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Subject:  Preliminary Study on thié Decriminalization’sf Certain County Ordinances

On June 30" 2009 the Board of County Commissioners (Board) passed resolution R-868-09 directing
staff to evaluate the impact(s) of “decriminalizing” selected County ordinances. The resolution
specifically directed staff to study whether cost savings could be achieved by eliminating the possibility
of jail time from certain county ordinance violations that would not significantly affect public safety.
Staff initially determined that decriminalizing the ordinances would have financial and operational
impacts within:

The Miami-Dade Police Depariment (MDPD)

The Miami-Dade Corrections and Rehabilitation Department (MDCR)

The 11™ Judicial Circuit

The Clerk of Courts

The Administrative Office of the Courts
The State Attorney’s Office

The Public Defender's Office

The project team that was assembled to conduct this analysis includes representatives from MDPD,
MDCR and the Office of Strategic Business Management (OSBM). Members of this team worked with
" key individuals from each of the organizations listed above to evaluate the fiscal and operational
impacts, as well as the policy implications of decriminalizing the ordinances under consideration.

Background
For purposes of this review, the project team used arrest data from 2008. During that time, the 11%

Judicial Circuit processed a total of 13,691 cases associated with these ordinances. Individuals arrested
for violating one of these ordinances, are either booked at one of two County booking facilities, or issued
a Promise to Appear (PTA) in Court. Individuals are either arrested for violations only of the ordinances
under consideration, or for violations of those ordinances, along with other charges. Table 1 {(below) is a

breakdown of the 2008 caseload within those parameters:

Table 1 - 2008 Caseload Breakdown

Total Annual

Caseload Bookings PTA (Promise To Appear)
Vlol.atlons only of County 6451 911 5540
Ordinances
Violations of County
Ordinances and other charges 7240 1331 ' >909
Totals 13691 2242 11449
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MDCR and the 11™ Judicial Circuit process cases involving violations of these ordinances for MDPD, as
well as all municipal police departments throughout Miami-Dade County. Table 2 is a summary
breakdown of the 2008 caseload by police agency:

Table 2 - Breakdown of 2008 Caseload by Police Agency:

MDPD: 9,600
Miami: 2,800
Miami Beach: 500
Miami Gardens: 150
Doral: 100
Hialeah: 90
Others: 451

Table 3 (below) is a summary breakdown of the 2008 caseload by County ordinance violation(s):
Table 3 - Breakdown of 2008 Caseload by (Top Five) Ordinance Violations:

Alcohol Consumption wfin 100 ft. of designated areas: 4,551

Commercial Vehicle Markings: 3,353
Doing Business w/o a License: © 1,140
Aggressive Panhandling: 1,062
Remaining in parks after they have closed: 1,038
Others: 2,547

*Attachment one (1) lists the ordinances under consideration, along with the estimated number of
violations of each ordinance during 2008.

Current System

Under the current system, the County pays a filing fee of $10 per case to the Clerk of Courts (Clerk) for
processing violations of these ordinances. Based on the 2008 caseload, the County paid approximately
$136,900 to the Clerk for those services. Under separate contracts, the County also pays annual fees
of $139,000 to the State Attorney’s Office to prosecute these cases, and $28,000 to the Public
Defender's Office to defend them. The County's total annual out of pocket costs during 2008 were
approximately $303,900.

During 2008, of the 13,691 cases, 382 individuals were actually convicted of crimes for their ordinance
violations, and an additional 110 individuals were sent to diversion programs. This represents 3.6% of
the total caseload. The remaining 13,199 cases (96.4%) were dismissed either by the State Attorney or
the Court.

Decriminalizing Ordinances Under Consideration
The savings and costs associated with decriminalizing all the ordinances under consideration have

been analyzed to include time savings and operational efficiencies in several areas. For each case,
law enforcement officers would return to service approximately one hour sooner because they would no
longer have to process individuals through our booking facilities. In cases where individuals are issued
PTA’s, law enforcement officers would save approximately 30 minutes per case in processing time. In
addition, MDCR would no longer house these individuals in County jail facilities, which would eliminate
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approximately 3,400 “incarceration days” per year and would eliminate the need to feed these inmates.
Furthermore, approximately 6,450 fewer cases would be processed in the 11™ Judicial Circuit,
producing time savings for the court system as well as the Clerk. The County would also collect
revenue from fines for violations of the newly defined civil infractions. The total estimated annual
savings and revenue are approximately $860,040.

The costs associated with decriminalizing all the ordinances under consideration inciude 20% of the
revenue from fines that the Clerk would require to pay hearing officers who would adjudicate
approximately 30% of the cases. There would also be a one-time fixed cost to set up a room to conduct
hearings for these cases. Excluding the one-time fixed cost, it is estimated that decriminalizing all
ordinances under consideration would result in a recurring annual net savings of approximately
$751,840.

Recommendation

In examining the policy considerations, it became clear that some of these ordinances deal with quality
of life, as opposed to life safety issues. The 11™ Judicial Circuit expressed a concern that people
should not be treated as criminals for violations of certain ordinances under consideration, and both
judicial and administrative personnel support the decriminalization of these ordinances. However, the
law enforcement community, expressed concern about losing these ordinances as a law enforcement
tool. Therefore, staff would like the opportunity to further examine those minor offenses that could be
decriminalized while also establishing a Pre-Arraignment Diversion Pilot Program to mitigate those
ordinances that would potentially remain criminal offenses. A combination of decriminalization and
establishing a Diversion Pilot Program will assist in serving both goals as individuals who violate these
ordinances would not be treated as criminals, police officers’ ability to enforce the law would not be
compromised, time savings and operational efficiencies will be achieved for the court system and the
Clerk as well as law enforcement.

How Would the Pre-Arraignment Diversion Pilot Program Work?

Under the current system, regardless of whether an individual is arrested or issued a PTA, that
individual is ordered to appear in court within approximately 30 days. As a result, all the agencies that
participate in the current system would incur costs as described in the previous section of this report.

The goals of the diversion program would be to:

Achieve compliance with the ordinances,

Avoid costs associated with the current system,

Relieve jail and courtroom overcrowding, and

No longer treat individuals who violate these ordinances as criminals.

When an individual is arrested for a violation of one of the selected ordinances that are remaining
criminal, he/she would be offered the alternative of participating in the Diversion Pilot Program. If he or
she chooses to do so, the standard procedure would be for that individual to pay a $50 processing fee,
and perform 10 hours of community service under the supervision of MDPD’s existing Community
Service Unit. This unit currently administers a community service program for individuals who violate
various State laws and other County ordinances. If the individual chooses not to perform community
service hours, he or she could opt to pay a maximum fee of $150. Alternatively, if the individual
chooses not to pay any processing fees, he or she could opt to perform a maximum of 30 community
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service hours. These community service hours could be performed at County landfills, parks, beaches,
bus ways, the Animal Services Shelter and at MDPD stations and substations.

The proposed amount-for fees was designed to -be consistent with the severity of the infractions. As a
point of comparison, the Advocate Program, which administers pre-trial diversion services for those
who have been arrested for crimes like batfery, petty theft and disorderly conduct, charges a
processing fee of $240. Staff believes that the violations of the ordinances under consideration are not
as serious as those administered by the Advocate Program.

Once the individual has completed the requirements of the diversion program, the Community Service
Unit would contact the State Attorney, the Clerk, and the court to formally request that the charges be
dropped and the case closed. If the individual chooses not to participate in the diversion program, he
or she would still have the option to go to court.

The assumptions for the pilot program are that 80% of the violators would participate in the diversion
program, that the prosecution and defense fees paid by the County to the State Attorney and Public
Defender would remain unchanged, and that the processing fee paid by the County to the Clerk would
also remain unchanged. Below are two scenarios that represent minimum and maximum net revenue
streams for the County, after paying the State Attorney, the Public Defender and the Clerk:

+ |f 80% of the violators were to pay the minimum processing fee of $50 and perform 10 hours of
community service, the annual net revenue to the County would be approximately $243,700

+ If 80% of the violators were to pay the maximum processing fee of $150 and not perform any
community service, the annual net revenue to the County would be approximately $1,339,000

Conclusion

The recommended combination of decriminalization and a Pre-Trial Diversion Pilot Program is an
appropriate solution for violations of the ordinances under consideration as it will not compromise police
officers’ ability to enforce the law and will result in efficiencies in various public safety areas. Staff's
initial review also indicates that a combination of both will produce a positive net revenue stream for the
County.

If the Diversion Pilot Program is implemented, it is possible that MDPD’s Community Services Unit may
need additional resources to manage the additional caseload. Those resources could be funded from
the revenue generated by the Diversion Pilot Program. In addition, there is a potential cost associated
with decriminalization that the Clerk would incur in order to adjudicate cases. Those resources could
be funded with the revenue generated from fines. Therefore, it is recommended that staff further
analyze those minor offenses that could be decriminalized while introducing the Diversion Program as a
six to nine month pilot project. During this period, staff would monitor and evaluate the actual caseload
and revenue stream, and determine whether or not there is sufficient revenue to fund the ongoing
resource requirements to administer the program. '

Mo S7Hak

_Hssistant County Manager




Attachment 1 - Selected County Ordinances Under

Consideration for Decriminalization

Ordinances

Section 21-21: Solicitation of drinks in alcoholic beverage

Estimated Number of
Violations During 2008

property

corners

establishments 476
Section 21-27.1 and .2: Selling, serving or vending
merchandise in public rights of way near schools or public
parks 11
Section 21-28: Making unnecessary and excessive noise 186
Section 21-28.1: Conducting open-air concerts, musical
broadcasts, etc. 11
Section 21-29.1: Advertising by private businesses on public

147

Section 21-49: Loitering for the purpose of obtaining
temporary employment
A' :

R

Section

Section 30-468: Recovering, removing, towing or storing
vehicles without a manifest or trip record

Section 30-469: Violating safety standards of vehicles used
for towing
TR 2

) sg B 3, AT =8 !
Section 7-3: Swimming or fishing from designated road
bridges

172

Total

13,691




