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 Sandy Bryan, Deputy Chief Probation Officer, Marion Superior Court 

 John P. Cocco, Re-entry Case Manager, Step Up, Inc. 

 Barbara L. Cook Crawford, Marion County Superior Court Judge, Criminal Division 

 John Deiter, Executive Director, Marion County Community Corrections 

 Samantha E. DeWester, City Prosecutor and Public Access Counselor 

 Tricia Dierks, BSN, RN, Manager of Employment and Compensation, Wishard Health 
Services 

 M. Travis DiNicola, Executive Director, Indy Reads 

 Trelles Evans, Manager of Employee Development and Training, Goodwill Industries 

 Julie A. Fidler, Grant Analyst, Department of Metropolitan Development 

 Stephen Fisher, Community Employment Specialist, Indiana Department of Workforce 
Development 

 Derrick Franke, Visiting Assistant Professor of Criminal Justice, IUPUI 

 Lena Hackett, President, Community Solutions, Inc. 

 Dalton Haney, Assistant Superintendent, IREF 

 Bruce Henry, Director of Human Resources, City of Indianapolis and Marion County 

 G. Roger Jarjoura, Principal Research, American Institutes for Research 

 Gregg Keesling, Founder and President, RecycleForce 

 Christine Kerl, Assistant Deputy Chief Probation Officer, Marion County Superior Court 
Probation Department 

 Deron Kintner, Deputy Mayor for Economic Development, City of Indianapolis 

 Mary Leffler, Director of Community Engagement, Volunteers of America of Indiana 

 Dr. Cara Misetic, Regional Behavioral Health Director, Corizon 

 Kevin Potter, Vice President, Shiel Sexton 

 Shelette Veal, General Counsel, Indianapolis Housing Agency 

 Jeri Warner, Executive Director and Founder, Trusted Mentors 

 Kay Wiles, Supervisor, HealthNet's Homeless Initiative Program 

 Mitzi Wilson, Attorney, Neighborhood Christian Legal Clinic 

 

Appendix C:  Commission Member Biographies 

 Mary Moriarty Adams, Chairperson, City-County Council Public Safety and Criminal 
Justice Committee 

 Melissa Benton, Office and Grant Manager, Indy-east Asset Development 
 Joyce Dabner, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over Corps 

 Rhiannon Edwards, Executive Director, Public Advocates in Community re-Entry 
(PACE) 
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 Andy Fogle, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, Marion County Prosecutor’s Office 

 Will Gooden, City-County Councillor for District 3, Indianapolis-Marion County Council 
 Shawn Hendricks, Recycle Force 

 Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Office of the Mayor 

 Angela Smith Jones, Director of Public Policy, Greater Indianapolis Chamber of 
Commerce 

 Mike Lloyd, Director of Transitional Facilities and Community-Based Programs, 
Indiana       Department of Correction 

 Robert Ohlemiller, Program Director, Marion County Sherriff’s Office 

 Vop Osili, City-County Councillor—District 15, Indianapolis-Marion County Council 
 Jose Salinas, Supervising Judge, Drug Treatment Court, Marion Superior Court 

 Valerie Washington, Deputy Director, Department of Public Safety 
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Appendix E:  Enacting Ordinances and Applicable State Code 

 Indiana Code 11-12-2—Community Corrections 

 Indiana Code 11-10-11.5—Community Transition Programs 

 City-County Council Proposal 80, 2012 

 City-County Council Proposal 90, 2012 
 

Appendix  



Page 55 

 

Appendix A 

Appendix A 

Meeting Agenda, Minutes and Handouts 

Meeting One—Tuesday, Nov.  20, 2012 

 Agenda  

 Minutes 

 Presentations/Handouts 

 Marion County Offenders Progress Presentation by Andy Fogle  

 Re-Entry Introduction and Data Presentation by Lena Hackett  

 Meeting One Follow Up Packet  

 

Meeting Two—Thursday, Dec. 13, 2012 

 Agenda  
 Minutes 

 Presentations/Handouts 

  The Economic Impact of Recidivism Presentation by G. Roger Jarjoura 

 

Meeting Three—Thursday, Jan. 17, 2013 
 Agenda  

 Minutes 

 Presentations/Handouts 

  Probation, Community Corrections & Parole Panel Presentation 

 PACE Presentation by Rhiannon Edwards 

 Trusted Mentors Presentation by Jeri Warner 

 Rapid Re-entry Center Presentation by Dr. Willie Jenkins 

 

Meeting Four—Tuesday, Jan. 8,, 2013 

 Agenda  

 Minutes 

 Presentations/Handouts 

 IDOC Presentation by Mike Lloyd 

 Marion County Jail Presentation by Robert Ohlemiller 

 Indy Reads Presentation by M. Travid DiNicola & Lucia Sheehan 

 Volunteers of America Presentation by Mary Leffler 

 Evidence-Based Best Practices Presentation by  G. Roger Jarjoura 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 Meeting Five—Thursday, Jan. 31, 2013 

 Agenda  

 Minutes 
 Presentations/Handouts 

 Notes from the Marion County Re-Entry Coalition 

 Health, Mental Health and Addiction Services Presentation by Lena Hackett, Kay 
Wiles & Dr. Cara Misetic 

 

Meeting Six—Wednesday, Feb. 6, 2013 

 Agenda  

 Minutes 

 Presentations/Handouts 

 Housing Barriers Presentation by Mitzi Wilson 

 Human Services Grants Presentation by Julie Fidler 

 Human Services Grants Handout 

 Regulation of Public Housing Presentation by Shelette Veal 

 

Meeting Seven—Thursday, Feb. 28, 2013 

 Agenda  

 Minutes 

 Presentations/Handouts 

 Employer Survey Presentation by Angela Smith Jones, Kevin Potter, Tricia Dierks & 
Bruce Henry 

 Workforce Development Presentation by Stephen Fisher 

 Education Resources Presentation by John Cocco 

 Transitional Jobs and Social Enterprise Presentation by Gregg Keesling 

 Supportive Employment STRIVE Indy Presentation by Mary Leffler 

 Job Readiness, Training and Employment Presentation by Trelles Evans 

 EEOC Best Practices Handout 

 EEOC Information Handout 

 PK USA Second Chance Program Handout 

 DWD Responses to Questions Handout 
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Meeting Eight—Thursday, March 14, 2013 

 Agenda  
 Minutes 

 Presentations/Handouts 

 Sentencing and Violation Hearings Presentation by Barbara Crawford 

 Community Corrections Programs Presentation by John Deiter 

 Work Release and Residential Re-entry Presentation by Mary Leffler 

 Risk Assessments and Non-compliance in Probation Presentation by Sandra Bryan 

 Human Services Grants by Julie Fidler 

 Restorative Justice Presentation by Derrick Franke 
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION  
MEETING AGENDA  

Tuesday, November 20, 2012 
5:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m. 

City-County Building Room 260 
 

 

I. Welcome (5 Minutes)  Mary Moriarty Adams, Commission Chair 

 

II. Introduction of Commission Members Commission Members 

 

III. Commission Charge, Operating Guidelines, and Timeline (10 Minutes) Mary Moriarty Adams 

 

IV. The Reason for the Study (5 Minutes) Vop Osili, City County Councillor 

 

V. Introduction to Re-entry and Data Presentation 

A.  Introductory Presentation (30 Minutes)  
 Lena Hackett 

 Marion County Re-entry Coalition  

 
B.  Marion County Offenders Progress Flow Chart (30 Minutes) 
 Andy Fogle, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
 Bob Ohlemiller, Program Director, Marion County Sheriff’s Department 
 Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Office of the Mayor 

 
 

VI. Commissioners’ Remarks (30 minutes)  Commissioners 

 

VII. Public Comments 

 

VIII. Next Meeting: Thursday, December 13, 5:30 pm in City-County Building Room 107 

 

IX. Adjournment 



 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
 

DATE:   November 20, 2012 
 
CALLED TO ORDER: 5:34 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNED:  8:10 p.m. 
 
 
 

ATTENDANCE 
 

ATTENDING MEMBERS     ABSENT MEMBERS 
Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair       
Joyce Dabner 
Rhiannon Edwards 
Andrew Fogle 
Will Gooden 
Willie Jenkins 
Angela Smith Jones 
Mike Lloyd 
Robert Ohlemiller 
Vop Osili 
Jose Salinas 
Valerie Washington 

 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

Introduction and Background 
Purpose of the Commission – what success looks like 

Overview of Re-entry in Marion County 
 



 

 

 
 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
The Re-entry Policy Study Commission met on Tuesday, November 20, 2012.  Chair 
Mary Moriarty Adams called the meeting to order at 5:34 p.m. with the following 
members present: Joyce Dabner, Rhiannon Edwards, Andrew Fogle, Will Gooden, 
Willie Jenkins, Angela Smith Jones, Mike Lloyd, Robert Ohlemiller, Vop Osili, Jose 
Salinas and Valerie Washington. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked the Commission members to introduce themselves and 
indicate which office or position they represent.   
 
Chair Moriarty Adams gave a brief overview of the Re-entry Policy Study Commission 
that was established by the City-County Council on August 13, 2012. Some key points 
included that the Re-entry Commission was established to: 
  

 Examine and investigate current policies and procedures relating to the re-entry 
of ex-offenders and the economic and community impact of reducing recidivism 
in Marion County 

 To hold public hearings and take public input 

 To report to the Council findings and recommendations for improvement. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked City-County Councillor Vop Osili to give a brief overview of 
the reason for the Re-entry Policy Study Commission. Councillor Osili stated that there 
is a commitment to reduce recidivism in the City of Indianapolis. He said that the data 
available for re-entry in Marion County indicates that approximately 5,000 men and 
women are released back into the County from prisons and jails every year. Councillor 
Osili said that over the last few years, more than half have returned to incarceration 
within three years of their release date. These statistics are higher than the statewide 
recidivism rates, which over the past ten years have ranged from 37% to 40%. He said 
that the annual cost range per offender is more than $25,000, and of those individuals 
returning to incarceration, more than half were not returned for new crimes but for 
various technical rule violations, such as testing positive for illegal substances and 
failure to report address changes. Councillor Osili stated that this committee and the 
City must identify and address the factors which lead to the high rate of recidivism. He 
said that this community needs to get a handle on public safety, re-engage these 
individuals to be productive community members and give meaning and dignity to their 
lives. Councillor Osili said that the creation of this Commission of the Council is to view 
and make recommendations on the City’s current policies involving re-entry and the 
economic impact on this City. Councillor Osili read the Powers and Duties of the 
Commission, which are attached as Exhibit A. 
 
Lena Hackett, Marion County Re-entry Coalition (MCRC), reviewed a PowerPoint 
presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit B. She said that the Indiana 
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Department of Correction (IDOC) conducted a study of 6,560 offenders released across 
five counties (3,926 in Marion County) in 2005. Some key points are: 
 

 Employment was the number one predictor of recidivism. 

 Unemployed offenders are approximately two point one times more likely to 
recidivate as compared to an employed offender. 

 Level of Education is the second most important predictor of recidivism. 

 Age: younger offenders are more likely to recidivate. 

 Fifty percent of Marion County people who recidivated did so within nine and 
one-half months of release. 

 The ratio between African American offenders and Caucasian offenders in 
Marion County is almost 2 to1.  

 In 2005, the ethnicities of Marion County Releases were 63% African Americans. 

 Caucasian offenders were more likely than minority offenders to have a higher 
level of education and to be employed prior to release 

 Minority offenders were more likely than Caucasian offenders to become 
recidivists. 

 Male offenders recidivated more often than female offenders. 

 Female offenders recidivated earlier than male offenders. 

 Recidivism rate by unemployed offenders was 42% compared to employed 
offenders at 26%. 

 
Councillor Gooden stated that people from other counties took advantage of the 
educational opportunities while incarcerated more frequently than in Marion County. He 
asked if that is based upon where they were incarcerated or where they were from. Ms. 
Hackett said that it was where they were released from. She said that the data is based 
on where they were released back to their homes, assuming where they were released 
was their county of residence.  
 
Councillor Osili asked what opportunities are available while incarcerated. Mike Lloyd, 
Member, Marion County Re-entry Administrator, stated that the Indiana Department oof 
Correction (IDOC) is shifting from education to vocational training. He said that he does 
not have the data that shows the increase in vocational training. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked if the thinking is that there are more opportunities available 
through vocational training and education than a regular Associate’s or Bachelor’s 
degree. Mr. Lloyd said that is part of it and a lack of funding provided for education.  
 
Councillor Osili asked what the time frame is for employment. He asked if it is within the 
first year or right when they are released from incarceration. Ms. Hackett stated that it is 
within two years. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked each Commission member to discuss what other data they 
would like to receive from Ms. Hackett’s presentation.  
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Judge Jose Salinas, Marion Superior Court Judge, stated that he would like to see what 
percentage of offenders go back for technical violations, the types of violations and 
whether they were on probation or parole. He said that he would also like to see 
partnership with the Parole Board. 
 
Valerie Washington, Deputy Director and Chief Financial Officer (CFO), Department of 
Public Safety (DPS), stated that she would like to see the role of State Universities and 
their relationship with IDOC. 
 
Joyce Dabner, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over, stated that she would like to see 

some services for ex-offenders to help with the cost of probation fees. 
 
Councillor Osili stated that he would like to see online auditing of classes, the cost 
breakdown (men, women and age) of those fees, what they are for, how they are 
assigned and if everyone is on the same level. 
 
Councillor Gooden stated that he would like to know what the policy is for a payment 
program for ex-offenders. 
 
Ms. Hackett stated that from the MCRC’s perspective, in terms of the percentage of 
those going back into incarceration on technical violations, their data shows that almost 
half of offenders return. She said that MCRC has seen an enormous cultural shift in the 
probation department in terms of focusing on not catching people when they do things 
wrong but trying to support them so that they do not go back. 
 
Robert Ohlemiller, Marion County Sheriff's Office, Program Director, Jail Division, stated 
that when ex-offenders return to IDOC for technical violations, they tend to go back for 
short periods of time. They generally go back to the end of the line when it comes to 
services and they do not receive those services because of the short length of stay. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked if there is a way to describe all of the technical violations. 
Ms. Hackett stated that she can provide that list to the Commission. 
 
Ms. Washington asked if there were any studies done on the data regarding ex-
offenders’ length of stay. Ms. Hackett stated that she has data by the length of stay and 
most serious crimes committed and will provide that to the Commission as well.  
 
Andrew Fogle, Deputy Prosecutor, reviewed a Powerpoint presentation in detail, which 
is attached as Exhibit C. Some key points are: 
 

 Process of an Offender in Marion County 
o Offender Arrest 

 Arrestee Processing Center 
 Jail Processing 

o Charges files/ warrant served 
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 Released on bond or own recognizance 
 Jail 

o Court 
 Conviction by trial or plea 
 Acquittal or dismissal 

 Sentencing Options 
o No additional jail time 
o Community corrections placement 

 Incarceration 
o Jail, then possible probation upon release 
o Prison, then probation or parole upon release 

 Release from Custody 
o Community Transition, probation or parole 
o Conditions: fines, costs, drug free and other obligations upon release by 

terms of probation or parole 

 Community Transition Program (CTP) 
o Placement by IDOC in the community to complete executed sentence 
o Violations can result in return to prison 
o Upon completion, offender is released and either placed on probation or 

parole 

 Parole 
o A released person who has obtained “good time” credit is still obligated for 

the entire sentence 
o Conditions are established by the Indiana Parole Release Agreement 
o Violations of Parole can result in the loss of “good time” credit and time in 

prison 

 Probation  
o Statutorily created by the sentencing Court 
o Court probation officers oversee probation 

 Probation Violation 
o Reasons: new crimes committed or violation of a technical rule or 

condition of probation 
o Consequences: arrest warrant issued, continued probation, sent back to 

prison or continued parole 
 
Ms. Washington asked if every community has somewhere for the ex-offenders to go 
when they are released. Mr. Lloyd stated that all 92 counties can utilize CTP, and every 
county has some type of structured supervised program in place for ex-offenders. He 
said that those who are coming to Marion County usually go into the Duvall Work 
Release Center, and other counties will utilize their jail settings. Mr. Lloyd said that a 
small number of individuals will go to CTP because of the way the statute is written, and 
it gives them an opportunity in a structured environment to be successful prior to going 
on probation or parole.  
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Judge Salinas stated that most of the offenders on probation who are coming from 
IDOC had the more serious offenses like the Felony A, B, C and D. He said that every 
court is different and every judge has parameters and guidelines as to what constitutes 
a serious enough violation to send the offender back to prison.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked if the Commission could have a breakdown of the different 
felonies and crimes following those categories. Mr. Fogle answered in the affirmative. 
 
Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Mayor's Office, stated that doing this type of job, 
they have to look at what needs to be done. He said that one of his training aspects is 
that when an individual is released, the question comes up about where they go from 
there. Mr. Jenkins said that he created an organization called Indy Community Rapid 
Response Team and these service providers within the community are case managers 
who will sit down with the ex-offender and do an assessment of that person to see what 
his or her needs are so that the program can send the ex-ofenders to the resources that 
will help them.  
 
Dr. Jenkins said that the next step for him was to create a database to look at 
information about service providers, what their activities are and what they are doing. 
He said that with the creation of that, the question is how to get ex-offenders to those 
organizations. Dr. Jenkins stated that an organization called Starting Over Corporation 
was started by Dr. Roger Jarjoura, who is collecting data from service providers along 
with information from IDOC, Parole and Probation. They then integrate that information 
into a system so that they will know what the needs of those individuals are. Dr. Jenkins 
stated that the program is training mentors to be with the ex-offenders upon their are 
release. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked each Commission member to discuss what other data they 
would like to receive from Mr. Fogle’s presentation.  
 
Judge Salinas asked if the Commission is looking at how to strengthen programs like 
the Mayor wants to do with Public Advocates in Community Re-entry (PACE), to make 
sure that those coming into Marion County from IDOC have the best chance to succeed 
or if they are looking at why they are going back. 
 
Councillor Osili stated that the goal of this Commission is policy related. He said that it 
is what the Council, Courts, Sheriff and many organizations present to help with a more 
successful outcome and how to reduce recidivism.  
 
Mr. Ohlemiller stated that some other substantial factors that need to be considered are 
mental health, illness and addiction. He said that it is difficult to do mental health 
treatment in jail because of the length of stay. Mr. Ohlemiller said that they should pull 
together data on the risk levels of people going into the system. When an offender’s 
risks are known, they know how better to handle them.  There is now a standardized 
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instrument, known as IRAS, use by DOC, the courts, probation, parole and community 
corrections. 
 
Ms. Dabner stated that she would like to know why there are only two CTP’s, because 
upon her release, there were a lot more. Mr. Lloyd stated that there are numerous 
Marion County Re-entry Centers, like Liberty House, Volunteers of America and Craine 
House. 
 
Ms. Washington asked if the Commission can have information on the capacity of all of 
the CTP facilities, as well as all of the correctional facilities. 
 
Councillor Osili said that he would like to learn more about how success is measured by 
the different facilities. He said that he would like to have it broken down by day and cost. 
Mr. Fogle added that he would like to see the breakdown of the cost to house an inmate 
and how the facilities’ bills are being paid. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked the Commission members to give a brief statement of their 
thoughts about the policy issues that the Commission will review. 
 
Ms. Dabner stated that she is interested in the whole re-entry process, having gone 
through several programs that have been helpful to her. She said that she wants to see 
some consistency and support. Ms. Dabner said that she really wants to help, because 
she is living the process and wants to help change the cycle. 
 
Mr. Lloyd stated that although employment, education and housing is important to be 
successful, criminal thinking has to be changed.  
 
Ms. Edwards stated that she is very interested in seeing what the Commission can do 
policy-wise. She said that there are a lot of great programs that do great work but the 
City cannot tackle a system-wide problem.  
 
Judge Salinas stated that his goal is to have a system in place to address technical 
violations. Judge Salinas said that they should not re-invent the wheel. There are a lot 
of people who are doing a good job and we should come together to help them.  
 
Dr. Jenkins stated that communication with ex-offenders is key. He said that there 
needs to be a very effective mentoring program and policy changes. Dr. Jenkins said 
that information from probation and parole is needed as well. 
 
Ms. Smith Jones stated that a system needs to be created for alternative means to 
sentencing, allowing those who are employed when an offense is committed to have 
alternative means to remain employed and not be incarcerated but stay in the system. 
She said that finding a way to connect education and retraining to the re-entry process 
will help. 
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Mr. Fogle stated that he would like to see an awareness of the entire community. He 
said that this is a public safety and fiscal issue. The more people who come off of re-
entry, the better they can be productive members of the community. 
Councillor Osili stated that his concern is the stigma that surrounds the incarcerated 
individual and how they disassociate the fears that many employers have with regard to 
ex-offenders. Councillor Osili said that he would like to see how this community can 
incentivize and work with those employers in Marion County to provide more 
opportunities for ex-offenders. 
 
Mr. Ohlemiller stated that there are teachable moments with clients in all fields that can 
be enhanced when the staff has skills such as Motivational interviewing. He said that he 
would like to talk about what types of training and professional education people need. 
Mr. Ohlemiller said that there is crisis intervention training (CIT) for deputies and officers 
to deal with persons who are experiencing mental health issues.  
 
Ms. Washington stated that she is interested in looking at the policies to break the 
system barriers so offenders have a chance to be successful. She said that employment 
opportunities and looking at creative ways to incentivize companies to look at ex-
offenders would also be helpful. 
 
Public Testimony 
 
Steven McCloud, Case Manager, Starting Over Re-entry Program, stated that he would 
like to see the issue of not having employment opportunities with the Department of 
Labor upon their release addressed.  
 
Debbie Thomas, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over Re-entry Program, stated that she 
is interested in seeing ex-offenders have an equal chance at employment, housing and 
education.  
 
Julie Smithson, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over Re-entry Program, stated that she 
would like the Commission to use them as a resource in their efforts to help the 
Commission with some of their work, because some of them are living the re-entry 
experience. 
 
James Wood, Goodwill Industries, stated that he would like to see more family support 
for the ex-offenders who are going through the re-entry program. 
 
Linda Phipps, citizen, stated that in the last three months she had to work with a family 
member to get through the system. She said that getting through the system is a 
nightmare. Ms. Phipps stated that without family support, those ex-offenders are alone 
and they need that help. She said that a lot of information that is being passed around 
to the offenders is not accurate, and that needs to change. 
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Melissa Benton, Re-entry Study Commission Liaison, urged the Commission to look at 
policies more broadly than just re-entry. She said that it has to be thought of as re-
integration, that they want those coming out of prison to feel like they are whole and a 
part of the community.  
Hope Tribble, Council CFO, stated that it would be interesting to know the size of the 
population that needs to be served. Mr. Fogle stated that they can go to the Arrestee 
Processing Center (APC) Director, Travis Sanderfer, because he has all of the stats of 
those being arrested.   
 
Ms. Tribble asked when the Commission would like to have a representative of the 
Parole Board to come to any of the meetings. Mr. Lloyd stated that this is very hard to 
do. He said that the Parole Board issues the sanctions, but they are not part of the 
IDOC. He said that they can bring in parole officers and supervisors, but at the end of 
the day, the sanctions are issued by the Parole Board. Mr. Lloyd said that no matter 
who from the Parole Board comes, they have some type of “handcuffs” that keep them 
from not issuing certain sanctions or recommendations that are not followed. 
 
There being no further business, and upon motion duly made, the meeting was 
adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
       
 Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair 
 
MMA/lw 



A Presentation to the  

Indianapolis-Marion County Re-entry Policy Study Commission 
 

Andy Fogle, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 

 

November 20, 2012 



Offender Arrest 

•Arrestee Processing Center 

• Jail Processing 

Charges 

filed/warrant served 

•Released on Bond or Own Recognizance 

• Jail 

Court 

•Conviction by trial or plea 

•Acquittal or Dismissal  



Sentencing 

options 

•No additional time in jail (possible probation) 

•Community Corrections Placement 

•Incarceration in Jail or Prison  

Incarceration 

•Jail, then possible probation upon release 

•Prison, then Probation or Parole upon release 

Release from 

Jail or Prison 

•Community Transition, or Probation or Parole 

•Conditions: Fines, costs, no new arrests, drug 

free, other obligations upon release as defined 

by probation terms or the parole board. 



Indiana 

Department of 

Correction 

Probation Parole 

Sentence 

Completion no 

Credit Time 

Community 

Transition 

Program 

Re-entry from Prison 



 Community Transition 
is a placement by the 
Indiana Department of 
Correction in the 
community to 
complete an executed 
sentence. 

 Violations that go 
beyond administrative 
remedies can result in 
return to prison for 
sanctions and to finish 
executed sentence 

 Upon completion of 
a Community 
Transition Program, 
the offender is then 
released to the 
community and 
placed on either 
Probation or Parole 



 A person who is 
released and has 
obtained “good time” 
credit as defined by 
statute is still 
obligated for the 
entire sentence upon 
release. 

 Parole conditions are 
established by the 
Indiana Parole 
Release Agreement 

 Parole Officers who 
are employees of the 
Indiana Department 
of Correction oversee 
persons released on 
Parole. 

 Violation of Parole 
can result of the loss 
of good time credit 
and the execution of 
that time in prison. 



 Probation is 
statutorily created 
oversight by the 
sentencing Court of 
an offender whose 
sentence has been 
suspended in part or 
in its entirety by the 
Court  

 Court Probation 
Officers oversee 
Probation 

 Although technically 
a person with a 
partially suspended 
sentence that has 
placed the person in 
prison is obligated to 
both Probation and 
Parole, it is usually 
Probation that 
oversees the offender 
upon release. 



 Reasons: 
◦ New crime committed 
◦ Violation of a Technical 

Rule or Condition of 
Probation 

 Consequences 
◦ Arrest warrant may be 

issued and Probationer 
is placed in Jail 
awaiting hearing 

◦ Hearing Result: 
Continued on Probation 
or Unsuccessfully 
Discharged upon 
finding of a violation 

◦ Hearing Result: 
Violated on Probation 
and sent to Prison 



 Reasons 
◦ New Crime 

Committed 

◦ Violation of a 
Technical Rule or 
Condition of Parole 

 Consequences 
◦ Returned to Prison 

for Parole violation 
Hearing 

◦ Continued on Parole  

◦ Returned to Prison 
for Executed Time. 
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IDOC Study on Recidivism 

The Indiana Department of Correction conducted a cohort study of 6,560 
offenders released across 5 counties (3,926 in Marion County) in 2005.  
(Recidivism was defined as return to IDOC within two years of release.) 

 

They found: 

• Employment was the #1 predictor of recidivism 

• Unemployed offenders are approximately 2.1 times more likely to recidivate as 
compared to an employed offender 

• Level of Education is the second most important predictor of recidivism  

• Those that completed post-secondary degree programs while incarcerated 
reduced their recidivism rates by 50% 

• Age is the third most important predictor – younger offenders are more likely 
to recidivate. 

• 50% of the Marion County people who recidivated did so within 9.6 months 
(41 weeks)of release. 

• The ratio between African American offender and Caucasian offender in 
Marion County was almost 2:1 



Ethnicity of Marion County Releases:  

2005

63%

36%

1%

0%

0%

African American

Caucasian

Hispanic

Asian

Other



Recidivism by Ethnicity: 2005 

Ethnicity Frequency Percent Recid % 

African 

American 
3863 58.9 33.3% 

Caucasian 2531 38.6 30.1% 

Hispanic 136 2.1 27.2% 

Asian 21 .3 23.8% 

Other 9 .1 31.9% 



Summaries:  Ethnicity 

 

• Caucasian offenders were more likely than 
minority offenders to have a higher level of 
educational attainment prior to release. 

• Caucasian offenders were more likely than 
minority offenders to be employed. 

• Minority offenders were more likely than 
Caucasian offenders to become recidivists. 



Summaries:  Gender 

 

• Male offenders recidivated more often than 
female offenders 

• Female offenders recidivated earlier than 
male offenders 

• There was no significant relationship 
between gender and employment status 



Age Range of Marion County 

Releases:  2005

18%

51%

23%

8%

16-24

25-39

40-49

50-59



Academic Level of Marion County 

Releases:  2005

4%

50%

46%
College

GED/HS

Below GED/HS



Marion County - Only 12% of offenders released who did not have a high school 
diploma had a literacy level higher than 6th grade 
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Marion County Recidivism by Education: Ages 30-39 – 38% of this group had an 
education BELOW high school 
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Indiana’s Correctional Education 
Programs as of 2008 

• Annual enrollment of more than 11,600 student-offenders 
• Career technical programs enroll more than 5,800 individuals on an 

annual basis.   
• The programs are available in twenty-two of Indiana’s twenty-six 

correctional facilities.   
• On a daily basis more than twenty percent of the offenders in the 

twenty-two facilities are enrolled in formal education classes.    
• Three of the facilities contract with colleges and universities for the 

basic services with the balance of the facilities employing licensed 
instructors for the delivery of services.   

• The programs represent an annual investment for the 
State of Indiana of $15,189,621.23.  



IDOC Education Programming as of 
2008 

• Indiana Code 35-50-6-3.3 (Earned 
Credit Time) 

• Literacy/Basic Life Skills: 6 months 

• GED: 6 months 

• High School Diploma: 1 year 

• Associate Degree: 1 year 

• Bachelors Degree: 2 years 



Employment of Marion County 

Releases:  2005

49%51%
Job

No Job



Marion County: Recidivism by Employment – Recidivism rate among unemployed 
offenders was 42.4%; rate among employed offenders was 26.2% 
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Those who were employed… 

875 (27%) Temp Agencies 

674 (21%) Manufacturing 

453 (14%) Construction 

416 (13%) Food Services and 

Accommodations 

308 (9%) Retail Trade 

123 (4%) Wholesale Trade 



Total Wages: 4 Quarters 

55% Less than $5,000 

17% $5,001 - $10,000 

18% $10,001 - $20,000 

9% $20,001 - $50,000 

1% Over $50,000 



Where are people being released to? 



Top 10 Zip Codes Receiving Ex-Offenders  
(2007 Marion County Releases) 

Zip Code # % 

46218 489 9.46% 

46201 458 8.86% 

46222 422 8.17% 

46203 376 7.28% 

46205 320 6.19% 

46226 319 6.17% 

46202 266 5.15% 

46204 249 4.82% 

46208 248 4.80% 

46219 229 4.43% 
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION – ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FROM MEETING 1 
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1. What is recidivism by length of stay? 

 
 
 
 

2. What is recidivism by most serious crime committed? 
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION – ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FROM MEETING 1 

2 
 

3. What percent of folks go back to DOC on a technical rule violation?  

 
 

4. What percent of folks on parole return to DOC? 

5. What percent of folks on probation return to DOC? 
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION – ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FROM MEETING 1 

3 
 

6. What is the role/relationship of state universities to DOC? 

Response from the Indiana Department of Correction:  Since the State 
Student Assistance Commission discontinued funding of college programs, 
no state universities are providing services, etc. in Indiana adult facilities.   

 

7. Are inmates allowed to do on line auditing of classes? 

Response from the Indiana Department of Correction:  Indiana Office of 
Technology will not allow incarcerated adults to have access through the 
state backbone.  Pilot projects involving lock-down systems for access to 
educational web-based programs have not been successful. 

 

8. Are there services for folks to address payment or resolution of fees? 

9. What is the cost break down of fees and how are fees assigned? 

10. What is the probation department’s policy for payment of fees? 

11. Is there a list of the technical rule violations? 

See response in packet from Marion County Probation 
 

12. What is the fixed overhead cost of DOC regardless of the number of 
people who are incarcerated? 

The Indiana Department of Correction advises that this is a difficult 
question to answer and they had clarifying questions:  Is the Commission 
looking for the overhead on a specific facility or ALL facilities? Also, “Fixed” 
and “overhead” expense, are rather subjective terms and can be applied 
differently in different situations – would need to know what definition of 
this is being used. There is financial data that is posted on the DOC website, 
including the Per Diem Report (in packet). 



1 
 

   

 

  RESPONSES TO REQUEST OF RE-ENTRY STUDY COMMISSION 

What is the list of technical rule violations? 

A technical rule violation is a violation of the terms of an order that is not a new arrest. Attached is the current 

Order of Probation utilized by the Marion Superior Court. For sex offense convictions, a separate order is 

utilized and is available upon request. The Order of Probation sets forth the standard conditions of probation 

and designates special conditions that are imposed by the Court. A technical rule violation would include non-

compliance with any condition of the order except for Rule #1 which pertains to a new offense. 

What are the services available for ex-offenders to address fee issues? 

In July 2010, the department assumed a proactive response with determining a client’s ability to meet financial 

obligations. For all clients, a payment fee schedule is developed at the start of the probation term to provide a 

plan of payment. The monthly expectation is determined by calculating the total amount due divided by the 

number of months of supervision.  

If the client reports difficulties with maintaining the established payment fee schedule or becomes the 

equivalent of three months (90 days) behind on their payment fee schedule, the client is instructed to complete a 

Financial Analysis Worksheet and provide verification of all liabilities and assets recorded there. This 

information is reviewed and consideration is provided for a reduced monthly payment plan or request to the 

Court to be found indigent. The probation officer will have already completed or will attempt to complete a 

home visit to determine the client’s ability to pay during this review. The department utilizes the Federal 

Poverty Guidelines developed each year to assist in determining a fee reduction plan. The recommended plan of 

expectation is provided to the Court. Current practice includes the option to pursue Court permission for a client 

to perform community service work in lieu of fee payment.  

The department utilizes voluntary wage assignments, wage garnishments; online payment options and civil 

judgments for payment of Court ordered fees, fines and costs both during and after the probation term.  

What is the cost breakdown of fees and how are they assigned? 

On the attached Order of Probation, the section titled “Monetary Conditions” details the fees and fines that are 

applicable. Indiana law sets forth required fee assessments. The conviction offense(s) determine what fees must 

be assessed per Indiana statute. Fine amounts are determined by the Court. For clients ordered to participate in 

Christine Kerl 
Interim Chief Probation Officer  
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the Marion Superior Court Alcohol and Drug Services program, there is a fee specific to this program which is 

assessed.   

For the fees specific to probation services (Administrative Fee; Probation User Fee; Alcohol/Drug Services 

Program when ordered), there is a range as to the fee assessment amount per statute. The fees reflected on the 

Order of Probation are indicative of the rate applied for Marion County.  

What is the probation department policy for payment of programs? (is here a sliding fee scale?) 

Agencies interested in being approved to receive referrals from our department must have provisions for 

accommodating the indigent population. The majority of these agencies work from a sliding fee scale model for 

payment of services – cost is dependent upon income/assets. Probation Officers are expected to consider the 

expense of services and programs and the client’s financial situation when making referrals to a particular 

agency. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Prepared 12/3/12 

CKerl 



ORDER OF PROBATION - MARION SUPERIOR COURT  

200 EAST WASHINGTON STREET, T641 

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46204      317-327-4252          

 

 

Probationer:  ______________________________________________  Cause No: ________________________________________  

Convicted of: _________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Sentence Length:  _________ Executed _________ Suspended _________ Credit _________ Probation Length ______________________ 
 

Standard Conditions 

You Shall: 

1. not be charged with any new criminal offense based upon probable cause, and you shall promptly report all arrests and offenses to your 

probation officer.  

2. report to Probation as directed and communicate truthfully with the Probation Department. 

3. not leave the State of Indiana without permission; you shall waive extradition to the State of Indiana and agree to  

return when directed.   _________________   ____________  

             Probationer’s signature Date 

4. maintain a single, verifiable residence and notify your probation officer within 48 hours of any change of address. 

5. permit the Probation Department, along with law enforcement, to enter your residence, and you shall submit to a search of your person, vehicle, 

or property at any time. 

6. not possess a firearm, destructive device, or other dangerous weapon or live in a residence where there are such items. 

7. not use illegal drugs or any controlled substance (without a valid prescription), and submit to drug screening as directed at your own expense. 

8. if required to participate in a substance abuse evaluation (MSCADS) and/or treatment, not consume alcohol and submit to alcohol screening as 

directed at your own expense. 

9. be employed full time, be actively seeking full-time employment, or perform community service, as directed. 

10. not associate with anyone who is in violation of the law or a convicted felon without approval of your probation officer. 

11. support your dependent children, including establishing paternity if not done previously and abide by court orders for support. 

12. participate in programs as directed by the Probation Department. 

13. pay all Court-ordered fines, costs, fees and restitution as directed. 
 

Special Conditions 
 

In addition to the monetary conditions, you must also pay the costs of any of 

the following Court-ordered programs as directed. 
 

 Substance Abuse Evaluation [MSCADS] – Follow Recommendations 

 Mental Health Evaluation – Follow Recommendations 

 Impaired Drivers Victim Impact Panel   

 Anti-Theft/Anti-Conversion Program 

 Domestic Violence Counseling: [  ] 26 wks; [  ] 52 wks 

 Anger Control Counseling 

 Community Service Work: __________________ Hours 

 Drivers License Suspended: ________________________ 

 No Alcohol Consumption 

 No Contact Order: ________________________________ 

________________________________________________________ 

 Restriction from Premises: ________________________ 

________________________________________________________ 

 Additional Orders/Instructions: ________________________ 

________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________ 

 

Monetary Conditions 
 

Pursuant to Indiana Statute the minimum fee allowed by law shall be imposed. 

Unpaid fees may be entered as a Civil Judgment. If not paid in a timely 

manner, fees may be referred for collection (a collection fee will be added). 
 

Monetary Obligation Misdemeanor 

Rate 

Felony  

Rate 

Ordered 

Amount 

Administrative Fee 50 100  

Alcohol/Drug 

Services Program 

250 (A Misd) 

150 (B & C) 

250  

Child Abuse Fee 100 100  

Countermeasure Fee 200   200  

Court Costs 166 – 166.50 166 – 166.50  

Domestic Violence Fee 50 50  

Drug Interdiction Fee 200 – 1,000  200 – 1,000  

Fine 0 - 5,000 0 – 10,000  

Pre-Trial Fee 50 100  

Probation User Fee 50 + 

20/month 

100 + 

30/month 

 

Public Defender Fee 50 100  

Safe School Fee 200 – 1,000 200 – 1,000  
Sexual Assault Victim Fee 250 – 1,000 250 – 1,000  

Restitution: __________________ to: ____________________________________________________________________
 

 Probation may terminate upon completion of all terms and payment of all fees and restitution.  

 Probation may become non-reporting upon completion of all terms and payment of all fees and restitution. 

 Alternative Misdemeanor Sentencing (AMS) – Probationer may petition for AMS upon successful completion of Probation. 
 

It is ordered that the Defendant herein strictly comply with the foregoing ORDER OF PROBATION. If the Department finds that you have violated a condition at any time during the probationary period, a 

petition to modify or revoke your probation may be filed before the earlier of the following:  (A) One (1) year after the termination of probation.  (B) Forty-five (45) days after the State receives notice 

of the violation.  If the Court finds you have violated your probation, the Court may modify the conditions or may order execution of the suspended sentence. The issuance of a summons or a warrant 

tolls the period of probation until the final determination of the charge. THE ABOVE CONDITIONS ARE HEREBY ADJUDGED AND DECREED BY ORDER OF: 

 

________________________________________________; Court _________ Date: ___________________________________________________ 
 

I have read the above conditions and agree to comply with them: 
 

Probationer:  ________________________________________; Address: _________________________________________ Phone: ____________ 

I have reviewed the above conditions with the Probationer and provided instructions as required by law (IC 11-13-1-3): 

 
Probation Officer: ______________________________________________ Date: ___________________________________________________ 

Updated  07-01-12 



 
 
 
 
 
Programs and Facilities: 
 

 Central Office Administrative Staff 
o Two Administrators, Three support staff and One School Psychologist. 

 Literacy, GED, and vocational programs in 14 facilities 
o 45.5 Academic Teachers and 29 Vocational Teachers 

 College degree, associate and bachelor, on-site programs in 12 facilities 
 

School Year 2011/2012: 
 
  Enrollment               Completers 
Literacy  2,121       702 
GED  4,007 (PreGED/GED)  1,461  
VOC. Ed. 2,185    1,281  
Post Sec.     815    764 (449 AA, 315 BA) 

 
 Expenditures: 
 

 
 

 

ABE 220,594.00$        

DWD 150,000.00$        

Specter 491,141.00$        

Teach Out 1,826,360.00$     

Ivy Tech Contract 6,488,338.00$     

Total 9,176,433.00$     
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Adult Education Division of the Indiana Department of Correction 
School Year 2011 and 2012 Summary 

 

 

*Excludes Jail GED’s  



DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION‐PER DIEM REPORT
FISCAL YEAR 2011‐2012
ALL ADULT FACILITIES

Adult
EXPENDITURES Institutions Camps Re‐Entry Total

.1 PERSONAL SERVICES 275,363,479  13,252,272    1,858,436      290,474,187   

.2 UTILITIES 23,963,413    1,142,047      71,585            25,177,045     

.3 SERVICES BY CONTRACT 38,753,283    49,202            24,261            38,826,746     

.4 SUPPLIES/UNIFORMS 8,848,587      460,369          40,731            9,349,687      

.5 EQUIPMENT 327,398          5,118              15,978            348,494          

.7 GRANTS, SUBSIDIES/AWARDS ‐                       ‐                       ‐                        ‐                       

.8 UNEMPLOYMENT/TRAINING 413,785          66,770            (556)                479,999          

.9 TRAVEL/IT CHARGES 2,569,019      173,252          14,927            2,757,198      
ADJUSTMENTS (IF ANY) (117,892)        ‐                       59,761            (58,131)           

SUBTOTAL 350,121,072  15,149,030    2,085,123      367,355,225   

FOOD SERVICE 32,512,816    1,314,576      152,592          33,979,984     
MEDICAL COST 90,377,038    3,654,173      424,167          94,455,377     

PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE 3,920,397      446,991          21,735            4,389,123      

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 476,931,323  20,564,769    2,683,617      500,179,709   

AVERAGE DAILY COST 1,306,661      56,342            7,352              1,370,355      

AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION 25,524            1,032              139                 26,695            

2011‐2012 Per Diem 51.19$             54.59$             52.89$             51.33$            

Capital Expenditures:
Lease Payments 51,191,805$   ‐$                     ‐$                      51,191,805$  

Other Capital Projects 2,814,922$     48,417$           ‐$                      2,863,339$    
Total Capital Expenditures 54,006,727$   48,417$           ‐$                      54,055,144$  

Average Cost of Daily Capital 147,963.64$   132.65$           ‐$                 148,096.28$  

2011‐2012 Capital Per Diem 5.80$               0.13$               ‐$                 5.55$              

2011‐2012 Total Per Diem 56.99$             54.72$             52.89$             56.88$            





       Facility Name          >18 Beds Ttl. Pop. Vac.GP Vac.P/T Vac.Seg Vac.Inf DN Held INTAKE

Camp Summit                           6 95 88 6 0 1 0 0 0 N/A

Logansport Juvenile                   92 33 0 0 7 0 0 0 52

North Central Juvenile              18 174 124 40 0 6 0 0 4 N/A

Pendleton Juvenile                    26 391 227 130 0 24 7 0 3 N/A

Madison Juvenile - F                  6 172 51 107 0 14 0 0 0 N/A

Juvenile Facility Totals: 924 523 283 0 52 7 0 7 52

Facility Name              <18 Beds Ttl Pop. Vac.GP Vac.P/T Vac.Seg Vac.Inf DN Held INTAKE

Branchville Correctional Facility 1485 1455 23 4 0 3 0 0 N/A

Correctional Industrial Facility 1443 1402 5 0 11 0 14 11 N/A

Indiana State Prison                             2067 1970 1 21 38 7 4 16 10

Miami Correctional Facility                   2984 2973 3 1 6 0 0 1 N/A

Pendleton Correctional Facility              1715 1591 18 0 30 0 23 53 N/A

Plainfield Correctional Facility 1672 1652 7 0 3 10 0 0 N/A

Putnamville Correctional Facility 2504 2486 9 2 5 0 1 1 N/A

Reception Diagnostic Center    3 695 660 N/A N/A N/A N/A 28 0 7

Short Term Offender Program 692 684 3 0 0 0 0 5 N/A

Wabash Valley Correctional      24 1785 1708 2 41 12 2 2 18 N/A

Special Confinement Unit     216 197 N/A N/A 18 N/A 1 0 N/A

Westville Correctional Facility              2886 2832 12 2 0 5 1 34 N/A

Special Confinement Unit 165 161 N/A N/A 1 N/A 3 0 N/A

New Castle Correctional Facility       2431 2397 12 1 4 12 0 5 N/A

New Castle Annex 480 466 8 1 1 N/A 3 1 N/A

Mental Health              128 115 N/A 13 N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

Sub-Total 23348 22749 103 86 129 39 80 145 17

Chain O'Lakes Correctional Facility 136 125 10 N/A N/A N/A 0 1 N/A

Edinburgh Correctional Facility 320 296 23 N/A N/A N/A 0 1 N/A

Henryville Correctional Facility 168 148 20 N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

Indiana State Prison - level 1 385 89 295 N/A N/A N/A 0 1 N/A

Miami Correctional - Level 1 204 186 18 N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

New Castle Correctional - Level 1 204 152 51 N/A N/A N/A 0 1 N/A

Pendleton Correctional - Level 1 220 212 5 N/A N/A N/A 0 3 N/A

Westville Correctional - Level 1 379 371 5 N/A N/A N/A 3 0 N/A

Wabash Valley - Level 1 198 181 16 N/A N/A N/A 0 1 N/A

IREF 420 402 15 3 N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

Sub-Total 2634 2162 458 3 3 8

LEVEL 1 FACILITES - MALE

                       JUVENILE FACILITIES

         FACILITY BED REPORT SNAPSHOT AS OF 12/11/2012

                  ADULT FACILITIES - MALE



Liberty Hall Re-Entry 170 154 14 N/A N/A N/A 0 2 N/A

Marion County Re-Entry 50 18 31 N/A N/A N/A 0 1 N/A

South Bend Comm Re-Entry 172 113 59 0 N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

Vigo Co. Re-Entry 5 1 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 4 N/A

VOA/Evansville/Male 25 19 6 N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

Sub-Total 422 305 110 0 0 7

Facility Name              <18 Beds Ttl Pop. Vac.GP Vac.P/T Vac.Seg Vac.Inf DN Held INTAKE

Indiana Women's Prison            1 631 587 36 6 1 0 0 1 N/A

Rockville Correctional Facility    1253 1149 17 58 0 8 0 0 21

LEVEL 1

Madison Correctional Facility 576 559 17 0 0 0 0 0 N/A

RE-ENTRY & WORK RELEASE

Crane House 5 5 0 N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

Liberty Hall Re-Entry 100 93 7 N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

Jefferson County Re-Entry 36 33 3 N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

VOA/Evansville/Female 25 15 10 N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

Sub-Total 2626 2441 90 64 1 8 0 1 21

TOTAL ADULT FAC. 29030 27657 761 153 130 47 83 161 38

COLUMN DEFINITIONS

BEDS FACILITY BED CAPACITY

Ttl. Pop FACILITY POPULATION AS OF 12:01AM ON THE DATE OF THE REPORTTOTAL POPULATION AS OF 12:01am THE DATE OF THE REPORT

Vac. GP VACANT GENERAL POPULATION BEDS

Vac. P/T VACANT PROGRAMS AND TREATMENT BEDS (PSYCH, CHRONIC CARE, CLIFF, 

THERAPEUTIC COMMUNITY, PLUS, RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT) 

Vac. Seg. VACANT SEGREGATION BEDS

Vac. Inf VACANT INFIRMARY BEDS

DN VACANT BEDS THAT ARE OFF LINE(DOWN) DUE TO A MAINTENANCE NEED

Held VACANT BEDS THAT ARE BEING HELD FOR AN OFFENDERS RETURN FROM 

COURT ORDER, HOSPITAL, OR SOME TYPE OF TEMPORARY ABSENCE

INTAKE VACANT BEDS FOR INTAKE FROM COUNTY JAILS

*ISP DEATH ROW VACANT BEDS.

*NCF F DORM CURRENT POPULATION

ADULT FACILITIES - FEMALE

RE-ENTRY AND WORK RELEASE FACILITIES - MALE
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Adams 

 

*Case Management, THINKING 

FOR A CHANGE, Prime For Life, 

referrals to employment agencies 

 

*Home detention *No *$10/day 

Allen 

 

*Choices 
Focusing on Reentry (FOR) 

ELL 
Gaining Control 

Money & Your Mind 
ABS/GED 

Substance Abuse Education 
Treatment (IOP certified) 

Relapse Prevention 

(Above program are provided  

“in-house”) 

Career Academy through Blue 

Jacket Inc 
Mental health medication 

management and critical care 

through Park Center 
Domestic violence 

 

 *Electronic Monitoring 
GPS 

Day Reporting 
 

*Yes 

*$8.00 per day for 

Electronic Supervision 
$12.00 per day for GPS 

 

Bartholomew 

 

* THINKING FOR A CHANGE, 

Moving On, GED, employment 

services in the community, self 

help meetings, alcohol and drug 

treatment, mental health 

counseling, and Centerstone’s 

Project Care program. 

 

*Work release program *Yes * $10.00/Day 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Blackford 

 

* Substance abuse programs (PRI), 

THINKING FOR A CHANGE, 

treatment and other mental 

health services, Work One, GED, 

and 12-step programs. 

 

*Day Reporting *Yes *No daily fees 

Boone 

 

*A & D education or referral to 

outpatient services, 12 Step 

referral to Mental Health, THINKING 

FOR A CHANGE, GED, Transition to 

Work, Financial Management 

 

*Residential halfway house *Yes 
*No daily fees. 

*Drug screen fees. 

Brown 

 

*Employment Assistance  

*GED 

*Thinking for a Change  

*Substance Treatment and 

Recovery Transitions (START) 

*Aggression Replacement Training  

*Random Drug Screening 

*Other per assessment 

 

*Home Detention 

*Day Reporting *Work Release  

*Road Crew 

*Yes 

*No daily fees. 

*Drug screen fees. 

 



Page 4 of 16  

 

 

 

 

 

County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Cass/Pulaski 

 

*Thinking for a Change 

*New Directions *Beyond Trauma 

*Beyond Anger 

*Individual counseling 

*AA 

*Church Services 

*Community Service 

*Employment Assistance 

*Social Programming Assistance 

 

*Work Release Yes *$5.00/ day fee. 

Clark 

*Employment assistance, AA, NA, 

drug alcohol programs, T4AC and 

any other programs deemed 

appropriate according to their 

needs assessment. 

*Work Release *Yes 

 

*Work Release, 

$10/day. First two 

weeks waived along 

with initial fee. 

*HIP $5/day. First week 

waived. 

 

Clay 

 

*Thinking for a Change 

*Other 

 

*Home Detention *No *$5/day after 30 days. 

Clinton 
*Work Release 

*Home Detention 

*Work Release 

*Home Detention 
*No 

 

*Work Release 

$13/day. 

*No fee for Home 

Detention. 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Daviess 

 

*GED, Substance Abuse, Mental 

Health Treatment, Work One, Job 

Assistance, AA/NA 
 

 

*Work Release 

Home Detention 
*No 

 

*$91/week for Work 

Release. 

*Home Detention: $63 

or $105 based on the 

offense. 

 

Dekalb 
*Thinking for a Change, 

employment assistance, 

education, and substance abuse. 

*Home Detention 

* Sex offenders may have 

both home detention and 

day reporting 

 

 

*Yes 

*No daily fee. 

*Drug test fees vary 

from $20-$25. 

Delaware 

 

*Thinking for a Change, Relapse 

Prevention, Anger Management 

and GED 

 

 

*Home Detention 

 

*No *No 

Dubois *N/A 

 

*Work Release 

Home Detention 

 

*Yes *Yes 

Elkhart 

 

*Thinking For A Change, GED, 

outside D&A, AA/NA 

 

*Work Release *No 
*$50.00 per week once 

employed 

Fayette 

 

*Employment and education 

assistance, community service 

 

*Home Detention *N/A *N/A 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Floyd *Thinking for a Change *Home detention *No 

 

*$25 fee for drug 

screen. 

*$20 fee for new 

location. 

 

Gibson *Employment search *Work Release Program *Yes 

 

* $10.00/day for work 

release, $25.00 for 

an assessment fee and 

$30.00 for each drug 

screen 

 

Grant 
*Case management services 

*Basic probation services. 

*Home Detention with GPS 

monitoring and DRC through 

Reentry Court 

*Yes after time is completed. 

 

*Day Reporting Fee 

$1/day 

*$400 reentry court 

fee. 

 

Greene 

 

*Thinking for a Change, GED, 

Literacy, AA, Drug and Alcohol 

classes 

 

*Work Release  

Home Detention 
*No *Yes 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Hamilton 

*Thinking For A Change, WAIT, 

D&A TOP, Financial Management, 

Employment Skills, GED, Sex 

offender treatment, Individualized 

counseling. 

*Work Release *Yes 

 

*Work Release - $105 

per week or 25% of 

weekly gross pay, 

whichever is greater 

Home Detention - $10 

per day or 25% of 

weekly gross pay, 

whichever is greater 

GPS - $12 per day or 

25% of weekly gross 

pay, whichever is 

greater 

Day Reporting - $5 per 

day 

 

Hancock N/A 

*Residential/Work Release. 

Home Detention (if a bed is 

not available) 

*Yes *Drug screens only. 

Hendricks N/A *Work Release Program 

*No change of supervision 

unless it is to a higher security 

institution. 

*20 % of each pay 

check if employed. 

Henry 

 

*Assist clients with bills 

*Thinking For A Change 

 

*Home Detention *No 
* $75.00 hook-up fee 

and $10/day 

Hoosier Hills** 

*Thinking For A Change, 

substance abuse programming, 

men’s non-violence group, mental 

health services, community service 

and required employment search. 

* Day Reporting without 

Home Detention 
*Yes * No daily fees 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Howard 

*Thinking for a change, prime for 

life, financial peace, life after 

incarceration, and increasing 

employment opportunities 

* Home Detention *Yes 
*No daily fees. 

*Drug test fees 

Jackson 

 

*Thinking For A Change, Getting It 

Right, Self Help Classes, Risk 

Assessment, Case Management 

and Community Service. 

  
 

*Home Detention *No 

 

*$10 per day / $13 per 

day GPS / $30 per drug 

test 
 

  
 

Jasper 

 

*Employment Assistance/WorkOne 

AA/NA Meetings 
GED classes 

Substance Abuse Support Group 
Parenting Classes 

 

*Work Release *No completed 
*No daily fees 

$25.00 per drug screen 

Jay 
*GED 

*Must register for employment 

through Work One. 

*Home Detention *Yes *$20 per drug screen 

Jefferson 

*Risk and needs assessment, case 

management planning, 

education and employment 

services, substance abuse 

treatment referral 

*Home Detention *Yes 
*$10 per day while on 

home detention 

Johnson 

 

* Thinking for a Change, AA, NA, 

anger management, employment 

assistance, financial training, 

mental health and all other 

programs. 

 

*Work Release *Yes 

*Daily fees are based 

on the assigned 

program. 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Kosciusko *None *Work Release *No 

 

*Fee is based on their 

gross income. 

 

Lake 

 

*Assessment and Case 

Management services, Thinking for 

a Change, educational substance 

abuse classes, employment 

training, GED prep, life skills 

programs, anger management, 

parenting, spiritual support and ex-

offender support group. 

 

*Work Release 

*Electronic Monitoring 
*Yes 

*No fees first 6 week if 

unemployed and then 

$10.00 per day or 25% 

of gross income, 

whichever is greater 

Laporte 

* One on one counseling is offered 

as well as classes for AA-drug 

abuse RET thinking. Assist in 

furthering education if desired. 

*Work Release (if 

unemployed) until residence 

is obtained. 

 

 

 

*Yes 

* No daily fees until 

employed. 

 

Lawrence 

 

* Cognitive Life Skills, work 

crew/community service, 

Centerstone for alcohol drug 

abuse. 

 

*Home Detention *Yes 

*No fees first 30 days. 

*Standard fees apply 

after 30 days. 

Madison 

 

*Assessment, case management 

services, Job Group Program, 

Thinking for a Change, Anger 

Mgmt., Parenting, and One Day 

Substance Abuse Class 

 

*Work Release 

Home Detention 
*Yes 

*No fees first 30 days 

and standard fees 

after 30 days 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Marion 

*Thinking for a Change 

anger management, substance 

abuse, parenting, GED, 

PACE/OAR. 

*Work Release 

Home Detention 
*Yes 

*$15.00 per day for 

Work Release 

$12.00 per day for 

Home Detention 

Martin 

 

*Self-help groups, ABE 

assessments, transportation for any 

needs for medical care, job 

searches, and other individual 

needs to assist the Offender with 

the transition from the IDOC. 

 

 

*N/A *No *No 

Miami N/A Home Detention *Yes 

 

*No daily fees if 

unemployed. 

 

Monroe 

 

*SAMHSA – Project CARE, free 

wrap around treatment services 

through Centerstone 

 

*Day Reporting 

Home Detention 
*Yes *No 

Morgan 

 

*Job Seekers Class 

Thinking for a Change 

GED, ADAPT (alcohol/drug 

program) 

Home Detention *Yes 

 

*Daily fee equal to one 

hour of pay with a 

minimum amount of 

$7.00 per day. 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Owen 

 

*Employment assistance, AA, NA, 

drug alcohol programs, T4AC and 

any other counseling programs 

deemed appropriate, GED 

 

* Home Detention *No 
*$9.00 - $20.00 per day 

depending on income 

Perry N/A 
*Day reporting with house 

arrest 
*Yes *$10.00 per week 

Porter 

 

*Cognitive-behavioral services 

Ongoing assessment, 

Cognitive restructuring, skill 

building, substance. 

abuse, domestic violence, anger 

management, parenting, mental 

health, building prosocial 

networks, employment 

search, educational pursuits, and 

other services that promote 

prosocial lifestyles. 

 

*Day Reporting without Home 

Detention 
*Yes * No daily fees 

Posey * Cognitive Behavioral Treatments 
*Work release 

*House arrest 
*No 

 

$15/day for work 

release and $10/day 

for electronic 

monitoring. 

 

Putnam *LSI-R *Home Detention *Yes based on LSI-R scores. 

 

*No daily fee. 

*Random drug 

screens:  $20.00/ 

screen. 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Randolph 

*AA, NA, Self Help, Fresh Start, Jail 

to Employment, THINKING FOR A 

CHANGE, Celebrate Recovery, 

Centerstone, and Community 

Service. 

* ***Work Release 

*Home Detention 
*Yes 

 

* Work Release 

Minimum Fee:  

$10.00/day 

Work Release GPS 

monitoring fee:  

$13/$16. Home 

Detention Minimum 

Fee:  $9.00. 

Home Detention GPS 

monitoring fee:  

$12/$15. 

 

Scott 

 

*GED, Vocational, Computer 

training, AA/NA 

 

*Home Detention *No *$10 per day 

Shelby 
*Employment & Education 

Coordinator 
*Home Detention *Yes 

 

*$3 first 30 days. 

*$7 after 30 days. 

*$25 administration 

fee. 

*$25 for each drug 

screen 

 

Southeast 

Regional** 

 

*Helps in obtaining housing, 

renewing drivers license, GED 

classes, getting employment, 

counseling, AA and NA meetings. 

 

*Home Detention *No *No daily fees. 

Spencer *N/A *N/A *N/A *N/A 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Starke 

 

*Case Management 

*Mental health service/substance 

abuse 

*Employment services 

*Thinking for a Change classes 

 

*Electronic Supervision 

*Risk levels and programming 

do not change during CTP 

period 

 

 

*Drug screen fee 

*TFC class fee. 

 

 

St. Joseph 

 

*Case Management, mental 

health assistance, vocational 

rehab, food stamp assistance, 

housing assistance, GED, college 

and vocational training 

 

*Home Detention 

*Day Reporting with home 

detention 

*Yes 

$25 hook up fee, 

$15 baseline 

$10 per week (must 

pay in advance if 

serving 30-90 days) 

Steuben 
*SA Evaluation, 10-lesson SA class, 

Thinking for a Change, MRT. 
*Home Detention *Yes 

 

*No daily fees. 

*Approximately 

$21.50/month for drug 

tests. 

 

Tippecanoe N/A 

*Work Release Program 

*House Arrest (only for special 

cases suck as an illness). 

Participants may be moved 

to House Arrest if there are 

extenuating circumstances 

that refrain the participant 

from obtaining a full time 

employment. 

 

*100.00 sign on fee 

*14.00/day 

*16.00 

baseline/random drug 

screen fee. 

 

Tipton N/A *Home Detention N/A *No daily fees 

Union 

 

*Home detention 

*Day Reporting. 

 

*Home Detention *Yes 
*Monitor fees for the 

employed. 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

 

Vanderburgh 

 

 

*Cognitive based, family 

reintegration, drug treatment (In-

patient, IOP, after care), 

employment training, educational 

training, job placement, discharge 

planning. 

 

* Residential/Work Release. 

 

 

*No *10/day 

Vigo 

 

*Matrix, GED, resumes, help with 

applications and online supervised 

work search, Key Train, Applied 

Technology, Writing, Business 

Writing, Listening, Observation, 

Language and Teamwork in the 

work place, THINKING FOR A 

CHANGE, Life Skills, and Parenting 

Class. 

 

*Work Release 

*Home Detention (for medical 

reasons) 

*Yes *$91.00/ week 

Wabash 

 

*Thinking for a Change 

*Substance Abuse classes 

*GED 

 

*Work Release Center (Males) 

*Day reporting (Females) 

*May change based on the 

needs of the offender. 

 

*No daily fee. 

Wabash 

Valley 

Regional** 

 

*WorkOne/ Work Keys assessment 

 Religious services, AA, or NA, 

employment search required, 

community mental health, GED, 

Thinking for a Change, 

transportation assistance to 

certain jobs 

* Residential/work release *Yes 

*$12.00/ay or 25% of 

the gross if they earn 

more than $336.00 for 

the week. 
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County Available programming  Level of supervision 

Supervision levels 

change based on risk 

and needs changes Fees 

Warrick 

 

*Substance Abuse Treatment 

*Support/Self Help groups (AA/NA) 

*Counseling, Family, Financial 

*Developmental services, 

Education, GED *Employment 

Services 

 

*Home Detention *Yes 

*Minimum $5.00 per 

day and maximum 

$14.00 per day, 

depending on level of 

supervision 

Wayne 

 

*Community mental health 

assessments. 

 

*Home Detention *Yes 
*$5.50/day fee after 

the first two weeks. 

Wells 

 

* Thinking for a Change 

*Cognitive/Counseling 

*Weekly meeting with case 

manager. 

 

*Day Reporting with Home 

Detention 

*Yes. 

*”Phasing” program 

available. 

*No daily fees. 

West Central 

Regional** 

 

*WCRCC counseling programs, 

Jail to Jobs Program and the New 

Beginnings Program 

 

*Electronically monitored 

home detention. 
*Yes 

*No daily fees. 

*Drug screens a 

$25/screen 

White N/A 
*Intensive monitoring by Field 

Officers 
N/A 

 

*No daily fees first 30 

days. After 30 days 

$10.00/day for work 

release and electronic 

monitoring and 

$5.00/day for day 

reporting. 

 

Whitley N/A 
*Work Release 

Home Detention 
*Yes 

*No daily fees. 

*Drugs screen fees. 
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**Regional Counties: 

 Cass/Pulaski serves Cass and Pulaski Counties 

 Hoosier Hills serves Crawford, Harrison, Orange and Washington Counties 

 Wabash Valley Regional serves Knox and Pike Counties 

 Southeast Regional serves Dearborn, Ohio and Switzerland Counties 

 West Central Regional serves Warren, Vermillion, Parke, Fountain and Montgomery counties 

 

 

***General Community Transition Program information can be found in the CTP Brochure at 

http://www.in.gov/idoc/files/CTP_Brochure.doc 

 

****Hours of operations for each county vary greatly.  Counties typically receive CTP participants during traditional (8:00 

a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday) business hours.   Please contact the receiving county directly, prior to drop off, to 

ensure availability of community corrections intake staff.  Contact information can be found in the Community Correction’s 

Participating Counties roster at http://www.in.gov/idoc/files/Grant_Directors.pdf 
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION

MEETING AGENDA

Thursday, December 13, 2012
5:00 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.

City-County Building Room 260

I. Welcome and Introduction of Commission Members and Liaisons (5 Minutes)
Mary Moriarty Adams, Commission Chair

II. Recap of Meeting 1 and Approval of Minutes

III. Presentation: Economic Impact of Recidivism G. Roger Jarjoura
American Institutes of Research

IV. Commissioners’ Remarks and Questions Commissioners

V. Public Comments

VI. Next Meeting: Thursday, January 3, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. in City-County Building Room 260

VII. Adjournment



 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
 

DATE:   December 13, 2012 
 
CALLED TO ORDER: 5:03 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNED:  7:22 p.m. 
 
 
 

ATTENDANCE 
 

ATTENDING MEMBERS     ABSENT MEMBERS 
Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair     Melissa Benton 
John Alt, proxy for Jose Salinas    Shawn Hendricks  
Joyce Dabner      Jose Salinas 
Rhiannon Edwards 
Andrew Fogle 
Will Gooden 
Willie Jenkins 
Angela Smith Jones 
Mike Lloyd 
Robert Ohlemiller 
Vop Osili 
Valerie Washington 

 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

Presentation:  Economic Impact of Recidivism 
G. Roger Jarjoura, American Institute of Research 

 



 

 

 
 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
The Re-entry Policy Study Commission met on Thursday, December 13, 2012.  Chair 
Mary Moriarty Adams called the meeting to order at 5:03 p.m. with the following 
members present: John Alt, proxy for Jose Salinas, Joyce Dabner, Rhiannon Edwards, 
Andrew Fogle, Willie Jenkins, Mike Lloyd, Robert Ohlemiller, Vop Osili and Valerie 
Washington. Arriving shortly thereafter were Will Gooden and Angela Smith Jones. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked the Commission members to introduce themselves.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams gave a brief recap of the first meeting. She asked for a motion to 
approve the meeting minutes from November 20, 2012. Ms. Washington moved, 
seconded by Councillor Osili, to approve the minutes. The motion carried by a vote of 
10-0. 
  
Chair Moriarty Adams read the definition of Recidivism, put together by Andy Fogle and 
Robert Ohlemiller, which is attached as Exhibit A.  
 
Dr. Roger Jarjoura, Principal Researcher, American Institute for Research, reviewed a 
PowerPoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit B. Some key points are: 
 

 The prison population in Indiana from 1989-2009 more than doubled. 

 Fifty-one percent of prisoners released from State institutions are returned to 
prison within three years. 

 Of those returning to prison, 56% are sent back to prison as a revocation of their 
parole or probation. 

 Of those sent back on a violation, 74% are returning to prison without having 
committed a new offense. 

 Of those returning to prison, it will cost taxpayers $33,000. 

 Returning for new offense will cost $37,000. 

 Savings based on a one-percent reduction in recidivism will save $1.5 million of 
offenders returning to prison. 

 Average length of stay if returned to prison is 626 days. 

 Savings on bed days with a one-percent reduction is $28,000. 

 Justice Reinvestment 
o Focus on individuals most likely to re-offend 
o Base programs on science and ensure quality implementation 
o Implement effective community supervision policies and practices 
o Apply place-based strategies 

 Non-suspendible Sentences 
o A one-year period, 688 offenders were sentenced to Indiana Department 

of Corrections (DOC) for D Felony and non-violent C Felony cases, in 
which part of the sentence was non-suspendible  

o Resulted in the use of 179,384 bed days 
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o Total cost for these incarcerations was $9.3 million 

 Education in Prison 
o Increased educational attainment is related to reduced likelihood for 

recidivism 
o Indiana has abandoned non-vocational college programs for prisoners  
o There are a significant number of offenders spending time in prison and 

not achieving their General Education Diploma (GED) 
o Programs that are available are not necessarily available to scale so that 

the majority of the offenders can benefit 
 
Dr. Jarjoura stated that for policy implications, there needs to be something in place for 
the decision to return people to prison when they have not committed a new offense. He 
said that re-entry support needs to be provided for those wanting to avoid criminal 
activity to have legitimate opportunities. Dr. Jarjoura said that there needs to be the 
availability of effective and affordable treatment programs.  
 
Valerie Washington, Deputy Director and Chief Financial Officer (CFO), Department of 
Public Safety (DPS), asked if ex-offenders go back after one violation. Dr. Jarjoura said 
that is not usually the case.  
 
{Clerk’s Note: Councillor Gooden arrived at 5:11 p.m.} 
 
Andrew Fogle, Deputy Prosecutor, asked Dr. Jarjoura if he has any thoughts on how 
Marion County can decrease the jail numbers so that there are not as many technical 
rule violators in the jails. Dr. Jarjoura said that it is about having alternatives in place. He 
said that the model of the re-entry court is instructive, because it is a model where 
people are paying attention to the person’s needs as a whole.  
 
{Clerk’s Note: Angela Smith Jones arrived at 5:17 p.m.} 
 
Ms. Washington asked what jurisdictions offer local incentives and what types are 
offered. Dr. Jarjoura stated that Ohio, Georgia and Arkansas are offering those 
incentives. He said that Indiana is not as bad as those states. The mechanism that the 
State is offering is that if these offenders are not coming to prison, that some of those 
funds can come back to that State. Ms. Washington asked if they give those funds back 
to the different service providers. Dr. Jarjoura said that it would go through some type of 
mechanism to support service providers.  
 
Mike Lloyd, Director of Transitional Facilities, Indiana Department of Corrections (DOC), 
asked that, when looking at the financial incentives, how the outcomes are measured. 
Mr. Lloyd asked how an appropriate fund is determined, based on those outcomes. Dr. 
Jarjoura said that the number of people going to prison for new offenses is not 
increasing. He said that the revocation are going down, but that could be because they 
are being asked to change their practices, and they might be struggling with some of the 
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policies. Mr. Lloyd asked if a higher recidivism rate is seen in the first year. Dr. Jarjoura 
answered in the negative.  
 
Councillor Osili asked if the 10% of offenders have access to treatment programs are 
inside or outside of jail. Dr. Jarjoura said that a couple of facilities have the cliff unit, and 
people can sit in prison for years and not have access to those facilities. Councillor Osili 
asked if Dr. Jarjoura has any way of measuring the cost between treatment and 
recidivism so that the impact can be seen. Dr. Jarjoura said that he is sure there are 
measurements and there is work that the State of Washington Policy Center does on 
the cost of the programs; and they can go there and look at that information. He said 
that research shows that with the combination of the treatment inside and outside in the 
community, there is a 75% reduction. 
 
Councillor Osili asked who implements the graduated sanctions. Dr. Jarjoura said that it 
could be at the level of the supervising agency. He said that if there was discussion with 
probation and parole, there are sanction grids based on the violation, and the grid tells 
what can be done. Councillor Osili asked what an example of a graduated sanction is. 
Dr. Jarjoura said that for example, if someone fails a drug test, they might have to 
spend a day in jail. He said that he finds that those very short-termed sanctions will get 
the offender’s attention to know that the law is serious. 
 
Mr. Lloyd stated that Marion Community Corrections (MCC) said that they rolled out 
their contracts and grant applications where counties are required to utilize evidence-
based practices. He said that part of that includes the eight principals of effective 
intervention, which includes rewards and sanctions. Councillor Osili asked if this is 
consistent across the State. Mr. Lloyd said that it is required of all MCC counties. He 
said of the 92 counties, there are 80 that are MCC counties. The others can do what 
they want, because they are not MCC counties.  
 
Ms. Washington asked what Dr. Jarjoura means by motivational techniques and 
interviewing. Dr. Jarjoura stated that motivational interviewing involves specific 
strategies about who questions are asked. Ms. Washington asked how is asking the 
questions. Dr. Jarjoura said that it could be a probation officer or someone who is 
trained.  
 
Mr. Fogle stated that being part of the Re-entry Court, they do not look at sanctions as 
punishment. It is used to get people back on the right track. Judge John Alt, Marion 
County Superior Court Judge, stated that the ultimate goal is to get them through the 
program. Judge Alt stated that the sanctions are not to punish, demean, or be vengeful 
to the person. He said that as long as they can keep those individuals engaged, the 
better outcome they will have.  
 
Mr. Fogle asked if American Institute defines sanctions as punishment. Konrad Haight, 
Assistant to Dr. Jarjoura, stated that looking at it as course direction is good. He said 
that it is not about punishment, it is about understanding the consequences.  
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Joyce Dabner, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over, stated that sometimes a judge 
sentences a person to DOC and may recommend a class. Once they enter DOC, they 
do not have time to complete the education, and she asked what determines how DOC 
looks at what the Judge has ordered them to do. Mr. Haight said that it speaks to the 
capacity issue. He said that one problem is that a person may not be incarcerated long 
enough to complete a program. Ms. Dabner asked how the system can get DOC to 
recognize a commitment from the Judge. Mr. Haight said that he is not the best person 
to talk about that, but it is about having an across-the-board understanding of how the 
funds will be used. Mr. Lloyd stated that the judge can make a recommendation but 
cannot order someone to get their GED, because internally, DOC has the ability to 
assess individuals and they place people in order of their assessments. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked with regard to the education level attainment if there is a 
reason, like funding, that they cannot take those classes. Mr. Haight said that he does 
not think that legally they can be required to complete their education. He said that it is 
a mixture of lack of availability and motivation. 
 
Councillor Osili asked if individuals are not taking advantage of GED programs, if there 
are any programs in place now that might require them to do skills training. Mr. Lloyd 
stated that DOC wants to engage them as much as possible. He said that there is just 
not enough work programs. Mr. Lloyd said that if they do not have the motivation and 
incentive, it makes it hard to place them.  
 
Ms. Washington asked with regard to service providers, if DOC has a waiting list of 
those providers wanting to work with DOC. Mr. Lloyd said that there is a wide range of 
providers that come in, and there is no cost to them.  
 
Public Testimony 
 
Carlette Duffy, Employment Consultant, Southeast Community Service, said that one 
thing Marion County can do locally is correctly identify who really needs a drug 
treatment program, rather than someone who is not economically viable at the moment. 
She said that if the County would offer free drug screening that would eliminate those 
that will receive a technical violation because they did not have the money to pay for it. 
Ms. Duffy said that if there was a TRV I court that would just handle TRVs that would be 
helpful. Ms. Duffy asked if there is a way of determining if a drug screen is a failure to 
show up for a screen or if it is a failure of testing positive. She asked if the policy can be 
changed in probation so that someone who is steadily showing that they are testing 
negative on drug screens could decrease those screenings from once a week to once a 
month or once every two months, until their time on probation is finished. Judge Alt said 
that in his Re-entry court, they start off by paying for the drug screens, because they are 
not working when they enter re-entry. He said that once they start working, they pay the 
eight dollars, and even if they cannot pay that amount, they will put in a voucher for 
them and have that person work off the payment during community service. He said that 



Re-entry Policy Study Commission 
December 13, 2012 
Page 5 
 

they have a limited amount of resources or would pay off all of the drug screens if they 
had enough funds. 
 
Walter Young, Executive Director, We Will Concrete Solutions, stated that as a 
recovering alcoholic, he believes in helping the next person. He said that there are 
programs in DOC, at least one; and it is working if the community can get involved.  
 
Davinci Richardson, member, Starting Over Corps, stated that if he can keep 10 people 
like him from going back in, the City is a lot safer. He said that many ex-offenders need 
the transitional housing where they can get mental, spiritual and emotional support. Mr. 
Richardson said that he has seen a lot of study commissions, and it is time for action 
instead of talking. 
 
Mark Holder, citizen and ex-offender, stated that a lot of the things that are being talked 
about mostly have to do with legislation. He said that probation and parole are dictated 
by legislation, and until they can be included in the conversation, the ex-offenders will 
get nowhere.  
 
Shane Brown, ex-offender, stated that if the education is cut for ex-offenders, the City 
will regret it. He said that he spent 10 years in prison, has 10 college degrees and 12 
vocational trades. Mr. Brown said that he has been in Indiana for 7 years, and there is 
not a person in the City that will give him a job. Mr. Brown said that every program that 
the prison system has put him in has failed him. He said that probation is not checking 
up on him, and their attitude needs to be changed. Mr. Brown said that he is doing 
everything possible to keep peace inside, because of the rage he has.  
 
MaDonna Richardson, Advocate for Veterans, stated that during these meetings, she 
would like to hear more about the Admitted Veterans who are incarcerated. 
 
John Smith, Re-entry Coordinator, Hawthorne Community Center, stated that working in 
this field for the last 12 years, he has come to realize that everyone that asks for help 
does not want it. He said that the mindset of these ex-offenders has to be turned around 
so that when opportunities are handed to them, they can take full advantage. Mr. Smith 
said that opportunities are there, but some do not like to work for minimum wage or go 
to work. He said that it is not always that there are no opportunities or jobs; some 
people would rather be on the cell phone or Facebook instead of working. It is 
disheartening and it hurts everyone that has a felony conviction when a employer tells 
his Center not to send them anymore people. 
 
John Foster, Minister, stated that the employers need to be more sympathetic to those 
ex-offenders having to go see their probation officer or take their mandatory drug 
screening. He asked if the abandoned houses belong to the City. Chair Moriarty Adams 
stated that most of the abandoned houses are owned by the City. Minister Foster 
suggested using ex-offenders that have the training or skill to work on or rebuild houses. 
He said that will help them become productive citizens and get back on the right track. 
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Ms. Duffy stated that another thing that this Commission can look at is ‘banning the 
box,” even if just in Marion County. She said that once an employer decides to hire a 
person, then they can run a background check and decide if they want to hire them. 
 
Councillor Osili stated that “banning the box” will be one of the first issues that will be 
looked at once this Commission is done. He said that the greatest impact that can be 
had is the will to mandate it in the private sector with corporations that are registered in 
Marion County. 
 
Don Hawkins, Executive Director, Homeless and Re-entry Helpers, stated that his 
company assured the City that at least 50% of their workforce would be ex-offenders or 
have homeless status. He said that they have employed 75 to 80%. Mr. Hawkins said 
that 50% of the houses they fix up will be used for low-income housing. He wanted the 
public to know that they have a group of investors from the private sector are willing, 
through the not-for-profit, to put homeless and ex-offenders in places, if someone would 
oversee them.  
 
William Alexander, Beyond the Bridges and ex-offender, stated that while incarcerated, 
he was one of the first to graduate from the Purposeful Living Unit Served (PLUS) 
program. He said that it was not only faith and character-based, but they were taught 
life skills to become productive citizens upon their release.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked each Commission member to give thoughts and comments 
regarding the presentation. 
 
Mr. Fogle stated that this Commission has seen its task to not just produce another 
paper but put actions in place to help those ex-offenders. 
 
Rhiannon Edwards, Executive Director, Public Advocates in Community Re-entry 
(PACE), stated that she would like to know the legal issue of sharing the Indiana Risk 
Assessment System (IRAS) information. Ms Edwards said that she would also like to 
talk with Probation about the drug testing fee. Mr. Lloyd stated that IRAS is managed by 
the Indiana Judicial System. 
 
Councillor Osili stated that the most important thing is to take action. He said this 
Commission has been put into place to have a better understanding of how to get things 
down and make sure they do get done. 
 
Angela Smith Jones, Director of Public Policy, Greater Indianapolis Chamber of 
Commerce, stated that they do have to have data, qualitative and quantitative, because 
they cannot talk to the legislators without it. She appreciated all comments and the 
public sharing their stories. 
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Ms. Dabner asked how or why there is a time limit on how long it takes an ex-offender 
participating in work release to find a job. She asked if there is a 25-day limit for an ex-
offender to be written up on a violation. Mr. Lloyd said for the DOC facilities, they do 
have a time restraint, and it is 60 days. He said that the ones who are looking for work 
will not receive the write-ups; it is the ones that are not participating. Mr. Lloyd stated 
that, as a rule, that is what their expectations are. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams stated that the last two Commission meetings have been really 
eye-opening for her. She said that she understands that people do not want to hear a lot 
of talk. She asked that they be given time to work through the numbers and figure out 
the most important things to put in place. 
 
There being no further business, and upon motion duly made, the meeting was 
adjourned at 7:22 p.m. 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
       
 Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair 
 
MMA/lw 
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Recidivism in Marion County 

 From a recent study: 

 51.6% of prisoners released from state institutions are 
returned to prison within three years 

 This is higher than the state average of 37% 

 56% of those returning to prison are sent back to prison as a 
revocation of their parole or probation 

 Of those sent back on a violation, 74% are returning to prison 
without having committed a new offense 



Policy Implications 

 Each of these categories speaks to policy implications 

 The decision to return people to prison when they have not 
committed a new offense 

 How to provide reentry support so those wanting to avoid 
criminal activity have legitimate opportunities 

 The availability of effective and affordable treatment programs 

 How could the funds be otherwise allocated if we can reduce 
the prison population 



Justice Reinvestment 

 Focus on individuals most likely to reoffend (risk 
assessment) 

 Base programs on science and ensure quality 
implementation (drug treatment, supervision combined 
with treatment, prison education programs) 

 Implement effective community supervision policies and 
practices (graduated sanctions, motivational 
interviewing, motivational techniques) 

 Apply place-based strategies (high-crime places, million 
dollar blocks, supervision where they live, embedded 
services, family engagement) 



Justice Reinvestment Profiles 

 Michigan 

 From 1998-2008, corrections spending increased by 57%, and 
was 22% of state budget 

 National violent crime rates declined by 8% during the same 
period, but violent crime rates remained unchanged in 
Michigan 



Impact in Michigan 

 They recently closed 8 prisons in their state 



Justice Reinvestment Profiles 

 Texas 

 In 2007, after dramatic growth in their prison population, the 
state faced needing to spend another $500 Million to expand 
prison capacity 

 Over the previous 10 years: 

 Probation revocations increased 18% 

 There was a shortfall in space for substance abuse and mental 
health treatment in the community 

 Approvals for parole release were not following recommendations 
from Parole Board, resulting in more than 2,000 offenders staying 
in prison  



Impact in Texas 

 Parole revocations decreased 29% 

 Probation revocations decreased 3% 

 Prison populations decreased by more than 1,000 
despite projections it would increase by more than 
5,000 if the changes had not been made 

 Significant expansion in availability of drug 
treatment and mental health treatment 



Justice Reinvestment Profiles 

 Kansas 

 Kansas was notable as the state with the highest proportion of 
new admissions to prison that were the result of technical 
violations (65% of those entering prison) 

 The vast majority of those returning to prison had substance 
use violations and no access to evidence-based treatment 
programs 



Impact in Kansas 

 Since the changes took place: 

 Probation revocations declined by 16% 

 Parole revocations declined by 34% 

 Projected increases in prison population have been avoided 



Nonsuspendible Sentences 

 For a one-year period for Marion County: 

 688 offenders sentenced to DOC for D Felony and nonviolent 
C Felony cases in which part of the sentence was 
nonsuspendible 

 Resulted in the use of 179,384 bed days 

 The total cost for these incarcerations was $9.3 Million 



Performance Incentive Funding 

 Provides financial incentives at the local level if 
community-based treatment programs are designed 
and used rather than sending the offender to prison 

 Tied to outcomes 



Education in Prison 

 Research evidence is clear that increased educational 
attainment is related to reduced likelihood for 
recidivism 

 We have abandoned non-vocational college 
programs for prisoners in this state 

 We have significant numbers of offenders spending 
time in prison and not achieving their GED 

 Programs that are available are not necessarily 
available to scale so that the majority of offenders 
can benefit 
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION  
MEETING AGENDA AND SCRIPT 

Thursday, January 17, 2013 
5:30 p.m. 

Genesis Plaza 
2855 North Keystone Avenue 

 

I. Welcome and Introduction of Commission Members and Liaisons (5 Minutes)  
  Mary Moriarty Adams, Commission Chair 

II. Recap of Meeting 3 and Approval of Minutes 

III. Presentations:  Wrap Around Services (Case Management) 
A. Community Supervision Transition Practices 
  Christine Kerl, Marion County Superior court Probation Department 

 Denise Jackson, Indiana Department of Correction Parole District #3 
 Ben Sandman, Marion County Community Corrections 

B. Services on the Outside: Best Practices for Community Based Re-entry Services 
  Rhiannon Edwards, Public Advocates in Community re-Entry (PACE) 

C. Dynamics of Mentoring Ex-Offenders Jeri Warner, Trusted Mentors 

D. Indy’s Rapid Response Team (IRRT) Willie Jenkins, Department of Public Safety 

IV. Public Comments 

V. Commissioners’ Remarks and Questions  Commissioners 

VI. Next Meeting: Thursday, January 31, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. in the City-County Building, Room 260 

VII. Adjournment 



 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
 

DATE:   January 17, 2013 
 
CALLED TO ORDER: 5:41 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNED:  8:21 p.m. 
 
 
 

ATTENDANCE 
 

ATTENDING MEMBERS     ABSENT MEMBERS 
Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair     Joyce Dabner 
Melissa Benton      Angela Smith Jones 
Terri Burchell, proxy for Valerie Washington  Vop Osili 
Rhiannon Edwards       Valerie Washington 
Andrew Fogle       
Will Gooden 
Dalton Haney, proxy for Mike Lloyd 
Shawn Hendricks 
Willie Jenkins 
Christine Kerl for Vop Osili 
Robert Ohlemiller 

 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

Presentations: Wrap Around Services (Case Management) 
 

 

Community Supervision Transition Practices – Christine Kerl, Marion County Superior 
Court Probation Department 
 
Best Practices for Community Based Re-entry Services – Rhiannon Edwards, Executive 
Director, Public Advocates in Community Re-entry (PACE) 
 
Dynamics of Mentoring Ex-Offenders – Jeri Warner, Trusted Mentors 
 
Indy’s Rapid Response Team (IRRT) – Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Mayor’s 
Office



 

 

 
 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
The Re-entry Policy Study Commission met on Thursday, January 17, 2013, at PACE, 
2855 North Keystone Avenue.  Chair Mary Moriarty Adams called the meeting to order 
at 5:41 p.m. with the following members present: Melissa Benton; Terri Burchell, proxy 
for Valerie Washington; Rhiannon Edwards; Andrew Fogle; Will Gooden; Dalton Haney, 
proxy for Mike Lloyd; Willie Jenkins; Shawn Hendricks; Christine Kerl, for Vop Osili; and 
Robert Ohlemiller. Absent were Joyce Dabner, Angela Smith Jones, Vop Osili, Jose 
Salinas and Valerie Washington.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked the Commission members to introduce themselves.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams gave a brief recap of the third meeting. She said since there was 
a short one-week turnaround, the meeting minutes from January 8, 2013, were still 
being finalized, so they will approve those at the next meeting.  
  
Chair Moriarty Adams read the definition of Re-entry and discussions of the re-entry 
population, put together by Andy Fogle and Robert Ohlemiller, which is attached as 
Exhibit A.  
 
Christine Kerl, Chief Probation Officer, Marion Superior Court Probation Department, 
along with Parole Agents, Denise Jackson and Gerald Carter, discussed Probation and 
Parole.   
 
Ms. Jackson distributed and discussed the rules and regulations that an ex-offender 
must abide by once he or she is released. The rules are attached as Exhibit B. Ms. 
Jackson stated that once a person is released from prison, he or she must report to a 
parole officer within five days. She said that she stresses to her clients that if they do 
not have employment, they should get into a training program or volunteer someplace. 
Ms. Jackson said that if an ex-offender, who does not have a driver’s license, cannot be 
behind the wheel of a car. She said that she strongly suggests that they try and obtain 
one.  
 
Mr. Fogle, Deputy Prosecutor, asked how many parolees are in Marion County. Ms. 
Jackson said that she did not have that information but would provide it to the 
Commission. Mr. Fogle stated that it is his understanding that a parolee does not have 
to be convicted in Marion County court to be placed in Marion County. Ms. Jackson said 
that is true, but she strongly suggests that parolees return to the county in which they 
were convicted. Mr. Fogle asked if Ms. Jackson could provide the number of parolees 
located in Marion County who were not convicted in Marion County. Ms. Jackson 
answered in the affirmative. Mr. Fogle stated that, with regards to driver’s licenses, they 
are finding that many of those are suspended and he asked what resources Parole is 
providing to help those get their record clean and get their license back. Ms. Jackson 
said that ex-offenders do not have to get their license; she strongly suggests that they 



Re-entry Policy Study Commission 
January 17, 2013 
Page 2 
 

do. She said that the community service providers are important because without them, 
they cannot do their job. Ms. Jackson said that if the Parole officers know of a program 
that will assist paroles in obtaining their licenses or paying fees, they will send them 
there. Mr. Fogle said that he has heard a lot of what they cannot do, but he is asking 
what services Parole is providing to help the ex-offenders not fail. Mr. Fogle stated that 
Parole is one of the organizations that is heavily criticized for making it difficult for an ex-
offender to succeed.  
 
Mr. Carter stated that, with regards to the driver’s license issue, he would like to know 
where to send an ex-offender to pay those fees. He said that he has been in corrections 
since 1997, and has not heard of any resources to help regarding licenses. Mr. Carter 
said that he has been supervising sex offenders since 2005, and has 25 more rules to 
add to the basic rules that Ms. Jackson discussed. He said that there is no housing or 
employment for them. Mr. Carter said that a sex offender in Marion County includes:   
sexual misconduct with a minor, rape and child molestation. He said that not everyone 
that has committed a sex offense has committed a crime against a child, but he or she 
is held under the same rules for Parole. Mr. Carter said the re-entry for sex-offenders 
needs to be looked at as well. 
 
Mr. Hendricks asked if the Parole agents talk with the Prosecutors to possibly strike a 
deal about the fees that an ex-offender might owe. Mr. Carter said that he deals with 
that issue as well. He said that he does not understand why the Prosecutor’s Office 
keeps letting an offender accrue back balances while incarcerated. Mr. Fogle said that it 
is not the Prosecutor’s Office. He said that if a person goes to prison, they have a right 
to petition the court to ask for a significant reduction or stop child support while there, 
and it is their responsibility to do that. Mr. Fogle said that the Prosecutor’s job is to go 
after those persons for support.  Mr. Hendricks said he has seen prosecutors cut some 
offenders slack with regards to child support payments. Mr. Fogle said that the 
Prosecutor can cut slack on what the offender pays, but not what they owe.  
 
Melissa Benton, Ex-offender Liaison, asked if Parole has any fees. Ms. Jackson said 
that Parole does not have fees. Mr. Carter said that sex offenders do have them. Ms. 
Benton asked if Ms. Jackson could explain how sanctions work. Ms. Jackson said that 
she can strongly suggest that her clients not do a lot of things, and if they do not want to 
abide, she can do a transmittal to the Parole Board to request that they put special 
stipulations on her clients. Ms. Jackson said as for the parole violation, the board will 
issue a warrant.  
 
Ben Sandman, Residential Programs/ Re-entry Coordinator, Marion County Community 
Corrections (MCCC) reviewed a PowerPoint presentation in detail, which is attached as 
Exhibit C. Some key points are: 
 

 Procedure from Indiana Department of Corrections (DOC) 
o Split sentences 
o DOC referrals 
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o Community Transition Program (CTP) referrals 

 Procedure from Courts to Agency 
o Direct court placement 
o Technical Rule Violation (TRV) Program 
o Waiting List 
o Assignment of Case 

 Risk Assessment 
 Case Plan 

o Release 
 
Ms. Kerl continued with the presentation. She stated that probation is the number one 
alternative to supervision to prison. Ms. Kerl said that as of right now, there are 8,077 
active offenders under an order of supervision. The majority, 56%, has felony 
convictions, and the remaining are misdemeanors. Ms. Kerl stated that when their 
clients are released from DOC or MCCC, their behavior must be very self-motivated. 
They are directed to report to the Parole or Probation office. Ms. Kerl said that when a 
client comes in they review the rules that the Judge has imposed and the fees that are 
assessed. She said the majority of the fees that are on the probation order are driven by 
state statute. Ms. Kerl stated that the client sees a case manager, is given identification 
and paper work and watches a video about the probation process. Ms. Kerl said that if 
there is a situation where a client does not report in, a dedicated officer is assigned to 
oversee out and in dates and research why the client has not shown up. In those cases, 
her office will petition the court to revoke probation and a warrant is issued.  
 
Ms. Kerl stated that one of the model processes that probation does is its sex offender 
Halloween meeting. She said that it provides an educational service to clients, while at 
the same time permitting the officers to know where those offenders are.  Ms. Kerl said 
that her office is always looking for ways to more effectively handle their clients.  
 
Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Mayor's Office, asked what is the process for 
communicating with service providers. Ms. Jackson said that her process is literally 
knocking on their doors. She said that they are dealing with clients who do not have 
money and she is looking for free stuff all of the time. 
 
Mr. Fogle asked if Ms. Kerl could explain the Indiana Risk and Needs Assessment 
(IRAS) system. Ms. Kerl stated that IRAS was developed in conjunction with all aspects 
of the Criminal Justice System, from the point of pre-trial release decisions to 
incarceration to transitional programs to community supervision. She said that IRAS is a 
questionnaire and scoring guide that is based upon the client’s current or historical 
situation and what areas in that client’s life is going to put him or her at a higher risk of 
going out and committing another crime. Ms. Kerl said that there are seven domains, 
such as, neighborhood, financial situation, family and criminal history and substance 
abuse to identify areas that may or may not need to be focused on. 
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Mr. Hendricks asked in reference to probation’s Halloween meeting with the sex 
offenders, if that is only for that one day. Ms. Kerl answered in the affirmative, stating 
that unless they are excused for medical, work or treatment, those offenders will meet 
with probation. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked if a person is paroled has to go back to the county where 
he or she was convicted. Mr. Carter said that if an ex-offender has an address in 
another county and it is approved, he or can go there. Chair Moriarty Adams asked if a 
parolee can go out of state. Mr. Carter answered in the affirmative.  
 
Mr. Fogle asked what the most TRVs are that Mr. Carter sees in reference to sex 
offenders. Mr. Carter said that it is mostly not having a place to live, failure to report or 
group sessions. Mr. Fogle asked what percentage of offenders Mr. Carter supervises 
tends to violate parole rules. Mr. Carter said that it is extremely high.  
 
Rhiannon Edwards, Executive Director, PACE, reviewed a PowerPoint presentation, 
which is attached as Exhibit D. Some key points are: 
 

 Assessment 
o Utilizing IRAS scores 
o Agency-based assessments to determine services needed 
o Using career assessments to guide employment training and placement 

 Case Planning 
o Utilize assessment results to determine next steps 
o Detailed goals and action steps 
o Know available community resources and any exclusion for individuals 

with felony convictions 

 Services 
o Program placement based on risk level and barriers 
o Determining client’s actual needs versus perceived needs 
o Services should be tailored to a specific population 

 Communication 
o Communication with other criminal justice agencies, such as probation 

and parole, is important for effective re-entry services. 
o Community-based agencies need to maintain relationships with criminal 

justice supervising agencies. 
o Information sharing increases successful transition. 

 Things to remember 
o Family re-engagement is important. 
o Utilizing evidence-based practices like Motivational Interviewing is key to 

working with this population. 
o One size fits all services are ineffective. 
o Addressing mental health and addiction issues must happen before other 

services are provided. 
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Jeri Warner, Executive Director and Founder, Trusted Mentors, reviewed a PowerPoint 
presentation, which is attached as Exhibit E. Some key points are: 
 

 Initiated in 2003, as a response to Indianapolis Blueprint to End Homelessness 

 Incubated as a church program at Immanuel United Church of Christ (UCC) 

 Became an independent agency in 2008 

 Currently provides mentors to clients of 17 agencies 

 Since 2003, more than 80% of mentees have remained housed while in contact 
with their mentors 

 In 2011, Trusted Mentors supported 84 mentoring relationships, 44 in homeless 
prevention, 40 in the areas of re-entry 

 Ex-offenders with mentors are more likely to find jobs, retain the jobs longer and 
are less likely to recidivate 

 Mentoring relationship builds confidence; provides a resource for concrete ideas, 
a neutral and safe place, a role model and develops new skills 
 

Mr. Fogle asked what the make-up of the people who are mentors is. Ms. Warner stated 
that they train anyone who responds to recruitment efforts. She said that it is important 
for ex-offenders to get support from those who have successfully exited re-entry. Ms. 
Warner said that it is not a requirement for the mentors because they are asking an 
individual not to stay where they are but to move where they want to be. Ms. Warner 
said to communicate with someone where the ex-offender wants to be, that person can 
help them walk those steps. Mr. Fogle asked if Trusted Mentors has ever had a mentee 
become a mentor. Ms. Warner said that they have had a few. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked how many mentors Ms. Warner has. Ms. Warner said 
Trusted Menort has more than 50 mentors, and that is with the homeless and re-entry. 
 
Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Mayor's Office, reviewed a PowerPoint 
presentation, which is attached as Exhibit F. Some key points are: 
 

 Indy’s Rapid Response Team (IRRT) and Indy’s Community Resource Center 
(ICRC) 

o Organizations, service providers, support groups and outreach teams 
that IRRT can draw from: 

 Marion County Re-entry Coalition 
 Mayor’s Advisory Council 
 Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department (IMPD) 
 PACE 

o Transitional Group Services 
 Housing, employment, family support, transportation and basic 

needs. 
 

Dr. Jenkins stated that the duties of the ICRC staff are to take calls from those in need, 
schedule appointments, visit the prisons and have service providers to promote ICRC. 
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Public Testimony 
 
Mr. Carter stated that he used to work with Workforce, Inc and had a great relationship 
with the people there, but the organization moved to Recycle Force. He said that he has 
heard that Recycle Force will take people with felonies, but not sex offenders. Mr. 
Carter asked if there is anything that can be done so that Recycle Force will take sex 
offenders. Mr. Hendricks answered in the negative, stating that the reason for that is 
because Recycle Force was given a grant from the Department of Labor and it was one 
of the stipulations that no child molesters can apply. Mr. Carter asked if he could send 
his clients who are not child molesters to Recycle Force. Mr. Hendricks answered in the 
affirmative. 
 
William Alexander, Beyond the Bridges and ex-offender, stated that before he was 
released from prison, he devised a plan because there were some barriers when he 
was released. He said that he was fortunate enough to have some income because, as 
a retired veteran; he was receiving 50% of his benefits. Mr. Alexander stated that while 
he was on parole, he participated with the Homeless Initiative Program (HIP) and parole 
officers will accept that because the ex-offender is doing something positive. Mr. 
Alexander stated that there are ways that an ex-offender can avoid being sent back to 
prison. 
 
Anthony Dicks, ex-offender, stated that during his transition from prison to Liberty Hall, 
he had several bumps along the way. He said that he got a nice job while being at 
Liberty Hall and was able to go to his church services, and then he was shipped to 
Duvall Center and they shut him down to where he could not go to his church services. 
Mr. Dicks said that once leaving Duvall, they sent him to house arrest with two bills. He 
said that there are multiple things happening to some ex-offenders to try to bring them 
down. Mr. Dicks said that there has to be a process or a way to eliminate some of the 
fees that ex-offenders have to pay. Mr. Hendricks asked if Mr. Dicks knows of any ex-
offenders without jobs who went back to selling drugs to pay fees. Mr. Dicks stated that 
he knows a lot of them. 
 
Chris Morrison, Director, Duvall Residential Center, stated that when receiving people 
into the center, the staff has to verify employment before they can let them out because 
of the issue of public safety. He said that if the Center is notified ahead of time, they 
make arrangements so that there is no gap in their employment.  
 
Davinci Richardson, Medical Assistant, stated that one of the things he experienced 
when he was released in 2007 is that a lot of offenders were used to supplement some 
of the City workers, in the city where they were imprisoned. He said that his last three 
months at Henryville, he worked with the sanitation department in Charlestown. Mr. 
Richardson said that he brought this idea back to the City of Indianapolis, but has never 
heard anything back. He said that if this City continues to keep going in the way it is 
going, the City will need to build two new prisons in another two years. Mr. Richardson 
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said that if the City can build those prisons, but not help ex-offenders, he wonders 
where the City’s commitment is.  
 
Ms. Kerl stated that she will provide the Commission with a breakdown of what each fee 
is and include the statute that relates to it. She said that a lot of it is legislatively-driven.  
Ms. Kerl said that the money has to pay for staff, utilities and alternatives to prison, like 
probation. She said that there comes a sense of ownership, especially when a victim 
calls her and says that they need this or that, because they cannot feed themselves that 
is when it becomes a challenge to the department.  
 
Mr. Hendricks stated that at the last meeting he asked for information on where the fees 
are going and it was not asked to accuse anyone of mis-handling funds. He said that 
there are people who cannot afford the fees that they are being charged. 
 
Ms. Edwards stated that the Commission should ask for a breakdown of the fees from 
MCCC, as well to look at it across the board. 
 
Dalton Haney, Program Director, Community Corrections, Indiana Department of 
Correction, stated that the user fees for MCCC go back into their budget to support the 
program. Part of the funding comes from grant dollars and the remainder from user 
fees. He said that without those fees coming in, the work release and home detention 
programs would not be available and the other alternative would be the prison system. 
 
Jeff Juneous, ex-offender, stated that he was recently released from the Duvall Center 
and has sat on the board with Mr. Morrison concerning money. He said that he was 
penalized for not giving his whole check to Duvall. Mr. Juneous said that the Director of 
Duvall knows that ex-offenders who have jobs and are coming into Duvall, their bosses 
are calling to have Duvall release their employees to come to work. He said that some 
ex-offenders are losing their jobs because Duvall is not being straight. Mr. Juneous said 
that some of the work release centers need to be investigated from the top to the 
bottom to see what is going on. 
 
Mr. Morrison stated that Duvall has never held anyone in from a job without a valid 
reason. He said that if there are specific instances, he could investigate and give 
reasons.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked if each Commissioner has any policy initiatives they would 
like to see implemented.  
 
Mr. Fogle stated that they should look at a better coordination on how they deal with an 
individual who has multiple fiscal requirements.  
 
Mr. Ohlemiller stated that finding ways to support the use of evidence-based practices 
would be one policy. He said that the Re-entry Coalition discussed the possibility to 
condition monies that the Council controls and issues under its authority for example, 
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Community Block grants and Drug-Free grants be conditioned upon the grant recipient 
demonstrating the level of skill and ability to provide programs within the frame of 
evidence-based practices. 
 
There being no further business, and upon motion duly made, the meeting was 
adjourned at 8:21 p.m. 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
       
 Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair 
 
MMA/lw 



Presentation to the  

Marion County Reentry Study Commission  



 Indiana Department of Correction Parole 
District #3  

 Agent Denise Jackson  

 Marion County Community Corrections 

  Ben Sandman - Residential Programs/ 

Re-entry Coordinator 

 Marion County Superior Court Probation 
Department  

    Christine Kerl - Chief Probation Officer  

 

 

 



 

 Process and Procedure from IDOC to Agency 

     Compliance vs. Non-Compliance 

 

 Process and Procedure for Assignment to 
Agency absent IDOC Sentence 

 

 

 



 The First 30 Days  
   An initial positive contact is made between the 

supervising parole agent and the parolee for the 
purpose of an Initial Interview no later than 5 working 
days following release, unless otherwise agreed upon 
prior to release. 
 

 After the Initial Interview a positive contact is made 
once a week for the first thirty days of supervision 
with at least one visit being a home positive or 
related contact. 
 
The offenders risk level is to be assessed and a case 
plan formulated during the first thirty days of release 
to parole. 
 



Procedure from IDOC to Agency 

 Split Sentences 

 DOC Referrals  

 CTP Referrals 



Procedure from Courts to Agency 

 Direct Court Placement 

 TRV Program 

 Waiting List 

 Assignment of Case 
◦ Risk Assessment 

◦ Case Plan 

 Release 
 



 

 Advisement to Report - 3 working days 

 Intake Processing  

 Failure to Report 

 Assignment of Case 

 

 



 

 

 Direct Sentence/Order 

 Split Sentence 



 

 Collaboration 

 Communication 

 Transitional Practices 



 
 

Best Practices for Community Based Re-entry Services  
 
  

A United Way 
Agency since 

1967 

Partners  
with: 



Assessments  
 Utilizing IRAS ( Indiana Risk and Needs Assessment) 

scores. 

 Agency based assessments to determine services 
needed. 

  Using career assessments to guide employment 
training and placement. 

 

 



Case Planning 
 Utilize assessment results to determine next steps. 

 Detailed goals and actions steps should be determined 
to create a plan. 

 Know available community resources and any 
exclusions for individuals with felony convictions. 

 



Services 
 Program placements based 

on risk level and barriers to 
success.  

 Determining clients actual 
needs vs. perceived need is 
very important. 

 Services should be tailored 
to the specific population. 

 The duration of the 
programming should take 
the clients situation in to 
account.  



Communication  
 Communication with other criminal justice agencies 

such as probation and parole is important for effective 
re-entry services. 

 Community-based agencies need to maintain 
relationships with criminal justice supervising 
agencies. 

 Information sharing increases a successful transition.  



Key things to remember…. 
 Family re-engagement is important. 

 Recidivism can be reduced by identifying 
criminogenic needs.  

 Utilizing evidence-based practice like Motivational 
Interviewing is key to working with this population. 

 One size fits all services are ineffective.  

 Addressing mental health and addiction issues must 
happen before other services are provided. 

 Use the experts! 

 



PACE, Inc.(Public Advocates IN 
Community Re-Entry) 

2855 N. Keystone, Suite 110 

Indianapolis, IN 46218 

(317)612-6800 

Thank you! 
 

 

 



Dynamics of Mentoring Ex-Offenders 
for the Re-Entry Study Commission 

  

Presented by Jeri Warner 

No use or disclosure of data contained in this presentation is 
permitted without written permission of Trusted Mentors Inc. 1 
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Mission Statement: Trusted Mentors uses the power of 
mentoring to help adults establish stable lives by reducing the 
chaos brought about by poverty, homelessness, under-
employment and the effects of incarceration.  The mentoring 
relationships improve lives by developing skills and positive 
social networks that empower people to: 
 

 remain housed 
 make a positive contribution to the community 
 advance their education 
 successfully exit the criminal justice system 
 or improve parenting skills.  

 

Introduction to Trusted Mentors 



Use or disclosure of data contained on this 
sheet is subject to the restriction on the 

title page of this document. 
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Trusted Mentors History 

 Initiated in 2003 as a  response to Indianapolis Blueprint 
to End Homelessness. 
 Executive Director, Jeri Warner, contracted with CHIP to 
start it. 
 Incubated as a church program at Immanuel UCC 
 Became an independent agency in 2008 
 In 2010, expanded to 2 Tracks to Success:  Mentoring for 
Long Term Homelessness Prevention and Mentoring for 
Successful Re-Entry  
 Currently provide mentors to clients of 17 agencies 
Received Community Crime Prevention Grants since 2009 
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History of Success 
Since 2003, over 80% of our mentees have remained housed while in 
contact with their mentors.   
 

In 2011, Trusted Mentors supported 84 mentoring relationships, 44 in 
homeless prevention: 

 90% remained housed while in the program 
 69% decreased their social alienation and/or strengthened 
current family relationships 

40 in the area of re-entry 
70% successfully completed, or are completing, the requirements 
of the criminal justice system. Of those that took root, 86% 
successfully completed, or are completing, the criminal justice 
requirements. 
 

 100% of the mentors attend training  
 100% of the mentors received ongoing coaching  

 



Mentoring Ex-offenders 

• A relatively new approach based on the success 
of  well run youth mentoring programs to 
positively affect behavior. 

•  A study by Public/Private Ventures  of 
Ready4Work programs in 2003 showed that with 
mentors ex-offenders were more likely to: 

– Find a job 

– Retain the job longer 

– Less likely to recidivate 

Use or disclosure of data contained on this 
sheet is subject to the restriction on the 

title page of this document. 
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Definition of a Mentor 

• “Mentoring is defined as a relationship over a 
prolonged period of time between two or more 
people where caring volunteer mentors assist ex-
prisoners in successfully and permanently 
reentering their communities by providing 
consistent support as needed, guidance, and 
encouragement that impacts ex-offenders in 
developing positive social relationships and 
achieving program outcomes such as job 
retention, family reunification, reduced 
recidivism, etc.” 
– Dept of Labor (DOL) Grant Program Definition 

Use or disclosure of data contained on this 
sheet is subject to the restriction on the 

title page of this document. 
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Why Mentoring Works? 

The mentoring relationship helps develop the social and 
emotional skills that can help a person move forward. 
 
The relationship:  
 builds confidence   
 provides a resource for concrete ideas  
 provides a neutral, safe place to vent & explore new options  
 provides a role model for different ways of success   
 develops new skills that need to be acquired or relearned    
 



Best Practices for Mentoring Organizations
 (Center for Effective Public Policy) 

• Maintain mentor/mentee relationships for a 
minimum of 6 months (the longer the 
relationship the better chance of success).  

• Matches meet a minimum of once every two 
weeks. 

• Volunteer mentors rather than paid staff 
• Training  and monitoring for mentors, with on-

going support to build relationships 
• Opportunities for Recognition 
• Closure at the end of the relationship. 

Use or disclosure of data contained on this 
sheet is subject to the restriction on the 

title page of this document. 
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Challenges for a Mentoring Program 

• Recruitment of mentors  
– Challenging and time consuming 
– More volunteer management than case management 

• Recruitment of mentees 
– “one more thing to do” 
– View that mentoring is for children, not adults 
– Lack of trust 

• Successful match 
– Age, gender, needs and interest 
– Must like each other 
 
 Use or disclosure of data contained on this 

sheet is subject to the restriction on the 
title page of this document. 
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Resources 

• http://www.cepp.com/documents/Building%20O
ffenders%27%20Community%20Assets%20Throu
gh%20Mentoring.pdf 

• http://www.nationalreentryresourcecenter.org/a
nnouncements/the-critical-components-of-
mentor-program-development 

• http://www.issuelab.org/resource/mentoring_for
mer_prisoners_a_guide_for_reentry_programs 

• http://www.issuelab.org/resource/mentoring_for
merly_incarcerated_adults_insights_from_the_re
ady4work_reentry_initiative 
 

Use or disclosure of data contained on this 
sheet is subject to the restriction on the 

title page of this document. 
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Indy’s Rapid Response Team (IRRT) 

Indy’s Community Resource Center (ICRC) 

Indy’s Single & Multi-Service Service Providers (SP’s) 

Working Together, equals a 

Total Support System 
for  

Indy’s ExOffenders, Offenders 

Veterans & those that are Homeless 

(Revised 7Jan13 at 1800) 

IRRT’s & ICRC’s Mission 
Is to reduce recidivism and homelessness by helping our ExOffenders, our Homeless 
and our Veterans obtain the information, services and resources they need to build a 
better future for themselves, their families and their community, thus helping them 
be more productive and successful citizens. 



2 

IRRT & ICRC’s Goals 

Community Leaders, Judges, Police 
Officers, Jails, Prisons, Work Release 
Centers, Probation & Parole Officers, 

Chaplains & Pastors, Mentors & Tutors, 
Case Managers. 

The above organizations now has a single 
source they can call and/or send their 

clients to for the help they need. 
 
 

 ExOffenders (those just out of prison or jail) 
Offenders (persons still in prison or jail) 

Veterans, Returning Veterans & 
those in a Homeless status 

The above groups now has a single  
source (ICRC) they can visit that can 
provide them with information and 

referrals for the goods and services they 
will need, as well as a hot meal, clothing 

and/or just someone to talk to. 

Get Indy’s Service Providers to start working together by  

sharing their information, time, talent & experiences with ICRC. 

Indy’s Community Resource Center (ICRC) 
HRH’s and Starting Over Corps’ Referral Case Managers then offer that 

Information to the below groups through HRH’s Web Site and 2-1-1’s Call Center 



1)  Dr. Willie Jenkins – Mayor’s Director of ReEntry (as a consultant) 

2)  Russ Eaglin – Mayor’s Director of Veterans Affairs (as a consultant) 

3)  Dr. Roger Jarjoura and/or Gloria Shipley - Starting Over Corps 

5)  Gregg Keesling and/or Stephen Baranyk – Recycle Force 

7)  Charles Haenlein and/or Tina Shelley – HVAF 

9)  Nate Rush and/or Isaac Spain – Bethlehem House 

11)  Jeri Warner and/or Craig Neef – Trusted Mentors  

13)  Don Hawkins and/or Joyce Yant – Homeless & ReEntry Helpers (HRH & HHOOT) 

15)  Stephan Kovey and/or Lauren Hutton – The Changed Life 

17)  Andrea De Mink and/or Chad Riddle – The PourHouse 

19)  Bob Cole – Faith in Community Ministry for Circles Indiana 

20)  Gina Fears – ReEntry Consultant 

21)  Zach Adamson –  Councilor-at-large (D) 

22)  Christine Scales – Councilor, District 4 (R) 

23)  Mary Leffler – Volunteers of America (pending) 

24)  Andrew Fogle – Deputy Prosecutor, City of Indianapolis (pending) 
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Indy’s Rapid Response Team (IRRT) Members 

Facilitator: Val Tate - INRC - Indianapolis Neighborhood Resource Center 

Originators: Dr. Willie Jenkins and Don Hawkins 
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Organizations, Service Providers, Support Groups & Outreach Teams that 

IRRT can draw from (Most IRRT members are already affiliated with these organizations): 

1.   Marion County ReEntry Coalition (MCRC) 
 Made up of members of the old L.A.P. and the Mayor’s R.S.A.B. (ReEntry Task Force) 

2. Mayor’s ExOffender Support/Focus Group 

3. Mayor’s Advisory Council on Veterans Affairs (MACV) 

4. Coalition for Homelessness Intervention and Prevention (CHIP) & (PAT) 
 Made up of community advisors 

5. Mayor’s Action Center 

6. Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department (IMPD) 

7. Indiana Department of Corrections (DOC) 

8. Marion County Probation, Parole & Community Corrections 

9. Information sources such as: HRH, 2-1-1, CHIP’s Handbook & other web sites 

10. Service Providers working with ExOffenders, Veterans & the Homeless 
a) PACE & HRH 

b) HVAF, DAV & VA 

c) Horizon House, HIP, The PourHouse, Midtown Mental Health & IU Medical Group 

11. Support Groups working with ExOffenders, Veterans, & the Homeless 
a) SORRT & CICOA, CORE, CURE & RESTORE 

b) AA, CA, NA, Addicted to Christ, Vet to Vet, Al-anon, Celebrate Recovery, etc. 

c) Street Outreach Teams, Street Outreach Ministries, Prison Ministries, Prison Reform Groups, etc. 

 



IRRT Team Members know there are seven major transitional groups of services 

that are needed by every ExOffender, Veteran, or Homeless person to get and 

keep them off the streets of Indy.  IRRT’s & ICRC’s goals are to help those in 

need obtain whatever services they need in order to help them succeed. 

1) Housing - A place to go and/or to come home to 

• With family members, friends, shelters, hotels, transitional & supportive housing, etc. 

2) Jobs/Employment - Full or part time 

• Training, re-training, continuing education & placement for better paying jobs 

• Should have basic literacy skills with a G.E.D.  Should have an updated resume. 

3) Professional Support - (counseling and/or treatment for) 

• Substance abuse, medical problems, mental health, anger management, self-esteem 

& character building, financial management, and sometimes legal help, etc. 

4) Family and/or Mentor Support - (faith or community based) 

• Relationships and/or reunification - everyone needs someone they can depend on and talk to. 

5) Transportation -  

• Bus passes, used autos, gas money, ride-share programs 

6) Basic needs stuff like - 

• Food, clothes, hygiene items, medicine, mailing address, email service, a cell phone, driver’s license or 

state ID, Birth Certificate, Social Security Card, etc. 

7) Information – access to information resources such as HRH and 2-1-1 have to offer 

• The ability to find goods and services for themselves and/or find service providers, case workers, parole 

& probation officers and mentors that can help them obtain the above important components. 5 



We know that most of us can obtain information from the below 

organizations that offer referral resources, but most people in need 

don’t have access to this type of information.  IRRT members will get 

information to those who need it most from whatever source possible. 

 Homeless & ReEntry Helpers 
•  Indy’s Homeless & ReEntry Helpers Resource Center 

 www.IndyHelpers.com – Call 317-547-0500 for an appointment or stop by 
 916 E. Michigan St. Monday thru Friday from 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM for help.  

  Connect2Help - Dial 2-1-1 
•  Dial 2-1-1 or 317-926-4357, 24 hours a day (free & confidential) 

 www.Connect2Help.org 

  CHIP’s Handbook of Help for the Homeless 
•  To get your copy call 317-630-0853 or visit  

  www.CHIPindy.org 

  MCCOY’s EASY Book for our Youth 
•  To get your copy call 317-921-1266 or visit 

 www.mccoyouth.org 

  CICOA’s Resource Guide for Seniors,  
 Persons with Disabilities and Family Caregivers 

• To get your copy call 317-254-3660 

  www.cicoa.org 6 
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 IN - Take Calls from those in need and set appointments to visit ICRC 

for an evaluation 

 IN - Take walk in's and scheduled appointments 

 IN - Verify, update and correct existing information on HRH's web site 

 IN - Locate and add new information to HRH's web site 

 IN – Data entry from local service providers & our Referral Case 

Managers to various data bases 

 OUT - Visit our prisons, jails, etc. and meet with offenders getting 

ready to return to Indy – some mentoring 

 OUT - Visit our prisons, jails, service providers, etc. to promote ICRC's 

services of information and referrals 

ICRC’s staff is made up of HRH’s & Starting Over Corps Referral Case Managers. 
They will be available to interview those in need at ICRC’s offices: 

Monday thru Friday from 9 AM to 6 PM – Dinner served from 6 to 8 PM 
Saturday and Sunday from 11 AM to 3 PM – Dinner served from 3 to 5 PM 

Duties of ICRC's Staff - "IN" and "OUT" of the office: 



Duties of HRH’s and Starting Over’s Referral Case Managers at ICRC: 

  Our 18 Referral Case Managers will visit, Inform, Educate & Train the below organizations, their staff,  
   their Offenders, ExOffenders, Clients, etc. on what Indy’s Service Providers have to offer them when 
   they return to Indy. 

1) Our Prisons, Jails & Work Release Centers on a regular basis 

 Putnamville (Farm) 

 Rockville 

 RDC - Plainfield 

 PCF - Plainfield 

 STOP - Plainfield 

 IWP - Women's Prison 

 GEO - IREF - Indianapolis 

 ICF - Pendleton 

 CIF - Pendleton 

 Juvenile - Pendleton 

 Edinburgh 

 GEO - New Castle 

 M/C Jail (men & Women) 

 CCA 

 Liberty Hall (men & women) 

 VOA (men & women) 

2) Other Organizations on a regular basis 

 Homeless Shelters (day & night) 

 Veterans Centers 

 Probation, Parole & Judges 

 Community Centers 

 Service Providers 8 



IRRT’s Mentoring Sub-Committee:   

  IRRT’s believes that mentoring to both Offenders and ExOffenders is a very important 

   component to any successful ReEntry program. 

1) The below persons will initially be involved in creating and training several Mentoring  

programs.  Programs run from 6 to 12 months while an Offender is in prison and another 6 to 12 

months after an ExOffender returns to Indy.  Visits are usually for an hour every week. 

 Dr. Willie Jenkins (ExOffenders) 

 Russ Eaglin (Veterans) 

 Dr. Roger Jarjoura (Starting Over Corps) 

 Andrew Fogle (Deputy Prosecutor) 

 Jeri Warner & Craig Neef (Trusted Mentors) 

 Nate Rush (Bethlehem House) 

 Nathan Zaugg (PACE) 

 John Reichard (Changes Life) 

 Bob Cole (Circles) 

 Don Hawkins (HRH) 

 Steve Keever (IREF) 

2) At this time it is anticipated that all Mentoring training programs will be conducted by  

Trusted Mentors and backed up by HRH’s and Starting Over’s Referral Case Managers. 

3) Mentors will initially be trained for Offenders and used in: 

 IN D.O.C.’s I.R.E.F. facility & Work Release Centers 

 And for ExOffenders when they are released to the communities 

4) Mentors will be trained to work with the Homeless and Veterans later 
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION  
MEETING AGENDA 

Tuesday, January 8, 2013 
5:30 p.m. 

City-County Building Room 260 
 
 

I. Welcome and Introduction of Commission Members and Liaisons 
 Mary Moriarty Adams, Commission Chair 

II. Recap of Meeting 2 and Approval of Minutes  Chair and Commissioners 

III. Presentations:  Uses of Time during Incarceration 
 

A. Re-entry Road Mike Lloyd, Indiana Department of Corrections 

B. Programs within the Marion County Jail System Robert Ohlemiller, 
  Marion County Sheriff’s Office 

C. Indy Reads M. Travis DiNicola and Lucia Sheehan, Indy Reads 

D. Volunteers of America Mary Leffler, Volunteers of America 

E. Best Practices Roger Jarjoura, American Institutes for Research 

IV. Public Comments 

V. Commissioners’ Remarks and Questions  Commissioners 

VI. Next Meeting:  Thursday, January 17, 2013 at 5:30 p.m., Office of PACE-OAR 
Genesis Plaza, 2855 North Keystone Avenue, Indianapolis  

VII. Adjournment 



 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
 

DATE:   January 8, 2013 
 
CALLED TO ORDER: 5:38 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNED:  8:55 p.m. 
 
 
 

ATTENDANCE 
 

ATTENDING MEMBERS     ABSENT MEMBERS 
Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair      
John Alt, proxy for Jose Salinas 
Melissa Benton  
Joyce Dabner 
Stephanie Dewester, proxy for Will Gooden 
Rhiannon Edwards 
Andrew Fogle 
Shawn Hendricks 
Willie Jenkins 
Angela Smith Jones 
Mike Lloyd 
Robert Ohlemiller 
Vop Osili 
Valerie Washington 

 
 

AGENDA 
 

 
Presentations on the Uses of Time during Incarceration 

 
Re-entry Road - Mike Lloyd, Indiana Department of Corrections 
  
Programs within the Marion County Jail System - Robert Ohlemiller, Marion County 
Sheriff’s Office  
 
Indy Reads - M. Travis DiNicola and Lucia Sheehan, Indy Reads 
  
Volunteers of America - Mary Leffler, Volunteers of America  
 
Best Practices –Roger Jarjoura, American Institutes for Research



 

 

 
 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
The Re-entry Policy Study Commission met on Tuesday, January 8, 2013.  Chair Mary 
Moriarty Adams called the meeting to order at 5:38 p.m. with the following members 
present: John Alt, proxy for Jose Salinas; Joyce Dabner; Stephanie Dewester, proxy for 
Will Gooden; Rhiannon Edwards; Andrew Fogle; Willie Jenkins; Mike Lloyd; Robert 
Ohlemiller; Vop Osili and Valerie Washington. Arriving shortly thereafter was Angela 
Smith Jones. Also in attendance were Melissa Benton and Shawn Hendricks, Ex-
offender Liaisons. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked the Commission members to introduce themselves.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams gave a brief recap of the second meeting. She asked for a motion 
to approve the meeting minutes from December 13, 2012. Mr. Fogle moved, seconded 
by Mr. Ohlemiller, to approve the minutes. The motion carried by a vote of 14-0. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked Councillor Osili to introduce the State Legislators present 
to discuss how they are related to Re-entry. 
 
Greg Taylor, Senator, stated that as a member of the Indiana General Assembly, he 
has had the pleasure of serving on the Corrections Committee. He said that in this 
committee, they are tasked with providing legislation that will affect the corrections 
industry, as well as some of the laws related to crimes and penalties. Senator Taylor 
said that he served on a study committee this past summer that studied Indiana’s 
criminal sentencing and discussed how the community can be better served by making 
sure that all of the laws make sense with regard to continuity and the incarceration 
levels, as well as where this City sees the future. Senator Taylor said that Indiana has 
hit the level where deterrents for crime are not based on the penalty anymore. He said 
that when penalties are lowered, the crime level goes down. Senator Taylor said that 
they are looking to change the sentencing guidelines for Indiana. He said that a 
proposal that is under consideration in the General Assembly is looking at a six-level 
sentencing, with Murder being its own separate sentencing level. Senator Taylor said 
that he is co-sponsoring a measure to attach to House Bill 1211, which will seal felony 
records for offenders who have not committed any other crimes once released from 
prison. He said that some of his colleagues in the Legislature are looking at a law or 
policy that will expunge an individual’s non-violent D felony record after 10 years from 
the charge date. Senator Taylor asked that members of this Commission and members 
of the community come to the State House and participate in those hearings.  
 
Shawn Hendricks, Ex-offender Liaison, asked which class of felonies would be 
expunged if the proposed bill is passed. Senator Taylor said that the concept is to start 
with the non-violent D felonies and then move to the C, B and A felonies, giving the 
courts discretion whether or not to expunge. 
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Councillor Osili asked if the particular bill that Senator Taylor is proposing will eliminate 
the box that asks if someone has been convicted of a felony or if the ex-offender will not 
have to check the box at all. Senator Taylor said that a person will be able to say that 
they have never been convicted of a crime if the law passes.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked if a person is asking for his or her record to be expunged 
after a ten-year period will apply to felonies. Senator Taylor stated that it will also 
include misdemeanors, non-violent D felonies and below. 
 
{Clerk’s Note: Angela Smith Jones arrived at 5:44 p.m.} 
 
Joyce Dabner, Starting Over, asked if the proposed bill will be an extension to the first 
bill. Senator Taylor said that the first bill had some administrative issues. He said that 
they are trying to work through all of the issues and the best way to go would be to just 
expunge those records. 
 
Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Mayor's Office, asked if a person will just indicate 
that they have never been convicted of a crime on a job application. Senator Taylor 
answered in the affirmative. Dr. Jenkins asked that if a person gets a job that requires a 
national background check for clearance, if it will have an adverse affect on that person 
when they have indicated that they have no record. Senator Taylor said that 
expungement will take care of that.  
 
Andrew Fogle, Marion County Deputy Prosecutor, stated that in Marion County, if the 
numbers of restricted access for arrests and dismissals and restricted access for the 
eight-year old D felonies combined, there have been nearly 700 of those.  
 
Ed Delaney, Indiana Representative, stated that there will be an enormous impact at the 
state and local levels on probation and parole officers because suddenly they will be 
dealing with people who have not been through at least six months to three years in 
prison, as they will come straight from the court house. He said that this will not work if 
they pass a law stating that fewer people go away to prison, but the support in the 
community is not provided. Rep. Delaney said that if this bill passes, it will be in effect in 
2014.  
 
Mike Lloyd, Director of Transitional Facilities, Indiana Department of Corrections (DOC), 
stated that in light of the incentives that will be saved for DOC with sentence reform, his 
opinion, the wise move is to look to use those incentives for community corrections 
agencies, because some of the smaller agencies do not have a lot of resources, but it is 
a win-win for the community when they are pulled together.  
 
Melissa Benton, Ex-offender Liaison, asked if there has been any discussion of giving 
those dollars to the service providers who provide direct services. Rep. Delaney stated 
that he does not know; that will be part of the consideration of the Ways and Means 
Committee at the Legislature. 
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John Alt, Judge, asked if Rep. Delaney knows of the sentencing parameters of the six 
level sentencing. Rep. Delaney answered in the negative. 
 
Vanessa Summers, Indiana Representative, stated that as a Commission, each 
individual needs to be at the table when legislation is being discussed. She said that the 
fee structure that is assessed to the offenders is a money scheme, in her opinion. Rep. 
Summers stated that for example, if a person was not involved with a drug conviction, 
he or she should not have to submit samples for drug testing. Mr. Lloyd stated that he 
knows a little about the fee structure and probation is not part of community corrections. 
He said that community corrections agencies are funded through state dollars and 
probation is managed at the local level. The judges have some oversight on the fee 
structure and he does not know how that is set up. Mr. Lloyd said that Parole, which is a 
state agency, does not charge a fee.  
 
Stephanie Dewester, proxy for Will Gooden, stated that judges have the ability to find an 
offender indigent as a cost to community corrections. She said that if a person cannot 
pay, he or she is not found to be in violation for that, but will have a civil judgment 
against them. Ms. Dewester said that there is a sliding scale fee structure as well.  
 
Rod Bohannan, Director for Re-entry Services, Indiana Legal Services, stated that there 
should be a simplified way of helping those who are indigent pay for their probation and 
court fees. He said that he can go to Johnson County and they will tell a person that if 
they find a not-for-profit organization and perform certain number of community service 
hours, the person will receive a credit toward their fees. Mr. Bohannan said that this 
Commission needs to look at the policy between the prosecutors, the public defenders 
and the courts with respect to sealing the records of those who were found not guilty. 
Mr. Bohannan stated that the Commission should have a conversation with the Public 
Housing Agency, because there is more and more increasing number of ex-offenders 
over 50 years of age that cannot get into housing because of criminal background. 
 
Mr. Hendricks asked if any of Mr. Bohannan’s clients without jobs went back to selling 
drugs to pay fees. Mr. Bohannan stated that he could not answer that. 
 
Mr. Lloyd reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit A. 
Some key points are: 
 

 Intake 
o Classification Designation 

 Security, Custody, Medical, Disability, Education and Mental Health 
o Multiple Screenings 

 Indiana Risk Assessment System (IRAS) 
 Mental Health 
 Medical 

o Sentence Computation 
o Facility Assignment 
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o Average stay is about three weeks 

 Program Referrals 
o Program referrals are driven by needs, but are also impacted by the 

offender’s length of stay. 
o During 2011, DOC released 18,374 offenders and 5,890 of those had a 

length of stay of 180 days or less. 
o Short-term lengths of stay significantly impact the ability to participate in 

programming. 

 Outpatient Substance Abuse Adults 
o In Level Two and higher facilities, an offender would need one year or 

more left on their sentence to successfully complete the program. 
o Therapeutic Communities 

 Intensive treatment holds the offender highly accountable. 
 Privileges and responsibilities are earned in the community as they 

progress in their recovery. 
 Programming is for a minimum of eight months and is competency-

based. 

 Clean Lifestyle Is Freedom Forever (CLIFF) 
o Admission criteria is 14 to 36 months 
o Offenders completing the program can receive up to six months of earned 

credit time. 

 Education Programs 
o General Education Diploma (GED) is a six-to-nine month program that 

allows offenders to earn up to six months of credit time 
o IDOC has lost the ability to offer Associates and Bachelor’s Degrees at the 

expense of the taxpayers. 

 Department of Labor Programs (DOL) 
o One to five year programs 
o Sixty-five DOL occupations 
o From July 2010 to June 2011, 483 completions 

 Reformative Programs 
o Purposeful Living Unite Serve Programs 
o Reformative Residential Re-entry Program 
o Thinking for a Change Program 

 Release Planning 
o Standard pre-release programming at 180 days prior to release 
o Memoranda of Understanding 

 Bureau of Motor Vehicles (BMV) 
 Social Security Administration (SSA) 
 Family Social Services Agency (FSSA) 
 Veterans Administration (VA) 
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 Work Release 
o Work release classified offenders who are within one year of release are 

allowed to pursue employment. 
o The first two weeks are devoted to admission and orientation. 
o Offender’s DOC record and case plan are reviewed and updated as 

necessary. 
o Offender is required to satisfy restitution and child support orders, provide 

financial support to family and accumulate savings for release. 
 

Mr. Fogle asked how the level of success is maintained in some of the programs. He 
asked what types of initiatives or partnering would be valuable for Marion County to 
either strengthen existing systems or create ways to maintain. Mr. Fogle asked what 
can be done to increase the ability to work together to help an individual be successful. 
Mr. Lloyd stated that it takes money and the community’s help.  
 
Mr. Hendricks asked if there is any way that the Commission could find out how much 
MCCC takes in for the whole year. Mr. Lloyd answered in the affirmative. 
 
Robert Ohlemiller, Marion County Sheriff's Office, Program Director, Jail Division, 
reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit B. Some key 
points are: 
 

 Marion County Sheriff’s Office Facilities 
o Arrestee Processing Center (APC) 
o Intake/Central Receiving 
o Marion County Jail 
o Jail II (Corrections Corporation of America) 

 National Institute of Corrections (NIC)  
o Programs 

 Keep inmates busy 
 Establish expectations and provide goals 
 Help inmates realize their potential for growth 
 Enable inmates to learn useful skills and continue their education 
 Learn to change anti-social and criminal behavior  

 Current “Jail One” Program offerings include: 
o Twelve-step mutual help programs for addiction including Alcoholics 

Anonymous (AA) and Narcotics Anonymous (NA) 
o Education 

 Literacy, GED preparation and testing 
o Re-entry Preparation 
o Anger Management 
o Empowering Young Men and Life skills 

 Mental Health services provided by Correct Care Solutions, Inc. 

 Spiritual counseling and guidance provided by the Jail Chaplain’s Office 
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Ms. Benton asked if the programs are only offered for people who have been sentenced 
and not for those who have not. Mr. Ohlemiller stated that most of the population in the 
jail is pre-trial. He said that all participation is voluntary as well.  
 
Mr. Fogle asked what can be done to make sure DOC is aware of programs already 
started in the jail or for persons released to be able to continue to contact all of the 
resources. Mr. Ohlemiller stated that an area that is working is their agreement with 
Washington Township Schools, where an inmate who is in the educational programs 
achieves 40 hours completion. That information will be entered into the Indiana 
Department of Workforce Development Technical Education database. He said that an 
improved level of case management is very helpful, as well as additional resources for 
mental health. 
 
Ms. Dabner stated that she tried to volunteer for a program at the jail. She asked if it is 
true that there is no felony restriction. Mr. Ohlemiller stated that their standard is no 
history of violence and a clean record of five years. 
 
M. Travis DiNicola, Executive Director and Lucia Sheehan, Director of Criminal Justice 
Programs and Literacy Labs of Indy Reads, reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in 
detail, which is attached as Exhibit C. Some key points are: 
 

 Services 
o One on one tutoring 
o English as a Second Language (ESL) classes 
o Family literacy 
o Community labs 
o Criminal justice labs (Get Out and Learn (GOAL)) 

 Goals for 2012 
o More than 700 students matched with tutors 
o More than 550 literacy lab students 
o More than one hundred and fifty criminal justice students 
o More than 800 volunteers 

 GOAL 
o Four locations 
o Sixteen hours of tutoring per week 
o More than 25 volunteers 

 Program outcomes 
o Increased literacy skills 
o Reduction in recidivism 
o Increased life skills and problem solving 

 Expenses 
o Full-time Criminal Justice Literacy Specialist 
o Volunteer tutor recruitment and training 
o Curriculum 
o Data collection and reporting 
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Dr. Jenkins asked what the completion rate is of the individuals who go through the Indy 
Reads program. Ms. Sheehan said that once an individual reaches 12 hours of classes. 
She said that with the recent grant they received, they will be able to stay in touch more 
with the individuals who have gone through their program. Dr. Jenkins asked if Indy 
Reads will take referrals for ex-offenders or just deal with the ones who are in the jail. 
Ms. Sheehan answered that it will depend on what the reason for incarceration. Dr. 
Jenkins asked if Indy Reads has a listing of the individuals whom they turn away 
because of their criminal history. Mr. DiNicola said that they would need to know if they 
were either a violent or sex offender to match them with the right tudor. 
 
Mr. Hendricks asked if Indy Reads has programs in prison around the State and if the 
plan is to expand. Mr. DiNicola answered in the negative, stating that they do not have 
the funding and resources. 
 
Mary Leffler, Director of Community Engagement, Volunteers of America, reviewed a 
Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit D. Some key points are: 
 

 Volunteers of America Centers 
o Brandon Hall Re-entry Center for Men 

 Commission on Accreditation of Rehabilitation Facilities (CARF) 
 Serve clients from MCCC, Bureau of Prisons (BOP) and VA 
 Bed capacity 180 (144 corrections) 
 African American population is 53%, Caucasian is 38% and other 

races are 9% 
 Average age is 40 years 

o Theodora House Re-entry Center for Women 
 CARF accredited 
 Serving clients from MCCC and BOP 
 Bed capacity 90  
 African American population is 33%, Caucasian is 60% and other 

races are 7% 
 Average age is 37 years 

 Healing Families Program 
o Assessment 
o Service planning 
o Anger management 
o Couples and family counseling 

 Policy Implications for the City and State 
o County, State and Federal systems would have to subsidize work release 

at 100% for a period of time in order to allow for trade skills or other 
meaningful employment. 

o Modifications or early release from work release would need to be re-
evaluated to ensure that clients are able to complete designated 
programs. 
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 Practices and Strategies 
o Provide clients with comprehensive support services to improve their 

ability for stable self-sufficiency 
o Helping Men Recover 
o Comprehensive transition program for clients identified with mental illness 
o Trained case managers 

 
Dr. Roger Jarjoura, Principal Researcher, American Institute for Research, reviewed a 
PowerPoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit E. Some key points are: 
 

 Principles of Rehabilitation 
o Effective treatments are those that target dynamic risk factors 

 Criminogenic needs- major risk factors that are powerful predictors 
of recidivism 

 Minor risk factors- targeting these factors for intervention will 
produce little change in rate of offending 

o Effective treatments are behavioral in nature 
 Attempt to restructure distorted or erroneous anti-social thinking 

 Principles of Effective Intervention 
o Services should be intensive and behavioral in nature 

 Intensive services occupy 40% to 70% of offenders’ time while in a 
program 

 Behavioral strategies are essential 
o Behavioral programs 

 Should target the criminogenic needs of high-risk offenders 
o Characteristics of offenders, therapists and programs 

 Treatment programs should be delivered in a manner that facilitates 
the learning of new pro-social skills by the offender. 

 Goal 
o Preparing the offender for life after prison 
o Facilitating desistance 
o Restoration 

 Life After Prison 
o Helping offender become healthier 

 Proper health and dental care and continuum of care 
 Appropriate mental health treatment 
 Substance abuse treatment in prison and after release 

o Raising the level of employment 
o Build soft and social skills 
o Build support in community 
o Creation of a re-entry plan 
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 Targets for Change 
o Change anti-social attitudes and feelings 
o Reducing peer associations 
o Promoting child and family protection 
o Increasing self-control, self-management and problem solving skills 
o Reducing chemical dependencies and substance abuse 

 
Mr. Fogle asked how using the evidence-based treatment approach can be applied to 
local situations for other types of incarceration. Dr. Jarjoura said that they can look for 
ways to address those issues in the community and they have to be supported. 
 
Public Testimony 
 
Shane Brown, ex-offender stated that the Judges send people to do community service 
and asked who supervises that department. He said that he is in MCCC and was 
ordered to do 120 hours of community work service, but no one knows who supervises 
it. Mr. Fogle stated that there are staff persons who oversee the community service 
work. He said that Mr. Brown should have a case worker if he is in MCCC. 
 
Don Hawkins, Executive Director, Homeless and Re-entry Helpers (HRH), stated that 
he wanted to clarify his testimony from the last meeting. He said that when HRH made 
its presentation to the Marion County Treasurer’s Office, it was agreed that at least 40% 
to 50% of its workforce would be ex-offenders or have homeless status. He said that 
HRH has employed 75% to 80%. Mr. Hawkins said that at least 40% to 50% of the 
properties HRH sells to investors would be used for low-income housing, and it turns 
out that 80% of the properties sold are used for low-income housing. Mr. Hawkins said 
that when HRH starts buying houses again, it is going to do a lot of the rehab and will 
control who moves in and then start a re-entry program. 
 
Scott Phipps, ex-offender, stated that the greatest thing that can be done to help ex-
offenders is to be in partnership with the Bureau of Motor Vehicles to provide ex-
offenders with state identifications. He said that it is a requirement by law to have an ID 
in possession and certain offenses require ex-offenders to obtain an ID within 72 hours 
of being released or be in violation of a Class D Felony. Mr. Phipps said that he is lucky 
to be under the dual supervision. He said that the rules changed for him for his release 
that restricted him from his family and support group. Mr. Phipps said that he hopes 
something is addressed in that manner. He said that in the future, he hopes that Level 
One Re-entry is afforded to all crimes. 
 
Tammblyn Mills stated that she is an ex-offender and her criminal history is 18 years 
old. She said that she was a Certified Nursing Assistant (CNA) for 12 years and had to 
stop working due to a back injury. Ms. Mills said that she went back to school and 
received her Associate’s Degree in Business Management and since then, she has not 
worked. Many employers would like to hire her, but they will not because of her criminal 
record. Ms. Mills said that she is trying to start a non-profit organization that helps 
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incarcerated mothers and was wondering how she would go about starting her 
organization. Valerie Washington, Deputy Director and Chief Financial Officer (CFO), 
Department of Public Safety (DPS), stated that Ms. Mills should look on the City’s 
website to see when they will start putting out the 2013 Crime Prevention Grants 
solicitation.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked each Commission member to give any legislative initiatives 
or policy changes that they would like to see this Commission work on and present 
them at the next meeting.  
 
There being no further business, and upon motion duly made, the meeting was 
adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
       
 Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair 
 
MMA/lw 





• Reception Diagnostic Center  - Males 

• Rockville Intake – Females 

 

•   Classification Designation  
• Security, Custody, Medical, Disability, Education, Mental 

Health 

•   Multiple Screenings 
• IRAS 

• Medical 

• TABE 

• Mental Health 

•   Sentence Computation 

•   Facility Assignment 

•   Average stay is about 3 weeks 



•Continued Classification 
Actions - Overall plan to 
move down in levels 

•Assessment and Program 
Referrals – IRAS as basis 
for programming and 
interventions 

•Three types of 
Interventions 

•Programs 

•Personalized 
Interventions 

•Service Referrals 



Get the RIGHT OFFENDER to the RIGHT PROGRAM at the 
RIGHT TIME. 

Program referrals are driven by needs, but are also impacted 
by the offender’s length of stay. 

During 2011 the IDOC released 18,374 offenders. Of those, 
5,890 (32.1%) had a length of stay  of 180 days or less.  
10,124 (55.1%) had a length of stay of 365 days or less. These 
numbers have declined drastically since 2009 and 2010. 

Short term lengths of stay significantly impact the ability to 
participate in programming. 

Not possible to meet all needs of all offenders. 





 In  level 2 and higher facilities an offender would need 1 

year or more left on their sentence to successfully 

complete the SA program.  Offenders in level 1 facilities 

may be able to obtain SA services if they have less than 

a year to do. 

 

 

 

 

*All of the material and activities utilized in each phase are Evidence 

Based Practices  



• Admission criteria 14-36 months from EPRD 

• Intensive treatment that holds the offenders highly 
accountable.  

• Privileges and responsibilities are earned in the 
community as they progress in their recovery. 

• Programming is for a minimum of 8 months and is 
competency based. 

• Offenders completing the program can receive up 
to  6 months of earned credit time.  

• After completion, clients participate in relapse 
prevention programming for the remainder of their 
incarceration. 

• Cognitive interventions are used. 

• AA/NA meetings are available to offenders in the 
TC. 



 

• Admission criteria 14-36 months from EPRD 

• Therapeutic Community Model 

• Programming is for a minimum of 8 months and 
competency based. 

• Offenders completing the program can receive up to  
6 months of earned credit time.  

• Cognitive interventions are used. 

• The Matrix Model Program is being utilized as part of 
the curriculum (NIDA recognized Evidence Based 
Program). 

• After completion, clients participate in relapse 
prevention programming for the remainder of their 
incarceration. 



• Must be substance abuser with a 
significant impairment  in functioning. 

• Must be in credit class one and have no 
significant history of violence within the 
past year.  

• Adult offenders must be clear of any 
Security Threat Group (STG) offenses for 
six months prior to admission. 

• Referrals made by Case Managers based 
upon offender need. 

• Can receive up to 6 months earned credit 
time. 

 



To create and foster a 
working relationship 
between the IDOC’s 

Therapeutic 
Communities and  the 

Indiana Judicial 
System. 

 

Normal EPRD criteria 
can be waived for PI 

cases. 

Judges can 
sentence 

chemically 
addicted offenders 
and document that 
they will ”Consider 

a sentence 
modification” 

should the offender 
successfully 
complete a 
therapeutic 
community. 

The offender can 
receive treatment 
and be returned to 

the community 
through existing 

community 
programs such as: 

Re-Entry Courts 

CTP Program 

Community Work 
Release 

Other available 
Community Services 









• The Indiana Sex Offender Monitoring and Management 

Program (INSOMM) provides an integrated continuum 

of sex offender specific services. 

• All facility-based treatment services are provided at New 

Castle Correctional Facility for males and Rockville 

Correctional Facility for females.   (Mandatory) 

• Treatment/Management groups are provided within the 

facility and length of services are based upon risk level. 

• Containment teams are utilized in Parole to manage 

and monitor the sex offender’s reintegration into the 

community. The Containment Team consists of the 

Parole Agent, Treatment Providers, and Polygraphers. 

• The primary goal of the program is to enhance public 

safety by reducing recidivism in convicted sex 

offenders. 



• Standard Pre-Release Orientation Programming 

(SPOP/MPOP) at 180 days prior to Release 

•   Progress Report at 60-45 days prior to release 

•   Memoranda of Understanding 

•   Bureau of Motor Vehicles (BMV) 

•   Social Security Administration (SSA) 

•   Family Social Services Agency (FSSA) 

•   Medicaid and SNAP 

•   Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH) 

•   Birth Records 

•   Wrap Around Services for HIV+ Offenders 

• Veterans Administration (VA) 

• Department of Workforces Development (DWD) 

• Aurora Group 

• Demonstration project for offenders at risk for homelessness 



• Work Release classified offenders who are within 1 

year of release are allowed to pursue employment or 

education in the community. 

• The first two weeks after arrival are devoted to 

admission and orientation. 

• During the Admission and Orientation phase the 

offender’s IDOC record and case plan are reviewed 

and updated as necessary. 

All offenders assigned to the Work Release Centers are 

classified as minimum security (Level One). The overall 

program provides a systematic reintegration into the community 

based upon the offender’s level of responsibility.  
 

Key elements of the program are as follows: 



• The offender is required to contribute to the Violent 

Crime Victim’s Compensation Fund. 

• The offender is also required to satisfy restitution and 

child support orders, provide financial support to his 

family and accumulate savings for release. 

• Programming may include: 

– Employment Counseling 

– Budgeting and Personal Finance 

– Life Skill Classes 

– Substance Abuse Treatment 

– Cognitive programming to address thinking errors 

and decision making 

 





• Jerry Vance – Executive Director of Programs 

jvance@idoc.in.gov 

• Ellen Sheets – Director of Case Management  

ESheets@idoc.in.gov 

• Jack Hendrix – Director of Classification  

jdhendrix@idoc.in.gov  

• Doug Huyvaert – Director of Parole Services  

dhuyvaert@idoc.in.gov  

• Mike Lloyd – Director  of Transitional Facilities and 

Community Based Programs                      

mclloyd@idoc.in.gov 

• Mick Schoenradt – Regional Director of Addiction Recovery 

(Corizon)                          

mick.schoenradt@corizonhealth.com 

mailto:jvance@idoc.in.gov
mailto:jvance@idoc.in.gov
mailto:ahall@idoc.in.gov
mailto:jdhendrix@idoc.in.gov
mailto:dhuyvaert@idoc.in.gov
mailto:mclloyd@idoc.in.gov
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Programs in the Jail System 

 

The Mission of the Marion County  

Sheriff’s Office   

Jail Division  

….Is to protect the citizens of Marion 

County by  confining persons 

committed to our custody in a safe, 

secure, humane  and corrective  

environment.  This  will be 

accomplished in the most effective, 

ethical, and pro-active  manner. 



Marion County Sheriff’s Office 

Facilities  

 

Arrestee Processing Center 

 

Intake/ Central Receiving  

 

Marion County Jail  

 

Jail II (Corrections Corporation of America) 

  



 Programs  in the Jail System  

 According  to the National Institute of 

Corrections (NIC): 

“ Inmate programs are  important  

to  the overall management and 

to the community  as well as 

inmates.” 

Source: US Department  of Justice, National Institute  of Corrections,  

 Sheriff’s  Guide to Effective  Jail  Operations (Accession # 021925) 

 January, 2007. Martin, Mark,D; Katsampes, Paul  

 

 



 

  

 According  to  the National Institute of 

Corrections (NIC) 

 Programs: 

1. Keep inmates  busy 

2. Establish  expectations and provide  goals 

3. Help inmates realize their potential  for 

growth 

4. Enable inmates to learn useful  skills 

 and  continue their  education 
Source: US Department  of Justice, National Institute  of Corrections, 

Sheriff’s  Guide to Effective  Jail  Operations (Accession # 021925) 

  January, 2007. Martin, Mark,D; Katsampes, Paul  

 

 



Program Purpose  and Benefits (continued): 

 

5. Overcome Substance Abuse problems 

6. Improve  Parenting  Skills 

7. Work  on Anger and Stress  

Management, and 

8. Ultimately learn to change  anti-social  

and criminal behavior 
 

Source: US Department  of Justice, National Institute  of Corrections, 

Sheriff’s  Guide to Effective  Jail  Operations (Accession # 

021925) January, 2007. Martin, Mark,D; Katsampes, Paul  

 

 



 Programs in  the Jail System  
  

Current “Jail One” Program  offerings include: 

• Twelve-step mutual-help  programs  for  

addiction  including AA and NA 

• Substance abuse/addiction  education 

• Education: Literacy, ABE, GED preparation 

and testing (including Indy Reads Project 

G.O.A.L.) 

• Re-entry Preparation 

• “Ready, Willing & Able”, a cognitive  

 self-change & goal setting program 

• Domestic Violence Prevention Education 

 



Program  offerings- MCJ-1  (continued): 

• Cancer Awareness 

• Inside/Out DAD® , Positive Parenting 

• Anger Management  

• HIV/STD Prevention Education  

• Hoosier Commitment (Marriage & 

Relationships) 

• “Shaken Infant Syndrome” Prevention 

• # “Project Advertencia”, Addiction Ed. 

• “Empowering Young Men” and Life Skills 

(Youth) 
# Funded through a grant to the Urban League from Drug Free Marion 

County 



 Programs in The Jail System 

  

 Program related-services  provided  by 

other  parties  within MCJ-1, in addition to 

the Program Department (Jail Division), 

include: 

• Mental  Health Services provided  by 

Correct Care Solutions, Inc., the  Jail’s 

health care  provider. 

• Spiritual counseling and guidance, group  

worship, religious  literature, and  social 

help provided  through  the  Chaplain’s 

Office 

 



  

MCSO’s Community  Partners include: 

• Drug Free Marion  County  

• Living Violence Free 

• Indianapolis Urban League 

• Indiana Criminal Justice Institute 

• Step-Up, Inc. 

• Indiana Family  Institute 

• *Volunteers of America 

• Indy Reads 

• *Midtown Mental Health Center  
 

 *Reentry Case Management 

 

 

 



 MCSO Community  Partners  

                                     (continued) 

• PACE 

• Black Nurses Association (IN University) 

• Prevent Child Abuse Indiana  

• Purdue Extension/ 4-H 

• Community  Outreach Task Force 

• Metropolitan School District –Washington 

Township (Adult Learning) 

• Indianapolis Public Schools (Youth and 

Special Education) 

 

 

 

 



Programs  in the Jail  System  
 

The  Marion County Sheriff’s  Office 

values the  support  and assistance we 

and  our residents  receive  from 

the Community. 

 

Public Safety is enhanced by your 

assistance and contributions. 

 

Thank You! 

John R. Layton, Sheriff 

Chief Deputy Eva Talley-Sanders 

Lt. Col. Gary W. Tingle, Jail Commander 

                      (01/04/13) 



INDY READS
The mission of Indy Reads is to promote and improve the
literacy of adults and families in Central Indiana.

Travis DiNicola, Executive Director

Lucia Sheehan, Director of Criminal Justice Programs and Literacy Labs



INDY READS SERVICES
30 years of literacy programs

One on one tutoring

ESL classes

Community labs

Criminal justice labs (GOAL – Get Out and Learn)

Family literacy

 Indy Reads Books, community bookstore

Boone County expansion



2012 NUMBERS
700+ Students matched with tutors

550+ Literacy lab students

150 Criminal justice students (GOAL)

Total: 1,400 students served

800+Volunteers



GOAL (GET OUT AND LEARN)
A JAIL LITERACY PROGRAM THAT PROVIDES SERVICES TO INMATES WITH
LOW LITERACY SKILLS

4 LOCATIONS
16 HOURS OF TUTORING/WEEK
25+ VOLUNTEERS

0
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2009 2010 2011 2012

Student
enrollment



PROGRAM OUTCOMES

 Increased literacy skills

 Job searching and retention skills

 Reduction in recidivism

Healthier family connection

 Increased life skills and problem solving

 Safer communities



METHOD

 Literacy assessment

 Spelling test

 English grammar worksheets

 Essay writing



DATA COLLECTION

 Dr. Thomas Stucky, Criminal Justice and Public Safety
Programs IU SPEA

 IN Dept. of Corrections

 IN Dept. Workforce Development

 Prosecutor’s Office and the Marion County Jail



EXPENSES

 Fulltime Criminal Justice Literacy Specialist

 Volunteer tutor recruitment & training

 Curriculum

 IUPUI data collection and reporting



BUDGET
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Mary Leffler 

Director of Community 

Engagement 

mleffler@voain.org 

317-686-9871 

 

mailto:mleffler@voain.org


There are no limits to caring.® 

 

 

Volunteers of America 

 Brandon Hall Reentry Center 
 CARF Accredited   

 Clients from MCCC & BOP & VA 

 Serving an executed sentence (2:1 usually) 

 180 bed capacity (144 corrections)  

 July 1, 2011-June 30, 2012 total of 660 men 

served in residence 

 53% Black; 38% white; 9% other races 

 Average age 40 – but MCCP ave. age 31 

    

 

   

Theodora House Reentry Center 
 CARF Accredited 

 Clients from MCCC & BOP 

 Serving an executed sentence (2:1 usually) 

 90 bed capacity 

 July 1, 2011-June 30, 2012 total of 398 females 

served in residence 

 60% white; 33% black; 7% other races 

 Average age 37 



Healing Families 
This voluntary program provides a comprehensive array of services designed to address 

the challenges of overcoming trauma and rebuilding families separated by 

incarceration.  Services include: 

 

Assessment, service planning, anger management, grief group, healthy relationship 

group, individual, couples and family counseling, trauma recovery group, parenting 

education, case management and barrier buster funds. 

 

Services are currently offered to both clients in residential setting at Theodora House 

and via Crime Prevention grant funding to non-residential clients. 

 148 clients served in Calendar Year 2012 (63 Theodora House Residential; and 

since 7/1/2012 – 85 in outpatient status through CP Grant) 

 First quarter Crime Prevention Stats are very promising.  77% of clients showing 

significant progress or successful graduation- with only 6% of clients rearrested and 

12% relapsing. 

 

There are no limits to caring.® 



What practices are in place to add knowledge/skills during 

time of incarceration?   

 Within the “traditional work release” setting – programs are offered to clients as identified by 

the IRAS and are used as a “compliment” to employment outside of the facility.  Finding a 

job and working have traditionally been the top priority that our contractors have identified 

for the clients assigned to our facilities.   

 Additionally, employment and stable housing are the factors that must be maintained to be 

considered for sentence modification or reassignment to lesser restrictive environments such 

as home detention or day reporting.  Thus, employment is typically the top priority that clients 

identify to our staff. 

 Programs offered (for most clients these are on a voluntary basis): 

Brandon Hall:  substance abuse counseling; Inside/Out Dads; job skills; anger management 

Theodora House:  substance abuse counseling, parenting, individual, couples and family 

counseling, trauma recovery, grief management, healthy relationships 

 Since most programs offered are voluntary, assessing motivation to change and getting clients 

to participate is often challenging.   

 

 

 

There are no limits to caring.® 



What are costs associated with this? 

 Rapid turnover of clients through work release, CTP and by modification make it difficult for 

clients to complete any comprehensive program at the reentry center - many are released mid-

program and do not return to complete programming- often not fully realizing the investment 

made in their programming 

 The emphasis on QUICK employment – versus self-sustaining skill or trade development – 

shifts the clients’ focus to “getting a job” versus establishing a career path or building for 

future – often clients do NOT retain the jobs they have held during work release upon exit 

 A cost to VOA of this rapid cycling, low wage-earning client, is reduced collection of 

subsistence payments, which offsets their cost of care.  VOA is fortunate to have a strong 

track record of garnering grants and other private supports; however this has proven to be far 

easier for services for women as opposed to services for our male clients 

 Because clients are working outside of the facility on a wide variety of work schedules, the 

actual delivery of any programs is compromised.  It is far easier to deliver intensive 

programming while clients are incarcerated.  Asking employers to modify and adjust 

schedules to support treatment or other programming can be seen by employers as invasive or 

another deterrent to hiring clients with those restrictions.  

 

 

 

 

There are no limits to caring.® 



What are the policy implications for the city/state? 

 County, state and federal systems would have to subsidize work release at 

100% for a period of time in order to allow for trade skills or other 

meaningful employment certification programming to occur 

 While ideally a way for clients to “pay for a portion of their sentence”, the 

fee structure of work release makes it nearly impossible for clients to exit 

with any significant savings from their earnings  in order to establish stable 

housing 

 Modifications or early releases from work release would need to be re-

evaluated to ensure that clients are able to complete designated programs 

and step down at a pace consistent with their case plan progress 

 

 

 

There are no limits to caring.® 



 

Promising Practices/Strategies #1 

  DOL – Provides clients with comprehensive support 

services to improve their ability for stable self-

sufficiency in the community -    including 

supported/subsidized employment, trade 

certifications, family supportive services 

 VOA was recently awarded funding from the Dept. of 

Labor to provide these services to 250 women in 

Marion County (10% of target population or 25 men 

may be served) 

There are no limits to caring.® 



 

Promising Practices/Strategies #2 

 
 Helping Men Recover:  Trauma Informed Curriculum for 

Criminally Justice Involved Men 

 Comprehensive county-wide training in the EPICS2/STARZ 

program (NIC) 

 Program interventions targeted to delayed development of the 

18-24 year old male population (nearly 1/3 of Brandon Hall-

MCCC clients are in this age group on a given day – and 

present with greatest custody and supervision issues) 

 

There are no limits to caring.® 



 

Promising Practices/Strategies #3 

 
 Comprehensive Transition Program for Clients 

Identified with Mental Illness- First Day Out  

 Trained case managers set up safe/stable plans that 

address: 

 Housing – identify the housing plan – assess stability & 

potential risks 

 Medication access & Medication Management 

 Set up and accompany clients to treatment providers (make 

the hand-off) 

 Identify resources for meeting basic needs 

 

 

 

There are no limits to caring.® 



Summary comments 

 We struggle – as the entire system does – in how to measure 

the costs of “future crime” and “generational crime” to our 

community 

 However, it is our belief that it the investment of resources in 

both individuals and family structures can in the long-term 

provide great cost savings 

 Further, as a non-profit, this is a case for support that seems to 

be heard and supported by many of our funding partners 

There are no limits to caring.® 



G. Roger Jarjoura 

Principal Researcher 

American Institutes for Research 

 

Evidence-Based Treatment Approaches: 

Productive Use of Time While 

Incarcerated 



Principles of Rehabilitation 

 1. Effective treatments are those that target dynamic risk 

factors 

 Criminogenic needs – major risk factors that are powerful 

predictors of recidivism 

 Minor risk factors – targeting these factors for intervention will 

produce little change in the rate of offending 



Major Risk/Need Factors 
 Antisocial attitudes 

 Antisocial associates 

 History of antisocial behavior 

 Antisocial personality pattern 

 Family functioning 

 Education/employment 

 Leisure 

 Substance abuse 



Principles of Rehabilitation 

 2. Effective treatments are behavioral in nature 

 Known as the general responsivity principle 

 Most prevalent type is cognitive behavioral 

 Attempt to restructure distorted or erroneous antisocial thinking 

 Try to assist person in learning new adaptive cognitive and life skills 



Principles of Effective Intervention 
 1. Services should be intensive and behavioral in nature 

 Intensive services occupy 40% to 70% of offender time while in 
a program and are of 3 to 9 months in duration 

 Behavioral strategies are essential (most based on operant 
conditioning, reinforcement) 
 Token economies 

 Modeling 

 Cognitive behavioral 



Principles of Effective Intervention 

 2. Behavioral programs 

 Should target criminogenic needs of high-risk offenders 

 Risk assessment is key 



Principles of Effective Intervention 

 3. Characteristics of offenders, therapists, and programs 

 Principle of responsivity: treatment programs should be 

delivered in a manner that facilitates the learning of new 

prosocial skills by the offender 



What is the Goal? 

 Preparing the offender for life after prison 

 Facilitating desistance 

 Restoration  



Preparing for Life After Prison 

 Helping the offender become healthier 

 Proper health care, proper dental care, continuum of care 

 Appropriate mental health treatment, continuum of care 

 Substance abuse treatment, in prison and after release 



Preparing for Life After Prison 

 Raising the level of employability 

 Raise the educational attainment of the offender 

 Develop work experience 

 Build skills and credentials—vocational training, 

apprenticeships, and so on 

 Build the soft skills, social skills 

 Toastmasters 

 Inside-out Prison Exchange 

 Writing classes 



Preparing for Life After Prison 

 Build supports in the community 

 Facilitate family visitation/communication 

 Connect with community groups and volunteers 

 Mentoring programs 

 Creation of a Reentry Plan 



Facilitating Desistance 

 Creating space and mechanism for thoughtful contemplation 

 Encourage strategies where inmate leaders mentor others 

(faith-based, character-based living units) 

 Provide access to appropriate materials (i.e., Houses of 

Healing, 7 Habits of Highly Effective People, Change Anything) 



Facilitating Desistance 

 Good Lives Model: a strength-based rehabilitation 

framework that is responsive to offenders’ particular 

interests, abilities, and aspirations 

 ―Rehabilitation endeavors should equip offenders with the 

knowledge, skills, opportunities, and resources necessary to 

satisfy their life values in ways that don’t harm others‖ 



From the GLM Curriculum 
 Everyone’s idea of what makes up a good life is different, however 

there is a set of life goals that are common to most people. The 
importance that people place on each goal helps define what 
matters most in their lives. These goals include: 
 Health and physical safety 
 Relationships and friendships 
 Peace of mind 
 Happiness/pleasure 
 Having meaning in life 
 Being part of a group 
 Creativity 
 Being good at what we do--either in work, hobbies, or both 
 Learning and having knowledge in areas that interest us 
 Independence (i.e., being in control of our lives) 



Elements of Relapse Prevention 
 Plan and rehearse alternative prosocial responses 

 Monitor and anticipate problem situations 

 Practice new prosocial behaviors in increasingly difficult situations 

and reward improved competencies 

 Train significant others, such as family and friends, to provide 

reinforcement for prosocial behavior 

 Provide booster sessions to offenders after they have completed 

the formal phase of treatment 



Promising Targets for Change 
 Changing antisocial attitudes 

 Changing/managing antisocial feelings 

 Reducing antisocial peer associations 

 Promoting identification/association with anticriminal role 
models 

 Promoting familial affection/communication 

 Promoting familial monitoring and supervision 



Promising Targets for Change 
 Promoting child/ family protection (preventing 

neglect/abuse) 

 Increasing self-control, self-management and problem-
solving skills 

 Replacing the skills of lying, stealing and aggression with 
more prosocial alternatives 

 Reducing chemical dependencies and substance abuse 



Promising Targets for Change 
 Shifting the density of the personal, interpersonal and other 

rewards and costs for criminal and noncriminal activities in 
familial, academic, vocational, recreational and other behavioral 
settings, so that the noncriminal alternatives are favored 

 Providing the chronically psychiatrically troubled  with low 
pressure, sheltered living arrangements and/or effective 
medication (risk is greatest during periods of active psychosis) 



Promising Targets for Change 
 Insuring the client is able to recognize risky situations, and has a 

concrete and well-rehearsed plan for dealing with those situations 

 Confronting the personal and circumstantial barriers to service 
(client motivation; background stressors with which client is 
preoccupied) 

 Changing other attributes of clients and their circumstances that, 
through individualized assessments of risk and need, have been 
linked reasonably with criminal conduct. 



Restoration 

 Restorative Justice 

 Creation of service roles for offenders 

 Identifying social problems 

 Creating solutions 

 Evaluating impact 
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION

MEETING AGENDA

Thursday, January 31, 2013
5:30 p.m.

City-County Building, Room 260

I. Welcome and Introduction of Commission Members and Liaisons (5 Minutes)
Mary Moriarty Adams, Commission Chair

II. Recap of Meeting 4 and Approval of Minutes from Meetings 3 and 4

III. Community Outreach

A. Notes from Marion County Re-entry Coalition

B. Commissioner Salinas’ Radio interview

C. State Legislation – House Bill 1482

IV. Presentation: Health, Mental Health and Addiction Services
Lena Hackett, Marion County Re-entry Coalition

Kay Wiles, HealthNet
Cara Misetic, Corizon

V. Public Comments

VI. Commissioners’ Remarks and Policy Issues Commissioners and Liaisons

VII. Next Meeting: Wednesday, February 6, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. in the City-County Building,
Room 260

VIII. Adjournment
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Angela Smith Jones 
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Vop Osili 
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AGENDA 
 
 

Health, Mental Health and Addiction Services 
 
 



 

 

 
 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
The Re-entry Policy Study Commission met on Thursday, January 31, 2013.  Chair 
Mary Moriarty Adams called the meeting to order at 5:40 p.m. with the following 
members present: John Alt, proxy for Jose Salinas; Joyce Dabner; Rhiannon Edwards; 
Andrew Fogle; Willie Jenkins; Mike Lloyd; Robert Ohlemiller; and Vop Osili. Arriving 
shortly thereafter were Melissa Benton; Will Gooden; and Angela Smith Jones and 
Valerie Washington.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams gave a brief recap of the fourth meeting. She asked for a motion 
to approve the meeting minutes from January 8, 2013 and January 17, 2013. Mr. 
Ohlemiller moved, seconded by Mr. Fogle, to approve the minutes. The motion carried 
by a vote of 10-0. 
 
[Clerk’s Note: Melissa Benton arrived at 5:42 p.m.] 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked Lena Hackett, Marion County Re-entry Coalition (MCRC), 
to discuss how the MCRC can support this commission’s efforts to reduce recidivism 
and the challenges that ex-offenders face.  
 
Ms. Hackett stated that the MCRC is a panel that has existed for three and one half 
years. It started out as an initiative of the State, City of Indianapolis and the Annie E. 
Casey Foundation. Ms. Hackett said that the goal is to have all adults who re-enter into 
Marion County be successful. Ms. Hackett said that the panel is made up of law 
enforcement, community and faith-based individuals and is very data driven. She said 
that it is not a planning body; it is an action body. The MCRC meets every other month, 
and in those meetings, they are focused on which way the data is going and what they 
can do to impact re-entry. Ms. Hackett said that at MCRC’s last meeting, they discussed 
how they can assist this study commission. She said that MCRC stated that one of their 
recommendations is that the City becomes a fund source. They have access to funds, 
such as Community Crime Prevention grant funds, Community Block Grants or Drug 
Free funds, and they can be really deliberate in looking at the recommendations from 
this commission and tying those funds in some way into the work of this commission.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked Judge John Alt to briefly talk about the radio interview that 
Judge Jose Salinas did with regard to re-entry.  
 
Judge Alt stated that Judge Salinas appeared on radio station 1310 AM, where he 
talked about the Marion County Re-entry Court. Judge Alt stated that the Re-entry Court 
has about 110 participants. The court takes individuals upon their release from the 
Indiana Department of Corrections (DOC), where they spend at least one year in the 
program. Judge Alt stated that the re-entry court meets three times per week in the City-
County Building. Judge Alt stated that the participants go through phases, depending on 
their progress. He said that in Phase One, they are required to come to court every 
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week so that they are out and off to a good start. In Phase Two, the participants are 
required to come to court twice a month, and in Phase Three, the participants come to 
court once a month. Judge Alt said that they assist their participants with a whole range 
of services from literacy to getting their General Education Diploma (GED), drug 
counseling, transitional jobs and employment, assist in obtaining valid licenses and 
housing. Judge Alt stated that the re-entry court has a team of case managers, parole 
agents, public defenders and prosecutors who meet every week to discuss the progress 
of the participants. He said they have found that they have been successful over the 
years. Judge Alt said that no one graduates the program without obtaining their GED.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked Councillor Osili and Angela Smith Jones, Director of Public 
Policy, Greater Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce, to discuss the outcome of House 
Bill 1482.  
 
Ms. Smith Jones stated that it was very important to have former offenders to come and 
testify about their struggles in obtaining gainful employment, and the employment they 
obtained was not commiserate with the average scale. She said that some of them 
shared their personal stories with the Legislators. Ms. Smith Jones said that the 
outcome of the hearing was that the bill passed the Senate 11-1, and it now goes before 
the House for consideration. Ms. Smith Jones stated that the two main authors of the bill 
were Representatives Jud McMillian and Greg Porter.  
 
[Clerk’s Note: Valerie Washington arrived at 6:00 p.m.] 
 
Councillor Osili stated that another component of the bill is the expunging of any arrests 
that do not result in a conviction that has been vacated on appeal so that those things 
do not linger on a person’s record long after they have been cleared.  
 
Ms. Hackett; Kay Wiles, Supervisor, HealthNet’s Homeless Initiative Program; and Dr. 
Cara Misetic, Regional Behavioral Health Director, Corizon; reviewed a PowerPoint 
presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit A. Some key points are: 
 

 Overview 
o Nearly a quarter of both State prisoners and jail inmates who had a mental 

health problem served three or more prior incarcerations. 
o Females inmates had a higher rate of mental health problems than male 

inmates. 
o The US Department of Justice reported that in 1999, about 16% of the 

population in prison or jail has serious mental illness. 
o Co-occurring substance abuse disorders affect over 70% of prisoners with 

mental illness. 
o Of state prisoners, 80% report a history of drug and alcohol use. 
o Two-thirds of convicted jail inmates were “actively involved in drugs” prior 

to their admission. 
o At the time of their offense, 36% were using drugs or alcohol.  
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Dr. Misetic continued with the presentation, discussing the Behavioral Health Services 
within the Indiana Department of Correction (DOC). 
 

 Mental health services are delivered to individuals with mental illness throughout 
their period of incarceration. 

 Individuals are assessed for and classified according to their mental health needs 
at intake. 

 Treatment goal is to achieve highest level of functional capability. 

 Mental health services are delivered by qualified professionals. 

 Points of Care 
o Reception into DOC 
o Transfer from one facility to another 
o Annual health screening 
o Individual request for care 
o Admittance to segregated housing 
o Crisis 
o Re-entry 

 Qualified professionals deliver mental health services. 

 Mental health services are provided to individuals in need throughout their period 
of incarceration. 

 Individuals are classified according to their needs and placed in appropriate 
housing and treatment setting. 

 Services Offered 
o Outpatient Treatment 

 Phase 1: Education 
 Phase 2: Primary Treatment 
 Phase 3: Relapse prevention 

o Therapeutic Communities 
o Clean Lifestyle is Freedom Forever (CLIFF) 
o Urine Drug Screen 

 
[Clerk’s Note: Councillor Will Gooden arrived at 6:32 p.m.] 
 
Ms. Wiles continued with the presentation on the Community Outreach Task Force 
(COT). 
 

 COT Force began in 2009, with Judge Barbara Collins and Sergeant Bob Hipple 
of the Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department (IMPD). 

 COT Force had to find a different way to address those getting multiple arrests in 
the downtown area due to addiction, mental illness and/or homelessness. 

 Monthly meetings began with IMPD supplying 22 names of people in this 
situation. 

 There are 36 agencies involved, with 14 having regular representation at the 
monthly meetings. 

 First Year in 2010 
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o Twenty-two homeless individuals were identified by IMPD, accounting for 
99 arrests in one year. 

o Nine of these individuals engaged in treatment and entered housing in the 
first year. 

o Over a 12-month period, 48% reduction of arrests for these nine 
individuals. 

o In one year, there was a savings of $147,652 in negative arrests. 

 Second year - 2011 
o Forty-five clients were enrolled 
o Twenty-nine clients entered program housing 
o Nineteen experienced fewer arrests 
o Twenty-five experienced fewer emergency room (ER) visits. 

 Current year 
o There are 48 individuals identified. 
o Of the 48 individuals, 32 are currently in housing and engaged in 

treatment. 

 One arrest costs $798.12 

 One day in jail costs $45.27 to $62.00 and up. 

 One day in housing and treatment costs $15.00. 

 COT Force has removed barriers to access treatment and housing. 

 Funding identified for long-term housing and treatment support. 

 All agencies interfacing with the client share the same message and are working 
from the same page. 

 
Ms. Hackett finished the presentation, discussing the policy and system issues and 
recommendations. 
 

 There is a need to redesign the role of the Prosecutor and the Public Defender in 
determining treatment plans. 

 The waiting list for community health center appointments can be up to 60 to 90 
days. Inmates are released with a 30-day supply of medication. 

 Beginning in 2014, the Affordable Care Act explicitly allows incarcerated 
individuals pending disposition to be classified as qualified to enroll in and 
receive services from health plans participating in State health insurance if they 
qualify for such coverage. 

 Engage the community-based mental health care system in providing pre and 
post-release services to inmates with mental health needs. 

 Engage community-based organizations to provide health care services for 
inmate populations prior to discharge. 

 Engage community-based substance abuse system to provide effective, 
culturally competent services to people in correctional facilities. 
 

Rhiannon Edwards, Executive Director, Public Advocates in Community Re-entry 
(PACE), stated that she has found that their clients run out of their 30 days worth of 
medication without a new source. She asked if it was a possibility to develop some sort 
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of release for Marion County residents to be handed off to Midtown before their release 
so that they already have an appointment and will not run out of medication. Dr. Misetic  
stated that for the offenders who have a higher level of patient needs, they do 
coordinate that prior to leaving. She said that problems with follow-up appointments are 
more relative to what the community mental health services have available. Dr. Misetic 
said that they have so many coming in, that they do not have bodies to see people. Dr. 
Misetic said that they are working through InterCare to see how they can get those ex-
offenders to follow-up appointments more rapidly. 
 
Sean Hendricks, Ex-offender Liaison, stated that a lot of guys had mental illness 
problems when he was incarcerated, and a couple of them were released being 
diagnosed with mental issues and they ended up committing some serious crimes 
against people. Mr. Hendricks asked if there have been any changes. Dr. Misetic said 
that there have been significant changes. She said that if there is a person placed in 
segregation, and the mental health professional sees that they are not doing well, they 
have the ability to remove them and put them in different housing. When people have 
significant issues, one thing being looked at is their needs and how they are met. Dr. 
Misetic said that if they pose a danger to themselves or others because of their illness, 
they have the ability to access the state hospital system for civil commitments. 
 
Melissa Benton, Ex-offender Liaison, asked if Dr. Misetic could estimate how many are 
in specific facilities that receive mental health services. Dr. Misetic said that they had 
about 6,000 individuals that are on the mental health roster. She stated that she will 
provide specifics to the commission. 
 
Councillor Osili asked if, upon release of those that are seriously challenged or have the 
risk of re-offending, information on that individual ceases or if there is any continued 
monitoring of that individual. Dr. Misetic stated that from a mental health perspective, 
they do not because their relationship with that person ends when they are released. 
She said that this becomes the role of probation or parole. Councillor Osili asked if the 
information on that person ceases. Dr. Misetic stated that information is included in 
release reports. She said that they have been using electronic records since 2006.  
 
Dr. Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Mayor’s Office, asked how the individuals 
that Dr. Misetic works with are referred to Behavioral Health Services. Dr. Misetic said 
that every individual that comes through any facility is assessed by a mental health 
professional. She said if individuals are returning to DOC, they are seen within 14 days 
of arrival. Dr. Misetic said that other means of referrals come from the individuals 
themselves, staff or family members. 
 
Robert Ohlemiller, Marion County Sheriff's Office, Program Director, Jail Division, stated 
that he has had interaction with COT Force and wanted to compliment them. He asked 
if there is more money available and their model can be adapted to serve more 
populations. Ms. Wiles stated that COT Force does not have dedicated case 
management personnel to focus on the population specifically. She said that if there 
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were additional people, they could serve more individuals. Ms. Wiles said that COT 
Force receives referrals and has to turn them away because they do not have the 
capacity. She said that they also allow IMPD to tell them who is eligible for the program, 
and they can expand that. Mr. Ohlemiller asked Ms. Wiles to describe the criteria, since 
this program is resource and need driven. Ms. Wiles stated that Sgt. Hipple looks at the 
arrest records to make sure it is someone who has been living within the downtown 
area and costing the taxpayers a lot. She said that they look for people with multiple 
arrests who are listed as homeless. 
 
Andrew Fogle, Deputy Prosecutor, stated that it is too simplistic, and they to need 
redesign the role of the Prosecutor and the Public Defender in determining treatment 
plans. He said that he is not arguing with some of the plans, but this is not a 
prosecutor/public defender responsibility; it is a criminal justice responsibility. Mr. Fogle 
said that the courts, attorneys, mental health and substance abuse professionals have 
to do this as a team, instead of putting the blame on one particular entity.  
 
Joyce Dabner, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over, stated that getting appointments 
ahead of time for those that have other health related issues like heart problems or 
blood pressure will certainly help. Ms. Dabner asked if there is a treatment in the prison 
that uses literature. Mike Lloyd, Director of Transitional Facilities, Indiana Department of 
Corrections (DOC), answered in the affirmative. Ms. Dabner asked if an offender that 
does not have outside help and uses State pay, is that literature offered or if they are 
denied that class. Dr. Misetic stated that for individuals that do not have funds, there are 
facility funds that are available to provide them with materials. Ms. Dabner asked if the 
book is on tape for persons that cannot read. Dr. Misetic stated that she is not aware of 
that. 
 
Councillor Osili asked what comes under the category of mental illness. Dr. Misetic said 
that mental illness is anything covered under the diagnostic and statistical manual of 
mental diseases and disorders. She said that it would encompass anything from 
personality disorders, depression, anxiety, psychotic disorders and Post Traumatic 
Stress Disorder (PTSD). Councillor Osili asked with regards to the 30-day post release 
window, what a possible solution is to that. He asked if that 30-day window can be 
compressed by having arraignments meet earlier for those individuals being released. 
Dr. Misetic said that there are several challenges that contribute to that being a high risk 
window. She said that until they know if a person has an approved place to live, there is 
no ability to schedule an appointment. Councillor Osili asked if that can be identified at 
an earlier time. Dr. Misetic said that very often for mentally ill individuals, there is no 
housing available. She said that a problem they often run into is that they can get them 
in, but they have less success with them keeping appointments. 
 
Ms. Smith Jones asked where it is written that there cannot be refills on medications. 
Dr. Misetic said that they are given 30-days’ worth of medication in hand and a 
prescription refill that should take them out to 60-days. Ms. Smith Jones asked if it takes 
90-days to get in for an appointment. Dr. Misetic said that was the information Ms. 
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Hackett provided, and added that if they have individuals that fall into a high risk 
category, they have someone who does specialty appointments to get those in for 
appointments within a week. 
 
Ms. Edwards stated that all involved need to come to the table to not do open 
appointments. She said that she feels that they can do something. Dr. Misetic stated 
that Corizon is working with InterCare to try and figure that out. 
 
Public Testimony 
 
Bob Cole, Executive Director, Faith in Community Ministries, asked Dr. Misetic how long 
Corizon has been involved with DOC. Dr. Misetic said that it is their eighth year. Mr. 
Cole asked if Dr. Misetic said that she would suggest to judges to lengthen an 
individual’s sentence to receive treatment. Dr. Misetic answered in the negative. 
 
Reverend Byron Bond, Founder, Prisons Reformed United, stated that when people 
come out of prison, they have no plan. He asked how it is going to work with references 
to mental health and other health needs. Dr. Misetic said that the follow up 
appointments scheduled are completed for everyone regardless if they are on probation 
or parole. Mr. Bond said that with the parole system as it stands, if a person is 
committed to DOC, and that person does half of their time under certain criteria; when 
that time is up, that person is out. He said that it needs to be understood how to deal 
with the persons that have been released and are just out in the community. Mr. Lloyd 
stated that there is a disconnect and the goal of this commission is to break some of 
those barriers.  
 
Carlette Duffy, Employment Consultant, Southeast Community Service, asked with 
regard to the 30-days medication, if the medication is at full cost and if the prescriptions 
honored at local drugstores. Dr. Misetic stated that the prescriptions are the standard 
ones that a person would get from his or her doctor. She said that their physicians look 
at the cost when prescribing medication to individuals. Dr. Misetic said that they look at 
what is going to work for that person and what is cost effective for them. Ms. Duffy 
asked if there is a possibility to allow those individuals that are attempting to go to 
treatment to show the court documentation to let them know they tried and instead of 
being sent back to prison on a technical violation. Judge Alt stated that with respect to 
the re-entry program, they do not have a single person that pays for their own 
treatment. He said that everyone is referred to Alternative to Revocation (ATR). Judge 
Alt stated that no one gets a violation in the re-entry program because they do not have 
the funds to pay for treatment. They work very hard getting those persons into 
treatment. Ms. Edwards stated that a person can get into trouble with the Judge if it is 
found out that an ex-offender has not followed through with that they are supposed to 
do.  
 
Nate Rush, Executive Director, Bethlehem House, stated that he has heard of many 
efforts with regard to mental health, but not for substance abuse. He asked if the same 
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effort can be done for substance abuse like mental health. Dr. Misetic stated that 
Corizon has started doing quite a bit of work on that issue within the last year. She said 
that they are working with the community services providers to find a better way to 
facilitate those referrals. 
 
Amy Shaner, Care Coordinator, Marion County Jail’s Addiction Re-entry Program, 
stated that she goes into the jails when she receives referrals from the social workers, 
COT Force and public defenders for individuals that are being released who have 
addiction issues to make sure they have a re-entry plan and to help them identify and 
address their needs once they are released. Ms. Shaner said that she follows them for 
about six months to see how they are doing. 
 
Lisa Brickman, Marion County Probation, stated that some of the set pleas that are 
created with certain conditions for ex-offenders make it more difficult for the Probation 
Department to work with the clients as to what their actual needs are when they are 
released.  
 
Davinci Richardson, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over, asked why the process is 
difficult to give an ex-offender 60-days’ worth of medication and a prescription to hold 
them to the 90-days until they can get into see a health professional. Mr. Lloyd stated 
that what has been discovered is that a person is walking out of the door with too many 
prescriptions, and they are selling them and not taking anything. He said that it was 
decided to give only a certain amount of medication and a prescription, which would 
require that individual to take that medication and then take the initiative to go and get a 
refill. Mr. Richardson asked if there are any plans to start support groups inside 
facilities. Dr. Misetic stated that a majority of the facilities have offender life groups.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked each Commission member to discuss any policy changes 
or recommendations that they believe will respond to the challenges and 
recommendations that they have received so far. 
 
Councillor Gooden stated that a partial product from this commission would be a 
resource in the form of a publication of collected services and contacts that serve 
individuals that has to do with re-entry. He said that it is a manual that has a flow chart 
with contact information on the different services for re-entry. Mr. Fogle stated that Dr. 
Jenkins has already begun that process. He said that he likes the idea of expanding that 
process. Dr. Jenkins said that he has put together a booklet that lists 85 service 
providers within Marion County, which lists their services, address, contact information 
and if there are restrictions. He said that it is not too detailed, but it does give specific 
things about the service provider.  
 
Mr. Hendricks stated that technical violations should be looked at as a part of re-entry, 
as long as the ex-offender is not picking up new felonies. He said that it is a given that 
they will pick up technical violations.  
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Ms. Benton asked if there is a place in the Commission’s policy to try and create some 
type of standards for service providers for re-entry. Dr. Jenkins stated that every 
resource listed in the book he put together has been physically contacted to make sure 
they are doing what they say they are doing.  
 
Councillor Osili stated that one of the powers and duties of this Commission is to review 
the service providers that have helped lower the recidivism rate and recommend means 
of streamlining and removing those that have not.  
 
Mr. Hendricks asked Councillor Gooden if the publication he would like to see would 
only focus on mental health. Councillor Gooden answered in the negative. 
 
Mr. Lloyd asked Dr. Misetic to speak about an initiative that DOC is doing with Corizon. 
Dr. Misetic stated that Corizon has talked with DOC regarding the availability to place 
addiction recovery specialists and mental health professionals within the parole districts 
to provide services between the time an individual is released and whether they get into 
a community-based service.  
 
Councillor Osili stated that he does not hear enough about targeting dollars toward 
education. He said that he finds that there is a great disconnect of what they are trying 
to get done in the prisons and what happens afterwards.  
 
There being no further business, and upon motion duly made, the meeting was 
adjourned at 8:04 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
       
 Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair 
 
MMA/lw 
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Notes from MCRC’s January 17, 2013 Meeting

I. UPDATE ON THE RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION
It is important for MCRC to be aware of the work of the City County Council’s Re-
Entry Policy Study Commission. The Study Commission, should leverage the
knowledge of MCRC, and the MCRC should leverage the policy influence of the Study
Commission.

Overview
The Re-Entry Policy Study Commission was established by Council Resolution
Number 80, 2012 and was later amended by Council Resolution Number 90, which
expanded the membership of the Commission.

Vop provided an overview of the Study Commission. The Study Commission wants to
learn about best practices across the country, learn about what’s happening in the
state, and figure out what is causing the high recidivism rate in Marion County (which
according to a study, is about 51%). It is unacceptable to think about the lives cycling
through criminal justice system and the dollars being wasted. If you fail more than
you succeed, there’s something wrong.

The Study Commission has nine different hearings, the fourth of which is taking place
later today. The topics of the hearings include, but are not limited to, things such as
housing, employment, case management wraparound services, alternative sentencing,
health/mental health/addictions, and how time is spent during incarceration.

The Study Commission wants to know:
 What suggestions and recommendations can we make to our state legislature?
 What we need to learn and coordinate with others in Marion County?
 What can we do that we have local control over?

There are areas and administrative policies that we can address immediately with
existing programs and resources through coordination, which are short-term
strategies, and then there are things that will require legislative policy changes, which
are long-term strategies.

Who
The following organizations are represented on the Study Commission:

 3 City-County Council members
 Sheriff’s Office
 Prosecutor’s Office
 Mayor’s Office of Re-entry
 MCRC
 Commmunity Based Organization -- PACE
 Marion County Superior Court
 Indianapolis Department of Public Safety
 Greater Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce
 Ex-offenders
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Mission
The mission of the Re-Entry Policy Study Commission is to increase public safety in
Marion County by breaking the cycle of criminal activity by ex-offenders who are
reentering the community. This will be accomplished by examining, investigating, and
facilitating the implementation of policy and procedure related to the reentry of ex-
offenders with a focus on the economic and community impacts of those measures.

Commission Duties and Responsibilities (defined in enacting resolution)
 To examine and investigate current policies and procedures relating to the

reentry of ex-offenders and the economic and community impact of reducing
recidivism in Marion County.

 To hold public hearings and take public input
 To report to the Council findings and recommendations for improvement.

How does their work relate to the work of MCRC?
The direction of the Study Commission is to take action. It would be great to figure out
how MCRC can help with this work, particularly around identifying barriers and policy
issues. Then the Study Commission can find their role in regarding those policies.

Instead of focusing on local vs. state issues, which may result in us missing
something, it would be best to consider the issues themselves and then figure out how
the Study Commission can impact those issues.

MCRC may be able to more quickly identify policy barriers and needs than the Study
Commission can which would make them an integral part of criminal justice planning.

What are the policy priorities that need to be addressed? What are the barriers?
 There is a lot of big-level policy stuff that Indiana can address across systems,

including the education system, the health care system, and the child welfare
system. We are dealing with the barriers of those systems and how they
correlate to the criminal justice system. These bigger conversations need to
take place.

 In addition to barriers, it is important to remember the opportunities and tools
that could be used more widely and more effectively: IRAS, Evidence Based
Practices, and ATR. If we can use those opportunities, we can reduce those
barriers.

Based on the progression of an act of crime – crime committed, arrest, pre-
incarceration, courts, incarceration, pre-release, etc. – what are the barriers? What
role could the Study Commission have?

 Crisis Intervention Training (CIT) and/or similar trainings for those throughout
the criminal justice system, including police, probation, parole, and community
corrections

o The initial response to the crime guides how the rest of the process will
go. I’m not positive we’re doing as well as we can with training law
enforcement for that first response interaction. It’s systemic. Are we
responding in too punitive of a way?
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o Some of the best-trained police officers went through CIT and are able to
assess mental illness in offenders. Not everyone gets this training due to
resources and training responses.

o What is the difference in the responses of those trained in CIT vs. those
not trained?
 How they talk to the person
 How they engage
 Verbal Judo
 Little more leeway for aggressive behavior
 More astute to mental health concerns
 Each police district has several trained officers on each shift
 Can prevent someone from getting involved in the CJ process

o ICJI should be brought to the table for this piece as a potential funder.
o We need a culture of response that 100% of people committing crimes

are doing so possibly because of trauma or mental illness. Give the
offender the benefit of the doubt, and have officers respond
appropriately.

 Engagement Center
o Currently, the options for offenders are to go to jail, Wishard, or APC

upon arrest. For those with mental health issues, it would be good to
have another option, an Engagement Center that could be staffed by
Wishard and mental health professionals.
 Wishard has a unit for emergencies for mental health, but people

are resistant to mental health or addictions diagnoses. Getting the
end user to accept their diagnosis is a big problem. If you’re not
getting those who need the service to embrace it as a possibility,
it’s not doing any good. We need to figure out a way to get folks to
embrace it.

o Make sure people are going to the right place, so they don’t continually
cycle through the system.

o Could use the Study Commission’s help in selling the engagement center
to the community – reinforcing public education of the need for the
engagement center (it will save money). There is some momentum right
now.
 Sheriff gets billed when APC sends someone to Wishard.

Emergency services are the most expensive form of health care, so
we need a more cost-effective alternative.

 Culture of valuing watching the number of people going into the criminal justice
system as well as those coming out

 Is there anything that can be done on the amount of time we have to make a
decision about where offenders go between being picked up and being charged
before we have to release them?

 Tie funding, including Community Crime Prevention Grant, Drug Free Marion
County, and Community Development Block Grant dollars, to being able to
show competence in motivational interviewing and effective best practices

o Prove to us, not just tell us, that you know what you’re doing if you are
getting said funding
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 Support the capacity building and building the knowledge base of non-profit
and community organizations around effective best practices

What role does MCRC want to play in the work of the Study Commission?
Participants shared their ideas.

 I would see MCRC as a steering committee. We need to be more highly aligned
with our goals and tasks as a group.

Based on the conversation, MCRC wants to have an official engagement with the
Reentry Study Commission. MCRC’s role would be to keep an eye on and make
recommendations about policies, both administrative and legislative, and best
practices. MCRC will bring programmatic and systematic expertise to the Study
Commission’s policy approaches.

Currently, the Study Commission is soaking up as much knowledge as they can,
especially from the experts that participate in the co-design sessions that Lena puts
together. The Study Commission is a blank slate listening to information during the
hearings. However, there are a few scheduled sessions where the Study Commission
members can play with and discuss some of the ideas they’ve heard. When the time
comes, MCRC would like the Study Commission to bring them ideas to vet and provide
feedback and support.

Currently, the last session for the Study Commission is March 21st, but it could be
extended beyond March.

MCRC Communication with the Reentry Study Commission
There are several methods of communication between MCRC and the Study
Commission:

 MCRC members should be receiving emails from the Study Commission.
 Study Commission sessions are public and have opportunities for testimony.
 There are several Study Commission members in MCRC.
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Overview

Findings are based on the Survey of Inmates in State and
Federal Correctional Facilities, 2004, and the Survey of
Inmates in Local Jails, 2002.

 Nearly a quarter of both State prisoners and jail inmates
who had a mental health problem, compared to a fifth of
those without, had served 3 or more prior incarcerations.

 Female inmates had higher rates of mental health problems
than male inmates (State prisons: 73% of females and 55%
of males; local jails: 75% of females and 63% of males).



Overview

The US Department of Justice reported in 1999 that
about 16 percent of the population in prison or jail
has a serious mental illness.

….compared to 5-7% in the entire population.

Co-occurring substance abuse disorders affect over
70 percent of prisoners with mental illnesses.

"Health-Related Issues in Prisoner Reentry," Crime & Delinquency 47, no. 3
(2001-07-01), 390-409.



Overview

According to research cited by the Council of State
Governments – Justice Center- Reentry Policy Council:

 80% of state prisoners report a history of drug or alcohol
use;

 55 percent of state prisoners report using drugs or alcohol
during the commission of the crime that resulted in their
incarceration;

 Two-thirds of convicted jail inmates were "actively involved
in drugs" prior to their admission;

 36 %were using drugs or alcohol at the time of their
offense.



Overview

Drug abuse among prisoners does not vary
significantly by race or gender, although it does vary
by age, with inmates age 44 and under reporting rates
of drug and alcohol use significantly below that of their
older counterparts.



Behavioral Health Services
within the

Indiana Department of Correction



Continuum of Mental Health Care



Overview

 Mental health services are delivered to individuals with mental
illness throughout their period of incarceration.

 Individuals are assessed for and classified according to their mental
health needs at intake into IDOC and at points of care during their
incarceration.

 A continuum of mental health care within the IDOC has been
established to meet the needs of individuals with mental illness.

 Individuals with mental illness may move throughout the continuum
of care based upon their needs during incarceration.

 Treatment goal is to achieve highest level of functional capability.

 Mental health services are delivered by qualified professionals.



Points of Care

 Throughout an individual’s incarceration, points of care
exist during which an individual is screened for mental
health needs.

 Reception into IDOC
 Transfer from one facility to another
 Annual health screen
 Individual’s request for care
 Staff member’s referral for care
 Admittance to segregated housing
 Crisis
 Re-entry

 If mental health needs are identified at the points of care,
additional evaluation is performed and a treatment plan
is created.



Mental Health Services

Screen for mental health needs

Mental health assessment

Diagnostic evaluation

Psychiatric evaluation

Treatment planning and classification:

Psychiatric treatment
Individual psychotherapy

Group psychotherapy
Group psycho-education



Continuum of Care

 Re-entry facilities
 Minimal functional impairment

 General population facilities
 Some functional impairment

 Stabilization
 NCF, IWP, MJF, PJF
 Acute disability

 Intermediate Care
 WVF, IWP, MJF, PJF
 Significant functional impairment

 Intensive Care
 NCF, IWP, MJF, PJF
 Significant functional impairment

and significant risk to self or others

 Chronic Care
 NCF, IWP, MJF, PJF
 Pronounced functional impairment

Low need / Low service

High need / High service



Summary

 Qualified professionals deliver mental health services.

 Mental health services are provided to individuals in need
throughout their period of incarceration.

 Individuals are classified according to their needs and
placed in an appropriate housing and treatment setting.



Addiction Recovery Services



Overview

 Addiction Recovery Services are delivered during the period of
incarceration to individuals with histories of substance abuse and
dependence.

 Individuals are screened for and classified according to their treatment
needs at intake into IDOC.

 A continuum of Addiction Recovery Services within the IDOC has been
established to meet the needs of individuals with histories of substance
abuse and dependence.

 Treatment goal is to begin the process of lifelong recovery with the goal
of decreasing the likelihood of return to IDOC.

 Addiction Recovery Services are delivered by qualified professionals.



Identification of Need

 An individual is screened for treatment need upon intake to
IDOC at:
 Reception Diagnostic Center
 Rockville Correctional Facility

 Upon assignment to Facility:
 Risk and Needs Assessment completed that measures:

 Risk of re-offending

 Need for programming and intervention

 Re-Entry Accountability Plan (RAP) is created

 Classification – Overall plan to move down in levels

 Programming – Overall plan for each offender’s programming and
intervention needs



Initial Facility

 Risk and Needs Assessment completed that
measures:
 Risk of re-offending

 Need for programming and intervention

 Re-Entry Accountability Plan (RAP) is created
 Classification – Overall plan to move down in levels

 Programming – Overall plan for each offender’s programming and
intervention needs



Program Referrals

 Get the RIGHT OFFENDER to the RIGHT PROGRAM at
the RIGHT TIME

 Program referrals are driven by needs, but are also
impacted by the offender’s length of stay

 During 2009 the IDOC released 19,607 offenders. 6,144
(31.3%) had less then a year to serve and 4,201 (21.4%) had
6 months or less to serve. These numbers are on the rise.

 Short term lengths of stay significantly impact the ability to
participate in programming



Services Offered

 Outpatient Treatment
 Phase 1: Education

 Phase 2: Primary Treatment (Time cut possible)

 Phase 3: Relapse prevention (Time cut possible)

 Therapeutic Communities (Time cut possible)

 CLIFF Units (Time cut possible)

 Methamphetamine Specific Therapeutic Communities

 AA / NA Meetings

 Purposeful Incarceration

 Urine Drug Screens



Purposeful Incarceration

 To create and foster a working relationship between the IDOC’s
Therapeutic Communities and the Indiana Judicial System.

 Judges can sentence chemically addicted offenders and document that
they will “Consider a sentence modification” should the offender
successfully complete a therapeutic community.

 The offender can receive treatment and be returned to the community
through existing community programs such as:

• Drug Courts

• CTP Program

• Community Work Release

• Other available diversion



Summary

 First quarter 2011
 New Admissions- 1175

 Total Participants- 3819

 Phase 2 Completions-408

 Phase 3 Completions- 415

 TC/CLIFF Completions- 330

 Time Cuts Submitted- 1098

 Months Granted- 3202

 Qualified professionals deliver Addiction Recovery Services.

 Individuals are classified according to their needs and placed in an
appropriate housing and treatment setting.



Community Resources/Best Practices



Community Outreach Task Force
COT Force



Beginning

• Began fall 2009 after a challenge was laid out by
Judge Barbara Collins and Sergeant Bob Hipple of
IMPD

• Find a different way to address those getting
multiple arrests in the downtown area due to
addiction, mental illness, and/or homelessness

• Monthly meetings began with IMPD supplying 22
names of people in this situation



Beginning

 A Release of Information was designed to satisfy all
agencies at the table

 Everyone set out to get releases signed and case
conferencing began

 36 agencies involved w/ 14 having regular
representation at the monthly meetings



First Year - 2010

 22 homeless individuals identified by IMPD
accounting for 99 arrests in one year, primarily for
public intoxication

 9 of these individuals engaged in treatment and
entered housing in the first year

 48% reduction of arrests for these 9 individuals over
a 12 month period.



Focus on Three

 Three of these individuals responsible for 185 arrests
from 2007-2009

 These 3 individuals are all in treatment, sober and
housed and have been for over 2 years

 In one year this shows a savings of $147,652 in
negative arrests alone (this doesn’t account for jail
time and court costs)



Second Year - 2011

• 45 clients enrolled

• 29 clients entered program housing – 12 have stayed
for 12+ months

• 19 experienced fewer arrests – 90 fewer arrests total
than previous year

• 25 experienced fewer CIU/ER visits – 61 fewer visits
total than previous year



Currently

 48 individuals identified; responsible for 167 arrests
in 2012

 Of these 48, 32 are currently in housing and engaged
in treatment

 5 of these individuals are responsible for 44 arrests;
currently all 5 are in treatment and housed



The Numbers

 One arrest costs $798.12 (2009)

 One day in jail costs $45.27 to $62+

 One day in housing and treatment costs $15



Why it works

• Removed barriers to access treatment and housing

• Funding identified for long term housing and
treatment support

• Monthly case conferencing with key players

• Trust amongst the team; across the board ownership
with client focused success

• All agencies interfacing with client share same
message; working from same page



Policy/System Issues

 Need to redesign the role of the Prosecutor and the
Public Defender in determining treatment plans –
the plans are often unwieldy and not prioritized to
address the primary issue(s)

 Waiting list for community health center
appointments can be up to 60 to 90 days; inmates
are released with 30 day supply of medication



Policy/System Issues

Affordable Care Act:

Beginning in 2014, the ACA explicitly allows incarcerated
individuals pending disposition to be classified as qualified to
enroll in and receive services from health plans participating
in state health insurance exchanges if they otherwise qualify
for such coverage.

Furthermore, individuals who satisfy bail requirements and
are released into the community pending disposition will be
eligible for Medicaid under the ACA if they meet income and
other program requirements.



Recommendations

Engage the community-based mental health
care system in providing pre- and post-release
services to inmates with mental health
needs.(Council of State Governments – Justice
Center- Reentry Policy Council)

Example: Jail Health Services, San Francisco
Department of Public Health (CA)



Recommendations

Engage community-based organizations to
provide health care services for inmate
populations prior to discharge. (Council of State
Governments – Justice Center- Reentry Policy
Council)

When a provider cares for a patient while he or she is a
prisoner, the provider-patient relationship that develops can
continue when he or she returns to the community, providing
personal and public health benefits.



Recommendations

Engage the community-based substance abuse
system to provide effective, culturally
competent services to people in correctional
facilities who are in need of treatment.

(Council of State Governments – Justice Center- Reentry
Policy Council)

Engaging community-based providers can facilitate
continuity of care by building long-term relationships
between treatment providers and individuals in prison or jail
that can endure after the program participants are released to
the community.
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION

MEETING AGENDA

Wednesday, February 6, 2013
5:30 p.m.

City-County Building, Room 260

I. Welcome and Introduction of Commission Members and Liaisons (5 Minutes)
Mary Moriarty Adams, Commission Chair

II. Recap of Meeting 5

III. Presentation: Housing Barriers Facing Individuals with Criminal Histories
Mitzi Wilson, Neighborhood Christian Legal Clinic

IV. Presentation: Human Services Grants and Re-entry
Julie Fidler, Department of Metropolitan Development

V. Presentation: Regulation of Public Housing Properties
Shelette Veal, Indianapolis Housing Agency

VI. Public Comments

VII. Commissioners’ Remarks and Policy Issues Commissioners

VIII. Next Meeting: Thursday, February 28, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. at Recycle Force, 1125
Brookside Avenue, Suite D12

IX. Adjournment
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DATE:   February 6, 2013 
 
CALLED TO ORDER: 5:40 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNED:  8:04 p.m. 
 
 
 

ATTENDANCE 
 

ATTENDING MEMBERS     ABSENT MEMBERS 
Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair     John Alt, proxy for Jose Salinas 
Melissa Benton      Jose Salinas 
Joyce Dabner       
Rhiannon Edwards 
Andrew Fogle 
Will Gooden 
Shawn Hendricks 
Willie Jenkins 
Angela Smith Jones 
Mike Lloyd 
Robert Ohlemiller 
Vop Osili 
Valerie Washington 
           

 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
 

Housing 
 
 



 

 

 
 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
The Re-entry Policy Study Commission met on Thursday, February 6, 2013.  Chair 
Mary Moriarty Adams called the meeting to order at 5:40 p.m. with the following 
members present: Joyce Dabner; Rhiannon Edwards; Andrew Fogle; Will Gooden; 
Willie Jenkins; Mike Lloyd; Vop Osili; Angela Smith Jones and Valerie Washington. Also 
in attendance were Melissa Benton and Sean Hendricks, Ex-Offender Liaisons. Arriving 
shortly thereafter was Robert Ohlemiller. Absent was John Alt, proxy for Jose Salinas 
and Jose Salinas. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams gave a brief recap of the fifth meeting. She said since there was a 
short one-week turnaround, the meeting minutes from January 31, 2013, were still being 
finalized, so they will approve those at the next meeting.  
 
Mitzi Wilson, Staff Attorney, Neighborhood Christian Legal Clinic (NCLC) and Project 
Guided Re-Entry Assistance & Community Education (GRACE) reviewed a PowerPoint 
presentation in detail, which is attached as Exhibit A. Some key points are: 
 

 Neighborhood Christian Legal Clinic 
o Non-profit pro bono legal representation and prevention legal education to 

low income families who are at or below 125% of the poverty guidelines. 
o Civil Legal Services 

 Landlord/tenant, immigration, housing and bankruptcy 

 Project GRACE 
o Launched in 2011, working to break barriers to re-entry with a focus on 

employment and family barriers 
o Project GRACE works with individuals with criminal histories to increase 

access to civil legal services 
o Project GRACE case types 

 License, family law, clearing records, housing and consumer law 

 Housing Barriers 
o Individuals released from prison or jail are at risk for experiencing 

homelessness, which can increase the likelihood to commit new crimes. 
o United Way of Central Indiana found that housing options are very limited 

for individuals who are re-entering from prison or jail. 

 Out of 831 clients, six have sought assistance with housing related cases 
o Public Housing cases 

 Majority of clients are aware that they can be denied public housing 
because of arrests and criminal convictions. 

o Landlord/tenant cases 
 Problem landlords 
 Predatory lending (rent-to-own) 
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 Housing Options 
o Transitional housing 

 Limited duration and specific defined service 
o Supportive housing and Therapeutic Communities 

 Longer term and continuum of service from prison or jail 
o Re-entry Specific Housing and Social Enterprise 

 Live-in community 
 Wrap around services 

 
Valerie Washington, Deputy Director and Chief Financial Officer (CFO), Department of 
Public Safety (DPS), stated that Ms. Wilson mentioned Hailey House in Boston and she 
asked how that is funded. Ms. Wilson stated that she would have to do more in-depth 
research, but it started out as a live-in community where people shared in 
responsibilities. She said that it was more like a social enterprise, and the coffee house, 
bakery and café generated revenue to support their programming. Ms. Wilson said that 
they seek individual donations but do not seek grant funding.  
 
Councillor Osili asked if Ms. Wilson can give a number of the deficit in affordable 
housing for individuals that are coming out of prison or jail. Ms. Wilson said that she 
cannot give an exact number. She said that a majority of them do not have stable 
housing and live with family members. Ms. Wilson said that it is hard for them to track 
their data with Project GRACE being case-focused. She said that one thing they can 
report back to the commission is their demographic data to find out how many 
individuals are in the households.  
 
Councillor Osili asked if Ms. Wilson could give a better grasp on the number of housing 
units that could meet the demand Marion County has yearly. Ms. Wilson said that 
through the NCLC and Project GRACE, they can look through the volume they are 
seeing and also their partners and try to figure out how many they are serving. She said 
that they can pull back their demographics to see what their housing situations are, and 
how many are in short-term or unstable housing. Ms. Wilson said that she does not 
know if that can be completely identified from Project GRACE; they would have to look 
at all other programs that are focused on re-entry. 
 
Councillor Osili asked how previous mediation is triggered. Ms. Wilson said that it is a 
way of receiving supportive housing, but will take some time to increase whatever 
affordable housing stock they have or increase the supportive or transitional housing 
options. She said that some are living with friends and family members, and if they can 
do something to keep those situations stable, the more beneficial it would be to keep 
that person on track.  Councillor Osili asked what triggers a particular offender before 
release. He asked what triggers that progress of creating a mediation component. 
Councillor Osili asked if it is tbecause they do not have an address. Ms. Wilson said that 
the way the program works in Maryland is that all of the individuals that are going to be 
re-entering are given the option to take part in the program. She said that the program is 
not solely focused on housing; it is focused on the overall transition.  
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Andrew Fogle, Deputy Prosecutor, asked what type of barriers is Ms. Wilson finding out 
that they can do immediately. Ms. Wilson said that not having access to public housing 
because of their crime history. She said that other barriers are related to the private 
rental market in ways that they can enforce guidelines with landlords so that tenants 
have up-to-code housing. Mr. Fogle asked if Ms. Wilson has ever talked a landlord into 
renting to someone who has a criminal history. Ms. Wilson said that they do not often 
engage in that way. She said that a lot of times they do work from a perspective of 
informing that individual of their rights as a tenant. Ms. Wilson said that if it gets to a 
legal case, they would step in and write a letter stating what the tenants’ rights are and 
letting the renter know that if certain things are not taken care of, legal action will follow. 
 
{Clerk’s Note: Robert Ohlemiller arrived at 6:00 p.m.} 
 
Dr. Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Mayor’s Office, asked what efforts NCLC is 
passing to individuals on service providers, and what their standards and procedures 
are for dealing with sex offenders. Ms. Wilson said that they look to direct partners and 
speaking with other providers. She said that if someone is a sex offender, it does not 
keep them from service, but there might not be a lot of options for them.  
 
Joyce Dabner, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over, asked what the timeframe would be 
for ex-offenders to apply for either public or private housing. Ms. Wilson said that 
federally, public housing agencies are able to deny housing to individuals that have 
certain convictions.  
 
Councillor Gooden asked if there is a corresponding program for pre-release mediation. 
Ms. Wilson answered in the negative, stating that they are looking to have that program. 
 
Mr. Fogle asked if Ms. Wilson could give contact information so that those who are 
listening can contact them. Ms. Wilson stated that their website is www.nclegalclinic.org 
and their phone number is 317.429.4131.  
 
Councillor Osili asked to whom an appeal would be made for someone who was denied 
public housing. Ms. Wilson said that it would be made to the public housing authority 
who denied that location. Councillor Osili asked what the process is. Ms. Wilson stated 
that she cannot answer that. It is at the discretion of the housing authority. 
 
Councillor Osili asked with regards to overpayment on rent, what NCLC is advising that 
person to do. Ms. Wilson stated that one component of the clinic’s work is their direct 
legal service, and they also provide preventative legal education. She said that 
throughout the community, NCLC will have workshops for things like landlord/tenant 
issues and housing, where they inform persons of their rights. Councillor Osili asked if 
NCLC gives referrals to other housing options that do not charge as much. Ms. Wilson 
stated that it is hard for NCLC to determine what the resources are, and if they knew 
that, they would have a better idea of how many people need those referrals. Councillor 
Osili asked if there is a database that indicates housing opportunities for individuals who 

http://www.nclegalclinic.org/
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are coming out of prison or jail. Ms. Wilson stated that the only thing she has seen listed 
is under the Indiana Department of Corrections’ (DOC) website, where they list 
resources for persons that are re-entering the community.  
 
Melissa Benton, Ex-Offender Liaison, asked if completing a substance abuse course is 
part of the appeal process to the Indiana Housing Agency (IHA). Ms. Wilson stated that 
it is not a direct part of the appeal; it is usually a situation where someone who has 
convictions on their record has applied for public housing and received a denial. She 
said that when that person comes to NCLC, she asks them for a copy of their criminal 
history and if it is identified that the only thing present is drug-related charges, then she 
would inform that client that if they would take part in a qualified substance abuse 
program, there is an option for them to appeal or re-apply for public housing. Ms. 
Benton asked if the substance abuse program offered by DOC does not qualify. Ms. 
Wilson said that she cannot answer that. Ms. Benton asked if a person has non-
payment of child support, can trigger a suspended license. Ms. Wilson answered in the 
affirmative. 
 
Julie Fidler, Human Services Grant Manager, Department of Metropolitan Development, 
reviewed a PowerPoint presentation in detail, which is attached as Exhibit B. Some key 
points are: 
 

 Grants and background 
o There are four grants encompassing $6.3 million in funding: 

 Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) fund shelter operations and 
street outreach, as well as homeless prevention and rapid re-
housing activities. 

 Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) provides 
support services, housing and operations funds for HIV/AIDS 
providers. 

 Continuum of Care (COC) Supportive Housing provides support for 
services only programs and rental subsidy for transitional and 
permanent supportive housing programs. 

 Challenges 
o These grants are for those who are categorized as “at risk” and for those 

who are defacto homeless. 
o Housing and Urban Development (HUD) considers it the responsibility of 

DOC to identify housing and they are considered “housed” while 
incarcerated. The person must have been homeless in the 30 days prior to 
being incarcerated and be incarcerated less than 90 days to maintain their 
homeless status. 

 The ESG grant allows for: 
o Provision of housing case management 
o Links to other services like medical, mental health and substance abuse or 

prevention 
o Education, credit clean up and resources to employment 
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o Deposit assistance, both for rent and utilities to include a one-time six-
month arrearage 

 HOPWA allows agencies to work with clients who are already HIV positive, but 
the person does not have to be homeless to receive help. 

 The COC grants are more difficult because not only does the person have to be 
homeless, but they must have a HUD defined disability like; chronic substance 
abuse, serious mental illness, HIV/AIDS or a physical or cognitive disorder. 

 In 2012, DMD identified re-entry and re-incarceration with the Homeless 
Management Information system (HMIS) that there were 49 persons who came 
from jail or prison and were self-identified as homeless who accessed services. 

 Forty-three of their clients accessed some type of service or housing after exiting 
jail or prison. 

 HMIS collects aggregated data and individual agency data on clients. 
 
Councillor Osili asked if the culinary arts program offers a job search guarantee or 
assistance. Ms. Fidler stated that with Second Helpings, it is in their curriculum to place 
an individual. Councillor Osili asked how this can be made irrepicable in other 
industries. Ms. Fidler said that if an agency receives HUD funding for a specific amount, 
they have to guarantee that they will make a good-faith effort to employ people from the 
neighborhood in different positions. Councillor Osili asked if it includes training. Ms. 
Fidler answered in the negative. Councillor Osili asked if there is any coordination 
between the Marion County Trustee’s Office and the payment of rent and utilities. Ms. 
Fidler said for her programming, there is not. She said that she would love to form that 
connection.  
 
Rhiannon Edwards, Executive Director, Public Advocates in Community Re-entry 
(PACE), stated that on the slide presentation, it indicates that there are 12 people 
entering from jail or prison. She asked if that is a time period that they have entered 
from prison or jail or is that everyone that indicated they have ever been to jail or prison. 
Ms. Fidler said that within the 30 days prior to them being incarcerated, they were 
homeless and it could be documented and incarcerated for less than 90 days. Ms. 
Fidler stated that she was surprised by the number as well, and it is because of the hard 
definition.  
 
Councillor Osili asked how Ms. Fidler verifies that a person has been homeless for 30 
days prior to incarceration. Ms. Fidler stated that people are allowed to self report. She 
said they would like independent confirmation either through COT Force, shelters or 
outreach.  
 
Shelette Veal, General Counsel, Indianapolis Housing Agency (IHA), stated that IHA 
was established by State Statute and city ordinance and they are funded by HUD, and 
therefore they have to follow their regulations with regards to admissions into public 
housing. Ms. Veal stated that there are four categories of circumstances where they 
must deny housing to an applicant. Ms. Veal listed the four categories. 
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 If any household member, including the applicant, has been evicted from any 
federally assisted housing for drug related criminal activity. 

 If the agency determines that any household member is currently engaged in 
illegal use of a drug. 

 If any household member has been convicted of the manufacture or production 
of methamphetamine on the property of federally assisted housing. 

 If a household member is subject to a lifetime registration requirement under a 
state sex offender registration program. 

 
Ms. Veal stated that HUD regulations also give IHA authority to establish criteria for 
denying other admissions. She said that the current IHA Section 8 and Public Housing 
policy states that participation will be denied if an applicant or any member of the 
household has a pattern of illegal drug use within the past five years. Any participation 
will also be denied if an applicant or household member has engaged or is engaging in 
violent criminal activity within the past five years. Ms. Veal stated that federal 
regulations do not require a criminal conviction to deny housing. She said that a 
preponderance of the evidence that the criminal activity occurred is all that is needed. 
Ms. Veal stated that each matter is reviewed on a case-by-case basis and an applicant 
who is denied because of any reasons stated, may request an informal meeting. 
 
Mr. Fogle asked if a person has a history of arrests, but no convictions can preclude 
them from receiving housing. Ms. Veal answered in the affirmative. Mr. Fogle stated that 
a person has to come in and prove that they have not done those things. Ms. Veal 
stated that only if they ask for a review after they are denied. Mr. Fogle asked if this 
process is fair. Ms. Veal stated that she is not here to say if it is fair or not. She is just 
presenting IHA’s guidelines. Mr. Fogle asked who hears the appeals. Ms. Veal stated 
that IHA’s housing management department. Mr. Fogle asked what the burden that they 
have to undergo is. Ms. Veal stated that it is the preponderance of the evidence. Mr. 
Fogle asked if Ms. Veal could give an example of a situation that IHA overruled. Ms. 
Veal stated that she does not sit in on the appeals or rulings. Mr. Fogle asked who 
makes up the review board. Ms. Veal stated that it is the property managers.  
 
Angela Smith Jones, Director of Public Policy, Greater Indianapolis Chamber of 
Commerce, asked if a person was not convicted but it is showing up on their criminal 
record is enough to deny them housing. Ms. Veal answered in the affirmative. Ms. Smith 
Jones said that if there is a process in place where if there is not a conviction, that 
person would not have to answer yes and be eligible for housing. Ms. Veal stated that 
the question only asks if they have been convicted, but IHA does pull the criminal 
history and sometimes the arrests are on there. Ms. Veal stated that if there is a pattern 
of arrests, HUD states that IHA does not have to have a conviction in order to deny the 
housing. 
 
Mr. Fogle asked if Ms. Veal is familiar with the Restricted Access Statute. Ms. Veal 
stated that she has heard about it. Mr. Fogle asked if Ms. Veal has access to matters 
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that have been restricted and who checks their criminal history. Ms. Veal stated that law 
enforcement runs their checks for them. 
 
Ms. Washington asked when IHA is collecting data and there is a high number of people 
being denied by IHA, if IHA tries to take the lead in lobbying against that to make some 
changes. Ms. Veal stated that since she has been at IHA, to her knowledge there has 
not been any lobbying for this. 
 
Mr. Fogle asked if IHA’s Section 8 and Public Housing policies can be changed. Ms. 
Veal answered in the affirmative, stating that those policies are discretionary. Mr. Fogle 
asked if there were only two policies. Ms Veal stated that the other policies are not 
criminally related. Mr. Fogle asked if Ms. Veal can provide a list of IHA’s Section 8 
policies, so that the commission can review them. Ms. Veal answered in the affirmative.  
 
Ms. Edwards asked if IHA is a governmental agency with a board that oversees them. 
Ms. Veal stated that they have a nine person Board of Commissioners. She said that 
two are provided by the resident counsel, four are appointed by the Mayor’s Office and 
two are appointed by the City-County Council.  
 
Mike Lloyd, Director of Transitional Facilities, Indiana Department of Corrections (DOC), 
asked Ms. Veal if the federal government states that they “must” deny admission for the 
four categories. Ms. Veal answered in the affirmative. 
 
Sean Hendricks, Ex-Offender Liaison, stated that IHA’s regulations were put in place to 
target a certain group of people and it is troubling to hear that. 
 
Councillor Osili stated that he hopes that Ms. Veal has not taken all of the questioning 
personally. He said that they are just trying to understand the policies. Ms. Veal stated 
that she has not done so.  
 
Public Testimony 
 
Nate Rush, Executive Director, Bethlehem House, stated that the Bethlehem House is 
the owner of 75 units of affordable housing and they acquired their property through tax 
credits. He said that one of the things they wanted to do was provide housing for a 
certain level of felons. He said that one of the sad things is that many of them could not 
maintain their housing because they did not know how. Mr. Rush said that as this 
commission tries to solve some of the housing issues, there needs to be some housing 
preparedness for ex-offenders.  
 
Ed Matthews, Beyond the Bridges, stated that there are men that are getting out of 
prison and married, but having trouble with child support and trying to get their driver’s 
license. When they go to get legal assistance, they are denied just because they are 
married and have income coming in. Mr. Matthews asked how NCLC can help them. 
Ms. Wilson stated that there are some other legal aid options outside of the legal 
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service organization. She said that it is her understanding that NCLC, Indiana Legal 
Services and the Indiana Legal Aid society have requirements that individuals are at 
125% of the poverty guidelines or below. Ms. Wilson said that if a person is above that 
guideline, there are some modest means services through the Indiana Bar Association 
and Heartland Pro Bono that can direct individuals to volunteer attorneys.  
 
Debbie Thomas, Starting Over, asked if a woman and children are living in housing 
through IHA and the husband has gotten out of prison or jail, if he would not be able to 
reconnect with his family. Ms. Veal stated that if the offense that the husband was in 
prison for is one that would be denied housing under other circumstances, he could not 
reconnect with his family. 
 
John Hall, HUD, stated that in 2011, President Obama talked about how federal 
agencies need to understand more about giving individuals a second chance. He said 
that federal agencies including HUD have presented a very accurate picture of what 
they do. Mr. Hall stated that Secretary Donavan has issued two letters to both public 
housing and apartment complexes to strike a better balance between the safety and 
dignity of residents who live in these units and individuals who are re-entering the 
housing market from incarceration to have a better balance of family connection. He 
said that they are looking more closely at how they can do that. Mr. Hall stated that out 
of the 850 plus apartment complexes, those have private owners like IHA; they develop 
their own tenant selection plan. Those complexes have HUD guidelines and they use 
that as a guide, but they also develop their own selection plan. Mr. Hall stated that there 
is a move to strike a better balance.  
 
Mr. Fogle asked what this commission can do to help encourage those kinds of 
changes. Mr. Hall said that this commission is doing just that by lifting up the issues of 
concern, meeting with the stakeholders involved with housing and the re-entry effort and 
also looking at the Congressional Delegation to talk about changes that need to 
happen. 
 
Councillor Osili asked if Mr. Hall sees a deficit in housing for all categories of ex-
offenders and asked what kinds of deficit Marion County has. Mr. Hall stated that there 
is a deficit of housing for low-income individuals. He said that there is less opportunity to 
identify housing for people of that income. Mr. Hall stated that with IHA, the waiting list 
can be long and it is a challenge. Councillor Osili asked what would incentivize 
developers or interested parties to develop more housing for that particular population. 
Mr. Hall said that there are always incentives and cash is one of them. He said that in 
this particular market, it is a tough game, but tax credits have been tremendous. 
Councillor Osili asked how the leases for standardized housing across the board are. 
Mr. Hall said that Mayors across the State of Indiana have feelings about criminal 
activity and how they will develop their housing piece. He said that the argument in each 
city could be that there may be different strategies to address affordable housing. Mr. 
Hall said that HUD provides a good template to follow, but there may be areas where 
someone would want to provide opportunities for different demographic groups.  
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Reginald Townsend, citizen, asked if the private sectors that own several homes would 
be included in development of homes for individual families. Mr. Hall stated that with 
HUD, they are only charged with FHA insured properties and public housing units. He 
said that the City of Indianapolis has a land bank that has housing units that developers 
could use for affordable housing. Mr. Hall said that the issues are with incentives and 
how individuals would pay the rent, those things come up as barriers in order to develop 
housing.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked each Commission member to give thoughts and comments 
regarding the presentation. 
 
Mr. Hendricks stated that the tax incentive should be raised for companies that hire ex-
offenders and he wonders if that can be done with housing. 
 
All Commissioners stated that they are truly stunned at how punitive IHA’s policies are.   
 
Councillor Osili stated that he would like for the commission to look at the demand for 
affordable housing with the amount of vacant homes there are in this City for ex-
offenders who have records and cannot get public housing. 
 
Ms. Washington stated that she thought that this commission should focus their work on 
education and work on getting funding back to DOC for education, but after the 
presentations, she sees that housing should be one of the main things on which to 
focus. 
 
There being no further business, and upon motion duly made, the meeting was 
adjourned at 7:59 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
       
 Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair 
 
MMA/lw 



Housing Barriers Facing
Individuals with Criminal

Histories
1



Neighborhood Christian Legal Clinic

 Neighborhood Christian Legal Clinic is a non-profit offering
pro bono legal representation and preventive legal education
to low income families, including immigrant families. We
accept clients in the greater Indianapolis metro area whose
income is at or below 125% of the Federal Poverty Guidelines.

 Civil Legal Service Areas: Landlord/Tenant, Immigration,
Bankruptcy, Housing/Foreclosure, Wills/Estates, SSI/SSD,
Consumer/Debt, Tax Controversies

 Programs: Foreclosure Prevention, Immigrant Justice, Low
Income Tax Payer Clinic, Victim Justice, Project GRACE
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Project GRACE Background

 Guided Re-Entry Assistance & Community Education

 The program officially launched in June 2011 as the
Breaking Barriers to Re-Entry program with a focus on
employment and family barriers as key indicators to re-
entry success.

 Project GRACE works with individuals with criminal
histories to increase access to civil legal services, coupled
with connecting these individuals to community services
to maximize the potential for self-sufficiency after
incarceration.
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Clinic Tracking Method

 The Clinic track clients by case type – based upon
the legal issues described at the time of intake and
the actionable legal issues that come about while
providing service.
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Project GRACE Case Types

 Predominant Project GRACE case types
 License cases

 Family Law

 Clearing records

 Bankruptcy

 Housing and Consumer Law

 These case types correlate with the Community
Recommendations for Addressing Crime in Indianapolis
(2007), which found that child support, license
suspensions and reinstatements fees, and unstable
housing can create barriers to successful reentry.
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Housing Barriers

 Many people released from prison or jail are at risk
for experiencing homelessness, which can increase
the likelihood that they will commit new crimes or
return to prison.*
* “Strategies for Addressing Housing Needs and Risks In Prisoner Re-Entry,” Council of State
Governments. www.reentrypolicy.org.

 The United Way of Central Indiana’s 2008
Community Assessment found that housing options
are very limited for individuals who are re-entering
from prison and jail. Many individuals can only find
housing in areas that are not conducive to successful
reentry.
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Measuring Housing Barriers

 Project GRACE clients have legal issues that coincide
with and/or highlight their housing issue.
 A client recently released from prison or jail may need to

resolve child support suspension on license to get to work or to
gain employment. The client needs stable employment to pay
child support and to improve their housing situation.

 A client further into re-entry may be eligible to clear their
criminal record to improve their employment options and thus
their housing situation.
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Homelessness Data

 None of Project GRACE’s clients identified as
experiencing homelessness at the time of intake.

 Clients are not identifying themselves as experiencing homelessness if
they are living with family, friends, or intimate partners.

 Coalition for Homelessness Intervention and Prevention-
Indy Homelessness Connect Data:

 36% (73 of 203) of the individuals that the Clinic served at Indy
Homeless Connect reported that they at some point had been
convicted of a crime.

 There is a correlation between having a criminal history and being
able to find affordable housing.

 Difficult to track national statistics on homelessness
among people leaving jail or prison.
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Clients with Housing Cases

 6 out of 831 clients sought assistance with housing
related cases.
 Public housing cases

 Majority of clients are aware that they can be denied public
housing because of arrest and criminal convictions.

 Federal law provides that public housing agencies can bar people
from public housing for certain convictions

 Clients seek appeal of public housing denial (individuals with drug
related convictions who have evidence of participation in a
rehabilitation program)

 Landlord/tenant cases
 Problem landlords

 Predatory lending (rent-to-own)
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Clients with Housing Cases

 Why does Project GRACE not see more housing
related cases?

 Clients may be initially focused on more pressing concerns
(obtaining their license, dealing with child support, seeking
options to clear their record).

 An overwhelming majority of clients are living with friends,
family, or intimate partners.
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Indicators of Housing Instability

 National Alliance to End Homelessness found that about
80% of people leaving prison live with family members
initially.

 These relationships may be very strained and tenuous as
a result of the person being incarcerated and may not be
viable long-term options.

 It is common for Project GRACE clients to have multiple
changes of address during the course of receiving legal
assistance.
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Importance of Positive Social Relationships

 Because families and friends are the most frequent
providers of housing for people who are recently
released, these relationships are valuable after release.

 To leverage these relationships, case management and
rehabilitative programs that provide support to
individuals and their families both before and after
release could help people through the transition of
reentry.

 Project GRACE is researching adding a re-entry
mediation to its services
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Housing Options*

 Private rental properties
 Landlords may conduct background checks and refuse to rent to

people with criminal records.

 Affordable properties that will rent to individuals with criminal
histories may take advantage of tenant.

 Public housing
 Application process and eligibility may be hard to find and difficult

to understand.

 Housing authorities are able to deny applicants with criminal history
under Federal law.

* Katherine Cortes and Shawn Rogers, Reentry Housing Options: The Policymakers’ Guide (New
York: Council of State Governments Justice Center, 2010).

13



Housing Options

 Transitional Housing
 Limited duration and specific defined service
 Need more rehabilitative programs to refer clients to, especially for

those with issues with substance abuse or prior drug charges for
housing and for driving privileges.

 Supportive Housing/Therapeutic Communities
 Longer term and may include case management
 Continuum of service from prison or jail

 Re-entry Specific Housing/Social Enterprise
 Live-in community
 Wrap-around services
 Economic development
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Example: Delancey Street Foundation

 Delancey Street Foundation is a leading, national residential
self-help organization that serves individuals who are
recovering from substance abuse, have criminal histories,
and/or are experiencing homelessness.

 Delancey Street facilities are resident-run and self-sufficient.
Residents stay on average 2 to 4 years.

 Wrap-around services include education, employment, job
training, substance abuse, housing, and mentoring.

 Re-entry provider, Step-Up, Inc., is in conversation with the
Delancey Street Foundation and has plans to open a facility in
Indianapolis.
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Summary

 Family members are a large provider of housing options for
individuals who have been released from jail or prison.
 These options are often short term and can lead to an individual

becoming homeless
 People who are returning to family members may be returning to

environments that are not conducive to re-entry
 Need for accessible rehabilitative services in the community

 Affordable private rental options and public housing options
are limited.

 Supportive housing options and re-entry specific housing
options can create a necessary continuum of service after
release and improve housing options.
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Grants and Background

• Four grants encompassing $6.3 Million in funding:

– Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG): Funds shelter operations and street outreach as
well as homeless prevention and rapid re-housing activities.

– Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) provides support services,
housing and operations funds for HIV/AIDS providers.

– Continuum of Care (CoC) Supportive Housing provides for support services only
programs and rental subsidy for transitional and permanent supportive housing
programs. Leases are held either in the agency name or directly with the client.

– CoC Shelter Plus Care provides rental subsidy only that is tenant based, project
based or sponsor based (where the funds reside). Leases are held either in the
agency name or directly with the client.

• ESG and HOPWA are “formulary” grants that the City receives based on a number of
factors and is a percentage of the Community Development Block Grant award from
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

• The Continuum of Care grant is an annual competition that the City must re-apply for
each year.
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Challenges

• These grants are for those who are categorized as “at risk” and for those who are de
facto homeless (place not for human habitation, shelter or transitional housing
residents). Literally the status the night before someone seeks help determines if
they are homeless or not and those who are staying with relatives, in hotels or with
friends “doubled up” are not considered homeless by HUD.

• HUD considers it the responsibility of the Department of Corrections to identify
housing and they are considered “housed” while incarcerated. The person must have
been homeless in the 30 days prior to being incarcerated and be incarcerated less
than 90 days to maintain their homeless “status”.

• As a practical matter, the justice system often has no choice but to release people to
homeless shelters or to house them in hotels temporarily. This often leads to the
person being homeless because they have no identified resources or support
network.

• This can lead to activities which result in new charges like public intox, theft, alcohol
and drug use or sale etc. It can ALSO lead to persons developing or worsening of life
threatening medical or mental health status, victimization and violence or other types
of situations relative to being or becoming homeless.



How these grants HELP
with re-entry
• The ESG grant is the primary grant that would be able to help those who are at risk of

homelessness and have no other resources identified prior to release.

• This grant allows for
– Provision of housing case management

– Links to other services like medical, mental health and substance use help/prevention

– Education, credit clean up, resources to employment

– Assistance with legal matters (EXCLUDING resident status and mortgage related) to include any matter
that is a barrier to the person remaining housed

– Deposit assistance both for rent and utilities to include a one time six month arrearage

– Up to 24 months assistance in a 36 month period

• HOPWA allows agencies to work with clients who are already HIV+ but the person
does NOT have to be homeless to receive help. This help can be accessed through any
Care Coordination or HIV/AIDS Service provider in Marion or the (9) contiguous
counties because of the agreements and partnerships with the HOPWA Roundtable
created in 2011 and facilitated by the City.



Grants and Re-Entry
(contd).
• The CoC Grants (SHP and SPC) are a little more difficult to work with because not only

does the person have to be homeless but they must have a HUD defined disability

– Chronic Substance Use

– Serious Mental Illness

– HIV/AIDS

– A physical or cognitive disorder

– Co-Occuring

• Overcoming these barriers can be done with assistance from professional outreach,
case management and housing staff.

• There is a currently a broad movement underway to foster more collaboration and to
lower barriers to those who need shelter, transitional and permanent supportive
housing as well as those at risk for homelessness.



DMD Initiatives
• Working more closely with our internal governmental partners to align what we do

with what they do to enhance the client based services. We know that there will be
people who always need permanent help. For the vast majority, they can become
self sufficient within some period of time.

• ALL prevention programming is homeless prevention: HIV prevention programming,
Public Safety crime prevention and criminal justice planning both at the community
and client levels

• In late 2012 a major effort to reach more government partners resulted in our being
able to serve:

Department of Public Safety

IMPD’s Public Information Office

Homeless Probation and Parole Team

Community Corrections

Indiana Department of Corrections

Indiana State Department of Health

Mayor’s Veteran Services Officer

Mayor’s Office of Re-Entry

Department of Children and Family Services

These are agencies we have purposefully reached out to and with whom there is contact regarding specific
cases with clients where we can and have provided help.



Case Study: HOPWA and Prevention
• The HOPWA Roundtable was created and is facilitated by the City of Indianapolis

• As part of this partnership, we have high two high risk HIV negative programs for
special populations to include Sex Workers, IV drug users and persons coming out of
prison or jail specifically. They cannot be HIV Positive and the programming is in line
with the Federal HIV/AIDS Policy issued by the United States Office Of HIV/AIDS
Housing.

• Our partner Step Up that provides pre- and post-release case management in which
the client is interviewed with motivational coaching techniques and self-identifies
what their goals are. Always among the top five are housing and employment. This
program is funded through the Damien Center and uses ESG funds.

• Developed as a specific program for those who are interested in culinary arts, an
intensive interview process results in job training and placement through a
partnership with Second Helpings. Acceptance into this program requires case
management attendance and completion of the curriculum (10 weeks) but also
includes rent subsidy for the duration of the class and up to 3 months more subsidy to
allow the person to stabilize once they have been employed. This program is
replicable and there is no greater cost because the resources are already in place and
being funded.



Currently
• Last year we identified re-entry and re-incarceration with the Homeless Management

Information System (HMIS) that there were 49 persons who came from jail or prison and were
self identified as homeless who accessed services. Most of the HMIS participants receive
funding from one of the four grants. This does NOT include data from the largest shelter in the
City because they do not participate in the HMIS. It also does not include those who did not exit
directly from or to prison/Jail. They are counted elsewhere (streets, doubled up etc).

• During this same quarter, 43 of our clients who accessed some type of service or housing EXITED
to jail or prison. Meaning, they were re-arrested, re-charged and are either in prison or jail.

• The HMIS collects aggregated data and individual agency data on clients. For reasons of privacy
to the client, we cannot say at the client level if these 43 are included in the 49 who came from
jail and went back or if they are 43 NEW offenses.

Last Quarter (October 2012-
December 2012) HOMELESS POPULATIONS ONLY REPORTING

Housing Type

Total Enrolled
(Includes
Children) Total Leavers Total Stayers

% of
Leavers

Entered From
Jail/Prison

Exited To
Jail/Prison

Percentage of
Leavers

Emergency
Shelter 686 483 203 70.41% 2 0 0.00%

Transitional
Housing 480 88 392 18.33% 6 1 1.14%

SHP-Supportive
Housing 30 5 25 16.67% 0 0 0.00%

Shelter Plus Care 743 23 720 3.10% 4 1 4.35%

TOTALS 1939 599 1340 12 2 0.33%







Denial of Admission into Section 8 and Public Housing Properties
Administered or Managed by the Indianapolis Housing Agency

for Criminal and Drug Related Activity

Pursuant to The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), The United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) has established rules that dictate admissions policies for Section 8 and Public
Housing programs. In summary, pursuant to federal regulations, the Indianapolis Housing Agency
(“IHA”) must deny admission to an applicant for the following:

 if any household member (including the applicant) has been evicted from any federally assisted
housing for drug related criminal activity

 if the Agency determines that any household member is currently engaged in illegal use of a drug

 if any household member has been convicted of the manufacture or production of
methamphetamine on the property of federally assisted housing

 if a household member is subject to a lifetime registration requirement under a state sex offender
registration program.

The CFR gives housing agencies authority to establish criteria for denying admission for persons with a
history of drug or violent criminal activity.

The current IHA Section 8 and Public Housing policies are as follows:

 Participation will be denied if an applicant or any member of the household has a pattern of illegal
drug use within the past 5 years.

 Participation will also be denied if an applicant or any member of the household has engaged/is
engaging in violent criminal activity, within the past 5 years.

Other important notes:

 Federal regulations do not require a criminal conviction to deny housing. A preponderance of the
evidence that the criminal activity occurred is all that is needed.

 Each matter is reviewed on a case-by-case basis

o An applicant who is denied because of any of the above reasons may request an informal
meeting/review.
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION

MEETING AGENDA - EMPLOYMENT

Thursday, February 28, 2013 at 5:30 p.m.
Recycle Force, 1125 Brookside Avenue, Suite D12

I. Welcome and Introduction of Commission Members and Liaisons (5 Minutes)
Mary Moriarty Adams, Commission Chair

II. Recap of Meeting 6 and Approval of Minutes from Meetings 5 and 6

III. Community Outreach

A. Community Partner Spotlight: RecycleForce Gregg Keesling, President

B. Policy and Practice Conversation: Probation, Community Corrections and RecycleForce
Commissioner Willie Jenkins

C. Duvall Center Tours Commissioner Andy Fogle

IV. Presentation: Results of Employer Survey about Hiring Return Offenders (15 minutes)
Angela Smith Jones, Indy Chamber

V. Panel Presentation: Local Employers and Ex-offender Hiring Practices (40 minutes)
Angela Smith Jones, Facilitator

Kevin Potter, Vice President, Shiel Sexton
Tricia Dierks, Manager of Employment and Compensation, Wishard Hospital

Bruce Henry, Director of Human Resources, City of Indianapolis

VI. Presentation: Workforce Development and Placement for Ex-offenders (15 minutes)
Stephen E. Fisher, Indiana Department of Workforce Development

Hoosier Initiative for Re-entry Employment

VII. Presentation: Education Resources, Barriers and Options for Ex-offender (15 minutes)
John Cocco, Step Up, Inc.

VIII. Presentations: Promising Practices (30 minutes)

A. Transitional Jobs and Social Enterprise: A Strategy for Successful Offender Re-entry
Gregg Keesling, President, RecycleForce

B. Supportive Employment: STRIVE Indy
Mary Leffler, Volunteers of America (VOA)

C. Job Readiness, Job Training and Employment
Trelles Evans, Goodwill Industries

IX. Public Comments

X. Commissioners’ Remarks and Policy Issues

XI. Next Meeting: Thursday, March 14, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. in the City-County Building, Room 260

XII. Adjournment
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DATE:   February 28, 2013 
 
CALLED TO ORDER: 5:41 p.m. 
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
The Re-entry Policy Study Commission met on Thursday, February 28, 2013.  Chair 
Mary Moriarty Adams called the meeting to order at 5:41 p.m. with the following 
members present: John Alt, proxy for Jose Salinas; Joyce Dabner; Rhiannon Edwards; 
Andrew Fogle; Brian Mahone, proxy for Valerie Washington; Willie Jenkins; Mike Lloyd; 
Vop Osili; Angela Smith Jones and Robert Ohlemiller. Also in attendance were Melissa 
Benton and Sean Hendricks, Ex-Offender Liaisons. Arriving shortly thereafter was Will 
Gooden.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams gave a brief recap of the sixth meeting. She asked for a motion to 
approve the meeting minutes from January 31, 2013 and February 6, 2013. Mr. Fogle 
moved, seconded by Mr. Lloyd, to approve the minutes. The motion carried by a vote of 
13-0. 
  

Chair Moriarty Adams asked Gregg Keesling, President, Recycle Force, to briefly tell 

the Commission about Recycle Force. Mr. Keesling stated that Recycle Force, is a 

social enterprise offering some of the most comprehensive and innovative recycling 

services, while providing life-changing workforce training to formerly incarcerated 

individuals. He said that the scrap metals and other reusable materials collected in this 

process are then sold to help pay for job training programs and employment 

opportunities for men and women in order to support their re-entry back into society. 

Chair Moriarty Adams asked Dr. Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Mayor’s Office 
to briefly update the Commission about the recent meeting involving Probation, 
Community Corrections and Recycle Force. Dr. Jenkins stated that the concept of the 
program is to look at ways to enhance activity for those who are returning back to the 
community from incarceration. He said that the concept is to have services that provide 
activities that can enhance the needs for them to become viable citizens of the 
community. Dr. Jenkins said that through this program, they have made connections 
with service providers that are providing these activities. He said that a provider’s 
manual has been put together to direct those individuals to 85 of the service providers 
within the community that can enhance their needs. Dr. Jenkins stated that this program 
has been working on some activities that will be interfaced by the end of the first 
quarter. He said that there will also be a mentoring program and a video shown within 
the Department of Corrections (DOC) that can give ex-offenders information on where 
to obtain services.  
 
Andrew Fogle, Deputy Prosecutor, stated in talking with Community Corrections, there 
was a discussion that perhaps those ex-offenders would be willing to be staffed with 
Probation and Community Corrections, to find out what those barriers are that those ex-
offenders are facing to keep them on track and not be picked up on a technical violation. 
 
{Clerk’s Note: Will Gooden arrived at 5:53 p.m.} 

http://recycleforce.org/workforce-training/
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Mr. Fogle stated that the program that Dr. Jenkins was referring to will also include a 
money management provision with those ex-offenders who have a finite amount of 
money after paying their rent, food and utilities and still have other financial obligations 
like probation and child support.  
 
Vop Osili, City-County Councillor, stated that there needs to be better coordination 
between the employers, probation and various departments. He said that if that is done 
well, everyone will benefit and it will keep those ex-offenders from going back to prison. 
 
Angela Smith Jones, Director of Public Policy, Greater Indianapolis Chamber of 
Commerce reviewed a PowerPoint presentation in detail, which is attached as Exhibit A. 
Some key points are:  
 

 Greater Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce (Indy Chamber) 
o There are 2,700 business members 
o The Chamber employs 300,000 individuals in Indianapolis and the 

surrounding eight counties 

 Indy Chamber Supports 
o Legislation to remove barriers for the re-entry of ex-offenders 
o Incentives for employers 
o Legislation that restructures sentencing guidelines and allows sentencing 

flexibility 
o Connecting vocational institutions with companies who hire and retain ex-

offenders 

 National Trends 
o More than 600,000 individuals rejoin communities annually 
o Approximately one in 31 adults is either incarcerated or on 

probation/parole 
o Employment reductions due to incarceration result in approximately $60 

billion in lost Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 
o Forty percent or higher national recidivism rate 

 Indy Trends 
o More than 5,000 individuals rejoin the Indianapolis community annually 
o Of Marion County residents, 20,000 are on parole from felony crimes at 

any given time 
o Sixty percent of parolees are unemployed 

 Survey results 
o Forty-six percent of businesses stated that they do not currently employ 

ex-offenders 
o Eighty percent stated that they currently use background checks in hiring 
o Fifty-three percent stated that an ex-offender would not be considered for 

hire until one to five years after the offense 
o Seventy-three percent stated lack of knowledge regarding tax incentives 

to hire ex-offenders 

 Next Steps 
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o Advocate for ex-offenders with businesses in Indianapolis 
o Educate members on tax incentives and bonding 
o Teach businesses to identify positions in their companies that would be 

appropriate for ex-offenders 
 
Sean Hendricks, Ex-Offender Liaison, asked what the tax credit is that employers 
receive who hire ex-felons. Mr. Keesling stated that there is not anything at the moment. 
Mr. Hendricks asked if a dollar amount was discussed. Ms. Jones stated that House Bill 
1216 was not moving along, and she will have to continue to follow it.  
 
Mr. Fogle asked if the employers that the Indy Chamber surveyed gave reasons why 
they would not hire an ex-offender until one to five years after their offense. He asked if 
these thoughts are realistic or preconceived ideas. Ms. Jones stated that they did not 
ask that questions. She said that they tried to keep the survey short so that they would 
answer the questions. Ms. Jones said that is something that the Indy Chamber can 
revist as they move forward.  

 
Melissa Benton, Ex-Offender Liaison, asked that with the 46% of businesses that do not 
currently employ ex-offenders, if Ms. Jones knows if those businesses have a blanket 
policy against it or if they just did not happen to have any employees who are ex-
offenders. Ms. Jones stated she does not know that answer. Ms. Benton asked if there 
was any more detail included in the survey about not hiring an ex-offender, one to five 
years after an offense. Ms. Jones stated that it is after their release. 
 
Judge John Alt, Marion County Re-entry Court, asked how the Chamber is addressing 
the 46% of businesses that do not currently employ ex-offenders. Ms. Jones answered 
that educating them on what incentives there from the federal and state. Judge Alt 
asked what the Commission can do to expand opportunities for ex-offenders in the 
private sector. Ms. Jones said that working on identifying positions with certain 
companies. She said that this Commission is helping her gather information to educate 
businesses.  
 

Councillor Osili asked what number of responses the Chamber received for the survey. 
Ms. Jones said that it was not a whole lot and they are looking to roll it out again. 
 
Will Gooden, City-County Councillor, asked if there were options on the survey other 
than “Very Satisfied’’ or “Satisfied”. Ms. Jones said that there were other options on the 
survey. Councillor Gooden asked if the client has a perception that they will lose 
business. Ms. Jones said that is that company’s perspective.  
 
Panel Presentation:  Local Employers and Ex-offender Hiring Practices  
Angela Smith Jones, Facilitator 
Kevin Potter, Vice President, Shiel Sexton 
Tricia Dierks, Manager of Employment and Compensation, Wishard Hospital 
Bruce Henry, Director, Human Resources, City of Indianapolis 
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 What is your hiring posture regarding ex-offenders and why? 
 
Ms. Dierks stated that Wishard has a policy within their healthcare system regarding 
background and criminal history checks. She said that their criminal history background 
check is crafted based on recommendations by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC). Ms. Dierks said that they do not have a blanket policy that 
prohibits them from hiring anyone with a certain offense or within a certain time frame. 
She said that they look at each individual on a case-by-case basis.  
 
Mr. Potter stated that his company hires ex-offenders and it is considered community 
service. He said that his company hires a certain percentage of ex-offenders. Ms. Jones 
asked what percentage it is. Mr. Potter said that it is about five percent. 
 
Mr. Henry stated that the City has a broad perspective of hiring ex-offenders and they 
embrace it. He said that over the last four years, the City has hired five percent in some 
years and an excess of 25% in other years. Mr. Henry said that their employment 
guidelines are followed by the EEOC. 
 

 What influences the hiring decision: Number of years since offense? Type 
of offense? 

 
Ms. Dierks, Mr. Potter and Mr. Henry stated that it is all of the above. Ms. Smith Jones 
asked if each of them had a preference of the number of years after the offense or if 
they are open. Ms. Dierks stated that Wishard does not have any specific guidelines. 

 

 What are barriers to hiring? 
 
Mr. Potter stated that there are all kinds of barriers. He said that there are some that 
you know of and some that are hidden. Mr. Potter said that there are big companies in 
Indianapolis that will not hire ex-offenders and that is a problem. He said that there are 
a lot of technical rule violations. Mr. Potter said that he had an employee that is a law-
abiding citizen, taxpayer and hard worker who is gone back to prison for nine months for 
drinking a beer. He said that he has lost a good employee and will have to let him go 
and find someone else. Mr. Potter said that he just does not understand that process.  
Mr. Henry said that the City’s perspective is pretty plain. They do not discriminate in any 
form. He said that they welcome everyone to apply for positions within the City. Mr. 
Henry stated that the City conducts their background check at the end of the application 
process.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked Mr. Henry to explain “the box” for those that may not know 
what that is. Mr. Henry stated that “the box” asks each applicant if they have any 
previous convictions or felonies. He said that the individual can complete the entire 
application and choose to self-select out. Mr. Henry said that could be a significant 
barrier for some people. 
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 What do they think of the “ban the box” option? 
 
Mr. Henry said that it is an impediment for that person and their confidence. He said that 
he would be interested in learning from his department directors on their perspective of 
the box. He said that he would follow their lead if they were to say that the box is not 
needed. Mr. Potter said that he is for the box. He said that he would like to know up 
front what they are dealing with so they can move forward. Ms. Dierks stated that she 
agrees with Mr. Potter, but can also see how the box would be a barrier because they 
have applicants who do not disclose all of their criminal history and they will not be 
considered at that time.  
 

 What incentives might influence them or their peers interest/willingness to 
hire? 

 
Mr. Potter said that as for risks, if there was some type of bond, he would be interested 
in that. Ms. Dierks stated that she agrees with Mr. Potter. 
 
Rhiannon Edwards, Executive Director, Public Advocates in Community Re-entry 
(PACE), asked Mr. Potter if the current federal bond do not work for him. Mr. Potter 
stated that he really does not know anything about it. Ms. Edwards asked if there is 
better ways for an agency like PACE to have better parameters from the City or 
Wishard to share with their clients that want to apply for those jobs. Ms. Dierks stated 
that she is open to communicate with organizations on a case-by-case basis. Mr. Henry 
stated that with respect to prior convictions, misdemeanors included, there are defined 
guidelines. He said that there is not a hard and fast rule with prior convictions. They are 
very individualistic. 
 
Judge Alt asked for an explanation of federal bonding. Mr. Potter stated that it helps 
mitigate risk. He said that if that ex-offender gets into some type of trouble, the risk does 
not have to come back to the company. Ms. Edwards stated that the bonding covers the 
employer who is on the fence about hiring that ex-offender. Judge Alt asked if the box 
was part of the survey and if not, if it can be. Ms. Smith Jones stated that it can be. 
 
Mr. Fogle asked that when looking at individuals, what Wishard deems as ex-offenders. 
Ms. Dierks stated that it means the same thing as the City of Indianapolis. She said that 
they ask for all convictions. Mr. Fogle asked if there is a difference in Ms. Dierks or Mr. 
Potter’s minds if that person is presently on probation, parole or community corrections. 
Mr. Potter said that it does make it more difficult. Mr. Fogle asked if the type of offense 
is differentiating in their minds. Ms. Dierks and Mr. Potter answered in the affirmative. 
Mr. Fogle stated that the Indiana Supreme Court has mandated probation and 
community corrections to use the Indiana Risk and Needs Assessment (IRAS) system. 
He asked if they were able to have access to that information, if they would be willing to 
re-evaluate how they access those individuals. Ms. Dierks answered in the affirmative. 
Mr. Potter said that he is not sure, because those ex-offenders have to get security 
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clearance for certain work sites that have standards. He said that he has to consider 
that when hiring. Mr. Fogle asked if they see that a person has a lot of arrests and not 
convictions, if that would have any bearings on their hiring decisions. Mr. Potter and Ms. 
Dierks said that they look at convictions only. 
 
Mr. Hendricks asked if the employee of Mr. Potter that was arrested picked up a new 
felony. Mr. Potter answered in the negative.  
 
Judge Alt asked what this Commission can do to encourage hiring of persons with 
criminal history in the private sector. Mr. Potter said that when they are at work, they 
need to be left alone to do their work.  
 
Councillor Osili asked if they were not allowed to ask a question about a person’s 
criminal history until a second interview, how that would impact the process. Mr. Henry 
stated that with regards to the City, the hiring supervisors and managers rely on 
knowing that information to give them direction on how they conduct their interview. He 
said that not having that information would impede that person’s ability to conduct that 
interview. Mr. Potter said that he does not like surprises. He said that he would like to 
know what they are dealing with up front. Ms. Dierks stated that she agrees to an 
extent. She said that Wishard rarely rules people out based on how they answer that 
question. Councillor Osili asked Mr. Potter if it would be greater motivation or makes a 
difference if people were given a competitive bid process for those who have ex-
offenders and disadvantaged persons as staff. Mr. Potter said that if that can be done, it 
might make a difference. He said that it would be great if it can be done. Councillor Osili 
asked if there were any incentives that come to mind for their peers. Ms. Dierks stated 
that it is always comforting to provide hiring managers some level of assurance that 
there is some follow-up and some type of support after that person is hired. She said 
that the more education around the issues of re-entry the better. Ms. Dierks said that if 
they are able to educate people it would make things a lot easier. Councillor Osili stated 
that there are a number of training programs grams that are being considered now to 
better prepare people for employment. He asked if a person had worked with any 
programs would that give them a leg up when applying for a job. Ms. Dierks stated that 
it would help on her end. She said that one of the factors she looks at is what that 
person has been doing since their conviction or release. Ms. Dierks said that the more 
training, education and work history in the job that they are applying for gives them an 
advantage. Mr. Potter said that training is great, but it is usually skills-based. He said 
there is aptitude and attitude and people do not fail because of aptitude, they fail 
because of their attitude.  
 
Joyce Dabner, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over, asked with regards to the City, what 
would be considered falsifying on an application. Mr. Henry said that the City will not 
turn them away or reject their application because they did not list every conviction, and 
once that box is checked, it takes the burden off of that person.  
 
{Clerk’s Note: Angela Smith Jones left at 7:05 p.m.} 
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Stephen Fisher, Region 5 Community Employment Specialist, Indiana Department of 
Workforce Development (DWD) Hoosier Initiative for Re-entry Employment (HIRE), 
reviewed a PowerPoint presentation in detail, which is attached as Exhibit B. Some key 
points are: 
 

 Key Facts 
o Nearly 20,000 offenders are released from Indiana prisons 
o Recidivism decreases at all education levels when an ex-offender gets a 

job 
o Seventy-one percent of private businesses indicate they are unlikely to 

hire an ex-offender 

 Hoosier Initiative for Re-entry Program 
o This program is an employment-based program to directly link employers 

with qualified and screened individuals 
o Statewide DWD is hiring 12 dedicated ex-offender re-entry coordinators 
o Re-entry coordinators work with local employers to identify their 

willingness to hire an ex-offender, the ability to hire ex-offenders and the 
necessary qualifications for prospective employees 

 Candidate Selection 
o GED or higher 
o Exemplary conduct – no disciplinary issues 
o No known gang affiliations 
o Greater than two years committed sentence 
o Candidate will submit application and a letter of recommendation 
o DOC selection committee will review and recommend 

 Pre-release Activities 
o Workshops delivered three to six months prior to release 
o Workshops focusing on employment preparedness 
o Resume, computer skills and interviewing 
o Communication  
o Soft skills – workplace conflict resolution 

 Program Elements 
o Candidate selection is governed by positive candidate history, activities 

and traits 
o Rigorous screening 
o Repeated and periodic interviews 
o Pre-employment screening and job/qualifications matching 
o Case management and counseling by Work One staff 

 

 Employment Incentives 
o Federal work bonds up to $25,000 in coverage 
o Federal Work Opportunity Tax Credit up to $2,400 per worker 
o Seeking potential funding for on-the-job training wage reimbursement 
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Mr. Fogle asked who created the standard of who DWD will bring into the HIRE 
program. Mr. Fisher stated that it was done through DOC and DWD. Mr. Fogle said that 
this program is gearing toward the low risk ex-offenders and asked what they are doing 
for the high risk ones. Mr. Fisher said that they are working with them as well. Mr. Fogle 
asked how many people have been placed. Mr. Fisher said that in January 2013, there 
were 54 placed into employment. Mr. Fogle asked if that was statewide. Mr. Fisher 
answered in the affirmative. Mr. Fogle asked how many were for Marion County. Mr. 
Fisher stated that he cannot answer that because he has just come into the position. 
Mr. Fogle stated that this commission is looking at Marion County. It is fine that they are 
doing this on a statewide basis, but he asked what DWD is going to do to help this 
Commission be able to help those people in Marion County meet the high requirements, 
while those who do not continue to fail. Mr. Fisher stated that he only arrived in Marion 
County two weeks ago to head this program. He said that some of the same things this 
Commission is working on, he is working on learning as well. Mr. Fisher said that he is 
trying to communicate with different groups and organizations throughout the County so 
that he can be of additional service. Mr. Fogle stated that this Commission is made up 
of different organizations, City-County Councillors and Law Enforcement, and asked 
what Mr. Fisher needs from this Commission to help him find the resources for which he 
is looking. Mr. Fisher said that he needs every one of the people Mr. Fogle mentioned. 
He said that the person who ran the program before he came left without any 
information, so he has to start from scratch. 
 
Judge Alt asked how persons are handpicked. Mr. Fisher said that they are picked from 
the DOC facilities. Judge Alt asked how Mr. Fisher can make the public aware of the 
HIRE program. Mr. Fisher said that inside DOC, case managers are the driving forces 
with letting those offenders know that service is there. Mr. Fisher said that he has also 
been meeting with Work One office personnel. Judge Alt asked what is considered a 
clean disciplinary report. Mr. Fisher stated that he does not sit on the committee that 
looks at those issues. Judge Alt encouraged Mr. Fisher to work with the Mayor’s Office 
of Re-entry and this Commission because it is frustrating that no one from Mr. Fisher’s 
program has been placed in Marion County. Mike Lloyd, Director of Transitional 
Facilities, Indiana Department of Corrections (DOC), stated that in all fairness to Mr. 
Fisher, he has come into a bad situation where DWD has gone through a series of 
individuals that did not do very well with recordkeeping. Mr. Lloyd stated that with 
regards to the ex-offenders being picked for the HIRE program, the committee is looking 
for individuals that want a chance to be successful. He said that there may have been a 
history of a conduct years before, but that person has remained in good standing and 
they are eligible. 
 
[Clerk’s Note: Councillor Gooden left at 7:31 p.m.]   
 
Mr. Hendricks asked if DOC picks the ex-offenders who will get into the HIRE program. 
Mr. Lloyd stated that there is the HIRE staff, DWD and Pen Products. He said that DOC 
is involved because they know the ex-offenders who want to be successful. Mr. Fisher 
stated that they not only take people from DOC, he also takes referrals.  
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Councillor Osili asked what the coordination process is of the Re-entry Coordinators 
working with local employers. He said that the Indy Chamber is now outreaching to 
potential employers. He asked if there is an opportunity for DWD to work with the Indy 
Chamber. Mr. Fisher answered in the affirmative.  He said that he can go door to door, 
but he would really like to work with Work One business service representatives to let 
them know what Work One is doing. Councillor Osili asked if any of the Re-entry 
Coordinators in the State are ex-offenders. Mr. Fisher said that he cannot answer that. 
 
John Cocco, Re-entry Case Manager, Step Up, Inc., reviewed a PowerPoint 
presentation in detail, which is attached as Exhibit C. Some key points are: 
 

 Financial Aid 
o People with a felony record may access federal financial aid 
o Can apply using online Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) 

document 
o Often qualify for Pell Grant due to lack of income 
o Some are eligible for federal loans 

 Barriers 
o What disqualifies a person from student loans 

 If they were convicted of a drug felony while receiving federal 
student aid 

 If they are currently in default with the Department of Education 
 If they have not registered for the Selective Service 

 Picking a school 
o Schools like Ivy Tech will assess scholastic ability using standardized 

instrument 
o Most students choose a program that can improve their job opportunities 

 Encouraged to look into fields that are “felony friendly” 
 Welding; construction; heating, ventilation and air conditioning 

(HVAC); barbering, etc. 

 Pitfalls 
o Lack of access to transportation, housing, computers, and internet make 

attending school difficult 
o Potential students can be preyed upon by so-called for-profit colleges 

 
[Clerk’s Note: Joyce Dabner left at 7:48 p.m.] 
 
Mr. Lloyd asked how a person qualifies and if they have to be out of work release or if 
being on parole or probation restricts that person. Mr. Cocco said work release is a 
significant barrier to pursue any type of education. He said that some of the policies that 
impact work release are contrary to their ultimate goals. Mr. Cocco said that for those 
that are in work release, they are not often allowed to be released to, for instance, take 
a remainder part of their GED test. Mr. Lloyd asked if someone that is in community 
corrections on a home detention program would be impacted from applying for aid. Mr. 
Cocco said that he does not think so. 



Re-entry Policy Study Commission 
February 28, 2013 
Page 10 
 

 
Mr. Fogle asked what reasons are given as to why that individual cannot get a pass 
from work release. Mr. Cocco said that their client will tell them that their pass is denied. 
He said that the individual has to request where to go and when and then the staff will 
review it and approve or deny. Mr. Fogle asked if there was one work release center 
that seems to be more problematic than the others. Mr. Cocco said that all of them in 
his opinion. 
 

[Clerk’s Note: Chair Moriarty Adams called for a recess at 7:57 p.m.} 
 
Mr. Keesling reviewed a PowerPoint presentation in detail, which is attached as Exhibit 
D. Some key points are: 
 

 Transitional Jobs 
o Real work, wage paying, time limited, skills development and supportive 

services 

 Social enterprise 
o Business with a social mission 
o Applies business strategies to maximize improvements in human and 

environmental well being 
o Directly address social needs through products and services 
o Uses earned revenue strategies to pursue a double or triple bottom line 

 Why transitional jobs 
o An incubator for people who need meaningful work experience in order to 

enter the labor market and to participate in civil society 
o An incubator for future for-profit business opportunities in neighborhoods 
o A service enriched environment offering work supports and related 

services to promote work attachment 
o A pipeline of able workers for local business 

 Recycle Force Scenario 
o Creates a demand side opportunity 
o No worker displacement 
o Steady employment causes less drag on safety net services 
o Incubator creates jobs for low-skilled workers 

 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked how many hours per day does their employees work. Mr. 
Keesling said that it is up to 35 hours per week. He said that they must commit to five 
hours of unpaid development time. Chair Moriarty Adams asked how many months or 
years the workers are with Recycle Force. Mr. Keesling said that it is a minimum of four 
months, but have the ability to extend the time.  
 
Mary Leffler, Director of Community Engagement, Volunteers of America, reviewed a 
Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit E. Some key points are: 
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 Significant Training Resulting in Valuable Employment (STRIVE) Indy 
o Department of Labor Demonstration (DOL) Grant 
o The program is a gender responsive and trauma informed program 

designed to assist primarily female returning citizens with self-sustaining, 
career-based employment and life support 

o Holistic approach 

 Program overview 
o The grant is two years 
o DOL grant of $1.5 million 
o Serving 250 participants (225 females and 25 males) 

 Program outcomes 
o Enrollment rate of 100%: 250 people will be enrolled over the two year 

period 
o Sixty-percent job placement: 150 people will be placed in full-time 

employment over two years at $9.00 per hour 
o Seventy-percent job retention: 105 people will retain employment for at 

least six months 
o Mentoring: 45 people will be matched with a mentor 

 Service Delivery 
o Case managers, career coach, community liaison coordinator, mentor 

coordinator and program director 

 Eligibility 
o Clients must be within 90 days of release from incarceration 
o Clients must be within 180 days post release from incarceration 
o Not have been convicted of a sexual offense other than prostitution 
o Client descriptors 

 History of substance abuse 
 History of untreated or treated mental illness 
 History of past traumas 
 Chronic low self-esteem  
 Income at or below poverty prior to incarceration 
 History of violent offenses 
 History of serving as primary caregiver to minor child(ren) 

o Proof of incarceration or release  
o Client has to provide state identification or driver’s license 

 
Judge Alt asked if a client meets five of the seven criteria’s, if they are automatically 
eligible. Ms. Leffler said that will get them past the referral to the assessment. Judge Alt 
asked how many people are in the program. Ms. Leffler stated that they have already 
gone through three orientation cycles. She said that about 30 have been cycled 
through. 
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Trelles Evans, Goodwill Industries, reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which 
is attached as Exhibit F. Some key points are: 
 

 Goodwill Industries New Beginnings Program 
o Six month job and life skills training 
o Support services  
o Reduce recidivism 
o Reduce or eliminate barriers 

 Training 
o Hard skills: basic warehouse, production and forklift certification 
o Soft skills: computer, reading/math and job readiness 
o Employees work 32 hours per week and are required to spend eight hours 

of non-paid days on career day 

 Barriers addressed 
o Mental and physical health 
o Housing 
o Addictions 
o Legal aid 
o Child support 
o Transportation 
o Low self-esteem 

 Reduce recidivism 
o Provide income 
o Reduce barriers 
o Job readiness 

 New Beginnings current recidivism rate is 11.9% 
o Positive exits: 67.2% 
o Negative exits: 29.9% 

 Requirements 
o Medical care 
o Assessments completed 
o Financial skills 
o Full time employment 
o Housing 

 Support services 
o Ongoing case management 
o Legal aid 
o Counseling/guidance 

 
Ms. Edwards asked what the criteria is to get into their program, and how an agency 
becomes a referral source. Ms. Evans stated that they are looking for people zero to six 
months out of prison or work release. She said that they work with all offenses except 
for sex offenders.  
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Mr. Lloyd asked how Goodwill Industries measures their recidivism rate. Ms. Evans said 
that they have only been in program since 2011, and so far they are happy. They do 
follow ups on individuals they have placed. She said that they are trying to make 
improvements. 
 
Public Testimony 
 
Linda Phipps, citizen, stated that there was a recent article in the newspaper that stated 
that the Director of Public Safety, Troy Riggs, is putting together a Violent Crime Review 
Team of local leaders and activists to look at all issues that attribute to the crime rate. 
Ms. Phipps asked if Director Riggs knows about this Re-entry Commission. Mr. Fogle 
stated that two members on the commission are his top people; Valerie Washington, 
Deputy Director, Department of Public Safety and Dr. Jenkins, Re-entry Coordinator 
with the Mayor’s office. Dr. Jenkins stated that Director Riggs is aware and he has 
meetings every month with Director Riggs to discuss what the commission is doing. 
 
Carlette Duffy, Employment Consultant, Southeast Community Service, asked if the 
STRIVE Mentoring Program is one-on-one or mentors work with multiple females. Ms. 
Leffler stated that it can be either or. Ms. Duffy asked is it possible for the City to provide 
individuals a criminal history that is no cost to that person because sometimes they do 
not know. Ms. Duffy stated that in 2014, the GED testing will be going to computers and 
those individuals will need to brush up on typing skills, and she hopes that the agencies 
that presented are informing their clients. Mr. Cocco stated that Step Up, Inc. is 
registered with the Indiana State Police so that they can send in a form to have limited 
criminal history on their clients at no cost to them as long as the agency requests it.  
 
Ed Matthews, Beyond the Bridges, asked Ms. Leffler if the STRIVE program can help 
three ex-offenders who are federal and a resident who are in need of employment. Ms. 
Leffler stated that they would have to be screened and meet five of the seven criteria for 
the program. Mr. Matthews stated that when a person signs a promissory note to pay 
back a loan for education, if there are any case managers at Step Up that can walk the 
client through that process and explain it to them. Mr. Cocco answered in the negative. 
He said that the schools will be able to answer those questions.  
 
Martin Murray, ex-offender, stated that he served 32 years in prison. He said that he is 
really impressed with the work of this commission. He said that it has been a struggle 
for him being released for only eight weeks and thanks to his sister, he has been able to 
survive. Mr. Murray stated that it has to be a group effort to bring resources together to 
help ex-offenders succeed.  
 
Don Hawkins, stated that the box is not only unfair to the ex-offender, but unfair to the 
employer. He said that when that box is checked, that application goes into a non-look 
file. Mr. Hawkins said if the box is not on applications, it gives the employer a chance to 
see and review the application, because there are a lot of good people coming out of 
prison who need jobs, and the employer will miss the opportunity to employ great 
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people. He said that if employers document on their application in advance that they do 
not hire ex-offenders, those persons can move on elsewhere. 
 
Mr. Cocco stated that one of his clients, who is at Liberty Hall, has a great job, and 
general court policy is that he will be paroled back to the district where his offense 
occurred. Mr. Cocco stated that he talked with an agent from that district about 
transferring that client to Marion County, because he has a good job and could live his 
life. He said what may happen is that client will have to leave his job, parole back to his 
county, start all over, or find a way to come back to Marion County to pick up his job. 
Mr. Cocco said that this is a policy issue that should be addressed. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked each Commission member to give thoughts and comments 
regarding the presentation or policy issues. 
 
Mr. Fogle stated that it became quite clear that there is a lot of confusion as to what it 
means to be an ex-offender. He said that a lot of employers are going off of old 
assumptions that they do not have any reason to change their thinking. Mr. Fogle said 
that employers need to be educated on how to evaluate and what best practices in 
looking at individuals are.  
 
Judge Alt stated that the private sector businesses need to be educated about the 
importance of hiring ex-offenders. He said that he was disappointed in the low number 
of businesses that responded to the Indy Chamber’s survey and that proves that Marion 
County has a long road ahead of them.  
 
Councillor Osili stated that so much is dependent on payment of fines and fees that 
there has to be income. He said that the one thing that provides income is not held 
sacred, that an ex-offender can be taken off their job and called at all hours to make 
sure they are in compliance.  Councillor Osili stated that their jobs have to be revered 
and held sacred because it is the one thing that provides an opportunity for ex-offenders 
to get back on their feet. 
 
There being no further business, and upon motion duly made, the meeting was 
adjourned at 9:33 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
       
 Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair 
 
MMA/lw 



Reentry of ex-offenders:
How is Indy doing?



Who We Are

The Greater Indy Chamber of Commerce
has approximately 2,700 business members

– employs 300,000 individuals in Indy and the
surrounding 8 counties



Workforce Legislation

• 1216: Provides a tax credit each year for
employers who hire ex-felons

• 1218: establishes a state sponsored bond
program to protect against financial losses
for employers who hire at risk employees

• 1482: Allows ex-offenders who meet
certain requirements to have their
conviction altered or records expunged



The Indy Chamber Supports:

• Legislation to remove barriers for the re-
entry of ex-offenders

• Incentives for employers

• Legislation that restructures sentencing
guidelines & allows sentencing flexibility



The Indy Chamber Also Supports:

• Implementation of alternatives to life/work
balance for ex-offenders with low level
crimes

• Connecting vocational institutions with
companies who hire & retain ex-offenders

• Initiatives which assist ex-offenders in their
efforts to re-enter the workforce



Issues:

• Business and population awareness of
issue

• There is a need for tax benefits for
employers and alteration of company
policies

• Retraining and education of ex-offenders



National Trends

• More than 600,000 individuals rejoin
communities annually

• Approximately 1 in 31 U.S. adults is either
incarcerated or on probation/parole

• 40% or higher national recidivism rate

• Employment reductions due to
incarceration result in approximately $60
billion in lost GDP



Indy Trends

• More than 5,000 individuals rejoin the Indy
community annually

• Approximately 28% of all Marion county
adults have criminal convictions

• 20,000 Marion county residents are on parole
from felon crimes at any given time

• 60% of our parolees are unemployed
• Marion county recidivism is nearly 70%

– Lack of employment is a huge component in
recidivism



Indy Chamber Survey Results

• 46% of businesses stated they do not
currently employ ex-offenders

• 26% stated that they were either “Very
Satisfied” or “Satisfied” with their
experience of hiring ex-offenders

• 80% stated they currently use background
checks in the hiring process



Indy Chamber Survey Results

• 53% stated that an ex-offender would not
be considered for hire until 1-5 years after
the offense

• 73% stated lack of knowledge regarding
tax incentives to hire ex-offenders

• 46% stated “client expectation/perception”
as the most significant barrier to ex-
offender reentry



Next Steps

• Advocate for ex-offenders with Indy
businesses

• Educate members on tax incentives and
bonding

• Teach businesses to identify positions in
their companies that would be appropriate
for ex-offenders



Questions?



A cooperative effort designed to assist ex-offenders in
finding employment and improving their lives.



 Annually, nearly 20,000 offenders are released from Indiana prisons.

 The current 3-year recidivism rate is 34.7%.

◦ The economic impact of recidivism reaches far beyond the dollar cost
associated with their return to a DOC facility.

 Recidivism is strongly correlated with both education and employment:

Education at Release Return Rate-Employed Return Rate-Not Employed

College 17. 3 26.3

HSD/GED 23.3 38.4

Below HSD/GED 28.5 44.7

 Recidivism decreases at all education levels when an ex-offender gets a
job.

 71% of private businesses indicate they are unlikely to hire an ex-
offender.



 Indiana’s unemployment rate is down from its peak.
Nevertheless, while the unemployment rate remains
high by historical standards, employers remain
challenged to find skilled, reliable workers.

 Approximately 20,000 offenders are released from
Indiana prisons annually. Many are motivated to
improve their prospects through employment.

 A program that targets hand-picked offenders for
employment in Indiana companies is a win-win
proposition—for employers seeking good workers, for
offenders seeking to change their lives, and for Hoosier
tax payers.



 The Ex-Offender Employment
Program is an employment based
program to directly link employers
with Qualified and Screened
individuals.



• Statewide DWD is hiring 12 dedicated Ex-offender Reentry
Coordinators

• Reentry Coordinators work with local employers to identify

• Willingness to discuss the possibility of hiring ex-
offenders

• Ability to hire ex-offenders

• Necessary qualifications for prospective employees

• Respect employers limits and comfort level when considering
hiring ex-offenders



DOC Selection Process

 Series of data base filters based on positive candidate traits
and performance while incarcerated;
 GED or higher
 Exemplary conduct - no disciplinary issues
 No known gang affiliations
 Greater than 2 years committed sentence

 Candidate application submission and letter of
recommendation;

 DOC Selection Committee review and recommendation

Initial review resulted in over 1200 potential candidates each quarter



• Workshops delivered 3 to 6 months prior to release

• Newly designed curriculum

• Workshops focusing on employment preparedness
instruction

• Delivered by Ex-Offender Reentry Employment
Coordinator

• Resume, Computer Skills, Interviewing…

• Soft Skills – Workplace conflict resolution

• Communication – How to discuss incarceration with
potential employers.



Candidate Selection:

 Governed by positive candidate history, activities and traits

 Rigorous screening process

 Repeated and periodic interviews/case management by DOC

 Review Board

Employment Services: (pre and post release)

 Dedicated program-coordinators in targeted Economic
Growth Regions;

 Pre-employment screening and job/qualifications matching;

 Job/workplace readiness and conflict resolution training;

 Case management and counseling by WorkOne staff;

 Additional case management and supportive services by non-
profits.



 Federal work bonds up to $25,000 in
coverage;

 Federal Work Opportunity Tax Credit up to
$2,400/worker;

 Seeking potential funding for On-the-Job
Training wage reimbursement.



Stephen E. Fisher
Dept. of Workforce Development

Region 5 Community Employment Specialist

Hoosier Initiative for Re-Entry Employment

(317) 296-9722

sefisher@dwd.in.gov



Educational Barriers and Opportunities for People with
Felony Records

John P. Cocco- Reentry Case Manager, Step Up, Inc.



• People with felony records may access federal financial aid.

• Can apply using online FAFSA document

• Often qualify for Pell Grant due to lack of income.

• Most qualify for $5500 per year, when newly released.

• Only applicable to undergraduate programs.

• Pell Grant may be available for 12 semesters total.
http://studentaid.ed.gov/types/grants-scholarships/pell

• Are also eligible for federal loans

• Subsidized and unsubsidized if they are enrolling in
undergraduate programs.

• Graduate programs only qualify for unsubsidized.



• What disqualifies a person from student loans?
• If they were convicted of a drug felony WHILE receiving federal

student aid.
• There are exceptions. For example, if the person completes an

accepted drug or alcohol counseling program they may regain
eligibility.
http://ifap.ed.gov/eannouncements/attachments/011112StudentAidEligibilityDrugWkshten1213.pdf

• If they are currently in default with the Department of Education
• If they contact the Department of Education, they may be able to

enroll in a repayment program and be eligible again after 6 months.
http://studentaid.ed.gov/repay-loans/default/get-out

• In some cases they have maxed out their benefits

• They may have not registered for the Selective Service
• If they were incarcerated during their required registry ages (18-25),

they can provide the Selective Service with that documentation and
get an exception. http://www.sss.gov/Status.html



• Many people were offered courses and education while incarcerated

• Some of these were not finished due to being moved between
facilities or due to cuts.

• For these people, they may want to complete these courses.

• Some are looking to build upon degrees, e.g. get a Bachelors degree
in a field where they already have an Associates degree.

• Schools like Ivy Tech University will assess scholastic ability using
standardized instrument. Ivy Tech uses the Compass Test.

• Most new students choose a program that can improve their job
opportunities.

• Encouraged to look into fields that are “felony friendly.”

• Welding, construction, HVAC, barbering, etc.

• Can receive certification in these areas through agencies, and may be
funded by federal aid or programs like WorkOne.



• Lack of access to transportation, housing, computers, and
internet may make attending school difficult for students

• These concerns may be partially addressed by financial aid, but
students may be overly burdened by the increased debt.

• Potential students can be preyed upon by so called for-profit
colleges

• May start getting phone calls, emails, and text messages after
registering on job sites.

• May not be prepared to be assertive enough to refuse offers.

• Can be difficult to withdraw from the courses.

• Most of these programs are more expensive, and harder to
complete, than non-profit schools.



VictorHugo



A Strategy for Successful Offender Reentry



What are Transitional Jobs?
• Real work
• Wage paying
• Time limited
• Skills development
• Supportive services
• Work-focused case management
• Successful transition into labor

market



What is a Social Enterprise?
• Business with a social mission
• Applies business strategies to maximize

improvements in human and environmental
well-being

• Directly addresses social needs through
products and services or through the
numbers of disadvantaged people employed

• Uses earned revenue strategies to pursue a
double or triple bottom line

• Typically has a mixed revenue stream that
includes business income, charitable
contributions and public sector subsidies.



Why Transitional Jobs?
• An incubator for people who need meaningful work

experience in order to enter the labor market and to
participate in civil society — re-building the work
muscle

• An incubator of future for-profit business
opportunities in neighborhood — fostering economic
development

• A service-enriched environment offering work
supports and related services to promote work
attachment

• A pipeline of able workers for local business
• A response to Mayor’s workforce development

strategy



Why Social Enterprise?
• A business model with a social purpose

• Job opportunities for at-risk workers
• Integrated support relationships with human service

providers
• Access to training, mentoring, work support, child

support assistance, family re-connections, and
recreational activities

• An emerging market
• Electronics de-manufacturing/recycling; household

recycling
• Reverse logistics
• Value chain relationships with local and regional

businesses
• States enacting new recycling laws/credits quickly

• A sustainable revenue stream
• Program income re-invested in the enterprise



Supply side assistance for
at-risk populations

• Stand-alone job training

• Stand-alone education and
skills training

• Temporary job assignments

Businesses dependent on
economy/profits to employ
low-skill at-risk population
(last hired/first fired)

Creates Demand Side
opportunity

• No worker displacement

• Steady employment causes
less drag on safety net services

Incubator creates jobs for
low-skilled workers

• On-site case management that
looks and feels like an
Employee Assistance Program
(EAP)



• Great stigma being the only ex-
offender

• Difficult for employer to allow
release time to meet oversight
responsibilities

• Employers do not want criminal
justice oversight officials in the
workplace

• No stigma as enterprise employs
mostly ex-offenders

• Release time built into the model

• Great opportunity for cognitive
behavior changes through a
workplace peer mentoring
program

• Criminal justice oversight officials
encouraged to come to the
workplace



Community
• More people working in local

economy
• Fewer offenders returning to

prison system

Families
• 65% of offenders are parents
• Parents re-connecting to

their children

Business
• Better prepared workers
• Strengthening an emerging

industry cluster



STRIVE Indy
Significant Training Resulting in Valuable Employment

Offer hope

Restore dignity

Transform lives



There are no limits to caring.®

What Is STRIVE-Indy?

 Department of Labor Demonstration Grant

 1 of 9 such grants across the country

 A gender responsive and trauma informed
program designed to assist, primarily female
returning citizens with self-sustaining career
based employment and life supports

 Holistic approach



There are no limits to caring.®

Our Purpose

To provide occupational and support
services to adults with criminal
histories that will improve long term
employment prospects of the
population



There are no limits to caring.®

Program Overview

 2 year grant

 $1.5 million dollar direct Department
of Labor grant

 To serve 250 participants (225
females and 25 males)



There are no limits to caring.®

Program Outcomes
 100% Enrollment Rate: 250 people will be enrolled over

2 years

 30% Credential Rate: 75 people will receive a credential
over 2 years

 60% Job Placement: 150 people will be placed in full time
employment over 2 years at $9.00 per hour or more

 70% Job Retention: 105 people will retain employment for
at least 6 months

 Mentoring: 45 people will be matched with a mentor



There are no limits to caring.®

Service Delivery Team

All clients will be connected with

 Case Managers ( 2.5 FTE)

 Career Coach ( 1FTE)

 Community Liaison Coordinator (1FTE)

 Mentor Coordinator (1FTE)

 Program Director ( 1FTE)



There are no limits to caring.®

Services Volunteers of America
Provides

 Comprehensive psycho-social assessment to identify
needs

 Intensive case management

 Individualized service and career planning

 Life skills training

 Soft skills training

 Job readiness skills training

 Employment workshops

 Individualized career coaching

 Group and individualized mentoring



There are no limits to caring.®

Services Volunteers of America
Provides (continued)

 Financial literacy training

 Paid/unpaid transitional employment

 Job Placement/Job Advancement Assistance

 Linkages to GED/ABE

 Funding for Occupational skills training (leading to

degree or industry recognized certification)

 Group and individual counseling (for areas such as, Drug &

Alcohol, Anger, etc…)

 Comprehensive follow up

 Barrier Busting Funding/Supportive Services



Unique Program Elements
 Gender Responsive/Trauma Informed Model of Care

 Utilize Evidenced Based Approaches to Ensure Client
Success

 Targets Employment Not “Traditionally” Held By Women i.e:

 Welding

 Logistics

 Electricians/Plumbing

 HVAC

 Utilize Paid Transitional Work Experiences to Increase
Employment Outcomes

 Individual and Group Mentoring Is a Critical Component

There are no limits to caring.®



There are no limits to caring.®

Eligibility
 Clients must be within 90 days of release from incarceration (jail or

prison)

 Clients must be within 180 days post release from incarceration

 Never has been convicted of sexual offense (other than prostitution)

AND

Must exhibit 5 of these 7 client descriptors:

1. History of substance abuse

2. History of treated or untreated mental illness

3. History of past trauma or victimization

4. History of serving as primary caregiver to minor child(ren)

5. Chronic low self-esteem rooted in unhealthy relationships

6. Income at or below poverty prior to incarceration

7. History of violent offenses



There are no limits to caring.®

Referral process

Email or fax completed referral form
to Larcina Hicks

Email: lhicks@voain.org

Fax: ATTN: Larcina Hicks

317-200-3637

STRIVE Referral



There are no limits to caring.®

Please Include

 Proof of Incarceration and/or release
from incarceration

 Client will need to provide State
ID/Driver’s license and academic
verification (if possible)

 Upon acceptance into the program, client will
become eligible for certain needs based
financial assistances (i.e. bus passes, child care,
housing assistance)



Goodwill Commercial Services
413 N. Tremont St.

Indianapolis, Indiana 46222



• Job and Life Skills Training
• Reduce/Eliminate Barriers
• Reduce Recidivism
• 6-month Program
• Support Services



Hard Skills

• Basic Warehouse

• Production

• Forklift Certification

Soft Skills

• Basic Computer

• Reading/Math

• Job Readiness



• Mental/Physical Health

• Dental Needs

• Housing

• Addictions

• Custody Battles

• Legal Aid

• Child Support

• Transportation

• Low Self-Esteem



• Provide Income

• Reduce/Eliminate Barriers

• Job Readiness

New Beginnings Current Recidivism Rate: 11.9%

Positive Exits: 67.2%

Negative Exits: 29.9%



• Medical Care

• Assessments Completed

• Financial Skills

• Support System

• Full-Time Employment

• Housing



• Ongoing Case Management

• Legal Aid

• Counseling/Guidance



• Seeds of Hope

• Walk-ins

• Fathers and Families

• Homeless Initiative
Program (H.I.P)

• CAFÉ

• Martin Luther King Center

• John H. Boner

• Lucille Raines

• GW Employment Center



Contact Information:

Trelles Evans
317.524.3957
tevans@goodwillindy.org

413 N. Tremont St.
Indianapolis, IN 46222



Response to Questions

 What programs does WorkOne offer for ex-offenders?
o Interview and Job preparation classes
o Soft Skills Classes
o Job Clubs
o Veterans’ Support Groups
o Job Search Opportunities

 What have been barriers to ex-offenders participating in these programs?
o Ex-offenders not knowing what services are offered
o Ex-offenders not knowing what questions to ask when at a WO office
o Lack of understanding the WorkOne system on the part of ex-offenders

 What has been the placement rate for people with criminal records?
o I do not have records for WorkOne locally or for the state. The information below is for

the HIRE program

 What needs to be in place for WorkOne to be successful with this population?
o More businesses that would are willing to work with the WorkOne personnel – including

the Business Services Representatives
o More businesses that would consider hiring ex-offenders
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EEOC MESSAGES
ARREST/CONVICTION RECORDS AS SCREENING DEVICES

Each year, more than 700,000 people are released from state and federal prisons. Another 9
million cycle through local jails. When reentry fails, the costs—both societal and economic—are
high. Being employed is an important predictor of a former prisoner’s ability to remain law-
abiding; however, the barriers to employment for this population are huge.

In the United States today, an estimated one in four adults now have an arrest or conviction
record that can show up on a routine criminal background check for employment. Fifty percent
of all males have been arrested at one point in their lives.

State governments have criminal records on an estimated 65 million people. Many arrest and
conviction records are automated and searchable online—some records may show arrests that
led to no further criminal records, others may have resulted in convictions and prison
sentences.

It is not explicitly illegal to use arrest and/or conviction records as screening devices. In many
instances, however, their use may violate Title VII.

The EEOC does not have the authority to “ban” or “outlaw” all uses of arrest and conviction
records or other screening devices, despite misinformation about this in the press. It is the use
of the information that might constitute an illegal employment decision.

Since its first guidance on the subject of arrest and conviction records in the 1980s, EEOC has
advised employers that their use of arrest or conviction records should be undertaken carefully
to ensure that employment opportunities are not denied inappropriately.

Supreme Court precedents describe two ways in which discrimination may be proved: disparate
treatment and disparate impact, both of which apply to this use.

I. Disparate Treatment—treating one group less favorably than another because of a
prohibited basis such as race, sex, national origin, religion or color.

• It is unlawful to apply any screening device to only one group of individuals and
not another.

• Example: it is unlawful to use conviction records to deny jobs to African-
Americans while permitting other applicants with similar convictions to be hired.

II. Disparate Impact—using a facially neutral policy that has a greater impact on one
protected group and is not job-related and consistent with business necessity.

• Because incarceration rates for different groups of people vary greatly, reliance
on conviction records may have a disparate impact on those groups.

• Example: African-Americans, Hispanics and men have greater conviction and
incarceration rates than the rest of the population. Using conviction records,
therefore would disproportionately screen out these groups from consideration.
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• Arrest Records: because arrest records are not proof that a person did, in fact,
commit an offense; and because there are great differences in the arrest rates of
minorities compared to the general population, their use will almost always have
a disparate impact on such groups.

III. Defenses to Findings of Disparate Impact—How Can Employers Show Job-relatedness
and Business Necessity?

• Consistent EEOC policy guidance with respect to conviction records recommends
a three-part test to determine whether the use of a conviction record is
discriminatory:

1. The nature and gravity of the offense;

2. The time passed since the conviction or completion of the sentence

3. The nature of the job in question.

Even if an employer can show job relatedness and business necessity, the use of
conviction records may still be unlawful if there are less discriminatory alternatives
available to accomplish the same ends.

IV. States’ Responses to Use of Criminal Records

Twenty-four states enacted laws in 2010 and 2011 that limit the kind of criminal-
background information employers can obtain or when they can request it.

 Three states (Connecticut, Massachusetts, and New Mexico) have adopted “ban
the box” policies that prescribe the point at which an individual’s criminal record
may be revealed in the hiring process.

 Two states (North Carolina and Ohio) passed laws that create certificates that
recognize an individual’s rehabilitation and thereby reduce employment sanctions
and disqualifications.

 Thirteen states (Arkansas, California, Colorado, Delaware, Indiana, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, and
Utah), recognizing that old, minor offenses can plague job seekers years later,
took positive steps to expunge and seal a number of low-level offenses.

 Five states (Colorado, Kentucky, Nevada, New York, and Virginia) created new
rights for workers to more easily access identification documents and other
information needed to secure employment.

 Three states (Colorado, Massachusetts, and North Carolina) adopted laws, in
conjunction with other reforms, to limit the liability of employers that hire people
with criminal records.
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INFORMATION ABOUT EQUAL EMPLOYMENT AND DISCRIMINATION
Provided by the United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), Indianapolis District Office

 The following states have enacted some provisions regarding criminal records:

1. Arkansas

2. California

3. Colorado

4. Connecticut

5. Delaware

6. Florida

7. Idaho

8. Indiana

9. Iowa

10. Kentucky

11. Louisiana

12. Massachusetts

13. Mississippi

14. New Mexico

15. New York

16. Nevada

17. North Carolina

18. Ohio

19. Oregon

20. Rhode Island

21. South Dakota

22. Texas

23. Utah

24. Virginia

Additional information can be found on the EEOC web site. Of specific interest to Commission
members an article that addresses treatment and disparate impact under Title VII:
"Enforcement Guidance on the Consideration of Arrest and Conviction Records in Employment
Decisions Under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,"can be reviewed at the following link:
http://www.eeoc.gov/laws/guidance/arrest_conviction.cfm.
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BUSINESS MODEL

• Have a valid business reason for pursing such a
program.

• Inform your workforce before the program begins
and get their buy-in.

• Meet with and get the support of the following
political and governmental bodies including:

– The Mayor’s office

– The local probation and the community service
organizations

– The local judges



BUSINESS MODEL

• In addition to meeting with these entities keep
them informed about your progress.

• Good idea to inform City Council and the
newspapers of your activities.

• A very key component to ensure the success of
the program is; And I quote from the Lord’s
Prayer

– “And lead us not into temptation, but deliver us
from evil."

Finally, expect some hiccups along the way.



BUSINESS MODEL

PK USA’s approach to hiring convicted felons was
pursued for the following factors:

• There was a definite need to fill available
positions.

• It was good for the business.

• It was good for the community.

• It was the right thing to do.



BUSINESS MODEL

• There is an available workforce which to
date has not been utilized

• It’s in keeping with one of PK USA’s
guiding principles –

• “Build better human relations among the
workforce and the community based on a
respect for humanity.”



BUSINESS MODEL

PK USA introduced this initiative to its
workforce at the company’s quarterly
State of the Business Meetings. The
workforce was provided the following
information:

• PK USA would be initiating a pilot
program to place a limited number of
employees with felony convictions into
the plant to work on various jobs.



BUSINESS MODEL

• No one’s safety would be compromised.

• No full-time employees would be affected by this
action.

• Cooperation, support and understanding of this
program was needed in order to ensure success.

• This program is one that all can be proud of and
it shows how it has positively impacted our local
community.



BUSINESS MODEL

• We met with Mayor Furgeson to solicit his
support. Mayor Furgeson listened to our
initiative on how the Second Chance program
would work; he endorsed our program and gave
his support.

• With the Mayor’s support and assistance,
discussions were conducted with the Shelby
County Probation Department who helped
develop the program. Specific procedures were
developed which included the following steps:



BUSINESS MODEL

• All referrals for employment would be handled by the Probation

Department.

• The Probation Department was responsible for screening all

applicants for employment.

• At no time would safety be compromised.

• Applicants for employment would be referred to the PK USA

employment specialist with a reference letter ensuring proper

screening had occurred.

• Final approval for hiring rested with PK USA.

• All referrals were confidential; Participants were encouraged to keep

their past to themselves allowing confidentiality, only PK’s staff

knows who are ex-felons.



BUSINESS MODEL

• Met with local judges ensuring their cooperation and
buying into the program. The judges fully understood the
importance of this initiative and have worked closely with
us and the local community service organizations to ensure
its success.

• Updates to the program’s success are provided to the
judges, the City Council and to the local newspaper; which
on two occasions have featured the Second Chance program
in news articles.



BUSINESS MODEL

There is one final component in ensuring the success of the
Second Chance program.

• Again, “And lead us not into temptation, but deliver us
from evil."

• One needs to be smart in hiring ex-felons. They should be
spread through out the organization to ensure there are
not too many in one area. Temptation should not be placed
in front of them. The bottom line is be smart and careful as
you hire ex-felons in your organization.



FINAL THOUGHT

There will be opposition to the program.
Remind those who oppose such an initiative
of the words written by President Abraham
Lincoln.

“Those who deny freedom to others
deserve it not for themselves, and,
under a just God, cannot long retain
it."--
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION

MEETING AGENDA

SENTENCING OPTIONS, ALTERNATIVE SENTENCING AND OTHER PRACTICES

Thursday, March 14, 2013 at 5:30 p.m.
City-County Building, Room 260

I. Welcome and Introduction of Commission Members and Liaisons (5 Minutes)
Mary Moriarty Adams, Commission Chair

II. Recap and Approval of Minutes from Meetings 7

III. Presentation: Sentencing and Violation Hearings
Barbara Crawford, Presiding Judge

Marion Superior Court 9

IV. Presentation: Community Corrections Programs
John Deiter, Executive Director

Marion County Community Corrections

V. Presentation: Work Release and Residential Re-entry Programs
Mary Leffler, Director of Community Engagement

Volunteers of America (VOA)

VI. Presentation: Risk Assessments and Addressing Non-compliance in Probation
Sandra Bryan, Deputy Chief Probation Officer

Marion County Probation Department

VII. Presentation: Human Services Grants
Julie Fidler, Human Services Grants Manager

Department of Metropolitan Development

VIII. Presentation: Restorative Justice and Re-entry: Healing Victims, Preparing Offenders
Derrick Franke, Visiting Assistant Professor of Criminal Justice

Indiana University Perdue University at Indianapolis (IUPUI)

IX. Presentation: Social Impact Bonds as a Mechanism for Financing Initiatives
Deron Kintner, Deputy Mayor for Economic Development

City of Indianapolis

X. Public Comments

XI. Commissioners’ Remarks and Policy Issues

XII. Next Meeting: Thursday, March 21, 2013 at 5:00 p.m. in the City-County Building, Room 118

XIII. Adjournment
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Sentencing Options, Alternative sentencing and other practices 
 



 

 

 
 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
 
The Re-entry Policy Study Commission met on Thursday, March 14, 2013.  Chair Mary 
Moriarty Adams called the meeting to order at 5:41 p.m. with the following members 
present: John Alt, proxy for Jose Salinas; Joyce Dabner; Rhiannon Edwards; Andrew 
Fogle;; Willie Jenkins; Mike Lloyd; Vop Osili; and Valerie Washington. Also in 
attendance were Melissa Benton and Sean Hendricks, Ex-Offender Liaisons. Arriving 
shortly thereafter was Robert Ohlemiller. Absent were Angela Smith Jones and Will 
Gooden.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams gave a brief recap of the seventh meeting. She asked for a 
motion to approve the meeting minutes from February 28, 2013. Andrew Fogle, Marion 
County Deputy Prosecutor, moved, seconded by Mike Lloyd, Director of Transitional 
Facilities, Indiana Department of Corrections (DOC),  to approve the minutes. The 
motion carried by a vote of 12-0. 
  
Barbara Crawford, Judge, Marion County Superior Court, Criminal Division, stated that 
one of the most important things a Judge does is decide what sentence to give in 
particular cases. She said that decision has to have a consideration for public safety 
and to make sure that the sentence assures some accountability for the offense, as well 
as some assurance or the possibility that the individual will only be in front of the court 
one time.  
  
Judge Crawford reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as 
Exhibit A. Some key points are: 
 

 Guilty Plea- large majority of cases are settled by a guilty plea and the terms are 
already set. 

 Non-guilty plea- the guilty plea will allow the judge discretion on what sentence to 
give 

 Governing laws 
o Indiana Code (I.C.) 35-50-1-1 

 Gives the court authority for sentencing 
 Provides sentencing range for each level of offense 
 Provides restrictions for an individual who may receive probation 

o I.C. 35-38-1-1 
 Provides procedures for sentencing 
 Guidelines for factors a court must consider in sentencing 
 Establishes parameters of probation and other alternative 

sentences 

 Suspendible offense- no required time of incarceration 

 Non-suspendible offense- requires a minimum of some type of confinement and 
is determined by the type of offense 
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 Information to determine sentence 
o Charges and facts of case 
o Criminal history (juvenile and adult) 
o Pre-sentence investigation and report, personal background information, 

education and employment history 
o Victim Impact information 

 
Valerie Washington, Deputy Director and Chief Financial Officer (CFO), Department of 
Public Safety (DPS), asked for an average day on the bench, how often Judge Crawford 
takes an alternative sentence. Judge Crawford said that it is very frequently. She said 
that at least half of her cases will be some type of alternative sentencing. Ms. 
Washington asked if the alternative sentencing is of Judge Crawford’s own initiative or if 
it is something that the Superior Courts are focusing on. Judge Crawford stated that she 
cannot answer that regarding other courts. She said that in the D Felony and 
Misdemeanor courts, most of them are doing essentially the same thing.  
 
{Clerk’s Note: Robert Ohlemiller arrived at 6:10 p.m.} 
 
Councillor Osili asked if all guidelines are followed from the State or other governing 
bodies that set the guidelines. Judge Crawford stated that the guidelines come from the 
State. Councillor Osili stated that over the last couple of years, he has heard that people 
plead guilty for lesser punishment to a higher charge, and it seems like an incentive. He 
asked if Judge Crawford knew about that and if there is any way to avoid that. Judge 
Crawford said that she is not sure if that is the case. It depends on what the charges 
are. Judge Crawford said that the most common cases she has are theft and drunk 
driving. If the charge is theft and someone pleads to that, most of the time what goes 
into determining the plea is the strength of the case evidence, if it was a business theft 
or individual. She said that the person’s background, criminal history or first offense is 
included as well. Judge Crawford said that if it is a first offense, that person is given a 
diversion, which is if they agree not to get into any more trouble for two years and 
provide community service, their case would be dismissed. Councillor Osili stated that a 
couple of people that he has talked to stated that they plead guilty to a higher charge for 
a lesser punishment when they should have fought the charge. Judge Crawford said 
that most people do not understand what they are pleading to or understand the impact 
of a criminal charge on their life. Councillor Osili asked if Judge Crawford has a 
recommendation for that. Judge Crawford stated that education is the key. Criminal 
Justice should be in the schools to talk to the youth.  
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked if the ages of some of the offenders are teenage or college 
level. Judge Crawford stated that the ages are 18-35. 
 
Mr. Fogle asked what Judge Crawford looks for when she sees a probation or 
community corrections violation. Judge Crawford stated that Probation generates a 
report on that person. They outline what the violations are and give a history of their 
probation. Judge Crawford said that information is sent to her and it is set for a hearing. 
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She said that it is important for her to hear from Probation as to what efforts are being 
made to assist or direct that individual and whether or not it is the first or multiple times 
that individual has violated. Mr. Fogle stated that more people violate on technical 
violations, and asked if Judge Crawford has seen people that do not play by the rules. 
Mr. Fogle also asked what recommendations the Commission can give to the courts as 
viable options to get those offenders to realize the damage they are doing to their lives.  
Judge Crawford stated that the expansion of existing programs would assist a great 
deal. She said that her favorite place is to send them is the Duvall Center, because they 
offer a way for their liberty to be restrained and at the same time, remaining productive.  
 
Councillor Osili stated that some of the members of the Commission went and toured 
Duvall, and was told they look for ways to sanction and not send an offender back to 
jail. He asked if the Craine House is for women. Judge Crawford said that they only 
have nine beds and it is limited to what is available. Councillor Osili asked if Judge 
Crawford is seeing more success and less recidivism when she is looking for alternative 
sentencing. Judge Crawford said that she honestly cannot answer that question. 
 
Joyce Dabner, Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over, stated that plea bargains are the 
quick options. She said that later down the line they will see the regret of signing 
multiple plea bargains, and that is what is happening with the youth.  
 
Sean Hendricks, Ex-Offender Liaison, stated that offenders who are on probation or 
community corrections have a lot of fees to pay. He said that they openly admit to 
breaking the law to pay their fees. Mr. Hendricks asked how Judge Crawford feels about 
that. Judge Crawford said that she has not seen that. 
 
John Deiter, Executive Director, Marion County Community Corrections (MCCC), 
reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit B. Some key 
points are: 
 

 Duvall Residential Center 
o Capacity: 350 male beds 
o Primarily non-violent offenders 

 Other residential facilities 
o Brandon House 
o Theodora House 
o Craine House 

 Intake and Screening 
o Responsible for two trips per day to the Marion County Jail to retrieve 

clients waiting for community placement 
o Screening analyst makes placement recommendations for those arriving 

from jail, as well as walk-ins from Court 
o Receives all electronic monitoring cases in Marion County 
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 Home Detention 
o Clients are fitted with an ankle bracelet and given a radio frequency box 

that plugs into their home phone line 
o Client remains within the confines of their homes unless approved by court 

for medical, work or others appointments 
o Cost starts at $12.00 per day; sliding fee scales established if ordered by 

the Court; indigent honored as well 

 Global Positioning System (GPS) 
o Monitors a client’s movement whenever they are away from their 

residence 
o Exclusion zones/hot zones for victim protection 
o No land line is necessary for GPS participation 

 

 Mental Health Component 
o Provides additional supervision and case management for special needs 

offenders diagnosed with a severe, persistent mental illness 
o Works closely with community mental heal centers and treatment 

providers to ensure stability and medication compliance 

 Indiana Risk Assessment System (IRAS) 
o Identify offenders with a higher probability of recidivism 
o Provide intensive treatment to higher risk offenders 
o Re-assess every 12 months 
o IRAS scores reported quarterly to Department of Corrections (DOC) 

 Community Transition Program (CTP) 
o Clients near end of their sentence may become eligible for release to CTP 
o Must be within 180, 120, 90 or 60 days of release depending on charge 

class 
o Once on CTP, offenders may be placed at Work Release or on Electronic 

Monitoring. Some may participate in Re-Entry Court 

 Technical Rule Violation (TRV) 
o TRV program is for male clients that are in non-compliance with rules of 

probation 
o Offenders are housed at Duvall Center 
o Not removed from probation 
o Permitted to maintain employment 

 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked if a person can remove their ankle bracelet, and how long 
it will take for the police to be notified. Mr. Deiter answered in the affirmative, stating that 
if the device is cellular or GPS, the police will be notified immediately. He said that if 
someone is on home detention and have a landline, the system will call in and let the 
proper people know that the equipment has been tampered with.  
 
Robert Ohlemiller, Marion County Sheriff's Office, Program Director, Jail Division, stated 
that Judge Crawford mentioned that there was a waiting list of nine months for a mental 
health bed at Duvall. Mr. Deiter stated that it is not actually at Duvall, it is at Brandon 
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Hall through Volunteers of America (VOA). He said that the waiting period is a year at 
Brandon Hall because those beds cost money. Mr. Ohlemiller asked if a snapshot was 
done of 294 individuals in the Marion County Jail that are classified as mentally ill. He 
said that he knows that there are difficult decisions on how funds are allocated to 
community corrections. Mr. Ohlemiller stated that this commission might also want to 
consider looking at the community corrections grant funds received from the State. Mr. 
Ohlemiller asked if there is a movement towards linking case management of the 
mental ill and the addiction clients. Mr. Deiter said that each week they let the judges 
know the waiting list. The mentally ill certainly does not have the funding, and many 
have gone undiagnosed and do not receive services they need.  Mr. Ohlemiller said that 
jail is not the appropriate place for a mentally ill person. It seems that there might be 
ways through the community corrections plan developed with DOC.  
 
{Clerk’s Note: Ms. Washington left at 7:10 p.m.}    
 
Judge John Alt, Marion County Re-entry Court, asked if someone that is mentally ill and 
not in a mental health bed, can still receive mental health services through community 
corrections. Mr. Deiter said that if they have been placed on their electronic monitoring 
program, they can. Judge Alt asked about Brandon Hall. Mr. Deiter said that the people 
at VOA have been very accommodating when they have had spill-over at Duvall. He 
said that VOA has been very helpful in providing a mental health bed. Judge Alt asked 
what percentage of those who are in community corrections are violated. Mr. Deiter said 
that it is about 50%. Judge Alt asked if the sliding fee scale is not ordered, ifcommunity 
corrections would still do a financial assessment or if the courts specifically have to 
order the sliding scale in order to get the financial assistance. Mr. Deiter stated that 
community corrections receives County General and DOC funding, and if an offender 
does not have the means, they will sometimes leave them at the $12 mark and work 
with local agencies to get them help with the fees. 
 
Councillor Osili asked what the various ways of monitoring ex-offenders are at work.  
Mr. Deiter said that they have the home detention cellular and the GPS monitoring. 
Councillor Osili asked if it is a matter of making calls to the workplace. Mr. Deiter said 
that when they have an offender placed with them, they will first call to verify 
employment, and each week, the offender must verify with a timecard. Councillor Osili 
asked how GPS is decided upon. Mr. Deiter said that it depends on the crime and gives 
the victim the opportunity not to worry about the offender. Councillor Osili asked if there 
is a way for more opportunities with GPS. Mr. Deiter said that it is sometimes restricted 
because of court order.  
   
Melissa Benton, Ex-Offender Liaison, asked if Duvall has a person that has completed 
all requirements and is set to be released but have not paid their amount due, if Duvall 
writes the debt off. Mr. Deiter said that they do not write the debt off. They work with the 
Office of Corporation Council (OCC) to turn them over to collections at a rate of seven 
cents on the dollar. Ms. Benton asked who is appropriate for community corrections and 
who is not. Mr. Deiter said that person who is being monitored in another county, either 
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on probation or community corrections, would not be appropriate because they are 
already involved in another County.  
 
Mr. Lloyd stated that when DOC releases someone from the facility, they have a certain 
supply of medications; he asked how much of the medications follow the mentally ill 
individuals from jail to community corrections.  
 
Rhiannon Edwards, Executive Director, Public Advocates in Community Re-entry 
(PACE), stated that a client of theirs was not diagnosed as chronically mentally ill with 
DOC and somehow ended up at Duvall. She said that there was a problem for that 
client receiving medication because he was not labeled. Ms. Edwards was wondering if 
there was a way to make sure those clients are receiving their medications. 
 
Deron Kintner, Deputy Mayor, Economic Development and Executive Director, 
Indianapolis Bond Bank, discussed the Social Impact Bonds. He said that the Social 
Impact Bonds are a hybrid of philanthropy and investment. He said that there is a 
private sector, either for-profit or non-profit; making an investment in a social issue and 
in turn, the governmental entity that is impacted by those social issues agrees to repay 
that investment, provided that a certain benchmark is reached. 
 
Mr. Kintner said that for example, Goldman Sacs in New York City (NYC) provided 
nearly $10 million in a jail program in an effort to significantly reduce the recidivism rates 
amongst the inmates. He said that if the recidivism rate is reduced by 10%, Goldman 
Sacs could make as much as $2.1 million in profit. This would be repaid by the City of 
New York. Mr. Kintner said that NYC has measured that a reduction of 10% in 
recidivism would save them more money than it would cost to repay Goldman Sacs 
investment and the profit. Mr. Kintner said that unique to this set-up was Bloomberg 
Philanthropies, which guaranteed approximately $8 million of the Goldman Sacs 
investment. 
 
Mr. Kintner said that NYC is the only other place this has been used. He said that 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, and the local government in Ohio and California are 
exploring it. Mr. Kintner said that although many investors will be charities that normally 
would “donate” the money, this movement will only succeed if it attracts “new money” to 
these programs. He said that the most identified issues that will work in Indianapolis 
would be crime and homelessness, and that is because that is easy to measure. Mr. 
Kintner said that some benefits to this approach is measured outcomes, not outputs. 
Taxpayers are only on the hook if it works as a new mechanism for new money. Mr. 
Kintner said that some of the challenges are that there is no proven track record or lack 
of data; there have only been two that have been implemented in the world, and both 
have acknowledged that they are years away from seeing results and being fully 
evaluated because of the time to see results, many politicians will be inclined to make 
payments on deals struck, and there has to be many tangible benefits to seeing 
progress made on these issues.  
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Chair Moriarty Adams asked how the percentage is determined that recidivism has to 
drop. Mr. Kintner said that they would have to figure that out for every person that does 
not fall back into jail, how much that saves. He said that in New York, the 10% meant 
more to them than $12 million in savings, because that is what they are on the hook 
paying the investor if they hit the 10% mark. He said that it has to be able to be 
measured and figured out in benchmarks. Chair Moriarty Adams asked if New York’s 
Mayor is funding this. Mr. Kintner said that it is through Bloomberg Philanthropy.  
 
Mr. Lloyd stated that it is interesting that they have to have tangible and measurable 
results and figure out cost savings. He said at DOC, the cost savings are simple 
because they have a certain per diem that they work with on a regular basis. Mr. Lloyd 
said that at the local level, there are the costs for the courts, prosecutors, public 
defenders and jails. He asked how that is all figured out. Mr. Kintner said that because 
there is a reduction or savings, it may not mean there will be fewer employees so that 
staff will not have to be cut. It is very tricky and complex, and should not be entered into 
without diligence.  
 
Dr. Willie Jenkins, Re-entry Administrator, Mayor’s Office asked if there was any data 
on this right now. Mr. Kintner answered in the negative. Dr. Jenkins asked who will be 
responsible for collecting the data. Mr. Kintner said that in each case, the governmental 
entity will track and report in an accurate manner. Dr. Jenkins asked how the State will 
track information in reference to getting results within the State and County level. Mr. 
Kintner said that he is here to present what is out there. He is not working on any 
particular project. He said that there is talk about exploring this project. 
 
Councillor Osili asked what the potential ways to use this project in Indiana are. Mr. 
Kintner said that the research shows that crime and homelessness are two of the 
easiest measurable to start with. Councillor Osili asked if there were any entities 
interested that might be incentivized. Mr. Kintner stated that the fact that the most well-
known investment bank participated in this in New York would seem to indicate that this 
city could go after private non-philanthropic dollars for this project. He said that if it turns 
out to be a profitable investment, he can see all kinds of private entities getting involved. 
 
Mr. Hendricks asked who the units are representing. Mr. Kintner said that it can be 
setup; however, those involved want to set it up. 
 
Chair Moriarty Adams asked if this program was done for New York City only or New 
York State. Mr. Kintner said that it was for New York City, but New York State is 
exploring the project. 
 
[Clerk’s Note: Chair Moriarty Adams called for a recess at 7:57 p.m.} 
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Mary Leffler, Director of Community Engagement, Volunteers of America (VOA), 
reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit C. Some key 
points are: 
 

 Work Release Current 
o Bureau of Prisons 

 Serving executed sentences, 85% of their time in work release 
 Level system I-V 
 Community Movement privileges are associated with Levels 
 Use a program review team to move up and down in levels 

o MCCC 
 Serving executed sentences most are two-for-one credit class 
 Sentence is dictated on how much time they have 
 Passes are more limited. Mostly for religion, medical, work, hygiene 

and family once a month 

 Fee Structure 
o Bureau of Prisons 

 Daily rates vary from $50 - $80 per day by specific geographic area 
 Twenty-five percent of gross is subsistence formula 

o MCCC 
 Daily rates range from $25 - $27 per day 
 MCCC pays their daily portion and requires collection of 

subsistence from offender 
 Fifty-percent of net pay is subsistence formula (minimum of $105 - 

$175) 
 February 2013 collections averaged 43.46 per day for men and 

$5.94 per day for women 
 Charged from first day of verified employment 
 Offenders turn in their checks and then they are refunded the 

balance within five days 

 Concerns 
o Prior to assignment of program orientation, better assessment of client’s 

suitability and expectations 
o Assess how to improve client’s internal motivation to change 
o Current format does not allow for the clients to be afforded the opportunity 

to complete programs that could contribute to more long-term success 
o Employment “trumps” all other programs, so treatment for most clients is 

an “after-thought” 
o Need special programs for those with violent offenses and mental 

illnesses 
 
[Clerk’s Note: Mr. Hendricks left at 8:10 p.m.]   
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Mr. Ohlemiller asked if there were locations and jurisdictions where VOA has been able 
to implement and valuate this program’s first model. Mr. Leffler said that the only place 
VOA has been able to gather data is from their women’s facility.  
 
Ms. Dabner stated that many ex-offenders are not ready for jobs, and they will take whatever 

they can get. She said as coordinator for Starting Over, she has been suggesting job readiness 
programs to those that will listen.  

 
Mr. Ohlemiller stated that if everyone was using the same programs and the information 
followed the offender, then even if a person was only at DOC for six-weeks, the 
information went with them and they could continue the work at the next phase. 
 
[Clerk’s Note: Joyce Dabner left at 8:44 p.m.] 
 
Sandra Bryan, Deputy Chief Probation Officer, Marion County Probation Department, 
reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit D. Some key 
points are: 
 

 Indiana Risk Assessment System (IRAS) consist of six instruments to be used at 
various points in the system: 

o Pretrial 
o Community Supervision 
o Screener 
o Prison Intake 
o Supplemental Re-entry 
o Static 

 IRAS Review 
o Criminal History 
o Education, employment and financial situation 
o Family and social support 
o Neighborhood problems 
o Substance use 
o Peer associations 
o Criminal attitudes and behavioral patterns 

 Probation use for IRAS 
o Recommendations for sentencing based on individual needs 
o Supervision level should typically be based on overall risk 
o Case plan should be prepared after sentencing and based on IRAS results 

 Judges use for IRAS 
o Decide whether to suspend all or part of sentence 
o Decide whether to assign offender to alternative treatment 
o Design a probation program for offender 

 
Judge Alt stated that one of the technical allegations he often sees in his court is failure 
to comply with substance abuse treatment, which is often based because they cannot 
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afford it. He said that one of the problems that this Commission needs to address to 
reduce recidivism is having more on-demand, low-cost treatment. Judge Alt asked if Ms. 
Bryan sees that as a problem. Ms. Bryan answered in the affirmative, stating that they 
do have referral agreements with all of the treatment providers they use, and as a part 
of that agreement; they all do sliding fee scales. Ms. Bryan said that one of the 
problems when they meet with those providers to talk about why those fees are what 
they are is that they are not being provided from the offender of what is being requested 
like employment verification, housing, etc.  
 
Ms. Edwards stated that her agency, PACE and other Access to Recovery (ATR) 
agencies can come and speak to the probation department to let the probationers know 
that they are eligible for ATR and it would not pay for everything, but it would keep them 
from having a technical violation. Ms. Bryan said that she will be happy to talk with Ms. 
Edwards to set that up. 
 
Julie Fidler, Grants Manager, Department of Metropolitan Development (DMD), 
reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in detail, which is attached as Exhibit E. Some key 
points are: 
 

 Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) fund shelter operations and street outreach, as 
well as homeless prevention and rapid re-housing activities. 

o The ESG grant allows for: 
o Provision of housing case management 
o Links to other services like medical, mental health and substance abuse or 

prevention 
o Education, credit clean up and resources to employment 
o Deposit assistance, both for rent and utilities to include a one-time six-

month arrearage. 
o Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) provides support 

services, housing and operations funds for HIV/AIDS providers. 
o HOPWA allows agencies to work with clients who are already HIV 

positive, but the person does not have to be homeless to receive help. 
o Housing and Urban Development (HUD) considers it the responsibility of 

DOC to identify housing and they are considered “housed” while 
incarcerated. The person must have been homeless in the 30 days prior to 
being incarcerated and be incarcerated less than 90 days to maintain their 
homeless status. 

 Accessing Help 
o Direct service providers and case managers from any organization can 

contact any organization directly or the City. 
o Client should not be sent without direct contact/referral to make sure that 

there is proper follow up with a real person. 
 
Mr. Fogle asked if Ms. Fidler feels that those in the Criminal Justice System are as 
aware as they could be of the different programs DMD offers.  Ms. Fidler said that the 
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more people know that they exist in DMD will be the key to its success. She said that 
this forum helps as well, because it is made public.  
 
Derrick Franke, Visiting Assistant Professor of Criminal Justice, Indiana University 
Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI), reviewed a Powerpoint presentation, in detail, 
which is attached as Exhibit F. Some key points are: 
 

o Restorative Justice 
o Crime harms relationships 
o Offenders are not learning consequences of their actions 
o Incarceration damages support networks 
o Victims have needs 
o Communities resistant to accept returning offenders 
o Face-to face, structured meeting between offender and those who were 

harmed to address the consequences of the incident 
o Restorative Justice Goals 

o Prepare offender for re-entry 
 Develop empathy 
 Strengthen ties 

o Help victims heal 
 Less anger and fear 
 Able to move on 
 Less likely to believe it will happen again 

o Community safety and receptiveness 
o Restorative Justice Occurs 

o As a diversion from court 
o Before court 
o After trial and before sentencing 
o In prison 
o After release 

 
Mr. Franke asked Mary Fletcher to discuss how Restorative Justice has helped her deal 
with the death of her daughter. Ms. Fletcher said that in September 10, 2005, her 
daughter had just had a baby and was killed in a car crash. She said that the offender 
was high on marijuana. Ms. Fletcher stated that every time she would come from 
Memphis, TN for court hearing, the offender would laugh, smile and joke with his family 
like nothing had ever happened. She said that on the day of sentencing, she got to give 
her victim impact statement, he sat at the table with his head on the table crying and not 
once did he look up. Ms. Fletcher said that she did not have any of her questions 
answered, like how fast he was going. She said that shortly thereafter, he was 
sentenced to Plainfield Correctional Facility, and she started writing to him. Ms. Fletcher 
said that she knew that she wanted to sit down and talk with him, but did not know if he 
wanted to.  
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Ms. Fletcher said that during this process, she was becoming a bitter person. She had a 
lot of resentment towards him and his family, because they knew he was smoking and 
drinking. She said that two months after he killed her daughter, he was involved in 
another accident hitting that person head-on. Ms. Fletcher stated that during her 
meeting with the offender, she told him that he not only killed her daughter, but she had 
to up-root her life to take care of her granddaughter. She lost her house, job and 
husband. Ms. Fletcher said that during that meeting, he actually showed remorse 
because he did not realize what he took from her.  
 
Ms. Fletcher said that Restorative Justice program has helped her deal with her 
emotions, anger and fear and now she no longer lives and breathes that offender, 
whereas before, that was all she did. 
 
Councillor Osili asked how to bridge the gap between the role of the victim and re-entry. 
Ms. Fletcher said that both of them came up with a contract of things that he can do 
after he was released. She said that it made him think about things that he had not 
before. Councillor Osili asked where the person that killed her daughter is now. Ms. 
Fletcher said that he now lives in Franklin, IN and so far, he has not relapsed. 
 
Councillor Osili asked what the Commission can take away from Restorative Justice to 
use as policy. Mr. Franke said that Restorative Justice should be an option and policy in 
every stage of the system. He said for this to be effective, it should be included in all 
agencies and be required as part of the victim impact.  
 
Mr. Fogle asked how this program started under DOC. Mr. Lloyd stated that Dr. Jarjoura 
came to him and asked if he would be interested in starting that program. Mr. Fogle 
asked if there has been any outreach to local criminal justice systems or in other 
counties. Mr. Franke said that he periodically gives facilitator training, and among 
training, they have had community corrections come in for training. Mr. Fogle asked if 
that was done here in Marion County. Mr. Franke said that it has been in other counties 
and only in DOC exclusively.  
 
Ms. Edwards thanked Ms. Fletcher for speaking to the Commission. She said that her 
story as a mother touched her and gave her a completely different outlook. 
 
Ms. Benton asked how much it will cost to have this program. Mr. Franke said that it is 
cheap, and anyone can facilitate. He said that they have received a grant of about 
$30,000 since 2008 to implement, train and evaluate this process.  
 
Mr. Lloyd asked if there has ever been occasion where Restorative Justice did not work 
between the victim and the offender. Mr. Franke said there was one and it was not the 
offender, it was the offender’s wife. 
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Public Testimony 
 
Linda Phipps, citizen, personally thanked each Commission member for the tremendous 
amount of time invested and information gathered. Ms. Phipps asked what will happen 
after the final meeting of the Commission. Councillor Osili stated that they have an idea 
that the Marion County Re-entry Coalition (MCRC) will carry out some the 
recommendations to continue to push for clarity and shaping of policy and coordinating 
that across agencies. He said that during their final meeting, they will see what other 
partners will assist them in carrying things forward. Councillor Osili said that most 
importantly action will be taken. 
 
There being no further business, and upon motion duly made, the meeting was 
adjourned at 10:14 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
       
 Mary Moriarty Adams, Chair 
 
MMA/lw 





GUILTY PLEA

NO GUILTY PLEA



 I.C. 35-50-1-1 et seq

 Gives Courts sole
authority for
sentencing

 Provides sentencing
range for each level of
offense

 Provides restrictions
for when an individual
may receive probation

 I.C. 35-38-1-1 et seq

 Provides procedures
for sentencing
hearings

 Guidelines for factors
a court must consider
in sentencing

 Establishes parameters
of probation and other
alternative sentences



CLASS MINIMUM MAXIMUM ADVISORY FINE

Murder 45 years 65 years 55 years $10,000

A Felony 20 years 50 years 30 years $10,000

B Felony 6 years 20 years 10 years $10.000

C Felony 2 years 8 years 4 years $10,000

D Felony 6 months 3 years 1 ½ years $10,000

A Misd 0 365 days $5,000

B Misd 0 180 days $1,000

C Misd 0 90 days $500



SUSPENDIBLE

NONSUSPENDIBLE



Charges and Facts of Case

Criminal History – Juvenile and Adult

Pre-Sentence Investigation and Report
Personal Background Information
Education and Employment History

Victim Impact Information



Department of Corrections

Marion County Jail

Marion County Community Corrections

Marion County Probation Department

Other Community Resources



Marion County Community Court –
Marion County Superior Court 12

Marion County Drug Treatment Court –
Marion County Superior Court 14

Marion County Mental Health Court



John Deiter, Executive Director

Chris Morrison, Director of Duvall Residential Center

Jennifer Deiter, Director of Programming and

Special Interventions Unit

Steven Dyson, Chief Financial Officer

Marion County Community Corrections
(MCCC)



Marion County Community Corrections

 Mission: The mission of Marion County Community
Corrections is to enhance public safety by raising offender
accountability through the use of evidence based practices
and interventions.

 Vision: To provide the citizens of Marion County a safer
community.



Marion County Community Corrections
 Intake and Electronic Monitoring: 140 EastWashington St.

 Administrative Offices

 Components:

 Home Detention

 MEMS 3000

 GPS (Global Positioning Systems)

 Addictions Intervention

 Mental Health Component



Marion County Community Corrections
 Duvall Residential Center (DRC)

- Capacity: 350 Male Beds
(primarily non-violent offenders)

 Other Residential Facilities

- Brandon Hall (VOA)

- Theodora House (VOA)

- Craine House
1848 Ludlow Ave

Named after former Board Member and
former State Senator Leslie Duvall. Mr.
Duvall was the sponsor of legislation
creating state-wide community corrections
programming and is considered the "Father
of Indiana Community Corrections".



Agency-Wide Programming
 Thinking For A Change
 NCTITheft Class
 Job Readiness (EM)
 Healthy Relationships
 G.E.D
 Conflict Resolution
 Chaplaincy Services (DRC)

 Parenting Piece by Piece
 Substance AbuseTreatment
 PACE Job Readiness (DRC)
 Inside-Out Dad (DRC)
 24/7 Dad (EM)
 WomenTaking Charge (EM)

*Unless specified, a program is available
for both Electronic Monitoring and
Residential clients



Intake and Screening
 Responsible for two trips/day to MCJ to retrieve clients waiting

for community placement
 Responsible for signing equipment contracts with clients, and

showing video taped orientation
 Screening Analyst makes placement recommendation for those

arriving from jail as well as walk-ins from Court
 Screening Analysts are also responsible for screening out of county

cases, CTP cases, private attorney & public defender cases on a
daily basis

 Receives all electronic monitoring cases in Marion County



Home Detention
 Clients are fitted in with an ankle bracelet and given a radio

frequency box that plugs into their home phone line

 Client is to remain within the confines of their home unless
approved to be out for work/education, Court, medical
appointments, personal time

 Clients can be ‘locked-down’ in their homes 24/7 if so
ordered by the Court

 Home Detention also possible with no land line using cellular
technology

 Cost starts at $12.00 per day; sliding fee scale established if
ordered by the Court; indigent honored as well



GPS (Global Positioning System)
 Uses GPS technology to monitor a client’s movements whenever

they are away from their residence

 Exclusion zones/hot zones for victim protection

 Clients are fitted with an ankle bracelet and given a cell phone
they must carry with them at all times

 GPS ankle bracelet is capable of performing home detention
functions

 No land line is necessary for GPS participation



Mental Health Component
 Provides additional supervision and case management for special

needs offenders diagnosed with a severe, persistent mental illness

 Serves offenders atWork Release or on Electronic Monitoring

 Works closely with community mental health centers & treatment
providers to ensure stability and medication/treatment
compliance



Addictions Intervention Component
 Males (cap of 50) brought in-house October 2008; females (cap of

25) brought in-house February 2009

 Must have documented substance abuse/addictions issues and a
minimum of 150 days to serve

 IRAS score of moderate to high also used as criteria for AIC

 Modeled after Mental Health Component

 Additional case management, supervision, close relationship with
community treatment providers to assist in sobriety



IRAS (Indiana Risk Assessment System)
 To provide useful information to the Courts, as well as

correctional agents

 Identify offenders with higher probability of recidivism

 Provide most intensive treatment to higher risk offenders
 Reassess every 12 months
 IRAS scores are reported quarterly to DOC
 IRAS scores assist in placement decisions and programming

determination
 Will help gauge success (initial compared to discharge score)
 Quality Assurance procedures



CommunityTransition Program (CTP)
 Clients near the end of their DOC sentence may become eligible

for release to CTP
 Must be within 180, 120, 90, or 60 days of release depending on

charge class
 DOC initiates referral to CTP, case is screened by CTP

Coordinator, recommendation is made to Judge, who must
approve offender’s release from DOC

 Once on CTP, offenders may be placed atWork Release or
Electronic Monitoring; some may participate in Re-Entry Court as
well



Daily Reporting
 Client reports daily to HOCCS, provides picture

identification and signature to staff

 Court ordered referrals only

 Must score low risk on IRAS



Technical RuleViolation (TRV)
• TRV Program for male clients that are in non-compliance with

rules of Probation

• Offenders are housed at Duvall Residential Center

• Not removed from Probation; length ofTRV Program varies
from client to client

• TRV clients receive programming at Duvall depending on IRAS
score and individual needs

• Permitted to maintain Employment



Components Quick Reference
• Electronic Monitoring

-Home Detention, GPS, MEMS3000, Home Curfew, Home Incarceration

-Pre-Trial and Post-Trial

-$12.00 per day; sliding fee scale when ordered; indigent when ordered

-Home Detention Coordinator: Elliot Payne 327-1540

• Mental Health – clients must be screened by MCCC prior to
acceptance
- Clients must have severe and persistent mental illness as defined by Axis I

diagnosis as outlined in the DSM – IV manual

- Mental Health Coordinator: Ashlie Bellman 327-1567



Components Quick Reference
• Residential (Men – Duvall andVOA Brandon Hall;Women –

VOATheodora House and Craine House
-Pre and Post-Trial accepted

- Craine House accepts women with children under the age of five years

- Residential Coordinator: Benjamin Sandman 327-2520

• Addictions Intervention Component (Men’s andWomen’s)

-Male or female offenders who have been convicted of non-violent felonies

-Moderate to high score on IRAS

-Men’s AIC Coordinator: Jenna Morrow 327-1566

-Women’s and Men’s AIC Coordinator: Jill Jones 327-1541



Components Quick Reference
• CommunityTransition Program

-Projected population is all offenders convicted of a felony charge who will be

released from DOC within 180 days or 120 days (A & B felons), 90 days (C felons),
or 60 days (D felons)

-CTP Coordinator: Gretchen O’Brien 327-2590

• Technical RulesViolation Program

-Projected population consist of male offenders currently on probation with a

violation pending before the Court

-TRV Contact: Benjamin Sandman 327-2520



Work Release/
Residential Reentry Centers

Offer hope

Restore dignity

Transform lives



There are no limits to caring.®

Who Are Our Contractors?

Brandon Hall – 611 N. Capitol
Theodora House – 927 North Pennsylvania

 Federal Bureau of Prisons

 Marion County Community Corrections

Hope Hall – 811 E. Franklin, Evansville

 Federal Bureau of Prisons

 Indiana Department of Correction



Work Release Current -(min. security facilities)

Bureau of Prisons

 Serving executed
sentences-85% of time
including time in W/R

 Level System-I to V

 Community Movement
privileges are associated
with Levels – 5th level is
Home Confinement

 Use a program review
team to move up and
down in levels

MCCC

 Serving executed sentences
– most 2 for 1 credit class

 Sentence is dictated on how
much time they have – can
be moved down into the
other MCCC programs or
may require judicial
modification

 Passes are more limited -
mostly religion, medical,
work – hygiene and family
once every month

There are no limits to caring.®



Fee Structure
Bureau of Prisons

 Daily rates vary by
specific geographic area-
can range from $50-80
per day

 The BOP guarantees the
agreed upon daily rate –
subsistence collections
are deducted from the
amount billed to BOP

 25% of gross is
subsistence formula

MCCC

 Daily rates from MCCC range
from $25-$27

 MCCC pays their daily portion and
requires collection of subsistence
from offender

 50% of net pay is subsistence
formula (minimum $105-$175)

 In February 2013 our collections
averaged:

$3.46 per day for men

$5.94 per day for women

 Charged from first day of verified
employment

 Turn in checks- We refund
balance w/i 5 days

There are no limits to caring.®



Other Variables
Bureau of Prisons

 Placement in RRC is a
privilege, ultimately
approved by warden after
clients is near completion
of sentence – often we
are notified over a year in
advance of placement

 Providers are paid
additional fees to provide
alcohol, drug and mental
health treatment to BOP
clients

MCCC

 Is an alternative to IDOC
sentence; work is a program
requirement (14-21 days)

 Could improve the use of
IRAS to determine
appropriate clients

 Must access community
supports for other
necessary services, such as
alcohol, drug, mental health

 Work Release becomes a
“bill collector” which is often
adversarial to treatment

There are no limits to caring.®



Concerns
 Need a better process – prior to assignment of program orientation,

better assessment of client suitability, client expectations

 Assess how to improve client’s internal motivation to change

 Because the client is serving an “executed sentence” their status as
a community resident is often questioned – thus their access to
normal community benefits can be sporadic (i.e. SSI, health
programs, Medicaid, ATR, disability, etc.)

 Current format does not allow for the clients to be afforded the
opportunity to complete programs that could contribute to more long-
term success, i.e. CBT, Employment Readiness, Trade Skills

 Recommend a level system which addresses programming as
indicated by IRAS; followed by greater community passes (including
employment); and then supported aftercare

There are no limits to caring.®



Concerns
 Employments “trumps” all other programs –so treatment for most

clients is an “after-thought”- Also – for consideration for other MCCC
program components – typically the two factors are 1) job and
2) verified residence with landline

 We need special programs for those with violent offenses and
mental illness - they need a different set of program standards
(Frequently clients will not be suitable or ready for employment – at
least not initially)

 Clients need to be mandated to programs – and STAY in work
release long enough to complete programs, etc. CTP often
interrupts placement, modifications interrupt placements…bed
space dictates not client readiness

There are no limits to caring.®



Concerns
 Need greater range of internal disciplinary sanctions that can be

implemented – along with corresponding rewards incentives

 In increasing technological times, we need to re-assess our
restrictions to cell phones, internet, etc. Very difficult to receive work
messages for 140 offenders

There are no limits to caring.®



Questions?

There are no limits to caring.®





















Human Services Grants

Julie A. Fidler, Grants Manager



Emergency Solutions
Grant
• Homeless Prevention for those who are deemed

“at risk”

• Rapid Re-Housing (for those who are
documented homeless only)

• Legal fees

• Housing Case management

• Rental Assistance



ESG Agencies

Agency Program Activities

Damien Center

Housing Assistance Program for high risk HIV negative
clients to include Re-entry and at risk youth

First month’s rent and deposit, HIV prevention case
management

HealthNet/Homeless Initiative
Program

Rapid Re-Housing programming with shelters and referral
only prevention services

Based on what clients needs are determined to be.

Indiana Minority AIDS Coalition

Housing program for high risk negative clients to include
Transgender persons and Sex Workers

First month’s rent and deposits, psycho-social and
behavioral assistance, substance abuse programming
and prevention programming

John H. Boner Center

Specific to the JHBCC Service Area Employment and financial coaching, referrals to
medical and mental health, rental assistance based on
need

Mary Rigg

Specific to Southwest Indianapolis Will help persons access and retain housing through
financial coaching, rental assistance and employment
training.

NAMI Indianapolis, Inc.

Housing program for those who are diagnosed mentally ill Emergency assistance of last resort for those who
need help with rent and utilities

Southeast Community Services

Specific to SECS Service Area Rental assistance, financial coaching and employment
training for Center For Working Families clients

Horizon House

Rapid Re-Housing services for homeless persons Outreach to street homeless, rental assistance,
including deposits and utilities

Julian Center

Victims of Domestic Violence who are at risk for
homelessness

Rent and utility assistance

Coburn Place Safehaven II, Inc.

Programs for those on the Coburn Place waiting list Rent and utility assistance and case management

Interfaith Hospitality Network
Rapid Re-housing for IHN clients Rent and utility assistance for homeless families

Gennesaret Free Clinic, Inc.

Respite Care Program Rent and utility assistance for homeless persons who
are moving on to permanent housing from respite care



Housing Opportunities for Persons with
HIV/AIDS (HOPWA)

Agency Program Activities

Bloomington Hospital Positive
Link

Housing Case Management Short Term assistance, long term
assistance, supportive services and
housing case management for HIV+
persons to include the required HUD
statistical area outside Marion County

Concord Center Housing Program Short Term, Long Term and supportive
services for those who are HIV+ receive
care coordination at Concord Center

Damien Center Housing Assistance Program Short Term, Long Term and supportive
services for those who are HIV+ receive
care coordination at Damien Center

Indiana Minority AIDS Coalition Housing Program Short Term Rental assistance and
supportive services to special needs
minorities (Transgender and Sex Workers
in particular)



Shelter Plus Care and Supportive
Housing Programs

• Specifically for those who are documented homeless (literally
where they were last night)-shelter, place not fit for human
habitation or approved transitional housing.

• Places not fit for human habitation require certification from an
outreach team (VA, COT, SORRT, HIP or other recognized team)

• Must ALSO have a qualifying disability

• HUD Disabilities are: Seriously Mentally Ill, Chronic Substance
User, SMI/CSA Co-occurring, HIV/AIDS, cognitive or other
disability that is expected to be of permanent duration and
which impacts daily living-must be documented by a person
licensed to make such diagnoses.



Transitional Housing Programs (SHP)

• Midtown First Home (mental illness/co-occurring substance use, sleeping
rooms)

• Coburn Place (DV) apartments

• Julian Center (DV) apartments

• HVAF of Indiana (Veterans) dorm structure

• Dayspring Center (Families) apartments

• Pathway to Recovery (Substance Users) sleeping rooms

• WIDC (Families) scattered site housing

• HIP (Support Services Only) no housing

• Adult and Child (mental illness/substance use) these programs include rental
subsidy

Up to two years in duration, must be documented homeless and disabled

Maintains homeless designation to get into permanent supportive housing

Provides rental assistance (less 30% of client income)

Supportive Services and case management



Shelter Plus Care
• Adult and Child Mental Health Center

• HealthNet/HIP Dowe Legacy Program

• John H. Boner Center Our Town, Special Needs Scattered Site

• Partners In Housing: Burton, Colonial Park, Mozingo Place, Crown Pointe and
Threshold

• Salvation Army Barton Center

Must be documented homeless and disabled (under HUD)

Purely Rent Subsidy, PERMANENT supportive housing (client will never be asked to leave
so long as they are compliant with programming and property rules)

Requires supportive services plan participation but does not allow for funding of those
services

Must meet HUD goals of housing stability, earned income and/or income from all sources
(public benefits)

Accounts for over 300 units of housing from studios to family units and scattered site
housing



How To Access Help

• Direct service providers and case managers from any
organization can contact any organization directly or the City
will be glad to facilitate meetings/introductions

• Client should not be sent without direct contact/referral to
make sure that there is proper follow up with a real person

• Access through Marion County Probation (Homeless Probation
Unit) or Step Up, Inc. Programs in DOC or by contacting DMD for
a referral.

Contact Information for DMD:

Julie Fidler julie.fidler@indy.gov 317-327-4118

Suite 2042, City County Building



Restorative
Justice and
Reentry
Healing victims, preparing
offenders

Derrick Franke

IUPUI



RJ – the idea

 Crime harms relationships

 Offenders aren’t learning consequences
of their actions

 Incarceration damages support networks

 Victims have needs – many are not met
through traditional court process

 Communities resistant to accept returning
offenders



The 3 R’s of Reentry

“Perhaps it is time for us to move
away from what is seen as another
‘offender-centered’ approach to

one that is by definition more
clearly victim-, community-, and

harm centered.”



RJ – the idea
 Crime harms relationships

 Attempt to repair relationships

 Offenders aren’t learning consequences of their
actions
 Employ informal networks

 Incarceration damages support networks
 Use incarceration to strengthen social bonds before

release

 Victims have needs – many are not met through
traditional court process
 Give victims a role in reentry process

 Communities resistant to accept returning offenders
 ‘Earned Redemption’



RJ – the practice

 Face-to-face, structured, meeting
between offender and those who were
harmed to address the consequences of
the incident and decide what should be
done to repair the harm.

 Voluntary

 Preparation is key

 Offender must be eligible



RJ – the goals
 Prepare offender for reentry

 Develop empathy

 Strengthen ties

 Talk about the ‘real’ issues before release

 Feel better

 Help victims heal
 Less anger, fear, ptsd symptoms

 Better able to move on

 Less likely to believe it will happen again

 Community safety / receptiveness



Where/when can RJ occur?

 As a diversion from court

 Before court

 After trial, before sentencing

 As intermediate sanction

 In prison

 After release



RJ – the evidence
 Nationwide/Worldwide

 Changes offenders’ attitudes

 Can reduce reoffending

 Positive outcomes for victims

 Experiment at IREF – began 2008
 Reduction in Criminogenic Risk Factors

 Increase in empathy (pre-post conference)

 Increase in social support

 Lower levels of uncertainty/fear about reentry

 Reduction in facility infractions & disc transfers



“Victims’ voices must be heard, and
they must be given a role.”
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RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
SPEAKER BIOGRAPHIES 

Sandy Bryan is a 1993 graduate of Indiana State University with a degree in Psychology and 
Criminology. She began her employment with the Marion Superior Court Probation Department in 
August 1995 as a casework officer, where she supervised a caseload primarily consisting of 
individuals ordered for domestic violence and/or mental health counseling. She has served in 
various capacities with the Probation Department over the course of her career there, and in 
December, 2012 was promoted to the position of Deputy Chief Probation Officer. She currently 
oversees a staff of 131, divided among various units of casework, court team, pre-sentence 
investigations, intake, and community service work. Sandy is a member of the Probation Officer’s 
Professional Association of Indiana (P.O.P.A.I.), the Marion County Sex Crimes Coalition, and the 
Midwest Regional Network for Intervention with Sex Offenders (MRNISO). She is certified in the 
Indiana Risk Assessment System (IRAS) and as an operator for the Indiana Data and 
Communications Systems (IDACS). 

John P. Cocco is a Re-entry Case Manager with Step Up, Inc. He has worked in case management 
since April of 2007. He originally worked in mental health before transitioning into addictions case 
management, eventually working on a federally funded grant program that focused on HIV 
education and outreach. He sees working with incarcerated and recently released men as a natural 
evolution of his interests and experience. John has been trained in motivational interviewing, 
Integrated Dual Diagnosis Treatment (IDDT) methods, and is a state certified HIV counselor, tester 
and referrer. John is a second year student in the Masters in Social Work program at IUPUI. 

Barbara L. Cook Crawford  After careers as an English teacher in Detroit, Michigan, and later, a 
stay at home mother of two sons, Barbara Cook Crawford pursued a third career as a lawyer.  She 
attended and graduated from Indiana University School of Law – Indianapolis.  Judge Crawford has 
practiced law in the private sector, served as a public defender in Marion County, and, as a deputy 
attorney general, supervised a litigation division for the Office of the Indiana Attorney General.  For 
the majority of her legal career, Judge Crawford served in the Marion County Prosecutors Office as a 
trial lawyer and, later, as supervisor of the criminal charging division of that agency.  Judge 
Crawford teaches Trial Advocacy as an adjunct instructor at the Robert McKinney School of Law.   
In August, 2010, Judge Crawford was appointed to the Marion County Superior Courts and assigned 
as the presiding judge in Marion County Superior Court 21, the Protection Order Court.  Judge 
Crawford also currently serves on the Indiana Protective Order Committee, which is comprised of 
judges from the state of Indiana who advise other judicial officers about best practices in 
adjudicating requests for orders for protection and other issues associated with these legal 
proceedings.  In January, 2013, Judge Crawford became the presiding judge in Marion County 
Superior Court, Criminal Division, Court 9.  

John Deiter is the Executive Director of Marion County Community Corrections and has been with 
Community Corrections for the last six year, having been appointed the Executive Director of the 
agency in 2011.  Prior to that John was a Probation Officer with the Marion County Probation 
Department for 18 years. 

Samantha E. DeWester is the City Prosecutor and Public Access Counselor for Indianapolis.  She 
previously served as a Deputy Prosecutor with the Marion County Prosecutor’s Office and as a 
Public Defender with the Marion County Public Defender Agency.  Samantha earned her Bachelor of 
Science in Criminal Justice from Indiana University and her J.D. from Indiana University School of 
Law – Indianapolis.   
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Tricia Dierks, BSN, RN has been the Manager of Employment and Compensation at Wishard 
Health Services since April, 2012. Prior to that, she worked as the Manager of Recruitment and 
Employment for four years and as a nurse recruiter for two. Tricia is a Registered Nurse by trade, 
but has worked in the Human Resources arena for a total of seven years, all of which have been 
with Wishard. She has a special interest in nurse recruitment and retention, and has served on 
several committees and task forces aimed at improving nurse satisfaction within the health system. 

M. Travis DiNicola joined Indy Reads as the Executive Director in 2006. He is also the co-host of 
“The Art of the Matter” arts talk show on WFYI Indianapolis Public Broadcasting. Originally from 
Pennsylvania, DiNicola received a B.A. in Theatre & Dance and a M.S. in Art Education from Penn 
State University. DiNicola is also a writer, and has taught at IUPUI, Butler University and Seoul 
National University. The first book he ever read the whole way through in one sitting was The 
Westing Game when he was 10. He's loved mysteries ever since. 

Trelles Evans is the Manager of Employee Development and Training for Goodwill Industries of 
Central Indiana, Inc. Evans works primarily with people with disabilities and individuals 
transitioning from the criminal justice system. She has more than 13 years of experience working 
with under-served and at-risk populations. Through various programs and skills training efforts, 
Evans and her team work to find ways to add value to the employment opportunities offered 
through Goodwill’s Commercial Services division, where more than 90% of workers face one or 
more barriers to employment. Evans holds a B.S. in psychology from Indiana University and an MBA 
from Indiana Wesleyan University. She has been with Goodwill since 2007. 

Julie A. Fidler graduated Summa Cum Laude from Indiana Tech in 2006 with a BS in Business.  In 
her previous career in banking and finance, she specialized in Federal Legislation, Monetary Policy 
and Economics.  Ms. Fidler Joined the City as a Grant Analyst in 2010 and has managed the Human 
Services Grants since 2011.  A fierce advocate for those who have HIV/AIDS, the homeless and 
those at risk of homelessness, Ms. Fidler has the day to day oversight of $6.3 million dollars in 
Federal funds from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development.  These funds are 
housed in the Department of Metropolitan Development under the Community Economic 
Development division. 

Stephen Fisher is a Community Employment Specialist with the Indiana Department of Workforce 
Development (DWD), where he has worked since January of this year.  He is a former small 
business owner, retail chain trainer, juvenile and Adult Facilities instructor who also worked for 
five years as an Education Leader at Miami Correctional Facility. 

Derrick Franke is a visiting assistant professor of criminal justice at IUPUI and certified trainer of 
restorative justice conferencing by the International Institute for Restorative Practices. Beginning 
in 2008 he has led a study of face-to-face RJ conferencing at the Indianapolis Reentry Educational 
Facility, and is currently working with the IDOC to expand restorative practices to other juvenile 
and adult correctional facilities throughout the state. He has facilitated over 80 RJ conferences for 
adult and juvenile offenders nearing their release from custody. 
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Lena Hackett has a broad background and extensive expertise in public policy, human services and 
community development. Through her work with a wide variety of service of providers; local, state, 
and national policy makers; and a myriad of funders, Lena has been an integral part of community 
change in the Indianapolis community. She has directed this experience into the work of the firm by 
looking for opportunities to make connections and create plans that are visionary and obtainable. 
Lena’s focus on results and desire to make a difference help keep the CSI team and its clients 
accountable to stakeholders, funders, and partners. Lena is a graduate of Purdue University and 
holds a graduate degree in Public Health Policy from the University of Michigan.  Throughout her 
career, Lena has worked on issues of public health and public policy.  From working as a lobbyist 
for the local food bank, to operating a Healthcare for the Homeless program, to District Director for 
Congresswoman Julia Carson, she has worked to weave together public policy, public systems, and 
grassroots community work.  During this time, she has developed excellence in program 
development, innovative fund development, and collaboration building. In 2000, Lena founded 
Community Solutions, Inc., (CSI) a consulting firm that focuses on public health system redesign, 
community development and program sustainability for grassroots, regional, and national 
organizations.  Since 2001, Lena has worked with the Annie E. Casey Foundation to implement their 
national priorities in Indianapolis.  In this role, she is responsible for the efficacy and quality of the 
work that is done in the targeted neighborhoods and on a citywide level. 

Dalton Haney graduated from Indiana University in 2005 with a Bachelor’s degree in Criminal 
Justice. Later in 2005, Dalton was hired as a Re-Entry Coordinator at the Plainfield Re-Entry 
Educational Facility (PREF) and was part of the original staff who opened the new concept Re-Entry 
Facility. A few months after working in the ranks of custody, Dalton was moved to administration as 
the Superintendent’s Executive Assistant and PIO where he worked until the facility’s population 
relocated to its current location in downtown Indianapolis. Dalton’s responsibilities at PREF 
included oversight of the contractual divisions, foodservice and health care, safety/hazard 
management, media relations, and duty officer among others. For the past 2.5 years, Dalton has 
worked in the Community Corrections Division in Central Office. He has helped our community 
partners implement Evidence Based Practices (EBP) and improve upon the correctional operations 
of community based alternatives to incarceration. As of Monday, April 29, Dalton is the new 
Assistant Superintendent at the Indianapolis Re-Entry Educational Facility (IREF). 

Bruce Henry is the Director of Human Resources for the City of Indianapolis and Marion County.  
Prior to accepting this role, Bruce served as a Patrol Officer, Detective, Sergeant, and Chief’s 
Executive Officer for the Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department from 1987 through 2008.  
Bruce is an Adjunct Professor for both Ivy Tech Community and Indiana Tech Colleges, specializing 
in Criminal Justice, Behavioral Psychology, Research and Evaluation, and Statistics.  Bruce holds a 
BS degree in Business Management, a MS degree in Industrial and Organizational Psychology, and is 
currently working to complete his Ph.D. in Psychology Research and Evaluation. Professional 
memberships include the Society of Human Resources Management (SHRM), the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology 
(SIOP), and the American Psychological Association (APA). 
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G. Roger Jarjoura recently joined the American Institutes for Research as a full-time Principal 
Researcher after 19 years as a faculty member in the Indiana University School of Public and 
Environmental Affairs. He has a Ph.D. in Criminology from the University of Maryland.  As a faculty 
member on IU’s Indianapolis campus, Dr. Jarjoura served as a Fellow on Community Engagement.  
He was recognized as a “Translating Research into Practice” Scholar and has been actively involved 
in the Leadership in Action Program focusing on prisoner reentry in Marion County.  He continues 
to be active as a researcher on the Marion County Reentry Coalition.  Dr. Jarjoura has served as an 
investigator on several evaluation studies, including a recent outcome evaluation of the Marion 
County Re-entry Court.  He has served as the Chair of the Planning Committee for a new offender-
led Re-entry Program in Marion County in which 15 formerly incarcerated men and women will 
serve as AmeriCorps members providing re-entry support to prisoners returning to Indianapolis 
Communities.  Dr. Jarjoura has more than 16 years of experience in developing and evaluating 
mentoring and re-entry programs. He designed and evaluated a randomized-control study that 
examined the impact of mentoring as a component of a juvenile re-entry initiative.  When results of 
that evaluation demonstrated that mentoring was a critical component for effective re-entry, Dr. 
Jarjoura served as the director of a statewide expansion (in Indiana) of the model and continued to 
examine ways to integrate mentoring within more comprehensive community-based initiatives.  He 
then provided oversight to the development of replication programs in three other states, and has 
worked extensively to provide training and technical assistance to groups in other states in the 
development and management of effective mentoring programs, and recently was the co-chair of 
the National Cadre of Mentoring Researchers, which sought to translate research on youth 
mentoring into practice for programs serving system-involved youth. 

Gregg Keesling is the Founder and President of RecycleForce, a social enterprise with 40 full time 
employees and more than 120 transitional employees. Gregg is an experienced and successful 
entrepreneur and nonprofit manager who has work for many years in alternative staffing and 
workforce development for the welfare-to-work, temporary and ex-offender population.  Since 
inception, RecycleForce has helped more than 600 individuals return home and processed more 
than 20 million pounds of electronic materials.  The organization has now moved into new markets, 
including cardboard and paper and other household recyclables. 

Christine Kerl was appointed Chief Probation Officer for the Marion Superior Court Probation 
Department in December 2012 after having served in an Interim role since September 2012. She 
was certified as a Probation Officer in 1991 and worked with the Miami Circuit and Superior Courts 
prior to coming to Marion County. Since joining the department in 1996, Ms. Kerl has worked in a 
number of areas of the organization including 7 years as Supervisor of the Adult Services Division 
Sex Offender casework team. Her supervisory responsibilities within the Adult Services Division 
have also included the court team, split supervision, intensive probation and general casework 
areas. As Assistant Deputy Chief Probation Officer, Ms. Kerl was responsible for oversight of all 
casework operations of the Adult Services Division from 2007 – 2012. Ms. Kerl received her B.S. 
degree from Ball State University in 1991 and is working toward completing her Master’s degree. 
She holds memberships in the American Probation and Parole Association (APPA), National 
Association of Probation Executives (NAPE), American Correctional Association (ACA), Indiana 
Criminal Justice Association (ICJA), Indiana Probation Officers Professional Association (POPAI) 
where she serves as Treasurer and the Midwest Regional Network for Intervention with Sex 
Offenders where she served as President from 2008-2012. She is former facilitator for the local sex 
crimes coalition and is a past member of the Marion County Community Corrections Advisory 
Board. 
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Deron Kintner serves the City of Indianapolis in dual roles as Deputy Mayor for Economic 
Development and Executive Director and General Counsel at the Indianapolis Bond Bank. He has 
served as Deputy Mayor since September, 2012 and as Bond Bank Executive Director since March 
2010. He joined the Bond Bank as Deputy Executive Director and General Counsel in February 
2008. Prior to joining the Ballard administration, he served as an attorney in the Government and 
Public Finance Group at Bingham McHale LLP in Indianapolis. Kintner received his undergraduate 
(1998) and law (2001) degrees from Indiana University-Bloomington. 

Mary Leffler is Director of Community Engagement for Volunteers of America of Indiana.  Mary has 
over 33 years’ experience in the criminal justice field, beginning her work with juveniles at the 
Missouri Division of Youth Services. Since joining VOA in 1996, Mary has led advocacy efforts 
regarding the mentally ill and addicted, gender responsive treatment and family strengthening 
initiatives for those criminally justice involved.  In 2004 Mary was instrumental in opening 
Theodora House, a 112-bed residential center for criminal justice involved women. She currently 
leads the agency community outreach, public relations and marketing efforts, including 
volunteerism and targeted grant writing.  Mary serves as the President of the Indiana Criminal 
Justice Association and is Indiana’s primary delegate to the American Correctional Association. 

Cara Misetic is the Regional Behavioral Health Director for Corizon. Dr. Misetic received her 
Bachelor’s degree from Loyola University in Chicago, Illinois. She came to Indiana to study 
psychology at the graduate level and received a Master’s of Arts in Clinical Psychology and a Doctor 
of Clinical Psychology from the University of Indianapolis in 2002 and 2004, respectively. She 
earned licensure as a Psychologist and endorsement as a Health Service Provider in Psychology in 
Indiana. She began her career as a correctional psychologist in 2008 at Indianapolis Juvenile 
Correctional Facility. In 2010, she joined the regional team with Corizon (then CMS) as the 
Associate Regional Mental Health Director. In 2012, she was promoted to her current position as 
Regional Behavioral Health Director, broadening her work to include both Mental Health Services 
as well as Addiction Recovery Services under the umbrella of Behavioral Health.  

Kevin Potter is Vice President at Shiel Sexton, a construction management and general contracting 
firm that provides design and build and real estate services; 

Shelette Veal is General Counsel for The Indianapolis Housing Agency (IHA).  She has eighteen 
years of legal experience, including more than ten years at IHA, where she has a concentrated focus 
on fair housing, landlord/tenant matters, contracts, litigation, employment and labor issues, 
collective bargaining and HUD regulations.  Shelette has previously served as a Deputy Attorney 
General for the State of Indiana and a Deputy Public Defender for the Marion County Public 
Defender Agency.  She received a BA in Communication from DePauw University and a JD from 
Indiana University Robert H. McKinney School of Law. 

 

 

 

 



RE- 

P a g e  | 6 

 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION 
SPEAKER BIOGRAPHIES 

Jeri Warner is the Executive Director and Founder of Trusted Mentors, Inc.  Ms. Warner was 
contracted in 2003 by the Coalition of Homelessness Intervention and Prevention (CHIP) to start 
the Trusted Mentors program in support of the first Blueprint to End Homelessness. Ms. Warner 
has managed mentoring relationships since 2003 and trained staff members in successful 
mentoring.  Using resources provided by www.mentoring.org , an expert in establishing mentoring 
programs, Trusted Mentors employs the best practices of mentoring, and adjusts them as needed 
for an adult population. She is trained in the dynamics of mentoring relationships and has gained 
experience through personal mentoring of three clients. She is also an experienced presenter on the 
dynamics of mentoring relationships at national conferences.  Ms. Warner has written and managed 
grants from Indianapolis Foundation, Nina Mason Pulliam Charitable Trust and the City of 
Indianapolis Crime Prevention Grant. Ms. Warner has more than 15 years’ experience in work with 
the urban poor. She served 10 years as Pastoral Associate at Sacred Heart Parish in Indianapolis, 
developing an outreach program in that urban community that was recognized as the best in the 
Archdiocese. She holds an MA in Theology from St. John’s University in Minnesota and a BA from 
the University of Dallas. 

Kay Wiles is a supervisor at HealthNet’s Homeless Initiative Program. In her role there, she 
oversees triage/outreach services, intensive case management, special services for homeless 
veterans and a continuum of housing programs meant to support individuals and households 
towards self-sufficiency. She supervises 12 staff and facilitates implementation of nine + grants all 
focused on reducing homelessness in Marion County. In addition, Kay coordinates members from 
19 organizations who have been called together to provide unique services to individuals in the 
downtown area of Indianapolis who are homeless and, because of substance addiction and/or 
mental illness, have multiple interactions with the police, courts, and emergency personnel. Kay has 
a Bachelor of Arts in Psychology from Purdue University, and a Masters of Education from North 
Carolina State University. 

Mitzi Wilson is a staff attorney at Neighborhood Christian Legal Clinic and oversees the Project 
GRACE (Guided Re-Entry Assistance & Community Education) program, which provides holistic pro 
bono civil legal services to individuals with criminal histories. The goal of Project GRACE is increase 
access to the courts for those with criminal histories, coupled with connecting these individuals to 
community services to maximize the potential for self-sufficiency after incarceration. Prior to 
joining Neighborhood Christian Legal Clinic in 2011, Mitzi served a term as an AmeriCorps Public 
Ally at the Community Development Law Center and worked as a Staff Attorney and Program 
Manager at a national behavioral health organization headquartered in Chicago, Illinois.  While 
serving as a Public Ally, Mitzi received intensive training in Asset-Based Community Development 
and used her legal skills to provide assistance to community-based nonprofits that serve low-
income individuals.   During her position as a Staff Attorney and Program Manager at Human 
Resources Development Institute, Inc. in Chicago, IL, Mitzi oversaw the compliance of federal and 
state licensed behavioral health programs in Illinois, Massachusetts, and Nevada. Mitzi Wilson is a 
2008 graduate of the Chicago-Kent College of Law and a 2003 graduate of Indiana University - 
Bloomington.  Mitzi serves on the Associate Board for the Sargent Shriver National Center on 
Poverty Law and on the Board for Concord Neighborhood Center. 

http://www.mentoring.org/


RE- 

P a g e  | 1  1/23/2013 

 

RE-ENTRY POLICY STUDY COMMISSION MEMBERS 

Mary Moriarty Adams, Commissioner 
Chairperson, City-County Council Public Safety and Criminal Justice Committee 
Chairperson of the Re-entry Policy Study Commission 

Mary Moriarty Adams serves as a City-County Councillor, representing Council District 17 on the eastside of 
Indianapolis. Mary was first elected to the Indianapolis City Council in November of 1987. Currently in her 25

th
 year 

on the Council, Mary serves as Chair of the Public Safety and Criminal Justice Committee and also serves as a 
member of the Administration and Finance Committee and the Metropolitan and Economic Development 
Committee. Mary also chairs the Re-entry Policy Study Commission. She serves as Commission Chair by virtue of 
her position as Chairperson of the Council’s Public Safety and Criminal Justice Committee. 

Ms. Moriarty Adams works as the Director of Administration and Chief Financial Officer for the Marion County 
Assessor. While working for the Marion County Assessor, Mary earned a Level II Assessor Appraiser Certification. 

Before working for the Marion County Assessor, Mary worked for the National Multiple Sclerosis Society for 2½ 
years. From 1978 to 2005, Mary worked for the State of Indiana, most notably the Auditor of State, State Land 
Office, the Secretary of State and Comptroller. 

An Indianapolis native, Mary is a graduate of Our Lady of Grace Academy and Indiana University-Purdue University 
at Indianapolis.  She holds a Master’s Degree in Public Affairs.  She and her husband Frank live on the east side of 
Indianapolis and enjoy travelling to Ireland. 

Melissa Benton, Ex-Offender Liaison 

Office and Grant Manager, Indy-east Asset Development 

Melissa Benton’s passion for re-entry stems from her personal experience dealing with the topic.  In 
1994, she was arrested and served the next 9½ years in the Indiana Department of Correction.  Upon 
her release, she was able to combine what she learned while incarcerated with her support network in 
order to be successful at re-entry.  Ms. Benton hopes to help others do the same.  Since her release, she 
has volunteered at both the Indiana Women’s Prison and the Indianapolis Reentry Educational Facility, 
as well as serving on their Community Advisory Boards.  From 2005 – 2008, she was the program 
manager for Women In Motion, a program from the John H. Boner Community Center that served 
female offenders locating to the 46201 zip code.  Melissa is currently obtaining he master’s degree in 
Criminal Justice from IUPUI, and would like to work in the policy field. Melissa serves as a non-voting 
adviser to the Commission, providing guidance based on her experiences as an ex-offender and 
successful re-entrant. 

Joyce Dabner, Commissioner 
Re-entry Coordinator, Starting Over Corps 

Joyce Dabner is very happy to have a voice on the Re-entry Policy Commission and looks forward to future changes 
in the Marion County Re-entry process. Incarcerated for a total of nine years, Ms. Dabner earned 72 credits toward 
a degree in Humanities. After her incarceration, she struggled to convince potential employers to allow her 
another opportunity to once again become a taxpaying citizen. Prior to going into the system, Joyce held several 
productive jobs, including work at Ford Motor Company. Ms. Dabner currently serves at a Coordinator with 
Starting Over Corps, an AmeriCorps program designed to help those being released from prison make the 
transition into their communities smooth and successful. As a Re-entry Coordinator, Joyce connects clients with 
service providers who can meet their needs and coordinates with community organizations to ensure that 
everyone has the opportunity to make a successful transition back into the community. Ms. Dabner was appointed 
to the Commission by the City-County Council President to represent and provide perspective from the ex-
offender community. 
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Rhiannon Edwards, Commissioner 
Executive Director, Public Advocates in Community re-Entry (PACE) 

PACE is an Indianapolis-based not-for-profit dedicated to solely serving the ex-offender population.  PACE serves 
more than 1,500 ex-offenders on an annual basis and is one of the only agencies in Marion County that solely 
serves the ex-offender population.  Rhiannon began her career at PACE as the Employment Developer, creating the 
agency’s first official employment program targeting employers who are willing to hire ex-offenders.  From there 
she went on to serve as the Director of Transitional Services & Employment for PACE before being promoted to 
Executive Director in 2008.  Ms. Edwards was appointed by the Council President as a representative of a local re-
entry service provider. 

Rhiannon also served the City of Indianapolis as the Director of Re-entry for Mayor Greg Ballard.  Rhiannon gained 
extensive knowledge of the criminal justice system through her Master’s and Bachelor’s Degrees in Criminal Justice 
and her previous work as a certified paralegal specializing in criminal defense cases.  Throughout her career, her 
ultimate goal has been to assist those in need. 

Rhiannon is certified as an “Offender Workforce Development Specialist” trainer, has dedicated her life to working 
in the criminal justice arena and is always looking for ways to improve our ever-changing system.   

The importance of community stabilization and personal growth and success of all individuals is what motivates 
Rhiannon to continue to work hard at making PACE the most successful re-entry program in Marion County. 

Rhiannon works with a number of organizations in continuing to improve offender reentry in Indiana such as the 
Marion County Re-entry Coalition, formerly known as Leadership in Action Program/Marion County, and 
participates in many panel presentations, tasks forces, and other action-driven projects in Indiana. 

Andy Fogle, Commissioner 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, Marion County Prosecutor’s Office 

Andrew (Andy) Fogle is the Deputy Prosecutor assigned as the Supervisor of the Corrections Division in the office 
of Marion County Prosecutor Terry Curry.  Owing to his experience and expertise, Andy works closely with other 
government agencies and service providers in the areas of reentry and alternative sentencing as well as assuming 
many other duties and responsibilities. Andy currently represents the Prosecutor’s Office on the Marion County 
Community Corrections Board and the Marion County Re-entry Coalition. Mr. Fogle was appointed to the Re-entry 
Policy Study Commission by the Council President as a representative of the Marion County Prosecutor’s Office. 

Andy is a lifelong resident of Marion County and a graduate of the Indiana University McKinney School of Law, 
spending most of his legal career in criminal and correctional justice. Andy has been a Public Defender; Master 
Commissioner in Marion Superior Court 2; Magistrate of the Marion County Superior Court Drug Court; Legal 
Counsel for the Indiana Department of Correction; Consultant with the Indiana Department of Correction on 
Alternative Placement and Community Corrections; Director of the Marion County Arrestee Processing Center; 
Manager of the Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) for the Marion County Department of Public Safety; and the 
Grant Coordinator of the United States Department of Justice Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative in Marion 
County. In addition, Andy has been an Adjunct Professor in Trial Practice at the Indiana University McKinney School 
of Law for the last 20 years.  

Andy is currently a member of and past chair of the Midtown Community Mental Health Advisory Board; has 
served as a past Board member of the Coalition for Homelessness Intervention and Prevention (C.H.I.P.); was past 
Board Chair of the Coordinating Council for Drug Free Marion County; and has served on the Board of Directors of 
the John P. Craine House.  
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Will Gooden, Commissioner 
City-County Councillor for District 3, Indianapolis-Marion County Council 

William W. (“Will”) Gooden is a member of the Indianapolis-Marion County City-County Council, serving District 3 
in the northern part of the City. Councillor Gooden was appointed to the Committee by the Council Minority 
Leader. 

Will is a lawyer and concentrates his practice in the areas of Construction Law; Personal Injury; Civil and 
Commercial Litigation; Lake, Water, Riparian Rights and Real Estate; and Criminal Law. 

Will provides litigation, negotiation and mediation services to small and large businesses, individuals, and families 
throughout Indiana. He assists clients in matters involving both public and private construction law, mechanics' 
liens, real estate, water and lake and stream laws and regulations, negotiation and drafting, insurance law, and 
contract disputes. Will represents clients in all phases of the construction industry, including owners, design 
professionals, developers, contractors, construction managers, subcontractors and material and equipment 
suppliers. 

Will also represents clients in recovery of damages and compensation in other types of cases involving serious 
personal injury. And, in the event clients, their family members or employees find themselves in need, Will 
represents individuals faced with charges of traffic, DUI and non-major criminal offenses. 

A native of Muncie, Will is a graduate of Ball State University and Indiana University School of Law.   He is a 
member of and active in the Indianapolis Bar Association (Vice President to the Board (former); Distinguished 
Fellow, Indianapolis Bar Foundation), Indiana State Bar Association (Member, Construction and Surety Law 
Section; House of Delegates and Committee for Improvements for Improvements in the Judicial System) and 
American Bar Association (Forum on the Construction Industry and Tort and Insurance Practice Section). Will is 
also a member of the Board of Directors of the Muncie YMCA Camp Crosley, a youth summer camp located on the 
shores of Lake Tippecanoe in Kosciusko County. 

Will is father to Alexandra and Grant, his sources of greatest pride. Will’s wife, Alicia, is also a lawyer, former family 
court Judge, certified family law mediator and parenting coordinator who practices with the Indianapolis firm, The 
Mediation Group, LLC. Will, Alicia, Alex and Grant enjoy time at the lake and spending time with their friends and 
neighbors. Will and Alicia are active in numerous community and charitable organizations and activities including 
Westminster Legal Ministries, Junior League of Indianapolis and Second Presbyterian Church. 

Shawn Hendricks, Ex-Offender Liaison 
Recycle Force 

Currently Shawn is employed with Recycle-Force a reentry transitional employer Shawn is their Court Liaison. He is 
responsible for making appearances and being an advocate when anyone of Recycle-forces program participants 
has a legal issue being resolved with-in the Marion County Court system. Shawn serves as a non-voting adviser to 
the Commission, providing guidance based on his experiences as an ex-offender and successful re-entrant. 

Shawn was incarcerated for more than twenty years. He has a great deal of experience relating to formerly 
incarcerated, recently released individuals. He understands firsthand the challenges this population faces every 
day beginning with the first day out.  

Shawn’s previous employers include Community Action of Greater Indy, where he was a Program Coordinator, 
working with juvenile offenders under the supervision of the Marion County Juvenile Court.  

Shawn worked for Deputy Mayor Olgen Williams at Christamore House as a grant writer and outreach worker. 
While at Christamore House, Shawn worked to coordinate the development of Indianapolis’ first symposium on 
Re-entry. 

He has worked with the United States Attorney’s Office under the  program called “Project Safe Neighborhood,” 
which involved outreach to ex-felons, one-on-one peer mentoring, helping the ex-offender with the reintegration 
process as they return to the communities they left. 
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Shawn has also worked as the Re-entry Coordinator for Forest Manor Multi-Service Center, with a focus on 
intervention, prevention and suppression activities. 

Shawn has three years of college, twenty years of personal experience in the legal system, along with eight years 
of professional experience on the frontline. 

Shawn is 52 years old, married to Yvonne Smith-Hendricks, with one adult son and four grandchildren. He is the 
son of Charles “Snooky” Hendricks, a local legend in community organizing. He mentors young males in the 
community. He enjoys reading and watching cooking shows, even if he can’t cook. He really loves spending time 
with his family.  

Willie Jenkins, Commissioner 
Re-entry Administrator, Office of the Mayor 

Dr. Jenkins is now serving as the Director of the Re-entry Program in the City of Indianapolis, Indiana, under the 
Director of Public Safety. Dr. Jenkins was appointed to the Commission by the Mayor to represent the Mayor’s 
Office of Re-entry. In his previous duties Dr. Jenkins served with Prison Fellowship Ministries as an Executive 
Director and a Field Director for 16 years. He has served in four different States, (Oregon, California, Indiana, and 
Kentucky). He also has served as a trainer for mentors to work in the re-entry programs within the prison systems 
in all four states. He served as the Executive Director for the San Francisco Bay Area. Dr. Jenkins served as the Field 
Director for the State of Indiana and Kentucky from October 2003 until February 2009.   

Dr. Jenkins holds a Bachelor of Science degree in business from Excelsior College, an AA degree from Columbia 
University. A graduate of the United States Army Sergeant Majors Academy, Dr. Jenkins has his Doctoral degree of 
Biblical Studies of Theology from the North Carolina College of Theology. He is a certified college professor 
teaching at the Metropolitan College of Theology in Anderson, Indiana. Dr. Jenkins is a retired Sergeant Major of 
the U.S. Army, after spending 24 years on active duty. Dr. Jenkins is the pastor at the Walnut Ridge Living Facility in 
Indianapolis, Indiana. His hobbies include golf, teaching, and helping others who are impacted by crime. 

Angela Smith Jones, Commissioner 
Director of Public Policy, Greater Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce (GICC) 

Angela Smith Jones is one of the team of Public Policy Directors with the GICC.  As a lobbyist for the Chamber, she 
is currently working on the following issues:  Education, Workforce, Mass Transit, Immigration and the Chamber’s 
Green Business Initiative, along with other lobbying duties.  Angela also is the staff liaison to several Chamber 
Councils and Committees which work year round in developing policies and positions of the Chamber, as well as, 
creating the Chamber’s legislative agenda. Ms. Smith Jones was appointed to the Commission by the Council 
President as a representative of the Greater Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce. 

Angela works with the Mayor’s office, City-County Council and the State Legislature as a resource of information 
and to ensure that the Chamber’s voice is represented as decisions are being made that affect business in the 
Greater Indianapolis area.  Formerly, Angela was a Director with the Indiana Professional Licensing Agency (IPLA).  
Prior to the merger of IPLA and the Health Professions Bureau, Ms. Smith Jones was the Deputy Director of the 
Health Professions Bureau and the Director of the Medical Licensing Board of Indiana.   

Angela, a native of Indianapolis, is a graduate of DePaul University College of Law in Chicago, Illinois and she 
completed her undergraduate studies at Miami University, in Oxford, Ohio, where she studied 
Broadcast/Journalism. 
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Mike Lloyd, Commissioner 
Director of Transitional Facilities and Community-Based Programs, Indiana Department of Correction 
Member of the Marion County Re-entry Coalition 

Director Lloyd earned a Bachelor’s degree with a double major from Indiana University. His twenty-nine (29) year 
career in corrections began as a correctional officer in Illinois. He worked there for three years before moving to 
Indianapolis in 1986. Director Lloyd experience includes correctional counselor and case manager with the Indiana 
Department of Correction (IDOC) then Deputy Director of Operations at Marion County Community Corrections. 
Director Lloyd returned to the IDOC in April of 2005 as the Director of Re-entry, the Director of Work Release 
Services, and the Superintendent of Women’s Work Release. He was named the Superintendent of the Plainfield 
Re-entry Educational Facility September 25, 2006 which he served until February 16, 2009. He is currently the 
Director of Transitional Facilities and Community- Based Programs overseeing the Community Corrections 
Programs, Community Transition Programs, the state work release facilities, and the re-entry facility (IREF). Mr. 
Lloyd was appointed to the Commission by the Council President as a representative of the Marion County Re-
entry Coalition (MCRC). 

Robert Ohlemiller, Commissioner 
Program Director, Marion County Sheriff’s Office 

Robert J. Ohlemiller was born in Indianapolis and is a lifelong Indiana resident. Since July, 2007 he has served as 
program director with the Marion County Sheriff’s Office at the Marion County Jail, Indianapolis. He retired from 
the Indiana Department of Correction in 2005 following a 31-year career.  While with DOC, he served as a deputy 
commissioner, program administrator, correctional counselor and parole officer. After his departure from state 
service, he was self-employed as a consultant in criminal justice and corrections. 

Mr. Ohlemiller holds a Bachelor degree in American Studies from the University of Notre Dame and a Master’s in 
Public Administration from Ball State. He is an active member of the Indiana Correctional Association (now Indiana 
Criminal Justice Association- ICJA) and was the recipient of ICA’s Distinguished Service Award in October of 2000. 
He is an ICJA life member and has served as an accreditation auditor with the American Correctional Association. In 
2005, he received a Lifetime Achievement Award from the Indiana Association of Community Corrections Act 
Counties.  

He is currently president of the Indiana Juvenile Justice Task Force, Inc. and a member of the Marion County 
Reentry Coalition. Mr. Ohlemiller was appointed to the Commission by the Sheriff to represent the Marion County 
Sheriff’s Office. 

Vop Osili, Commissioner 
City-County Councillor - District 15, Indianapolis-Marion County Council 

Vop Osili is a member of the Indianapolis-Marion County City-County Council, representing District 15, which 
covers much of the downtown area and parts of the near west side of Indianapolis.  He serves on the Parks, 
Municipal Corporations, and Metropolitan and Economic Development Committees of the Council.  In 2010, he 
was nominated as the Democratic candidate for Indiana Secretary of State. 

Osili is an architect who has led urban design and architecture projects in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East and is a 
founding partner and principal of the new development and architecture practice, A+X.  He serves on a number of 
civic boards and was formerly the Architect to the State of Indiana’s Plan Review Commission.  Osili is a strong 
advocate of urban and economic development and the empowerment of distressed and economically-challenged 
communities.   

Osili received his Bachelor’s of Architecture degree from Carnegie Mellon University and his Master’s degree in 
Architecture and Urban Design from Columbia University.  He and his wife Una, a Professor of Economics at IUPUI, 
are parents of two children, Arinze and Tasia. 

Councillor Osili was appointed to the Commission by the Council President as a member of the Council’s 
Metropolitan and Economic Development Committee. 
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Jose Salinas, Commissioner 
Supervising Judge: Drug Treatment Court, Marion Superior Court (John Alt, proxy) 

Jose Salinas received his undergraduate degree in Criminal Justice from the University of Texas-Pan American and 
his law degree from Indiana University Robert H. Mckinney School of Law in 1997.  Judge Salinas is married and has 
two school-age children, a 7 year old and a 5 year old.  Judge Salinas has spent most of his life working in the 
criminal justice system.  He has experience as a police officer, probation officer, child advocate, and attorney.    

Judge Salinas is active in the community, serving on several Boards in the Indianapolis area and had maintained a 
private practice for 9 years prior to taking the bench in January of 2007.  Prior to taking the bench he worked as a 
public defender for the Plainfield Town Court for 7 years, was on the Federal Public Defender Panel and was a 
conflict attorney for the Marion County Defender Agency (major felony division) for 6 years.  Judge Salinas presides 
over Marion County Superior Court 14, Criminal Division (“D” felony drug court), as well as, overseeing the Marion 
County Drug Treatment Court and Marion County Re-entry Court.    

Judge Salinas was appointed to the Commission by the Council President to represent the Marion Superior Court. 

Valerie Washington, Commissioner 
Deputy Director, Department of Public Safety 

Valerie Washington serves as the Deputy Director/Chief Financial Officer for the Department of Public Safety.  In 
that capacity, she is responsible for operations and financial management for all DPS divisions.   

Ms. Washington has served in various capacities in the administration of Mayor Gregory Ballard, including Chief 
Financial Officer for the Department of Public Safety and Deputy Director for the Office of Audit and Performance. 
In her role with OAP, Valerie successfully earned her Lean Six Sigma Black Belt and completed a project with the 
Marion County Sheriff’s Office that yielded a savings of close to one million dollars. Ms. Washington was appointed 
to the Commission by the Mayor to represent the Department of Public Safety. 

Before working under the Ballard administration, Valerie worked as Fiscal Deputy for the Marion County Clerk’s 
Office and was the Deputy Director of Finance for the Marion Superior Court.  

A native of Indianapolis, Valerie is a graduate of Cathedral High School and Manchester College, located in North 
Manchester, Indiana. She and her daughter Lourdes reside on the north side of Indianapolis. 



Estimating the Cost Savings 

Associated with a 1% Reduction in 

Recidivism for Marion County, Indiana 

 
Submitted by 

 

G. Roger Jarjoura 
Konrad A. Haight 

 
 

Center for Criminal Justice Research, Indiana University Public 
Policy Institute 

Indiana University School of  Public and Environmental Affairs  
 



Center for Criminal Jus ce Research 

Page 1 

Introduction 
 
The size of the prison population in Indiana and the volume of people leaving prison and 
returning to Marion County (Indianapolis) is a public policy crisis.  Consider the following: 

• Over the past 20 years, the number of people in prison in this state has reached an all-
time high.  In 1989, the prison population in this state had risen to a level higher than 
had been the case at any point in the state’s history.  On the final day of that year, 
there were 12,341 adults incarcerated in Indiana prisons.  Ten years later (on the final 
day of the year in 1999), the population in Indiana prisons had risen to 19,309.  
Another ten years passed and by the end of 2009, the prison population was now 
28,389. 

• Over the same 20-year period, the crime rates were following an entirely different 
pattern, as evidenced in Figure 1. 
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• In fact, the crime rates for Indiana in 2010 were lower than they had been at any 
point since1969.  Research has consistently shown that the reductions in crime rates 
over this period are not due to the increases in the rates of incarceration. 

• According to a report issued by the Justice Policy Institute in 2009, Indiana spent 
$645 Million on correctional expenditures in 2007.1  It is particularly noteworthy that 
only 17 states spent more on correctional costs that same year. 

 
 

Scope of the Research Question 
 
The purpose of the analysis reported here is to estimate the financial savings that would be 
realized with a one-percent decrease in the recidivism rate for Marion County.  There are 
multiple dimensions to this particular research question.  First, there must be a 
determination as to what is meant by the term “recidivism.”  We begin with a cohort of 
offenders that have been released from prison and returned to communities within Marion 
County.  Recidivism for this group may involve any new arrests committed after their 
release from prison.  An important consideration is how to identify indicators of new 
criminal offenses.  As we are relying on official measures of offending, we would either be 
interested in capturing new arrests or new convictions.  An alternate approach would be to 
examine whether the offenders returned to prison within a specified period of time.  A return 
to prison would either be the result of a conviction on a new offense or the result of violating 
the terms of their conditional release (i.e., the terms of their parole or probation).  For the 
state of Indiana, the Indiana Department of Correction (IDOC) has a tradition of 
considering recidivism as any return to prison within three years of release from an IDOC 
facility. 
 
Another dimension to the key research question for this project has to do with the matter of 
estimating the costs associated with recidivism.  There are a variety of ways that the costs 
associated with crimes have been conceptualized.  In addition to the ways that costs accrue 
due to the different aspects of criminal justice processing (costs associated with police 

1 Jus ce Policy Ins tute (2009) “Pruning Prisons: How Cu ng Correc ons Can Save Money and Protect Public 
Safety.”  Available online at h p://www.jus cepolicy.org/images/upload/09_05_REP_PruningPrisons_AC_PS.pdf. 
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actions, incarcerations in jail, court processing costs, community supervision costs related to 
probation and community corrections, and prison commitments), there is also research that 
has calculated social costs relating to the property loss and victim costs.2  In a report from 
the Criminal Justice Commission for the State of Oregon, Michael Wilson provided taxpayer 
and victimization costs for a series of processing points in the criminal justice system, 
including arrest, conviction, probation, parole, and jail.  Wilson notes that the taxpayer 
costs for each point in the criminal justice system are not easy to estimate.  His estimates 
are presented for a limited number of offenses: homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, 
and then the broad categories of property crimes, drug offenses, and other offenses.   
 
For the purposes of this analysis, we examined the possibility of providing a more detailed 
analysis that considered the criminal justice costs and social costs described above.  To do so 
would, unfortunately, require the manual capturing of detailed information from the 
county’s data management system JUSTIS.  For a recent analysis on recidivism for Marion 
County’s LAP initiative, we were provided with data on arrests from the JUSTIS system.  
Those data, however, did not specify the reason for the arrest so we are unable to identify 
the offense or to distinguish arrests for new offenses from those arrests for probation and 
parole violations.  We have access to JUSTIS to look up the information, but the amount of 
time that would be necessary to gather these data for the full release cohort would have 
meant this project could not be completed within the 30-day window we agreed to.3  
 
We should note as well that there were concerns with the data that was made available to us 
for this analysis.  From Marion County, we received a data set that was supposed to capture 
all arrests for the observation period of interest.  We have come to understand, though, that 
the data are not complete and the gaps in the data are not systematic or predictable.  
Coupled with the situation described above where we are limited in our ability to distinguish 
the new arrests from technical violations, we could not have produced an analysis that we 

2See Lochner, Lance, & More , Enrico. (2004). The Effect of Educa on on Crime: Evidence from Prison Inmates, 
Arrests, and Self‐Reports. American Economic Review, 94(1):155‐189.  See also Miller, Ted. R., Cohen, Mark A., & 
Wiersema, Brian. (1996). Vic m Costs and Consequences:  A New Look. Washington DC: Na onal Ins tute of 
Jus ce.  
3We drew a random sample of cases from the release cohort and compiled comprehensive follow‐up data on 
arrests, convic ons and jail stays.  In a separate report, we will offer a proposal for a more detailed costs analysis 
based on such a comprehensive examina on of the data.  Such an analysis would require a longer me to 
complete.  
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could have offered with confidence as the basis for valid conclusions.  We also received data 
from IDOC on those offenders released to Marion County.  We were under the impression 
that we were provided with a complete cohort of released offenders.  Yet, for the cohort we 
focus on in this analysis (those released from prison in 2007), we received data from IDOC 
on 4,776 offenders released from prison and returning to Marion County.     
 
The data provided by IDOC is incomplete, though, in ways we can determine and correct 
for.  To be able to estimate the costs associated with returning the offenders to prison, we 
needed to know how long they were expected to be in prison.  From the data we received 
from IDOC, we needed to look up expected release dates on 706 offenders.  In 22% of the 
cases, we learned that the offender had already been released from prison, and as such, 
should have appeared in subsequent release cohorts but did not.  This gap in the data was 
unexpected, but we were able to manually fill in gaps and have done so.  Relative to the 
gaps that appear in the JUSTIS data, we believe we are able to produce cost estimates with 
more confidence based on the data we have on prison returns and releases. 
 
Given the concerns we note here, we elected to go with the following research design  
 
 

Research Design 

 
We are interested in estimating the cost savings associated with a one-percent reduction in 
recidivism.  We define recidivism as the return of an offender to prison within three years 
after his or her release from prison.  Since we were interested in a follow-up period of three 
full years after release, we elected to base our analysis on a cohort of offenders released from 
IDOC during 2007.  We received data from IDOC that identified a cohort of 4,776 offenders 
released at some point during 2007 and returning to Marion County.  In the data set we 
received, we were also provided with information on whether each offender returned to 
IDOC within three years after their release.  If they returned to prison, we looked to 
determine how long they were due to be in prison.  Our estimates of the costs of the 
reincarceration were calculated by multiplying the expected (or actual if the person has 
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already been released again) number of days in prison by the current average per diem rate 
reported by IDOC: $53.96.  To determine the expected length of the prison stay, we did one 
of the following, as appropriate: 

• If the person has already been released from prison again, we captured the actual 
release date. 

• If the person is still in prison, we looked for what IDOC reports as the earliest possible 
release date.  This provides a conservative estimate of the length of time in prison, as 
some of these offenders may not be actually released on the earliest possible date. 

• In a small number of cases, we did not have access to an earliest possible release date.  
In those cases, we based our expected release date on the sentence from the court, 
taking into account any good-time credit calculations that the offender is eligible for.  
In one case, the offender is serving a life sentence, so we based the expected release 
date on current estimates of expected life span given the individual’s demographic 
characteristics. 

 
 

Results of Analysis 
 
Of the 4,776 offenders released from prison in 2007, 2,463 had been returned to prison within 
three years of their release date.  This represents 51.6% of the original sample.  That more 
than half of the formerly-incarcerated offenders are returned to prison is disappointing in 
and of itself.  It is also noteworthy, though, that IDOC has published three-year recidivism 
rates for those released from 2002-2005 and found statewide return rates of 39.2% for those 
released in 2002, 38.6% for those released in 2003, 37.8% for those released in 2004, and 
37.4% for those released in 2005.  A three-year recidivism rate of 51.6% suggests that the 
recidivism rates in Marion County are higher than in other parts of the state.  Our analysis 
shows that among all the offenders returning to prison within three years of their release, 
the average length of time each offender will spend in prison is 626 days and the average 
cost for the new period of incarceration per offender is $33,786. 
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When an offender returns to prison, IDOC identifies whether the person is coming to prison 
because of a new offense or because of a technical violation.  We make use of that 
designation in distinguishing between several groups of returning offenders: 

• Those who have been convicted of a new offense and sentenced to prison on a new 
cause number.  1,090 offenders (22.8%) fell in this category.  The average length of 
time an offender in this group will spend in prison when they go back is 686 days.  The 
average cost per offender of the new incarceration is $36,998. 

• Those who were returned to prison as a result of a revocation of their community 
supervision (probation, CTP, or parole).  There were 1,373 (28.7%) persons in this 
category.  It is noteworthy that among those returning to prison, more than half were 
returned for violations.  The average length of time an offender in this group will 
spend in prison when they go back is 579 days.  The average cost per offender of the 
new incarceration is $31,236. 

▫ Among those returning to prison for violating the terms of their community 
supervision, 1,016 (21.3% of the total cohort) were returned for a technical rule 
violation.  This group tended to spend shorter amounts of time in prison when 
they did go back.  The average length of time an offender in this group will spend 
in prison when they go back is 409 days.  The average cost per offender of the 
new incarceration is $22,055. 

▫ Among those returning to prison for violating the terms of their community 
supervision, 357 (7.5% of the total cohort) were returned on the basis of a new 
offense (although not necessarily convicted of a new offense).  This group tended 
to spend the longest average amounts of time in prison when they did go back.  
The average length of time an offender in this group will spend in prison when 
they go back is 1,063 days.  The average cost per offender of the new 
incarceration is $57,363. 

 
We are looking to conceptualize the cost savings of a 1% reduction in recidivism for each of 
the groups identified above.  We consider a 1% reduction based on the actual rate of 
recidivism as described above.  So for instance, the data show that among all offenders in 
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the cohort, 51.6% recidivate.  For this analysis, we consider the impact of moving the 
recidivism rate from 51.6% to 50.6%.  In Table 1, we calculate the number of cases involved 
in a 1% reduction in recidivism.  With such a reduction, we then present the revised 
recidivism rate and the new number of cases in that particular group.  Then we calculate the 
total costs for the original number of offenders in that group returning to prison.  We also 
calculate the costs for the reduced number of offenders in that group (after moving the 
percentage down by 1%).  From these two values, we calculate the difference to determine 
how much we can save by reducing recidivism by one percent.  Figure 2 and Figure 3 
provide summary results on the costs for the five groups.  We then repeat this same analysis 
where the outcome of interest is the number of bed-days associated with each group going 
back to prison.  Table 2, Figure 3, and Figure 4 provide those results  

Group 
1% Reduc on 

Involves 
New 

Percentage New Total New Cost Total Cost Cost Savings 
Returned to Prison 46 50.6 2417 $81,660,849.89 $83,215,007.56 $1,554,157.67 

Returned for New Offense 49 21.8 1041 $38,515,222.81 $40,328,139.16 $1,812,916.35 

Returned for Viola on 50 27.7 1323 $41,325,074.21 $42,886,868.40 $1,561,794.19 
Returned for Technical 
Viola on 46 20.3 970 $21,393,589.71 $22,408,131.08 $1,014,541.37 
Returned from Supervision 
for New Arrest 47 6.5 310 $17,782,657.06 $20,478,737.32 $2,696,080.26 

Table 1. Results of Analysis Es ma ng Cost Savings for a 1% Reduc on in Recidivism 
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Group 
1% Reduc on 

Involves 
New 

Percentage 
New 
Total New Bed‐Days 

Total Bed‐
Days 

Bed‐Days 
Saved 

Returned to Prison 46 50.6 2417 1,513,359 1,542,161 28,802 

Returned for New Offense 49 21.8 1041 713,774 747,371 33,597 

Returned for Viola on 50 27.7 1323 765,846 794,790 28,944 

Returned for Technical Viola on 46 20.3 970 396,471 415,273 18,802 
Returned from Supervision for 
New Arrest 47 6.5 310 329,553 379,517 49,964 

Table 2. Results of Analysis of Es ma ng Day‐Beds Saved with a 1% Reduc on in Recidivism 
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Discussion 

 
The results of this analysis point to a number of policy-relevant conclusions.  First, the 
recidivism rate for Marion County is high relative to statewide estimates.  The costs 
associated with the high recidivism rate are also substantial.  The cost of returning so many 
offenders to prison is more than $83 Million.  To reduce the recidivism rate by one percent 
would involve keeping a “mere” 46 offenders from returning to prison.  What could we do to 
ensure that 46 offenders are retained in the community?  This might involve providing 
treatment-focused supervision that has been shown to effectively reduce recidivism in other 
jurisdictions.  Let’s speculate that we could hire two treatment-focused parole/probation 
officers to manage these 46 offenders.  If they are effective at keeping the offenders from 
returning to prison, we stand to save $1.55 Million.  Hiring two such officers could be done 
for much less than $1.55 Million.  In addition, for every additional 46 offenders retained in 
the community we stand to save an additional $1.55 Million. 
 
Our estimate of the cost savings is based on the number of days that offenders would 
otherwise be in prison and assumes that if we keep one person from going to prison that we 
actually would realize a true savings in the costs of incarcerating that person.  Yet, we know 
that until we have a significant reduction in the number of people going to prison, perhaps 
so that we can in fact close one of our prisons, we are not really saving the amount of money 
that is identified by the state as the per diem costs associated with one offender.  Another 
way to consider the impact of a reduction in the percentage of offenders returning to prison 
is to examine the number of bed-days that are saved when the offenders are not going back 
to prison.  So, for example, we can also say that since the typical offender returned to prison 
will spend 626 days incarcerated, by reducing the recidivism rate by 1% for Marion County, 
we are saving the state 28,802 prison bed-days.   
 
The results of this analysis also point to the differential impact that we might realize if we 
focus more on retaining people in the community once they have violated the terms of their 
supervision.  Again, this is where we might look to other parts of the U.S. for examples of 
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effective strategies that have resulted in fewer people returning to prison.  When we are able 
to reduce the number of returning prisoners so much that we can actually realize savings in 
terms of needing fewer facilities or fewer staff, then we can begin to consider ways to 
reinvest the savings to expand the capacity of the community to support the offenders in 
their efforts to stay out of prison.  We might also think about this from an investment 
perspective.  Community-based efforts that actually lead to the reduction in the number of 
people returning to prison might be expected, over time, to realize cost savings of the 
magnitude determined here.  
 
The literature provides many directions for policy changes that support the goals of 
reducing the number of people in prison without increases in the risks to public safety.  
Some of these potential changes include:4 

• Parole should be transformed to emphasize the provision of services and support in 
addition to performing their supervision function.  The overall goal should be to see 
fewer offenders returning to prison for violating the terms of their parole—either 
technical rule violations or by committing new crimes. 

• When states have “shifted supervision modalities from intense supervision to 
support”, the results have been that fewer people go back to prison on technical 
violations.  The use of risk assessments to determine the appropriate intensity of 
supervision is recommended. 

• There must be greater access to effective evidence-based treatment in the community. 

• Deliberate effort is needed to reduce the barriers to civic participation for those 
released from prison:  this means increasing access to jobs, education, welfare benefits, 
and affordable housing, among other things. 

• Significantly reduce the use of parole supervision for nonviolent offenders 

• Introduce graduated sanctions for those violating the terms of their community 
supervision 

• Reinvest savings from reducing reincarcerations for the improvement of criminogenic 
social conditions 

4 See: Greene, Judith, and Schiraldi, Vincent. (2002). Cu ng Correctly: New Prison Policies for Times of Fiscal 
Crisis. Washington DC: Center for Juvenile and Criminal Jus ce, Jus ce Policy Ins tute.  See also:  Jus ce Policy 
Ins tute. (2010). How to safely reduce prison popula ons and support people returning to their communi es.  
Available online at: h p://www.jus cepolicy.org/images/upload/10‐06_FAC_ForImmediateRelease_PS‐AC.pdf.    
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IC 11-12-2 
     Chapter 2. State Grants to Counties for Community Corrections and Charges to Participating 

Counties for Confined Offenders 

IC 11-12-2-1 

Purpose of grants; availability and use of appropriations 

     Sec. 1. (a) For the purpose of encouraging counties to develop a coordinated local 

corrections-criminal justice system and providing effective alternatives to imprisonment at the 

state level, the commissioner shall, out of funds appropriated for such purposes, make grants to 

counties for the establishment and operation of community corrections programs. Appropriations 

intended for this purpose may not be used by the department for any other purpose. Money 

appropriated to the department of correction for the purpose of making grants under this chapter 

and any financial aid payments suspended under section 6 of this chapter do not revert to the 

state general fund at the close of any fiscal year, but remain available to the department of 

correction for its use in making grants under this chapter. 

    (b) The commissioner shall give priority in issuing community corrections grants to programs 

that provide alternative sentencing projects for persons with mental illness, addictive disorders, 

mental retardation, and developmental disabilities. 

As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. Amended by P.L.151-1983, SEC.1; P.L.85-2004, 

SEC.42; P.L.105-2010, SEC.2. 

IC 11-12-2-2 
Community corrections advisory board; membership; terms; combined advisory board; officers; 
quorum; assistance and appropriations 
     Sec. 2. (a) To qualify for financial aid under this chapter, a county must establish a community 
corrections advisory board by resolution of the county executive or, in a county having a consolidated 
city, by the city-county council. A community corrections advisory board consists of: 
        (1) the county sheriff or the sheriff's designee; 
        (2) the prosecuting attorney or the prosecuting attorney's designee; 
        (3) the director of the county office of the division of family resources or the director's designee; 
        (4) the executive of the most populous municipality in the county or the executive's designee; 
        (5) two (2) judges having criminal jurisdiction, if available, appointed by the circuit court judge or 
the judges' designees; 
        (6) one (1) judge having juvenile jurisdiction, appointed by the circuit court judge; 
        (7) one (1) public defender or the public defender's designee, if available, or one (1) attorney with a 
substantial criminal defense practice appointed by the county executive or, in a county having a 
consolidated city, by the city-county council;  
        (8) one (1) victim, or victim advocate if available, appointed by the county executive or, in a county 
having a consolidated city, by the city-county council; 
        (9) one (1) ex-offender, if available, appointed by the county executive or, in a county having a 
consolidated city, by the city-county council; and 
        (10) the following members appointed by the county executive or, in a county having a consolidated 
city, by the city-county council: 
            (A) One (1) member of the county fiscal body or the member's designee. 
            (B) One (1) probation officer. 



            (C) One (1) educational administrator. 
            (D) One (1) representative of a private correctional agency, if such an agency exists in the county. 
            (E) One (1) mental health administrator, or, if there is none available in the county, one (1) 
psychiatrist, psychologist, or physician. 
            (F) Four (4) lay persons, at least one (1) of whom must be a member of a minority race if a racial 
minority resides in the county and a member of that minority is willing to serve. 
    (b) Designees of officials designated under subsection (a)(1) through (a)(7) and (a)(10)(A) serve at the 
pleasure of the designating official. 
    (c) Members of the advisory board appointed by the county executive or, in a county having a 
consolidated city, by the city-county council, shall be appointed for a term of four (4) years. The criminal 
defense attorney, the ex-offender, and the victim or victim advocate shall be appointed for a term of 
four (4) years. Other members serve only while holding the office or position held at the time of 
appointment. The circuit court judge may fill the position of the judge having juvenile court jurisdiction 
by self appointment if the circuit court judge is otherwise qualified. A vacancy occurring before the 
expiration of the term of office shall be filled in the same manner as original appointments for the 
unexpired term. Members may be reappointed. 
    (d) Two (2) or more counties, by resolution of their county executives or, in a county having a 
consolidated city, by the city-county council, may combine to apply for financial aid under this chapter. If 
counties so combine, the counties may establish one (1) community corrections advisory board to serve 
these counties. This board must contain the representation prescribed in subsection (a), but the 
members may come from the participating counties as determined by agreement of the county 
executives or, in a county having a consolidated city, by the city-county council. 
    (e) The members of the community corrections advisory board shall, within thirty (30) days after the 
last initial appointment is made, meet and elect one (1) member as chairman and another as vice 
chairman and appoint a secretary-treasurer who need not be a member. A majority of the members of a 
community corrections advisory board may provide for a number of members that is: 
        (1) less than a majority of the members; and 
        (2) at least six (6); 
to constitute a quorum for purposes of transacting business. The affirmative votes of at least five (5) 
members, but not less than a majority of the members present, are required for the board to take 
action. A vacancy in the membership does not impair the right of a quorum to transact business. 
    (f) The county executive and county fiscal body shall provide necessary assistance and appropriations 
to the community corrections advisory board established for that county. Appropriations required under 
this subsection are limited to amounts received from the following sources: 
        (1) Department grants. 
        (2) User fees. 
        (3) Other funds as contained within an approved plan. 
Additional funds may be appropriated as determined by the county executive and county fiscal body. 
As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. Amended by P.L.16-1986, SEC.6; P.L.240-1991(ss2), SEC.61; P.L.2-
1992, SEC.113; P.L.4-1993, SEC.15; P.L.5-1993, SEC.28; P.L.104-1997, SEC.3; P.L.105-1997, SEC.1; P.L.34-
2007, SEC.1; P.L.146-2008, SEC.371; P.L.44-2009, SEC.7. 

IC 11-12-2-3 

Community corrections advisory board; duties 

     Sec. 3. (a) A community corrections advisory board shall: 

        (1) formulate: 

            (A) the community corrections plan and the application for financial aid required by 

section 4 of this chapter; and 



            (B) the forensic diversion program plan under IC 11-12-3.7; 

        (2) observe and coordinate community corrections programs in the county; 

        (3) make an annual report to the county fiscal body, county executive, or, in a county 

having a consolidated city, the city-county council, containing an evaluation of the effectiveness 

of programs receiving financial aid under this chapter and recommendations for improvement, 

modification, or discontinuance of these programs; 

        (4) ensure that programs receiving financial aid under this chapter comply with the 

standards adopted by the department under section 5 of this chapter; and 

        (5) recommend to the county executive or, in a county having a consolidated city, to the 

city-county council, the approval or disapproval of contracts with units of local government or 

nongovernmental agencies that desire to participate in the community corrections plan. 

Before recommending approval of a contract, the advisory board must determine that a program 

is capable of meeting the standards adopted by the department under section 5 of this 

chapter.     (b) A community corrections advisory board shall do the following: 

        (1) Adopt bylaws for the conduct of its own business. 

        (2) Hold a regular meeting at least one (1) time every three (3) months and at other times as 

needed to conduct all necessary business. Dates of regular meetings shall be established at the 

first meeting of each year. 

        (3) Comply with the public meeting and notice requirements under IC 5-14-1.5. 

    (c) A community corrections advisory board may contain an office as designated by the 

county executive or, in a county having a consolidated city, by the city-county council. 

    (d) Notwithstanding subsection (a)(4), the standards applied to a court alcohol and drug 

program or a problem solving court that provides services to a forensic diversion program under 

IC 11-12-3.7 must be the standards established under IC 12-23-14 or IC 33-23-16. 

As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. Amended by P.L.240-1991(ss2), SEC.62; P.L.224-2003, 

SEC.123; P.L.85-2004, SEC.2; P.L.108-2010, SEC.1. 

IC 11-12-2-3.5 

Community corrections advisory board; appointment of director; employees 

     Sec. 3.5. (a) The director, if any, of the community corrections program shall be appointed by 

the community corrections advisory board, subject to the approval of the county executive or, in 

a county having a consolidated city, by the city-county council. A director may be removed for 

cause by a majority vote of the community corrections advisory board, subject to the approval of 

the county executive or, in a county having a consolidated city, of the city-county council. 

    (b) The community corrections advisory board may establish personnel policies, procedures, 

and salary classification schedules for its employees. Employees of a community corrections 

program are county employees. The policies, procedures, and schedules established under this 

subsection may not be inconsistent with those established for other county employees. 

As added by P.L.240-1991(ss2), SEC.63. 

IC 11-12-2-4 

Community corrections plan; application for financial aid; compliance with rules; annual 

updating; amendment or modification 

     Sec. 4. (a) A county or group of counties seeking financial aid under this chapter must apply 

to the commissioner in a manner and form prescribed by the commissioner. The application must 

include a community corrections plan that has been approved by the community corrections 



board and the county executive or, in a county having a consolidated city, by the city-county 

council. No county may receive financial aid until its application is approved by the 

commissioner. 

    (b) A community corrections plan must comply with rules adopted under section 5 of this 

chapter and must include: 

        (1) a description of each program for which financial aid is sought; 

        (2) the purpose, objective, administrative structure, staffing, and duration of the program; 

        (3) a method to evaluate each component of the program to determine the overall use of 

department approved best practices for the program; 

        (4) the program's total operating budget, including all other sources of anticipated income; 

        (5) the amount of community involvement and client participation in the program; 

        (6) the location and description of facilities that will be used in the program; and 

        (7) the manner in which counties that jointly apply for financial aid under this chapter will 

operate a coordinated community corrections program. 

    (c) A community corrections plan must be annually updated, approved by the county 

executive or, in a city having a consolidated city, by the city-county council, and submitted to the 

commissioner. 

    (d) No amendment to or substantial modification of an approved community corrections plan 

may be placed in effect until the department and county executive, or in a county having a 

consolidated city, the city-county council, have approved the amendment or modification. 

    (e) A copy of the final plan as approved by the department shall be made available to the 

board in a timely manner. 

As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. Amended by P.L.240-1991(ss2), SEC.64; P.L.105-2010, 

SEC.3. 

IC 11-12-2-5 

Powers and duties of department and commissioner 

     Sec. 5. (a) The department shall do the following: 

        (1) Provide consultation and technical assistance to counties to aid in the development of 

community corrections plans. 

        (2) Provide training for community corrections personnel and board members to the extent 

funds are available. 

        (3) Adopt under IC 4-22-2 rules governing application by counties for financial aid under 

this chapter, including the content of community corrections plans. 

        (4) Adopt under IC 4-22-2 rules governing the disbursement of monies to a county and the 

county's certification of expenditures. 

        (5) Adopt under IC 4-22-2 minimum standards for the establishment, operation, and 

evaluation of programs receiving financial aid under this chapter. (These standards must be 

sufficiently flexible to foster the development of new and improved correctional 

practices.)         (6) Examine and either approve or disapprove applications for financial aid. The 

department's approval or disapproval must be based on this chapter and the rules adopted under 

this chapter. 

        (7) Keep the budget agency informed of the amount of appropriation needed to adequately 

fund programs under this chapter. 

        (8) Adopt under IC 4-22-2 a formula or other method of determining a participating 

county's share of funds appropriated for purposes of this chapter. This formula or method must 



be approved by the budget agency before the formula is adopted and must be designed to 

accurately reflect a county's correctional needs and ability to pay. 

        (9) Keep counties informed of money appropriated for the purposes of this chapter. 

        (10) Provide an approved training curriculum for community corrections field officers. 

        (11) Require community corrections programs to submit in proposed budget requests an 

evaluation of the use of department approved best practices for each community corrections 

program component. 

    (b) The commissioner may do the following: 

        (1) Visit and inspect any program receiving financial aid under this chapter. 

        (2) Require a participating county or program to submit information or statistics pertinent to 

the review of applications and programs. 

        (3) Expend up to three percent (3%) of the money appropriated to the department for 

community correction grants to provide technical assistance, consultation, and training to 

counties and to monitor and evaluate program delivery. 

    (c) Notwithstanding any law prohibiting advance payments, the department of correction may 

advance grant money to a county or group of counties in order to assist a community corrections 

program. However, not more than twenty-five percent (25%) of the amount awarded to a county 

or group of counties may be paid in advance. 

    (d) The commissioner shall disburse no more funds to any county under this chapter than are 

required to fund the community corrections plan. 

As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. Amended by P.L.151-1983, SEC.2; P.L.240-1991(ss2), 

SEC.65; P.L.104-1997, SEC.4; P.L.105-2010, SEC.4. 

IC 11-12-2-6 

Eligibility for financial aid; requirement of compliance 

     Sec. 6. To remain eligible for financial aid under this chapter, a county must comply with its 

community corrections plan and the rules and minimum standards adopted by the department 

under section 5 of this chapter. If the commissioner determines that there are reasonable grounds 

to believe that a county is not complying with its plan, the rules, or the minimum standards, he 

shall, after giving at least thirty (30) days written notice to the board of county commissioners or 

city-county council, the community corrections advisory board, and the chief administrator of the 

program, conduct a hearing under IC 4-21.5-3 to ascertain whether compliance has been 

achieved. Upon a finding of noncompliance, the commissioner may suspend any part of the 

financial aid until compliance is achieved. 

As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. Amended by P.L.7-1987, SEC.23. 

IC 11-12-2-7 

Eligibility for financial aid; failure to qualify 

     Sec. 7. Failure of a county to qualify for financial aid under this chapter does not affect its 

eligibility for other state funds for correctional purposes otherwise provided by law. 

As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. 

IC 11-12-2-8 

Restriction on use of funds 

     Sec. 8. (a) Counties may not use funds received under this chapter to construct or renovate 

county jails. 



    (b) Counties acting jointly may use funds received under this chapter to construct a county 

operated residential work release facility, if the facility is not: 

        (1) physically connected to a jail; or 

        (2) used to house offenders who are required to serve their sentence in a county jail. 

    (c) The department may provide funds under this chapter for the construction of a facility 

under subsection (b) in an amount that does not exceed fifty percent (50%) of the cost of 

construction of the facility. The funds provided under this subsection may not be used for any 

purpose other than the construction of the facility. 

    (d) The counties acting under subsection (b) shall provide the funds required for: 

        (1) the construction of the facility in addition to the funds provided by the department under 

subsection (c); 

        (2) the operation of the facility; and 

        (3) the administration of the community corrections program. 

    (e) A residential work release facility constructed under subsection (b) may not be used for 

any purpose other than the operation of a community corrections program during the ten (10) 

year period following the completion of construction. 

As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. Amended by P.L.136-1989, SEC.3; P.L.4-2001, SEC.1. 

IC 11-12-2-9 

Repealed  

    (Repealed by P.L.105-2010, SEC.18.) 

 
IC 11-12-2-10 

Termination of participation in subsidy program 

     Sec. 10. A county receiving financial aid under this chapter may terminate its participation by 

delivering a resolution of the board of county commissioners or city-county council to the 

commissioner. Upon withdrawal from the subsidy program, the board of county commissioners 

or city-county council may adopt a resolution stating that it is in the best interests of the county 

that the community corrections advisory board be dissolved, whereupon the county 

commissioners or city-county council shall pay and discharge any debts or liabilities of the 

advisory board, collect and distribute assets of the advisory board under the laws of Indiana, and 

pay over any remaining proceeds or property to the proper fund. 

As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. Amended by Acts 1981, P.L.109, SEC.2. 

IC 11-12-2-11 

Authority over county jail and persons confined therein 

     Sec. 11. This chapter does not limit or impair the statutory authority of any elected official, 

including the county sheriff's authority over the county jail and persons confined therein. 

As added by Acts 1979, P.L.120, SEC.5. 

IC 11-12-2-12 

Community corrections funds established 

     Sec. 12. (a) A community corrections fund is established in each community having a 

community corrections program. The fund shall be administered by the community corrections 

advisory board in accordance with rules adopted by the department under subsection (c). The 



expenses of administering the fund shall be paid from money in the fund. Money in the fund at 

the end of a fiscal year does not revert to any other fund. The fund consists of fees deposited 

under subsection (b). Money in the fund may be used only for the provision of community 

corrections program services, including services allowed under IC 11-12-2-5(b)(3). 

    (b) In addition to user fees collected under IC 31-40, IC 35-38-2-1, or any other user fee 

collected from a participant in a community corrections program by an agency or program, a 

community corrections program may collect from a participant a user fee assessed in accordance 

with rules adopted under subsection (c). Community corrections user fees collected under this 

section shall be deposited into the community corrections fund established by this section. 

    (c) The department shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 governing the following: 

        (1) The maximum amount that a community corrections program or a court may assess as a 

user fee under subsection (b) or IC 35-38-2.5-6. 

        (2) Administration by community corrections advisory boards of community corrections 

funds and the community corrections home detention fund, including criteria for expenditures 

from the funds. 

As added by P.L.136-1989, SEC.4. Amended by P.L.240-1991(ss2), SEC.66; P.L.1-1997, 

SEC.47; P.L.253-1997(ss), SEC.8. 

IC 11-12-2-13 

Repealed  

     (Repealed by P.L.73-1992, SEC.12.) 

 

IC 11-12-2-13.5 

Repealed  

     (Repealed by P.L.1-1994, SEC.45.) 
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IC 11-10-11.5 
     Chapter 11.5. Assignment to Community Transition Program 

IC 11-10-11.5-1 

Applicability of chapter 

     Sec. 1. (a) This chapter applies to a person: 

        (1) who is committed to the department under IC 35-50 for one (1) or more felonies; and 

        (2) against whom a court imposed a sentence of at least two (2) years. 

    (b) This chapter applies only to a person whose community transition program commencement 

date occurs after August 31, 1999. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.90-2000, SEC.3; P.L.85-2004, SEC.31; 

P.L.220-2011, SEC.247. 

IC 11-10-11.5-2 

Notice of offender's eligibility for program 

     Sec. 2. (a) Not earlier than sixty (60) days and not later than forty-five (45) days before an 

offender's community transition program commencement date, the department shall give written 

notice of the offender's eligibility for a community transition program to each court that 

sentenced the offender for a period of imprisonment that the offender is still actively serving. 

The notice must include the following information: 

        (1) The person's name. 

        (2) A description of the offenses for which the person was committed to the department. 

        (3) The person's expected release date. 

        (4) The person's community transition program commencement date designated by the 

department. 

        (5) The person's current security and credit time classifications. 

        (6) A report summarizing the person's conduct while committed to the department. 

        (7) Any other information that the department determines would assist the sentencing court 

in determining whether to issue an order under IC 35-38-1-24 or IC 35-38-1-25. 

    (b) If the offender's expected release date changes as the result of the loss of credit time after 

notice is sent to each court under this section, the offender may become ineligible for a 

community transition program. 

    (c) If the offender's expected release date changes as the result of the gain of credit time after 

notice is sent to each court under this section, the offender may be assigned to a community 

transition program if the department determines that: 

        (1) a sufficient amount of time exists to allow a court under IC 35-38-1-24 or IC 35-38-1-25 

to consider a written statement described in section 4.5 of this chapter; and 

        (2) an offender will have at least thirty (30) days remaining on the offender's sentence after 

the court's consideration of a written statement under subdivision (1), calculated as follows: 

            (A) Beginning on the date the department will assign the offender to a minimum security 

classification and place the offender in a community transition program. 

            (B) Ending with the recalculated expected release date. 

    (d) The department shall notify each court whenever the department finds that an offender is 



ineligible for the program because of a change in the person's credit time. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.90-2000, SEC.4; P.L.85-2004, SEC.32. 

IC 11-10-11.5-3 

Provision of other information 

     Sec. 3. The department shall provide any other information requested by the sentencing court. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. 

IC 11-10-11.5-3.5 

Nonresident's ineligibility for program 

     Sec. 3.5. An offender who resides outside Indiana is not eligible for a community transition 

program. 

As added by P.L.90-2000, SEC.5. 

IC 11-10-11.5-3.6 

Sentences by multiple courts 

     Sec. 3.6. If an offender who is eligible to be assigned to a community transition program is 

sentenced by more than one (1) court, the offender must be considered for assignment to a 

community transition program located in the community where the court that imposed the 

sentence with the longest period of imprisonment that the offender is actively serving is located. 

However, before an offender may be assigned to a community transition program, each court that 

sentenced the offender to a period of imprisonment that the offender is actively serving must 

agree to the assignment. 

As added by P.L.90-2000, SEC.6. 

IC 11-10-11.5-4 

Copy of notice sent to prosecuting attorney 

     Sec. 4. The department shall send a copy of a notice required under section 2 of this chapter 

to the prosecuting attorney where the person's case originated. The notice under this section need 

not include the information described in section 2(6) through 2(7) and section 3 of this chapter. 

However, upon request to the sentencing court, the court receiving the notice under section 2 of 

this chapter shall permit the prosecuting attorney to review and obtain copies of any information 

included in the notice. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.90-2000, SEC.7. 

 
IC 11-10-11.5-4.5 

Offender's and victim's rights to submit written statement 

     Sec. 4.5. (a) Before the department may assign an offender to a minimum security 

classification and place the offender in a community transition program, the department shall 

notify: 

        (1) the offender and any victim of the offender's crime of the right to submit a written 

statement regarding the offender's assignment to the community transition program; and 

        (2) the offender of the right to submit a written statement objecting to the offender's 

placement in a community transition program; 

to each court that sentenced the offender to a period of imprisonment that the offender is actively 



serving. If the name or address of a victim of the offender's crime changes after the offender is 

sentenced for the offense, and the offender's sentence may result in the offender's assignment to 

the community transition program, the victim is responsible for notifying the department of the 

name or address change. 

    (b) An offender or a victim of the offender's crime who wishes to submit a written statement 

under subsection (a)(1) must submit the statement to each court and the department not later than 

ten (10) working days after receiving notice from the department under subsection (a). 

    (c) An offender's written statement objecting to the offender's placement in a community 

transition program under subsection (a)(2) must be submitted to each court and the department: 

        (1) not later than ten (10) working days after receiving notice from the department under 

subsection (a); or 

        (2) before the offender is transported under section 7 of this chapter; 

whichever occurs first. 

As added by P.L.90-2000, SEC.8. Amended by P.L.85-2004, SEC.33. 

IC 11-10-11.5-5 

Commencement date; Class C or Class D felony 

     Sec. 5. (a) This section applies to a person if the most serious offense for which the person is 

committed is a Class C or Class D felony. 

    (b) Unless the department has received: 

        (1) an order under IC 35-38-1-24; or 

        (2) a warrant order of detainer seeking the transfer of the person to a county or another 

jurisdiction; the department shall assign a person to a minimum security classification and place 

the person in a community transition program beginning with the community transition program 

commencement date designated by the department until the person completes the person's fixed 

term of imprisonment, less the credit time the person has earned with respect to the term. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.90-2000, SEC.9; P.L.85-2004, SEC.34.  

 
 

IC 11-10-11.5-6 

Commencement date; order under IC 35-38-1-25 

     Sec. 6. (a) This section applies to a person if the sentencing court orders the department to 

assign a person to a community transition program under IC 35-38-1-25. 

    (b) The department shall assign a minimum security classification and place the person in a 

community transition program beginning with the date specified in the sentencing court's order 

until the person completes the person's fixed term of imprisonment, less the credit time the 

person has earned with respect to the term. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.90-2000, SEC.10. 

IC 11-10-11.5-7 

Transportation of offender to sheriff or other person 

     Sec. 7. Not later than seven (7) regular business days after a person is assigned to a 

community transition program under this chapter, the department shall: 

        (1) comply with the procedures in IC 11-10-12-1(a)(1) and IC 11-10-12-1(a)(2); and 

        (2) transport the person to: 



            (A) the sheriff of the county where the person's case originated; 

            (B) any other person ordered by the sentencing court; or 

            (C) a person or an entity designated by the supervising authority of the community 

transition program to which the person is assigned. 

The department may, upon request of the person, issue the work clothing described in IC 11-10-

12-1(b). 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.85-2004, SEC.35. 

IC 11-10-11.5-8 

Transfer of offender to intake person; voluntary participation in program; disciplinary 

action 

     Sec. 8. (a) The person or entity receiving the offender under section 7 of this chapter shall 

transfer the offender to the intake person for the community transition program. 

    (b) As soon as is practicable after receiving the offender, the community transition program 

shall provide the offender with a reasonable opportunity to review the rules and conditions 

applicable to the offender's assignment in the program. 

    (c) The department may take disciplinary action under IC 11-11-5 against an offender who: 

        (1) has been assigned to a minimum security classification and placed in a community 

transition program; and 

        (2) refuses to participate in the community transition program. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.90-2000, SEC.11; P.L.85-2004, SEC.36. 

 
IC 11-10-11.5-9 

Duration of assignment to program 

     Sec. 9. A person assigned to a community transition program shall remain in the assignment 

until the person completes the person's fixed term of imprisonment, less the credit time the 

person has earned with respect to the term, unless the community transition program causes the 

person to be returned to the department for reassignment from the community transition program 

to a program or facility administered by the department under section 11.5(b) of this chapter. 

IC 11-10-12-2 does not apply to a person who completes an assignment in a community 

transition program. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.90-2000, SEC.12. 

IC 11-10-11.5-10 

Credit time 

     Sec. 10. A person assigned to a community transition program continues to earn credit time 

during the person's assignment to a community transition program. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. 

IC 11-10-11.5-11 

Rules and conditions 

     Sec. 11. While assigned to a community transition program, a person must comply with: 

        (1) the rules concerning the conduct of persons in the community transition program, 

including rules related to payments described in section 12 of this chapter, that are adopted by 

the community corrections advisory board establishing the program or, in counties that are not 



served by a community corrections program, that are jointly adopted by the courts in the county 

with felony jurisdiction; and 

        (2) any conditions established by the sentencing court for the person. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.3-2008, SEC.89. 

IC 11-10-11.5-11.5 

Community transition required; request for delay; disciplinary action 

     Sec. 11.5. (a) Except as provided in section 4.5 of this chapter, an offender is not entitled to 

refuse to be placed into a community transition program. However, the offender may request that 

an assignment to a community transition program be delayed if the offender will be enrolled in 

department programming on the community transition program commencement date designated 

by the department. 

    (b) The community transition program, following a hearing and upon a finding of probable 

cause that the offender has failed to comply with a rule or condition under section 11 of this 

chapter, may: 

        (1) request a court to issue a warrant ordering the department to immediately: 

            (A) return the offender to the department; or 

            (B) reassign the offender to a program or facility administered by the department; or 

        (2) take disciplinary action against an offender who violates rules of conduct. Disciplinary 

action under this subdivision may include the loss of earned credit time under IC 35-50-6-5. 

    (c) An offender who is returned to the department under subsection (b) is not eligible for 

assignment to another community transition program for the duration of the sentence or 

sentences the offender is actively serving. 

As added by P.L.90-2000, SEC.13. Amended by P.L.85-2004, SEC.37. 

IC 11-10-11.5-12 

Collection and distribution of earnings 

     Sec. 12. (a) Any earnings of a person employed while in a community transition program, less 

payroll deductions required by law and court ordered deductions for satisfaction of a judgment 

against that person, may be collected by the community transition program at the discretion of 

the community transition program. Unless otherwise ordered by the sentencing court, if the 

community transition program collects the earnings under this section, the remaining earnings 

shall be distributed in the following order: 

        (1) To pay state and federal income taxes and Social Security deductions not otherwise 

withheld. 

        (2) To pay the cost of membership in an employee organization. 

        (3) Not less than twenty-five percent (25%) of the person's gross earnings, if that amount of 

the gross is available after the above deductions, to be given to that person or retained for the 

person, with accrued interest, until the person's release or discharge. 

        (4) To pay for the person's room and board or electronic monitoring provided by the 

community transition program. 

        (5) To pay transportation costs to and from work and other work related incidental expenses 

incurred by the community transition program. 

        (6) To pay court ordered costs, fines, or restitution. 

    (b) After the amounts prescribed in subsection (a) are deducted, the remaining amount may be 

used to: 



        (1) when directed by the person or ordered by the court, pay for the support of the person's 

dependents (if the person's dependents are receiving welfare assistance, the appropriate office of 

family and children or welfare department in another state shall be notified of such 

disbursements); and 

        (2) with the consent of the person, pay to the person's victims or others any unpaid 

obligations of that person. 

    (c) Any remaining amount shall be given to the person or retained for the person according to 

subsection (a)(3). 

    (d) The collection of room and board or electronic monitoring costs under subsection (a)(4) 

may be waived. 

As added by P.L.273-1999, SEC.208. Amended by P.L.90-2000, SEC.14. 

IC 11-10-11.5-13 

Repealed  

    (Repealed by P.L.90-2000, SEC.25.) 

 

IC 11-10-11.5-14 

Medical care while in program 

     Sec. 14. (a) A person assigned to a community transition program is responsible for the 

person's medical care while in the program. However, if the sentencing court finds that the 

person is unable to pay for necessary medical care, the department shall provide for the 

necessary medical care. 

    (b) The department, without a hearing, may transfer a person assigned to a community 

transition program to a facility operated by the department or another place determined by the 

department for medical treatment that is not covered by payments made by the offender or by 

insurance covering the offender. 

    (c) Whenever the department makes a transfer under subsection (b), the department may: 

        (1) reassign the offender from the community transition program to another facility or 

program; or 

        (2) continue the offender's assignment to the community transition program and return the 

offender to the community transition program upon the completion of the medical treatment. 

    (d) An offender who is transferred for medical treatment under subsection (b) continues to 

earn credit time during the period of the offender's medical treatment. 

    (e) The department shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 to implement this section. 

As added by P.L.90-2000, SEC.15. 
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CITY-COUNTY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO.      , 2012 

 
A PROPOSAL FOR A COUNCIL RESOLUTION establishing a study commission to examine and 
investigate current policies and procedures relating to the re-entry of ex-offenders and the economic and 
community impact of reducing recidivism, to hold public hearings and take public input, and to report to 
the Council findings and recommendations for improvement. 
 

WHEREAS, approximately 5,000 men and women are released into Marion County from prisons and 
jails each year; and 

 
WHEREAS, during the last few years, approximately 51% of those released into Marion County have 

returned to incarceration within three years of their release date; and 
 
WHEREAS, the average annual cost for an incarcerated offender is more than $25,000; and 
 
WHEREAS, reducing the rate of recidivism would have significant economic and public safety 

benefits in addition to increasing the number of productive members of our community; now therefore 
 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY-COUNTY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF INDIANAPOLIS AND MARION COUNTY, INDIANA: 

 
SECTION 1.  Purpose:   A study commission shall be established under the authority of the Council to 
examine and investigate current policies and procedures relating to the re-entry of ex-offenders and the 
economic and community impact of reducing recidivism in Marion County, to hold public hearings and 
take public input, and to report to the Council findings and recommendations for improvement. 

 
SECTION 2.  Name:  The Commission shall be named the Re-entry Policy Study Commission. 
 
SECTION 3.  Members:  The Commission established for this purpose shall be composed of ten (10) 
members, as follows:  (1) the chair of the Council’s Public Safety Committee, who will serve as chair of 
the Commission; (2) a member of the Council’s Metropolitan and Economic Development Committee, 
appointed by the Council president; (3) a member of the minority caucus of the Council, appointed by the 
minority leader; (4) a representative of the Marion County Prosecutor’s Office, appointed by the Council 
president; (5) a representative of the Marion Superior Court, appointed by the Council president; (6) a 
representative of the Department of Public Safety, appointed by the Mayor; (7) a representative of the 
Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce, appointed by the Council President; (8) a member of the Marion 
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County Re-entry Coalition, appointed by the Council president; (9) a representative of the Mayor’s Office 
of Re-Entry, appointed by the Mayor; and (10) a representative of a local re-entry service provider, 
appointed by the Council president. 
 
SECTION 4.  Quorum, Proxies, and Vacancies:  After its initial meeting, the Commission shall meet upon 
the call of the chair or a majority of its members.  Six members of the Commission shall constitute a 
quorum.  Commission members may designate a proxy to participate in the Commission meetings.  Any 
reports of the Commission shall only be approved by the vote of six members.  Any vacancy in the 
Commission shall be filled in the same manner in which the original appointment was made.  The 
Commission shall meet and begin its operations as soon as practical. 
 
SECTION 5.  Staffing:  The commission will be staffed by the Council’s chief financial officer and general 
counsel. 
 
SECTION 6.  Powers and Duties of the Commission:   The Commission shall review and make 
recommendations on policies and procedures relating to the re-entry of ex-offenders into Marion County 
and the economic and community impact to Marion County of reducing recidivism, including, but not 
limited to, the following: 
 

  1. Review current practices surrounding offender sentencing, incarceration, release, and 
re-integration into the county; 

 
  2. Review sentencing practices/guidelines and their role in supporting or crippling 

successful re-integration; 
 
  3. Review costs associated with the processing, prosecution, incarceration, release, 

probation, and community supervision of the offender, and determine how the funds are 
utilized and their efficiency and effectiveness as measured by the successful 
re-integration of the re-entrant population; 

 
  4. Review sources of payment of these costs and how they are utilized; 
 
  5. Create community goals/targets for successful re-integration of re-entrants into the 

community and study the potential impact on the city’s economic development; 
 
  6. Review national best practices for successful re-integration, including use of public funds 

utilized in the process of prosecution, sentencing, incarceration, and release of offenders; 
 
  7. Review the service provider entities which have been most successful in lowering 

recidivism rates and recommending means of streamlining and possibly eliminating those 
which have not; 

 
  8. Analyze economic cost/benefit to city/county of incorporating any new policies; 
 
  9. Review current barriers to re-entrant employment, housing, and other necessities; 
 
10. Review best practices to encourage more private sector employers to review their hiring 

and screening policies, and provide more non-discriminatory hiring opportunities; 
 
11. Review and analyze our supportive services (housing, workforce development, etc.) and 

ways to improve their role in successful re-integration; and 
 
12. Establish a periodic review of the county’s recidivism rate and create a method of 

measuring and tracking successful performance and re-integration of the re-entrants. 
 
SECTION 7.  Information Sharing.  City entities shall share information and cooperate with the 
commission, including, without limitation, permitting personnel to meet with commission members and 
testify in front of the commission. 
 
SECTION 8.  Report.  The commission shall make its final report to the Council by March 31, 2013. 
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SECTION 9.  This resolution shall be in full force and effect upon adoption and compliance with IC 36-3-
4-14. 
 
The foregoing was passed by the City-County Council this _____ day of __________, 2012, at _____ 
p.m. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 _____________________________________  
 Maggie A. Lewis 
 President, City-County Council 
____________________________________ 
NaTrina DeBow 
Clerk, City-County Council 
 
Presented by me to the Mayor this _____ day of ____________, 2012, at 10:00 a.m. 
 
 _____________________________________ 
 NaTrina DeBow 
 Clerk, City-County Council 
 
Approved and signed by me this _____ day of ____________, 2012. 
 
 ____________________________________ 
 Gregory A. Ballard, Mayor 
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CITY-COUNTY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO.      , 2012 

 
A PROPOSAL FOR A COUNCIL RESOLUTION amending the Council Resolution establishing the Re-
Entry Policy Study Commission by adding an ex-offender to the membership of the Commission. 
 

WHEREAS, on August 13, 2012, the Council passed Council Resolution No. 80, 2012 (Proposal No. 
228, 2012) establishing the Re-Entry Policy Study Commission; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Council desires to add an ex-offender to the membership of the Commission; now 

therefore 
 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY-COUNTY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF INDIANAPOLIS AND MARION COUNTY, INDIANA: 

 
SECTION 1.  Sections 3 and 4 of Council Resolution No. 80, 2012, are hereby amended by deleting the 
stricken-through language and inserting the language that is underscored, to read as follows: 
 

SECTION 3.  Members:  The Commission established for this purpose shall be composed of 
eleven (11) twelve (12) members, as follows:  (1) the chair of the Council’s Public Safety 
Committee, who will serve as chair of the Commission; (2) a member of the Council’s 
Metropolitan and Economic Development Committee, appointed by the Council president; (3) a 
member of the minority caucus of the Council, appointed by the minority leader; (4) a 
representative of the Marion County Prosecutor’s Office, appointed by the Council president; (5) a 
representative of the Marion Superior Court, appointed by the Council president; (6) a 
representative of the Department of Public Safety, appointed by the Mayor; (7) a representative of 
the Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce, appointed by the Council President; (8) a member of the 
Marion County Re-entry Coalition, appointed by the Council president; (9) a representative of the 
Mayor’s Office of Re-Entry, appointed by the Mayor; (10) a representative of a local re-entry 
service provider, appointed by the Council president; and (11) a representative of the Marion 
County Sheriff’s Department, appointed by the Sheriff; and (12) an ex-offender, appointed by the 
Council president. 
 
SECTION 4.  Quorum, Proxies, and Vacancies:  After its initial meeting, the Commission shall 
meet upon the call of the chair or a majority of its members.  Six Seven members of the 
Commission shall constitute a quorum.  Commission members may designate a proxy to 
participate in the Commission meetings.  Any reports of the Commission shall only be approved 
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by the vote of six seven members.  Any vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the same 
manner in which the original appointment was made.  The Commission shall meet and begin its 
operations as soon as practical. 

 
SECTION 2.  This resolution shall be in full force and effect upon adoption and compliance with IC 36-3-
4-14. 
 
The foregoing was passed by the City-County Council this _____ day of __________, 2012, at _____ 
p.m. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 _____________________________________  
 Maggie A. Lewis 
 President, City-County Council 
____________________________________ 
NaTrina DeBow 
Clerk, City-County Council 
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