:44)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you for your presentation. It was very, very good.

I'd like to know if you had, if you have done a cost analysis of the education versus the cost that it costs us to educate the people in jail before they leave jail as opposed to not doing anything at all and just release them. Do we have any idea how much it's costing us when we do not provide the education that by law we're supposed to?

[Speaker 2] (55:45 - 56:39)
Mr. Chairman, that's a very good question and that's even a bigger picture question is, you know, what is it costing society? Not just in terms of recidivism but kind of what can we put a dollar amount on that? And that's something we weren't able to do in this report, but it's certainly a good question and one that needs to be examined.

There's certainly the specific cost associated with saving a prison bed. If you reduce recidivism by X amount, you're going to save that many prison beds and we can certainly come up with, and we did try to come up with some figures for that, but that's a very good question. Looking into the additional cost, what are we saving in terms of the cost to society of increased crime and those things that are hard to put a dollar figure on, there's certainly all those kinds of savings that are important.

Follow-up?

[Speaker 7] (56:39 - 57:07)
Thank you. Do you, in order for you to look into this, because I think it's extremely important, not just what it costs society in general, but the state in particular. Do you need something from us to do a study on that?

Because your studies have been debatable as far as I'm concerned. I would really appreciate it if you could look into it and tell me what you would need in order to look into that.

[Speaker 2] (57:07 - 57:11)
Absolutely. We'd be glad to work with you and the committee in putting something together on that.

[Speaker 7] (57:12 - 57:13)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

[Speaker 4] (57:13 - 57:14)
Representative Needleman.

[Speaker 9] (57:17 - 57:18)
Thank you, Mr. Chair.

[Speaker 4] (57:19 - 57:23)
Representative Needleman, wait a minute. Representative Roberson has one more follow-up.

[Speaker 7] (57:24 - 57:55)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. My other question, have you looked into the possibility, or is it in place already, of placing inmates in prison closer to home as opposed to anywhere in the state? Because in my district, the most complaint that I have, that I receive about not being able to maintain contact with their family is the fact that they are in Florida, they are in Miami, their relative may be somewhere in the penhandle.

Have you looked into that issue?

[Speaker 2] (57:56 - 58:10)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We didn't look specifically at that issue. I believe the Department does make attempts to move, transfer inmates closer to their families.

The Department could probably speak more definitively on that issue. Thank you.

[Speaker 4] (58:11 - 58:33)
And in that vein, too, you know the Department has the right, and probably the obligation, too, for the classification process for placing these people where best adjusted to the crime and the condition of that crime and the environment of that prison to put them in. So it's not just an arbitrary thing. It's a classification issue all the way through.

Representative Needleman.

[Speaker 9] (58:34 - 58:57)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. Marty, thank you very much for the report. This is actually the second report, and I guess we kind of figured that would be the numbers with the money being cut on the treatments process.

Two questions if I may, Mr. Chairman. On the reimbursement from the correction officers there, the numbers that you got would indicate somewhat that that was under old policy. Has there been a change or a new policy that you know of?

[Speaker 2] (58:59 - 59:32)
The Department could speak to this probably better. I'm not aware of any new policy change with regard to reimbursement. Of course, the statute gives the Department discretion to waive costs in situations where there's hardship involved and there's extenuating circumstances.

And, of course, the issue that was brought up about the Fair Labor Standards Act, that's certainly not clear at this point whether that's an issue. But I'm not aware of any changes. The Department may speak to this better than I could.

I'm not aware of any policy changes with respect to that issue.

[Speaker 9] (59:33 - 59:49)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. Let me rephrase that then. Is there a policy about personnel and leadership?

Leadership is fairly new with this compared to this report, it appears. Has there been change in those numbers since the leadership has taken over the DOC?

[Speaker 2] (59:49 - 59:55)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm not aware of any changes since Secretary McDonough took over.

[Speaker 9] (59:57 - 1:00:26)
Next one is you reported that the last time the report was done on the position, the number of open positions was 98. However, you recall in 2002, this committee moved forward in a budget process in which to eliminate those positions that were held open over 180 days. And your findings, how many of those positions that you found that were open, including in the lapse factor, exceeded 180 days?

Do you have that?

[Speaker 2] (1:00:26 - 1:00:29)
I don't have that right offhand, but I can certainly track that down for you.

[Speaker 9] (1:00:30 - 1:00:38)
I would think that would be a very clear indicator of whether or not that manpower is actually necessary if those positions are filled within a six-month period would be an indicator.

[Speaker 4] (1:00:39 - 1:00:42)
Thank you, sir. Representative Adams?

[Speaker 5] (1:00:43 - 1:01:08)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. I appreciate the progress report and everything, and I too have questions based on the policy and procedures now that we have a new leader in DOC and how they are proceeding. So I see that the department is coming up right after APAGA's report, and at that time I would hold my questions to speak with them and ask them some certain questions, if you don't mind.

[Speaker 4] (1:01:10 - 1:01:13)
Thank you. Next, Representative Mahan?

[Speaker 16] (1:01:15 - 1:02:08)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And this may be more directed to the Department of Corrections than to APAGA, but it appears that the recidivism rates are down when these inmates receive vocational GED or substance abuse treatment. Do you know if there's any policy in place where those people that are recidivists in return, it looks like it's about 30%, basically, that those people are those people that return as recidivists are given a lower priority to receive those programs because it looks like there's not enough programs available for all the inmates, if you understand my question.

In other words, if you've been there, you've been in a program, you've gotten released and then you are back in prison if you no longer are eligible to return to one of those programs or if you get a low priority to return to the program.

[Speaker 2] (1:02:08 - 1:02:17)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don't believe there's a policy in place to do what you're indicating. The Department could probably speak to that issue specifically.

[Speaker 4] (1:02:17 - 1:02:27)
Representative Mahan, the Department of Corrections is going to be up in the next report. That's a good question. I recognize you first.

Representative Thurston.

[Speaker 10] (1:02:28 - 1:02:54)
I, too, want to thank you for a very good report, very informative. You also listed in there under the zero tolerance you have some alternatives to some of the costly methods that have been employed with zero tolerance. Did your report do any type of analysis in terms of the possible cost savings with those alternatives?

[Speaker 2] (1:02:54 - 1:03:30)
I recognize. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. No, in fact, we didn't do what we provided in the report.

A description of each alternative and the advantages and disadvantages. We didn't really get into, because it's highly speculative in terms of how you assign values to the variables and trying to come up with some sort of figure that you could stand by. We simply lay out the advantages and disadvantages and where perhaps some of these are already being used.

That's something we could kind of look into and see if there's something we can tie a number to.

[Speaker 10] (1:03:31 - 1:03:33)
We'll follow up, Mr. Chairman.

[Speaker 4] (1:03:33 - 1:03:46)
Let me say this. The very questions you're asking in the analysis I think is going to be addressed in the DOC report. Those are things that we need to recognize you then to be sure and have questions.

Go ahead.

[Speaker 10] (1:03:46 - 1:04:11)
With regards to the work release program, I noticed you said there was also a public safety concern. Two questions. When individuals are on work release, do they pay anything, any money, to the department for their housing while they're in this program?

Have you had any history with law violations while individuals are on work release?

[Speaker 2] (1:04:11 - 1:04:56)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The inmates on work release do pay for part of their subsistence costs of the housing and whatnot to cover their expenses, yes. In terms of new offenses, we do have information on the offenses of those on work release for a certain period of time.

I don't have that number right in front of me, but in the report we do detail how many crimes were committed by folks on work release for a certain period of time. I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman. I'll just say that there weren't any significantly terrible crimes being committed during the time period we examined.

[Speaker 4] (1:04:56 - 1:04:59)
Representative Snyder, you're recognized.

[Speaker 13] (1:05:00 - 1:05:24)
Just real quickly, sir, thank you. It says here in your report that 90% of inmates who are enrolled in a basic adult education do not successfully complete the program. My question is, the last part of that sentence, often for reasons within the Department's control.

I looked through the report. I didn't see it. Do you know what those reasons are?

[Speaker 2] (1:05:24 - 1:06:17)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The reasons why offenders, particularly in adult basic education, are unable to finish within two years. Some of those are, of course, not within the Department's control.

That within two years is kind of a difficult time frame to complete an ABE course to get up to standard. However, one of the issues that we've identified, and we've identified in previous reports, is that the Department's classification process, their practices of moving inmates around for various other administrative reasons other than those related to the program, cause inmates to be pulled out of programs before they complete. So they get shifted around for security reasons and other reasons.

The Department has tried to take steps to improve that, but at this point it doesn't look like there's been significant improvement in that issue.

[Speaker 4] (1:06:18 - 1:06:44)
Thank you. Any other questions? If not, anybody in the audience have any questions about the report?

If not, I want to thank Mr. Harkness for the report. It was very effective. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Next, we're going to recognize the Department of Corrections report on the alternative placement options for the offenders with short sentences. It will be presented today by Richard Prudhomme from DOC.

You're recognized, sir.

[Speaker 1] (1:06:45 - 1:22:59)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members. Richard Prudhomme, Chief of Staff at Department of Corrections. Before I start this presentation, I just want to thank APAGA for their organizational review and picks five good, interesting topics to look at in the few short months that they worked with us.

We did enjoy working with them. They brought up some excellent points and excellent findings and recommendations. Although we did not agree with them all, we did look at them very seriously.

I'll be available to hear any questions and hopefully answer most of them. If not, we'll be getting back to you as soon as possible if I don't have those answers with me today. I'm here today to talk about alternatives to prison expansion.

Obviously, it doesn't take a detective to realize that the need for additional prisons is based on the increasing inmate population. But it is important to note that this need is based on the inmate population projections of the Criminal Justice Estimating Conference. And these projections that they come up with cover a five-year period and that's so the Department can request appropriate funding, often three years before the beds are needed in order to allow for the time it takes to construct those beds.

Accordingly, the Department states that a budget request, the LBR, was submitted in September of 2006, and that was based on the CJIT Conference of March of 2006. They have met twice since then, most recently last week, February 16th, and the projections have changed considerably. Here's a bar chart reflecting the inmate population as of June 30th for the next five years.

As a point of reference, yesterday's inmate population was 90,418. As you can see, the population is projected to increase from 92,865 on June 30th of this year, 2007, to 108,321 as of June 30th, 2011. That's an increase of 16.6%. This slide here, though, looks at it in a different way. It breaks it down to show the changes in population projections of the last three CJIT Conferences. March 2006, October 2006, and again, February 2007. The green bar there reflects the projections in March of 2006, and it was those projections that the Department based its LBR on, which was submitted in September of 2006.

As I said earlier, it takes three years to build a prison, so the LBR was to request sufficient resources, actually about $16.8 million to house an inmate population of 98,893 in 2010 that you see there. And the orange block on top of that green reflects the revised projections of October CJIT. According to the Governor's recommendations, his budget recommendations submitted last month do reflect sufficient resources to address this increase, approximately $144.9 million. Now, the revised projections of last Friday, in the red, actually increased the 2010 population by 2,512, and we're currently working on the fiscal impact of that increase. Now, just rough figures for your information, it costs about $100 million to build a 2,000-bed prison, so that gives you an idea about what the State is facing regarding this bill for housing these inmates. And obviously, this fiscal impact will be reflected in the Governor's supplemental recommendations, which should be coming out next month, I think.

Now, of more of an immediate concern is the 3,700 additional inmates projected to be in the prison as of June 2009. That says our orange and red blocks in 2009. Now, currently, we do not have sufficient capacity coming on to accommodate those inmates.

Remember, it takes us three years to build a prison, so we can't build one quick enough by June 2009. So it's all the more reason to consider other options to building prisons, which I will get to after a couple more slides. Also, please note that the impact of the proposed anti-marriage legislation is not included here, and that's projected to add about 1,100 more inmates in 2010.

So, what has increased or caused the increased populations? Well, criminal CGIC rely on the Economic and Demographic Research, which is EDR, who work for the Legislature, in developing and presenting these statistics supporting the projections. I know they have presented before this committee, this Council, on these matters before.

So naturally, I'll defer to them on the root causes of the increase, but just a few observations. The increase in state population. The current incarceration rate per 100,000 population is 480.8 persons. So apparently, the fraud's population is increasing at a rate of about 390,000 a year. So this equates to an extra 1,875 going to prison just because the state's population is increasing. The other issues, the drive to ensure inmates serve at least 85% of their sentences, and the increased penalties for offenders committing crimes with a weapon have also had their impact.

Recidivism. 32% of inmates released become incarcerated for a new offense or a technical violation within three years of release. And last year, we released about 33,000 inmates.

So about 10,500 are coming back in about three years' time. And of course, zero tolerance has had an impact. I'm not going to go into this issue at length today.

In fact, Secretary McDonough intends to come before you to address that issue personally. So briefly, it was established in 2003 and requires probation officers to report every offender who violates any condition of supervision. However, at that time, it meant that any offender committing minor technical violations were also being arrested before receiving a court hearing.

And Secretary McDonough addressed this in May of last year, and he directed that such violations are to be only willful in nature. What is willful, Neal? Well, if someone's late for a drug treatment program because he's stuck on 995, that's not willful.

If he refuses to attend just because he doesn't feel like it, that's willful, and will be so reported. Now, in addition, the Department's been working with the judges of the counties, and we've been encouraging them to use the technical violation notification letter in lieu of submitting a violation report and an affidavit and arrest warrant to report these technical violations on such offenders who do not pose a threat to the community. There is no arrest or hearing with such a letter, and the judge can take action as he or she sees appropriate.

This letter has now been used in 31, I think, of the 67 counties, and we're working with the judges in the remaining 36 to encourage that use of that letter. And we believe that this modified zero-tolerance policy is the best approach to ensure consistent enforcement of court-imposed sanctions and to ensure continued public safety. Now, before I talk about the increased number of inmates sentenced to a year and a day, let me just comment by saying that all these issues sum up to the fact, in my opinion, that the increased inmate population appears to be a result of the get tougher on crime approach of society in general.

According to ADR, go ahead, year and a day sentences are on the increase. As you know, pursuant to statute, if a judge sentences an offender to more than 12 months, that time is to be spent in state prison and not the county jail. Hence the term year and a day sentences.

In 2006, there was an average of 477 new commitments coming to prison with year and a day sentences out of an average of 2,900 that we get every month. Now, these year and a day sentences have a wide variety of offenses, but cocaine possession and driving license offenses indicate that we're getting a different type of inmate coming into the system. So the question is, you know, is building a prison, more precisely a $100 million prison, the answer to housing these inmates?

And we think there are other options, and we're currently looking at innovative ways to develop housing that is more appropriate to this type of inmate. Molly talked earlier on about work release. They looked at that, and pursuant to their involvement in asking questions, we're taking another look at work release.

Now, as you know, work release is a transition, a community transition program, and it's authorized by statutes that allows incarcerated inmates who are nearing completion of their sentence to work as paid employees in the community, and they're housed during the non-work hours at the center. Now, it's an alternative to standard incarceration, and it can reduce recidivism, and it can save the state money. The public benefits, obviously, if the inmates, traditionally a low achieving group in the workforce, are already employed upon release from prison.

Obviously, this is a critical barrier in curbing future criminal behavior. And obviously, again, workforce is supplied with skilled or semi-skilled workers. And moreover, the public and the state benefit greatly from work release being a low-cost, lower-cost alternative to traditional secure housing, and I'll talk more about that later on.

This work release model facilitates the transition of inmates from an incarcerated lifestyle back to one of living in a free society. Participation in this program, like I said, does lower reoffense rates, and it provides an inmate with the opportunity to acquire monetary savings prior to release from incarceration. The average paid is $8.19 an hour for a 35-hour week. After taxes, that equates to about $240. Of that, 45% is paid for bed and board. For the state-run work release centers, that money goes to general revenue and allocated for appropriation as you deem fit.

For the private contract providers, that, they get to retain those dollars. Obviously, part of the work release direction by statute is that we retain 10% of their earnings for future savings, so when they get released, they have money to begin their new lifestyle, their new role in society. Average bank balance is about $560 upon release, as opposed to the current average balance that an inmate has in prison of about $70.

Obviously, it enhances their employability skills prior to release, and it reestablishes the family ties within the community, and they all get the option to attend self-betterment programs such as Alcohol and Narcotics Anonymous. Now, obviously, to ensure public safety, the statute prohibits certain inmates from participating in work release, including some types of sex offenders and persons with four or more incarcerations, prior escape attempts, and detainees from other law enforcement agencies. Now, obviously, these centers are intentionally located in urban areas with suitable job markets, and they move about in the community for employment when they utilize public transportation.

There is, therefore, an element of risk for a situation to occur, which is why they're very carefully screened, and they have to meet stringent criteria before they are being assigned to work release. Now, the type of inmates considered are those who are for community custody, low custody, and are assigned usually to work on outside and community squads. We have work squads out in the community working with DOT on the roads, and other public work squads that generate revenue for the department, and these are an important link between the department and the community, providing valuable services, often in areas where the local community cannot afford them.

So any expansion of work release would affect these squads, but we still think there's an opportunity to expand the number of work release beds from the current 2,997 that we have in place right now. Now, are these the ideal beds for year-in-a-day inmates? Probably not.

Most inmates sentenced to year-in-a-day will only serve about 200 days after county time is deducted, so work release is not maybe the ideal placement for these inmates. Further, inmates who have been incarcerated for shorter periods of time are more likely to still have family and employment ties in the community that are still intact. Therefore, when inmates have been selected to fill a limited number of work release beds, those who have been incarcerated for longer periods of time, with little or no community ties remaining, will reap the greatest benefits from work release participation.

But regardless, we think a prudent expansion of work release is viable and can help address the increased inmate population, especially in the short term. Now, we are in the process right now of exploring the possibility of streamlining the reception process for new inmates and subsequently placing reduced custody inmates in newly designed and constructed work camp type facilities. It's got up there work prioritized facilities.

I don't like it's a bureaucratic title. It's more like community work camps. That's the idea here.

Someone came up with labor camps, but that sort of had this horrible image of things in Russia, but maybe that's not a bad idea. I don't know. Anyway, community work camps.

I think that's the best expression to use. Now, obviously these inmates would spend about a week at one of our reception centers when they come in. Unit day inmates, I'm talking about.

Going through the classification process, which involves educational medical assessments before being placed. And just as with work release, they have to be carefully screened. Just because they come in for a year and a day doesn't mean they're not potentially violent or have other issues.

And we have to carefully screen them before they get placed into such an environment. And obviously, they will be excluded. Now, the configuration here will be about two dorms, two dormitories, each housing 131 beds and has a secure perimeter.

And housed near one of our main prisons, who provide appropriate services like laundry, food services, and health services if needed. Typically, an inmate here will be a male, 21 years of age, with about a year or less, obviously, to end a sentence. Minimum community custody status.

No medical or psychological issues. No special education needs, and no immediate substance abuse programming needs. Now, those with such needs will be housed in a prison where appropriate programming is offered.

As Secretary McDonough stated last week to this council, he has requested additional substance abuse funds and educational programming funds for the existing and additional population. He feels that, obviously, these inmates are going to be getting out. It's important to transition them out in the bed and give them every available possibility to succeed on the outside and not have them come back.

And he talked at length with you about that, and is willing to talk more individually if you so desire. Now, we did consider the possibility of these inmates being helped to use to pick fruit. I believe that last year the state had problems with acres of unpicked fruit that went rotten, but apparently statutes prohibit that.

I think it's chapter 946. Therefore, it appears that the use of inmates in these community work camps is best suited for local and county needs. All right.

Cut the chase here. Cost. Right now, we have in our LBR money to build Swanny Correctional Institution.

It's 2,003 beds, $98 million. It's going to take us three years to build. The community work camps, they're only about $7 million each to build.

They're about 262 inmates each. So just for comparison purposes, it's going to cost about $57 million as opposed to $98, which is about $40 million savings for construction. And it takes us less time to build.

Operating costs at our major prisons and our work camps that we have, it is $52.06 a day per inmate. Our current work release, the figure up there is not the complete picture. Our contract work release, we pay our contractors $20.13 a day for housing work release inmates. They, in turn, when they locate a job for the inmate, will retain 45% of those earnings as bed and board. Obviously, there's an incentive there for the contract provider to go out and get a better paying job for the inmate, so they obviously get commensurately more money from the 45%. Currently, the contract work providers, actually, their average hourly rate is about $1 more than ours.

Ours is about $7.80, theirs is about $8.80, and Mixture's about $8.19. So, again, there's the incentive is working with the private providers there. Obviously, if we look at, as I said earlier on, these year-to-date inmates are coming in a lot with cocaine possession, so there may be sort of more of a consideration for substance abuse. That's going to add another $32 a day to that for appropriate programming.

And the last but not least is the community work camps, the work-prioritized facility. That's about $42 a day. Compared to 52, only $10 a day, but if you look at 2,000 inmates, that's about a little over $8 million saving over a year period.

And obviously, this is our goal, to develop a balanced composition of prison beds, not only expensive, secure beds, but other appropriate, more cost-effective ways of incarcerating inmates that also preserves public safety. Mr. Chairman, that's my presentation, sir. That's it.

I'm finished, sir.

[Speaker 4] (1:23:01 - 1:23:16)
I'm sure we have so many questions, I don't know which way to begin. Questions. Let's go first, excuse me, Representative Adams.

Representative Mahan. Oh, he's gone. Representative Adams.

[Speaker 5] (1:23:16 - 1:24:28)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. I was happy to hear that you are addressing the zero tolerance based on the actual threat to our society and our communities. I know that one of the representatives here on, Representative Sachs, was worried that because of a bill that we passed during our committee meeting, that that might increase the capacity to the prisons.

It probably will, but only based on what is already occurring with your zero tolerance and actually may in the long run decrease population because now you can look to the requirements of someone who is considered a violent felony offender and make sure that those people are not released back into our communities, yet those with minor technical violations that may or may not need to be held without bail can then be addressed through your letter. So I was very happy to hear that and I just wanted to at least ask you if you believe that with this new legislation, your policy and procedures will be able to be modified and really just take in the most violent felony offenders and keep those people off our streets.

[Speaker 1] (1:24:29 - 1:25:14)
Great. Thank you. Yes, ma'am, we do.

This is something that the Secretary recognized was not working and with the increased focus on these violent offenders of special concern, we have to make sure that our policy and procedures obviously reflect that to ensure that the judge's time is not wasted on those offenders who may be better considered elsewhere. The bottom line is we think our revised zero tolerance policy increases public safety by reporting these willful technical violations on offenders who are showing signs of digressing before they revert back to criminal behavior. Secretary McDonough would like to come back to the Council to talk more about this because he recognizes this is important and we want to make sure it's a good working policy.

[Speaker 4] (1:25:15 - 1:26:15)
Thank you. Another issue that you pointed out that I'm concerned about and I've questioned a number of times about the year-in-a-day offender that's coming back in and the impact we're having and looking at possibly as you reflected here, maybe they're going to serve 200 days out of their time. Would not be this a point that and I'm not a proponent of privatization but this might be an area that we could privatize to service these people because of the low risk, low control situation we'd have to house or have them in and out of the time and look at the time we've got them served.

Have you looked at that? Is that a consideration? And it is a point of consideration with me of how this might affect the number of beds, the hard beds that these people are going to be occupying when we could put them somewhere else and work them out.

[Speaker 1] (1:26:15 - 1:26:27)
You've got comments on this. Sir, I think that is a good point for the legislature to consider. However, we will be recommending to the Governor our own beds.

In other words, non-private beds.

[Speaker 4] (1:26:29 - 1:26:36)
Actually, when you do that recommendation, I want to talk to you too. Representative Adams.

[Speaker 5] (1:26:36 - 1:27:02)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. A lot of questions have been raised and a lot of it appears to be policy and procedures through the Department. Has the Department or are they going to revise, revamp their policy and procedures reflective of what Secretary McDonough wants to do and what are concerns that our committee has in reference to how the policies and procedures are in place today?

[Speaker 1] (1:27:04 - 1:27:59)
Good question, ma'am. Yes, Secretary McDonough, I'll be honest with you, the previous administration set the Department of Corrections as an island and basically looked down our nose at other agencies and I'm ashamed to say that the legislature as well. Secretary McDonough recognizes that the Department of Corrections is only one of many agencies that practice law enforcement.

We all operate under the same umbrella and it's important that we reach out and work together on these many important issues. We're looking at many of the issues that APAGA raised. We're looking at all policies and procedures and to make sure that we are complying that they're fair, they're appropriate, they're legal and effective.

My quick answer is yes, we're looking at those and Secretary McDonough has promised that we will actually make this a better operating agency, more responsive and responsible.

[Speaker 4] (1:28:04 - 1:28:06)
Representative Thurston had a question.

[Speaker 10] (1:28:07 - 1:28:34)
One of the concerns or issues raised by the APAGA report talked about the rehabilitative program and that only a portion of those eligible for the programs were actually receiving the services. Is there expected to be a major increase in the budget towards that or what's the status of that?

[Speaker 1] (1:28:35 - 1:29:20)
Good question, sir. Secretary McDonough, when he was here last week on his budget presentation request, has requested significant additional substance abuse funds and educational programming funds to address that need. It's not going to address everything but it's going to go a long way.

In recent years, this department has focused probably incorrectly on what they thought was public safety. In other words, look at security and community corrections and everything else is frivolous. Secretary McDonough has a different way of looking at things.

He recognizes that transition of these inmates to society is more important and we have to equip them with everything possible to ensure they succeed on the outside and not come back. Obviously, substance abuse programming and educational programming is part of that and his budget request reflects that.

[Speaker 10] (1:29:23 - 1:29:48)
You also indicated that there were a number of jurisdictions who were utilizing as opposed to the zero tolerance who were actually utilizing the letters, I forget what you described them as, judicial letters, the other jurisdictions who were not utilizing that process. What's the delay in them utilizing it as well?

[Speaker 1] (1:29:48 - 1:30:08)
I don't know, sir. I know that we're working diligently with them to encourage them to use that. It may be a comfort factor, we're not sure, but the fact is that we've reached half of them successfully.

I have extreme confidence that we'll reach the other half successfully when they look at their colleagues and see how well it works. Representative Roberson.

[Speaker 7] (1:30:10 - 1:31:14)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. I'm really encouraged by the fact that we are beginning at least to look at the prison population based on the risk, the public safety risk. That is a great first step.

I particularly like the idea of the community work camp. I think it's going to help a lot. My question to you, we know that we have an elderly population in jail.

After a while, these people don't present not much threat to the public. Have you looked at alternative placements for them also? If they don't present any risk, probably the community work camp, something similar to that might be a good alternative.

Have you looked at this population at all and see how much it would help reduce the cost of housing them in prison versus housing them in the community?

[Speaker 1] (1:31:15 - 1:32:13)
You reckon that? To be frank, we screen inmates for security reasons regardless of their age. We have several inmates who actually look like my grandfather and are nowhere near as sweet and kind.

They have said, if you let me out, I will re-offend. I will murder someone because that's just in my blood. You look at this guy and you're like, he looks like a sweet old granddad.

He's not. We don't screen them according to age. We screen them according to what's in their file and their offense initially.

We do, however, consolidate them for health care reasons. As these inmates get older, first of all, when they come to us, they've hardly had any health care anyway. They're a lot older than their physical age would indicate.

We actually consider that and we actually appropriately house them to attract the best medical care. It's a security concern, ma'am. We look at it very carefully.

We have to be very cautious.

[Speaker 4] (1:32:15 - 1:32:16)
Representative Sachs.

[Speaker 6] (1:32:17 - 1:32:25)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. Mr. Prodom? Prodom.

Thank you. It took a lot of courage to get up before us.

[Speaker 1] (1:32:25 - 1:32:26)
Yes, I was about to run out, ma'am.

[Speaker 6] (1:32:27 - 1:33:01)
I noticed that. Keeping an eye on you there. I noticed that you wrote responses to Alpaca's report on February 19, 2000, so it was just the other day.

I have two questions. One is, and your letters are very encouraging in response to their concerns. The title to your report today, Alternative to Prison Expansion, is this new with the Department of Corrections?

Is this something that we can see more of with the new Secretary and with you as Chief of Staff?

[Speaker 1] (1:33:02 - 1:34:09)
The work release concept is not. It's something that we have not, it's limited. We only have 2,997 beds out of an inmate bed capacity of over 90,000.

It's something that we would like to look at to expand, but expand with public safety in mind. We have actually written a document on it, an issue paper that we've issued to staff that we can get you a copy, not only on their work release, but also on the community work camps. That is a new issue.

We have not, we just came up with that, actually I didn't, so a couple of staff did, about a month ago. And we wrote an issue paper on that because we were trying to think, we can't keep submitting a bill to you guys for a hundred million dollars to build a prison. And there's got to be a different way, so our security folks and a couple of them right here actually came up with this idea of making it more cost effective.

And getting these guys out there in the community paying back what they've just taken from the community. So, that's a new concept, and we're still exploring how that's really going to work. And we've reached out to the staff of this committee, and the colleagues in the House, and the Governor's office, and I think it's something we need to meet together to discuss how this is going to pan out and be part of the solution.

[Speaker 6] (1:34:09 - 1:35:14)
Well, that was my first question, if I may, Mr. Chair. Second and last question. Thank you, sir.

Second question is this. We know that we have proposed bills in this session and last session that will enhance penalties and incarceration for our violent offenders. We also know, and that's been our doing, we also know that you're doing with the Department of Corrections with the zero tolerance policy has enhanced, increased I think something like 41 percent the inmate population that are non-violent.

And when I say technical violations, as an attorney in this area, I know that these are people who you know, technical meaning either they can't get to the place on time, or the probation officer is not there. They're going to prison. Are you retracting?

I know you want to modify the zero tolerance. And in my county, they don't get letters. They go to jail, then they go to prison.

Are you, is your department, sir, on a road towards retracting the zero tolerance, or are you just keeping in modifying the zero tolerance?

[Speaker 1] (1:35:14 - 1:36:11)
Thank you, You're recognized. Mr. Chair, thank you. Ma'am, yes, we have modified it already.

Now, obviously the zero tolerance policy does not mandate arrest or court hearings. As you know, we submit a violation package to the judge, in lieu of the letter. If the letter is not accepted, we submit the violation package to the judge, including the violation report, I think it is, the affidavit and the arrest warrant.

And they may decide to sign the warrant, or they may request a written notice to appear hearing without a warrant, or handle through pre-trial release. I know it's putting an onus on the county jails, but it's our opinion, ma'am, that it's, we think the terms of probation is a privilege. If they violate those, willfully violate those terms of probation, they, a judge needs to evaluate as to whether they need to be fit to continue on probation, or go somewhere else.

So we think that we're just carrying out the policy of the state to the best of our ability.

[Speaker 4] (1:36:15 - 1:36:16)
Representative Adams, you're recognized.

[Speaker 5] (1:36:17 - 1:37:00)
Thank you, Mr. Chair. I do want to answer to Representative Mahan's question, and so I will ask it. If you have the re-offenders coming back into the prisons, are they giving less priority on the education programs, and other benefits, or programs, I should say, than the newly entering offenders?

Because if they have gotten the program, been backed into our community, and then re-offended to come back, are they put behind those newly entering offenders, or what kind of way do you rank who gets into these programs?

[Speaker 1] (1:37:00 - 1:37:18)
You're recognized, sir. It's a good question, and we've had a discussion here with staff, and apparently there is no penalty for failing initially when you come back. We're going to look at that and see if that's true, and if not, maybe look at that.

I think it's a good point, ma'am.

[Speaker 4] (1:37:19 - 1:37:25)
That is a good point, because it also tells you the guy that does make it, does he get to work up the cheat sheet to be able to put on the next one?

[Speaker 1] (1:37:26 - 1:37:28)
We're putting our thinking caps on for that one. I think it's a good point.

[Speaker 4] (1:37:30 - 1:37:33)
All right. Are there any other questions? Representative Garcia.

[Speaker 17] (1:37:36 - 1:38:15)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you for your presentation, and I'm going to beat up on you. I'm just going to point something out.

I've been looking at every bill that we have passed here this morning where the impact, the fiscal impact on state government is really not black and white. I mean, it's to be determined. I think that for us, in all defense of the corrections department, if we are going to pass legislation, we need to consider the impact on the corrections service for future funding.

Again, it's more an observation than a question, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much.

[Speaker 4] (1:38:16 - 1:38:48)
Thank you, sir, and I can assure you that anything, anything that we take in consideration from any agency is going to be run through the fiscal council in terms of the impact and how we're going to make the dollars and where the dollars are going to come from or how the dollars are going to work. It's a good observation. We've potentially impacted a lot of dollars this morning.

Correct. That's for sure. Any other questions?

Having none, Representative Needleman.

[Speaker 9] (1:38:48 - 1:39:32)
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it. A follow-up to Representative Adams' earlier comment and question about policy and his statement, I do have a concern that the policy that this body makes has either been changed or modified to the extent that we have lost potential dollars, and you've come to us and requested over $6 million for those policies, and I think those policies need to set in place and not be replaced until such time as presented to us, and I have grave concerns, and we'll go through the budget process on that.

I have grave concerns on the cost of building. What are we going to get for a $7.1 million dormitory? What type of dormitory are we talking about, and what type of where are these facilities going to be located at?

You're welcome to add.

[Speaker 1] (1:39:33 - 1:40:03)
There are going to be two dormitories of 131 beds each. They are going to be located obviously close enough in communities where they can actually go out and physically work, but also close to one of our major prisons that can provide appropriate support. Exactly what goes into the building of those, I don't know.

We can get back to you on that, on the specifics of what goes into the construction of those. I think it's some special document that we submit in accordance with our LBR that supports how they're going to be built, and I can get that to you, sir. I don't have it right now.

[Speaker 9] (1:40:05 - 1:40:12)
I'm kind of foggy on the locations. Are these going to be located within the secure areas of existing facilities or out into the communities?

[Speaker 1] (1:40:14 - 1:40:53)
They will have a secure perimeter around the dormitories. They will be self-secure. We don't know where they're going to be.

This is a new idea, and obviously we've reached out to staff here in the Senate and the Governor's Office to look at that. There may be some suggestions. There may be some, hey, I'd like that in my area.

We have some spare land that we can give you. We have a need. Our communities need these guys out in the field.

For example, some of the counties may have more unit day inmates coming than others, and they may say, well, we want them back in our community, paying back to the community. Here's some land, and give them some options. This is new.

This is just new on the drawing board, so we're looking to everybody for participation in this final decision.

[Speaker 9] (1:40:55 - 1:41:13)
I would hope that as you bring everybody to the table that you include the communities where these locations are being submitted to. Also, while you're at it, you may want to have the opportunity to speak to Sheriff Parker in Brevard County on the facilities that he's built that have been a substantial savings to the taxpayers in Brevard County.

[Speaker 1] (1:41:14 - 1:41:15)
Thank you, sir.

[Speaker 4] (1:41:16 - 1:41:54)
With that, members, I want to make a few comments here this morning. It's been a good council meeting this morning, and we've certainly covered a lot of territory. Good bills passed, and moving right along.

With that, I want to recognize that Representative Schneider moved that staff be allowed to make technical and title changes to bills being reported to the council substitutes to show that that motion was adopted without objection from Schneider at the same time. With that, I recognize Representative Garcia moved that we rise.
