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Indiana Probation Overview 

While Probation in the State of Indiana is not actually considered a “state” agency 

and is more of a “hybrid” of local and state, since 1979 the Indiana Judicial Center 

has had the statutory responsibility as dictated by the Judicial Conference for 

certification, training and support of probation officers. The Judicial Conference 

sets guidelines and standards for qualification, training, testing and certification, 

and minimum compensation schedules.  Probation officers and services fall under 

the judiciary at the county level and are subject to appointment and supervisory 

power of the courts they serve. Probation departments, their policies and the 

clients they serve are as diverse as each court, judge and county in the State.  For 

years, several counties had more than one probation department. Effective 

January 1, 2011 based on Administrative Rule 18, courts of record were required 

to have a unified/consolidated probation department plan.  The plans were to 

take effect January 1, 2012. 

Probation funding is through local county revenues and probation user fees 

collected from probationers.  The breakdown of probation budgets vary from 

county to county and may be a part of the court’s budget or a budget of their 

own. Probation data is reported quarterly to the State Court Administrator’s 

Office.  Total probation officers reported in the 2011 Probation Report show 1300 

probation officers in the state.  This includes chief probation officers and does not 

break down adult and juvenile probation officers. Probation officers are 

compensated based on a minimum salary schedule set by the Judicial Conference 

of Indiana. (Ms. Judson will be reporting on the 2012 data for probation.) The 

minimum salary for a probation officer with no experience is $29,912. 

Juvenile probation departments address the needs of vulnerable youth by 

responding to referrals made by law enforcement, parents, schools and other 

agencies based primarily on delinquent behavior.  While policies and procedures 

vary across counties based on Court philosophy and statutory interpretation, 

probation procedures are dictated by statute with the intent of providing 

adequate mental health, substance abuse, educational, and family services or 

referrals to appropriate agencies for these services in an attempt to deter the 
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youth from further delinquent activity while protecting the community in general.  

Often times these services are constrained by funding and community resources 

which also vary in each county. Probation departments are also charged with 

protecting the identity of vulnerable youth through strict confidentiality 

guidelines while also networking with community agencies to obtain the best 

possible case plan and resolution for each youth referred. 

Challenges facing Probation in providing services to vulnerable youth in Indiana 

include deficits in consistent data collection throughout the state, available 

resources to address the varying needs of our youth, funding to provide the 

additional resources and services, and funding to provide additional staff so that 

workloads are manageable.  Through the years, probation has been challenged to 

provide more services to more clients with less staffing and less resources. 

Probation officers are brokers of services and “champions” for our youth and 

provided with the necessary funding and resources can make a substantial 

difference in the lives of our vulnerable youth and their families.  
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Statewide Probation Top Five Topics for Vulnerable Youth 

Prepared for the Indiana Commission on Children 

August 7, 2013 

NOTE:  The information below was collected through a request from the Indiana 

Judicial Center to Chief Probation Officers throughout the State for their top five 

concerns in regard to vulnerable youth in Indiana. 

Topic 1: 

Mental Illness: 

-Under this topic were such specifics as resources for mental health treatment for 

vulnerable youth (to include residential, inpatient, outpatient, and home based 

services), resources for comprehensive diagnostic services , resources for 

intensive psychiatric and medication management services, resources for sexually 

maladaptive behaviors (to include assessment, residential, outpatient and home 

based services) and the fact that without viable resources available to children 

and families, these children are falling into the Probation System with truly 

delinquent youth in order to obtain the services they require. 

 

Topic 2: 

Legislative Concerns (HB1001): 

-Under this topic were specifics that the complexity of legislation has brought to 

the field of Probation and dealing with vulnerable youth.  This would include 

many new forms, layers of approval, time constraints and additional workload for 

Juvenile Probation Officers.  This legislation also introduced guidelines and 

restrictions on providers that have resulted in providers discontinuing services 

and closing programs and facilities. Changes in the Emergency Shelter Care 

structure and time frames were specifically noted.  
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Topic 3: 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE ISSUES AND RESOURCES: 

-Under this topic were specifics of actual substance abuse resources (assessment, 

residential, in-patient, various levels of outpatient and home based services), the 

various community’s perception and education, and prevention resources. Also, 

concerns around the illegal consumption statute and the ability to properly 

address them in its present form. 

 

Topic 4: 

MEDICAID ISSUES: 

-Under this topic were specifics of the different types of Medicaid for vulnerable 

youth, the loss of Medicaid (or changing of types) when in secure detention or 

changing placements, the restrictiveness of Medicaid in regard to services 

available (inpatient, outpatient and home based)to vulnerable youth, and the 

availability of help to resolve Medicaid issues with  vulnerable youth. 

 

Topic 5: 

BOUNDARY/RELATIONSHIP ISSUES BETWEEN PROBATION AND DCS: 

-Under this topic were specifics in regard to open communication and information 

sharing on vulnerable youth between Probation and DCS, legislative/procedural 

issues that prevent Probation and DCS “sharing” a case, equality of resources 

available to Probation youth and DCS youth, availability of foster homes for 

Probation youth, availability of CASA/GAL for probation youth, and premature 

closure of open cases.  
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Additional Topics listed that did not fall into the top five categories include: 

-Educational Alternatives for vulnerable youth. 

-Parenting Resources (mentors, skills, education, accountability). 

-“Holistic” Family Services for vulnerable youth. 

-Expanded availability of Family Courts. 

-Concerns about “Direct File” to adult cases and availability of resources for 

youthful adult offenders (18-21). 

-Transportation Resources. 

-Ability to focus on safety and need verses monetary constraints.  
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Statewide Probation Statistics 

Statistical Data Available and Deficits: 

One of the concerns with Probation Statistics is that Probation is not considered 

totally a “State” agency.  Therefore, the amount of specific data is limited to what 

Probation reports on a quarterly basis to the State Court Administrator’s Office.  

These include for Juvenile Probation:  referrals, supervisions, methods of 

disposition of each referral, supervision risk levels, supervision substance abuse 

convictions or adjudications, supervisions completed pre-dispositional and 

progress reports, probation personnel and salary expenses, and probation 

restitution.  The Juvenile Law Services Report and Financial Report are also 

included in the Indiana Probation Report (Statewide Summary).  The most current 

edition published is for the 2011 budget year.  The 2012 statistics are being 

processed and are due to be published in September 2013. Ms. Lilia Judson State 

Court Administrator has the 2012 statistics available and plans to report on these 

at the August 21, 2013 Commission Meeting.  

Additional Probation Data would include what individual Probation Departments 

are able to collect on their own.  Some counties have more financial resources 

and staff to do this than others.  A common consistent data base and financial 

resources for programming and equipment for probation in collecting statistical 

data would be extremely beneficial.   
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Statewide Probation Case Classification and Workload Measures 

In 1989 a need was observed by probation officers and judges in Indiana, so in 

conjunction with the Indiana Judicial Center, the search for financial and technical 

assistance was sought through the National Institute of Corrections, a consultant 

secured and the project undertaken.  Through the hard work and cooperation of 

many Probation Officers, Judges, Judicial Center Staff and assistance of 

consultants the project evolved and a case classification system, consisting of a 

risk and needs assessment,  was approved by Board of Directors of the Indiana 

Judicial Center for mandatory use by Indiana Probation Departments in 

September of 1993.  The State Court Administrator’s Office began collecting data 

on January 1, 1995. Workload measures were able to be calculated based on the 

numbers of offenders with the various levels of risk and the associated contact 

and time standards established for each level.  This assisted with the number of 

Probation Officers needed to meet minimum contact standards and provide both 

adequate services to the offender, Courts and maintain community safety 

through Probation supervision.  

While this tool was disseminated as mandatory, Probation Departments across 

the State commenced utilizing other risk and needs assessment tools.  This 

created a disparity among departments on the method by which they were 

measuring risk and needs and the need for an updated more effective tool was 

sought. 

As early as 2003, the Probation Officer’s Advisory Board and the Indiana Judicial 

Center began discussions about the need for an updated risk and needs 

assessment tool and coinciding workload measures system.  Based on the 

movement toward evidence based practices, the desire was to have a tool that 

could measure criminogenic risk to re-offend and be shared among Criminal 

Justice Agencies (Probation, Court Drug and Alcohol, Parole, Community 

Corrections and Department of Corrections).  In 2006, a Risk Assessment Task 

force was comprised of all parties and financial and technical assistance was again 

sought through the National Institute of Corrections. Numerous “tools” were 

considered by the Task Force and it was determined that the tool used in Ohio 
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(OYAS/ORAS) upon accommodations for our population, was the best fit for 

Indiana, thus, the IYAS/IRAS).  The Indiana Youth Assessment System went “live” 

in Indiana on October 1, 2010 as the mandatory tool for Probation Departments 

after approval from the Board of Directors of the Indiana Judicial Center. The 

IYAS/IRAS is electronically available through INCITE and is able to be viewed and 

shared among participating agencies.  According to the Indiana Judicial Center, to 

date, there have been 870 individuals who have taken the IYAS training class. Ms. 

Michelle Goodman, Staff Attorney at the Indiana Judicial Center oversees this 

project. 

The second phase of the project was to develop the Workload Measures System 

based off of the risk assessments.  This project is underway currently with data 

being collected from Probation Departments. Once this part of the system is 

complete, Probation Departments will have access to an important tool is 

pursuing adequate staffing for minimum contact and supervision standards.  Ms. 

Jenny Bauer, Staff Attorney at the Indiana Judicial Center oversees this project.   
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Other “Vulnerable Youth Oriented” Agencies Contacted For 

Agency/Committee Summary and Possible Data 

 

Probation Officer’s Advisory Board:   

Ms. Christine Ball, Chair, was contacted to determine if the Probation Officer’s 

Advisory Board to the Judicial Conference had a position on the 5 Main 

Concerns/Topics for Vulnerable Youth.  Ms. Ball advised that this had not been 

specifically discussed by the Board and at this point, they did not have a formal 

position. 

Probation Officer’s Professional Association: 

Mr. Don Travis, President, was contacted to determine if the Probation Officer’s 

Professional Association had a position on the 5 Main Concerns/Topics for 

Vulnerable Youth.  Mr. Travis advised that there was not a formal position at this 

time, but he would get back with me. 

Mental Health Screening, Assessment and Treatment Project: 

Ms. Amy Karozos, Project Director through the Youth Law Team was contacted to 

obtain information for the Commission: 

The project began in 2006 as a pilot project and has been funded by Title II federal 

grants.  The project was modeled off the Pennsylvania screening project which 

implements the Blue Prints for Change Model, the “Comprehensive Model for the 

Identification and Treatment of Youth with Mental Health Needs in Contact with 

the Juvenile Justice System”.  The project’s advisory board is chaired by Porter 

Circuit Judge, Honorable Mary Harper and consists of representatives from 

vulnerable youth oriented agencies.  There are currently 22 detention centers 

throughout the state and the sites consist of 16 detention centers and 1 intake 

facility. The goal is for all 22 detention centers to be active sites.   As a result of 

this project, over 35,000 mental health screens have been conducted on youth 

entering detention.  The Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument Version 2 
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(MAYSI-2) is utilized to identify youth who are in need of more in depth 

evaluation.  In 2012, 6,621 screens were conducted and approximately 21% of 

youth scored about the cutoff.  In 2012, the Connections to Care Workgroup was 

convened to address barriers to mental health treatment.   It became apparent 

that youth identified were often unable to access services or that they were 

unavailable.  Information and recommendations by the Workgroup have been 

provided to the Commission on Mental Health and Addiction.  (This information is 

attached.  Attachment 1) 

Department of Child Services Probation Placement and Services Data (paid for 

by DCS): 

Ms. Nancy Wever, DCS Probation Oversight Manager, was contacted to obtain 

any data available on Probation placements and services paid for by DCS.  Ms. 

Regina Ashley, Deputy Director of Placement and Support Compliance, responded 

that this information would be provided directly by their Department at the 

Commission Meeting on August 21, 2013. 

Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Data: 

Ms. Tashi Teuschler, Program Director, was contacted to obtain any data available 

on disproportionate minority contact that her agency had available. Ms. Teuschler 

forwarded the DMC data collection report. This report is attached. ( Attachment 

2). Ms. Lila Judson has also requested this information and may also be reporting 

on it. 

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Project (JDAI): 

Ms. Michelle Tennell, Statewide Coordinator through the Youth Law Team was 

contacted for information on this project.  Ms. Tennell responded that she would 

provide this information by August 13, 2013.  This will be forwarded to the 

Commission upon its receipt.   

Additional Information Received 8/11/13: 

Per your request, I am sending some information about what the Juvenile 

Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) process looks like.  As you may be aware, 
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this model program embraces 8 core strategies that, when implemented with 

fidelity to the proven model, allows for continuing juvenile justice system 

enhancements, while increasing public safety and reducing the cost to tax payers.  

JDAI requires that communities make a conscious choice to do a self-evaluation of 

their policies, practices, and procedures along all of the decision points of the 

juvenile justice system from arrest through disposition.  Through this self-

evaluation, including a true collaboration between both system and non-system 

folks and with the assistance of state and national partners, communities often find 

ways to reduce reliance on secure detention for low-risk youth.  Local jurisdictions 

are able to employ strategies that engage the community to provide local 

supervision through less restrictions of liberty, as appropriate, and realize better 

outcomes with regard to re-arrest and failure to appear rates.  Additional 

information about the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s National JDAI efforts may be 

viewed at:   

  

http://www.aecf.org/MajorInitiatives/JuvenileDetentionAlternativesInitiative/Core

Strategies.aspx 

 

Successful JDAI sites have found that the dual goals of protection of public 

safety and enhancing the outcomes for system-involved youth and families 

are often not at odds. 

 

Some statistics regarding Indiana and the National JDAI: 

 

 Eight Indiana counties currently JDAI sites:  Lake, Porter, Tippecanoe, 

Elkhart, Howard, Marion, Johnson, and Clark represent 34% of Indiana 

Youth ages 10-17. 

 

http://www.aecf.org/MajorInitiatives/JuvenileDetentionAlternativesInitiative/CoreStrategies.aspx
http://www.aecf.org/MajorInitiatives/JuvenileDetentionAlternativesInitiative/CoreStrategies.aspx
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  200 JDAI sites in 39 states and DC representing 25% of  at-risk youth in 

America have joined the nationally renowned Annie E. Casey Foundation’s 

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) over the past 20 years. 

 

 JDAI Lead Collaborative Agencies are:  Indiana Supreme Court, Indiana 

Dept. of Correction, Indiana Criminal Justice Institute, Indiana Dept. of 

Child Services. 

 

 Every day in Indiana over 1000 individuals work collaboratively across 

systems at both the state and local level to improve outcomes for youth and 

families and enhance public safety. 

 

 Indiana is in the process of a statewide expansion and has received Letters of 

Interest from 16 additional counties that wish to join JDAI.  With their 

inclusion, 58% of Indiana’s juvenile population ages 10-17 will be a part of 

the Indiana JDAI.  The total detention beds in Indiana is 1109 as of 8/10/13.  

The 24 counties participating in/interested in joining JDAI represent 841 

detention beds or 76%. 

 

JDAI:   

 Improves public safety 

 Enhances lives of children, families and community 

 Reduces reliance on secure detention for low-risk youth 

 Assists with the goal of achieving racial, ethnic, and gender equity 

 Stimulates overall juvenile justice system improvement 

 

“JDAI assists with placing the right kids, in the right place, for the right reason, for 

the right amount of time.” 

  

2012 Indiana JDAI counties’ statistics compared to baseline data from the 

year prior to becoming a JDAI site. 
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Admissions- Total admissions in JDAI local sites decreased 49.5% from baseline 

to 2012 (9,266 admissions for baseline and 4,683 admissions in 2012). 

 

Average Daily Population (ADP) - ADP in Secure Detention decreased by 39.6% 

from baseline to 2012 (331.46 youth for baseline and 200.04 youth in 2012). 

 

Average Length of Stay (ALOS) – ALOS increased 11.4% in JDAI local sites 

from baseline to 2012.  It is common that an increase would occur given that high 

risk youth who pose a risk to public safety or failure to appear would be securely 

detained and low-risk youth are placed in an Alternative to Detention Program 

(released with conditions) or released awaiting their initial court hearing. 

 

Re-Offense Rate- There was a 16% reduction in re-offenses from baseline to 2012 

(23% Re-offense rate for baseline and 7% Re-offense rate in 2012). 

  

Failure to Appear (FTA) Rate- There was a 1% reduction in youth who failed to 

appear from baseline to 2012 (FTA was 4% for baseline and 3% in 2012). Note: 

FTA stats include data submitted by Johnson, Lake, Marion, and Tippecanoe 

counties. 

 

Indiana Department of Correction (IDOC) Commitments- State commitments 

have decreased by 18.1% from baseline to 2012 (386 commitments for baseline 

and 316 commitments in 2012) in JDAI communities. 

I am interested in attending the meeting on August 21
st
.  Would you be so kind as 

to provide information regarding the location and time? 

The last thought I’d like to leave you with is that the JDAI is not a program, it is a 

process which allows communities to continuously use these strategies on an 
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ongoing basis to align their community resources, both financial and human, with 

their community values.  

If you would like to chat with me, please feel free to give me a call on my cell 

phone at:  317-417-8370. 

Thank you for your hard work on behalf of Indiana children, families, and 

communities. 

Michelle M. Tennell 

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) Statewide Coordinator 

Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) Compliance Monitor 

Youth Law T.E.A.M. of Indiana 

445 N. Pennsylvania St., Ste. 520 

Indianapolis, IN  46204 

Cell:  317-417-8370 

Ph:    317-916-0786 

Fax:  317-916-5369 

mtennell@youthlawteam.org   

 

 

The Civil Rights of Children Committee: 

Ms. JauNae Hanger, Chair, was contacted for a brief description of the mission of 

their committee and their thoughts on the 5 Main Concerns/Topics for the 

Commission to consider in regard to vulnerable youth.  Ms. Hanger advised that 

she would put this together and provide it by August 9, 2013.  This will be 

forwarded to the Commission upon its receipt.  Ms. Angela Reid-Brown, Indiana 

mailto:mtennell@youthlawteam.org
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Judicial Center, advised that Ms. Hanger had provided the Committee’s Concerns 

to the Commission in May.  These comments are attached. (Attachment 3) 

Additional Information Received 8/7/13: (all PDFs and forwarded to Angela Reid 

Brown and Amber Holland electronically) 

-An Assessment of Access to Counsel and Quality of Representation in 

Delinquency Proceedings 

-Reforming juvenile Justice:  A Developmental Approach 

-2012 State of our Black Youth Report 

-Final Report and Recommendations:  Children, Mental Health and the Law 

Summit 

-Summit on Racial Disparities in the Juvenile Justice System:  A Statewide Dialogue 

-Mental Health Project Final Report 

-Trauma Informed /Based Reports 
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Attachment 1 

Indiana Juvenile Health Screening, Assessment, and Treatment Project 

Information 
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Attachment 2 

DMC Information 
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Attachment 3 

Civil Rights of Children’s Committee Information 
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