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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This evaluation is the tenth report of a continued joint effort between the Hamilton County 

Community Corrections (HCCC) and the University of Cincinnati Center for Criminal Justice 

Research. This collaboration started in 2002 to assist HCCC with the implementation of evidence-

based practices. Over the years, this collaboration has included training, program evaluation, 

technical assistance, and analysis of process and outcome data for both the Adult Residential 

Program (ARP, formally known as the Adult Work Release Program) and the Electronic 

Monitoring Program (EMP).1 

The purpose of this report is to provide a process and outcome evaluation of the ARP for 

participants enrolled between July 1, 2013 and June 30, 2017. The process evaluation describes 

the ARP service delivery model, program participant characteristics, and the nature and quality of 

services the participants received during these fiscal years. The outcome evaluation summarizes 

the direct impact of the program, details participant outcomes (i.e., recidivism and employment 

rates), and provides an evaluation of pretest and posttest changes in offender risk scores and other 

assessments. Finally, this report compares the results from the current sample with the samples 

from previous ARP reports, where appropriate.   

The demographic characteristics of ARP program participants have remained relatively 

consistent over time. Most of the individuals served by the program were white (78%) and male 

                                                
1 In the previous report, the results for the ARP and EMP were analyzed and presented together; 
the sample included all program participants receiving services in the EMP from July 1, 2011 to 
June 30, 2013, and in the ARP from July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013. Prior to this time, the reports 
have examined the two samples separately (and in alternating years). The current report returns to 
this tradition by reporting results for the ARP only. The reader might also note that the length of 
time between this report and the last one is considerably greater than in the past. This is attributable 
to the fact that HCCC opted to dedicate time and resources available through this grant to undertake 
revisions to case plans and behavior management system. 
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(79%) with an average age of 32 years. The most common offense of conviction for ARP program 

participants involved either drug offenses (24%) or driving under the influence (20%). In addition, 

most ARP program participants have an average IQ, hold pro-social values, and are low to 

moderate risk to reoffend. Overall, the intake assessment data indicated higher need levels for the 

sample in two criminogenic areas: (1) education, employment, and finances; and (2) substance 

abuse. 

HCCC administers a variety of assessments to identify the risk, need and responsivity 

factors of program participants at intake. It appears that staff members use professional override 

appropriately as risk classification was rarely reversed unless there was some valid reason to do 

so. It should also be noted that assessments were consistently completed in a timely fashion. 

Approximately 40% of program participants who met the eligibility criteria attended core 

treatment services, and 57% of those who met the risk criteria and participated in programming 

completed services. This trend has been noted in previous reports (see Smith & Labrecque, 2012; 

Smith, Labrecque, & Thompson, 2012; Smith, Myer, & Thompson, 2010). It is likely attributable 

to sentence length and other contextual factors (i.e., court order, offense type, behavior in program, 

case manager and/or field service coordinator discretion). The ARP produced impressive outcomes 

in the area of employment, however, as 90% of participants were employed at discharge (versus 

60% at intake).   

HCCC administers participant satisfaction surveys on a routine basis, and the ratings have 

been consistently favorable over the years. The same pattern was observed for this time period. 

Participant satisfaction surveys revealed that participants had a positive experience in the ARP. 

Furthermore, the majority of participants reported that the field services coordinators were helpful 

and respectful. They also indicated that they felt confident about their ability to maintain 
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employment upon release. Finally, participants endorsed the notion that they had received the 

assistance that they needed for both substance abuse and emotional problems, and that the program 

had reduced their likelihood of future recidivism. 

Results indicated that 64% of participants were successfully discharged from the program. 

This falls within the range that is deemed acceptable on program evaluation measures like the 

Correctional Program Checklist and/or Correctional Program Assessment Inventory. Furthermore, 

a relatively small number of participants (7%) had committed a new offense while in the program. 

The following recommendations are offered based on the findings of this report: 

• Many more participants appear to be eligible for treatment services than are able to 
participate in the available programs. HCCC should ensure that moderate to higher risk 
offenders (as identified through actuarial assessments) receive the services that are 
indicated. This is imperative if the ARP intends to produce an appreciable reduction in risk 
for recidivism. It should be noted that HCCC has already taken some measures to correct 
this issue. 

 
• HCCC should review treatment program eligibility criteria to ensure that it accurately 

reflects the proportion of participants that can be accommodated with available resources. 
This might help to close the gap between the number of participants referred to treatment 
and the number of participants who actually engage in programs.   

 
• A considerable number of participants are assessed as lower risk. Since lower risk 

participants are routinely admitted into the program, HCCC should take steps to create 
separate groups for lower risk versus higher risk participants and minimize contact between 
the two groups. 

 
• HCCC should consider different ways to adapt the menu of treatment options that are 

available to participants to ensure that it matches the demographics of their clientele as best 
as possible. For example, it might be possible to make some modifications to when and 
how services are offered. 

 
• The assessment used to evaluate antisocial attitudes (the Criminal Sentiments Scale, or 

CSS) should be replaced with another instrument that better suits the needs of HCCC. The 
CSS has been used since 2002, and has consistently produced non-significant increases in 
criminal sentiments from pretests to posttests across the report years. Some suggestions to 
replace this scale includes the Texas Christian University (TCU) Criminal Thinking Scales 
or the Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles (PICTS). 
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• Results from the satisfaction surveys continue to be exceptional.  This is likely a reflection 
of the dedication, hard work and professionalism of frontline staff members. HCCC is 
encouraged to continue to solicit offender feedback to monitor their services. However, it 
might be an appropriate time to consider alternative ways to elicit helpful (and perhaps 
more specific) feedback to continue to refine services. 

 
• HCCC should continue to monitor and improve program fidelity. This should include 

group observation, training in advanced CBT skills related to service delivery, and 
additional professional development opportunities for the Living Unit Coordinators, Field 
Service Coordinators, and Case Managers. 

 
• There continues to be stability in the main findings from the previous reports. It is 

recommended that data collection forms and technical assistance needs be reviewed to 
ensure that the project produces useful information to further refine services. Moreover, it 
is recommended that HCCC consider different options for post-release outcome variables. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Hamilton County Community Corrections (HCCC) provides custody, supervision, and 

programming to adult and juvenile offenders admitted from local courts as well as the Indiana 

Department of Correction (IDOC).  Participants in HCCC programming are typically convicted of 

low-level felonies (i.e., theft, habitual traffic violations, second-time DUI) or misdemeanors (i.e., 

first-time DUI, possession of drugs).  HCCC currently consists of five program components: adult 

residential, adult electronic monitoring, adult day reporting, adult pretrial services, and juvenile 

electronic monitoring. 

This evaluation is the tenth report of a continued joint effort between the HCCC and the 

University of Cincinnati (UC) Center for Criminal Justice Research. This collaboration started in 

2002 to assist with the implementation of evidence-based practices. A number of program 

evaluation reports have been produced over the years.  For instance, six of the previous nine reports 

have evaluated the Adult Residential Program (ARP), and two have evaluated the Electronic 

Monitoring Program (EMP) individually.  One of the previous nine reports evaluated both the ARP 

and the EMP together. The current sample examined in this report includes all program participants 

receiving services through the ARP from July 1, 2013 to June 30, 2017.   

For more than a decade, administrators from the HCCC have used the information from 

these evaluation reports to assist in modifying their program to be consistent with evidence-based 

practices (see Smith & Labrecque, 2012; Smith, Labrecque, & Thompson, 2012; Spiropoulos & 

Van Voorhis, 2004; 2006; Smith & Myer, 2009; Smith, Myer & Ndrecka, 2008; Smith, Myer, & 

Thompson, 2010; Van Voorhis & Spiropoulos, 2003). This commitment to effective service 

delivery is most impressive. Consistent with previous evaluations, the current report seeks to 

provide HCCC with information regarding its delivery of services and their effect on its program 
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participants.  In order to do so, this report is divided into six sections. The first section provides a 

description of the HCCC programs. Within this section, a discussion is provided on the treatment 

services offered by HCCC. The second section of this report is the method and describes the data 

collection procedures, a description of the sample and variables, and the research design. The 

process evaluation encompasses the third section of this report. The process evaluation describes 

the service delivery model, the characteristics of program participants, and the nature and quality 

of the services the participants received. The fourth section reports the findings from the outcome 

evaluation by describing the program’s impact on its participants and detailing program participant 

outcomes (e.g., recidivism and employment rates). This section also evaluates pretest and posttest 

changes in offender risk scores and other program participant assessments. It should be noted that 

comparisons have been made between the current sample and the results from the previous samples 

when applicable.  The fifth section offers a discussion of the findings, and the sixth section 

provides recommendations based on findings from this report. 

DESCRIPTION OF ADULT RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM 

The Hamilton County Community Corrections (HCCC) Adult Residential Program (ARP), 

formally known as the Adult Work Release Program (AWR), was established in April of 1991.  

The ARP began as a residential unit with 8 beds in the county jail, and was expanded to include 

75 beds after it received additional funding from the Indiana Department of Corrections (IDOC) 

and the Hamilton County Council. In July of 2009, HCCC moved to a new facility where it remains 

today. The new facility has the capacity to serve in excess of 350 residential and nonresidential 

participants. The majority of the ARP participants are men and women who have been convicted 

of non-violent class C and D felonies. Participants are referred to HCCC from local courts, 

probation, and the IDOC. Referrals are made through executed sentences, direct commitments 



 

 
 

12 

from court, split sentences, open placements, violations of community supervision, conditions of 

probation, and transitions from prison. 

All new participants are assessed with several standardized instruments at intake.  These 

instruments include: the Brief Jail Mental Health Screen (BJMHS), the Criminal Sentiments Scale 

(CSS; Shields & Simourd, 1991), the Culture Fair IQ test (Cattell & Cattell, 1973), and the Indiana 

Risk Assessment System-Community Supervision Tool (IRAS-CST). The results of these 

assessments are then used to make decisions about placement in HCCC programs.  Currently, 

HCCC offers programming to address anger management (Aggression Replacement Training), 

antisocial attitudes and values (Thinking for a Change), financial management, substance abuse 

(intensive outpatient and maintenance programs) and employment skills.  Participants also have 

access to in-house services for General Equivalency Diploma (GED) preparation, sex offender 

treatment, and Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) meetings. HCCC has adopted the cognitive-

behavioral model across all components of the program. Participants are also referred to a variety 

of external services as needed. Finally, the program seeks to emphasize offenders’ relationships 

and responsibilities to their families by providing opportunities for them to build stronger 

connections.   

Program participants who attend the financial management program and/or Aggression 

Replacement Training are administered pretest and posttest assessments, as well as participant 

evaluation forms. Furthermore, all program participants are assessed on intermediate outcomes 

and service delivery measures. All participants must also complete an evaluation form for the 

entire program quarterly, as well as a more specific evaluation at the completion of each treatment 

program. The IRAS-CST and the CSS are re-administered upon release to participants who 

successfully complete the program.  
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Eligible program participants are required to work in the community. Participants are 

monitored while off-site, and are meet with their Field Services Coordinator and Case Manager on 

a regular basis while in the program. Moreover, participants must submit to random monthly drug 

and alcohol testing. The average length of stay in the ARP is 182 days. 

Treatment Programming 

 The core treatment interventions offered at the HCCC include Thinking for a Change 

(T4C), Financial Management, Employment Skills and Practices, Aggression Replacement 

Training (ART), Phase 2 and Phase 3 Substance Abuse Treatment.  

Thinking for a Change.  The cognitive-behavioral program Thinking for a Change (Bush, 

Taymans, & Glick, 1998) is delivered on-site to participants by internal staff.  The curriculum was 

developed by the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) and has received favorable evaluation 

results in previous research evaluations (see Golden, 2002; Wingeard, 2008). Thinking for a 

Change is designed to target criminal attitudes and antisocial thinking. 

Financial Management.  This program has been modeled after the Making Your Money 

Work program from the Purdue University Cooperative Extension Service. It is designed to teach 

skills related to budgeting, financial goal setting, savings, debt management, and financial 

management. 

Employment Skills and Job Readiness Programs.  This program is designed to teach 

participants a variety of skills needed to be successful in the workplace. It also targets attitudes 

and values regarding employment. The two-day Job Readiness Program is provided to participants 

who are unable to participate in the full employment skills program. 

Aggression Replacement Training.  Aggression Replacement Training (ART; formerly, 

Washington Aggression Interruption Training [WAIT] before fiscal year 2014 to 2015) is a 
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cognitive-behavioral program seeking to teach participants new thoughts, attitudes and skills 

necessary to prevent aggressive behavior (relatedly, see Goldstein, Glick & Gibbs, 1998). The ART 

curriculum is comprised of three components: teaching of skills, anger control training, and moral 

reasoning. Offenders are taught pro-social skills and behaviors to replace aggressive behaviors 

(e.g., negotiating skills, responding to an accusation). The anger control training component seeks 

to enhance offenders’ skills for self-control in high risk situations. Based on Kohlberg’s (1976) 

Moral Stages, the moral reasoning training component attempts to develop feelings of empathy, 

support, and respect for others in program participants. 

Phase 2 Substance Abuse Program. The Phase 2 Program is an intensive outpatient (IOP) 

substance abuse program that meets twice a week for 12 weeks. The curriculum is designed to 

educate and motivate participants to understand their substance abuse patterns. The primary goal 

of the program is to provide participants with information about the physical, emotional, social, 

and legal consequences of drug and/or alcohol use. 

Phase 3 Substance Abuse Program.  The Phase 3 Program is a maintenance substance 

abuse program that is designed to motivate participants to stay on track and to build a life without 

drugs and alcohol. The Phase 3 Program meets once a week for 12 weeks. The program includes 

components of developing coping skills, communicating effectively, managing anger, and making 

life goals. 

The UC research team collected data on referral, attendance, participant evaluation, and 

pretest and posttest measures for these core program components.  Data were also collected on 

referrals to a variety of treatment services by external service providers and external agencies.  

These included GED classes, mental health counseling, other substance abuse treatment programs, 

individual and/or group counseling, and sex offender treatment/assessment.   
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METHOD 

Research Design 

 University of Cincinnati researchers employ pretest-posttest analyses as well as a repeated 

measures design to evaluate the effects of the treatments/services offered by HCCC and its external 

service providers. All participants are assessed with the Indiana Risk Assessment System-

Community Supervision Tool (IRAS-CST) and the Criminal Sentiment Scale (CSS) upon 

admission and before discharge from the program.  Participants are assessed with the IRAS-CST 

in order to differentiate between offenders based on their risk for future offending.  Participants 

are assessed with the CSS in order to measure their level of antisocial beliefs, feelings, and 

attitudes.  For a full description of the assessment instruments and measures see Appendix A.  

A pretest-posttest design allows for a comparison between intake and discharge scores to 

determine the impact of the treatment received. A repeated measures design allows for a 

comparison of measures from the current process and outcome evaluation to previous process and 

outcome evaluations.  Sample demographics, attendance rates, completion rates, and intermediate 

outcome figures are compared across the current and the previous sample. Repeated measures 

analysis is designed to evaluate changes in participant characteristics and programming outcomes 

that have occurred since the collaboration began between HCCC and UC in 2009. 

Sample 

The sample for the evaluation was comprised of all men and women who received services 

in the ARP between July 1, 2013 and June 30, 2017.  Data collection for outcome measures on 

program participants admitted during this time frame ended on June 30, 2017. The current 

evaluation includes intake information for 970 ARP participants. These samples are further 

disaggregated into participants serving community sanctions (n = 795) and participants who have 
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been released from prison (n = 175). In addition, discharge and intermediate outcome data are 

provided for 839 participants.   

Data Collection Procedures 

To ensure that all information was obtained for each of the program participants, the data 

collection process required ongoing communication and cooperation between the UC research 

team and HCCC staff.  Data for the report were sent to the University of Cincinnati from HCCC, 

and upon receipt, data were entered into a secure database.  If any information was missing, a UC 

researcher contacted the HCCC Team Leader to obtain the missing data.   

University of Cincinnati researchers obtained both intake and discharge data on program 

participants. Intake data included the HCCC Intake forms, pretest IRAS-CST, pretest CSS, Culture 

Fair IQ test, and the Brief Jail Mental Health Screen (BJMHS). Discharge measures include the 

HCCC service delivery/discharge forms, posttest IRAS-CST, posttest CSS, as well as participants’ 

treatment referral, attendance, and program completion information. It should be noted that 

discharge measures were not available on all participants as some individuals had not yet 

completed the program by June 30, 2017.  

Participant evaluation forms were obtained from the program participants who participated 

in the Thinking for a Change, Financial Management, Employment Skills Program, ART, as well 

as the Phase 2 and Phase 3 Substance Abuse Treatment Programs. In addition, data were collected 

on referrals to a variety of treatment services by external service providers and external agencies 

that conducted treatment at the HCCC facility, including GED classes, mental health counseling, 

substance abuse treatment, individual and/or group counseling, aggression interruption training, 

and sex offender treatment/assessment. Lastly, overall program evaluation forms were also 

collected and analyzed.  
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Measures 

Participant Characteristics.  Descriptive characteristics of program participants were 

collected, which include participants’ gender, race, age, marital status, education, IQ, employment 

at intake, nature of the convicted offense, type of court order, and time to be served in the program.  

Furthermore, intake data for the IRAS-CST and CSS were collected.  

Participant Outcomes.  Outcome data includes program completion, reasons for 

unsuccessful completions, educational attainment while in the program, reward level achieved, 

employment information, illegal drug use, new offenses while in the program, and data on 

administrative hearings.   

Program Characteristics.  Descriptive data are provided regarding the distribution of 

referrals of program participants to core and additional treatment modules, participation rates, and 

completion rates. This information offers a comprehensive description of service delivery efforts.	

RESULTS 

Process Evaluation 

 The process evaluation provides information on the characteristics of the participants and 

their attendance in treatment programs throughout the fiscal years 2013-2014, 2014-2015, 2015-

2016, and 2016-2017. These data were obtained from the intake form, the initial IRAS-CST, 

Culture Fair IQ test (Cattell & Cattell, 1973), and the Criminal Sentiments Scale (CSS).  Moreover, 

this section also provides an evaluation of the program participant evaluations of the core programs 

(Thinking for a Change, Financial Management, Employment Skills, ART, Phase and Phase 3).  

The participant evaluation forms were designed by the University of Cincinnati to assess program 

participant satisfaction with staff (i.e., living unit coordinators, field services coordinators, case 

managers, and service providers), as well as determine program participant perceptions of the 
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effectiveness of their program (e.g., will they apply what they learned in class, were class exercises 

helpful, etc.).  In this section, the characteristics of the entire sample are reported. 

 Table 1 indicates the number of participants admitted to the HCCC by sentence type.  There 

were 970 admissions to the ARP between July 1, 2013 and June 30, 2017. The majority of 

participants were admitted from executed sentences (43%), followed by probation violations 

(29%) and split sentences (14%). The sample is comprised of 795 participants (or 82% of the total 

sample) that are classified to be in the community sentence sample, and 175 participants (or 18% 

of the total sample) that are classified to be in the post-prison sample. Where appropriate 

throughout this report, comparisons will be made between the total sample, community sample, 

and prison sample. 

Table 1.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Admissions to the Adult Residential Program by Sentence Type (N = 970) 
 
 
Sentence Type 

 
N 

 
% 

 
 
Executed sentence 

 
418 

 
43.0 

 
Condition of probation/parole 

 
  3 

 
0.3 

 
Probation violation 

 
280 

 
28.8 

 
Direct commitment 

 
  94 

 
9.7 

 
Split sentence 

 
  139 

 
  14.3 

 
Community transition 
 

 
  23 

 
  2.4 

Sentence modification 13 1.3 
   

Note: The percentages do not total 100 due to rounding. 
 

Table 2 presents a comparison of the ARP subsamples across fiscal report years.  Note that 

there has been a fairly consistent decrease in the percent of prison referrals over the years of the 



 

 
 

19 

reports. Specifically, since the previous report (2012-2013), less than a quarter of program 

participants have come into the program as prison referrals. 

Table 2. 
Comparison of Community Sentence and Prison Release Admissions Across Report Years 
 
 
Fiscal Report Year(s) 

 
% Community Sentence 

 
 % Prison Releases 

 
 
2009-2010 

 
69.8 

 
30.2 

 
2011-2012 

 
61.3 

 
38.7 

 
2012-2013 

 
72.8 

 
27.2 

 
2013-2014 

 
73.3 

 
26.8 

 
2014-2015 

 
81.0 

 
19.0 

 
2015-2016 

 
80.2 

 
19.8 

 
2016-2017 

 
87.7 

 
12.3 

   
 

Table 3 describes the demographic characteristics of the participants.  The majority of the 

program participants in the total sample were male (79%) and white (76%).  The average age of 

the participants is approximately 32 years old.  The majority of the participants (82%) had at least 

a high school diploma or GED, and a relatively small percentage (13%) were married at admission. 

More than half of the total sample (60%) was not employed at the time of admission.  The most 

frequent occupations of those that were employed at admission included laborer (17%) and service 

worker (14%). Table 3 also describes and compares the participant demographic characteristics by 

sentence type. There were three significant differences found between the community sentence 

and prison release samples: the prison sample was significantly more likely to be male (χ2 = 10.89, 

df = 1, p < .05), the community sample was significantly more likely to be white (χ2 = 10.26, df = 
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1, p < .05), and the average age of the prison sample was significantly older than the community 

sample (t = -2.16, p < .05). 

Table 3. 
Demographic Characteristics of Program Participants by Sentence Type 
 
 
 

Total 
Sample 

(N = 970) 

Community 
Sentences 
(N = 795) 

Prison 
Releases 
(N = 175) 

 
Characteristic 

 
N 

 
% 

 
N 

 
% 

 
N 

 
% 

       
Male*  764 78.8 610 76.7 154 88.0 
        
White*  752 77.5 632 79.5 120 68.6 
       
Married 129 13.3   109 13.7   20 11.4 
       
Mean age (SD)* 32.2   (9.4)      31.9   (9.2)    33.6   (10.1) 
       
Education       
     Less than high school   176 18.1   138 17.4 38 21.7 
     High school/GED 496 51.1 402 50.6      94 53.7 
     More than high school   298 30.7   255 32.0      43 24.6 
       
Employed at admission       
     Employed 374 38.6   339 42.6 35 20.0 
     Not employed 580 59.8   441 55.5 139 79.4 
     Student / Retired / Disabled     16   1.6     15   1.9   1 0.6 
       
Occupation       
     No occupation 495 51.0   382 48.1 113 64.6 
     Professional   73   7.5     72   9.1   1  0.6 
     Managerial or administrative     23   2.4     22   2.8   1   0.6 
     Sales     34   3.5     27   3.4   7   4.0 
     Clerical     16   1.6     13   1.6   3   1.7 
     Craftsman     16   1.6     14   1.8   2   1.1 
     Transportation     8   0.8     8   1.0   0   0 
     Laborer   165 17.0   136 17.1 29 16.6 

Farmer 2 0.2 2 0.3 0 0 
Student 2 0.2 2 0.3 0 0 

     Service worker 
 

  136 14.0   117 14.7   19 10.9 

Note: The percentages do not total 100 due to rounding. 
* p < .05. 
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Information on the current offense, as well as criminal history for participants is reported 

in Table 4.  Approximately 87% of participants were referred on a non-violent offense.  Similar to 

the previous reports, the most common instant offenses for ARP participants included drug 

offenses and/or driving while under the influence of alcohol, accounting for 24% and 20% of 

referrals, respectively. The number of individuals who tested positive on their baseline drug screen 

when admitted to the ARP was 21%. Table 4 further indicates although approximately two-thirds 

of the total sample (66%) has had at least one prior felony conviction; most participants (52%) had 

not previously served a prior prison sentence. Finally, the median days to be served was 

approximately 182 days.  Most offenders (39%) had between 181 and 365 days to be served, while 

14% had less than 90 days to be served. Furthermore, 32% had between 91 and 180 days to be 

served, and 15% had more than a year to serve. 

Table 4 also describes and compares the participant criminal history information by 

sentence type.  There are four significant differences found between the community sentence and 

prison release samples. First, the prison release participants (21%) are more likely than the 

community sentence participants (10%) to be referred to the program on a violent offense (χ2 = 

15.16, df = 1, p < .05). Second, the prison release participants (76%) are more likely than the 

community sentence participants (64%) to have at least one prior felony conviction (χ2 = 9.99, df 

= 1, p < .05). Third, the prison release participants (83%) are more likely than the community 

sentence participants (41%) to have served a prior prison term (χ2 = 104.6, df = 1, p < .05).  Fourth, 

the community sentence participants (24%) are significantly more likely than the prison release 

participants (7%) to test positive at the baseline drug screen test (χ2 = 22.5, df = 1, p < .05). 
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Table 4. 
Criminal History Information of Program Participants by Sentence Type 
 
 
 

Total 
Sample 

(N = 970) 

Community 
Sentences 
(N = 795) 

Prison 
Releases 
(N = 175) 

 
Characteristic 

 
N 

 
% 

 
N 

 
% 

 
N 

 
% 

 
Nature of convicted offense 

      

     Battery     38   3.9 30   3.8     8   4.6 
     Burglary/residential entry   70   7.2   38   4.8     32 18.3 
     Conversion/theft/fraud   175 17.9   156 19.6     19   10.9 
     Driving under the influence   199 20.4 178 22.4   21 12.0 
     Drug offense  232 23.8   198 24.9   34 19.4 
     Forgery/check deception     39   4.0     28   3.5     11   6.3 
     Identity deception     6   0.6     5   0.6 1   0.6 
     Intimidation     10   1.0 8   1.0 2   1.1 
     Illegal fire arm possession     14   1.4 6   0.8 8   4.6 
     Robbery   26   2.7     17   2.1     9 5.1 
     Sex offense   32   3.3   25   3.1 7   4.0 
     Traffic violation   59   6.4   51 6.4    8   4.6 
     Other   70   7.4     55   6.9     15   8.5 
       
Violent current offense 120 12.4   83 10.4   37 21.1 
       
One or more prior felony 
convictions*  

 
638 

 
65.8 

 
  505 

 
63.5 

 
  133 

 
76.0 

       
One or more prior prison term*   470 48.5   324 40.8   146 83.4 
       
Positive baseline drug screen*   208 21.4   194 24.4     14   7.2 
       
Days to be served*        
     0-90   137 14.1   106 13.3 31 17.7 
     91-180   309 31.9   281 35.3   28 16.0 
     181-365   377 38.9   300 38.0   77 44.0 
     366+   147 15.2   108 13.6     39 22.3 
       
Median days to be served (IQR) 182 (186) 181 (149) 183 (227) 
        

Note: The percentages do not total 100 due to rounding. 
* p < .05.  

 Information on the admission assessments of the participants is found in Table 5.  About 

three-quarters of participants had an IQ between 86 and 114, which is in the normal range, and the 
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average IQ across the sample was 105.  Administration of the CSS at admission revealed that 46% 

of the sample scored as exhibiting pro-social sentiments (i.e., higher scores), with 29% exhibiting 

scores indicative of antisocial attitudes and values (i.e., lower scores).  Table 5 also displays 

information regarding the risk for recidivism at admission.  The majority of participants (72%) 

assessed with the IRAS-CST during admission scored low to moderate-risk to reoffend, with 28% 

scoring high or very-high risk.  

Table 5. 
Admission Assessment Information by Sentence Type  
 
 
 

Total 
Sample 

(N = 970) 

Community 
Sentences 
(N = 795) 

Prison 
Releases 
(N = 175) 

 
Scale 

 
N 

 
% 

 
N 

 
% 

 
N 

 
% 

 
IQa       

     Lower than average    51   5.3   43   5.4     8   4.6 
     Average  688 71.3 556 70.3   132 75.9 
     Higher than average   226 23.4   192 24.3   34 19.5 
     Mean IQ (SD)    104.8 (15.9)    105.2 (16.5) 102.8 (13.2) 
       
Pretest CSSb        
     Prosocial  442 45.6   359 45.2  83 47.4 
     Moderate  247   25.5 207   26.0   40 22.9 
     Antisocial    281 29.0   229 28.8   52 29.7 
     Mean CSS score (SD)      59.6 (20.1)     59.5 (20.1)      59.8 (20.3) 
       
Pretest IRAS-CST       
     Low   288 29.7   256 32.2   32 18.3 
     Moderate 406 41.9   326 41.0   80 45.7 
     High   240 24.7   188 23.6   52 29.7 
     Very high   36   3.7    25   3.2     11   6.3 
     Mean IRAS-CST (SD)*      18.2   (6.8)      17.7   (6.7)      20.4   (6.6) 
       

Note: The percentages do not total 100 due to rounding. 
a n = 965. b n = 888. 

 Table 5 also describes and compares the participant admission assessment information by 

sentence type.  There was one significant difference between the mean scores of the admission 
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assessments between the community sentence and prison release samples; the prison release 

sample was scored with a higher risk to reoffend compared to the community sentence sample. 

 Table 6 presents a breakdown of the risk/needs domains of the IRAS-CST assessment for 

the sample.  Participants were counted as demonstrating need in an area if they exhibited 50% or 

more of the score in a domain.  According to the IRAS-CST, a couple criminogenic need areas 

were found to be more problematic for the total sample.  The highest need domain was education, 

employment, and finances (45%) and substance abuse (38%). 

  Table 6 also describes and compares the participant admission assessment high risk/needs 

domains for participants by sentence type. There are three significant differences found between 

the community sentence and prison release participants. First, the prison release participants (68%) 

were significantly more likely than community sentence participants (40%) to be high risk in the 

domain of education, employment, and financial situation (χ2 = 46.1, df = 1, p < .001). Second, the 

prison release participants (12%) were significantly more likely than the community sentence 

participants (6%) to be high risk in the domain of family and social support (χ2 = 9.06, df = 1, p < 

.01). Third, the community sentence participants (41%) were significantly more likely than the 

prison release participants (26%) to be high risk in the domain of substance abuse (χ2 = 12.6, df = 

1, p < .001). 
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Table 6. 
Admission Assessment High Risk/Needs Domains by Sentence Type  
 
 
 

Total 
Sample 

(N = 970) 

Community 
Sentences 
(N = 795) 

Prison 
Releases 
(N = 175) 

 
Domain 

 
N 

 
% 

 
N 

 
% 

 
N 

 
% 

         
IRAS-CST       
     Education, employment* 436 44.9 317 39.9 119 68.0 
     Family, social support* 67   6.9   46 5.7 21 12.0 
     Neighborhood problems   80   8.2   62   7.7   18 10.3 
     Substance abuse* 370 38.2 324 40.8 46 26.3 
     Peer associations    136 14.0   148 18.6 29 16.6 
     Criminal attitudes   72 7.4     56   7.0   16  9.1 
       

Note: The percentages do not total 100 due to rounding. 
* p < .05.  

Demographics, Intake Assessments, and Pretest Scores Across Report Years 

 Table 7 provides a comparison of demographics for the ARP across report years.  While 

there are some minor shifts in the age of participants over the years (i.e., there appears to be a small 

increase in the average age of ARP participants), the sample demographics appear to be relatively 

stable. Furthermore, the prevalence of violent offenders appears to have slightly decreased across 

report years. 
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Table 7. 
Comparison of Demographic Characteristics of the Total Sample Across Report Years 
 

 
 

Characteristic 

% in 
2011- 
2012 

% in 
2013- 
2014 

% in 
2014- 
2015 

% in 
2015- 
2016 

% in 
2016- 
2017 

      
Age      
     21 and younger 15.8 12.5 16.5 9.2 11.5 
     22 – 29 36.4 34.0 30.4 34.4 36.5 
     30 – 39 30.7 24.7 36.3 33.6 32.5 
     40 and older 17.1 18.8 16.9 22.8 19.4 

      
Violent offense 14.7 12.5 13.1 12.4 12.3 
      
Prior felony convictions 54.7 69.4 67.9 63.1 63.9 
      
Prior prison term 36.7 43.7 45.6 55.6 45.6 
      

Note: The percentages do not total 100 due to rounding. 
 
Service Delivery 

The HCCC service delivery model is analyzed in this report in four ways.  First, the number 

of program participants deemed eligible (i.e., projected referrals) to actual services provided to 

participants for the current report years is presented for the total sample.  Second, the ability of 

HCCC to match program participants to treatment program is examined.  This information is 

presented by examining the percentage of participants that met the program risk criteria, were 

referred to the program, attended and also met risk criteria, attended and did not meet risk criteria, 

and completed the program and met the risk criteria for each core program.  Third, a presentation 

of external treatment programs is presented.  Finally, participant satisfaction survey results for 

both the six core programs and the overall ARP are provided.   

Referrals and Services.  Table 8 presents the number of program participants deemed 

eligible by HCCC staff at admission to meet the requirements for a treatment program referral by 

program type. According to forms collected from intake, the cognitive skills program (Thinking 
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for a Change) and the Financial Management program received the highest number of referrals.  

Similar to previous reports, there are far fewer referrals made to sex offender treatment, GED 

training, and mental health treatment. Table 8 also includes the number of program participant 

referrals to treatment programming that were overridden by HCCC staff at admission. As the table 

clearly shows, overrides are a very infrequent occurrence during the admission period. 

Table 8. 
Participant Program Referrals by Treatment (N = 970) 

Program                   n 
  
Thinking for a Change program  
     Projected referral   778 
     Override referral   12    
  
Employment skills program   
     Projected referral   594 
     Override referral   4     
  
Financial management program   
     Projected referral   615 
     Override referral      3 
  
ART treatment program   
     Projected referral   347 
     Override referral       2 
  
Substance abuse evaluation ordered  794 
  
Substance abuse program   
     Projected referral   513 
     Override referral      16 
  
Referral to sex offender treatment    23 
     Override referral       0 
  
Referral to GED training    161 
     Override referral       3 
  
Referral to mental health evaluation    227 
     Override referral      1 
  



 

 
 

28 

 

Table 9 describes a variety of reasons why HCCC staff might not refer program participants 

to the core programs. The only two reasons given were that treatment has recently been completed 

and additional treatment was not possible.  

Table 9. 
Referral Overrides to Treatment Programs (N = 970) 

Program         n 
  
Thinking for a Change program overrides  
     Treatment has recently been completed 10 
     Additional treatment not possible 2 
  
Employment skills program overrides   
     Treatment has recently been completed 2 
     Additional treatment not possible  2 
      
Financial management program overrides   
     Treatment has recently been completed 3 
  
ART program overrides       
     Treatment has recently been completed 2 
  
Substance abuse program overrides  
     Treatment has recently been completed 7     
     Additional treatment not possible 9 
    
GED training override      
     Treatment has recently been completed 2 
     Additional treatment not possible 1   
      
Mental health evaluation override  
     Treatment has recently been completed 1   
  

 

Table 10 examines the program status of the ARP participants at discharge.  The number 

of participants who were referred to each program was determined from the intake form and the 

number of participants who attended, completed, and is still in the program was determined from 
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the discharge summary form.  Table 10 shows a similar trend to previous reports, which is that 

large portions of participants being referred to treatment programs are not attending them.  To 

demonstrate, 80% of participants were referred to the Thinking for a Change program, but only 

30% actually attended the class.  The Thinking for a Change program was the most utilized 

program with 30% of participants attending.  

Table 10 also reports the number of program participants who completed the indicated core 

program.  The percentage of participants who completed the program is derived from dividing the 

number of completing participants by the total number of participants who attended the specific 

program.  The table reveals that participant completion rates vary by treatment type and program 

type.  The treatment program with the highest completion rate at discharge was Financial 

Management (67%), followed by Thinking for a Change (60%), Phase 2 (57%), and ART (52%). 
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Table 10. 
Treatment Program Participation and Completion Rates by Treatment  

 
Program 

 
n 

 
% 

   
Thinking for a Change program   

     Referred 778 80.2 
     Attended program  285 29.7 
     Completed program  170 59.6 

   
Employment skills program    

     Referred 594 61.2 
     Attended program    23   2.4 
     Completed program      3 13.0 

   
Financial management program    

     Referred 615 63.4 
     Attended program  121 12.6 
     Completed program  81 66.9 

   
ART treatment program    

     Referred 347   35.8 
     Attended program   21   2.2 
     Completed program    11 52.4 

   
Substance abuse program   

Referred 513 52.9 
   
Phase 2 treatment program    

     Attended program  146   15.2 
     Completed program  83 56.8 
   
Phase 3 treatment program    

     Attended program  112   11.7 
     Completed program  50 44.6 

   
Note.  Referred percentages are based on the total number of admissions (N = 970). 
Attended percentages are based on the total number of discharges (N = 958). 
Completed program percentages are based on the number of participants attending the program. 

Table 11 examines the number of core programs that ARP participants attended and 

completed during the current report period.  The majority of participants who engaged in treatment 

services participated in one type of service, while a relatively small percentage engaged in multiple 
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service programs.  It should be noted, that at discharge, the majority of the ARP sample (70%) had 

not completed any treatment programs. 

Table 11. 
Frequency of Core Treatment Programs Attended and Completed 
 

 
Number of Programs Attended 

 
n 

 
% 

   
Number of core programs attended   
     Zero 478 50.2 
     One    305 32 
     Two   119   12.5 
     Three   43   4.5 
     Four 7 0.7 
   
Number of core programs completed   
     Zero 660 69.3 
     One    214 22.5 
     Two   57   6.0 
     Three     19   2.0 
     Four     2   0.2 
   

 

In Table 11, the percentages of program completers were limited to those that had done so 

by the time of their discharge.  However, it is not uncommon for a participant to remain in the 

treatment program despite being discharged from the ARP.  A good example would be that the 

participant was discharged from the HCCC program but remained on probation/parole and as part 

of his/her conditions of supervision and thus remains in the treatment program.  Therefore, Table 

12 includes all of the participants that completed the treatment program, regardless of discharge 

date.  In Table 12, the number of participants completing each program is determined from the 

attendance forms that are completed by the group facilitator.  The treatment program with the 

highest overall completion rate was ART (89%), followed by Financial Management (72%), Phase 

3 (68%), Thinking for a Change (66%), and Phase 2 (63%). 
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Table 12. 
Frequency and Percentage of Participants Completing Core Treatment Programs 
 
 

Program 
 

n 
 

% 
   
Thinking for a Change 330 66.4 
   
Financial management   118 72.4 
   
ART   33 89.2 
   
Phase 2 133 62.7 
   
Phase 3   106 67.5 
   

 

There were a variety of reasons why program participants did not complete the core 

programs that they attended.  These reasons, which were reported by the HCCC educator of the 

programs on the attendance forms, are listed in Table 13 for each of the core programs.  The most 

often cited reasons were for attendance issues, being sent to jail, or referred back to court. 
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Table 13. 
Reasons for Participant Failure to Complete Core Treatment Programs  
 
 
Reason 

 
n 

 

 
% 

 
 
Thinking for a Change program 

  

     Attendance 84 50.3 
     Referred back to court 26 15.6 
     Absconded   7   4.2 
     Released   19   11.4 

Sent to jail 27 16.2 
     No reason given   4   2.4 
   
Financial management program   
     Attendance 39 86.7 
     Referred back to court   1   2.2 
     Released   1   2.2 
     Sent to jail   4   8.9 
   
ART treatment program   
     Attendance   4 100.0 
   
Phase 2 treatment program   
     Attendance 29 36.7 
     Referred back to court 20 25.3 
     Absconded   4 5.0 
     Released   6   7.6 
     Sent to jail   20   25.3 
   
Phase 3 treatment program   
     Attendance 16 31.4 
     Referred back to court 11 21.6 
     Absconded   1   2.0 
     Released   9   17.6 

Sent to jail 14 27.5 
   

Note. Totals of percentages are not 100 for every characteristic because of rounding. 
 

Table 14 presents the external treatment program and provider information. There were 

537 participants with substance abuse evaluation orders.  The specific type of treatment ordered 

are listed in Table 14.  Please note that if two types of treatment were ordered, only the more severe 
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type was listed.  Similar to previous reports, the most common substance abuse treatment was 

intensive outpatient treatment followed by relapse prevention.  Also, similar to prior reports the 

most frequently cited substance abuse provider was Aspire. 

Table 14. 
External Treatment Program and Provider Information  
 

 
Program/Provider 

 
n 

 
% 
 

   
Substance abuse   
     Evaluation ordered 537 55.6 
   
Type of treatment ordered   
     IOP 361 67.2 
     Relapse prevention 75 14.0 
     Education  9  1.7 

Early intervention 6 1.1 
     Dual diagnosis 9 1.7 
     Individual counseling 10   1.9 
     Prime for life 3   0.6 
     Sober living 29   5.4 
     12 step/AA/NA 7   1.3 
     Other 18     3.3 

Not specified 10  1.9 
   
Provider   
     Aspire   271 50.7 
     Proactive     34  9.6 
     Serenity          10   1.9 
     Fairbanks     12   2.2 
     HCCC   181 33.8 
     Other     27   5.0 
   

Note. Totals of percentages are not 100 for every characteristic because of rounding. 

Matching Program Participants to Services and Programs.  As previously mentioned, 

fewer program participants actually attended the core programs relative to those who were deemed 

eligible to attend.  Therefore, analyses were conducted to determine the extent to which 

participants who were assessed as needing treatment actually attended and completed the 
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appropriate program(s).  Adequate matching of program participants to programs means that 

HCCC participants were referred to (and attended) programs appropriate for their needs as 

identified through the intake assessment protocol. 

Table 15 assesses the ARP programs ability to appropriately match participants to 

treatment services.  It is important to emphasize that these tables only portray the assessment-

program participant match as suggested by the IRAS-CST.  Recall that HCCC considers other 

program participant characteristics for referral to each of the four core programs (see Appendix 

B).  As such, the program participant selection criteria used here were as follows: 

• Risk category.  The risk principle (Bonta & Andrews, 2016) maintains that moderate 
and high risk offenders should be assigned to programs.  Any program participant who 
scored in the moderate to high-risk range was assigned to this category.  Placement in 
this category included any participant who scored moderate or high risk on the IRAS-
CST (scores of 15 or higher for males and scores of 14 or higher for females) on their 
admission risk/needs assessment.   

 
• Thinking for a Change. The Thinking for a Change program is assigned on the basis of 

IRAS-CST total score and Criminal Attitudes subscale domain score.  Placement in this 
category included any participant who scored moderate or high risk on the IRAS-CST 
(scores of 15 or higher for males and scores of 14 or higher for females) and had 50% 
or more of the indicators in the IRAS-CST domain of Criminal Attitudes.  

 
• Employment skills. The Employment Skills program is assigned on the basis of the 

IRAS-CST total score and Education, Employment, and Financial Situation subscale 
domain score.  Placement in this category included any participant who scored 
moderate or high risk on the IRAS-CST (scores of 15 or higher for males and scores of 
14 or higher for females) and had 50% or more of the indicators in the IRAS-CST 
domain of Education, Employment, and Financial Situation. 

 
• Financial management. The Financial Management program is assigned on the basis 

of the IRAS-CST total score and Education, Employment, and Financial Situation 
subscale domain score.  Placement in this category included any participant who scored 
moderate or high risk on the IRAS-CST (scores of 15 or higher for males and scores of 
14 or higher for females) and had 50% or more of the indicators in the IRAS-CST 
domain of Education, Employment, and Financial Situation. 

 
• Aggression Replacement Training.  The Aggression Replacement Training programs 

were assigned on the basis of IRAS-CST total score and Criminal Attitudes subscale 
domain score.  Placement in this category included any participant who scored 
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moderate or high risk on the IRAS-CST (scores of 15 or higher for males and scores of 
14 or higher for females) and had 50% or more of the indicators in the IRAS-CST 
domain of Criminal Attitudes. 

 
In Table 15, the first column indicates the percentage of program participants determined 

by HCCC staff at intake to need a referral to the indicated program.  This percentage is calculated 

by dividing the number of participants “referred” to the program in the admissions form by all 

ARP participants (N = 970). The second column shows the percentage of participants who met 

program eligibility risk/needs criteria.  This percentage is calculated by dividing the number of 

participants who had met program eligibility criteria (i.e., “met criteria) based on the admission 

risk/needs assessment information described above by all ARP participants (N = 970). The third 

column, entitled “met criteria & assigned,” indicates the percentage of program participants who 

met the risk criteria and were assigned to participant in the four core programs.  This percentage 

is calculated by dividing the number of participants who had met program eligibility and were 

assigned by the total number of participants who had met program eligibility within each program.  

The fourth column, entitled “participated & met criteria,” indicates the percentage of 

program participants who were assigned to participate in each respective program that had met the 

program risk eligibility criteria.  This percentage is calculated by dividing the number of 

participants who had met program eligibility criteria and were assigned by the total number of 

participants who were assigned to each program. The fifth column, entitled “met criteria, 

participated, & completed,” indicates the percentage of program participants who met the program 

participant selection criteria, were assigned to participate in programming, and completed the 

assigned program.  This percentage is calculated by dividing the number of participants who met 

the program eligibility criteria, were assigned to participate in the program, and had completed the 
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program at the time of discharge by the total number of participants who had met program 

eligibility criteria and were assigned to participate in programming.   

The final column, entitled “did not meet criteria, participated & completed,” indicates the 

percentage of program participants who did not fit the program participant selection criteria but 

managed to participate in and complete one of the four core programs anyway. This percentage is 

calculated by dividing the number of participants who did not meet program eligibility criteria and 

successfully completed the program by the total number of participants who did not meet program 

eligibility criteria and participated in programming. 

According to Table 15, nearly 72% of the sample met the need criteria described above.  

Further, 13% of the participants were found to be in need of the Thinking for a Change and ART 

programs, while 56% were found to be in need of the Employment Skills and Financial 

Management programs (see column 2).  Table 15 shows that a great deal more participants were 

referred to treatment than were found to be appropriate by the risk criteria (see column one).  Table 

15 also reveals that 41% of the participants who were rated as moderate- to high-risk to reoffend 

were assigned to at least one program.   

The results from the four individual programs show that of the participants meeting the 

individual program risk criteria described above, no more than 22% were assigned to attend the 

program (see column three).  The fourth column demonstrates that of all the participants who 

participated in core programming, 81% had met the eligibility criteria to participate. However, 

varying results are found when observing the individual programs. For instance, while greater than 

three-quarters of the participants in Employment Skills (86%) and Financial Management (77%) 

were found to meet the eligibility criteria to be in the programs, less than one-quarter of the 

participants in Thinking for a Change (11%) and ART (19%) had met such eligibility criteria. 
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When it comes to completing programs by discharge, 57% of participants who were rated 

as moderate- to high-risk to reoffend and participated in programming had successfully completed 

at least one program by discharge (see column 5).  For individual programs, the completion 

percentages for those who needed programming range from a low of 11% in the Employment Skills 

program to a high of 65% in the Financial Management program. The completion percentages for 

Thinking for a Change and ART were 48% and 33%, respectively.  Finally, the last column of 

Table 15 demonstrates that three-quarters (76%) of participants who were rated at low-risk to 

reoffend but had participated in at least one program had successfully completed programming by 

discharge.  It should be noted that this is a higher completion percentage than those who 

participated in programming and were rated as moderate- to high-risk to reoffend (57%). For the 

individual programs, the completion percentages for those who did not meet eligibility criteria 

were fairly comparable to those who had met eligibility criteria. Nonetheless, those who did not 

meet the eligibility criteria to participate in programming had a higher successful completion 

percentage in both Thinking for a Change (57% compared to 48%) and ART (54% compared to 

33%). 
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Table 15 
    
Integration of the Risk/Needs Assessment Information in Programming Decisions  

 
 
 

Scale 

 
 
 

Referred 

 
 
 

Met criteria 

 
 

Met criteria & 
assigned 

 
 

Participated 
& met criteria 

 
Met criteria, 

participated & 
completed 

Did not meet 
criteria, 

participated & 
completed 

       
 % (n/N) % (n/N) % (n/N) % (n/N) % (n/N) % (n/N) 
       
Risk 90.3 (876/970) 71.6 (695/970) 40.6 (247/608) 81.0 (247/305)    56.7 (140/247)    75.9 (44/58) 
       
Thinking for a Change 79.0 (766/970) 13.4 (130/970) 22.1 (27/122) 11.3 (27/238)    48.1 (13/27)    56.9 (120/211) 

       
Employment skills 60.8 (590/970) 55.7 (540/970)   3.3 (18/533) 85.7 (18/21)    11.1 (2/18)      0.0 (0/3) 

       
Financial management 63.1 (612/970) 55.7 (540/970) 15.4 (82/533) 77.4 (82/106)    64.6 (53/82)    62.5 (15/24) 

       
ART 35.6 (345/970) 13.4 (130/970)   2.5 (3/16) 18.8 (3/16)    33.3 (1/3)    53.8 (7/13) 
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It should be noted that HCCC uses additional criteria (i.e., offense type, behavior in 

program, case manager and/or field service coordinator discretion) beyond the risk/needs 

assessment information from the IRAS-CST to determine program eligibility. These differences 

might help to explain why the higher risk participants were not assigned to the HCCC core 

treatment programs. Furthermore, case managers and field service coordinators must use their 

judgment to determine which treatment areas to address for the participants they supervise. Since 

participants must pay fees in the ARP program, work is a priority for most participants, which 

takes away from the amount of time participants have to engage in treatment programs.   

Another potential reason that higher risk participants may not be engaging in the core 

treatment programming is that for some their length of commitment is not long enough to complete 

the program. Table 16 compares the amount of time to be served for the participants separated by 

risk/need criteria and treatment assignment. The first column includes the participants that attended 

a treatment program and were moderate to high-risk to reoffend. The second column includes 

participants that did not attend any treatment program and were moderate to high-risk to reoffend.  

The third column includes participants that attended a treatment program but were not moderate 

to high-risk to reoffend. Finally, the fourth column includes participants that did not attend a 

treatment program and were not moderate to high-risk to reoffend. 

According to Table 16, the higher risk participants were more likely to participate in 

treatment if they had longer sentences. Specifically, those attending treatment had an average of 

196 days to serve, while those in need of treatment who did not receive it had only 99 days to 

serve. The participants who did not need treatment but still participated also had longer sentences 

to serve (195 days) compared to the participants who did not need treatment and did not participate 

in programs or services (129 days).  
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Table 16.   
Comparison of Time Served Separated by Risk/Need Criteria and Treatment Assignment  
 
 Attended and 

needed 
Did not attend 

but needed 
Attended but 
did not need 

Did not attend 
and did not 

need 
         
Time in program n % n % N % n % 
         
< 50 days   12   4.9   87   24.1   3   5.2  22 12.7 
50-99 days   41   16.6 124 34.3   5 8.6 45 26.0 
100-149 days   46   18.6   84   23.3   12 20.7  38 22.0 
≥ 150 days 148 59.9 66 18.3 38 65.5 68 39.3 
         
Mean days (SD) 195.6 (195.6) 99.1 (68.3) 194.9 (130.6) 129.3 (74.7) 
         

Note. Totals of percentages are not 100 for every characteristic because of rounding. 

Given the findings of this study, it is reasonable to conclude that HCCC appears to adhere 

to the risk principle in assigning participants to treatment. About half of the participants in the 

ARP program that met the eligibility criteria actually attended a core treatment program.  The 

discrepancies in which participants should be assigned to treatment seem to be explained partially 

by sentence length and other factors (i.e., court order, offense type, behavior in program, case 

manager and/or field service coordinator discretion). 

Participant Satisfaction Surveys.  Results of participant evaluations of core treatment 

programming are presented in Appendix C through Appendix H on an item-by-item basis.  The 

original responses to these items were indicated on 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1” strongly 

agree to “5” strongly disagree, with a score of “3” indicating no opinion.  The appendices report 

the mean score for each item.  It should be noted that some items are reverse coded and 

appropriately labeled to reflect this in the table.  Moreover, all items are reported so that the higher 

the mean score, the more positive the response.  These appendices suggest that program 

participants had a very positive experience in HCCC core treatment programming overall. In fact, 

there is not a single item with a mean score of less than three.  Table 17 further summarizes these 



 

 
 

42 

participant evaluations by providing one overall mean value of all of the evaluation items.  The 

mean values range from 4.3 (Thinking for a Change and Phase 2) to 4.4 (Phase 3, ART, and 

Financial Management). 

Table 17. 
Mean Participant Evaluation Scores for the Core Treatment Programs 
 
 
Program 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
   
Thinking for a Change programa  4.3 0.5 
   
Phase 2b 4.3 0.4 
   
Phase 3c 4.4 0.5 
   
ART programd  4.4 0.5 
   
Financial management programe  4.4 0.4 
   

Note. a n =172. b n = 69. c n = 52. d n = 10. e n = 85. 

Participants were also asked to complete quarterly evaluations of the HCCC program.  

Table 18 shows the results of this evaluation for all program participants who completed the 

evaluation. The reporting of the HCCC participant evaluation items was similar to the reporting of 

the core program’s participant evaluation items described above. The original responses to these 

items were indicated on 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1” strongly agree to “5” strongly 

disagree, with a score of “3” indicating no opinion.  Results from quarterly participant evaluations 

suggest strong satisfaction with the services provided by HCCC. The mean of all the items was 

4.2. In fact, no single item has a mean score of less than 3.3. 
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Table 18. 
Summary of HCCC Participant Program Evaluations (N = 760) 

 
Mean SD Item 

 
The living unit coordinators are helpful to me  4.2 0.8 

The field coordinators are helpful to me  4.2 0.9 

The case managers are helpful to me  4.5 0.7 

The living unit coordinators treat me with dignity and respect  4.1 0.9 

The field coordinators treat me with dignity and respect  4.4 0.8 

My case manager treats me with dignity and respect  4.7 0.6 

The staff seems to recognize and reward outstanding performance  3.8 1.1 

I feel that I can be honest with at least some staff… 4.2 0.9 

When I make mistakes, the staff show me how to improve  3.9 1.1 

Staff understand me  3.8 1.0 

The program allows me to maintain adequate communication with family  3.9 1.1 

Staff treat me fairly  4.2 0.9 

I feel confident that I can obtain employment once I am released  4.8 0.5 

I feel confident that I can keep a job upon my release  4.8 0.5 

Program rules and regulations are unreasonable  3.3 1.2 

I received the help I needed for my substance abuse problems  4.2 0.8 

I received the help I needed for my emotional problems  3.9 1.0 

I will be a better employee for having completed this program  4.0 1.1 

The programs I participated in will reduce my likelihood of committing an 
offense in the future  4.2 0.9 

My living area was adequate  3.8 1.1 

I felt safe while I was here  4.3 0.8 

 

Outcome Evaluation 

The purpose of the outcome evaluation is to inspect evidence of program participant 

success by the end of their time in HCCC.  Outcome measures for participants were collected prior 

to discharge from the program. These measures describe termination status (successful or 
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unsuccessful), educational attainments while in the program, employment status at discharge, 

reward level achieved while in the program, as well as drug use and new offenses while 

participants were enrolled in the program. These findings are descriptive in nature since no 

comparison group is included.  Pretest-posttest analysis of the standardized tests and comparison 

to findings from report years are also reported.  

Table 19 presents frequency and percentage distribution of intermediate outcome and 

service delivery measures for the sample.  A total of 839 (87% of those admitted during the current 

report period) program participants admitted to the ARP between July 1, 2013 and June 30, 2017 

were discharged in time for their outcomes to be reported in this report.  Of the 839 participants, 

523 (64%) were successfully discharged.  The most common reason for unsuccessful discharge 

from the program was for a positive urinalysis (35%), followed by a technical violation (32%) and 

failure to return (23%). Concerning employment, 90% of those discharged were employed at 

discharge. Further, 69% of the total sample was employed more than 90% of the time they were 

in the ARP.  These numbers suggest that HCCC continues to excel at placing participants into 

employment opportunities and maintaining employment for program participants.  However, 10% 

of the participants were fired from a job while in the program.   

Additionally, Table 19 presents information on the number and percentage of program 

participants for each reward level achieved while in the program. More than half of the participants 

(57%) had an administrative hearing and one-quarter of the participants (25%) were referred back 

to court.  Although 41% of participants had a positive drug test in the program, only 7% committed 

a new offense.   
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Table 19. 
Intermediate Outcomes of Program Participants by Sentence Type  
 
 
 

Total 
Sample 

(N = 839) 

Community 
Sentences 
(N = 685) 

Prison 
Releases 
(N = 154) 

 
Measure 

 
n 

 
% 

 
n 

 
% 

 
n 

 
% 

 
Successful termination 

 
  523 

 
64.3 

 
  438 

 
63.9 

 
85 

 
55.2 

       
Reason for unsuccessful termination       
     New arrest or conviction     34   10.0     25  10.2   8 11.6 
     Technical violation   107 31.6   68 27.8 28 40.6 
     Positive urinalysis   119 35.1   90 36.7   18 26.1 
     Failure to return  77   22.7     60 24.5  15 21.7 
     Sentencing stay 1  0.3   1 0.4 0.0 0.0 

Death 1 0.3   1 0.4 0.0 0.0 
       
Educational achievement       
     No change 740 88.2 605 88.3 135 87.6 
     Attending program   77   9.2 61 8.9  16   10.4 
     Completed program   22   2.6 19  2.8  3   2.0 
       
Employed at discharge       
     Employed at discharge 142 89.5 620 90.5 131 85.1 
     Remained employed 376 44.8   315 46.0 61 39.6 
     Employed ≥ 90% of the time 579 69.0   485 70.8 94 61.0 
     Fired from a job on ARP   86 10.3   66 9.6 20 13.0 
       
Reward Level Achieved        
     A     127   15.1     106   15.5   21   13.6 
     B  186 22.2   159 23.3  27 17.5 
     C   67 8.0   56 8.2 11   7.1 
     D   187 22.3   151 22.1 36 23.4 
     No reward received   272 32.4   213 31.0 59 38.3 
       
Guilty at administrative hearing  474 56.5   385 56.2 89 57.8 
       
Referral back to court    208 24.6   162 23.6 44 28.6 
       
Committed new offense     58   6.9     49   7.2  9   5.8 
       
Any positive drug test   345 41.1   294 42.9 51 33.1 
       

Note. Totals of percentages are not 100 for every characteristic because of rounding. 
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Table 20 presents the pretest and posttest CSS and IRAS-CST assessment scores for the 

ARP participants. This information is useful in determining whether or not the HCCC was 

successful in producing beneficial outcomes for the program participants. According to Table 20, 

the CSS scores of the participants as a whole increased slightly from pretest to posttest. However, 

when broken down by sentence types, it is observed that CSS scores slightly increased for the 

community sentence sample but decreased slightly for the prison release sample. However, none 

of these differences demonstrated statistically significant changes. When examining the mean 

pretest and posttest risk scores for the samples, there is a significant reduction in risk (p < .05) for 

all three groups. The mean pretest risk scores at pretest for the total sample was 17 and the average 

risk score at posttest was 14. These results suggest that participants were discharged from the 

program with a lower probability to reoffend compared to when they entered the program.   

Table 20. 
Pretest and Posttest CSS and IRAS-CST Scores by Sentence Type 
 

 
 

Total Sample Community Sentences Prison Releases 

 
Measure 

 
n 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
n 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
n 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
CSS total score 

    
 

     

     Pretest 517 62.3 19.2 430 61.6 19.4 84 65.5 17.6 
     Posttest  62.5 19.6 62.2 19.9 63.4 18.3 
          
IRAS-CST total score          
     Pretest 518 16.5* 6.4 431 16.0* 6.3 84 18.7* 6.2 
     Posttest 13.6* 5.9 13.2* 5.7 15.7* 6.2 
          

Note. * p < .05. 
 

Table 21 provides the frequency and percentage distribution of program duration for 

participants who did not complete the ARP successfully.  This table is provided in order to further 
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evaluate the participants who were unsuccessfully discharged from the program.  As demonstrated 

from this table, there is variation in the time non-successful program participants take to be 

discharged from the program, with most non-completers being discharged after serving at least 50 

days. 

Table 21. 
Program Duration for Program Non-Completers by Sentence Type (N = 317) 
 
 
 

Total 
Sample 

Community 
Sentences 

Prison 
Releases 

 
Scale 

 
n 

 
% 

 
n 

 
% 

 
n 

 
% 

 
Time in the program  

      

     < 50 days 86 27.1 74 30.0 12 17.4 
     50-99 days 99 31.2 76 30.8 23 33.3 
     100-149 days 65 20.5 54 21.5 11 15.9 
     ≥ 150 days 67 21.1 44 17.8 23 33.3 
       

Note. Total of percentages is not 100 because of rounding. 
 
Comparison of Intermediate and Service Delivery Measures Across Report Years 

 A comparison of the intermediate outcome and service delivery measures over time are 

presented in Table 22. A positive percentage change indicates there was an increase in the 

percentage reporting that particular measure from one time period to the next.2 Conversely, a 

negative percentage change indicates there was a decrease in the percentage reporting that 

particular measure from one time period to the next. A positive or negative percentage change can 

indicate benefit or detriment to the sample depending on the measure.   

Table 22 lists the percentage change of the intermediate outcome and service delivery 

indicators for the sample across the four fiscal years of this report period as well as the previous 

report.  As can be seen, the percentage of positive drug screens have been decreasing since fiscal 

                                                
2 Percent change is calculated using the equation [(% year b - % year a) / % year a].   
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year 2014 to 2015. Having less positive drug screens is a positive result. Stability in employment 

has varied across the years. Specifically, a higher percentage of participants remained employed 

compared to the previous year in fiscal year 2013 to 2014 and 2015 to 2016. However, in fiscal 

years 2012 to 2013, 2014 to 2015, and 2016 to 2017, fewer participants remained employed 

compared to the previous fiscal year. Increases in the participants being employed at least 90% of 

their time in the program occurred in 2013 to 2014, 2014 to 2015, and 2015 to 2016. However, 

fiscal year 2016 to 2017 has seen decreases in this percentage. Recent trends have occurred that 

demonstrate fewer participants being successfully terminated from the program, fewer participants 

being employed at discharge, and more participants being fired from a job. It should be noted that 

these are all negative results. Lastly, while the percentage of participants committing a new offense 

increased in fiscal year 2014 to 2015 and 2015 to 2016, the results for 2016 to 2017 are 

encouraging by the fact that they are demonstrating a fairly large decrease in this percentage.  

Table 22. 
Percentage Change of Intermediate Outcomes Across Report Years for Total Sample  
 

 
 

Characteristic 

2012 to 
2013 

2013 to 
2014 

2014 to 
2015 

2015 to 
2016 

2016 to 
2017 

 
Positive drug screen 

 
+45.3 

 
+2.1 

 
+11.2 

 
-5.0 

 
-1.2 

 
Remained employed 

 
  -5.8 +17.9 

 
-36.0 

 
+0.2 

 
-38.2 

 
Employed 90% of the 
time 

 
-18.8 +24.5 

 
+8.1 

 
+13.7 

 
-12.9 

 
Successful termination 

 
-26.3 

 
+20.4 

 
+6.2 

 
-2.8 

 
-5.2 

 
Employed at discharge 

 
  -1.3 

 
+9.1 

 
-2.4 

 
+7.9 

 
-5.3 

 
Fired from job 

 
+34.7 

 
-55.3 

 
+35.6 

 
+40.0 

 
+11.6 

 
New offense 

 
-33.3 

 
-4.3 

 
+50.0 

 
+151.5 

 
-31.9 
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Table 23 compares the CSS and risk assessment pretest and posttest scores over time for 

the sample.  These year-to-year comparisons are presented as mean differences with statistical 

significance tests conducted to evaluate the magnitude of changes.  Note that an increase in CSS 

scores would indicate an improvement (i.e., more pro-social values), whereas a reduction in risk 

scores would indicate an improvement (i.e., less risk for reoffending). 

Table 23 indicates that the sample shows variation for changes in CSS scores over the years 

of the report as well as the last report. While most pretest and posttest differences are non-

significant, a significant increase in CSS scores (i.e., decreases in criminal sentiments) was 

observed in 2016. However, it should be noted that some of the years demonstrate small non-

significant decreases in CSS (i.e., increases in criminal sentiments). A possible reason for this 

result could be that most participants entering the ARP come into the program with pro-social 

values.  The other potential confounding variable is that the participants become more familiar 

with facilitators over time, and may be more honest on the posttest CSS compared to the pretest.  

Table 23 also shows there is stability in the small significant reductions in risk for recidivism over 

all time periods. 

Table 23. 
Pretest to Posttest Mean Difference Comparisons of the CSS and Participant Risk Assessment 
Scores Across Report Years  

 
 

Measure 
2012 to 

2013 
2013 to 

2014 
2014 to 

2015 
2015 to 

2016 
2016 to 

2017 
      
CSS mean difference -0.7 -2.4 0.0 -1.3 +3.6* 

      
Risk assessment mean 
difference 

-4.0* -2.9* -2.4* -2.8* -3.5* 

      
Note. Risk score differences were calculated using the IRAS-CST total scores. 
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DISCUSSION 

HCCC ensures that assessments are consistently administered to participants in order to 

identify their treatment needs, with appropriate use professional override to review referral 

decisions. The program maintains a solid commitment to evidence-based assessment practices, 

and continues to examine the instruments most likely to produce useful information on program 

participants. 

The results of this evaluation confirmed that, for the most part, there have been no major 

shifts in the demographic characteristics of the program participants admitted to HCCC. As in 

previous years, the majority of the sample was white and male with an average age around thirty 

years of age. Furthermore, most of the participants were either low (30%) or moderate risk (42%) 

to reoffend as measured by the IRAS-CST.  Most program participants were non-violent and did 

not have a previous felony or prison sentence. Furthermore, clients were most likely to have higher 

need levels in two domains: (1) education, employment, and finances; and (2) substance abuse.  

This is consistent with the fact that the most common instant offenses were drug offenses (24%) 

and driving under the influence (20%). HCCC is well positioned to serve this specific type of 

client, and therefore it appears that most of the referrals to the program are appropriate given their 

eligibility criteria. Furthermore, the analysis of outcome measures demonstrated that 63% of 

participants were successfully discharged from HCCC, and only a small percentage of participants 

committed a new offense while in the program (7%). HCCC continues to produce solid outcomes 

in the area of employment; analyses revealed that 90% of the participants were employed at 

discharge (versus 60% at intake).  

Approximately 41% of participants who met the eligibility criteria attended a core 

treatment program.  This trend has also been noted in previous reports, and is likely attributable to 
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sentence length and other factors (i.e., court order, offense type, behavior in program, case manager 

and/or field service coordinator discretion). However, these factors do not account for all of the 

differences, so the matching of participants and services remains an area for consideration. 

Finally, inspection of HCCC participant evaluations demonstrated that program 

participants had an overwhelmingly positive experience while in core treatment programs.  All 

items were scored very positively.  This is particularly noteworthy as this trend has been consistent 

over the years, and reflects the stability in program leadership. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section provides recommendations based on the overall findings of this report: 

• Many more participants appear to be eligible for treatment services than are able to 
participate in the available programs. HCCC should ensure that moderate to higher risk 
offenders (as identified through actuarial assessments) receive the services that are 
indicated. This is imperative if the ARP intends to produce an appreciable reduction in risk 
for recidivism. It should be noted that HCCC has already taken some measures to correct 
this issue. 

 
• HCCC should review treatment program eligibility criteria to ensure that it accurately 

reflects the proportion of participants that can be accommodated with available resources. 
This might help to close the gap between the number of participants referred to treatment 
and the number of participants who actually engage in programs.   

 
• A considerable number of participants are assessed as lower risk. Since lower risk 

participants are routinely admitted into the program, HCCC should take steps to create 
separate groups for lower risk versus higher risk participants and minimize contact between 
the two groups. 

 
• HCCC should consider different ways to adapt the menu of treatment options that are 

available to participants to ensure that it matches the demographics of their clientele as best 
as possible. For example, it might be possible to make some modifications to when and 
how services are offered. 

 
• The assessment used to evaluate antisocial attitudes (the Criminal Sentiments Scale, or 

CSS) should be replaced with another instrument that better suits the needs of HCCC. The 
CSS has been used since 2002, and has consistently produced non-significant increases in 
criminal sentiments from pretests to posttests across the report years. Some suggestions to 
replace this scale includes the Texas Christian University (TCU) Criminal Thinking Scales 
or the Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles (PICTS). 
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• Results from the satisfaction surveys continue to be exceptional.  This is likely a reflection 

of the dedication, hard work and professionalism of frontline staff members. HCCC is 
encouraged to continue to solicit offender feedback to monitor their services. However, it 
might be an appropriate time to consider alternative ways to elicit helpful (and perhaps 
more specific) feedback to continue to refine services. 

 
• HCCC should continue to monitor and improve program fidelity. This should include 

group observation, training in advanced CBT skills related to service delivery, and 
additional professional development opportunities for the Living Unit Coordinators, Field 
Service Coordinators, and Case Managers. 

 
• There continues to be stability in the main findings from the previous reports. It is 

recommended that data collection forms and technical assistance needs be reviewed to 
ensure that the project produces useful information to further refine services. Moreover, it 
is recommended that HCCC consider different options for post-release outcome variables. 
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APPENDIX A 

 Description of the Assessment Instruments and Measures 

The Indiana Risk Assessment System-Community Supervision Tool (IRAS-CST) is a risk 

assessment instrument that classifies male offenders according to four risk levels (low, moderate, 

high, and very high) and female offenders according to three risk levels (low, moderate, and high).  

The IRAS-CST also serves as a needs assessment, thereby screening for education, employment, 

and finances, family and social support, neighborhood problems, substance abuse, antisocial 

associations, and antisocial attitudes and behavioral problems.  These characteristics are called 

criminogenic needs, because they are needs associated with future offending.  IRAS-CST scores 

are obtained through semi-structured intake and pre-termination interviews with offenders.  HCCC 

staff administering the IRAS-CST were trained and certified according to the guidelines 

established by its publisher, the University of Cincinnati Corrections Institute.   

The Criminal Sentiments Scale (Shields & Simourd, 1991) is an assessment of antisocial 

beliefs, feelings, and attitudes.  CSS is a paper and pencil test containing 42 self-reported items.  

It contains several subscales, but the evaluation used only the total CSS score, where higher scores 

indicate prosocial attitudes.  The CSS is one of the most widely used measures of criminal attitudes 

in evaluation studies of offender populations. Its validity and reliability with adult offenders has 

been established through a series of studies (see Andrews, Wormith, & Kiessling, 1985; Roy & 

Wormith, 1985; Wormith, & Andrews, 1984; 1995). 

The Culture Fair Intelligence Test (Cattell & Cattell, 1973) is a non-reading intelligence 

test designed to minimize biases due to verbal skills, educational levels and cultural differences. 

The test contains 46 items, and is completed by offenders upon admission to work release. The 

test has been in use for some time. Psychometric test results are available in the manual (Cattell & 

Cattell, 1973) or from Edits, its publisher. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Hamilton County Community Corrections’ Education and Treatment Program Guidelines 
 
PROCEDURE:  

A plan of action shall be developed to address a moderate risk score in any domain of the Indiana 
Risk Assessment System: Community Supervision Tool (IRAS-CST).   

 
Job Readiness 
 
The following guidelines will be used when determining placement in Job Readiness.   

 
1. This program is for participants in the residential program. 
2. Program participants who are unemployed at admission. 
3. Program participants who have been terminated from employment during placement. 
4. Case manager and/or field services coordinator discretion.   

 
Employment Skills 
 
The following guidelines will be used when determining placement in Employment Skills. 
 

1. Program participants who score a 1 to question 2.4 on the Education, Employment and 
Financial domain of the IRAS-CST. 

2. Self-employed participants who are more than $210.00 in arrearage. 
3. Program participants who have been terminated from employment during electronic 

monitoring participation.  
4. By order of the Administrative Hearing Officer.  
5. By order of the sentencing court.  
6. Case manager and/or field services coordinator discretion.  
7. Residential program participants who have completed the Job Readiness program and are 

unemployed.   
 

Financial Management 
 
The following guidelines will be used when determining placement in Financial Management. 
 

1. Program participants who score 1 to question 2.6 on the IRAS-CST. 
2. Fee arrearage of more than $210.00 for residential work release participants and $140.00 

for electronic monitoring participants. 
3. Those program participants with prior Hamilton County Community Corrections fee 

balances.  
4. Those program participants who are ordered to pay child support.  
5. Those program participants who must pay restitution as part of their sentencing order.  
6. By order of the Administrative Hearing Officer.  
7. By order of the sentencing order.  
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8. Case manager and/or field services coordinator discretion.  
 

Thinking for a Change 
 
The following guidelines will be used when determining placement in Thinking for a Change.  
Participants on the community transition program will be exempt. 
 

1. Program participants who score a 15 or higher on the IRAS-CST. 
2. Program participants who score a 3 or higher in the Peer Associations domain of the 

IRAS-CST. 
3. Program participants who score a 3 or higher in the Criminal Attitudes and Behavior 

Patterns domains of the IRAS-CST. 
4. By order of the Administrative Hearing Officer.  
5. By order of the sentencing court.  
6. Case manager and/or field services coordinator discretion.  

 
Mental Health  
 
The following guidelines will be used when determining referral for mental health evaluation. 
 

1. All program participants scoring a yes to item 7 and/or item 8 and/or scoring yes to at 
least two of items 1 through 6 on the Brief Jail Mental Health Screen. 

2. All program participants who or are currently on psychotropic medication shall be 
required to receive a psychiatric evaluation and follow any recommendations of said 
evaluation. 

3. By order of the Administrative Hearing Officer.  
4. By order of the sentencing court.  
5. Case manager and/or field services coordinator discretion.  

 
Substance Abuse Evaluation 
 
The following guidelines will be used when determining referral for a substance abuse 
evaluation. 
 

1. All program participants who receive a score of 2 or more in the Substance Abuse 
domain of the IRAS-CST shall be required to obtain a substance abuse evaluation and 
complete any recommended treatment. 

2. All program participants who have attempted to complete a substance abuse program and 
failed, as well as those who have completed a substance abuse program and relapsed. 

3. By order of the Administrative Hearing Officer.  
4. By order of the sentencing court.  
5. Case manager and/or field services coordinator discretion. 

 
Washington Aggression Interruption Training/Aggression Replacement Training 
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The following guidelines will be used when determining placement in Washington Aggression 
Interruption Training. 
 

1. Any program participant who has a history of violent behavior in the last five years.  
2. Any program participant who has a total score of 22 or higher on the IRAS-CST. 
3. Any program participant who scores a 6 or higher on the Criminal Attitudes and 

Behavioral Patterns of the IRAS-CST. 
4. By order of the Administrative Hearing Officer.  
5. By order of the sentencing court.  
6. Case manager and/or field services coordinator discretion.  

 
G.E.D 
 
All program participants without a high school diploma or equivalent shall be required to 
participate in adult education or G.E.D classes. 

Sex Offender Treatment 
 
All program participants convicted of a crime of a sexual nature shall be required to complete an 
approved sex offender treatment program. 
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APPENDIX C 
 
Summary of T4C Program Participant Evaluations (N = 172)  

 
Mean SD Item 

 
My thoughts and feelings seem clearer to me now 3.9 1.1 

People arrived to class on time 3.8 0.9 

By using the skills I have learned, I know how to get out of a bad situation  4.0 0.9 

The other group members treated me with respect 4.6 0.8 

The skills and examples seemed pretty realistic 4.2 0.8 

The instructor treated me with respect 4.8 0.5 

Group members cooperated with the instructor 4.4 0.7 

The exercises were helpful 4.0 1.1 

The instructors seemed enthusiastic about teaching the class 4.7 0.6 

I could understand the activities and handouts in this class 4.5 0.8 

The instructor gave me suggestions for how to improve 4.5 0.7 

We practiced and role played parts of the lessons 4.6 0.6 

Sometimes group members were teased (reverse coded) 4.4 0.8 

We had good discussions 4.3 1.0 

Just a few people seemed to do all the talking (reverse coded)  3.6 1.2 

I felt the instructor understood where I was coming from 4.3 0.8 

Instructors used examples to help us understand the skills 4.4 0.7 

I participated in the class 4.5 0.8 

I felt comfortable stating my opinions in the class 4.5 0.8 

Most class members participated 4.3 0.7 

I had several chances to practice 4.3 0.8 

Most group members took the class seriously 4.0 0.9 

The instructor did a good job giving us examples 4.5 0.7 

The instructor told me I was doing a good job 4.4 0.8 

The classes met for the entire time period 4.2 0.7 
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APPENDIX D 
 

Summary of Financial Management Program Participant Evaluations (N = 85) 

 
Mean SD Item 

 
I am more aware of my behaviors regarding how I manage money 4.3 0.8 

This class was enjoyable 4.3 0.9 

The instructor treated me with respect 4.9 0.4 

The other participants treated me with respect 4.8 0.6 

The classes seemed relevant to me and my finances 4.3 1.1 

People arrived to class on time 4.4 0.7 

The activities will help me to be financially sound 4.5 0.7 

The instructor was enthusiastic about teaching the class 4.9 0.3 

The instructor seemed knowledgeable about the subject matter 4.9 0.4 

We had good discussions about money management issues 4.7 0.5 

The discussions helped me to learn new ways to manage my money 4.6 0.7 

Most people participated in the class 4.3 0.7 

The instructor used a variety of techniques to present the lessons 4.5 0.6 

I felt comfortable stating my opinion in class 4.7 0.6 

I think I participated a lot in these classes 4.2 0.8 

Most of the participants seemed to take the classes seriously 4.2 0.8 

I understood the lessons being taught 4.5 0.6 

I will be making different spending choices 4.5 0.7 

The classes were too easy (reverse coded) 3.1 0.9 

We practiced money management techniques in class 4.2 0.7 

The instructor sometimes told me I was doing a good job 4.0 0.9 

Some of the students were disruptive (reverse coded) 4.6 0.8 

Classes met for the entire class time period 4.5 0.7 
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APPENDIX E 
 

Summary of ART/WAIT Program Participant Evaluations (N = 10)  

 
Mean SD Item 

 
My thoughts and feelings seem clearer to me now 3.9 1.6 

People arrived to class on time 4.3 0.7 

By using the skills I have learned, I know how to get out of a bad situation  4.4 0.7 

The other group members treated me with respect 5.0 0.0 

The skills and examples seemed pretty realistic 4.6 0.7 

The instructor treated me with respect 5.0 0.0 

Group members cooperated with the instructor 4.5 1.0 

The exercises were helpful 4.3 0.8 

The instructors seemed enthusiastic about teaching the class 5.0 0.0 

I could understand the activities and handouts in this class 4.8 0.6 

The instructor gave me suggestions for how to improve 4.5 0.7 

We practiced and role played parts of the lessons 4.9 0.3 

Sometimes group members were teased (reverse coded) 4.8 0.4 

We had good discussions 4.6 1.0 

Just a few people seemed to do all the talking (reverse coded)  4.3 0.8 

I felt the instructor understood where I was coming from 4.3 1.3 

Instructors used examples to help us understand the skills 4.7 0.5 

I participated in the class 4.8 0.4 

I felt comfortable stating my opinions in the class 4.9 0.3 

Most class members participated 4.4 1.0 

I had several chances to practice 4.6 0.9 

Most group members took the class seriously 4.4 0.7 

The instructor did a good job giving us examples 4.7 0.5 

The instructor told me I was doing a good job 4.8 0.4 

The classes met for the entire time period 4.1 0.9 

I go through times when I can’t cope with difficult people (reverse coded) 3.4 1.5 
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APPENDIX F 
 

Summary of Phase 2 Program Participant Evaluations (N = 69) 

 
Mean SD Item 

 
My thoughts and feelings seem clearer to me now 4.0 0.9 

People arrived to class on time 4.0 0.8 

By using the skills I have learned, I know how to get out of a bad situation  4.2 0.6 

The other group members treated me with respect 4.7 0.6 

The skills and examples seemed pretty realistic 4.2 0.8 

The instructor treated me with respect 4.9 0.4 

Group members cooperated with the instructor 4.6 0.7 

The exercises were helpful 4.2 0.9 

The instructors seemed enthusiastic about teaching the class 4.7 0.6 

I could understand the activities and handouts in this class 4.7 0.6 

The instructor gave me suggestions for how to improve 4.5 0.7 

We practiced and role played parts of the lessons 3.9 1.1 

Sometimes group members were teased (reverse coded) 4.4 0.8 

We had good discussions 4.4 0.8 

Just a few people seemed to do all the talking (reverse coded)  3.6 1.2 

I felt the instructor understood where I was coming from 4.2 0.9 

Instructors used examples to help us understand the skills 4.4 0.9 

I participated in the class 4.5 0.7 

I felt comfortable stating my opinions in the class 4.5 0.8 

Most class members participated 4.2 0.6 

I had several chances to practice 4.1 0.8 

Most group members took the class seriously 4.1 0.8 

The instructor did a good job giving us examples 4.4 0.7 

The instructor told me I was doing a good job 4.1 0.9 

The classes met for the entire time period 4.7 0.6 
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APPENDIX G 
 

Summary of Phase 3 Program Participant Evaluations (N = 52) 

 
Mean SD Item 

 
My thoughts and feelings seem clearer to me now 4.1 1.0 

People arrived to class on time 4.2 0.9 

By using the skills I have learned, I know how to get out of a bad situation  4.3 0.8 

The other group members treated me with respect 4.9 0.4 

The skills and examples seemed pretty realistic 4.4 0.5 

The instructor treated me with respect 4.9 0.4 

Group members cooperated with the instructor 4.6 0.7 

The exercises were helpful 4.3 0.9 

The instructors seemed enthusiastic about teaching the class 4.7 0.7 

I could understand the activities and handouts in this class 4.7 0.6 

The instructor gave me suggestions for how to improve 4.4 0.7 

We practiced and role played parts of the lessons 3.7 1.4 

Sometimes group members were teased (reverse coded) 4.6 0.8 

We had good discussions 4.6 0.9 

Just a few people seemed to do all the talking (reverse coded)  3.5 1.4 

I felt the instructor understood where I was coming from 4.4 0.7 

Instructors used examples to help us understand the skills 4.3 0.8 

I participated in the class 4.3 1.1 

I felt comfortable stating my opinions in the class 4.5 1.0 

Most class members participated 4.4 0.6 

I had several chances to practice 4.3 0.6 

Most group members took the class seriously 4.3 0.8 

The instructor did a good job giving us examples 4.4 0.8 

The instructor told me I was doing a good job 4.3 0.8 

The classes met for the entire time period 4.4 1.0 

 


