
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT 
 

2005-01-0008 
 

February 5, 2009 
 
 

DOC COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS INSPECTION 
 
Inspector General David O. Thomas reports after an inspection for compliance with 
previous OIG recommendations as follows: 
 
 This report addresses a follow-up investigation of an Office of the Inspector 

General (OIG) report released originally on September 27, 2005. 

Community Corrections (“CC”) is a division of the Department of 

Corrections (DOC).  It started in 1980 as an alternative sentencing program.
  

Offenders are often placed on home detention or other less restrictive means than 

incarceration.  One of the purposes of CC is to place Indiana’s non-violent offenders 

in a situation where they may still earn income for themselves and their families, and 

receive appropriate monitoring and supervision without excessive cost to the state. 

CC Boards are constituted with various members of the local communities 

and implement the various programs, most often through an Executive Director and 

staff who manage the day to day operations of the home detention and other CC 

programs. 

The revenue to run the CC Board operations is generated mainly through fees 

paid by the offenders (project income) and state grant money. 
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Several recommendations were made in the September 27, 2005 OIG report.  

Each has been reviewed and inspected for compliance as demonstrated below. 

 

1 

The first recommendation was to develop a computer database to track the 

issues raised in the original report. 

In response, CC contends that “databases were created for all required reports 

to be tracked and logged when they are received by CC staff, therefore, establishing 

statistical data trends that may now be analyzed to drive programmatic utilization and 

further expansion.” 

A review of CC documentation in December of 2008 reveals this to be the 

case.  This is verified through Exhibits A-F, attached, showing this documentation. 

CC further contends that “[CC] is working with [DOC] Technical Services 

division to create a grants management system.  In addition, the IU Project [addressed 

in recommendation seven below] will be “participating in this process to ensure that 

[CC] is collecting adequate performance measures.” 

This is verified through Exhibit G, attached, revealing documentation of 

website development for these purposes. 
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 The second recommendation was that local CC Boards should immediately 

commit in writing to CC on forms provided by CC all projects intended to be 

implemented with surplus Project Income, the date on which each project was 

planned and initiated, and the amount estimated for the completion of the project. 

 In response, CC contends “[CC] provided mandatory training and strategic 
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planning to all CC counties.  All counties are required to turn in Strategic Plans to 

[CC] outlining the future direction of their current community criminal justice 

system… [T]his includes a requirement for counties to submit a plan for how they 

plan to utilize project income.  County annual budgets also are required to indicate 

funding sources including a breakdown of grant funds, project income, county 

general, and any other funding sources.” 

 A review of CC records reveals compliance.  Attached as Exhibits H and I are 

two local CC plans, namely for Cass-Pulaski Community Corrections and Shelby 

County Community Corrections. 

 Furthermore, several OIG staff members have personally witnessed verbal 

reactions to this recommendation due to CC’s dissemination of this recommendation 

to the various local CC boards and staff. 

 

3 

The third recommendation was that audits should commence immediately on 

all local CC accounts, with special scrutiny on the spending of Project Income. 

CC responds that: 

audits were completed and up to date by the end of 06 FY.  Some had not 
been completed for several years.  These audits turned up over 2 million 
dollars in funding lying in counties.  These funds were accounted for through 
the audits and returned to the state.  All CC counties are audited for the FY 
completed within the next FY since they were caught up.  Audits with non-
community corrections counties who received community transition dollars 
have also been completed and funding allocation procedures have been 
revised to allow for reimbursement for services provided.  Our fiscal division 
now tracks the percentage of utilization each month of the fiscal year for 
budgeted base grants funds and project income. 

 
This was verified through a review of documentation.  As one example, 

Exhibit J is an audit report reflecting a carryover determination of $26,201.87 and an 
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invoice for the return to the State of these monies in Exhibit K. 

 

4 

The fourth recommendation was that an inventory of all assets held by local 

CC Boards should be immediately compiled and made available for audit. 

CC responds that “each county is required to have an inventory of local 

assets.  The inventory of local assets is reviewed during the annual fiscal audit.” 

The OIG also did a random review and found that these inventories are being 

compiled by local CC’s.  See e.g. Exhibits L and M. 
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 The fifth recommendation was that CC should formulate a policy of specific 

controls on Project Income spending and distribute this written policy to the local CC 

Boards. 

 CC responds that its local CC Boards “are required to submit a plan to [CC] 

for the utilization of Project Income for balances over $100,000… [A]s budgets are 

being analyzed, new funding request [of state grant money] expectations include the 

county [project income] information and fee schedules.  Budgets are tracked to show 

percentages of allocations between grant funds versus user fee funds.” 

 This appears to have been implemented through the review of the tracking as 

addressed in Exhibits A-F, the written commitments obtained as in Exhibits H and I, 

and the auditing protocol as reflected in Exhibit J. 

 The OIG recognizes that the benefit of the local CC Board process is that the 

local units retain the flexibility to run their local programs in a manner that best fits 
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their needs.  The OIG’s concern is that project income is not being surplused 

unnecessarily or without written spending plans by the local CC Boards while 

simultaneously seeking state grant money through annual grant requests. 
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 The sixth recommendation was that local CC Boards should be reminded of 

the importance of timely filing all reports with CC, with appropriate sanctions for 

repeat violations.  

 CC responds that “once due dates for reports occur, reports are sent out to all 

counties showing which counties have and have not submitted the required reports.  

Timely submission of reports was [also] tied to the scoring of grant applications.” 

 This is verified through a review of the grant application process in Exhibit 

N, attached.  This grant application shows the awarding of future state grant monies 

to be determined in part by a review of a local CC’s history in its timely filing of 

reports (Exhibit L, at page 4). 

 This is further verified where CC also appears to be tracking the filing dates 

of these reports in Exhibit C for grant-approval reference. 
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 The seventh recommendation was that CC should formulate a simplified, 

workable formula to determine how funds are to be distributed to the various CC 

Boards, and after this formula is developed, it should be re-promulgated to replace 

210 IAC 2-1-3; a mechanism should be developed to insure that monthly reports of 

CC Board activities are submitted; and performance measures should be implemented 

by the local CC Boards in order to measure their progress and programmatic success. 
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 In response, CC provided documentation that these issues have been 

addressed through the formation of a Formula Committee (Exhibits O, P, Q and R, 

attached), and also through the formation of a “technical assistance and evaluation 

project” for all CC programs with Indiana University.  A review of Exhibit S, 

attached, verifies this latter project. 

 Grant approval is also dependent upon a CC board following the performance 

measures as addressed by CC in Exhibit N, page 40. 

 Although this recommendation is not fully implemented, there appears to be a 

substantial pursuit in that direction.  Should CC find it beneficial, the OIG stands 

ready to provide its recommendation authority to the Indiana Legislature pursuant to 

IC 4-2-7-3(9) should legislative change be required to assist in accomplishing this 

pursuit. 

 Dated this 5th day of February, 2009. 

 

 
      
     _____________________________________  
     David O. Thomas, Inspector General 
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