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Grant County Community Corrections

IMPACT AREA

Grant County Community Corrections is a community based project with 

the evidenced based programming purpose of providing diversion from 

commitment to the Indiana Department of Correction or local incarceration for the 

felony offender.

GRANT COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

ANNUAL EVALUATION REPORT
July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009

Grant County has just completed the twenty-sixth fiscal year of 

participation in the Community Corrections Grant Act through the Indiana 

Department of Corrections.  Since 1983 we have been funded through an 

Indiana Department of Correction Grant. 

The following report is hereby respectfully submitted by the Grant County 

Community Corrections Advisory Board and the Grant County Board of 

Commissioners regarding the program operations of community corrections for 

the fiscal year ending June 30, 2009.  

Judges





Prosecutor

Jeffrey D. Todd, Superior Court I


James Luttrull, Jr.

Randall L. Johnson, Superior Court II

Warren Haas, Superior Court III

Mark E. Spitzer, Circuit Court

Brian McLane, Juvenile Referee

James Kocher, Marion City Court

Steve Barker, Gas City Court
Grant County “What Works” Strategic Plan
In August of 2001, Grant County embarked on the adventure of “What 

Works” or “Evidence Based Practices” (EBP) as it is commonly called today.  In 

the fall of 2001, the entire criminal justice system for Grant County was evaluated 

by the University of Cincinnati under the supervision of Dr. Ed Latessa, with 

recommendations on what should be done to advance EBP in Grant County.  

Since that time Grant County has engaged in a concerted effort to implement 

these recommendations in every facet of the criminal justice system.  This 

process has been approved by the community corrections advisory board and 

implemented by the criminal justice leadership of Grant County (see attached).   

The following Plan is a working document that reflects past and current 

accomplishments and changes as it has evolved over time. 
Eight Evidence-Based Principles for Effective Interventions
1. Programs should be intensive and behavioral in nature.

2. Programs should target known predictors of crime. 

3. Behavioral programs will use standardized assessments to identify the

risk level, need level, and responsivity issues of offenders.

4. Programs should match the characteristics of the offender, therapists,

and program. 

5. Program contingencies and behavioral strategies should be enforced in

a firm but fair manner. 

6. Programs should have well-qualified and well-trained staff who can

relate to the offenders. 

7. Programs should provide relapse prevention strategies.

8. Programs should adhere to a high degree of advocacy and brokerage

with other agencies in the community.
Philosophy (Principles 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) 
Grant County has adopted the following 8 Principles of Effective Intervention that 

were identified in our CPAI system wide evaluation conducted by the University 

of Cincinnati under the supervision of Doctor Ed Latessa.  These principles were 

approved by the board and implemented system wide on 7/9/03.

Direct service staff will be trained on 8 principles, social learning theory and other 

evidence based training practices within 1 year of employment and each year

thereafter.  This was training policy implemented in June of 2005 and amended in January 

2007.

 Assessment (Principles 1, 2, 3, 4)
Assessment results will drive sentencing, supervision, and services.  This was 
implemented by the Director of Correctional Services, community corrections and 
probation.  This was amended April 24, 2007 by staff and the board.

County will explore use of an assessment center.  The avenue will continue to be explored by the judges and the director of correctional services but is limited by available resources.

LSI’s will be completed by probation on all pre-sentence investigations to determine risk and need.  This was implemented in July of 2003 and the probation officers are responsible for its completion.  New data requirements were amended on April 24, 2007.

LSI screening version will be completed by probation on misdemeanants, incoming transfers, assessments and felonies exempt from pre-sentence reports.  This was implemented on November 1, 2006.







Assessment of Responsivity Characteristics (Principles 1,2,3,4)
Jesness Inventory was deleted in November of 2006 due to difficulty of implementation and cost.


Culture Fair IQ was replaced with the TONI as a more effective instrument as recommended by Dr. Doug Daugherty in November of 2005.


Beck Anxiety/Depression Scale was added to the list of assessments to be completed by probation and community corrections staff on November 1, 2005.  Currently these are used by Day Reporting, Reentry and Drug Court. 

SASSI was added to the list of required assessments for all A/D offenses on November 1, 2006.  Currently this is used on all presentence reports, Day Reporting, Reentry and Drug Court.  
STATIC 99 for sex offenders is currently being used by the officer with a specialized sex offender caseload.



Assessment results will be shared upon referral to service providers in order to promote the most effective treatment results.  This was implemented on August 1, 2003.

Reassessments will occur at end of program/supervision for probation and every 180 days for community corrections to measure program effectiveness.  This was revised in January of 2007.

Newly hired direct service staff will be trained on assessment tools within 1st year of employment.  This was implemented on November 1, 2003.

Programs/Services (Principles 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8)
Offenders will be matched to the characteristics of the officer, therapists, & program.  This was first implemented in November of 2005 and revised in 2007 and 2008.


Target higher risk offenders only for court ordered services to use the limited budgets available for services.  This was implemented in January of 2006 and revised in 2008.

Programs and services will
 target criminogenic needs.  This was revised and adopted in January of 2006.

Require all programs and services to utilize social learning and evaluation for

cognitive behavioral models in outcome service delivery.  Self-help programs will only be used as a support.  This was adopted in 2005 and revised in 2007 and 2008.

Require service delivery to include pro-social skills practice, role plays, and evaluation homework, and other behavioral methods that are action oriented.  This was adopted in 2005 and is currently under revision with providers for 2007.

Use incentives and sanctions to reinforce pro-social behavior.  This is currently being utilized in community corrections, drug court and cog groups.  
Require services to vary in intensity according to risk and needs.  Implemented by probation and community corrections in 2005.  Needs to be adopted by providers.








Implement family component in services as appropriate.  This was implemented in the Day Reporting Center in 2007.

Services will provide relapse prevention strategies.  This requires the evaluation of various providers and was implemented with the Day Reporting Center in 2007, Reentry Court in 2008 and Drug Court in 2004.




Direct service staff will utilize communication skills that enhance offender motivation to change.  This was implemented in 2006 and modified in 2009.
Staff will be trained in effective communication skills (ECMS).   This was implemented for all direct care staff in 2007 and support staff trained in 2009. 

Staff will regularly practice skills through role plays and feedback.  This was implemented for all staff in 2007.

Staff competency with skills will be evaluated within 1 year of employment, and each year thereafter.  This was implemented for all staff in 2006.

Requirement for skills will be included in personnel policy.  This was implemented for all staff in 2006 through approval of the judges and board.

SUPERVISION (Principles 2,3,4,5,6,7,8)
Probation will implement a supervision model based on risk reduction.  This was implemented for probation on June 1, 2006 and modified in 2008.
Caseloads will be distributed according to risk level.  This was implemented partially on March 1, 2005 and fully implement in 2007 and modified in 2008.








Probation/CC will monitor peer associations of high risk offenders.  This was implemented on March 1, 2005 with the hiring of field officers to monitor high risk offenders in the community.  Modified to add field teams in 2008.
Probation Officers and Community Corrections use practice of pro-social skills role plays, etc. during meetings with offenders.  This was implemented for Day Reporting staff in 2007 and Reentry Court in 2008.  In 2008, select probation officers/case managers were trained in a specific protocol for appointments with probationers/clients as part of a research study sponsored by the University of Cincinnati.

Staff will implement a system of rewards and sanctions that insures offenders do not escape punishment.  This was partially implemented in 2006.  Full implementation requires follow up with the courts and prosecutor. 
STAFF CHARACTERISTICS (Principles 2, 4, 5, 6)
Direct service staff will have an undergrad degree in a helping profession.  Preference will be given to candidates who have previous experience working with offenders.  This was implemented in July of 2003 and modified in 2008.

Direct service staff will demonstrate ability to relate to offender with empathy and non judgmental attitude.  This was implemented in January of 2007. 

Direct service staff will be committed to implement evidence based practice and to the belief that anyone can change.   Commitment to evidence based practices by individual staff is improved but process is on going. 

EVALUATION (Principles 1,2,4,5,6)
A quality assurance program will be developed and implemented.  This was implemented in Day Reporting, Reentry Court and Drug Court and is under review by probation and other community correction programs.
Direct service staff will receive an annual assessment of ECMS skills and practice during performance reviews.  This was implemented in January of 2007.

A committee of line staff will be used to provide input into quality assurance.  This is in process with a completion date of January 2009.

Grant County has been actively involved in implementing Evidence Based Practices (EBP) locally as well as promoting its use state-wide.  Grant County has adopted the Principles of Effective Intervention (NIC) as a foundation for the programs and services currently provided. This transition has been a challenging one that has involved our state partners, local representatives and dedicated staff. 

Our “What Works” Strategic Plan is based upon independent evaluation and has provided a roadmap for system implementation.  This plan has been reviewed and amended but remains the focal point of change for our system.  It is hoped that this report reflects Grant County’s commitment to the goals established within the strategic plan.

This document will reflect a “new look” for Grant County with the transfer of inmate work crews to local funding dollars under the Sheriff and the elimination of “Thinking for A Change” in the jail, Jail Addictions Treatment Project and Project Step Out as program components.  These funds are now used to support the creation of a Day Reporting Center and Reentry Court that offers many of these same services in a non residential setting.

It is our hope that this “picture we paint” will offer you the best view of our 

system and the hard work that is being done by the dedicated staff within our local justice system.  The collaborative efforts of the DOC (state) and county has resulted in an effective use of resources.  As this report will indicate, the diversion of non-violent offenders from state and local incarceration continue to grow.  The cost of programming is being paid in part from fees collected from offenders who participate in each program component.

QUICK FACTS
* Over the last 26 years Grant County Community Corrections has “given back” 

$ 4,797,874.65 through Community Service and Inmate Work Crews (ended 6/30/09).

* For fiscal year 2008-09 the Home Detention Electronic Monitoring program saved 19,433 jail incarceration days at a projected savings of $1,022,370.13
* Juvenile Community Corrections Programs (SHOCAP, “Thinking for a Change” & CBP) have helped reduce the juvenile DOC Commitments from 58 in 1998 to 10 in 2001, to 4 in 2003,  to 4 in 2007, to 3 in 2008 (programs ended (12/31/08)
* For fiscal year 2008-09 the Work Release Program served 22 new clients, contributing 
$ 48,648.00 to project income.

INTRODUCTION


The Grant County Community Corrections Program is in its twenty-sixth 

year of funding by a grant from the Indiana Department of Correction (IDOC) in 

the amount of $ 756,208.00 (including juvenile).  Project generated income was 
$ 95,591.16 (includes CTP).  

The total budget of Grant County Community Corrections is $ 1,500,365.00 (including juvenile and home detention) 34% of the budget is from local funds in the amount of $ 519,592.00 (including juvenile and home detention).  
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Total $1,500,365.00

$756,208.00

$234,506.00

$512,617.00

$6,975.00

State DOC

Project Income

Matching Support

Local Grants


“Change is more a function of motivation than information.”
--  Tony Stoltzfus    

PROGRAM SUMMARY
BENEFITS OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PROGRAM
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Offenders are expected to take responsibility for their actions.
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Community agencies maintain and receive the benefits of free 



labor.
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Offenders become collaborative members of the total community 



offering positive contributions instead of becoming a financial 



burden to taxpayers.
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The offender, who would otherwise be incarcerated or at the DOC, is given the opportunity to receive assistance through the use of the various community corrections components.
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Community Corrections remains a cost effective method of 




addressing offenders risk, need and responsivity.
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Establishes a diversion from overcrowded prisons and county jails 



for offenders of non-violent crimes.


The Grant County Community Corrections Program acts as an arm of the

Grant County courts, operating eight components:

Community Service



Home Detention

Work Release



SHOCAP/SAFE POLICY


Cognitive Behavior Program                    Day Reporting Center


Community Transition Program



Reentry Court
[image: image1.wmf]
PROJECT INCOME


Project income generated by fees paid continues to assume more of the 

costs of operating the 8 components.  A request to shift more operating costs from PI to grant funds was made and is currently under review.  The total fees collected for fiscal year 

2007 -2008 was $ 89,618.00 and the total for fiscal year 2008-2009 is 

$95,591.16  (includes CTP).  This fund is used entirely for program operations 

and expansion.  

Chart 1 shows the amount of project income generated from fees paid for 

program participation by months. 
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                             Grant County Community 

                              Community Corrections

                  PROGRAM COMPONENT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Mission Statement 

Grant County Community Corrections strives to provide a continuum of local alternatives to imprisonment at the state level consistent with our priorities of; public safety, offender accountability, rehabilitation, reintegration, promotion of prevention activities and coordination of community resources.  The coordination of resources involves assessment of offender needs and the development and implementation of programs designed to address these needs.

COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION PROGRAM
           



  [image: image11.wmf]
Grant County has been using Community Service as part of its overall implementation of evidence based practices and the principles of effective intervention.  The Principles of Effective Intervention are as follows: 1. Assess Actuarial Risk/Needs., 2. Enhance Intrinsic Motivation., 3. Target Interventions., a. Risk Principle: Prioritize supervision and treatment resources for higher risk offenders., b. Need Principle: Target interventions to criminogenic needs., c. Responsivity Principle: Be responsive to temperament, learning style, motivation, culture, and gender when assigning programs., d. Dosage: Structure 40-70% of high-risk offenders’ time for 3-9 months., e. Treatment: Integrate treatment into the full sentence/sanction requirements., 4. Skill Train with Directed Practice (use Cognitive Behavioral treatment methods)., 5. Increase Positive Reinforcement., 6. Engage Ongoing Support in Natural Communities., 7. Measure Relevant Processes/Practices.

8. Provide Measurement Feedback.

 Within the principles of effective intervention community service addresses several key principles/areas. First under (3) Target interventions, as a means of consequence for low risk offenders and as a means of (3d) Dosage, to help schedule the day of high risk offenders.  In addition, the use of (6) Engage on-going support in natural communities through the service work that offenders do with not-for-profit groups.      

Target Population

Male and female adult felons that represent a low risk to the community, as identified by previous LSI testing or low risk criminal history.  National data shows low risk offenders can have increased risk levels if exposed to high risk offenders.  In addition, high risk offenders will receive community service as a sanction for non compliance.  High risk clients will have individual assignments through cooperation with day reporting to improve pro social activities

Goal
1)  PEI # 3) Target interventions: Provide low risk offenders with consequences.
Objective
1.  To maintain a diversion level of 85 felons from medium and maximum   

     sentence programs, equivalent to the previous grant period.

Method

Monthly reports will track the number of new felons placed in Community Service for the month with year to date totals.
Performance

Monthly reports reflect a diversion of 88 felons from medium and maximum sentence programs.
Objective

2.  100% of all clients will be received and processed quickly and efficiently. 

Method

Monthly reports will track the number of felons placed in public agencies for the month with year to date totals.
Performance

88 felons were placed in public agencies during the 2008-2009 fiscal year.
Objective

3.  100% of area non-profits will be contacted to maintain the highest level of service. 
Method

Monthly reports will track the number of hours of unpaid labor to public/private not-for-profit agencies for the month with year to date totals. 

Performance 
10,607 hours of free labor were provided to not-for-profit agencies during this fiscal year.

Goal

2) PEI #3d) Dosage:  Providing appropriate doses of services.  High risk offenders need 40-70% of free time should be scheduled.

Objective

1.  To provide a pro-social work experience to 100% of all clients referred. 

Method

Monthly reports track the number of felons placed in public agencies for the month with year to date totals.
Performance

88 felons were placed in public agencies during the 2008-2009 fiscal year.
Objective

2.  Meet with all clients individually and assign to organizations as necessary.

Method

Coordinator tracks the number of felons placed and meets individually with all clients prior to assignment.
Performance

100% of all clients met with the coordinator during the 2008-2009 fiscal year.
Objective
3.  Meet with all organizations to promote highly structured activities with clients 

Method

Coordinator will meet via phone or in person with all agencies who receive community service referrals.
Performance

100% of all agencies received contact from the coordinator during the 2008-2009 fiscal year.
Goal

3)  PEI #6) Engage on-going support in communities: Realign and actively engage pro-social supports for offenders in communities.
Objective
1. Contact 2 non-profit organizations a week about the benefits of community service.      

Method
Coordinator will conduct telephone survey with non-profit organizations.
Performance 
100% of all agencies received contact from the coordinator during the 2008-2009 fiscal year.
Objective
2. Update list of all non-profits in Grant County.

Method
Coordinator will review and recruit local non-profit organizations.
Performance 
List of all non-profits in Grant County is reviewed and letters are sent reporting the benefits of community service.
Objective
3. Contact 2 non-profit organizations a week about the benefits of community service.      

Method
Coordinator will conduct telephone survey with non-profit organizations.
Performance 
100% of all agencies received contact from the coordinator during the 2008-2009 fiscal year.
COMMUNITY SERVICE COST ANALYSIS

CHART A shows the amount of community service labor provided on an 

hourly basis for the past fiscal year totaling 10,607 hours.  This time calculated 

at a rate of $6.55 per hour ($6.55 per hour, Minimum wage scale for unskilled labor) equated to $67,475.85 worth of labor provided to the county.  If these currents hours were translated into a full-time (1,850 hours/year) job at the hourly rate, this amount would equal 6 full-time positions.  Total number of clients to be served by this component is 85 felons with a maximum number at any one time of 85 felons/A misdemeanants.  During the last fiscal year 184 clients were served.


In addition, immeasurable benefits of job skills and scheduled day issues are 

addressed, which can only improve diversion in the future.  Many non-profit 

agencies benefit from this service to the community.

CHART A

GRANT COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

COMMUNITY SERVICE

2008- 2009


CLIENTS
NUMBER OF

COST OF

FEES
MONTH
REFERRED
LABOR HOURS
LABOR HOURS      COLLECTED
JULY-2008

17
1,420 hours

$9,301.00

$1060.00





AUGUST-2008
12
     90 hours

$589.50

$105.00

SEPT-2008

8
 2950 hours

$19,322.50

$230.00

OCT-2008

9
 1,670 hours

$10,938.50

$760.00

NOV-2008

7
 100 hours

$655.00

$460.00

DEC-2008

13
 1,560 hours

$10,218.00

$800.00

JAN-2009

19
 112 hours

$733.80

$100.00


FEB-2009

20
160 hours                $1,048.00

$240.00
MARCH-2009
24
160 hours                $1,048.00                 $1,315.00
APRIL-2009

19
1095 hours

$7,172.25

$460.00
MAY-2009

15
510 hours

$3.340.50

$370.00
JUNE-2009

21       780 hours

$5,109.00

$405.00
TOTALS
  
184
10,607 hours           $67,475.85

$6,305.00              



WORK RELEASE
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Work Release is a jail based program that allows inmates to obtain or maintain employment.  Inmates who were employed at time of sentencing can continue their employment under direct supervision. Inmates participating in this program pay a portion of their wages as project income and they are required to pay child support and/or restitution payments. Participants are required to submit to urinalysis on a regular basis. Residential Work Release is located in a designated cellblock at the Grant County Jail. Their activities must be monitored 24/7 by correctional officers who provide security and coordinate the daily activities within the block.  Community Corrections’ staff completes LSI’s on all participants.

In addition, the program reduces incarceration at state facilities by providing a local alternative. Participants are also required to make required child support and restitution payments.     

Target Population 

Male or female adult felons incarcerated at the Grant County Jail.  Program can serve misdemeanants on a space available basis.  Program gives priority to offenders who are employed at time of sentencing.  Grant County will provide a local alternative to incarceration at the state level while empowering inmates to maintain/obtain employment.  There will be 16 work release participants per day, for a total of 70 during the course of the grant year.  
Goal
1) To provide appropriate employment for each client accepted into the program.
Objective 
1.  100% of all clients accepted will maintain employment.
Method

Monthly reports will track the number of inmates on work release monthly, with year end totals.
Performance 

Monthly reports are submitted to director with new referral numbers and year to date totals.  22 felons were served by this component during the fiscal year 2008-09.
Objective 
2.  75% of all clients will successfully complete the program

Method

Monthly reports will track the number of inmates on work release monthly, with year end totals.
Performance 

Work Release beds were maintained at 50% capacity or above during fiscal year 2008-09.  Note that work release has been dramatically affected by our local loss of jobs, with 8 plant closings in the last 2 years.

Objective 
3.  100% of all client employers will be contacted weekly to review performance.     

Method

The Work Release Coordinator will record the place of employment and employer as well as the time and date of the work release check.
Performance 
100% of all clients have places of employment as well as other contacts recorded on file for fiscal year 2008-09.

Goal

2) To provide assessment and case plan for each accepted client.

Objective 
1. 100% of all clients accepted will receive an LSI-R.     

Method

Clinical staff conduct and record the LSI-R score as well as complete the case plan at admission. 
Performance 
100% of all clients have received the LSI-R and case plan for fiscal year 2008-09.

Objective

2. 100% of all clients accepted will receive a case plan.     
Method

Clinical staff conduct and record the LSI-R score as well as complete the case plan at admission. 
Performance 
100% of all clients have received the LSI-R and case plan for fiscal year 2008-09.

Objective 
3. 100% of all clients will review and revise case plan @180 days or @ discharge.     

Method

Clinical staff conduct and record the LSI-R score as well as complete the case plan at admission. 
Performance 
100% of all clients have received the LSI-R and case plan for fiscal year 2008-09.

Goal

3)  To provide job readiness/placement classes for those accepted clients.

Objective 
1.  100% of all clients being reviewed for acceptance will be reviewed by job works. 
Method

The Work Release Coordinator will contact area specialist to have clients reviewed.

Performance 
Due to the elimination of local Work One Services a new provider will need to be contacted. 
Objective 
2.  100% of all clients held in the jail will receive pre employment classes.

Method

The Work Release Coordinator will contact area specialist to begin pre employment classes.

Performance 
Due to the elimination of local Work One Services a new provider will need to be contacted. 
Objective 
3.  The work release coordinator will make contact with one new employer monthly to educate them on the benefits of the program.
Method

The Work Release Coordinator will record the place of employment and employer as well as the time and date of the work release check.
Performance 
100% of all clients have places of employment as well as other contacts recorded on file for fiscal year 2008-09.

INMATE WORK RELEASE COST ANALYSIS


Chart B shows the number of Work Release clients on a monthly basis for the past fiscal year totaling 22 new clients.  These clients pay a fee based upon their hourly income rate for an average of $ 4,054.00 of fees collected monthly.  Total number of clients to be served by this component is 50 with a maximum number at any time of 14.  


Addressing criminogenic risk factors while in the community can improve diversion from incarceration in the future.  In addition, financial support for families will not be withheld, resulting in additional tax burdens for the community.
CHART B

GRANT COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

INMATE WORK RELEASE

2008 – 2009




EOM



MONTH


CLIENTS


FEES COLLECTED


JULY-2008


8



$4,135.00



AUGUST-2008

8



$4,882.00

SEPT-2008


9



$5,225.00



OCT-2008


6



$6.068.00

NOV-2008


7



$3,920.00

DEC-2008


5



$3,743.00



JAN-2009


5



$2,819.00
FEB-2009


6



$3,325.00
MARCH-2009

6



$3,344.00
APRIL-2009


8



$3,018.00
MAY-2009


9



$4,055.00
JUNE-2009


7



$4,744.00
TOTALS


84



$48,648.00
HOME DETENTION
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The Home Detention program provides a local alternative to incarceration in jail or state facilities.  Program staff works with participants to address risk factors identified through the LSI (assessment). 
Home detention participants are required to remain in their homes except for authorized absences. The minimum number of contacts with each client per week is: Telephonic communication-1, Office Visit -1, Home Visit or Job Site-2. The average number of contacts per week with each client is:  Telephonic communication-2, Office Visit -1.25, Home Visit or Job Site-3.  Staff responsibilities include program administration, insuring program compliance, conducting intense supervision of the offenders at home, job sites, or any other location(s) approved for the offender and monitoring completion of the case plan.  Client responsibilities include complying with program rules/guidelines, following through with approved case plan activities, and demonstrating cooperation that allows for successful completion of home detention. Home detention is located at the Community Justice Center.  
Target Population

The target population for this component includes male and female adult felons who would otherwise be sentenced to state or local incarceration.  
Goal 
1) To provide assessment and case plan for each accepted client.
Objective

1.  100% of all clients accepted will receive an LSI-R.
Method

Clinical staff conduct and record the LSI-R score as well as complete the case plan at admission. 
Performance 
100% of all clients have received the LSI-R and case plan for fiscal year 2008-09.

Objective

2.  100% of all clients accepted will receive a case plan.

Method

Clinical staff conduct and record the LSI-R score as well as complete the case plan at admission. 
Performance 
100% of all clients have received the LSI-R and case plan for fiscal year 2008-09.

Objective

3.  100% of all clients will review and revise case plan @180 days or @ discharge.     

Method

Clinical staff conduct and record the LSI-R score as well as complete the case plan at admission. 
Performance 
100% of all clients have received the LSI-R and case plan for fiscal year 2008-09.

Objective

4.  75% of all clients will complete the program & will have a reduced LSI-R score             

Method

Clinical Supervisor records the LSI-R scores of all program participants.
Performance 
100% of all clients received a reduced LSI-R score at discharge for  fiscal year 2008-09.

Goal 
2) To provide monitoring for each client accepted into the program.

Objective

1.  100% of all clients will have a verified phone line.
Method
Quarterly and monthly reports will track the number of new felons placed on Home Detention for the quarter/month with eventual year to date totals.
Performance 
Monthly reports reflect 79 Felons were served by this component for 2008-09.

Objective

2.  100% of all clients will be monitored to ensure program compliance.
Method
Quarterly and monthly reports will track the number of new felons placed on Home Detention for the quarter/month with eventual year to date totals.
Performance 
Monthly reports reflect 79 Felons were served by this component for 2008-09.

Objective

3.  100% of all clients will receive GPS viewing based on offense & LSI-Risk level.

Method
Quarterly and monthly reports will track the number of new felons placed on Home Detention for the quarter/month with eventual year to date totals.
Performance 
Monthly reports reflect 79 Felons were served by this component for 2008-09.

Goal 
3)  To provide a structured day for those accepted clients.

Objective

1.  100% of all clients will provide a daily schedule to be placed in system

Method

Each client will be electronically tracked on a continuous basis through electronic monitoring equipment and frequent home/job site visits.
Performance 
Policy dictates that each client is continuously monitored electronically and frequent work/home checks according to the level of client risk to the community.

Objective

2. 100% of all clients will be GPS monitored based on a structured day

Method

Each client will be electronically tracked on a continuous basis through electronic monitoring equipment and frequent home/job site visits.
Performance 
Policy dictates that each client is continuously monitored electronically and frequent work/home checks according to the level of client risk to the community.

Objective

3.  100% of all clients will be monitored to ensure compliance.

Method

Each client will be electronically tracked on a continuous basis through electronic monitoring equipment and frequent home/job site visits.
Performance 
Policy dictates that each client is continuously monitored electronically and frequent work/home checks according to the level of client risk to the community.

Method

Each client will be electronically tracked on a continuous basis through electronic monitoring equipment and frequent home/job site visits.
Performance 
Policy dictates that each client is continuously monitored electronically and frequent work/home checks according to the level of client risk to the community.

HOME DETENTION COST ANALYSIS


Chart C reflects the number of incarceration (prison/jail) days, by month, 

diversion of inmates being placed in this program, and the cost of incarceration 

(cost per day, at $52.61 per day) had this program not been operational and 

offenders were incarcerated.  Total number of clients to be served by this 

component is 70 with a maximum number at any one time of 40.  During the last 

fiscal year 83 clients were served.


In the fiscal year, July 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009, 19,433 total 

days of incarceration were averted.  If the inmate had served the incarcerated 

time in jail/prison the tax payers would have paid an excess amount of 

$1,022,370.13.

CHART C

GRANT COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

HOME DETENTION

2008   -   2009







HOUSING



EOM

JAIL TIME

COSTS
          FEES
MONTH
CLIENTS
DIVERTED

DIVERTED
          COLLECTED

JUL-08
50

1550 days

$81,545.50

$13,923.00

AUG-08
50

1550 days

$81,545.50

$14,507.00

SEP-08
50

1500 days

$78,915.00

$11,672.00

OCT-08
52

1612 days

$84,807.32

$15,394.00

NOV-08
49

1470 days

$77,336.70

$11,903.00

DEC-08
50

1550 days

$81,545.50

$15,026.00

JAN-09
51                  1581 days  

$83,176.41

$12,353.00
FEB-09
53

1484 days

$78,073.24

$14,990.00
MAR-09
58

1798 days

$94,592.78              $18,156.00
APR-09
56

1680 days

$88,384.80
           $18,731.00
MAY-09
58

1798 days

$94.592.78

$14,956.00
JUN-09
62

1860 days

$97,854.60

$18,583.00
TOTALS
639

19,433 days         $1,022,370.13           
 $180,194.00                   
SHOCAP/SAFE POLICY
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In May of 1995 the staff of agencies that provide services to juveniles in Grant County sat down to talk.  Each agreed that the issues of "at risk" youth, juvenile delinquency, and habitual offenders were community problems that could only be effectively addressed by a community based collaboration.  This cooperative effort needed to include schools, prosecutor, probation, police, juvenile court, welfare, parole and a broad range of community agencies providing services to juveniles.

The lack of timely communication of information was one of the problems to be addressed.  Most students who were in trouble either by academic or 

disciplinary standards at school were also receiving services from another 

non-school agency.   A strategy and forum to address issues was lacking in the 

system.  The lack of resources in one area can be offset by other resources 

found in another area or agency.  In addition, effectively addressing the small percentage of habitual juvenile offenders who represent a disproportionate amount of crime could positively impact the number of juvenile offenses committed.  


The SHOCAP and SAFE POLICY strategy is a systematic information-

based process designed to identify youth at risk and to provide appropriate 

services.  Both programs emphasize coordination and cooperation in the juvenile 

justice system including schools and other community resources.   The 

exchange of information is the foundation of effective prevention and 

intervention to reduce delinquent behavior.

Target Population 

Juveniles who meet the SHOCAP/SAFE POLICY criteria as measured through the established instruments for Serious Habitual Offenders (SHO'S) to be addressed by the system and "at risk" youth through a collaborative effort of all system impactors in a "wrap around" of services to improve treatment.

This program was suspended on December 31, 2008 due to funding realignment and a position reallocation. All data herein is from July 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008.
Goal

1) To increase lines of communication that promotes EBP with high risk juveniles.

Objective
1.  To maintain no more than 6 juvenile DOC placements per year.
Method
A daily count of DOC commits is maintained and collected from the Grant County Probation Department.

Performance
From July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009, 5 juveniles from Grant County were placed at DOC.

Objective
2. Schedule 40-70 % of all supervised client days.
Method
All school systems will follow their own "at risk" criteria as specified in the guidelines by the state of Indiana.  All criminal offenses will follow the established SHO criteria.

Performance
100% of all schools and participant agencies follow an "at risk" criteria and/or SHOCAP criteria.

Objective
3.  100% of all clients will be assessed, staffed and case plans completed.
Method

A yearly calendar has been developed to reflect all the meetings, with dates and times.  All client records are tracked.

Performance 
100% of all clients referred, staffed, assessed and had case plans developed for grant year 2008-2009.

Goal
2) To increase lines of communication that promotes EBP with at risk juveniles 

 Objective
1.  To maintain no more than 18 juvenile residential placements per calendar year.
Method
A daily count of probation placements is maintained and collected from the Grant County Probation Department.

Performance
As of Dec 31, 2008, 12 juvenile placements are maintained by Grant County Probation.

Objective
2.  Hold 4 meetings a year to review case plans of at risk juveniles with all schools.      

Method

A yearly calendar has been developed to reflect all the meetings, with dates and times.  All meetings have been conducted with a sign up sheet to track attendance.

Performance 
All participant agencies with memoranda of commitment attend the meetings or give notice of inability to attend the meetings.  90% of the executive board attends the scheduled meetings.

Objective
3. Hold monthly placement team meeting to review case plans of at risk placement juveniles.     
Method

A yearly calendar has been developed to reflect all the meetings, with dates and times.  All meetings have been conducted with a sign up sheet to track attendance.

Performance 
All participant agencies with memoranda of commitment attend the meetings or give notice of inability to attend the meetings.  90% of the executive board attends the scheduled meetings.

Goal
3)  Promote an EBP case management system for all juveniles referred to Care Team meetings.  
Objective
1.  To increase case management services for the Safe Futures Care Coordination Team to 90 juveniles for Calendar 2007.
Method
Weekly Logs of juveniles who attend Care Coordination Team are kept and tabulated at the end of each month.

Performance
From July 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008, 27 Juvenile cases were staffed during the Care Coordination Team meetings.
Objective
2.  100% of all clients referred by probation will have an YLSI and case plan.
Method
Coordinator will review all files of clients referred to verify that an YLSI and case plan have been completed.  

Performance
From July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009,  100% of clients received an YLSI and case plan.
Objective
3.  100% of all case plans will be reviewed every 180 days or as necessary.
Method
Coordinator will review all files of clients referred to verify case plan reviews have been completed.  

Performance
From July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009, 100% of clients had case plans reviewed.

SHOCAP/SAFE POLICY

COST ANALYSIS

CHART D shows the total number of SHOCAP/SAFE POLICY clients for 

the past fiscal year and the number of clients at the end of the month.  These 

clients participate in the Care Coordination Team staff meetings to determine 

appropriate services in order to reach our goal of improved coordination of 

treatment and reduction in DOC placements.  The SHOCAP/SAFE POLICY 

client will be required by the court to participate in a treatment plan devised by 

the Care Coordination Team.  Total number of clients to be served by this 

component is 85 with a maximum number at any one time of 25.  Total number 

of SHOCAP/SAFE POLICY clients served from July 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008 is 27.  
If these juveniles were to immediately go to a residential placement at an average 

cost of $ 150.00 per day the total amount spent for fiscal year 2008-2009 would 

be $ 124,350.00. (This amount is from July 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008)
CHART D

GRANT COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

SHOCAP/SAFE POLICY COST ANALYSIS
2008 - 2009

MONTH

REF. CLIENTS


COST OF PLACEMENT

JULY-2008

6




$27,900.00







AUGUST-2008
3




$13,950.00




SEPT-2008

4




$18,000.00

OCT-2008

5




$23,250.00

NOV-2008

4




$18,000.00

DEC-2008

5




$23,250.00

TOTALS

27




$ 124,350.00
 THINKING FOR A CHANGE (CBP)

(Non DOC funded component)

[image: image15.wmf]
This program was suspended on December 31, 2008 due to funding realignment and a position reallocation. All data herein is from July 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008.
The Juvenile Detention Center’s Cognitive Behavior Program (CBP) will 

challenge thinking errors which result in delinquent behavior by 

chronically offending youth.  These youth have exhausted local sanctions and 

could benefit from a maximum of 120 days in detention (depending on age).  

Focusing on how thoughts, feelings, and attitudes effect behavior, using an 

established research based curriculum called “Thinking for a Change”, these 

youth will be given the opportunity to identify and correct thinking errors and 

practice new skills and behaviors based on socially accepted norms.  Juveniles 

will look at aggression and its effects on behavior.  These youth will learn ways 

to decrease aggression using anger control and skill streaming.  Using moral 

reasoning will allow them the opportunity to begin to make more responsible 

decisions.


TARGET POPULATION
Evidence shows that 6-12% of delinquent population commits the most serious offenses.  Research continues to mount that Cognitive Restructuring Programs are the most effective in changing offender behavior.  Our Cognitive Behavior Program will target, locally, those juveniles who have exhausted the local justice system but could benefit from a Cognitive Restructuring Program within juvenile detention for 90-120 days, to divert from a Department of Correction placement.

Goals & Objectives
1.
To divert 20 juveniles annually from the Department of Corrections utilizing the local Juvenile Detention Center to provide a Cognitive Behavior Program.

Method

The program facilitator will review all prospective juvenile commitments with the assistance of probation to the DOC.

Performance
For fiscal year 2008-09 Grant County has sent 3 Juveniles to the Indiana Department of Corrections. 

2.
90% of the participants will successfully complete the program by satisfactorily completing assignments and demonstrating utilization of learned skills.




Method

The program facilitator will review all program participants and will not approve completion of program until all skills are mastered. 

Performance
From July 1, 2008 until Dec 30, 2008 100% of all clients have completed the program.

3.
All participants successfully completing the program will be monitored on probation to promote continued law abiding behavior.

Method

All clients completing the program are placed on probation and are required to attend aftercare meetings.

Performance
From January 1, 2008 until Dec 30, 2008 Grant County has placed all clients on probation. 

CHART E

GRANT COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

COGNITIVE BEHAVIOR PROGRAM DOC COMMITMENT ANALYSIS
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Day Reporting Center

“First Thought Right”
[image: image17.wmf]
“First Thought Right” is a phrase borrowed from a recovering addict who is a comedian and motivational speaker.  Appearing at an event sponsored by the 
Indiana Judicial Center in 2006, he described how his conduct was the result of a 
“first thought wrong problem” that needed to be identified and changed if he were 
to recover.  

The Day Reporting Center (DRC) is a “one stop shop” that provides evidence based services within an offender’s structured day.  Utilizing a cognitive-behavioral approach, the center combines services and community monitoring to serve medium/high-risk offenders.  The DRC provides the local courts with an alternative to incarceration that allows participants to report to the program Monday through Friday, according to a schedule contained in a case plan.  Participants will be expected to participate fully and comply with program expectations contained in the case plan.  DRC uses motivational interviewing 
skills to motivate offenders to change their behavior based on internal motivation rather than external control.  Standardized assessment is used to identify the offender’s level of risk and criminogenic needs.  Interventions are selected targeting those needs. Every effort is made to match the offender with individuals and services that will best respond to their specific needs. Some offenders are monitored in the community through electronic monitoring and/or field visits.

Based on evidenced-based practices, DRC uses Motivational Interviewing skills (William R. Miller, Stephen Rollnick) and Stages of Change ((Prochaska, DiClemente) to interview, assess and motivate offenders to change.  Interventions are immersed in cognitive restructuring and cognitive behavioral principles.  Rewards and sanctions are an integral part of the program.  
Mission

The DRC combines evidence based interventions with community monitoring in order to reduce the risk factors of high risk probationers and inmates returning from jail and prison.  

Philosophy
The Grant County Circuit and Superior Court judges adopted as an operational philosophy 8 principles of effective interventions as follows:

· Programs should be intensive and behavioral in nature

· Programs should target known predictors of crime

· Behavioral programs will use standardized assessments to identify the risk level, need level, and responsivity issues of offenders

· Programs should match the characteristics of the offender, therapists, and program

· Program contingencies and behavioral strategies should be enforced in a firm but fair manner

· Programs should have well-qualified and well-trained staff who can relate to the offenders

· Programs should provide relapse prevention strategies

· Programs should adhere to a high degree of advocacy and brokerage with other agencies in the community.
Core Values 


1.  Criminal logic and behavior can be disrupted and changed.

2.  Program staff:  agents of change who use every interaction to disrupt criminal logic and model and reinforce pro-social behavior.


3.  Each individual deserves to be treated with dignity and respect.


4.  Protection of the community is the most important priority.
Behavioral Targets
1.   Change anti-social attitudes, orientation and values 

2.   Reduce antisocial behaviors

3.   Reduce anti-social peer associates

4.   Increase pro-social support system

5.   Increase self control, self-management

6.   Improve problem solving

7.   Reduce alcohol and drug abuse

8.   Learn and demonstrate pro-social alternatives to lying, stealing and  

      aggression

9.   Improve constructive use of leisure time

10. Improve conflict resolution skills

11. Increase employment and employment retention

12. Improve performance at work or school

13. Increase empathy for victims and others

14. Improve recognition of high-risk situations
Target Population 
Felons scoring 24 or above on the LSI, with at least a one year term of probation.  This would include those individuals returning from prison under CTP.  Females will be served on a limited basis with some services provided outside the confines of the Center in order to address their special needs.  

Goals & Objectives
1.
Component will serve 70 felons annually.
Methods

1. Review referrals for client’s admission.
2. Verify client rules/contract to determine acceptance.
3. Monitor clients to ensure program compliance.
Performance
From July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009 the Day Reporting Center Program has provided services to 29 felons.

Goals & Objectives
2.
75% of clients will complete the program component.
Methods

1. Monitor client’s compliance with program rules and daily schedule.
2. Apply sanctions and rewards as appropriate.
3. Track the status of client completions.

Performance
From July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009 the Day Reporting Center Program had 15 high risk clients complete the program.

Goals & Objectives
3.
Risk Factors will be reduced for 75% of clients completing Day Reporting Center.
Methods

1. Conduct LSI at program admission.
2. Target interventions using the case plan and available services.

3. Monitor clients to ensure case plan compliance.

4. Track the status of client in aftercare.
Performance
From July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009 the Day Reporting Center Program had 15 high risk clients complete the program.

It should be noted that an independent evaluation is being conducted on this component by Dr. Doug Daugherty, Indiana Wesleyan University.  His report is attached.
Reentry/Intensive Supervision Court (RISC)
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Community Service Inmate Work Crews


Hon. Jeffrey D. Todd, Judge

Grant Superior Court 1

“The road to Reentry begins at sentencing.”  This is a term that Grant County embraces as part of our vision to establish a coordinated system that addresses offender needs from sentencing to community transition.  This program combines the Drug Court model and the Transition from Prison to the Community Initiative (TPCI) Model from NIC.  The model focuses on the two most important issues facing our system: Public safety and recidivism reduction. From July 1, 2008 to June 20, 2009 22 clients were placed in the Re-Entry program.

Mission  


To reduce recidivism among the high risk offender population through the combined use of judicial oversight and intensive offender services.

Goals: 
· Increase public safety 

· Reduce recidivism

Objectives:

1. Reduce client risk factors (that contribute to criminal conduct)

Outcome Indicator(s):

· 75% of participants will remain free of new arrests while in the program

· 75% of participants will develop at least one pro-social peer through pro-social activities

· 75% of participants will have a reduction in their Criminal Thinking Scale scores upon termination from the program

· 90% of participants will be employed

· 75% of participants with substance abuse disorders will complete substance abuse treatment

Evaluation Measures:

· LSI-R scores

· Criminal Thinking Scale scores

· Chemical test scores

· New arrest violations filed

· Employment history

· Addiction treatment numbers

· Prosocial peers via phase advancement in Day Reporting

Objectives:

2. Increase judicial oversight for offenders returning from prison and participants of the Day Reporting Center.

Outcome Indicators:

· 100% of participants will attend regular court hearings to monitor their progress

Track:
· # of court hearings attended

Objectives:

3. Monitor the schedule and activities of participants to protect the community.
· 100% of participants will receive regular field visits to monitor compliance with Conditions of Probation
Evaluation Measures:

· # of field visits per participant
· type and frequency of field violations
· All will be reviewed annually and revised if necessary
Target Population:

The target population includes individuals who are:

1. Participating in Day Reporting

2. Referred via Community Transition Program (CTP)

3. Inmates returning from the Department of Correction (non-CTP)

4. High risk felons under adult jurisdiction
Criteria for those Considered Ineligible:
 Subject to court discretion, those considered ineligible are those who:

· Have a mental illness that is not satisfactorily treated with medication

· Are sexual offenders

· Have a history of violent or assaultive behavior

· Have no probation

· Not a resident of Grant County

· Insufficient time to participate

· Have a negative conduct report

· Are unable to speak English

The reentry court will not discriminate eligibility and services on the basis of race, gender, age, religion, ethnicity, or disabilities.
It should be noted that an independent evaluation is being conducted on this component by Dr. Doug Daugherty, Indiana Wesleyan University.  His report is attached.
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

1983-2009
The following chart details the amount of labor "given back" to Grant County over the last 26 years that has been generated by Community Service and the Inmate Work Crews (program ended 6/30/09).  The amount totaling $2,046,182.60 for Community Service and $2,751,692.05 for DRC Work Force Officer, for a grand total of $4,797,874.65 in labor given to Grant County.  This service emulates the continued connection of community to offender for rehabilitation.  The following chart reflects the labor generated over the years.  
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SUMMARY

In 2008-9, Grant County incorporated reentry programming through the Reentry Intensive Supervision Court in partnership with the “Day Reporting Center”.  This has “stretched” and “stressed” the entire system as we move to fully address criminogenic needs in order to promote change.  To increase our effectiveness we have added “Cognitive Self Change” as a core correctional practice to our DRC services as well as probation supervision.  Also in 2009, we continued to partner with the Indiana Judicial Center, DOC and the University of Cincinnati in conducting the Correctional Program Assessment Inventory-2000 (CPAI), host “Thinking for a Change” and “Effective Communication and Motivational Strategies”.  In addition, our county continued to serve as a pilot in the research of “Effective Practices in a Correctional Setting”. 

The staff and board of Community Corrections were faced with unprecedented challenges related to budgetary constraints.  Increases in costs for insurance benefits ($11,000.00 over 10 years) and reductions in project income resulted in the re-assignment of staff as the county waits for a decision by the state for a grant increase. In spite of these challenges, Grant County remains committed to evidence based practices and achieving the goals contained in our grant application. Grant County was the 4th county in the state to receive a community corrections grant. We take great pleasure in the fact that Grant County has received many awards for distinction and achievement over our 26 years of service.

While we appreciate and welcome this recognition from our peers and the 

community we are particularly proud of our long standing association with the 

Department of Correction.  We believe that it is this relationship of cooperation and commitment that has made our programming so valuable.  


We also wish to recognize the commitment of all the staff, including the support staff who contributes to completion of daily office functions and mounds of paperwork, without which any competent office could not function. 
We look to the future with hope and understanding that all success is earned.  The capable aid and tutelage of the County Commissioners and our resolute Advisory Board continues to display itself in a program which serves the community with pride and distinction.  As we close we leave you with these words;

“People respond when you tell them there is a great future in front of you, you can leave your past behind.”

· Joel Osteen –
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Judge Warren Haas


Judge Mark Spitzer


Judge Randall Johnson

Superior Court III


Grant Circuit Court


Superior Court II

3rd Floor, Courthouse


2nd Floor, Courthouse


2nd Floor, Courthouse

Marion, IN  46952
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668-8123
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(term of office)
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Judge Jeff Todd
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Superior Court I
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Grant Co. Prosecutor
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301 S. Branson St.


1st Floor, Courthouse
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662-9836
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(term of office)
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Cynthia McCoy
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Dir. Of Corr. Services


Grant County Council
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501 S. Adams St.
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Marion, IN 46952


Marion, IN  46953

662-9861



W: 668-4405
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(exp. 02-12, Probation)

(exp. 02-13, Council)


(exp. 10-10, Lay-Person)
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Marion, IN  46953


668-6725


662-0650

677-6607
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(exp. 01-11, Lay-Person)   
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Dr. John Lightle
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674-7349
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215 S. Adams St.
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214 E. 4th St.

Marion, IN  46952


840 N. Miller Ave.


Marion, IN  46952

662-0475



Marion, IN  46953
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673-5247



(exp. 08-11, Victim’s 
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State of the Judiciary

Grant County, Indiana

By Judge Mark E. Spitzer

Grant Circuit Court

February 11, 2009
Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to offer the second annual State of the Judiciary to the Council.  As you will recall, last year in the spirit of collaboration I asked your leave to share information about the operation of the Courts with the Council and the public through a brief statement at a council meeting.   Following the model at the state level, this provided us with an opportunity to communicate the successes, failures, accomplishments and objectives of our county judiciary as we enter a new year.  It is again my pleasure to speak for the members of the county judiciary regarding matters of importance to you and the public as we look toward the challenges of 2009.

A New Face in the Courtroom


Perhaps the most significant change for 2009 has been Judge Warren Haas’s election to the bench in Superior 3.  Judge Haas was up and running in his courtroom on the 3rd floor in the Courthouse on January 1, and he has settled in nicely to the normal busy pace of that Court, which is the County’s high volume court.  Judge Haas just completed the second phase of his judicial training in Indianapolis a couple of weeks ago, and he tells me he is enjoying the new challenges immensely.
Jail Overcrowding – A Collaborative Success


I spoke first last year regarding the jail overcrowding situation.   As you will recall,  increases in crime rates in the county have led to steady increases in the jail census.  Ultimately, the jail became populated above its capacity on a regular basis.  While there were early attempts at addressing the issues, with some success, the county continued to see high daily numbers in the jail.  Early in 2007, a committee chaired by President Scott and consisting of representatives from the Council, the Board of Commissioners, the judges, and the public defenders began to study the problem.  Other representatives from county government such as the Prosecutor, Probation, the County Clerk, and the Sheriff attended the meetings and provided input into the problems.  The conclusion of the Committee was that many small but beneficial changes could be made to the way that we did business which could help alleviate the problem.  Those changes were implemented and when I spoke with you last year, we had already begun seeing an immediate and dramatic improvement in the situation.


We now have the benefit of a full year to assess the results of our work.  I attach a table provided to me by Sheriff Himelick which depicts the daily inmate population over the last year and early 2009.
  You will note that except for a few isolated days, even at peak periods in late summer and fall, the census has been steadily under 280.  The jail population today is _______.  This figure is well within the jail’s rated capacity.  Much credit for these efforts goes to Sheriff Himelick and his staff, who are on the front lines of administering the policies which were put in place.  Court staff and jail staff communicate on a daily basis to implement those policies and make sure that offenders who are eligible to be shipped to the Department of Corrections are promptly transported there.


I believe that, at least for the moment, we can declare that we have solved this significant problem.  I will be addressing later the increased volume of felony cases which the courts have experienced over the last few years, which will continue to be a challenge in the foreseeable future.  It should also be noted that due to the change in the bond schedules, the jail population in general will consist of the most dangerous offenders which are in the system, which will continue to be a point of emphasis for Sheriff Himelick.  The Sheriff’s budget will also continue to be impacted by the costs to transport offenders regularly to the Department of Corrections.  It appears, however, that we have the mechanisms and policies in place to address the overcrowding issue at the present time.
Effective Use of Problem-Solving Courts


I also talked to you last February about our use of problem-solving courts in Grant County.  As you will recall, in the problem solving court model, courts focus on closer collaboration with the service communities in their jurisdiction and stress a collaborative, multidisciplinary, problem-solving approach to address the underlying issues of individuals appearing in their courts.  While these approaches are not a panacea for all offenders, in many cases they can help an individual overcome prior bad choices, deal with underlying issues which contribute to criminal behavior, and reintegrate as a productive member of society.

The goal in utilizing problem solving courts is the reduction of recidivism.  What that means is that we are attempting to slow the revolving door of criminal behavior which leads to people continuing to commit crime after crime and coming back to our courts and our jails time after time.  We have used two of the problem-solving models in Grant County, with promising success.  You may be familiar with the Grant County Drug Court, which targets nonviolent offenders who have alcohol or substance abuse problems which contribute to their recidivism.  It has been my privilege to take over Drug Court from Judge Conn.  I’ve found that often, Drug Court is the participant’s last best chance before they are committed to prison.  I’ve found the program to be both rigorous and effective.


The GCDC has demonstrated a reduction in the local recidivism rate, among participants who entered in the first two years of the program, from a 64% recidivism rate for the comparison group to a recidivism rate for GCDC graduates of a modest 15%.  Even those who enroll but don’t complete the program show a decreased recidivism rate of 33%.   These findings translate to up to 20 avoided incarcerations, annually, with an annual cost savings of approximately $80,000. Approximately 25% of GCDC participants have child support responsibilities, with these individuals actively paying more than $3,000 a year in child support, on average.   Full payment of restitution is a condition of graduation, achieving a tangible benefit for crime victims.     

Building upon the success which we have seen in the Drug Court, in January of this year, Judge Jeff Todd began the Reentry Court program.  Reentry courts provide offenders released from the Department of Correction access to comprehensive, wrap-around services for a maximum of one year to promote their successful reintegration into the community.  Studies have indicated that of all offenders released from prison, 51% will be back in prison within three years.  Reentry Courts attempt to address this daunting recidivism rate by providing tools to integrate nonviolent offenders who have spent more than two years at the Department of Correction and have a record of good behavior back into society during the last year of their executed sentence.  Studies have shown that Reentry Courts result in a dramatic reduction in the recidivism rates for their participants.  At the same time, they allow local officials to maintain tight control over the offenders as they reenter the community.   Judge Todd currently is at full capacity in Reentry Court, and will graduate Reentry Court’s first class in two weeks.  


Both Drug Court and Reentry Court utilize “evidence-based practices” in seeking to address the issues and needs of the offenders.  What this means is that programming, probation procedures, and court procedures are structured in a way which research has shown is effective.  Further, as a system, the Courts, the Probation Department, and Community Corrections seek to use evidence-based principles in setting all of our policies.  This reflects a value judgment from the judiciary that we can no longer just do things because they have always been done that way.  Rather, when we are sentencing defendants to probation, community corrections, or problem solving court, we should be able to demonstrate that we are utilizing the scarce county resources in a way that is likely to succeed.


We also seek to leverage the county resources to fund these important programs.  In late January, we completed a grant application for Drug Court for $200,000 from the Department of Justice, and are in the process of requesting an additional $10,000 from the State of Indiana.  We believe we have a good chance of success on both of these grant requests due to the good work which is done by the Drug Court team.  We will continue to look for additional grant funding as we move forward in the future.

Caseload Statistics for 2008


As I advised you last year, one of the first things which I sought to do when I took office is to collect information about the business which we do and gather it in a useable format.  This will assist us in identifying areas of emphasis as we do our work.  It is my strong belief that policy should not be made on opinion, supposition, and innuendo, but rather should be based on the facts.

I have provided you with a summary of selected caseload statistics for 2008, as compared to prior years.
  I would point out that the 2008 figures are unofficial, as they have not yet been processed by the Division of State Court Administration, so there may be some changes to the final numbers when we receive them from the State.  While the figures should be self-explanatory, there are a few areas which I would like to highlight.  First, total felony filings remained almost identical from 2007 to 2008.  However, the 2008 figures are well above all earlier years except 2006, and over 22% greater than 2002 figures.  More serious felony filings continue to remain at a high level compared to historical figures.


As to the overall case filings, they are up slightly from 2007, but you will note that there has been a declining trend since 2005.  You will note that this is due almost entirely to a decrease in misdemeanors and small claims cases.  Reviewing the overall county statistics, it appears that the decrease in misdemeanor filings relates in large part to case filing patterns, as the city court numbers have generally increased.  We anticipate, however, a change in misdemeanor filing patterns which may result in an increase in county courts next year.  I believe that the decrease in small claims filings relates to an increase in filing fees which occurred a couple of years ago.


Misdemeanors and small claims cases are filed in Judge Haas’ court.  While there has been a decrease in this caseload over prior years, there also is no longer a commissioner in that court as of January 1 of this year, so we will actually see an increase in the “per judge caseload allocation” for that court this year.


The other cases which we have been watching closely are foreclosures and collection cases.  These are sort of a “misery index” for the county, as they indicate how many people lose their houses and are unable to pay their bills in our community.  This year, there is a “good news/bad news” flavor to these statistics.  You will note that 2007 brought historically high foreclosure figures to our county – there were 487 foreclosures in 2007, and nearly that many in the four previous years.  In 2008, for the first time since 2002, we saw a significant decrease in these figures.   There were 452 foreclosures filed in 2008, which is 35 less than in 2007.  This seems to indicate that foreclosures have peaked in Grant County, and we are hopefully on the downside of the local foreclosure crisis.  This is the good news, and it is a positive trend.


Anecdotally, I can also report that I have seen a much greater rate of dismissals as a result of workouts than in the past.  What this means is that banks and mortgage companies are talking to the homeowner and renegotiating the mortgage agreement to allow the homeowners to catch up and stay in their houses.  We still had a slight increase last year of sheriff’s sales – 403 for 2008 as opposed to 396 from 2007 -- but it appears from the bench that there is a greater effort on both sides to work together to save the mortgage relationship.  This is also a very favorable trend, and we hope it continues.


Now for the bad news.  As you can see, there were 1317 collection cases filed in 2008, an increase of about 250 from 2007 and a disheartening 267% increase from 2002.  I think that we can safely say that in a down economy, Grant County residents are struggling mightily to pay their bills, and many are failing.  Naturally, this increase is a large burden on the courts, on the sheriff’s department who serve the paperwork, and on the clerk’s office.  Looking at the numbers, I see no evidence that we will see a downward trend in the near future.


To summarize, we can expect that our community’s economic challenges will continue to place additional burdens on the courts, both criminally and civilly.  We continue to try to do more with less, and to meet the challenges that come with a community and a nation in economic crisis.  Given the proper resources, we are resolved to meet these challenges.

Economic Constraints


We turn then to budgets.  It is without question that we find ourselves in dire economic times, and government will certainly not be spared from the economic difficulties.  In this era of bailouts, stimulus packages, and gargantuan deficits, it is difficult to discern where to go for good advice on the prudent workings of government.  As you may know, Abraham Lincoln’s 200th birthday is tomorrow, and a review of his words, from a much more difficult time for our county and our country, can yield some wise counsel.  As to the proper role of government, Lincoln said: 

The legitimate object of government, is to do for a community of people, whatever they need to have done, but can not do, at all, or can not, so well do, for themselves in their separate, and individual capacities. In all that the people can individually do as well for themselves, government ought not to interfere.

It seems therefore that our budget challenges for the coming years would require a prioritization of services, retaining the basic and necessary services over those which are not so.  This, we recognize, will be a difficult and painful process.


It was our pleasure to meet with a committee of the council to review budgetary priorities for the coming years.  We have identified several areas where we can provide some relief for the General Fund as you look to balance the budgets.  We also discussed with the committee some efforts which we have undertaken to increase the revenue generated by the courts, including collection efforts for court costs and probation fees, assessment of public defender fees, and the use of bonds in criminal cases to make sure that essential fees and costs are paid by those who burden the system.  Unfortunately, however, the status of our already underfunded budgets means that we will not be able to provide a large chunk of the total county budget shortfall from our budgets without a drastic reduction in services at a time of increasing workloads.


The courts are without question a basic government service.  In fact, the courts date back to the very genesis of county government in Grant County.  The first settlement in Grant County was in 1823, and Circuit Court was established in January of 1831, a scant eight years later.  Before a courthouse was built the Court met in the home of David Branson, and later in the home of Riley Marshall, and on busy days court was convened under a large elm tree in the Marshall yard when weather permitted.  We have come a long way since 1831, and the legal system is infinitely more complex, but we do many of the same things that were done back then under the elm tree – adjudication of civil disputes, criminal cases, estates, and divorces.  The courts are no less a priority now than they were then.  As an essential piece of county government, we therefore ask that as you consider budget cuts, you are mindful of our role and the work that we must do for the County.


In our meeting, Councilman Lawson committed to us that we would be involved in the final decisions about how any budget cuts would be applied in our offices and courtrooms.  We very much appreciate having that input, and we think that it is crucial that elected officials have input in the administration of their budgets, as they are the ones who are setting the priorities in their areas.  Certainly, we do not envy the decisions which you must make, but we hope to work with you as you implement any decisions which will impact the function of the justice system.


In closing, a couple more quotations from President Lincoln in honor of his upcoming birthday seem appropriate.  In a much tougher time, Lincoln noted:

The dogmas of the quiet past are inadequate to the stormy present. The occasion is piled high with difficulty, and we must rise with the occasion. As our case is new, so we must think anew and act anew. 
He also said, “We can complain that rose bushes have thorns, or we can rejoice that thorn bushes have roses.”  One thing that I have found in the last two years is that there are smart people in county government with a will to succeed.  Like Lincoln, I believe that with creative thought and action, and using the resources which we do have, we can find a way to overcome almost any obstacle.  On behalf of myself, Judge Todd, Judge Johnson and Judge Haas, I can say that it is both an honor and a privilege to serve Grant County, both in good times and in bad, and we look forward to the challenges which 2009 might bring.

APPENDIX

Chart 1, Inmate Daily Population
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Grant County Court Statistics, 2008

Note: Statistics for 2008 have not yet been compiled by State Court Administration, so those figures are unofficial.

Chart 2
	 
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008 (Unofficial)

	Collections
	494
	565
	628
	796
	819
	1064
	1317

	Mortgage Foreclosures
	439
	462
	456
	460
	486
	487
	452

	Divorce
	550
	488
	392
	436
	459
	401
	448

	Small Claims
	4175
	4460
	4355
	4571
	3087
	2794
	2299

	Misdemeanors
	728
	669
	743
	597
	620
	498
	457

	New Filings, All Cty Courts
	9357
	9503
	9467
	9553
	8328
	8003
	8057


Chart 3
	 
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008 (Unofficial)

	Murder - Circuit
	0
	2
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0

	Murder-Sup. 1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0

	Murder - Sup 2
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	A Felony -Circuit
	5
	11
	9
	9
	14
	15
	14

	A Felony -Sup. 1
	6
	15
	7
	7
	23
	16
	7

	A Felony - Sup 2
	8
	5
	15
	8
	15
	19
	9

	A Felony -- Sup 3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	B Felony - Circuit
	18
	26
	35
	42
	30
	29
	42

	B  Felony - Sup. 1
	30
	34
	28
	36
	24
	25
	29

	B Felony - Sup. 2
	26
	23
	33
	36
	35
	27
	18

	B Felony - Sup. 3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0

	C Felony - Circuit
	33
	35
	47
	64
	50
	48
	43

	C Felony - Sup 1
	39
	34
	42
	53
	62
	47
	49

	C Felony - Sup 2
	42
	46
	42
	52
	41
	38
	37

	C Felony - Sup 3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	D Felony - Circuit
	30
	16
	36
	25
	45
	42
	63

	D Felony - Sup. 1
	33
	22
	30
	29
	39
	51
	44

	D Felony - Sup. 2
	23
	20
	36
	38
	51
	36
	52

	D Felony - Sup. 3
	405
	450
	457
	393
	472
	459
	446

	Total Felonies
	699
	741
	818
	796
	906
	854
	853


FIRST THOUGHT RIGHT
DAY REPORTING CENTER

Evaluation Report February 2009

Submitted by D. Daugherty

Program Mission:
The DRC combines evidence-based interventions with community monitoring in order to reduce the risk factors of high risk probationers and inmates returning from jail and prison. The program has been in existence for approximately 25 months. 
Methods:

This evaluation research involves a quasi-experimental design with DRC participants being contrasted with a comparison group (N = 28) consisting of local medium and high risk offenders who came through the system in the 5-21 months prior to the start of the DRC.  This comparison group was identified prior to the start of the DRC but with the DRC eligibility criteria very much in mind.  In addition to comparisons involving participant and control groups, the present evaluation includes a within subjects design.  Between groups comparisons will focus on measures of recidivism (i.e. new arrests), whereas within group comparisons will focus on measures of prosocial thinking and relating, employment, and substance use.  

Total Number Enrolled (as of December 11, 2008) = 69

· 57 males, 12 females

· 37 Caucasian, 31 African-American, 1 Hispanic

· Mean age = 31.3 years

· Mean LSI score = 29.8 (SD 5.5) 
Table 1.
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Employment Status @ Time of Program Entry (N = 68):

Unemployed 
48
(70.7%)

Part-time 

  6 
(8.8%)

Full-time

12 
(17.6%)

Disabled

  2 
(2.9%)
Evaluation of DRC - Outcome Goals:

DRC participants will demonstrate lower rates of recidivism, as defined by new arrests, than comparison subjects.  

A comparison of DRC participants and controls with regard to demographic factors and LSI scores is provided in Tables 2 and 3.  A comparison of recidivism rates is provided in Table 4.

Table 2. 
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Table 3. 
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Table 4.
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Status of Participants (Table 5):


Terminated

Active 

Graduated
Total

Males  

30 (53%)

17 (29.8%)
10 (17.5%)
57

Females
  8 (66.7%)

  2 (16.7%)
  2 (16.7%)
12 

Caucasians
24 (64.9%)

  7 (18.9%)
  6 (16.2%)
37

Blacks

14 (45.2%)

11 (35.5%)
  6 (19.4%)
31

Table 5.
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Incentives & Sanctions (Table 6 & 7):

Table 6. 
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Table 7.
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Table 8.
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Average BDI Scores by Gender (Table 9):
Males 

10.9 (9.3)

Females
21.2 (17.8)

All DRC Participants: 31.9% clinically depressed at program entry, 68.1% normal mood

14-19 Mild (10.1%), 20-28 Moderate (10.1%), & 29-63 Severe Depression (11.7%)
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Significant Correlations Involving Various Measures

1. LSI-R positively correlated with (SASSI-3) COR (r = .43, p < .001)
2. BDI-II positively correlated with BAI (r = .61, p. <.001)

3. FVA positively correlated with FVOD (r = .53, p. <.001)

4. COR positively correlated with FVA (r = .53, p. < .001) & FVOD (r = .60, p. < .001)

5. SYM positively correlated with COR (r = .71, p. < .001), FVA (r = .52, p. < .001),

    FVOD (r = .65, p. < .001)

6. DEF inversely correlated with FVOD (r = -.52, p. < .001) 

These findings lend support to (concurrent) validity of these measures with DRC sample.
Predicting Termination, Graduation, & Recidivism:

· CTS Cold Heartedness inversely related to new arrests (rpb = -.36, p.< .01)
· Termination positively related to new arrests (rpb = .34, p. < .01)
· CTS Justification positively related to termination (rpb = .28, p. < .01)
· Case manager BAR (5) inversely associated with termination (rpb = -.60, p. < .01)
· LSI-R inversely related to graduation (rpb = -.37, p. < .01)
· Case manager BAR (5) positively related to graduation (rpb = .68 < .001)
DRC items discussed with Dawn & Vickie, February 4, 2009:

· LSI-R scores: we discussed the fact that most DRC participants are actual moderate risk, per LSI scores, rather than high risk.  It was noted how this finding is related to referrals, admission criteria and rule-outs.

· Increasing number graduations: we considered the importance of increasing the number (percentage) of participants who graduate from the program.

· Numbers & length of program: we discussed the merits of conceptualizing the current program as incorporating six months of active treatment and three months of aftercare.  Aftercare includes two or three court appearances.
· Use of (Assessment) Summary Report Form: we reviewed plans to incorporate use of Summary Report Form in staff meetings.

· Use of Relapse Prevention Plan, across phases: we agreed this is a needed program addition. 

· Reassessments (LSI-R, CTS): Dawn & Vickie believe these are happening.  Laura will start to enter these in Doug’s database for analyses.  (Pre-Post for all, LSI-R at baseline and six months, CTS at baseline and end of Phase Two.)  

· Recognizing success/Staff incentives: DRC Staff should be commended for program successes, including what appears to be a significant reduction recidivism rate among participants, effective use of cognitive self-change programming and incentives/sanctions, and, general, their commitment to working together with the Judge as a positive team. 

· Staff transitions: we discussed how early transitions for Gary and Sarah are going.  We also noted their strengths as it pertains to best practices in rehabilitation with offenders.  We agreed that it is a good idea to share and discuss with case managers the “core clinical skills” staff evaluation form.

Next Steps/Objectives:
1. Each Monday, Dawn/Vickie will select and communicate several participants to Laura so that she can complete the Summary Report Form for these individuals.  The team will make use of this data in their staffing and case planning.

2. DRC staff/participants will start using and revising the Relapse Prevention Plan at the end of each phase.  They will move towards making this a regular and vital practice associated with effective case management.  Judge Todd may want to inquire about Relapse Prevention Plan progress in court. 

3. Chris, Cindy, and team members will discuss apparent challenges associated with treatment fees for participants.

DRC Team….You are doing a good job bringing best practices to your work!

You are making a positive difference in the lives of participants, their families, & our community!
Reentry Court Evaluation

Submitted by D. Daugherty – July 13, 2009

Program Mission:
Reentry Court combines evidence-based interventions with judicial monitoring in order to protect the public by addressing criminal risk factors of offenders returning to Grant County from prison. 

Goals (see also revised objectives, spring 2009 grant proposal):

1. Program participants will demonstrate a recidivism rate that is less than 40%, representing a significant reduction in comparison to local and national samples.  YES, exceeding this goal to date.

2. Reentry Court will enroll at least 80 participants annually (2008 – 49; 2009 projected – 48).  NO, not achieved yet.

3. More than 65% of participants will successfully complete the program (27.3% graduated, 54.5% terminated, & 18.2% active among cohorts 1 & 2.  Best case scenario 45.5% who ultimately graduate in cohorts 1 & 2) NO, not achieved yet.  
Program Admissions January 2008 – July 2009 (Cohorts 1-6):
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Demographics:
· 73 participants enrolled as of July 1, 2009.

· 59 Males (80.8%), Females 14 (19.2%)

· 42 Caucasians (57.6%), 29 African-Americans (39.7%), 2 Hispanics (2.7%).  (Note: no significant outcome differences associated with race.)
· 46 (63.0%) participants are also enrolled in Day Reporting Center

· Currently active in Re-Entry program: 50 participants (68.5%)

· Graduates: 6 (8.2%)

· Participants Unsuccessfully Terminated: 17 participants (23.3%)


· New arrests, all participants: 17/73 (23.3%)

· This represents a 53% to 64% reduction in recidivism, as defined by new arrests, in comparison to local and national samples. 

· Among participants admitted prior to April 1, 2009: 17/64 (26.6%)
· This represents a 47% to 58% reduction in recidivism in comparison to local and national samples..  

· New arrest by gender: 16/59 males (27.1%), 1/14 (7.1%) females 

· Electronic Monitoring (at some point): 27 of 73 (37.0%)

· New arrests for electronic monitoring (history) participants: 4 of 27 (14.8%)
Table 2.
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Sources: Grant County Drug Court Comparison Group, 2005 (Local); Washington State Reentry Project, 2009 (National)
Descriptive Statistics for Re-Entry Participants:

	
 
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Age
	73
	18.00
	51.00
	32.7
	9.2

	Education
	69
	5.00
	14.00
	10.8
	1.6

	LSI-R
	70
	12.00
	45.00
	28.4
	6.6

	Beck Depression
	70
	.00
	34.00
	10.1
	8.3

	Beck Anxiety
	71
	.00
	42.00
	7.6
	9.1

	FVA
	71
	.00
	33.00
	6.5
	7.4

	FVOD
	71
	.00
	41.00
	14.1
	10.9

	SYM
	71
	.00
	11.00
	5.9
	3.0

	OAT
	71
	2.00
	11.00
	6.6
	1.9

	DEF
	71
	1.00
	10.00
	5.3
	2.0

	COR
	71
	3.00
	14.00
	7.9
	2.5

	CTS – Entitlement
	71
	10.00
	30.00
	15.9
	4.8

	CTS – Justification
	71
	10.00
	30.00
	16.2
	4.8

	CTS – Power
	71
	10.00
	31.00
	19.7
	5.1

	CTS – Cold Hearted
	71
	10.00
	42.00
	22.9
	5.6

	CTS - Rationalization
	71
	13.00
	37.00
	24.7
	4.9

	CTS - Irresponsibility
	71
	3.00
	30.00
	16.9
	5.6


2008-2009 Reentry Arrests, Terminations, and Graduations by Cohort:

· January – March 2008 cohort #1 participants: 4 of 9 (44.4%) arrested; 6 of 9 (66.7%) terminated; 2 of 9 (22.2%) graduated.

· April – June 2008 cohort #2 participants: 4 of 13 (30.8%) arrested; 6 of 13 (46.2%) terminated; 4 of 13 (30.8%) graduated.

· July – September 2008 cohort #3 participants: 6 of 18 (33.3%) arrested; 4 of 18 (22.2%) terminated.

· October – December 2008 cohort #4 participants: 3 of 9 (33.3%) arrested; 1 of 9 (11.1%) terminated.

· January – March 2009 cohort #5 participants: 0 of 15 (0%) arrested; 0 of 15 (0%) terminated.      
Significant Predictors of New Arrests, Terminations, & Graduation among Re-Entry Participants:

· The following scales appear to be significant predictors of new arrests among all participants (N = 71): LSI-R (r = 24.2, p < .05), Beck Depression (r = 25.5, p < .05), CTS Entitlement (r = 31.7, p < .01), CTS Justification (r = 24.1, p < .05), CTS Power (r =23.2, p < .05), CTS Irresponsibility (r = 23.8, p < .05), LSI-R Family/Marital (r = , p 22.4 < .05), LSI-R Alcohol/Drug (r = 29.9, p < .01), and SASSI-3 COR ( r = 19.2, p = 5.5).  

· Unsuccessful program termination appears to be predicted by the following variables (N = 65): Beck Depression (r = 24.3, p < .05), SASSI-3 FVOD (r = 19.9, p < .05), LSI-R Criminal History (r = -22.1, p < .05), LSI-R Alcohol/Drug (r = 41.6, p < .01), SASSI-3 SYM (r = 25.4, p < .05), SASSI-3 OAT (r = 28.5, p < .01), SASSI-3 COR (r = 36.4, p < .01), and CTS Entitlement (r = 23.4, p < .05).  

· Trends were noted for LSI-R (r = -22.8, p = .057) and SASSI-3 FVA (r = - 20.2, p = .082) scores as inverse predictors of graduation (N = 49).  Those reporting a heavy alcohol use and associated problems appear somewhat less likely to graduate or, at least, are slower to attain graduation.

Predicting Participant Failure:

· More than one third of variance in participant outcome, with regard to (unsuccessful) termination status, is explained by these predictors: LSI-R Criminal History and Alcohol/Drug risk factors; CTS Entitlement; SASSI-3 Correctional Scale (COR), OAT, and SYM (R = .60, F (64) = 5.38, p < .01; R squared = .35.8).  When considered individually, however, the data does not suggest obvious cut-offs for most of these factors.    
Possible Criteria for Program Admissions, Improving Costs/Benefits Ratio:

· Consider 22 years or older as possible admission criteria. 3/5 (60.0%) under 22 years demonstrate new arrests versus 14/68 (20.6%) older than 21 years with new arrests (N = 73).  Under 22 years old appears to be associated with a three-fold increase in the risk of new arrests. 

· Consider high CTS Entitlement and Justification scores as possible rule out criteria. 3 of 4 (75%) participants with Entitlement scores above 25 have demonstrated new arrests, whereas 14 of 67 (20.9%) participants with Entitlement scores at 25 or below have demonstrated new arrests.  6 of 10 (60%) participants with Irresponsibility scores above 22 have demonstrated new arrests, whereas 11/61 (18.0%) participants with Irresponsibility scores at 22 or below have shown new arrests (N = 71).  High Entitlement and Irresponsibility scores, as defined above, are associated with more than a three-fold increase in participants risk of recidivism.   

· Consider LSI-R Leisure/Recreation risk factor (= or > 1 of 2 indicators) as marker of elevated potential for new arrests.  1 of 9 (11.1%) participants without this (identified) risk factor demonstrate new arrests, whereas 14 of 56 (25%) participants with this risk factor show new arrests (N = 64).  This factor appears to be associated with a two-fold increased risk of new arrests.

· Consider SASSI-3 SYM, OAT, or COR scores at 10 (raw score) or above as possible rule our criteria.  3 of 7 (42.9%) participants with SYM at 10 or above were terminated from the program, whereas 14 of 64 (21.9%) participants with SYM less than 10 were terminated from the program.  3 of 5 (60.0%) participants with OAT at 10 or above were terminated, whereas 14 of 66 (21.2%) of participants with OAT less than 10 were terminated.  8 of 18 (44.4%) participants with COR scores at 10 or above were terminated, whereas 9 of 53 (17.0%) participants with COR scores less than 10 were terminated.  These indicators are associated with a two to three-fold increased risk of program termination.   

SUMMARY OF POSSIBLE RULE-OUTS, BASED ON ASSESSMENT FINDINGS:

1. Age 21 years or less.

2. Entitlement score above 25 (above 75th percentile, based on national norms).

3. Irresponsibility score above 22 (above 50th percentile, based on national norms).

4. LSI-R Leisure/Recreation score at 1 or 2 of possible 2.

5. SYM, OAT, and/or COR at 10 (raw score) or above.

SUGGESTED GUIDELINE:

A. One of five (above): possible admission.  Strongly consider electronic monitoring if accepted for Reentry Program.

B. Two or more of five (above): rule out without electronic monitoring.
C. Three of more of the five (above): rule out.
Grant County Reentry Court, July 2009

Additional Findings in Regard to Fluid Risk Factors and Needs
Metanalyses regarding client improvements associated with psychotherapy have suggested that the average effect size is approximately .75 standard deviation (Barlow & Durand, 2009).  This is widely cited observation in the mental health literature.  Perhaps this estimate provides a useful point of comparison when considering meaningful change among offenders in a rehabilitative program.  Most experts would agree that clinically significant change is more difficult to achieve in a sample of offenders than in a sample consisting of (outpatient) mental health clients.

It may be helpful to understand that in a normally distributed sample, a 1.0 standard deviation change is the equivalent of moving from the 84th percentile to the 50th percentile in terms of distress, negative symptoms, or pathology.  In the same sample, 2.0 standard deviations would be the equivalent of moving from the 98th percentile to the 50th percentile for a given domain (e.g. symptoms or negative attributes as measured by a particular scale).  So, for example, an offender who demonstated a change of the magnitude of 1.0 S.D. on a scale measuring Power (orientation) would appear to have changed the equivalent of moving from the 84th percentile to the 50th percentile in terms of Power.  

We can consider the findings highlighted in Table 1. (Baseline > Six Months) in the context of this  .75 standard deviation benchmark.  When we do so we find that the average change among all variables idenitifed in the Table 1. is .59 standard deviation.  Specifically, we find the following magnitude of change for these variables:

· LSI-R


   .89 S.D.*.

Entitlement
  
   .22 S.D.

· Justification
  
.   60 S.D.*

Power


1.10 S.D.*
· Cold Heartedness
   .47 S.D.

Rationalization
   .65 S.D.

· Irresponsibility
   .18 S.D. 
*statistically signifant difference: p < .05
Table 1.
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We can consider graduation outcomes in (Table 2 below)) in this same context.  Here we find that the average change among these variables is .89 standard deviations.  Specifically, we find the following average changes among these variables to be:

· LSI-R


1.36 S.D.

Entitlement
  
  .27 S.D.

· Justification
  
  .64 S.D.

Power


1.68 S.D.

· Cold Heartedness
  .50 S.D.

Rationalization
1.35 S.D.

· Irresponsibility
   .45 S.D.
(no statistically significant difference)
Table 2.
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We can also consider the outcomes demonstrated in Table 3. (Baseline > Graduation; below)) in this same regard.  Here we find that the average change among these variables is 2.04 standard deviations.  Even if we remove the very large change observed for Beck Depression scores, we find an average change of 1.22 standard deviations.  Specifically, we find the following average changes among these variables to be:

· Beck Depression



6.96 S.D.

· Beck Anxiety


 
 
  .73 S.D.

· SASSI-3 Alcohol

  

  .87 S.D.

· SASSI-3 Other Drugs



1.56 S.D.

· SASSI-3 Sub Abuse Symptoms

  .50 S.D.

· SASSI-3 Obvious Sub Abuse Attributes
2.66 S.D.*
· SASSI-3 Correctional Scale


1.01 S.D. (p = .06)

* statistically significant difference: p < .05 
Table 3.
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Assessment Findings & Case Planning
UPDATE MEANS & STANDARD DEVIATIONS 

RE: SUMMARY REPORT SOFTWARE

SASSI-3

FVA/FVOD 

(Average FVA 6.94/6.5, SD 6.55/7.4; Average FVOD 15.16/14.1, SD11.41/10.9)


High Scores

Match severity of problem to intensity/duration of treatment

*FVA > 10 



Possible need for detoxification/medication 

FVOD > 15

Acknowledgment of heavy use may be positive indicator

· Referral to physician for detoxification, adjunctive meds

· Offer feedback regarding high scores and reinforce their honesty

Low Scores

Minimizing use and/or recent success with (partial) sobriety

FVA < 4

Consider fit for drug court program

FVOD < 10

Check SASSI-3 result – high probability dependence?

· Check Defensiveness score; high defensiveness score would suggest they are under-reporting use in last 6 months   
Defensiveness (Average 5.44/5.3, SD 2.06/2.0)


High Scores (Def > 7)
Conscious or unconscious (“sincerely deluded”) defensiveness

Self-righteousness/moral superiority common among high scorers


· Judicial response: target openness (transparency) for incentives
· Attempt to join with these individuals and offer 
      another perspective in atmosphere of mutual   

      respect

· Consider referral for 1:1 motivational enhancement

Low Scores (Def < 4)
Rule out/address depressive symptoms, guilt, self-reproach, and suicidal thoughts.  Recognize participant may be asking for help.

· Consider referral for 1:1 counseling (CBT; IPT)

· Consider referral for antidepressant medication

Correctional Scale (COR average 8.59/7.9, SD 2.53/2.5) 
*High Scores (COR > 10)
Consider increasing intensity of services, incentives/sanctions, structure/accountability


Low Scores (COR < 7)
Motivational Factors


Engagement

Precontemplation
Establish working alliance

Persuasion
Contemplation

Increase awareness of substance 





problem & motivation for change

Preparation
Address self-efficacy & goal setting


Active treatment
Action


Problem-solving/coping skill

development








Development positive social

supports



Relapse Prevention
Maintenance

Complete formal Relapse Prevention

Plan  
Anticipation cues and high risk

situations








Plans for damage control in event of

 relapse








Plans for improving relationships








Help with more balanced life


Criminal Factors
LSI-R Scores (Average 30.88/28.4, SD 5.12/6.6)

LSI-R Manual suggests, among incarcerated offenders: 

Moderate Risk 24-33   Moderate/High Risk 34-40 High Risk 41-47

Grant County Corrections research and consultation (Williams, 2009) suggests:

Minimum Risk 7 or less
Medium Risk 8-15
Maximum Risk 16 or above  

High


High intensity/duration of services





Address criminal thinking and peers

· Judicial response: target above for incentives/sanctions
· Cognitive Self-Change and/or Thinking for a Change
· Also consider Criminal Thinking Scales in case planning

Low


Reconsider fit for drug court





Predict challenges re: fit and invite cooperation/solutions

· Judicial/treatment: consider flexible/individualized approach (pacing); target early engagement for incentives 


· Caution regarding program related peer affiliations
LSI-R Risk Factors





Identify, discuss, and prioritize risk factors 

· Judicial response: target these risk factors for incentives/sanctions

· Use this information in development of case plan and Relapse Prevention Plan (RPP)
· Case Management – referrals/linkage
Criminal Thinking Scales

*Entitlement (Average 15.9, SD 4.8) Higher score = greater concern
Justification (Average 16.97/16.2, SD 5.15/4.8) Higher score = greater concern


Power Orientation (Average 21.38/19.7, SD 5.81/5.1) Higher score = greater concern 

Cold Heartedness (Average 22.44/22.9, SD 5.94/5.6) Lower score = possibly greater concern???

Criminal Rationalization (Average 25.47/24.7, SD 4.85/4.9) Higher score = greater concern

*Irresponsibility (Average 16.9, SD 5.6) Higher score = greater concern
Psychological Factors
BDI (Reentry average = 10.1, SD 8.3)

High (< 13)

Need for integrated treatment




· Assess for suicidal ideation/risk

· Referral for 1:1 counseling (CBT; IPT)

· Referral for antidepressant medication
· Consider Exercise as helpful adjunct

Very Low

Consider addressing client capacity to

 recognize/express/manage negative 

feelings – see BAI score


· Invite client to discuss substance use/life problems and associated feelings

· Gradually increase participant capacity to identify and acknowledge emotions
BAI (Average = 7.6, SD 9.1)

High (< 7)

Need for integrated treatment

Recognize as responsivity issue – match with fitting staff 






Assess sources of distress





Assess for trauma – PTSD





Check (target) avoidance behavior


· Consider 1:1 counseling (CBT; relaxation)

· Gradually increase capacity to manage sensitive emotions
· Consider referral for antidepressant medication

· Exercise as useful adjunct


Very Low

Address client capacity to recognize and express

anxiety and associated stresses/worry.  See possible connection between high for need arousal, impulsivity, criminal thinking, and low anxiety

· Help participants “think things through” – “then what?”

· Increase (target) client concern re: impact of their behavior on others
General Strategies/Techniques for Facilitating Change:
· Invite participants to consider role (pros/cons) of criminal behavior in their life

· Inquire about moments of heightened desire/hope of quitting

· Invite participants to consider criminal behavior in light of their (life) goals; develop discrepancies involving their behavior (criminal activity, substance use), priorities, and values.

· Encourage participants to discuss (“possible”) impact of their criminal behavior on significant others

· Invite participants to create a decisional balance scale regarding criminal behavior/activity; regarding non-criminal behavior; regarding others

· Look for opportunities to reinforce active steps toward goals; help client recognize progress and evolving skills; support self-efficacy

· Invite participants to picture (discuss) a positive future without involvement in criminal behavior

· Help participants learn, practice, and apply new skills (asking for and receiving assistance, problem-solving, relapse prevention, anger management)

· Encourage personal commitment (contract) to change, sharing commitment with others

· Encourage participants to identify triggers/cues (including risky thoughts/feelings).  Help them see the value of avoiding many triggers (people, places, things) and also learning to choose a coping response when encountering triggers; participants need hands-on practice (role-play) with skills for managing triggers and associated cravings

· Require formal Relapse Prevention Plan for participants (potential graduates)

· “Second chances” without sanctions (i.e. weekend in jail) should be tied to concrete behavior in the right direction (e.g. “Because you were honest about what happened…”); second chances should be earned.

· Make frequent use of incentives in and out of court (other settings as well); offer praise for desired behavior at all court hearings; typically use moderate sanctions, because low/high magnitude sanctions tend to be the least effective.

· An escalating reinforcement schedule is often the best way to promote sustained change Consider systematically increasing rewards with prolonged success and reset to lower value with slips.

· Again, punish misbehavior (willful noncompliance) and treat dysfunction   
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GRAND TOTAL: $4,797,874.65





TOTAL: $2,046,182.60





      TOTAL: $2,751,692.05
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� See Appendix, Chart 1.


� See Appendix, Charts 2 and 3 and Graph 1.
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