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This report was produced by the National Center
for State Courts’ Center for Sentencing
Initiatives (CSI). CSI conducts research,
provides information and tools, offers education
and technical assistance, facilitates cross-state
learning and collaboration, and works closely
with the Conference of Chief Justices and the
Conference of State Court Administrators to
implement their resolution In Support of
Sentencing Practices that Promote Public Safety
and Reduce Recidivism. To learn more about
CSI, visit www.ncsc.org/csi

I. About this Report
In August 2011, the Conference of Chief
Justices and the Conference of State Court
Administrators adopted a resolution
recommending that “offender risk and needs
assessment information be available to
inform judicial decisions regarding effective
management and reduction of the risk of
offender recidivism.”1 The resolution noted
that supervision and treatment decisions
informed by valid and reliable offender risk
and needs assessment (RNA) information is
a critical component of effective strategies
to reduce recidivism.
This report is one in a series describing the
experiences of individual jurisdictions using
RNA information to inform sentencing
decisions. These profile reports are not
intended to be a comprehensive study of all
stakeholder views in a jurisdiction regarding
the use of the assessment information.
Rather, they offer a current picture of how

1

Conference of Chief Justices and Conference of
State Court Administrators. (2011). Resolution 7
In Support of the Guiding Principles on Using
Risk and Needs Assessment Information in the
Sentencing Process. Williamsburg, VA: National
Center for State Courts (available
http://ccj.ncsc.org/~/media/Microsites/Files/CCJ/
Resolutions/08032011-Support-GuidingPrinciples-Using-Risk-Needs-AssessmentInformation-Sentencing-Process.ashx). CCJ and
COSCA include the highest ranking judicial
officer and court administrator from every state
and U. S. Territory. The resolution endorsed a
set of guiding principles developed by a National
Working Group. For a description of the guiding
principles, see Casey, P., Warren, R. K., & Elek,
J. (2011). Using Offender Risk Assessment
Information at Sentencing: Guidance for Courts
from a National Working Group. Williamsburg,
VA: National Center for State Courts (available
http://www.ncsc.org/sitecore/content/microsites/
csi/home/Topics/~/media/Microsites/Files/CSI/R
NA%20Guide%20Final.ashx).
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some stakeholders are incorporating the
information into their sentencing practices.
The reports identify the population of
offenders for which RNA information is
obtained and the assessment instruments
used in the jurisdiction, describe the
assessment report provided to the court,
discuss how the assessment information is
used, and report on any outcomes typically
tracked by the jurisdiction. When available,
the report also provides an example of the
assessment information provided to the
court. In addition to these individual
jurisdictional profiles, a forthcoming report
will identify common practices and lessons
learned across jurisdictions using RNA
information at sentencing.

II. Offenders Assessed
The Cuyahoga County Adult Probation
Department provides a presentence
investigation (PSI) report to the court for
every felony case (including sex offenses
and domestic violence cases) eligible for

2

A Cuyahoga County judge and probation
officer agreed to NCSC requests for an
interview.

community supervision. Approximately 37
dedicated officers in the Probation
Department conduct all presentence
investigations, which include offender risk
and needs assessment (RNA), and prepare
the reports to the court.
The court does not receive PSI reports or
full RNA information at the plea stage,
although results from the state Pretrial
Assessment Tool (a component of the Ohio
Risk Assessment System, or ORAS, that is
referred to as the ORAS-PAT) are made
available and are used to inform bail
decisions. 3

III. Assessment
Process
Presentence investigators in Cuyahoga
County use a two-stage process to assess

3

In 2006, the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation
and Correction contracted with the University of
Cincinnati Center for Criminal Justice Research
(CCJR) to develop the ORAS, a new, automated,
centralized, statewide system of offender
assessment tools for use at each of four key
decision-making stages of the criminal justice
process. CCJR researchers developed the ORAS,
including the ORAS-PAT, and validated the
system statewide in Ohio in 2009. Additional
information from the Ohio Department of
Rehabilitation and Correction (ODRC) on the
ORAS can be found at
http://www.drc.ohio.gov/web/oras.htm. The
University of Cincinnati Corrections Institute
(UCCI) now offers similar services to other
states and jurisdictions with interest in adapting
the system. For more about the risk assessment
services available from UCCI, see their website:
http://www.uc.edu/corrections/services/riskassessment.html.
3
H.B. 86 mandated the use of a single, validated
risk assessment tool in sentencing. Additional
information on the ORAS can be found at
http://www.drc.ohio.gov/web/oras.htm.
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offender recidivism risk. First, presentence
investigators administer a 13-point static
risk tool called the Ohio Offender Risk
Assessment Instrument.4 The 13-point tool
classifies the defendant into one of five risk
levels (low, low-moderate, moderate, high,
extremely high). The probation department
uses the 13-point scale as a screening tool to
determine whether or not a full risk and
needs assessment should be administered.5
The full assessment tool used by presentence
investigators in Cuyahoga County is the
Community Supervision Tool (ORAS-CST),
a component of the Ohio Risk Assessment
System (ORAS) that was created and
validated for statewide use in 2009 by the
University of Cincinnati Center for Criminal
Justice Research (CCJR).6 Offenders who

4

CCJR researchers created the short 13-point
tool (13 questions) in 2006-2007 for interim use
by Ohio criminal justice agencies until the new
statewide ORAS system was fully developed and
validated. The 13-point tool was validated
statewide and locally in Cuyahoga County in
2010.
5
Before the ORAS was validated and
implemented statewide, the Cuyahoga County
Adult Probation Department restructured their
process based on the five levels of offender risk
identified by the 13-point tool. The probation
department elected to retain the locally validated
13-point tool as the screening tool in lieu of the
screening version offered within the ORAS (the
Community Supervision Screening Tool, or
ORAS-CSST) for several reasons, including (a)
validation research supporting local use of the
13-point tool, (b) the implications for department
structure, and (c) the finer distinctions between
five levels of offender risk (as opposed to two
levels, as provided by the ORAS-CSST).
6
Probation officers must complete a two-day
training and pass a standard test to become a
certified administrator of the ORAS assessment.
Every probation officer in Cuyahoga County
completes this ORAS certification. For more
information on the ORAS set of tools and on the
services provided by University of Cincinnati
researchers, refer to footnote 2.

score low or low-moderate on the 13-point
tool do not receive the full ORAS-CST and
their risk level on the 13-point tool is
included in the PSI report to the court. For
offenders who score in the moderate or
higher risk levels on the 13-point screener
tool, presentence investigators then
administer the full ORAS-CST and report
the results from the full assessment in the
PSI report. An exception to this process
involves special populations (e.g., domestic
violence, sex offender, mental health and
developmental disabilities, criminal nonsupport), who receive a full ORAS
assessment regardless of their results on the
13-point screening tool. In addition to the
general screening and assessment process
described above, if needed, a Treatment
Alternatives to Street Crimes (TASC) or
psychiatric clinician will conduct a mental
health diagnostic assessment using Ohio’s
Solutions to Quality Improvement and
Compliance Initiative (SOQIC) standardized
forms.7 Other evaluations for specialized
populations (e.g., domestic violence, sex
offender) are conducted by probation
officers post-sentencing and are thus not
included in the PSI report to the court.
On occasion, the 13-point tool and
subsequent ORAS-CST assessments may
produce conflicting results. When a clear
discrepancy arises, senior-level probation
department managers review the case and
make a final determination regarding the
appropriate risk level to report. When
overrides of the ORAS-CST results occur,
the risk level from the 13-point tool and

7

For more information on the SOQIC, refer to
the SOQIC manual at
http://www.mtmservices.org/Downloads/Ohio_S
tandardized_Documentation_Implementation_M
anual.pdf
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reasoning for the override are documented in
the statewide web-based information system
on which the ORAS resides.8,9 Only the
modified risk level is included on the PSI
report.
The assessed risk level is used to determine
the appropriate supervision group for the
offender as defined by a locally developed
Evidence Based Practices (EBP) Sentencing
Chart (Appendix A). The EBP Sentencing
Chart was developed in conjunction with the
EBP Sentencing Journal Entry form
(Appendix B), an evidence-based judicial
sentencing form, in 2010 by a local team of
stakeholders.10 The Sentencing Chart
accounts for the five identified levels of risk
as well as a sixth “special programs”
category and describes the recommended
supervision conditions for each risk group.
Offenders will be assigned to the special
programs category if they are eligible for
entry into any of the dedicated intervention
programs in Cuyahoga County that are
designed specifically for certain offender or
offense types (e.g., domestic violence, sex

8

Override levels are targeted to not exceed 10%
of cases.
9
The ORAS is housed on the Ohio Department
of Rehabilitation and Correction (ODRC)
Gateway Portal, a web-based system which
allows information to be exchanged between
ODRC and external stakeholders and partner
agencies (e.g., county jail, treatment providers).
10
Local stakeholders met over a series of retreats
to develop a plan for implementing evidencebased sentencing practices in Cuyahoga County.
Participants included local judges, probation
administration, court administration, and trainers
who specialized on the topic of evidence-based
community corrections. The development effort
resulted in the new EBP Sentencing Chart and a
new EBP Sentencing Journal Entry form to log
sentencing decisions. The new journal entry form
is discussed further under Use of Assessment
Information.

offender cases). Per local policy, special
program offenders must be supervised more
intensively (at a level otherwise appropriate
for high risk offenders) even if assessed as
low risk. Overrides never occur for
offenders with the special programs
designation.
In Cuyahoga County, probation caseloads
are divided by risk level. Each field
probation officer oversees a caseload
dedicated to the supervision of offenders
with the same risk category as depicted in
the EBP Sentencing Chart. In addition,
supervising probation officers assigned to
high risk offender caseloads operate out of a
separate building from those who monitor
low risk and moderate-low risk offenders.
This physical separation was initiated to
reduce the opportunities for lower risk
offenders to intermingle with higher risk
offenders.
Cuyahoga County officials are in the process
of developing a new reassessment policy.
Currently, probation officers are encouraged
to reassess offenders on the 13-point tool
after any major event to inform the
appropriate supervision response. However,
local stakeholders acknowledged that
because the 13-point tool was designed as a
short, static risk assessment for interim use
until the ORAS-CST was developed and
validated for use statewide, it is not sensitive
to changes in offender risk as a result of
treatment interventions or other recidivism
reduction interventions. Local stakeholders
expect that the new reassessment policy will
call for offender reassessment on the ORASCST after one year or any major life event.
Original and updated assessment
information is provided to the court for
probation revocation hearings.
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IV. Assessment Report
Prior to 2008, judges did not receive
offender risk and needs assessment
information at sentencing. The Cuyahoga
County Adult Probation Department used
RNA information exclusively for internal
case management purposes. Now, PSI
reports (Appendix C) contain the offender’s
assessed level of risk, as determined by the
13-point tool (if low or low-moderate risk)
or the ORAS-CST (if moderate risk or
higher). When the full ORAS-CST
assessment is administered, the PSI report
also includes risk information for the five
criminogenic need domains. Based on the
offender’s assessed risk level, the
presentence investigator identifies the
corresponding supervision group on the EBP
Sentencing Chart, which describes the
recommended supervision conditions if the
judge decides that probation is appropriate.
No other probation recommendations are
provided in the PSI report. The change to
include assessment information in the PSI
report was motivated by feedback from local
judges who, following an evidence-based
training provided by the Cuyahoga County
Adult Probation Department, expressed an
interest in using offender risk and needs
assessment results to inform sentencing
decisions.
Currently, the first page of the PSI report
provides a brief narrative description of the
offender’s risk level and recommended
supervision group if placed on probation.11

11

PSI reports contain only the assessed risk level
and its associated grouping on the EBP
Sentencing Chart, not the raw risk score.
Cuyahoga County is in the process of removing
risk level information from the cover page of the
PSI to more effectively communicate risk group
information based on the EBP Sentencing Chart,

The body of the PSI report includes
descriptive information about the defendant,
his or her criminal history, and the current
offense. It also includes primarily narrative
information regarding family history
(including family criminal history) and the
defendant’s physical health, mental health,
substance abuse history, employment and
income, pro-social activities, peer
associations, and criminal attitudes and
behavior patterns. The final page of the PSI
report provides a summary of ORAS-CST
results, identifying the overall risk level,
level on each of 5 criminogenic needs
domains (low, medium, high), and
responsivity factors.
Cuyahoga County presentence investigators
generate upwards of approximately 8,000
PSI reports per year.

V. Use of Assessment
Information
General reception. When the Cuyahoga
County Adult Probation Department began
to offer training on evidence-based
practices12 in 2008, the reception among
local judges was mixed. Continued
communication helped to cultivate broader
acceptance of the evidence-based sentencing
approach over time. Judges who supported
the idea of a new EBP approach to
sentencing worked with probation officials

which may include potentially sensitive Special
Programs eligibility information.
12
The probation department organized periodic
trainings, led by the Carey Group, for judges,
prosecutors, and defense attorneys over the
years. These trainings were scheduled for each
stakeholder group separately (e.g., judges only).
For more information about the Carey Group,
see http://thecareygroupinc.com/.
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to educate other judges in the county of its
potential value. In addition to the ongoing
group training sessions provided by the local
probation department, state judicial
conferences routinely feature probation-led
trainings on EBP. Moreover, a local justice
system reform initiative group convenes on
a quarterly basis and provides a forum in
which stakeholders may raise issues related
to criminal justice processes, such as the use
of RNA information in sentencing.
Practical use of RNA information among
stakeholders. Using the new EBP approach,
judges sentencing an offender to probation
(or community control) may refer to the
supervision group identified in the PSI
report to inform the conditions of
community supervision. The EBP
Sentencing Chart defines the recommended
supervision period, reporting frequency,
drug testing frequency, and programming
attendance. Judges do not define specific
treatment conditions, but instead release
these programming decisions to the
probation department. The new EBP
Sentencing Journal Entry form allows the
court to determine whether to order
community service for lower level offenders
and requires that program attendance by
moderate and high risk offenders be “as
indicated in the case plan” or “as directed by
[the supervising probation officer].”
Cuyahoga County installed the new EBP
sentencing approach incrementally, starting
with a small group of approximately six
cooperating judges. All 34 judges in the
county are now encouraged to use the new
evidence-based sentencing approach and the
new EBP Sentencing Journal Entry form to
log their sentencing decisions, but may opt
to continue to use traditional sentencing
practices. A July 2013 review revealed that

seventy-three percent of Cuyahoga County
judges use the new EBP Sentencing Journal
Entry form to log their sentencing decisions,
and sentence in accordance with the
supervision conditions recommended on the
EBP Sentencing Chart in 69% of their cases.

VI. Outcomes Tracked
The Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and
Correction can track outcomes through the
statewide web-based portal on which the
ORAS resides. Recidivism rates are reported
by county. Cuyahoga County officials may
access data and reporting options through
the statewide portal and currently generate
custom reports on an as-needed basis. In
Cuyahoga County, officials may evaluate
some forms of recidivism and probation
success rates by supervision unit, which are
divided by risk level. Other data are
captured, such as GED completion and
employment rates that may be disaggregated
by risk level, which may ultimately prove
valuable in demonstrating “what works”
locally.
Outcome data are not routinely shared with
local stakeholders at this time. The
probation department will often share with
the court any custom reports that are
generated (e.g., to inform Corrections
Planning Board processes). New leadership
in Cuyahoga County is reportedly working
to develop a standard data report for
circulation among local stakeholders on a
routine basis.

NCSC/CSI | CUYAHOGA COUNTY, OH RNA REPORT 6

Page A-108

Appendix A
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Appendix B

E.B.P. SENTENCING JOURNAL ENTRY
Misdemeanor Probation / Felony Community Control
Date:

Case Number(s):
Defendant’s Name:

Defendant’s Counsel:

Court Reporter:

Statements:

Defendant

Bail

Pros.

Jail

Victim/Rep

Others

Misdemeanor Sentence
Defendant sentenced to County Jail (designate sentence for each misdemeanor count)

Sentence suspended; Defendant placed on probation (designate group; term and conditions below)
Felony Sentence
Defendant sentenced to Community Control (designate group; term and conditions below)
Violation of conditions may result in a term of (designate sentence for each count and whether served concurrently or
consecutively):
PRC:

CT(S)

CT(S)

CT(S)

CT(S)

E.B.P. Supervision Conditions
Supervision
Period

Reporting
Frequency

Group A
Group B
(Low)
(Low Mod.)
1 year
1 year
Eligibility for early termination or
extension until restitution, costs and
fees are paid in full

Every 6 months

Every 3 months

Group C
(Moderate)
1 1/2 years
Eligibility for
early termination

Monthly or more
frequently, if
directed by P.O.

Group D
(High)
2 years
Eligibility for early
termination

Weekly for 3
months and every 2
weeks thereafter or
as directed by PO

Group E
(Ext. High)
5 years

Group F **
CBCF 1 year
Domestic Violence 2 year
Home Detention
Time: ______________

Weekly

Interstate Trans. 1 ½ year
Location:____________
Intervention in lieu 1 year

As determined
by PO

Drug Testing
Frequency

Programming
Attendance

Court Community Work Service
for 20 hours.

Random testing
until 3 consecutive
negative tests

Random testing

As directed by PO

As indicated in the
case plan

2 times per
week

MH/DD 2 year
Non Support 5 years
Sex Offender 2 year
Tier:________________
Work Release
Time: ______________

** Each specialized program in Group F carries a designated period of Community Control with specific conditions. See EBP material for details.

Defendant indigent
Restitution $
Fine $
CCWS in lieu of:
Costs

Financial Sanctions
Fine waived

Costs waived
Payable to
Repay Assigned Counsel Fees $
Fees
Other Conditions

Supervision Fee waived

Fine

No Contact with Victim

License Susp. ___________ Points: _______

Sex Offender Tier:______________

Defendant remanded for:

CBCF
Inpatient Treatment

Housing
Work Release

Sheriff to transport
Forfeit:

Defendant ordered released
Forfeiture items returned to:

06/18/12NPM

Home Detention
Mental Health

Assigned Judge:

Release Plan
Jail days: ______
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