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Reduce violent crime through effective law enforcement 
interventions. 

Move people with substance addictions and mental 
health needs into treatment that works and reduce 
criminal justice involvement. 

Reduce recidivism and costs to taxpayers from an 
overcrowded prison system.

Ohio Justice Reinvestment 2.0 Goals 

A.

B.

C.

§ In June 2017, state leaders in all three branches of government requested the CSG Justice 
Center’s assistance with a second Justice Reinvestment project (JR 2.0).

§ The objective of Ohio JR 2.0 is to “develop a statewide public safety strategy to reduce 
crime, improve behavioral health treatment, and adopt more cost-effective sentencing, 
corrections, and supervision policies.”

§ This document  summarizes key findings and sets the stage for additional policy 
discussions in pursuit of the following three goals.
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Reduce violent crime through effective law 
enforcement interventions. 

Ohio Justice Reinvestment 2.0 Goals 

A.

§ Research demonstrates that certain data-driven policing strategies can 
reduce violent crime effectively but must be sustained. Such efforts are 
much more cost-effective than trying to reduce violent crime by prolonging 
incapacitation.

§ Ohio data shows:
§ Violent crime is rising slightly from historic lows. 
§ A minority of violent crimes result in an arrest. 
§ People recently released from prison account for a small percentage of 

people arrested for murder.

Strategy Can be used to address

Hot-spot policing robberies, burglaries

Focused deterrence gang member-involved violence, homicides, shootings

Place-based problem solving robberies, shootings, property crime, drug markets

Alternatives to arrest minor misdemeanors; people who have mental illnesses

Crime analysis patterns and repeat victims, offenders, crimes, locations, times 
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In recent years, there have been upticks in violent crime but a low 
rate of arrests for those crimes.

§ Every year there are many more 
reported homicides and aggravated 
assaults than there are arrests for 
those offenses.

§ In 2016, Ohio had the largest gap 
among states between the number of 
violent crimes reported and arrests 
made for those crimes. Ohio’s violent 
crime rate was four times higher than 
the state’s violent crime arrest rate.

§ Low-level crimes drive arrest activity 
and limit law enforcement’s capacity 
to respond to violent crime. Arrests for 
violent crime accounted for just 4 
percent of all arrests in 2017.

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report, 50-State Report on Public Safety

A. Reduce Violent Crime – Key Findings
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§ In Ohio, half of the people arrested for 
committing murder had no prior 
arrests in the previous eight years.

§ Only 14 percent of people arrested for 
murder in 2016 were released from 
prison within the previous two years.

§ Prolonging incapacitation for this 14 
percent is less cost-effective than 
focusing on reducing recidivism and 
deterring violent crime.

§ Deterrence efforts have the greatest 
benefit-cost ratio.

Source: OCJS Crime Report, CSG Analysis of BCI data and ODCR release data.

A. Reduce Violent Crime – Key Findings

633 reported murders (2016) 

251 arrests for 
murder (2016)

36 (14%) 
released from prison within last 2 years 

Deter crime

Reduce recidivism

Prolong 
incapacitation

128 (51%)
no prior felony 

arrests

87 (35%)
prior 

felony 
arrests

Preventing violent crime from occurring is more cost-effective 
than prolonging incapacitation. 
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Ohio’s own experience shows that effective policing strategies can 
reduce violence, but must be sustained.

§ The Cincinnati Initiative to Reduce 
Violence (CIRV) was initiated in 2007, 
but support ebbed and flowed over 
time. 

§ CIRV resulted in a 42-percent 
reduction in gang member involved 
homicides and a 22-percent reduction 
in shootings over a 42-month 
evaluation period.

§ The success led to replications across 
Ohio, with training and technical 
assistance funded by Ohio Office of 
Criminal Justice Services (OCJS) for 
Dayton, Mansfield, Toledo. 
Youngstown, and Cleveland.

A. Reduce Violent Crime – Key Findings
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Policy Goals
§ Create a statewide framework to sustain and improve 

coordination of violence-reduction efforts. 
§ Identify a single statewide entity and advisory committee to lead efforts.
§ Ensure coordination of state and federal funding sources.
§ Ensure dissemination and use of data analysis, research, training 

opportunities, and evidence-based policing strategies.

Next Steps
ü Consult JRI members and primary partners (DPS-OCJS, OAG, OPAA, 

BSSA, OACP) to develop details for proposed legislation, including a 
funding estimate.

§ Consult additional key stakeholders for input: 
§ Ohio Consortium of Crime Science
§ Ohio Collaborative Community-Police Relations
§ National Public Safety Partnership
§ Institute of Crime Science

A. Reduce Violent Crime – Policy Goals and Next Steps
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Move people with drug and mental health 
needs into treatment that works and reduce 
criminal justice involvement 

Ohio Justice Reinvestment 2.0 Goals 

B.
§ Ohio data demonstrates that people involved in its state and local 

criminal justice systems with substance addictions and mental illnesses 
generate significant and persistent social and economic impacts.

§ Ohio is positioned for innovative national leadership in improving 
criminal justice and health outcomes for these populations through 
smart, fiscally responsible strategies by:
§ using merged arrest and health systems data to target individuals 

who are driving the greatest system impacts and to better 
understand their complex service needs; 

§ incentivizing Ohio’s Medicaid managed care entities to focus on 
these populations with increased access to essential services, more 
effective utilization of those resources, and greater accountability 
through clear, meaningful, outcomes reporting; and

§ leveraging significant federal financial participation.
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People who are frequently arrested by law enforcement are likely 
to be arrested for drug or property offenses and are in need of 
substance addiction treatment services or mental health care.

Source: CSG Analysis of BCI data. 

B. Treatment That Works – Key Findings

15,063
people were arrested 3 
or more times in 2015–
2016

6% of 
people 

arrested

IN OHIO: 

Half of these people were arrested at 
least once for a drug or property 
offense.

MOST COMMON OFFENSES:
• Drug possession
• Misdemeanor theft

54,792 arrests generated
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More than one-third of people with three or more arrests had a 
charge for drug abuse or possession. 

Source: CSG Analysis of BCI data. 

B. Treatment That Works – Key Findings

5,565
people

37% 
of people arrested three 
or more times in 2015 
and 2016 were arrested 
for drug abuse or drug 
possession

IN OHIO: 

63% of these 
arrests were for 
felony-level drug 
offenses

8,355
arrests for drug abuse or 
drug possession in 2015 
and 2016
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A small number of people who continually cycle through the 
behavioral health care system in Ohio drive spending in the 
system.

§ In 2016, Ohio spent $124 million on 
medication-assisted treatment for opioid use.

§ Ohio is actively redesigning its Medicaid system 
to focus on strengthening behavioral health 
system capacity.

§ Despite investments, county sequential 
intercept mappings show that the availability of 
mental health and substance addiction services 
and housing are among the most frequently 
identified gaps.

§ In FY2017, Ohio invested more than $277.7M in 
community initiatives targeting people in the 
criminal justice system. 

Source: Ohio Medicaid claims, including claims with diagnosis code of ICD9 290-314 excluding 299 and dementia 
codes in 294; does not include pharmacy claims (August 2012-July 2013). 

B. Treatment That Works – Key Findings

5% of 
people 
receiving 

behavioral health 
care services

52% of 
spending on 

behavioral health care 
services

IN OHIO: 
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Effective interventions for people with substance addictions could 
save county and local government millions of dollars. 

Sources: CSG Analysis of BCI data.

B. Treatment That Works – Key Findings

5,565
people were arrested 
three or more times in 
2015 and 2016 and 
were charged for drug 
abuse or drug 
possession

IN OHIO: 

59%
of these people were 
sentenced to a 
period of 
confinement in jail or 
prison before 2015

93%
of these people do 
not have a violent 
offense (including 
domestic violence 
and assault) in their 
arrest history

37,934
total arrests for these 
people between 2008 and 
2016

Reducing arrests could save 
state and local government 
millions in law enforcement, 
court, and jail costs52%

of these people were 
arrested in counties 
with more than 
500,000 people
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Data matching is underway to determine the overlap between people 
who have complex behavioral health conditions and criminal justice 
involvement and define a target population for enhanced health and 
safety interventions.

B. Treatment That Works – Key Findings

• How many people are arrested frequently and consistently require law enforcement, 
court, and confinement resources due to rearrest? To what extent do these people 
also interact with the behavioral health system?

• How many people require medical care often and consistently utilize emergency 
rooms, treatment services from community behavioral health providers, or pharmacy 
resources? How many of these people also come in contact with the criminal justice 
system?

• What will it take to better coordinate an already expensive system, maximize existing 
resources, and improve outcomes?

MedicaidBCI
Data DataMatch
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Policy Goal
§ Focus on people who continually cycle through the criminal justice and 

behavioral health care systems and have complex care needs – particularly 
behavioral health – and rely on costly health care services.  Establish a care 
management approach with services and supports tailored to levels of risk 
and needs, with the goals to:
§ Reduce arrests, jail bookings, and incarceration.
§ Increase connections and participation in appropriate care management and 

services.
§ Reduce use of unnecessary, costly health care services (e.g., ER visits) to control 

costs and improve outcomes.
Next Steps
§ Finish key stakeholder engagement:

§ OACBHA, ADAMHs Boards, sheriffs and jail administrators, chief probation officers, 
behavioral health service providers, managed care providers

§ Identify additional goals with JRI members and primary partners:
§ Statewide Stepping Up and AG’s Task Force on Criminal Justice and Mental Illness

§ Creating a supportive housing strategy?
§ Funding for Law Enforcement Assisted Diversion?
§ Improving civil commitment to treatment?

§ Consult additional key stakeholders for input
§ Provide results of matching criminal justice and behavioral health data; develop 

funding estimate 

B. Treatment That Works – Policy Goals and Next Steps
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Reduce recidivism and costs to taxpayers from 
an overcrowded prison system.

Ohio Justice Reinvestment 2.0 Goals 

C.

§ Sentencing people convicted of property and drug offenses to probation 
rather than prison results in much lower costs and slightly lower rearrest
rates; this is true even for those with multiple prior arrests.

§ Yet thousands of people are still sentenced to prison for drug and property 
offenses.

§ Further improving probation outcomes is hampered by a lack of statewide 
data on probation recidivism and revocations, but it is apparent that 
recidivism contributes to Ohio’s prison admissions and overcrowding 
problem.

§ Consecutive sentences and increasing length of stay have also exacerbated 
prison overcrowding.
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In Ohio, sentencing people to probation instead of prison for property and 
drug offenses is much cheaper and results in slightly lower recidivism.

Source: CSG Analysis of BCI data, CSG Analysis of DRC Release Data. 

C. Reduce Recidivism and Costs – Key Findings

People convicted of a 
property or drug felony with 

5+ prior arrests

Percent rearrested within one year on probation or 
in the community after release

32%

43%

1-YEAR
REARREST

RATE

PRISON
~$29,000

PROBATION
~$1,500

Results varied by arrest history. 
No prior arrests: probation (11%), prison (11%). 
One prior arrest: probation (16%), prison (15%). 

Two to four prior arrests: probation (21%), prison (25%).  
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Yet, thousands of people convicted of property and drug offenses 
continue to be sentenced to state prison each year.

Source: ODRC Commitment Sheets. 

C. Reduce Recidivism and Costs – Key Findings
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Ohio’s locally-run probation departments supervise ¼ million 
people, and the state still lacks meaningful data needed to 
analyze and inform efforts to reduce probation revocations and 
recidivism.

§ People who violate probation conditions 
make up 21–24 percent of prison 
commitments.

§ Revocation pressure on the prison 
population can be alleviated using state 
improvement and incentive funding.

C. Reduce Recidivism and Costs – Key Findings

Ohio lacks basic information: 
§ How many people are on felony versus 

misdemeanor probation? 
§ How do dispositions to probation vary 

by county, offense, criminal history, 
etc.? 

§ What are demographics and risk levels 
of people on probation? 

§ How many people on probation are 
arrested while on supervision?
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Source: Bureau of Justice Assistance Probation and Parole in the United States. 
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Thirty-seven percent of people committed to DRC for an F5 
offense had only one or no prior arrests; 64 percent had two or 
more.

§ Forty-three percent of people 
committed to DRC for an F4 offense 
had only one or no prior arrests before 
commitment to DRC. 

§ The largest proportion of people 
committed to DRC for an F4 or F5 
offense had two to four prior arrests. 

§ Nearly one-quarter of community 
control violator admissions appear to 
have no prior arrests. 
§ The data does not show whether 

these are “technical violators.” 

Source: CSG Analysis of DRC Data. 
Note: Justice Center staff examined the first commitment in a 2016. 

C. Reduce Recidivism and Costs – Key Findings
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Summary of Possible Legislative Ideas
§ Recovery Sentencing 

§ Amending 2929.15(3) Community Control Sanction 
§ Adding mental illness (or serious mental illness) along with substance addiction
§ Requiring assessment and then a rebuttable presumption for community control with 

dedicated BH services 

§ Other Community Control
§ Defining technical violations
§ Capping supervision periods by felony level
§ Repealing TCAP target county provision for uniformity statewide

§ Judicial Release
§ Amending 2929.20 to simplify time frames and require at least one hearing
§ Requiring OPD to represent petitioners for judicial release
§ Repealing 80 percent release and risk-reduction sentencing
§ Repealing judicial veto of transitional control on short sentences

Next Steps
ü Circulate potential legislative ideas to to refine Recovery 

Sentencing and judicial release
§ Refine ideas through feedback and circulate version 2

C. Reduce Recidivism and Costs – Policy Goals and Next Steps
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Summary of Possible Legislative Ideas 
§ Require sentencing and probation data reporting to the state.
§ Generate summary reports of any required local data as a quality 

check and to track trends.
§ Adopt data definitions to standardize information and allow 

aggregation and research.
§ Standardize sentencing journal entries to ensure accuracy of 

information and enable evolution to automated reporting. 

Summary of Feedback
§ How will departments achieve this reporting requirement?
§ ‘Ohio needs a systemwide case management system.’

Next Steps
§ Researching early implementation of SB 1392 in Florida
§ Researching technical assistance for Ohio to accomplish detailed 

case-flow mapping for data requirements
§ That process should inform the decision on a statewide ’big bang’ 

solution

Data collection in Ohio is hampered not so much by technology but by a 
lack of willingness to require and define reporting. 

Cross-Cutting Goal: Improve Data Collection
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Topic Issue One JR w/ Issue One JR w/o Issue One

Sentencing Drug possession reduced to 
misdemeanor

Retool misdemeanors for 
Recovery Sentencing

Felony Recovery 
Sentencing & rescaling 

drug offenses per 
“Recodification”

Retroactivity Right to petition for 
resentencing or clearance

Petitions may distract 
from progress

N/A
prospective only

Drug Treatment
Resources

Unstructured grant funding 
through OHMAS from 70% of 

computed savings 

Intentional framework for 
reinvesting Issue One 
savings in behavioral 

health

Intentional framework to 
reinvest prison savings 

from Recovery 
Sentencing diversion &  

judicial release

Judicial Release N/A Reconciliation required 
for combination with 

Earned Credits

Single, meaningful 
process for granting 

judicial release

Non-criminal 
Violations

Require local guidelines and 
prohibit prison for non-

criminal violations

Issue One approach 
would trump the JR 

approach 

Provide statutory 
definition of “technical 

violations” 

Earned Credits Allowing .5 days per 
participation day up to 25% 

of sentence
and 30 additional days for 

completion 

Reconciliation required 
for combination with 

Judicial Release

N/A

Until the election, policy ideas have to be considered with and without 
passage of Issue One. 

Issue One and Justice Reinvestment
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Justice Reinvestment policies would improve upon the significant 
changes embodied in HB 365.  

HB 365 and Justice Reinvestment

Topic HB 365 (Regan Tokes) JR

Public safety broadly Focuses on public safety at the 
point of prison release and 
strengthens post-release 

supervision 

Includes broad emphasis on 
strengthening supervision and 

preventing crime through 
effective policing

Prison capacity Adds maximum sentences that 
will likely increase the prison 

population

-Promotes simplified felony 
sentencing; increased diversion 
of drug and property offenses 
to Recovery Sentencing, and

-Requires a single, meaningful 
process for granting judicial 

release

Judicial release Continues reliance on existing 
processes

Data Creates new law enforcement 
data system for GPS monitoring, 

operated by prison system 

Includes broad emphasis on 
improving data collection, 
sharing, and mapping data 

landscape
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Next Steps Timeline

Policy 
Goal

August –
Written Update

September October– Written 
Update

November -
Meeting

December 

Reduce 
violence

-Data on low-level 
arrests 
-Consult JRI 
members and 
primary partners

-Discuss further 
details of policy

Consult 
additional key 
stakeholders for 
input

Fifth JRI 
meeting to 
finalize 
policy 
options

Release 
final 
summary 
and brief 
new  
leadership

Treatment 
that works

-Identify 
additional goals

-Provide scope 
and projected 
costs
-Discuss 
additional goals

Reduce 
recidivism 
& costs

-Refine BH 
Sentencing

-Discuss 
additional goals

Improving 
data

-Discuss further detail or additional 
components of policies


