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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Kentucky Supervision, Monitoring, Accountability, Responsibility, and Treatment (SMART) Probation
Program grant was awarded in July 2012 to the Administrative Office of the Courts and the Department of
Corrections for the purpose of providing enhanced probation services for eligible participants in six pilot
jurisdictions throughout the state of Kentucky. Funding was used to support a call-in system to inform
defendants in each jurisdiction when they were to drug test, to purchase drug testing supplies, to provide for
testing of abused drugs not typically detected on traditional drug screens, and to contract with an
independent evaluator to conduct an unbiased program evaluation. This evaluation report was prepared by
Morehead State University to highlight program activities during the first grant year. An overview of
applicable data elements (i.e., process evaluation and outcome evaluation) for grant year one (July 1, 2012 to
June 30, 2013) is highlighted below.
Process Evaluation Summary
Overall themes emerging from the process evaluation suggest that a majority of administrators, judges,
attorneys, and law enforcement/corrections officials are satisfied with the services provided through the
SMART Probation Program during the first grant year. There were a minority of individuals interviewed that
wished they had more inclusion and knowledge about the program during the implementation process. Many
reported they were uncertain, at this point, what the data will show in terms of program success, because it is
relatively new, but hope results reveal reduced recidivism and incarceration costs. Overall, despite some initial
barriers and problems, most felt the program was beneficial for probationers and would like to see the
program expand in the future.
Outcome Data Summary
Outcome data was reported for 307 participants who entered the SMART Probation Program (between July 1,
2012 and June 30, 2013). Individuals in the SMART Probation Program were compared with 300 similarly
matched probationers. All outcome data was retrieved from the Department of Corrections Kentucky
Offender Management System (KOMS). The evaluation for the first grant year focused on examining: the level
of service/case management inventory (LS/CMI), drug screening/results, violations/responses, and
movements/alterations of sentencing. The target number of individuals to be served was 600. During the first
grant year, approximately 51% of the target number was served. Almost two-thirds of probationers served
were from two SMART project sites: the combined site of Lincoln/Pulaski/Rockcastle (30.6%) and Jefferson
(30.3%). Based on data provided, the average time on probation was 8 months (mean = 7.9 months).
When examining raw scores for all of the domains on the LS/CMI, the SMART Probationers were rated as
significantly higher on all domains measured by this risk assessment instrument. When examining the
categorization of need as measured by the LS/CMI for each domain (i.e., low, medium, and high), the SMART
and comparison group had comparable categorization of needs, with the exception of the drug and alcohol
problem domain and total score. For the alcohol and drug problem domain, the SMART participants were
categorized as having medium needs, whereas the comparison group was categorized as having low needs.
Second, when assessing the total LS/CMI score, the SMART participants were rated as medium risk whereas
the comparison group was rated as low risk. These differences match the scope of the SMART program, which
targets individuals with substance use and related needs who are at-risk of failing on traditional probation.
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These data suggest the SMART group is a higher risk group – thus, comparisons with a traditional probation
group should be interpreted with some caution as the two groups had some inherent differences.
In terms of drug testing, the SMART probationers were drug tested 2,529 times; of these, there were 218
positive drug screens, which equates to approximately 11.6% of the total tests. In contrast, the comparison
probationers were drug tested 1,149 times; of these, there were 338 positive drug screens, which equates to
approximately 29% of the total tests. Further, there were significantly more positive drug screens, on average,
for the comparison group (mean = 1.1) compared with the SMART group (mean = 0.6). More specifically, there
were significantly more comparison group probationers with positive drug screens for marijuana (48.7% vs.
29.0%) while more SMART probationers tested positive for Oxycontin (14.0% vs. 4.2%).
Program violations, as reported in KOMS, were also examined. In general, the comparison probationers had a
significantly higher average number of violations (2.3) compared to the SMART probationers (1.2). Almost one
third of probationers in the comparison group (32.7%) had a substance use violation compared to 24.0% for
the SMART probationers. Further, a significantly greater number of probationers in the comparison group also
had probation/parole violations (29.7%) compared to the SMART probationers (21.2%). In addition, a
significantly greater percentage of probationers in the comparison group had new charges (33.0% vs. 10.6%).
Finally, there was a significant difference between the percentage of probationers in the comparison group
(8.7%) and the SMART probationers (3.5%) that had fees and services violations. The most common responses
to all violations involved the discretion of the court and a recommendation for probation revocation. In some
instances, the responses were more tailored to the violation type. For example, for substance use related
violations, the response from the court included referrals to the Social Service Clinician (SSC) and other
treatment options.
At the time of this report, approximately 14% of the SMART probation participants had probation conditions
which had been revoked. A comparable statistic was unable to be calculated for the comparison group, given
a criteria for selecting this group was actively on probation. In future evaluation reports, the evaluation team,
in partnership with the Department of Corrections will strive to select a comparison group which more
accurately reflects a contemporary group of individuals referred to probation that may/may not be active at
the time of the reporting. While a significantly greater percentage of SMART probationers (15.1%) were
moved into an incarceration placement compared to the comparison group (9.3%), probationers in the
comparison group spent a significantly greater average time incarcerated (118.1 days compared to 32.5 days
for the SMART probationers).
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PROJECT BACKGROUND (FROM ORIGINAL GRANT APPLICATION)
The Kentucky Supervision, Monitoring, Accountability, Responsibility, and Treatment (SMART) Probation
Program is modeled after a Hawaii probation program created by Judge Steve Alm, which started in 2004,
known as Hawaii’s Opportunity Probation with Enforcement (HOPE). The program strategy concentrates
on more intense supervision, new drug testing procedures, and immediate consequences for violations
incurred while in the program. Rather than being drug tested monthly, HOPE probationers were required to
call a hotline daily to learn if they must report for a drug test that day. In the past, probationers may have
eluded appointments with a probation officer, failed to take a drug test, or failed to attend or complete
treatment numerous times before facing possible revocation of probation and imprisonment. However,
probationers in the HOPE program faced the prospect of being jailed almost immediately for violating
probation terms.
It did not take long for the Hawaii Legislature to take note of the pilot program’s success and for
researchers to start conducting outcome analysis and full-cost assessments of the fiscal impact of this
program. Some of the preliminary findings were promising. For example, according to the Research and
Statistics Branch of the Hawaii Office of the Attorney General, for 685 probationers who were in the
program for at least three months, the missed appointment rate fell from 13.3 percent to 2.6 percent and
“dirty” drug tests fell from 49.3 percent to 6.5 percent (http://hopehawaii.net/assets/nij-hawaii-s-swiftand-sure-probation-2008.pdf). There are now at least 18 states, including Kentucky, which have modeled
and implemented probation programs similar to HOPE with the goal of reducing: drug use, new violations,
incarceration and incarceration-related costs for high risk probationers.
In an effort to improve public safety and reduce failure rates of individuals on probation, House Bill 463,
Section 103 authorized the Department of Corrections to partner with the Administrative Office of the
Courts to implement a 12-month pilot project similar to the HOPE model. Kentucky's SMART program
attempts to identify probationers who are at risk of failing and being returned to incarceration as a result of
such failure and allows participation in a program that provides more intensive supervision and more
frequent/random urine drug screens than are traditionally received while a defendant is on probation.
There are currently eleven counties located in six jurisdictions within the Commonwealth of Kentucky that
are serving as pilot sites (see Figure 1, below).
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Figure 1. Kentucky SMART Probation Implementation Sites
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PROJECT OVERVIEW (FROM ORIGINAL GRANT APPLICATION)
The total number of defendants to be served across all sites was estimated to be approximately 600
probationers from July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013. This number was based on estimates from the judges
involved with previous SMART pilot projects and range from 50 to 75 probationers in the smaller
jurisdictions to 150 in the larger jurisdictions.
Depending on the size of the jurisdiction and number of probation officers assigned to each project site, the
expected caseload was between 50-75 probationers. Probation officers were expected to see participants a
minimum of one time per week, perhaps more often if behaviors warranted. Judges in each jurisdiction
were expected to see participants within 24-48 hours of violations being reported and impose immediate
and graduated sanctions. Further, judges were expected to see defendants who were doing well to discuss
incentives and lessening program requirements. Immediate feedback, both positive and negative, is a
cornerstone of the SMART program.
Depending on the amount of time left on a probation sentence when the defendant entered the program
as well as compliance with the terms of probation, time in the SMART program could range from one to five
years. Services vary for each defendant based on individual need and results of their validated risk
assessment. Services included, but were not limited to: intensive probation supervision and monitoring for
compliance, judicial oversight, substance abuse education and treatment, mental health assessment and
treatment, life skills counseling, employment and education counseling, incentives and sanctions, frequent
and random urine drug screens, and required attendance at self-help and support groups.
As a result of grant funding, the project was able to provide a call-in system for defendants to be informed
of when they were to provide urine drug screens. Additionally, funds provided for much-needed drug
testing supplies to test probationers more frequently for synthetic drugs of abuse not detected on
traditional drug screens.
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PROJECT GOALS (FROM ORIGINAL GRANT APPLICATION)
The Kentucky SMART Probation Program seeks to improve public safety and reduce failure rates of
individuals on probation. Goals for this project include the following:
(1) Identify individuals for enrollment in the program by using a validated risk assessment
instrument. For individuals who are currently serving a term of probation, to identify those who
are at risk of: failing the conditions of supervision and being returned to incarceration as a result
of such failure.
(2) Identify the key partners that will be included in the program.
(3) Notify probationers of the rules of the pilot project and consequences of violating such rules.
(4) Monitor probationers for illicit drug use with regular and rapid-result drug screening.
(5) Monitor probationers for violations of other rules and probation terms, including failure to pay
court-ordered financial obligations such as child support or victim restitution.
(6) Respond to violations of such rules with immediate arrest of the violating probationer, and swift
and certain modification of the conditions of probation, including imposition of short jail stays
(which may gradually become longer with each additional violation).
(7) Immediately respond to probationers who have absconded from supervision with service of
bench warrants and immediate sanctions.
(8) Provide rewards to probationers who comply with such rules.
(9) Target treatment resources to offenders who request treatment and who are repeat violators.
(10) Establish procedures to terminate program participation by, and initiate revocation to a term of
incarceration for, probationers who habitually fail to abide by program rules and pose a threat to
public safety.
(11) Include regular coordination meetings for the key partners of the pilot project.
(12) Reduce violation behavior, new crimes and revocations to prison.
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PARTNERING AGENCIES
KENTUCKY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS
The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) was established in 1976 and supports court facilities and
programs in all 120 Kentucky Counties, with its main campus located in Frankfort, Kentucky. The AOC
carries out duties that are mandated by the Kentucky Constitution, including administering the Judicial
Branch budget, maintaining and building court facilities, maintaining court statistics through a statewide
case management database, administering personnel policies and payroll for court personnel, and
providing educational programs for judges, circuit court clerks, and support staff (retrieved from
http://courts.ky.gov/aoc/Pages/default.aspx).
The AOC administered funds for the project and the Drug Court Manager served as Project Director for this
grant. The Project Director assisted with training the judges and key players on the HOPE Model, assisted
the Department of Corrections in establishing a continuum of graduated sanctions, facilitated
communication and organization with the project judges, and was available throughout the funding period
and beyond for assistance as needed.

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
The Department of Corrections (DOC) is the state agency in Kentucky that operates adult institutions as well
as probation and parole. The agency is headquartered in the Health Services Building in Frankfort, Kentucky.
The mission of the DOC is to protect the citizens of the Commonwealth and to provide a safe, secure, and
humane environment for staff and offenders in carrying out the mandates of the legislative and judicial
processes. Further, the DOC provides opportunities for offenders to acquire skills which facilitate noncriminal behavior (retrieved fromhttp://corrections.ky.gov/Pages/default.aspx).
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KEY PROJECT COLLABORATORS
In addition to the DOC and AOC, there were several other key collaborators involved in this project,
including: judges, probation officers, jail and prison administrators, prosecutors, public defenders and
defense attorneys, and the sheriff and police administrators.
Judges in the participating sites referred appropriate defendants as identified by the validated risk
assessment to the SMART Probation Program. Further, judges saw probationers who were placed on a
docket as a result of a violation within 24-48 hours of the violation being identified and reported. The
judges also saw that probationers were doing well and meeting all program requirements to assess if a
lesser degree of supervision or other incentives were appropriate.
Probation officers conducted a validated risk assessment on all defendants in the SMART pilot sites to
ensure appropriate defendants were targeted for the program. Once identified and accepted, probation
officers provided intensive supervision and monitoring of the individuals in the SMART Probation Program
and reported all violations to the presiding judges immediately following identification of the violations, to
ensure graduated sanctions could be imposed in a timely manner. They also provided judges with
information related to the accomplishment of individual goals and compliance with terms of probation
supervision. This information was often used to determine decreased levels of supervision. In addition,
probation officers administrated drug tests on a frequent and random basis and, if needed, referred
probationers to appropriate services and levels of care to address substance abuse issues, mental health
issues, and other concerns that may impact the probationers’ ability to remain crime and drug free in the
community.
Jail and prison administrators were accepting of short-term periods of incarceration for sanctions and
allowed work release, if appropriate.
Prosecutors, public defenders, and defense attorneys took an active role in identifying appropriate
defendants for the SMART Probation Program and supported the judges’ and probation officers’ efforts.
Sheriff and police administrators assisted by serving bench warrants and actively searching for probationers
who absconded from supervision to address non-compliant behaviors in a timely manner.

14

EVALUATION OVERVIEW
The evaluation for the Kentucky SMART Probation Program was conducted by Morehead State University.
The evaluation had two primary components:
(1) Process Evaluation: The process evaluation assesses program activities during each grant year using
qualitative interviews with key informants including: program administrators, judges, attorneys, and law
enforcement/corrections. The process evaluation includes a description of key informant involvement in the
program as well as program activities, successes, challenges, and accomplishments. The process evaluation
addresses the extent to which program activities match the proposed grant aims, modifications or deviations
from the original plan, factors that led to modifications or changes, and impact of changes on the program.
(2) Outcome Evaluation: The outcome evaluation assesses the effects of the Kentucky SMART Probation
Program. This component of the evaluation examines characteristics of probationers entering the SMART
Program and compares them with other probationers that are not enrolled in SMART, but matched on key
characteristics. Secondary data was collected from the Kentucky Offender Management System (KOMS) to
compare outcomes between SMART Program participants and similarly situated probationers not in the
program. KOMS data provided results of the Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (LS/CMI; the risk
assessment that determines the probationers’ level of risk/need), referral source, drug screen information
(i.e., number of screens and results), violation/response information, and any alterations in sentencing (i.e.,
probation revocations and incarcerations).
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PROCESS EVALUATION
The purpose of the process evaluation was to describe program activities following implementation using
qualitative interviews with program administrators, judges, attorneys, and law enforcement/corrections in
participating jurisdictions. The process evaluation provides descriptive information about program services,
program changes following implementation, perspectives on successes, and proposed recommendations.
METHOD
Process evaluation data were collected from each jurisdiction’s identified key partners during March and April
2013. Key partners were identified in conjunction with the AOC, DOC, and judges from each site. An email
was sent to each judge asking for names and contact information for attorneys, law enforcement/corrections,
and any other individuals who were critical to the implementation of the SMART program. Across the six
SMART project sites, 56 individuals were identified to be interviewed. Please note, not all project partners
listed on pages 4-6 of this report were approached for participation in the process evaluation. Due to the
nature of the questions included in the process evaluation, only individuals with a direct role in the
implementation of the SMART program were approached for participation.
Individuals were contacted via email or phone by a Morehead State University Research Assistant. Interviews
were scheduled at the convenience of participants and lasted approximately fifteen to forty-five minutes. Each
participant was interviewed privately and reminded that participation was voluntary and confidential. Faceto-face interviews were completed with three administrators, six judges, thirteen attorneys, and twenty-six
law enforcement/corrections personnel involved with the implementation of the SMART program. A total of
48 process evaluation interviews were completed for an overall participation rate of 86%. Participation rates
across the six project sites varied from a high of 100% to a low of 64%.
Four interview instruments were utilized for the process evaluation—one for administrators, one for judges,
one for attorneys, and one for law enforcement/corrections—allowing for data collection from four unique
perspectives.
Process evaluation interviews were audio-taped (with permission) and transcribed into a Microsoft Word data
file. The transcriptions were then examined to identify common themes. Themes were identified when
quotations were consistently noted across multiple questions and interview respondents.
ADMINISTRATOR THEMES
Face-to-face interviews were completed with three administrators involved in the implementation and
oversight of the SMART Probation Program. Primary themes were extracted from the interviews and analyzed
to provide feedback for the grant-funded program. Themes from the administration were analyzed focusing
on: (1) Issues (other than substance abuse) that characterize the client population; (2) Major changes in
programming since grant implementation; (3) Criteria used to judge success; (4) Major accomplishments of
the program; (5) Problems/Barriers to success; (6) Recommended program changes, and, (7) How services
provided by this grant influenced or complimented the current system of care.
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(1) Issues (other than substance abuse) that characterize the client population
Administrators identified several problems that characterize the client base aside from substance
abuse including: (1) mental health issues; (2) criminal thinking patterns; and, (3) inadequate coping
skills. According to administrators, many probationers face mental health issues, such as depression,
anxiety, and/or personality disorders, which often make them a high risk population for continued
substance abuse and legal issues. Research has indicated that probationers suffering from mental
illness are twice as likely to fail on supervision as those without it (Skeem & Louden, 2006).
Administrators reported that when a probationer was identified as having a potential mental health
issue that needed to be addressed, they were often referred to community mental health agencies for
further assessment and ongoing treatment of the problem. In addition, administrators reported
criminal thinking was also a common issue among probationers, which is typically addressed by the
probation officer or mental health provider. Criminal thinking refers to the belief that it is acceptable to
violate others or the property of others. Some of the common criminal thinking errors included: closed
channel thinking, taking a victim stance, lack of effort, lack of interest in responsible performance, lack
of time perspective, uniqueness, power thrust, and ownership attitude. To overcome these patterns of
thinking, work is necessary with a mental health provider and/or probation officer. It is also necessary
to help probationers learn to communicate more effectively, beginning with opening lines of
communication to develop a support system such as: developing/cultivating ties with family/friends,
working on interpersonal skills to help replace antisocial with pro-social behaviors, developing selfcontrol and self-confidence, and developing/refining coping skills to more effectively manage high-risk
situations. Inadequate coping skills was consistently noted as a barrier to success, which limits the
probationers’ ability to manage stress and appropriately cope with various situations, causing problems
in other areas of their lives. Administrators noted that because probation officers are seeing SMART
probationers on a more frequent basis, this has helped in allowing them to get to know their
probationers better, to more effectively identify these deficit needs in a timely manner, and make
appropriate referrals to community agencies for treatment before probationers decompensate,
commit additional offenses, and face revocation.
(2) Major changes in programming since grant implementation
The major changes in programming since grant implementation noted by administrators included: (1)
more frequent drug screening; (2) more intensive supervision; and, (3) enhanced services for SMART
probationers. As a result of the grant, additional drug testing supplies were purchased and
probationers are being tested on a more frequent basis than those individuals in traditional probation
programs. Additionally, drug testing is more random with enhanced ability to test for abused drugs
(i.e., synthetics) which are not typically detected on traditional urine screens. In addition, probationers
in the SMART program are seen more frequently (usually on a weekly basis), which is different from
the typical monthly report date of probationers participating in a traditional probation program.
Finally, a less common theme mentioned, but important to note, was that the program is trying to
offer enhanced services to SMART probationers, such as referrals to substance abuse/mental health
treatment programs, as well as employment, vocational, and educational programs. SMART
probationers are having the opportunity to participate in new therapies offered, such as Moral
Reconation Therapy (MRT).
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(3) Criteria used to judge success
The administrators primarily identified four criteria for judging success: (1) program completion; (2)
reduced recidivism rates; (3) time period between violations; and, (4) length of sobriety time. Program
completion is an important criterion for judging success because it is an indication that individuals are
maintaining sobriety for longer periods of time and revocations are less frequent. Administrators also
noted that it may be helpful to look at the framework of success from a “strength-based” approach and
take note of participants’ individual successes, such as a person’s newfound ability to pay child
support, securing some type of employment, maintaining a stable relationship after long-time
instability, and/or success in mental health treatment.
(4) Major accomplishments of the program
Major accomplishments of the program mentioned by administrators included: (1) increased
collaboration and relationship building between AOC and DOC; (2) a more frequent and
comprehensive drug screening process; (3) a higher level of supervision than previously possible in the
probation system; and, (4) programmatic investment from staff. Administrators felt the grant afforded
the AOC and the DOC increased potential to maximize collaboration and strengthen their existing
relationship. In addition, another major accomplishment was the increased frequency of urine drug
screening; this has allowed for detection of drugs of abuse not previously screened for and the ability
to use the random screens as a deterrent for probationer’s continued drug use. In addition, there has
also been increased contact with the probation officer, which provides additional monitoring of
probationers’ progress or lack thereof. Finally, it was noted that staff affiliated with the SMART
Program appear to be very accepting of the program, capable and willing to apply the SMART Program
concepts when working with probationers, and have been encouraged by program successes;
ultimately enhancing overall program success with synergistic results.
(5) Problems/Barriers to success
Administrators identified a variety of barriers related to implementation of the program.
Administrators noted the initial barrier was securing funding for the probationer drug testing call-in
system, enhanced drug testing, and training of probation officers. However, once grant funding was
secured, this barrier was eliminated and implementation began. Administrators suggested that
continual monitoring of the SMART Program model is integral for maintaining overall program
integrity, to ensure the program operates in accordance with its’ designated purpose, and that
appropriate referrals are being considered/accepted into the program.
(6) Recommended program changes
Overall, administrators appeared satisfied and had very few recommended changes to the SMART
Probation Program. One administrator noted that due to the program’s intensity, he/she felt
participants should be rewarded or given some type of incentive to complete the program. This
administrator fully elaborated that this suggestion could be addressed in the future as a continuous
quality improvement initiative for increasing program effectiveness; potentially leading to increased
productivity of overall program success.
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(7) How services provided by this grant influenced or complimented the current system of care
Administrators identified several reasons why services provided by this grant have positively influenced
or complimented the current system of care. First, administrators felt the biggest way this grant has
influenced the current system is allowing probation officers to be more involved by providing intensive,
enhanced supervision for probationers. This increased contact has allowed probation officers to monitor
progress and sobriety much closer due to meeting with probationers several times per month versus
once a month in traditional probation. Increased contact allows for proactive identification of potential
relapse, recognition of negative behaviors before loss of control, and the potential to offer proactive
intervention. Another benefit noted by the administrators was the increased collaboration between the
DOC and AOC, which resulted in numerous facilitation meetings to discuss the probation program.
JUDGE THEMES
Face-to-face interviews were completed with six judges, each overseeing a SMART Probation Program site. A
number of themes were discussed throughout the interviews that can be used as feedback to the grantfunded program. The themes included: (1) Impacts of the SMART Probation Program on the judicial system;
(2) Major differences between the SMART Probation Program and other probation programs; (3) Necessary
information to conclude the program is successful; (4) Difficult aspects of the program; (5) Advice to other
judges beginning the SMART Probation Program; (6) Desired changes to the program; and, (7) Additional
services for participants in the future.
(1) Impacts of SMART Probation Program on the judicial system
Judges noted several impacts of the SMART Probation Program on the judicial system. First, the program
could potentially decrease the docket load for some project sites by streamlining the judicial process.
Some judges reported that in their jurisdictions, they have each probationer sign an agreement stating
they understand the assigned sanctions for each violation; if they violate, the probation officer follows
the agreed upon guidelines/sanctions and does not have to approach the judge each time to implement
a previously agreed upon compliance requirement(s)/sanctions. Thus, this increases program efficiency
by reducing the number of times each probationer is in court before the judge. Another noted impact of
the SMART Probation Program was potentially reducing the prison population. This was based upon the
idea that drug addicts do not necessarily need to be placed in prison populations. The SMART Program
could provide an alternate option for a particularly high risk population and give them an opportunity to
learn structure, sobriety, and how to better function in society, outside of prison systems where criminal
thinking abounds. Another noted impact was that this program gives probationers additional resources,
such as intensive supervision and referrals to community agencies for support. The program also teaches
personal responsibility by requiring increased drug testing, reinforced with monitored compliance for
ensuring accountability, hopefully helping individuals complete probation and avoid revocation.
(2) Major differences between the SMART Probation Program and other probation programs
One of the major differences noted by judges was the hopeful expectation of the program, to modify
rather than just monitoring probationers’ behavior by providing the opportunity for needed treatment,
education, employment, and sobriety. It was noted that this program has some different requirements
when compared with traditional probation, such as more frequent drug testing, more contact with
19

probation officers, and requiring probationers to maintain employment, work towards GED fulfillment,
and/or complete community service hours. Further, another noted difference between SMART
Probation and other probation programs was the immediacy of delivered sanctions. In traditional
probation, there is often a time lapse between when a violation occurs and when probationers actually
receive the sanction. In addition, it was noted that because of the intensity of supervision and
immediacy of consequences, probationers are accruing less technical violations (defined as positive
urine screens, not meeting employment requirements, and non-payment of fines).
(3) Necessary information to conclude the SMART Probation Program is successful
Judges had varying opinions on what information would be useful in concluding the SMART Probation
Program was successful. Some felt that success could be defined as fewer individuals revoked. Others
reported they based success on whether their current court dockets were free of SMART probationers
(meaning there were no new violations and probationers were maintaining compliance) and on feedback
received from attorneys and/or law enforcement/corrections personnel directly involved with
probationers. Some judges felt it would be useful to compare SMART probationers with a comparison
group to gauge success; specifically, comparing the number of completions versus failures and number
of violations. Several judges felt it would be useful to examine the recidivism rates of participants several
years after program completion to see if the SMART program was helpful in sustaining crime free
behavior over time. Most agreed “success” would be difficult for researchers to definitively evaluate.
Others were slightly concerned there may not be enough data within the first year to comprehensively
evaluate program success.
(4) Difficult aspects of the program
Each judge identified a few difficult aspects of the program. One judge admitted he/she would like to
establish a goal of delivering even swifter consequences for non-compliance, ensuring participants were
placed into custody immediately upon probation and parole becoming aware of a probationer’s
violation. Another difficult aspect mentioned was the initial implementation process, which required
team members to effectively communicate and collaborate on perceived program requirements,
structure, and sanctions. Another difficulty was limited resources, as well as obtaining warrants in a
timely manner. A final difficulty mentioned was the excessive amount of paperwork involved for
probation and parole. Most judges noted that overall, even though the above mentioned difficulties
existed; effective workarounds were implemented and probation and parole was commended for their
active engagement and diligent efforts.
(5) Advice to other judges beginning the SMART Probation Program
The judges participating in the process evaluation had a variety of suggestions to offer other judges
considering or just beginning the SMART Probation Program. First, many felt it was helpful to offer some
type of orientation or meeting for the probationer after they are probated to discuss the rules and
expectations of the program, as it can be overwhelming. They felt this orientation and personal
interaction was helpful by providing an opportunity for the judge to meet with SMART probationers to
discuss the program and ways it can be beneficial, as well as to give the probationer an opportunity to
meet face-to-face and interact personally with the judge. Another suggestion was for all participating
judges to meet on a regular basis to discuss how their programs are working, issues that have arisen, and
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how those were handled. In addition, several judges suggested developing a good working relationship
and establishing good communication with the participating probation and parole officers. Furthermore,
it was advised that there be an assigned/designated probation officer(s) to the SMART caseload to
facilitate communication and promote consistency. Many judges also advised to ensure that programs
have a mechanism in place to deliver immediate consequences to each probationer as violations occur,
as this is a key component of the program.
(6) Desired changes to the program
Several judges did not have any recommended changes to the program, either due to limited experience
or related to the fact that each site/program is unique with different requirements. However, there were
a few changes discussed. One judge reported he/she would like to have one designated SMART probation
officer for the program rather than having the SMART probationers receiving services from several
different officers. Another would like to see more random drug testing occur outside of the typical
weekday work hours. Finally, it was suggested to possibly increase probationers’ contact with the judge if
it appeared that seeing their probation officer weekly was not working sufficiently.
(7) Additional services for the participants in the future
Many judges would like to see additional services offered to probationers in the future. First, it was
suggested that probationers should have more opportunities to utilize various therapeutic modalities in
order to internalize their progress in hopes this would have lasting benefits beyond the structure of the
program. Another judge would like to see the program forge more partnerships with community agencies
to facilitate access to additional resources and programs for probationers, such as housing, employment,
and substance abuse treatment opportunities. Another possible service that could be offered, if
additional SMART probation officers were hired, would be to have officers available to do community
checks, such as home and work visits. Finally, it was mentioned that it would be beneficial to find ways to
work with employed SMART probationers, so their employment was not jeopardized because of being
randomly drug screened during working hours.
PROSECUTOR/DEFENSE ATTORNEY THEMES
Face-to-face interviews were completed with thirteen prosecutor/defense attorneys who were affiliated with
the SMART Probation Program. A number of themes were discussed throughout the interviews that can be
used as feedback to the grant-funded program. The themes included: (1) Most compelling reasons for having a
SMART Probation Program in the community; (2) Biggest problem or barrier with implementing the program;
(3) Necessary information to conclude the SMART Probation Program is successful; (4) Impacts of the program;
(5) Problems or difficulties encountered; (6) Suggested improvements to the program; and, (7) Advice to
counterpart agencies in other jurisdictions beginning the SMART Probation Program.
(1) Most compelling reasons for having a SMART Probation Program in the community
Many compelling reasons were identified for having a SMART Probation Program in the community,
including: (1) providing intensive supervision; (2) immediacy of sanctions delivered for program violations;
(3) giving the opportunity for probationers to address various issues and receive treatment as needed;
and, (4) ability to divert non-violent probationers out of the prison population. The program was
described as having many key components that are beneficial to participating probationers, such as
intensive supervision, immediate sanctions, and options for treatment as needed. Many attorneys felt the
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intensive supervision was an excellent way to detect and address issues more quickly as well as to provide
structure in the probationer’s life, which was often lacking. In addition, the sanctions for program
violations were typically delivered much faster than sanctions in traditional probation programs, which
taught accountability and responsibility. Further, rather than sending probationers directly to jail, the
program offered an opportunity to address mental health and/or substance abuse issues through
referrals to community treatment programs in hopes of helping them lead better, productive lives outside
of jail/prisons.
(2) Biggest problem or barrier with implementing the program
Those interviewed admitted encountering problems or barriers with implementing the SMART Probation
Program, including: (1) funding issues; (2) limited staffing; (3) limited resources for probationers; and (4)
referrals. First, an initial and ongoing concern is continued funding for the program, which helps provide
drug testing supplies and the call-in system, as well as hopefully providing additional staff in the future.
Another barrier is limited staffing, which refers to the limited number of probation and parole officers and
judges to oversee these intensive supervision cases. Currently, probation officers are assigned to SMART
Probation cases, but many are also continuing to manage their probationers on traditional probation,
which produces time constraints. Another concern was the limited resources for probationers. The
difficulty in getting immediate and necessary mental health and/or substance abuse treatment for
probationers was commonly mentioned. In addition, many were concerned that probationers also have
difficulty obtaining employment and issues with transportation, either due to a lack of driver’s license or
residing in rural areas that do not have public transportation. Overall, many attorneys felt it would be
helpful to see more treatment, employment, and transportation resources for probationers, which would
ultimately help them succeed in the program and have a better chance at successful completion. Finally,
another barrier mentioned was the receipt of inappropriate referrals and/or the limitation in the number
of probationers that can participate, due to limited staffing and the intensity of the required supervision.
Many felt if more funding was received, additional staff could possibly be hired to handle more referrals.
(3) Necessary information to conclude the SMART Probation Program is successful
The attorneys interviewed admitted that program success could be measured in a variety of ways,
although some felt the program statistics could be misleading due to the fact that the program works with
a high risk population (likely to re-offend). Some of the suggested ways to measure success included: (1)
recidivism rates; (2) program completion/graduation rates; (3) number of violations received while in the
program; (4) program termination rates; and (5) program deaths (i.e., Is the program saving lives?).
Several interviewees felt it might be useful to conduct a long-term study to track SMART probationers
over a period of time ranging from 1 to 10 years to examine their long-term behavior. In addition, a
suggestion was to interview program participants that have either graduated or are currently in the last
phase of the program in hopes that they may be able to provide insight on the effective components of
the SMART Probation Program, as well as gain an inside perspective of suggested program improvements.
(4) Impacts of the program
Several positive impacts of the program were identified, including: (1) having an additional option to offer
probationers in lieu of jail time; (2) the ability to answer concisely about the probationers’ level of
supervision and drug testing; and, (3) the ability to divert probationers out of the jail/prison system.
Interviewees reported that more probationers are becoming aware of and interested in this evidencebased program. It is now an additional option to offer probationers rather than serving jail time to allow
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probationers to make changes in their lives (i.e., achieve sobriety, obtain/maintain employment, receive
mental health/substance abuse treatment) and divert them from the prison system entirely, which will
ultimately decrease the state and community budgetary requirements. In addition, the attorneys
reported feeling more confident about the level of monitoring and drug testing probationers receive while
in the program versus traditional probation where they may be reporting and drug testing monthly.
Finally, two less commonly mentioned themes were acknowledged about the negative impact of the
program. First, one attorney felt that one possible negative impact is that probation officers are now
seeing an increased workload due to the escalated intensity and frequency of supervision and drug
testing, which can be difficult for them. Another attorney reported that from his/her perspective, this
program has impacted victim and law enforcement morale. Explicitly, it was reported that victims often
follow defendant’s cases very closely and have expressed frustration when an offender receives enhanced
probation for crimes committed. He/she reported that defendants may feel the individual is not being
held accountable and the system is “soft on crime”. In addition, law enforcement may experience similar
low morale/lost sense of purpose when a defendant is repeatedly given multiple opportunities within the
probation system versus enforcement of laws with jail time for repeated offenses.
(5) Problems or difficulties encountered
Several problems or difficulties have been encountered since implementation of the SMART Program in
various project sites, including: (1) increased costs; (2) increased time in court and the office; (3) increased
referrals with limited program space available; and, (4) client transportation issues. First, it was reported
there have been some increased costs with having to hire additional probation officers. In addition, others
felt there would need to be more public defenders hired if the program was going to continue expanding.
Furthermore, treatment programs are often expensive for probationers, who have little ability to pay,
leaving other systems to pick up this cost. Another difficulty encountered was the increased time spent in
court and the office when probationers accrue new violations and are re-arrested. Another constraint for
some attorneys has been the unpredictability of court hearings and resulting loss of productivity.
Although it was reported that most judges attempt to schedule their SMART probation hearings on
specific dates/times, that is not always the case. For some attorneys, this can cause scheduling difficulties,
from the lost time in their office traveling back and forth to court when they could be representing other
clients, returning phone calls, and/or completing other casework. An additional problem mentioned was
the increased referrals for the SMART Probation Program, but due to limited space availability, clients
were not able to access the program. It was suggested that additional staff would need to be hired to
accommodate increased referrals. A final difficulty that interviewees noted was the client transportation
issues some probationers face, particularly in large rural areas where there is no public transportation
available, or in situations where a probationer must report in a different county than where they reside.
(6) Suggested improvements to the program
There were several suggested improvements to the SMART Probation Program, including: (1) additional
funding for the program; (2) expanding the program to accept more probationers; (3) addressing
transportation issues for probationers; (4) establishing better communication between involved parties;
and, (5) revising and making criteria more specific for those accepted and released from the program.
Most attorneys interviewed felt that additional funding would need to be secured for multiple reasons,
including the ability to provide probationers with additional treatment options and employment
programs, which ultimately will contribute to their success (both during and after the program). In
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addition, multiple individuals felt they would like to see the program expand and accept new
probationers, which would require additional funding as well. Most interviewees admittedly felt that
transportation has been a significant barrier for many program participants; one possible way to alleviate
this would be to allow probationers to report in the county where they live versus a neighboring county.
In addition, many expressed concerns for better communication between all parties working with SMART
probation cases; this may entail having more meetings and possibly all parties receiving progress reports
for probationers in treatment. Finally, many felt it would be helpful to revise the criteria for acceptance
and removal from the program, making it more specific; however, most felt this is successfully evolving as
the program continues.
(7) Advice to counterpart agencies in other jurisdictions beginning the SMART Probation Program
Most attorneys felt the program was worthwhile and offered a variety of benefits including making
communities safer, monetary savings on incarceration costs, and an increased level of monitoring
(through drug testing and supervision) that seeks to modify drug-seeking behavior. In addition, most felt it
offered probationers an opportunity to address the foundation of their problems through treatment
opportunities versus being incarcerated. Specific advice offered by the interviewees was to ensure that all
parties have thoroughly defined their acceptance criteria and screening process for the program. It was
also recommended that probationers immediately be made aware of the program’s expectations and
sanctions. Finally, it was suggested that all parties should be ready to invest the time involved to make
this program successful and to choose one designated SMART probation officer to work with participants
to facilitate consistent program application and communication.
LAW ENFORCEMENT/CORRECTIONS THEMES
Face-to-face interviews were completed with twenty-six law enforcement/corrections personnel affiliated with
the SMART Probation Program. A number of themes were discussed throughout the interviews that can be
used as feedback to the grant-funded program. The themes included: (1) Most compelling reasons for having a
SMART Probation Program; (2) Biggest problem/barrier with having a SMART Probation Program; (3) Impacts
of the program; (4) Problems or difficulties encountered; (5) Strengths of the program; (6) Suggested
improvements to the program; and, (7) Advice to counterpart agencies in other jurisdictions beginning the
SMART Probation Program.
(1) Most compelling reasons for having a SMART Probation Program
Law enforcement/corrections interviewees offered a variety of compelling reasons for having a SMART
Probation Program, including: (1) allows for delivery of immediate sanctions to participating probationers;
(2) increased supervision intensity; (3) utilization of evidence-based practice; 4) increased accountability
for probationers; and, (5) provided safer communities. Law enforcement/corrections interviewees noted
that within the SMART Probation Program they are able to deliver immediate sanctions to participants
versus having to wait four to six weeks within a traditional probation program. This allows probationers to
take immediate responsibility for behaviors not condoned within the program and holds them
accountable for their actions. In addition, many felt the increased supervision intensity was a great
benefit of the program. Traditionally, probationers report on a monthly basis, but in the SMART Probation
Program, they are most often reporting weekly. This increased time with their probation officer offers
multiple benefits, including allowing the probationer and probation officers time to build rapport and the
opportunity for additional assistance with achieving goals such as education, sobriety, mental health
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treatment, and employment, which will ultimately help them succeed and reintegrate into society.
Another component of increased supervision entails more frequent drug-testing for the probationer,
which gives them incentive to stay clean and holds them accountable for their actions. Due to the grant,
many law enforcement/corrections interviewees reported feeling the drug testing capabilities (i.e.,
supplies and new call-in system) were also better. Another identified reason for having SMART Probation
was because this is an evidence-based practice shown to reduce recidivism, which many felt would
provide a cost savings in the future due to decreased incarceration. Finally, another compelling reason for
having a SMART Probation Program in communities was the hope of producing safer communities with
less probationers continuing to use substances and ultimately achieving goals that would allow them to
productively function after completion of the program.
(2) Biggest problem/barrier with having a SMART Probation Program
Law enforcement/corrections interviewees identified several problems/barriers with having a SMART
Probation Program, including: (1) limited communication between various community criminal justice
agencies; (2) geography; (3) limited treatment referral options/lack of resources; (4) initial set-up of
program; (5) time constraints for probation officers and required training for non-SMART probation
officers; and, (6) managing expectations. Several interviewees reported having limited knowledge about
the SMART Probation Program and admitted they felt it would be beneficial to have better
communication (i.e. regular meetings) with the various community criminal justice agencies, including
probation and parole, jail administrators/staff, law enforcement officers, and judges involved to discuss
the program expectations, rules/requirements, and ongoing issues/progress/weaknesses to ensure that
all parties were equally involved and have a universal awareness of the program. Second, many
interviewees, particularly those residing in rural areas, noted that geography has been a barrier to having
the program in various communities. Some law enforcement/corrections interviewees reported covering
multiple counties, which made it difficult, at times, to travel to court appearances, as well as complete
drug-testing and intensive supervision with probationers in the office, as required. In addition, it was also
reported that probationers who resided in smaller, rural areas also had difficulty accessing treatment
resources and experienced difficulty with transportation due to lack of public transportation. A large
majority of interviewees, whether they served in rural or urban jurisdictions, reported they did not have
adequate access to substance abuse and mental health treatment options for their probationers. A fourth
barrier/problem noted was that while many felt the program was operating well at this time, the initial
set-up of the program proved to be challenging, particularly with determining eligibility requirements and
violations/sanctions policies. However, many felt this was an expected challenge. A large majority of
interviewees also reported that they do appreciate the program and feel it is beneficial, but admitted to
feeling the intensive supervision and drug-testing components can be overwhelming for one or two
officers in each district to manage. This feeling of being overwhelmed was mostly related to the fact that
many officers are managing their traditional probation caseloads, which may include up to 100+
probationers, while also maintaining their SMART probation caseloads. Some noted this may become a
bigger issue as/if the program grows and continues in the future and may require some additional hiring
of SMART probation officers. Finally, some law enforcement/corrections interviewees reported that their
expectations of the program versus what is actually happening within their program has been somewhat
different. For example, one interviewee mentioned a significant number of participants that still reoffend, based upon the paperwork he/she sees each day about various participants, which makes him/her
feel frustrated with the success of the program. Another interviewee reported they see initial compliance
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with the program, but then observe participants abscond after they see they are not going to do well in
the program, while another interviewee mentioned he/she expected to have more participants in their
program. In addition, it was mentioned there is some additional work on jail staff and a difficulty
collecting the booking fee. More specifically, in some cases probationers are only sentenced to a few
hours in jail, yet this creates additional work for the jail staff to complete the booking process and to
collect the required booking fee, which they may not always be able to collect.
(3) Impacts of the program
Many of the law enforcement/corrections interviewees felt the program had mostly positive impacts,
although several felt their program was still too new to completely discuss the full impacts at the time of
the interview. Some of the reported impacts (both positive/negative) included: (1) increased
communication and better relationship with SMART judges; (2) provided reinforcement to probationers
that programs are being utilized to assist them; (3) changed arrest patterns in some jurisdictions; and (4)
increased workload for SMART probation officers. First, many law enforcement/corrections individuals
reported they were pleased with the impact the program has had on the relationship between probation
officers and judges. They reported communicating more frequently about SMART probationers and have
developed a good relationship because of this program. Another added positive impact of this program
was the fact that this program is an evidence-based practice; this shows probationers that the DOC and
other agencies do care and are willing to utilize new practices to help them better themselves and
ultimately successfully complete probation to move forward in life. Through this program, many felt that
probationers are now more involved in their supervision process, more self-guided, and probationers are
able to develop better rapport with their assigned officers. Another noted impact reported by some
interviewees is the change in arrest patterns (i.e., more/less), depending on the jurisdiction. For example,
some interviewees reported seeing fewer violations on technical infractions and low level misdemeanor
arrests, while other jurisdictions reported seeing more re-arrests for violations but less arrests for new
charges while in the program. Finally, one commonly mentioned theme was acknowledged about the
negative impact of the program. A majority of interviewees reported that as a result of the
implementation of the program, probation officers were seeing an increased workload. Many are
continuing to manage their traditional probation caseloads in addition to their SMART caseloads. Many
reported this can be difficult to manage because they must appear in court and complete drug-testing and
supervision requirements with probationers. Some reported that when they are out of the office due to
other work obligations, some of their fellow probation officers in their jurisdictions are assisting them by
being available to administer drug-testing to SMART probationers who present to the office when their
assigned officer is not available. This requires additional officers to be trained in the SMART drug-testing
procedures as it is different from traditional probation procedures and requires different drug-testing
supplies. Furthermore, some probation officers reported they are also learning paperwork changes for
their SMART probationers.
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(4) Problems or difficulties encountered
Law enforcement/corrections interviewees noted several problems or difficulties including: (1) increased
workload; (2) lack of communication about the program; (3) initial set-up of the SMART Program; (4)
consistency within each program; (5) lack of treatment options for probationers; and, (6) transportation.
A majority of interviewees reported the biggest difficulty was the increased workload for the SMART
probation officers, who not only manage their SMART caseload, but also manage their traditional
probation caseload. Probation officers are responsible for providing supervision (either monthly with
regular probationers or weekly with SMART probationers) as well as drug-testing, being available for
meetings and communication with the judge, paperwork, and court appearances. Due to the intense work
obligations, many stated that another difficulty occurred when they were not in the office and SMART
probationers presented for drug testing. Many reported this often meant other probation officers not
assigned to SMART cases would have to conduct the SMART probationers’ drug-testing, meaning that
additional officers had to be trained on the SMART drug-testing supplies and procedures. Several
interviewees stated there is no way to avoid this because they cannot be present in the office all of the
time; however, this can be burdensome to their fellow officers. Another problem noted was the lack of
communication. Several reported they were either unaware or knew very little about the SMART
Probation Program and would like to see more universal awareness of the program (i.e., components,
involved individuals, strengths/weaknesses) and suggested regular meetings to discuss this. Another issue
related to communication was ensuring jails recognized the difference between a SMART probation
offender and a regular commitment order. This issue was addressed by the judge and others by devising a
form to distinguish between the two types of probationers. Other problems encountered were in the
implementation of the program and staying consistent with rules and sanctions. Some admitted the initial
set-up, which was somewhat expected, was difficult. Many overcame this difficulty by having meetings
with involved parties, such as the judge and probation officers, to discuss the participant eligibility
requirements, program components, and violations/sanctions. Further, when program protocol ambiguity
did arise, individuals would discuss this with the involved judge or attempt to look-up program protocol in
other jurisdictions. The final noted problems were lack of available treatment options and transportation
issues faced by probationers. Many interviewees reported they had limited substance abuse and mental
health treatment referral options and many found some of their probationers were faced with
transportation issues, particularly in rural counties. All reported they were attempting to work with their
limited options and resources.
(5) Strengths of the SMART Probation Program
There were several strengths of the SMART Probation Program identified by those interviewed, including:
(1) immediate delivery of sanctions; (2) intense supervision; (3) accountability; (4) increased savings by
reduced incarceration costs; (5) better communication with the judges; (6) use of a risk assessment
instrument and evidence-based practice approach; (7) safer communities; and, (8) provision of various
opportunities for probationers. A majority of those interviewed reported some of the major strengths of
the program were the immediate delivery of sanctions, which held probationers accountable and
responsible for their actions, and the intense supervision. Rather than reporting on a monthly basis for
drug-testing and supervision, SMART probationers are reporting weekly (for most, in the initial phases)
and being drug-tested more frequently. In addition, the intense supervision allowed probation officers to
get to know their probationers better, increased rapport, and often probationers saw their probation
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officer in a more positive, helpful light. Another strength discussed was the cost savings associated with
fewer incarcerations (i.e., decreased cost for housing, food, and medical costs while in the jail/prison
system). Further, another strength discussed was the increased line of communication with the judges,
which improved the relationship between judges and probation officers, and allowed for quicker
communication when cases needed to be discussed. Further, some felt it was a strength that a validated
risk assessment instrument, the LS/CMI, was being used to identify high-needs probationers for the
program and that an evidence-based approach was being used to help probationers. Finally, several
interviewees discussed the positives associated with the potential to provide safer communities and the
various opportunities for treatment provided to probationers, with the hope of them gaining skills,
confidence, and ultimately changing their lives.
(6) Suggested improvements to the program
There were many suggested improvements to the SMART program, including: (1) offering more
educational training; (2) providing one centralized location for SMART probation officers and probationers
to report to in each jurisdiction; (3) better communication; (4) utilizing a phase system; (5) developing a
better reward system; and, (6) offering more treatment and vocational options. First, many law
enforcement/corrections interviewees reported they would like the opportunity to participate in
additional educational training regarding the SMART probation program. Some felt they had limited
knowledge about the program guidelines, how the program operated in other jurisdictions, and how it
was intended to be implemented. Most felt that training for all involved parties, including the AOC,
participating judges, jail and prison administrators, prosecutors, public defenders and defense attorneys,
and sheriff/police administrators would enhance program efficiency and consistency, while also ensuring
compliance with all aspects of the program. Interviewees also thought it might be helpful to have
meetings with other jurisdictions that participate in this pilot project to see how they are operating their
programs and have overcome identified challenges. Second, another suggested improvement included
having one centralized drug-testing and reporting location in each jurisdiction for SMART probation
officers to work from. Many thought this would be helpful for communication purposes and might also
help with the issue of burdening fellow, non-SMART probation officers who are asked to handle drugtesting SMART probationers when the assigned SMART officer is not present in the office. Another
possible solution to this commonly mentioned problem was to consider outsourcing the drug testing to
allow the probation officers to have more time to focus on supervision, community visits, and their other
traditional probation caseload. A third suggested improvement was a need for better communication
among all parties involved in the SMART Probation Program. Specifically, it was mentioned there is some
difficulty in getting warrants served quickly; some felt it would be helpful to offer training and education
about why this is so important and how this benefits the SMART Program. Another suggested
improvement was to utilize a phase system for probationers as they move forward and progress in the
program. The phase system would not only serve as a reward to probationers for doing well, but also
allow probation officers more dedicated time to probationers who are new to the program and possibly
alleviate some of the intensity of the supervision requirements. Some law enforcement/corrections
interviewees reported they would also like to develop a better reward system for participants. Ideas for
this included possibly waiving some of the program fees or even having the judge provide a written letter
to the probationer acknowledging their diligent efforts in remaining compliant. Many felt this might
provide incentive to participants to continue doing well and moving forward in the program. Finally, many
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interviewees felt that lack of or limited treatment and vocational referral options were major barriers.
Some felt that more vocational offerings would be helpful as educational goals were not realistic for all
probationers. For example, requiring a probationer to attain his/her GED when they cannot read or write
may not be feasible; therefore, requiring him/her to learn a skilled trade they can excel at and financially
support themselves beyond the program will prove more beneficial.
(7) Advice to counterpart agencies in other jurisdictions beginning the SMART Probation Program
A majority of the interviewees had advice to offer individuals in other jurisdictions beginning the SMART
Probation Program. First, many reported when initially beginning the program, it would require all parties
to be patient, take the time to work out their procedures, participant guidelines, and sanctions, as well as
start with smaller caseloads to allow time to adapt, make changes, and identify/resolve inevitable
challenges as the program moves forward. In addition, it was recommended for all involved individuals to
familiarize themselves with the program research and fundamentals prior to program implementation. It
was also suggested to have an orientation process for accepted probationers in order to fully
communicate program expectations and consequences as well as to encourage success and compliance.
Further advice included developing a good working relationship with the judge in each jurisdiction and to
have one (or several depending on the size of each jurisdiction) assigned, dedicated SMART probation
officer to work with SMART probationers in each jurisdiction, which would help with consistency and
better communication with the judge. Many felt it was helpful to have a probation officer that was
treatment-oriented and “re-entry minded.” In addition, several reported that it is helpful to engage all
involved parties immediately in order to educate, involve, and discuss the program as it begins and
evolves.
PROCESS EVALUATION SUMMARY
Overall themes emerging from the process evaluation suggest that a majority of administrators, judges,
attorneys, and law enforcement/corrections officials are satisfied with the services provided through the
SMART Probation Program during the first grant year. There was a minority of individuals interviewed that
wished they had more inclusion and knowledge about the program during the implementation process. Many
reported they were uncertain, at this point, what the data will show in terms of program success, because it is
relatively new, but hope results reveal reduced recidivism and incarceration costs. Overall, despite some initial
barriers and problems, most felt the program was beneficial for probationers and would like to see the
program expand in the future. Below is a summary of the overall process evaluation findings:
Benefits/Strengths of the SMART Program:







Established a higher level of supervision for probationers, which allowed for better rapport with the
assigned officer as well as the ability to capture negative behaviors before they begin to spiral
Established a more frequent and comprehensive drug screening process
Increased colloboration and relationship building between various agencies (i.e. probation and
parole with judges, DOC and AOC)
Provided immediate delivery of sanctions for program violations
Allowed probationers the opportunity to address identified substance abuse/mental health issues
Utilized evidence-based practice with the hope of reducing recidivism and increasing cost savings
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Provided accountability
Decreased the docket load (in some jurisditions)
Provided additional options for probationers in lieu of jail time and the ability to divert
probationers out of the prison/jail system
Used a validated risk assessment instrument (LS/CMI) to identify high-risk probationers for the
program; demonstrated that DOC is looking to provide effective programs for probationers

Biggest problems or barriers encountered:














Limited or lack of communication between various community criminal justice agencies about the
SMART Program (some expressed frustration with limited or no communication at all about the
program between agencies)
Limited treatment referral options (i.e., lengthy waiting lists or very few referral agencies in a
particular jurisdiction)
Initial implementation of the program (i.e., establishing eligibility requirements, santions/violations
policies, etc.)
Geography (i.e., jurisdictions in rural areas expressed more difficulty with accessing treatment
options for probationers and transportation was difficult when no public transportation was
offered)
Increased workload for SMART probation officers (i.e., often managing their SMART caseload in
addition to their traditional probation caseload, at times having to rely on non-SMART probation
officers to conduct SMART drug testing)
Ensuring all parties (i.e., jails, police, probation and parole) were prepared/staffed to handle the
details of the program (i.e., enough officers, specific programmatic paperwork, proper protocols)
Continued funding for hiring additional staff, specifically as the program continues to grow
Impact on law enforcement or victim morale (i.e., program construed as “soft on crime”)
Increased referrals with limited program space availability
Increased time in court and the office

Suggested improvements:







Offer more education trainings about the program to ensure compliance with all aspects of the
program
Ensure inclusion of all criminal justice agencies
Develop a rewards system for participants
Develop/offer more educational and treatment options for probationers
Hire additional SMART probation officers in the future to allow for community home/work visits
House SMART probation officers and/or supervisors in one centralized location

Advice to others beginning the program:



Conduct an orientation meeting with the probationer and judge to discuss
rules/expectations/sanctions of the program
Conduct regular meetings to discuss the progress/problems/issues in the jurisdiction
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the







Develop good communication among all involved parties (i.e., probation and parole with judge)
Deliver immediate, certain consequences/sanctions to probationers as violations occur
Have well-defined acceptance criteria and screening procedures for the program
Have one or a few designated SMART officers to work with participants in order to promote
consistency and facilitate communication
Begin with smaller caseloads to allow time to adapt, make changes, and identify/resolve inevitable
challenges as the program evolves

31

OUTCOME EVALUATION (AS OF JUNE 30, 2013)
Outcome data is reported in this section for 307 participants who entered the SMART Probation Program
(between July 1, 2012 and June 30, 2013). Individuals in the SMART Probation Program were compared with a
group of similarly matched probationers (N = 300). The matched probationers were selected based on the
following criteria: 1) Client status: active; 2) Supervision type: Probation; 3) Client type: Probation (shock), and
Probation (Regular); 4) Supervision counties: Allen, Anderson, Campbell, Jefferson, Lincoln, Shelby, Simpson,
Spencer, Pike, Pulaski, and, Rockcastle; 5) SMART Special Condition Exist: No; and 6) Offender Record – Active
P&P (meaning not incarcerated).
The target number of individuals to be served (per the grant application) during the grant year was 600. Thus,
during the first year of this grant, approximately 51% of the target number was served. Please note: the grant
required an initial start-up and implementation period which likely influenced the ability to serve the
projected number.
All outcome data was retrieved from the DOC KOMS. During the first year of the project, the evaluation
focused on the following information: 1) the level of service/case management inventory (LS/CMI); 2) drug
screening/results; 3) violations/responses, and 4) movements/alterations of sentencing.
Figure 2 shows the proportion of participants from each area involved in implementing the SMART Program.
Almost two-thirds of the probationers were from two SMART sites: Lincoln/Pulaski/Rockcastle (combined)
(30.6%) and Jefferson (30.3%). About one-fifth (21%) were from Allen/Simpson and 9.8% were from
Anderson/Shelby/Spencer. Smaller percentages were from the Pike (7.2%) and Campbell (1.3%) sites.
Campbell County was the last SMART site added to the project; this site did not begin the project until early
2013. Based on data provided, the average time on probation was 8 months (mean = 7.9 months).
(Please note: for a large majority of these individuals (n = 212), the report year-end date (06/30/2013) was
used to calculate time on probation. The majority were still on probation (as noted below, see Table 1).
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Figure 2. SMART participants (n = 307)

Pike

Jefferson

Anderson/Shelby/Spencer

Allen/Simpson

Lincoln/Pulaski/Rockcastle

Campbell

1.3%

7.2%

30.6%
30.3%

20.8%

9.8%

Table 1 reports client type and status for SMART probationers and the matched, comparison probationers. A
majority (80.3%) of the comparison group was on regular probation and 19.7% were shock probation. At the
time this data was compiled (October 2013), almost one-fifth (19%) of SMART probationers were active
inmates, 71.7% were active probation and parole, and 9.4% had a closed status. All of the comparison
probationers were active probation and parole (because of selection criteria for the comparison group).
Table 1. Client type and status

Client type
Probation (regular)
Probation (shock)
Pre-trial diversion
Parole
Probation (misdemeanor)
Mandatory reentry
supervision
Status***
Active inmate
Active P & P
Closed

SMART
(N = 307)

COMPARISON
(N = 300)

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

80.3%
19.7%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

18.9%
71.7%
9.4%

0%
100%
0%

***p<.001; Client type information not available on SMART probationers
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LEVEL OF SERVICE/CASE MANAGEMENT INVENTORY (LS/CMI)
The LS/CMI measures 8 individual domains which are used for case management to focus on individualized
needs:
1) Criminal History (CH, scores range: 0 – 8);
2) Education and Employment (EE; scores range: 0 – 9);
3) Family and Marital (FM; scores range: 0 – 4);
4) Leisure and Recreation (LR; scores range: 0 – 2);
5) Companions (CO; scores range: 0 – 4);
6) Alcohol and Drug Problems (ADP; scores range: 0 – 8);
7) Pro-criminal Attitude (PA; scores range: 0 -4); and,
8) Anti-social Pattern (AP; scores range: 0 – 4).
The scores on each domain of the LS/CMI can categorize the offender’s needs at 5 levels: very low, low,
medium, high and very high, with the exception of Leisure/Recreation, which only has three levels (very
low, medium, very high). In addition to the 8 subscales, a total score is calculated. This score is primarily
used to categorize the offender based on risks/needs. This total score can range from 0 to 30+.
LS/CMI raw score information is presented in Figure 3. Based on the between group comparisons, the
SMART probationers were rated as significantly higher on all domains measured by the LS/CMI.
Figure 3. LS/CMI Information
SMART (N = 307)

Comparison (N = 300)
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10
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8
7

6.3
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1.2
0.7

FM**

LR***

CO***

2.1
1.2
0.3 0.2

0.50.3

PA*

AP**

0
CH***

EE***

* p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001
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ADP***

TOTAL***

Table 2 shows the assessment of need as categorized by the LS/CMI for each domain. The SMART and
comparison group probationers had comparable categorization of needs; however, there were two notable
differences. First, for the alcohol and drug problems domain, the SMART probationers were categorized as
having medium needs, whereas the comparison group was categorized as having low needs. Second, when
assessing the total LS/CMI score, the SMART probationers were rated as medium risk whereas the
comparison group was rated as low risk. These differences match the scope of the SMART Program, which
targets individuals with substance use and related needs that are at-risk of failing on traditional probation.
However, these data do also suggest the SMART probationers are a higher risk group – thus, comparisons
with a traditional probation group should be interpreted with some caution as the two groups had some
inherent differences.
Table 2.LS/CMI Level of Needs

Criminal History (CH)
Education and Employment (EE)
Family and Marital (FM)
Leisure and Recreation (LR)
Companions (CO)
Alcohol and Drug Problems (ADP)
Pro-criminal Attitude (PA)
Anti-social Pattern (AP)
TOTAL

SMART
(N = 307)
LOW
LOW
LOW
MEDIUM
MEDIUM
MEDIUM
LOW
LOW
MEDIUM

COMPARISON
(N = 300)
LOW
LOW
LOW
MEDIUM
MEDIUM
LOW
LOW
LOW
LOW

DRUG SCREENING
As shown in Table 3, drug screening is a critical component of the SMART Probation Program. The SMART
probationers were drug tested 2,529 times; of these, there were 218 positive drug screens, which equates to
approximately 11.6% of the total screens. In contrast, the comparison probationers were only drug tested
1,149 times; of these, there were 338 positive drug screens, which equates to approximately 29.3% of the
total screens. Further, as shown in Table 3, there were significantly more positive drug screens, on average,
for the comparison group (mean = 1.1) compared with the SMART group (mean = 0.6). More specifically, there
were significantly more comparison probationers with positive drug screens for marijuana (48.7% vs. 29.0%)
while more SMART probationers tested positive for Oxycontin (14.0% vs. 4.2%).
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Table 3. Drug Screening

Average
number
of
tests
administered
Total number of positive drug tests
% of positive tests**
Average number of positive drug
screens**
Marijuana**
Benzodiazepines
Cocaine
Oxycontin**
Methamphetamine
Alcohol
Amphetamine
Methadone
Suboxone
Barbiturates
Inhalants
Morphine
Crack

SMART
(N = 307)
2529

COMPARISON
(N = 300)
1149

218
11.6%
0.6

338
29.3%
1.13

29.0%
20.0%
14.0%
14.0%
10.0%
7.0%
3.0%
3.0%
4.0%
0.0%
0.0%
2.0%
0.0%

48.7%
18.5%
17.6%
4.2%
10.1%
10.9%
5.9%
1.7%
0.8%
0.0%
0.0.%
0.0%
2.5%

**p<.01

VIOLATIONS/RESPONSES
Violations were coded into seven general categories: 1) Substance use; 2) Probation/parole; 3) New Charges;
4) Substance abuse treatment; 5) Fees and services; 6) Other treatment requirements; and, 7) Other.
Definitions of the categories are included below:
Substance use violations included: testing positive for alcohol and/or any illegal/illicit substance as well
as drug possession charges.
Probation/parole violations were: absconding, changing address and/or failure to report change
without approval, failure to report arrest, citation, and/or summons, failure to report to parole officer,
falsifying report, and leaving area of supervision without permission.
New charge(s) violations included: new felony arrest, misdemeanor, and receiving a misdemeanor
conviction for carrying a concealed deadly weapon.
Substance abuse treatment violations included: failure to attend AA, failure to complete treatment,
failure to pay for drug testing, failure to provide verification of meeting attendance, failure to seek
evaluation and follow all treatment recommendations, and failure to submit to drug testing.
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Fees/services violations included: failure to complete community service, failure to make restitution as
directed, and failure to pay supervision fee as directed.
Other treatment requirement violations included: failure to complete treatment for violent offenders,
failure to comply with any medical or mental health treatment, and failure to provide verification of
attendance to GED classes.
Other violations included those coded with this classification or those which could not be categorized
elsewhere.
Program violations, as reported in KOMS, are listed in Figure 4. In general, the comparison group had a
significantly higher average number of violations (2.3) compared to the SMART probationers (1.2; data not
shown in figure). Almost one-third of probationers in the comparison group (32.7%) had a substance use
violation compared to 24.0% for the SMART probationers. Further, a significantly greater number of
comparison probationers also had probation/parole violations (29.7%) compared to the SMART probationers
(21.2%). In addition, a significantly greater percentage of comparison probationers had new charges (33.0%
vs. 10.6%). Finally, there was a significant difference between the percentage of probationers in the
comparison group (8.7%) and the SMART probationers (3.5%) that had fees and services violations.
Figure 4. Violations

24.0%

Substance use*

21.2%

Probation/parole*

New charges***

10.6%

Substance abuse treatment

8.0%
10.7%

Fees and services**

Other treatment requirements

Other

3.5%

32.7%

29.7%

33.0%

8.7%

1.9%
0.7%
0.0%
0.6%
SMART (N = 307)

Comparison (N = 300)

* p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001
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Tables 4 – 8 present information on responses to each specific type of violation, as reported in KOMS. In
other words, the percent for each response is for a specific violation. It is presented in this way because
individuals may have had multiple violations in the same category with different responses. As noted in the
tables, the most common responses to all violations involved the discretion of the court and a
recommendation for probation revocation. In some instances, the responses were more tailored to the
violation type. For example, for substance use related violations the response from the court included
referrals to the Social Service Clinician (SSC) and other treatment options.
Table 4 examines substance use violations and the court’s response. In response to a substance use
violation, the most common court response for the SMART probationers was at the discretion of the court
(40.4%) and a recommendation of probation revocation (23.6%). For the comparison probationers, the most
common response was a referral to the SSC (30.8%) and a recommendation of probation revocation (28.6%).
Table 4.Responses to Substance Use Violations
SMART
(n = 89)
Discretion of the court
40.4%
Revocation recommended
23.6%
Alternate sentence (by the court)
10.1%
Other
9.0%
Referral to SSC
6.7%
Denial of compliance credit
5.6%
Increase frequency of drug testing
0%
Increase level of supervision
3.4%
Outpatient treatment
0%
Inpatient treatment
1.1%
Increase reporting
0%
Verbal warning
0%

COMPARISON
(n = 133)
18.0%
28.6%
3.8%
1.5%
30.8%
1.5%
4.5%
0%
6.0%
3.8%
.8%
.8%

In response to a probation/parole violation (see Table 5), the most common response for the SMART
probationers was at the discretion of the court (53.2%) and a recommendation of probation revocation
(38.7%). For the comparison probationers, the most common response was a recommendation of probation
revocation (74.4%).
Table 5.Responses to Probation/Parole Violations
SMART
(n = 62)
Discretion of the court
53.2%
Revocation recommended
38.7%
Alternate sentence (by the court)
1.6%
Referral to SSC
0%
Community service
4.8%
Increase level of supervision
0%
Inpatient treatment
0%
Increase reporting
0%
Verbal warning
0%
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COMPARISON
(n = 82)
8.5%
74.4%
0%
2.4%
1.2%
1.2%
2.4%
2.4%
4.9%

Table 6 examines new charge violations and the court’s response. In response to a new charge violation, the
most common court response for the SMART probationers was a recommendation of probation revocation
(50.0%) and at the discretion of the court (45.5%). For the comparison group, the most common response
was a recommendation of probation revocation (49.5%) and at the discretion of the court (29.7%)
Table 6.Responses to New Charge Violations
SMART
(n = 22)
Discretion of the court
45.5%
Revocation recommended
50.0%
Alternate sentence (by the court)
4.5%
Other
0%
Referral to SSC
0%
Denial of compliance credit
0%
Increase level of supervision
0%
Inpatient treatment
0%
Increase reporting
0%
Verbal warning
0%
Referral to counseling/treatment
0%
(non-substance related)

COMPARISON
(n = 101)
29.7%
49.5%
2.0%
4.0%
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%
1.0%
3.0%
4.0%
1.0%

Table 7 examines substance use treatment violations and the response from the court. In response to a
substance use treatment violation, the most common court response for the SMART probationers was at the
discretion of the court (52.6%) and a recommendation of probation revocation (26.3%). For the comparison
group, the most common response was a recommendation of probation revocation (66.7%) and at the
discretion of the court (20.0%).
Table 7.Responses to Substance Use Treatment Violations
SMART
(n = 19)
Discretion of the court
52.6%
Revocation recommended
26.3%
Alternate sentence (by the court)
5.3%
Referral to SSC
0%
Denial of compliance credit
10.5%
Inpatient treatment
5.3%
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COMPARISON
(n = 15)
20.0%
66.7%
0%
13.3%
0%
0%

Table 8 examines fees/services violations and the court’s response. In response to a fees/services violation,
the only responses for the SMART probationers were at the discretion of the court (60.0%) and a
recommendation of probation revocation (40.0%). For the comparison group, the most common response
was a recommendation of probation revocation (50.0%) and a verbal warning (22.7%).
Table 8.Responses to Fees/Services Violations
SMART
(n = 5)
Discretion of the court
60.0%
Revocation recommended
40.0%
Other
0%
Referral to SSC
0%
Verbal warning
0%

COMPARISON
(n = 22)
18.2%
50.0%
4.5%
4.5%
22.7%

Other treatment violations were seldom recorded for the SMART and comparison probationers (SMART, n =
7; comparison, n = 1). In response to these violations, for the SMART probationers, the recommendations
were: at the discretion of the court (42.9%), an alternate sentence by the court (28.6%), denial of compliance
credit (14.3%) and a recommendation of probation revocation (14.3%). For the one individual in the
comparison group, the recommendation was to revoke probation (100%). Violations in the other category
were rare (only two individuals from the comparison group). The court’s response to these violations was
consistently a recommendation of probation revocation (100%).

ALTERATIONS OF SENTENCING
Alterations of sentencing were measured through revocations and incarceration (i.e., jail) time, which is
recorded in the KOMS system as a special admission. These data are shown in Table 9. At the time of this
report, approximately 14% of the SMART probationers had probation conditions which had been revoked. A
comparable statistic was unable to be calculated for the comparison group, given a criteria for selecting this
group was actively on probation. In future evaluation reports, the evaluation team, in partnership with the
DOC will strive to select a comparison group which more accurately reflects a contemporary group of
individuals referred to probation that may/may not be active at the time of the reporting. While a
significantly greater percentage of SMART probationers (15.1%) were moved into an incarceration
placement compared to the comparison group (9.3%), probationers in the comparison group spent a
significantly greater average time incarcerated (118.1 days compared to 32.5 days for the SMART
probationers). This findings matches the scope of the SMART project, using short-term incarceration as a
response to a program violation.
Table 9. Movements/Special Admission
COMPARISON
(n = 300)

Revocations

SMART
(n = 307)
14.3%

Special admission*
Of those who were moved
Average time incarcerated

15.1%
(n = 47)
32.5 days

9.3%
(n = 28)
118.1 days

* p<.05
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ACHIEVING GRANT GOALS IN YEAR ONE
(1) Identify individuals for enrollment in the program by using a validated risk assessment
instrument. For individuals who are currently serving a term of probation, to identify those who
are at risk of failing the conditions of supervision and of being returned to incarceration as a
result of such failure.
Goal one was achieved. LS/CMI information is included in the report for 307 SMART probationers
from grant year one (July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2013) as well as for 300 similarly matched
probationers. Based on the between groups comparisons, the SMART probationers had
significantly higher raw scores on all domains measured by the LS/CMI. There were also two
notable differences in categorization of needs. First, for the alcohol and drug problems domain,
the SMART probationers were categorized as having medium needs, whereas the comparison
group was categorized as having low needs. Second, when assessing the total LS/CMI score, the
SMART probationers were rated as medium risk whereas the comparison group was rated as low
risk. These differences match the scope of the SMART program, which targets individuals with
substance use and related needs who are at-risk of failing on traditional probation.
(2) Identify the key partners that will be included in the program.
Goal two was achieved. Several key partners were immediately identified. Chief Justice John
Minton designated six jurisdictions to serve as pilot SMART project sites. Judges in these
jurisdictions received training on the HOPE Model and began planning implementation of the
SMART Program in August 2011. Participating judges were responsible for overseeing the SMART
Probation Program and seeing probationers who were placed on their docket as a result of a
violation within 24-48 hours of the violation being identified and reported. One of the original
selected sites did not participate in the grant-funded program. Campbell County became the sixth
site to implement the SMART program in early 2013.
Other key partners included per HB 463 Section 103 included jail and prison administrators,
prosecutors, public defenders and defense attorneys, sheriff or police administrators, and
probation and parole. Each jurisdiction was responsible for ensuring key partners were identified
at each site. It was also determined that Dr. Lisa Shannon of Morehead State University would act
as an independent evaluator to assess the effectiveness of the operations and ability to meet the
stated goals/objectives. A full list of key players identified in each pilot site is presented on pages
4-6.
(3) Notify probationers of the rules of the pilot project and consequences of violating such rules.
As discussed in the process evaluation interviews, goal three was achieved. Each SMART
jurisdiction had autonomy for determining the best way to inform probationers of program rules,
violations, and consequences. During the process evaluation interviews, participants from several
project sites discussed having an orientation for probationers to overview the SMART Program
rules with clearly defined expectations.
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(4) Monitor probationers for illicit drug use with regular and rapid-result drug screening.
Goal four was achieved; illicit drug use was identified via regular and rapid drug screening. Data
from KOMS showed the SMART probationers were drug tested 2,529 times; of these, there were
218 positive drug screens, which equates to approximately 11.6% of the total screens. In
contrast, the comparison probationers were only drug tested 1,149 times; of these, there were
338 positive drug screens, which equates to approximately 29% of the total screens. Further,
there were significantly more positive drug screens, on average, for the comparison group (mean
= 1.1) compared with the SMART group (mean = 0.6). These findings suggest that random urine
drug screens are a deterrent to substance use among SMART probationers.
(5) Monitor probationers for violations of other rules and probation terms, including failure to pay
court-ordered financial obligations such as child support or victim restitution.
Goal five was achieved. Overall, the comparison group had a significantly higher average number
of violations (2.3) compared to the SMART probationers (1.2). Almost one third of probationers in
the comparison group (32.7%) had a substance use violation compared to 24.0% for the SMART
probationers. Further, a significantly greater number of probationers in the comparison group
also had probation/parole violations (29.7%) compared to the SMART probationers (21.2%). In
addition, a significantly greater percentage of probationers in the comparison group had new
charges (33.0% vs. 10.6%). Finally, there was a significant difference between the percentage of
probationers in the comparison group (8.7%) and the SMART probationers (3.5%) that had fees
and services violations.
(6) Respond to violations of such rules with immediate arrest of the violating probationer, and swift
and certain modification of the conditions of probation, including imposition of short jail stays
(which may gradually become longer with each additional violation).
Data related to goal six showed the courts did respond to violations. The most common responses
to all violations involved the discretion of the court and a recommendation for probation
revocation. In terms of revocations and jail stays, approximately 14% of the SMART probationers
had probation conditions which had been revoked. Further, a significantly greater percentage of
SMART probationers (15.1%) were moved into an incarceration placement compared to the
comparison probationers (9.3%); however, probationers in the comparison group spent a
significantly greater average time incarcerated (118.1 days compared to 32.5 days for the SMART
probationers). From these data we can interpret, courts are responding to violations with various
responses including probation revocation and short-term jail stays; however, data utilized for this
report cannot address the immediacy of the response.
(7) Immediately respond to probationers who have absconded from supervision with service of
bench warrants and immediate sanctions.
As discussed above with goal six, data showed the courts did respond to violations. However,
data provided from the first grant year cannot address the immediacy of the response.
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(8) Provide rewards to probationers who comply with such rules.
There was little data to assess rewards offered for compliant probationers (Goal eight). This was
identified as an important area of focus in the process evaluation. The idea of a rewards system
for SMART probationers, specifically establishing a phase system with decreasing requirements,
was mentioned. This is an identified area of importance for focus during the second grant year.
(9) Target treatment resources to offenders who request treatment and who are repeat violators.
Data provided for goal nine was also limited. The data on responses to violations suggest that
only a small number of SMART and comparison probationers were referred to treatment. Data
do not indicate and cannot address whether these referrals were not made because: 1) offenders
did not specifically request treatment; 2) there was limited availability of treatment resources in
the area; or, 3) related to an inability to pay for these services.
(10) Establish procedures to terminate program participation by, and initiate revocation to a term of
incarceration for, probationers who habitually fail to abide by program rules and pose a threat to
public safety.
As discussed in the process evaluation interviews, goal ten was achieved. Each SMART
jurisdiction had autonomy for determining the best way to terminate an individual from the
SMART Program. During the process evaluation interviews, participants from several jurisdictions
discussed having an orientation for probationers to overview the SMART program rules and
expectations. Further, data provided by KOMS suggested that at the time of this report
approximately 14% of SMART probationers had his/her probation revoked.
(11) Include regular coordination meetings for the key partners of the pilot project.
Goal eleven was partially achieved. Key project stakeholders collectively met for an initial project
implementation meeting as well as for information regarding drug testing. As stated in the
process evaluation, some key stakeholders desired increased communication and meetings.
Meetings can be challenging because of the geographic diversity of the SMART project sites.
However, because of the emphasis of this theme in the process evaluation data across many of
the disciplines interviewed – increased coordination and communication should be a focus in the
second grant year.
(12) Reduce violation behavior, new crimes, and revocations to prison.
Data related to goal twelve shows success in the first grant year. Overall, the comparison group
had a significantly higher average number of violations (2.3) compared to the SMART
probationers (1.2). Almost one-third of probationers in the comparison group (32.7%) had a
substance use violation compared to 24.0% for the SMART probationers. Further, a significantly
greater number of probationers in the comparison group also had probation/parole violations
(29.7%) compared to the SMART probationers (21.2%). In addition, a significantly greater
percentage of probationers in the comparison group had new charges (33.0% vs. 10.6%) and fees
and services violations (8.7% vs. 3.5%). Further, only a small minority (14.3%) of SMART
probationers had his/her probation revoked at the end of the first grant year.
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