
2009 Innovations Awards Program 
APPLICATION 

CSG reserves the right to use or publish in other CSG products and services the information provided 
in this Innovations Awards Program Application. If your agency objects to this policy, please advise 
us in a separate attachment to your program's application. 

ID # -): 09-MW-120H 

Please provide the following information, adding space as necessary: 

State: Ohio 

Assign Program Category (applicant): Corrections (Use list at end of application) 

1. ProgramName 

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction Policy Review Process 

2. Administering Agency 

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction 

3. Contact Person (Name and Title) 

Terry Collins, Director 
Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction 

Julie Walbum, Chief 
Bureau of Internal Audits and Standards Compliance 

4. Address 

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction 
770 West Broad Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43222 

5. Telephone Number 
(614) 752-1159 
(614) 752-1670 

6. FAXNumber 
(614) 752-1748 

7. E-mail Address 
Terry.Collins@,odrc.state.oh.us 
Julie. Walburn@,odrc.state.oh.us 
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8. Web site Address 
www.drc.ohio.gov 

9. Please provide a two-sentence description of the program. 

The Ohio DRC Policy Review Process is a policy management system designed and 
implemented to foster communication among all levels of the agency. The innovative, yet 
simple, system allows for input into policy development from both internal and external 
stakeholders, provides for an analysis to examine the impact of policy change prior to 
implementation, and efficiently controls the frequency of policy revisions, where possible, in 
order to ensure stable operations. 

10. How long has this program been operational (month and year)? Note: the program must be 
between 9 months and 5 years old on March 2,2009 to be considered. 

The Policy Review Process was developed as a result of an Executive Leadership project 
whose members are up and coming staff members assigned to research and develop solutions 
to departmental issues. This project was completed in the Fall of 2006, with the actual 
implementation of their proposal in January 2007. 

11. Why was the program created? What problem[s] or issue[s] was it designed to address? 

In assigning this issue for examination by an Executive Leadership team, agency leaders were 
concerned that the previously existing policy review process prevented “buy-in” to the agency 
mission and goals by not allowing all the individuals tasked with doing the work the 
opportunity to routinely provide input into the processes that defined their jobs. In addition, 
the previous system did not ensure collaboration between all effected policies prior to 
implementing policy change, requiring frequent readjustment to policy directives after 
experiencing unintended consequences caused by failure to properly communicate or consider 
the overall impact of the revision on all areas of the operations. 

The Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction had policies and processes in place 
which required the annual review of all policies and processes annually as required by 
national standards prior to 2007. In the former system, all of approximately 600 agency 
policies were reviewed in December of the year. The policy or manual owner reviewed, and 
if they determined it necessary, made revisions to the policy or manual. Input from other 
areas or staff was encouraged; however, there was no means to efficiently or easily obtain 
their input, nor was it required. When changes were made to policies, there was no 
mechanism to analyze the impact of the proposed change, clearly explain the actual changes 
to field staff or the reason for the change. The impact of the policy and its changes were not 
documented, nor were they often explored. 

The inefficient mechanism led to numerous requests to change policy within a year. There 
were times when a policy changed as many as three times within a year, leading to operational 
instability throughout the more than 40 facilities/offices managed by the Department. Agency 
leaders realized that not only was this an ineffective use of resources, the revisions led to 
confusion and controversy in the actual operation of the department. 
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In addition to the internal policy process, the Department also aimed to address public access 
to agency policy directives. Routinely, members of the public requested hard print 
departmental polices through written request or telephone communication with staff, causing 
a delay in the delivery of the requested policies and an expense to the agency and the 
requestor. In addition to the systemic approach to policy revision, the department elected to 
make all non-security policies accessible to interested parties via its internet website to 
improve efficiency and transparency of department operations for all stakeholders. 

12. Describe the specific activities and operations of the program in chronological order. 

The Director of the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction is authorized to create 
policies pursuant to Ohio Revised Code 5120.01. Department policies are “owned” by the 
divisiodofficehureau of the agency which controls the process the policy addresses. In 2008, 
the department policy process managed approximately 450 policies. Each of these policies 
are assigned a quarter for review. It is during this quarter that owners may revise or delete the 
policy. 

Throughout the year, staff and public have the ability to submit comments to the policy 
regarding changes they recommend. Internal staff may access the policies through the 
department intranet policy page. It is also on this page where staff can access information 
regarding the policy process as well as follow policies through the revision stages. Next to 
each policy is a “submit comment” link. If the stakeholder wishes to make a recommended 
change, they use this link to send the comment to the policy coordinator via a dedicated email 
account. External stakeholders may also submit recommendations for change through the 
dedicated email account as well or by submitting comments directly to Julie Walburn, Bureau 
Chief via email or by phone. All of this is explained at the top of the internet page for 
departmental policies. (Appendices A and B) 

In the quarter a policy is reviewed and if the policy has received a comment, the comment is 
sent to the policy owner along with instructions to review the policy for possible revision. 
Policy owners review the policy and all comments received to determine whether a revision 
or deletion is merited. If no comments are received, then the annual policy review is 
considered complete and no further action is taken. 

If it is determined a revision is necessary, the policy owner makes changes following a 
prescribed method of documentation. Once the changes are made, the policy owner 
completes a “DRC Policy Impact Analysis” statement. This form requires the policy owner to 
clearly document the changes made in the policy and ensures the owner has communicated 
with all pertinent areas regarding changes which may affect the different areas (i.e. Security, 
Human Resources, Programming, Labor Relations, Administration, etc.. .). The policy owner 
also must document any impact on forms, training, technology, as well as the fiscal impact the 
policy changes may have on the department. 

After all this is completed, the policy and impact statement are forwarded to the Policy 
Coordinator of the Bureau of Internal Audits and Standards Compliance (BIASC). The 
Policy Coordinator arranges the Central Office Policy Review Team to consider the revisions. 
The Central Office Policy Review Team is a group of individuals who represent the different 
areas possibly affected by the policy changes. This group has fluid membership depending 
upon the policies being reviewed. The Central Office Policy Review Team is always led by 
the Bureau Chief of BIASC. The purpose of this group is to openly discuss the policy 
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revision and its impact on departmental operations. The team comes to consensus on what 
changes will be submitted for field review. (Appendix C) 

The Field Policy Review stage of this process involves announcing the proposed revision 
widely to all staff and posting the revised policy on the intranet for field staff review and 
comment. Draft policies are open for comment for 14 days. During this time any staff may 
comment on the proposed revision. Their comments are received via the policy review ernail 
account. If substantive comments are received, the comment is sent back to the policy owner 
to decide whether further revision is warranted. Once the policy owner has made the 
necessary revisions, the policy is sent back to the Policy Coordinator, who prepares the 
document for the Director’s consideration. After review, the Director ultimately approves the 
policy for implementation or disapproves the policy for further consideration. If approved, 
the Policy Coordinator announces the approved policy directive and posts the signed directive 
on the intranet and internet. 

Understanding that staff cannot always predict or effect the forces that make policy change 
necessary, the department developed a variance process so policies can reflect the needed 
language without actually going through the revision process. The variance process is 
initiated when a policy owner becomes aware of a necessary change which cannot wait for the 
annual revision date. The policy owner will complete a “DRC Policy Variance Request” 
form. This form will document the change and why it is necessary. The form must be 
approved by the BIASC Bureau Chief, Deputy Director of the area and the Director to be 
official. The official variance is posted on the intranet with the policy. 

13. Why is the program a new and creative approach or method? 

This program is unique in the efficient and comprehensive approach to ensure input from all 
stakeholders and consider the impact of policy change prior to implementation. The 
department now receives policy input fiom both internal and external stakeholders. The 
process has fostered communication between all stakeholders in an unprecedented manner. 
True and meaningful impact analysis has allowed the agency to fully consider all intended, 
and sometimes unintended, consequences policy change will have on the agency, which has 
been especially crucial during the challenging fiscal climate. The process further allows for a 
systemic and well-organized method for policy distribution and publication. The process has 
significantly decreased the number of policy revisions which occur during a year; thus, 
increasing staff member’s ability to consistently implement policy requirements. 

14. What were the program’s start-up costs? (Provide details about specific purchases for this 
program, staffing needs and other financial expenditures, as well as existing materials, 
technology and staff already in place.) 

This program was implemented as an improvement strategy for an existing policy review 
system. As such, most of the resources utilized in the new system were preexisting. The 
policy coordination was already being done through a position in the Bureau of Internal 
Audits and Standards Compliance and the technology needed to support the system already 
existed. 

One additional cost incurred was the cost of adding one email account. This cost is valued at 
$6.00 per month. It is important to note that if other states wish to implement this process, it 
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will be necessary to have a staff member available to post information on intranet and internet 
sites. This position, equipment and technology was pre-existing in the Ohio Department of 
Rehabilitation and Correction, therefore it was not an additional cost for this program. 

15. What are the program’s annual operational costs? 

The only cost associated exclusively with this program is an annual cost of $72.00 for the 
Policy email account used by the Policy Coordinator. 

16. How is the program funded? 

The program is funded through Ohio General Revenue funds. 

17. Did this program require the passage of legislation, executive order or regulations? If YES, 
please indicate the citation number. 

No legislation or executive order was needed to implement this program. The only necessary 
regulation change included the departmental internal policy regarding Department Policy 
(DRC 01-COM-01) 

18. What equipment, technology and software are used to operate and administer this program? 

The Policy Coordinator uses a computer, email account, and the department web page 
developing software (Microsoft Frontpage) in the course of operating this program. 

19. To the best of your knowledge, did this program originate in your state? If YES, please 
indicate the innovator’s name, present address, telephone number and e-mail address. 

To the best of our knowledge, this system originated in the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation 
and Correction. The group who developed the program were members of the PERM, 
Executive Leadership Program from the 2006 Executive Leadership class. The person who 
implemented and manages the program is: 

Julie Walbum, Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Internal Audits and Standards Compliance 
Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction 
770 West Broad Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43222 

Julie.Walburn@odrc.state.oh.us 
(614) 752-1670 

20. Are you aware of similar programs in other states? If YES, which ones and how does this 
program differ? 

A lot of states and state agencies have policy coordination programs as most have internal 
policies. However, no other system, to our knowledge, possesses a system with the same 
unique, efficient and comprehensiveness as the program Ohio DRC has implemented. 
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21. Has the program been fully implemented? If NO, what actions remain to be taken? 

This program has been fully implemented. 

22.Briefly evaluate @ro and con) the program’s effectiveness in addressing the defined 
problem[s] or issue[s]. Provide tangible examples. 

Pros for the program: 
J Improved efficiency of an existing system; 
J Utilized existing resouces in a more effective manner; 
J Allows department to incorporate more internal and external stakeholders input and 

thus improve the quality of policy; 
J Fully considers the impact of policy revision on the agency prior to implementation; 
J Decreasedeliminates contradicting information in policies; 
J Increases communication between departments regarding policy and directives. 

Cons for program: 

not. 
J In writing, seems like a cumbersome process; however, implementation proves it is 

23. How has the program grown and/or changed since its inception? 

The program was implemented in stages with full implementation occurring in 2008 with the 
introduction of the internet access of the policies. The first stage was assigning a quarter for 
all policies and training of personnel on the new process. The second stage was introducing 
the Central Office Policy Review Team and Field Review Team concept to all staff. The third 
stage was adding the policies to the existing DRC internet website for public access. 

24. what limitations or obstacles might other states expect to encounter if they attempt to adopt 
this program? 

The implementation of this program was eased by the existing technology, software, and 
staffing resources the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction. If a department did 
not have these resources, then the implementation of this in another agency would be more 
difficult and more costly. 

Attachments: 
Appendix A - Snapshots of Intranet pages showing policy review information 
Appendix B - Snapshots of Internet access to policies 
Appendix C - Snapshots of Central Office Policy Review Team intranet page 
Appendix D - Snapshots of Field Policy Review Team intranet pages 
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Appendix A (Snapshots of intranet pages showing policy review information) 



Appendix B (Snapshots showing internet access to policies) 
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Appendix c (Snapshots of Central Office Policy Review Team intranet page) 



Appendix D (Snapshot of Field Policy Review Team intranet page) 


