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CHAPTER 1: Overview of the Minnesota Community Corrections Act Evaluation 

A. Introduction 

During the summer, 1979, the Minnesot8. Department of Corrections (DOC) in 
cooperation with the Minnesota Crime Control Planning Board (CCPB) undertook a 
comprehensive evaluation of the Minnesota Community Corrections Act (CCA). The.,. 
evaluation represents a response to inquiries from Minnesotans and from other states 
on the effectiveness of this community corrections legislation. This publication /' 
presents a summary of the major findings of the evaluation. A set of technical reports 
is available for readers wanting additional information on methodology and results. A 
list of these supplementary publications can be found at the end of this report. 

An important point to stress at the outset is that ti .. cl evaluation addresses the 
effectiveness of a particular piece of community corrections legislation. The 
evaluation Joes not address the utility of a community corrections approach nor of 
individual community corrections programs. Rather, the evaluation investigates the 
effectiveness of the Minnesota Community Corrections Act in achieving its expected 
objectives and goals. The results of the study do not necessarily reflect upon the 
effectiveness of individual programs nor on the effectiveness of community correc­
tions as a general correctional policy. 

B. The Minnesota Community Corrections Act 

In 1973 Minnesota enacted the Community Corrections Act (CCA). The Act, 
representing the State IS most far-reaching criminal justice policy, has restructured 
Minnesota's correctional services. It addresses four major concerns: 1) increasing" 
institutional costs at the state level, 2) limited local correctional services, 3).-' 
overlapping correctional jurisdictions and 4) a lack of uniform standards for delivering"­
correctional services. 

The CCA addresses the problems of rising state institutional costs in two ways. First,'" 
the CCA provides an incentive for participating counties to deal with certain' 
categories of offenders locally by charging counties to use state institutions for such ;' 
offenders. Second, the CCA establishes a subsidy which is intended to enable'­
participating counties to develop local correctional services. The subsidy is intended .. 
to allow counties to expand existing services and develop new services if a need exists.-

The CCA is intended to develop grea,terorganizational coherence in the administration""'" 
of correctional services in Minnesota. The overlapping of correctional jurisdictions 
and duplication of corrections services is, in part, a function of different levels of 
government (city, county, region and state) delivering correctional services. Responsi­
bility for the administration of correctional services is frequently shared within single 
jurisdictions by different organizations dealing with adults, juveniles, probation, 
parole, institutions and community programs. The CCA addresses the problems of'" 
overlapping correctional jurisdictions by requiring that advisory boards be created to­
develop comprehensive plans for the delivery of correctional services in their areas., 
Finally, the CCA charges the Department of Corrections (DOC) with the responsibility ..... 

. of developing standards for the delivery of correctional services. 

The implementation of the Act has drastically 8.ffected corrections in Minnesota. The 
annual subsidy eligibility for CCA areas is now in excess of thirteen million dollars. 
Of eighty-seven counties, twenty-s~ven have joined the Act, accounting for over-­
seventy percent of the state's population. Figure 1.1 is a map of Minnesota that points _ 
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FIGURE 1.1: Community Corrections Act Areas 
with Year of Entry and Largest City 
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out the participating counties. Hundreds of employees are covered by the Act and J 

dozens of criminal justice programs operate primarily on CCA subsidies. Administra- '" 
tlve organizations and local advisory boards exist solely for the purpose of administer-.; 
ing the Act. Approximately 3,000 ·new a.dult felony dispositions and 7,500 juvenile ." 
petitions result in CCA county supg~vision each year. In addition, the CCA areas 
supervise thousands of misdemeananiSand serve thousands of clients prior to adjudica-· .... 
tion (e.g., prevention and diversion). 

C. Purpose of Evaluating the CCA 

In 'spite of the vast resources and personnel involved in and affected by the eCA, 
systematic information on its operation and impact is lacking. State officials, ... 
legislators and county officials who must make decisions on funding and on modifying .... 
eCA structure and requirements must have information on which to base their 
decisions. The DOC has investigafed the Act's impact on sentencing patterns and 
continues to monitor court dispositions, but this information is not sufficient to 
provide a full urfderstanding of the CCA's impact on the Minnesota criminal justice 
system. Other::ifates have adopted or are considering similar legislation. However, 
information is not available on the' Acfs impact in Minnesota to enable informed 
decisions in these states. 

The primary group for whom evaluation results are intended are Minnesota policy-.-' 
makers such as state legislators, the Governor, the Commissioner of Corrections and -
the Crime Control Planning Board. Results will inform this group whether the goals of"'­
the Act have been met, whether they can be met, anq why they have or have nut been 
met. 

The second recipient of' evaluation results is the Department of Corrections (DOC) ..... 
which is responsible for administering the Act. Findings concerning factors which 
have helped or hindered the achievement of the Act's goals can contribute to the 
DOC's role in reviewing local plans, in developing standards, in providing technical" 
assistance, and in making budget requests and policy recommendations to the Governor * 
and the legislature. 

County officials who operate the CCA also may benefit from evaluation findings, 
particularly if results suggest how CCA implementation might be improved. Sugges­
tions as to the types of organizations, policies and service delivery systems that 
appear to work best can assist county officials in developing more efficient communfty 
correctional programs. Findings on where dollars are going and witt::what effects can 
lead to better informed expenditures.;: 

Several other groups will benefit from the CCA evaluation. First, nonparticipating 
Minnesota counties can learn whether, how, and under what conditions the CCA 
appears to be effective and, therefQre, whether jOining is a wise decision. Second, 
other states that have adopted or are considering similar community corrections 
legsJation can utilize evaluation results. These results can contribute to decisions on 
whether to implement community cor;rections legislation and also on what combination 
of elements are likely to create the most effective package. 

D •. General Evaluati0l! Approach 

. An::evaluation of the CCA requires two major steps. First, the reseachers must obtain 
information on the operation of the CCA •. Seconq, researchers must interpret these 
results to conclude whether or not the CCA has been effective. The reseach staff' 
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then must arrive at some set of criteria accqrding to which they can interpret results 
and draw conclusions on the effectiveness of the CCA. 

'Phe standard approach to select these criteria is to specify the objectives of the policy 
?r pr0!5ram beIng evaluated. On~ compares research results to stated objectives or 
~ntentIOns an~ !hen draws conclusIOns whether the program or policy "worksll, whether 
It does what It IS "supposed" to do, whether it is "effectivell and so forth. 

Specifyi~g the objectives ?f the CCA is the first task of the research staff but it is far 
from a sImple one. The fIrst pro.ble~ is that the Act itself is very brief and does not 
spell ~ut a set .of me~surable ObJ~ctIves. On~ t.hen turns to original testimony and to 
those Involved In the ImplementatIOn and admInIstration of the Act for suggestions on 
the Act's purpose. The problem .here is th~t t~e various parties who sought passage of 
the CCA. and who are currently Involved wIth It may have different interpretations as 
to what Its. objectives are. On the one hand, if researchers accept all objectives as 
equally valJd, a~d collect data to assess whether all objectives are met resources 
w~uld . be spread mu~h ~oo thin. On the other hand, if researchers ~ccept the 
ObjectIves of one specIal Interest, other parties can reject the evaluation on the basis 
'C~at the cri~eria (i.e. the Act objectives) by which results were evaluated are invalid. 
Flna~l~, a thlrd problem in specifying objectives is that policies are not unchanging; as 
CO~dlt~ons change from the CCA's passage, new objectives may develop and old 
objectIves may be dropped. . 

In . add.ressing these problems, the research staff first made a distinction between 
\ ObjectIves an~ goals. Objectives were conceptualized as the more immediate ends 

that fo~ow dIrect~y from provisions in the Act. Staff viewed these objectives as 
mechanIsms to achIeve other goals, rather than as ends in themselves. Goals are the 
larger purposes of the policy. They are logical results of obtaining the objectives. 
?oals of the CCA were identified by asking "whyll one would pursue the objectives. 
rhe research group wen.t th~o~gh this exercise of asking "why", asked key state and 
cou~t~ personnel for theIr OpInIOnS and listened to legislative testimony for implicit or 
explIcI.t answe:s. ~he process then was to go from provisions of the Act, to identify 
obJectIves, to IdentIfy goals: 

Act----,. Objectives ---.... , Goals 

T~US, if an obj.ective c~n ?e traced t~ t~e AC.t and to the pursuit of some goals, efforts 
a1 f! made to Include It In the evaluatIOn; If a goal flows logically from objectives 
efforts are made to include it. ' 

~The ?rite~ia fo~ selecting goal.s and objectives are their logical interconnections and 
:elatlonshlps wIth the Act, eIther as stated in the Act or as the Act has been' 
mterpreted through imple~enta.tion .. This method for identifying goals and objectives 
ha~ seyeral advantage~. FIrst, It aVOIds the problem of having to select the goals or 
objectIves of ~ny partIcular group or party. Second, by examining the implementation 
of the Act, thIS approach permits the inclusion of goals that may have developed well 
af~er .the Ac~ was passed. It does not necessarily tie the evaluation to original 
ob~ect~ves WhICh ~ay no longer be relevant. Finally, by ensuring jthat goals and 
?bJec.tI.ves are. 10gIcall~ related to the Act or _ its interpretation, this approach 
IdentIfIes the Issues WhIch the researchers should investigate and, thl?reby, helps to 
ensure that research will not be spread too thin. 
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In addition, this conceptualization avoids the necessity of establishing arbitrary levels 
of achievement to determine "success". For instance, some would argue that to 
evaluate whether the CCA has led to the retention of more offenders in the 
com munity requires establishing at the beginning some level of increase to indicate 
when objectives have been met (e.g., retain twenty percent more offenders in the 
com munity). Since the objectives are means to other ends in this conceptualization, 
the research results will help to establish what levels of the objectives appear to 
contribute to the achievement of the major goals. These levels need not be arbitrarily 
set at the outset of the evaluation but instead become a research issue on which to 
report findings. 

E. Conceptual Framework 

This section specifies the framework that has resulted from the general approach 
explained in the preceding section. First, three objectives are identified. Their"'­
connections with Act provisions and their interrelationships are explained. Second, the" 
goals of the CCA are identified.' The assumptions linking CCA objectives to the 
attainment of the goals are articulated. A t.hird level of outcomes is specified and the .... · 
possibility that contradictory goals may be pursued is explained. The conceptual 
framework is outlined in Figure 1.2. The interrelationships among Act provisions, 
objectives and goals which are discussed below are diagrammed in this figure. 

1. Objectives 

Objectives are conceptualized as contributing to the goals of the CCA. They flow 
logically from the Act and can be seen to have a causal relationship to the attainment 
of the three goals. That is, these objectives are not viewed as ends in themselves, but 
according to the logic of the CCA, contribute to other purposes. Investigation of 
these objectives enables researchers to obtain a fuller understanding of what the CCA 
is doing. Moreover, information on whether the objectives are being accomplished is 
essential for determining why the final goals are or are not attained and for assessing 
whether they can be attained through the mechanisms of the eCA. 

The first category of objectives is conceptualized as a first step in the implementation 
of the CCA. The CCA requires that participating areas submit comprehensive annual r 
plans that must be approved before subsidies are allo~ated. A corrections Advisory 
Board representing various com munity and criminal justice sectors is responsible for 
formulating the plan. Assumptions of the CCA are not only that planning is a 
prerequisite for efficient service delivery but also that local planning is optimal. The 
CCA assumes that localities, utilizing a broad spectrum of community interests, are in 
the best position to define their correctional needs and to develop solutions. 

The CCA also alters the administration of correctional services. It encourages the 
centralization and coordination of local services, intends to reduce overlapping 
correctional jurisdictions (e.g., state vs. loca!), and through spending requirements 
aims to develop capacities for research, information and training. It also encourages 
citizen participation and local control of administration. It is apparent that both the 
planning and administrative capacities are related (each contributes to the other). and 
also that the planning and administrative capacities are likely to affect attainment of 
the next two objectives of actually 'developing and utilizing local services. 

Two categories of objectives are seen to follow from the Act and from the successful 
development of local planning and administration. First, state subsidies in conjunction 
with local planning and administration should facilitate the development and improv-
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ement of local services. Second, the Act provides disincentives (charges) not to send 
target offenders to state institutions but to retain them in the comniunity. Also, if 
local services are developed and improved, they are more likely to be used. Thus, 
target offenders should use community alternatives to a greater extent and should use 
state institutions to a lesser extent because of the Act. 

2. Goals 

Goals of the CCA were developed when the question of why one wants to pursue CCA 
objectives was asked. It was determined that one might want to pursue the CCA 
objectives for three possible ends - to save money, to protect the public, and/or to 
encourage appropriate treatment of offenders. 

a. Public Protection 

The goal of public protection is stated explicitly in the Act and is generally accepted 
as a goal of corrections policy. The Department of Corrections, for example; has as 
its primary mission, the protection of the public and he!~ce the DOC has an interest in 
pursuing corrections p01icies that lead to this end. Public policy that brings significant 
risk to society is difficult to justify. 

There are two ways to view public protection. First, the Act states that its goal is to 
protect society more effectively. The implication of this statement is that the less 
serious offenders treated locally will, overall, be less risk to society thaJ;l if they were 
treated elsewhere. On the other hand, some testimony surrounding ccA passage was 
less ambitious and argues that the target group if treated locally would pose no 
additional threat to the community. That is, the target group need not be 
incarcerated since they would not be committing additional crimes during their 
community supervision. 

The belief that the CCA would improve levels of public protection is consistent with a 
philosophy of rehabilitation. Rehabilitation is believed to be facilitated because local 
correctional services provide more opportunity for maintaining family and community 
ties and facilitate reintegration into community life. While most accept the need to 
incapacitate certain offenders or to follow policies aimed at deterrence, the premise 
guiding the CCA is that the less serious categories of offenders can and should be 
rehabilitated and that this rehabilitation can best be accomplished in the community. 
Institutionalization for these persons is viewed as potentially corrosive. The objec­
tives of improving local services and of keeping and treating offenders in the 
community should contribute to public protection if assumptions of rehabilitation ,are 
correct. 

Also, the CCA can be supported simply on the assumption that the target group is 
unlikely to pose a risk to'society during local supervision. One need not necessarily 
assume that any form of treatment/supervision works better than any other. From 
this perspective one only assumes that the target group is unlikely to commit any (or 
any serious) offenses so, for cost, humanitarian or other reasons, it is best to keep 
them in the community. Thus, the first set of assumptions (rehabilitation) is 
consistent with a belief that the public will be better pro,tected through the CCA, 
while the second assumption is consistent with the belief that society will be at no 
more risk with the CCA. This second position assumes that public protection can be 
maintained even if the objective of retaining offenders in the community is achieved. 
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b. Economy 

A second major goal of the CCA is to provide economical delivery of correctional 
~ervices. Policy that significantly increases costs for the same levels of protection is 
unlikely to be acceptable to the general public. As with public protection, economy 
requires a clear definition and an explanation of the underlying assumptions that link 
the Act to the pursuit of this goal. 

Economy is taken here to refer to the net costs of a policy. An assessment of the 
costs of the CCA must control for factors that might affect costs in the absence of 
the CCA (e.g., inflation, other changes in the criminal justice system). It must also 
carefully consider reduced costs as well as new costs. Deterl1}ining the economy of 
the CCA is an effort to answer the question, "How much does the CCA cost?" As with 
public protection~ however, there is some ambiguity whether the Act's intention was in 
fact to increase economy (reduce costs) or to maintain existing spending levels. The 
language of the Act, i:to promote economy", is open to interpretation. 

There are a number of reasons why one might expect the CCA to reduce (or, at least, 
not to increase) costs. It is expected that new costs will be incurred but also that 
there will be significant savings. One major assumption underlying the Act is that 
community services are less expensive than state incarceration. It can be argued that 
if offenders with families can remain in the community, the families will not require 
welfare support. From a rehabilitative perspective, com unity treatment is expected 
to reduce offender involvement in the criminal justice system and, therefore, would 
reduce futUre criminal justice costs. It is also assumed that the organizational 
changes that reduce duplication of correctional efforts should, in turn, reduce costs. 

An argument frequently heard in discussions of this goal is that economy was never 
"really" a goal of the CCA. The research group believes that economy should be 
included for four reasons. First, cost questions were salient factors in CCA testimony, 
and cost arguments, whether believed or not, were used to promote the Act. Second, 
while cost questions may not have been primary in 1973, they certainly are in 1981. 
Evaluation results would be outmoded if the research did not incorporate contem­
porary as well as original concerns. Third, questions received from other states 
concerning the Minnesota CCA frequently center on what the costs have been. 
Finally, the impact of the CCA on economy is entirely unknown. While correctional 
costs have risen, they certainly would have risen without the CCA. No one has 
estimated yet what corrections costs would have been had the pre-eCA system 
continued. 

c. Appropriateness of Offender Sanctions 

The original conceptual framework for the evaluation stopped with the goals of public 
protection and economy and the resulting levels of efficiency. The research group and 
particularly eCA practitioners, however, felt something was missing. This something 
was variously labelled "humanitarianism", "humaneness", "justice", "equity" or "fair­
ness ll • Although the research group recognized this goal was a salient factor in eCA 
passage, it was initially eliminated because it appeared unresearchable. However, at 
the suggestion of the group of persons advising the evaluation effort, staff tried to 
incorporate it into the framework. It was agreed that while the issue may be difficult 
to research, its inclusion in the conceptual framework enables a more accurate 
representation of the CCA. 

It became apparent that the missing goal related to offenders. Goals of public 
protection and costs are societal goals or what the general public hopes to get out of 
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corrections policy. But there is also the perspective of the offender to consider. 
Assumptions of rehabilitation were originally incorporated but even these are concern­
ed more with protecting society than with doing "right" things for offenders. As one 
CCA practitioner frequently pointed out - if all we cared about were costs and 
safety, we would throw all offenders into a pit. Or, to go one step further, perhaps we 
would support capital punishment for all offenders. 

There js, then, another correctional goal that incorporates concerns of offenders and 
needs to be considered in the development of corrections policy. After reconstructing 
arguments ,surrounding CCA passage, several issues surfaced. One line of argument 
was that dIfferent types of offenders deserve different sanctions. Serious offenders 
may deserve institutionalization but less serious offenders do not. While the 
rehabilitation argument suggested that a prison environment might make less serious 
off~nders worse, this concern is more that it simply is not "right" to subject less 
serIOUS offenders to the severe sanction of prison. Intertwined with this position are 
notions of equity. Each type of offender should receive equal treatment. Because 
s?me counties lacked alternatives, less serious offenders might receive prison sanc­
tIOns. In a neighboring county with a wide range of services, the less serious offender 
might receive non-residential treatment services. 

These various lines of argument seem to be summarized in the goal of "appropriateness 
of sanctions". The CCA was in part designed to improve local services and to 
encourage the retention of less serious offender's in the community, so that offenders 
not deserving of institutionalization have appropriate sanctions available. 

3. Outcomes 

In the formulation of policy, some persons do not think be~,ond the level of objectives. 
. Others have goals in mind, but rarely doea. one have the time to think through 
systematically how objectives and goals interrelate. An evaluation requires one to 
reconstruct a logic that may have been implicit but probably was not artiCUlated at 
the time of formulation. An evaluation forces one to specify how a policy ought to 
work. Although IJIolicymakers probably stop with goals, it may be useful for the 
research to impose one more logical step - what are the outcomes that result from 
pursuit of the CCA goals? 

Adding another step of outcomes to the conceputal framework appeared particularly 
useful because it highlights the fact that there may be two sets of assumptions 
underlying the CCA rather than one. And it highlights the possibility that these 
assumptions might be contradictory. It clarifies to policymakers that there may be 
choices or trade-offs to be made. 

, The two outcomes outlined in Figure 1.2 are efficiency and social justice. ,EffiCiency 
represe!lts the taxpayers' perspective. It is the relationship between costs and public 
protectIOn. How much is the taxpayer getting in terms of safety and how much is the 
taxpayer paying for it? 

An investigation of efficiency compares levels of public protection resulting from the 
~CA to the total costs of the CCA. One position is that efficiency should be 
Ihcreased through the CCA. If so, improvement of efficiency requires improvement in 
at least protection or economy. Efficiency is improved if one receives more 
protection per dollar spent with the CCA than without the CCA. This situation could 
result from maintaining public protection for less, from improving public protection at 
roughly the same cost, or from a variety of other combinations that result in a higher 
ratio of protection per dollar. 
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1\ second position, on the other hand, is that efficiency must only be maintained. That 
is both public protection and economy must be maintained but neither has to improve. 
This position is consistent wjth the assumption that community corrections is a mQre 
just policy and that it should be and can be pursued without threatening public 
protection and economy. An assessment of this less stringent objective involves a 
determination that the ratio of protection to costs is no different than prior to the 
CCA. 

Social justice, on the other hand, represents the balance of societal interests (public 
safety) and offender interests (appropriateness of sanctions). Thet'e is a sense that 
justice is not served if offenders are too forcefully treated while the publi,c 
experiences very little risk. Similarly, there is a sense that justice is not served If 
offenders receive minimal sanctions while the public is at great risk. 

The conceptual framework identifies two outcomes. There is a chain of logic linking 
the CCA to each outcome. Whether both outcomes can, in fact, be achieved is an 
open question. If all of the assumptions identified above should hold, then both 
outcomes should be attainable. There is, however, a position that holds that efficiency 
and equity (or in this framework, justice) are incompatible. The classic argument can 
be found in Arthur Okun's Equality and Efficiency: The Big Trade-Off - where 
arguments are presented that one generally has to improve one at the expense of the 
other. Thus, the conceptual framework may represent a single set of assumptions 
which produce two outcomes or it may identify two sets of assumptions which produce 
incompatible outcomes. 

F. Using the Concet;tual Framework for Interpreting Results 

The framework that spells out the logic of the CCA not only guides the research but 
also is the basis for interpreting results. By fitting results into the conceptual 
framework, researchers can observe patterns of findings. The Research Design 
explains how these patterns of findings are used to address whether the CCA is 
effective corrections policy and why. 

Chapters two through nine present the evaluations of each objective, goal and 
outcome. Chapter ten summarizes the patterns of results that are found in the eleven 
CCA areas evaluated. These patterns of results are the basis for addressing whether 
the CCA is effective policy and why. 
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CHAPTER 2: Planning and Administration 

A. Introduction 

The conceptual overview for this evaluation identifies three objectives of the ... 
Community Corrections Act. The relationships among objectives are such that, 
hypothetically, attainment of one objective contributes both to attainment of other 
objectives and to the attainment of the goals of the Community Corrections Act 
(Figure 1.2). The objective "to improve planning and administration" derives from the 
organizational requirements of the eCA. Thus, the term administration, in the 
broadest sense, refers to that set of coordinated and collaborative actions, centralized 
at the local level, that yields the effective and efficient implementation of the CCA. 
Specifically, the objective aims to effect the emergence of local community correc­
tions organizations that manage implementation of the Community Corrections Act. 
Consequently, an evaluation of attainment of this CCA objective must appraise 
aspects of local community corrections organizations. 

Within the literature on organizations, the aspects of organizations which are 
employed to define and evaluat~ those organizations are quite varied. In the main, 
however, the aspects are categorically related to structure and function. The 
organizational functions of research/information systems, training, planning, and 
budgeting were selected as subject matter for the evaluation of local community 
corrections organizations because these functions are required by the CCA administra-
tive rules. ' 

Organizational interaction was selected as the aspect of organizational structure thaY' 
was to be scrutinized because of its commonality across the literature on organiza--· 
tions and because of its direct applicability to the CCA. Measures related to 
organizational interaction that were deemed significant include cooperation satisfac-"' 
tion, collaboration, organizational legitimacy, organizational viability, and contextual '" 
env:ironmental impact. These behavioral constructs were among those chosen because 
the ability of individuals involved with CCA to achieve the objectives and goals of the .... · 
Community Corrections Act depends, in part, upon how they define their roles and .. 
responsibilities and how they interact. Therefore, in order to determine if the CCA ,; 
objective pertaining to planning and administration has been achieved at the local­
level, both organizational structure and function have been evaluated • ./ 

B. Issues 

1. Assessing Effort and Effect: Appraisal of Achievements 

In terms of the planning and administration component of the CCA model presented in 
Figure 1.2, multiple sets of data had to be gather.ed in an effort to assess this '" 
component and to test its .hypothesized relationship to other components. 

First, in order to determine whether the objective itself has or has not been attained, 
it was neces~ary to gather data from individuals involved in CCA about achievements, 
products, and perceptions of quality with respect to organi3ational functions. It also 
was necessary to acquire data about the structure of local community corrections 
organizations, specifically, the perceptions of individuals involved with CCA across 
dimensions representing kinds of interaction (e.g., c()operation satisfaction). These 
kinds of data yielded information about both level IOf effort exp'ended and effects 
achieved. To the extent that the levels of effort and €Iffects achieved with respect to 
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both structure and function are supported by qualitative and quantitative data, the 
CCA objective can be adjudged as internally valid. In addition, quantitative data 
indicating the presence or absence of indices of organizational functions ,had, to be 
gathered to yield objective measures of implementation of the CCA objective on 
corrections organization. 

2. Assessing Factors Inhibiting Implementation: Problems and Issues 

In a test of a conceptual model, policy, or program it is imperative not only to 
ascertain if it has succeeded or failed, but it is also necessary to identify and explore 
the factors that facilitated or hindered implementation. Here, the focus has been 
placed upon the problems and issues sur'rounding the structure and function of local 
community corrections organizations. As an example, in addition to determining what 
has been accomplished through the corrections planning that has occurred under CCA, 
the problems and issues surrounding planning have been examined. The .utility of this 
strategy lies in its explanatory value. It answers questions about why some aspects of 
the CCA objective pertaining to' corrections organization may not have been imple­
mented to the extent anticipated by decision makers. Additionally, it may provide 
insight into the relationship between this objective and the attainment of associated 
CCA objectives or goals. 

3. Assessing Factors Potentially Facilitating Implementation: Suggestions for 
Resolution of Problems and Issues 

As a logical extension, suggestions for change in aspects of the structure and function 
of local community corrections organizations have been derived. The reason this has 
been done is straightforward. Suggestions for change are intended to translate into 
actions that should in the future facilitate CCA implementation. 

In summary, the first section of the CCA evaluation concentrates on the appraisal of 
attainment of the CCA objective pertaining to corrections organization by examining: 
a) achievements of local community corrections organizations; b) problems and issues; 
c) suggestions for resolution of problems and issues; and d) appraisal of attainment of 
the CCA objective pertain:i.ng to corrections organization. 

C. Methods 

1. Research Design 

The designs applied to the evaluation have been thoroughly explained in the Minnesota 
Community Corrections Act Evaluation: Research Design. The design that has been 

"" applied to the evaluation of local community corrections organization is a posttest-
,.,Only design. The logic supporting the selection of that specific research design is as 
follows. The development of local community corrections organizations is dictated by 
the Community Corrections Act. The local community corrections organizations that 
are to evolve are intended to manage implementation of the CCA. Entire new 
organizations have emerged which had no direct parallels prior to implementation of 
the CCA. As far as organizational structure is concerned, there actually is no "pre" 
period. As a result, change in organizational structure occurring after eCA cannot be 
assessed because the community corrections organizations were nonexistent prior to 
implementation of the policy. Given resource limitations, it has only been feasible to 
evaluate the structure of local community corrections org'anizations at the time the 
.evaluation was conducted. Minimum effort has been directed to short-run changes 
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undergone by the local community corrections organizations or to the processes that 
have produced change. . 

2. Data Sources/Data Analysis 

In general, the methodology employed in the evaluation of corrections organization 
constitutes a field study. The specific procedures adopted were: a) mail surveys; b) .... 
one-to-one interviews and telephone interviews; and c) content analysis of documents./ 
such as comprehensive plans. 

Two mail surveys were carried out. The first mail survey included a questionnaire 
(Form A) which contained structured items pertaining to the four organizational 
functions examined: research/information systems, planning, training, and budgeting .... 
Such items were designed to yield ratings of aspects of the organizational functions 
and ratings of Department of Corrections performance with respect to mandates of 
the CCA as they related to organizational structure and functions. Form A also 
inCluded items related to organizational structure and yielded measures (ratings) 
reflecting the behavioral constructs of cooperation satisfaction, collaboration, organi­
zationallegitimacy, organizational viability, and contextual environmental impact. In 
each CCA area, Form A was administered to all advisory board members (including 
recent past members), local CCA staff (administrators, planners, evaluators, fiscal 
officers, probation officers, and parole officers), and CCA specialists. Two hundred 
ninety-seven individuals out of a total of four hundred one completed and retUrned 
Form A. Overall, a seventy-four percent response rate has been observed for Form A. 
This figure is high enough to warrant acceptance of data as reliable. That is to say, 
the data/results presented can be accepted as representative of the responses of the 
population of individuals surveyed. 

Form B was administered within the context of a second mail survey and contained a 
series of open-ended items dealing with both organizational structure and function. It r­
asked respondents to identify: a) achievements with respect to research/information· 
systems, planning, training, budgeting, and organizational structure; b) changes in the 
above occurring after CCA entry (where applicable); c) problems and issues; and d) 
suggestions for the resolution of problems and issues. Form B was administered to 
approximately twelve individuals in each CCA area. Five of the rE~spondents were 
nominated by the CCA administrators and advisory board members from a respondent 
pool consisting of advisory board members, CCA administrators, CCA staff, and other 
individuals considered significant to the local community correctioml organizations. 
The remaining seven respondents were randomly selected from the same respondent 
pool. The overall response rate for Form B is fifty-one percent (74 respondents/146 
potential respondents). Ordinarily, this rate is too low to be considered reliable; 
however, in this case, Form B data were combined with data derived from content 
analyses of comprehensive plans and annual reports to derive lists of achievements, 
problems and issues, and prelimina~y suggestions for problem/issue resolution. One-to­
one interviews and telephone interviews were conduated with CCA administrators and 
CCA staff to review preliminary findings, clarify problems and issues, and to derive a 
concensus about the acceptability of suggestions for resolution of problems and issues. 
Thus, because multiple data sourc~s were employed, no formal statistical inferences 
were drawn from the data, and all data were ultimately verified, the Form B response 
rate is not problematic. 

A set of measures and criteria had to be established to objectively define achieve­
ments, that is, implementation of organizational structure and function. Implemen­
tation scores for each aspect of organizational structure and function considered were 
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computed as the sum of: a) overall ratings of quality by CCA administrators, staff, 
advisory board members, and CCA specialists; and b) lIyes ll re.sponses to questions 
indicating the presence of a quantitative inde~ reflecting a particular , aspect of 
organizational structure or function such as the existence of a staff planner. 
(Appropriate data were gathered through analysis of comprehensive plans and annual 
reports as well as through interviews with CCA administrators and CCA staff.) In 
order to evaluate attainment of each aspect, the following decision rules have been 
adopted: a) if the average implementation score calculated is less than fifty percent, 
the aspect of organizational structure or function that is being examined is not 
considered to be implemented; b) if the average implementation score is fifty to 
seventy-five percent, the aspect of structure or function is considered 
implemented in part; and c) if the average implementation score is seventy-six to one 
hundred percent, the aspect of organizational structure or fUnction is appraised as 
fully implemented. 

D. Results 

Comprehensive description and analysis of organizational structure and fUnction 
have been completed in order to answer two questions: IIHave corrections planning and 
administration improved under the CCA?II and "Is the planning and administration 
component of the CCA model valid?". . 

Average implementation scores have been computed for each aspect of organizational 
structure and function included in the CCA evaluation. Tables 2.1 and 2.2 report 
average implementation scores and an appraisal of degree of implementation of 
structure and function within and across local community corrections organizations. 
Table 2.3 goes a step fUrther and assigns ranks to the local community corrections 
organizations based upon the degree of implementation observed for each aspect of 
organizational structure and function employed. 

On an overall basis, it can be said that organizational structure and associa.ted 
functions have been partially implemented within local community corrections organ­
izations. (The grand mean implementation score for all indices employed is seventy­
five percent, the upper limit of the defined range for partial implementation.) To be 
precise, based on the measures used to define aspects of organizational structure and 
function, the conclusion is drawn that organizations have evolved at the local level to 
manage implementation of the Community Corrections Act (structure has been 
achieved), but all fUnctions of those organizations have not completely been put into 
place. 

Organizational structure plus the budgeting and training functions have been institu­
tionalized within local eCA organizations. The judgment that budgeting and training 
have been instituted is based upon the appraisal that the actors, products, and 
processes necessary to carry out the two functions have apparently been put into 
place. Data about the effectiveness and effip.ip.ncy of budgeting and training are not 
extensive, however. Thus, the actual utility of these functions (particularly of 
training) cannot be reliably assessed. Further, additional qualitative data suggest that 
few major problems and issues exist for the budgeting function. Training problems and 
issues are subtantial both in number and suggestions for resolution, as they are in the 
case of organizational structure. 

Planning and research/information systems have been partially institutionalized as 
functions of local community corrections organizations. The problems and issues 
which have hindered full implementation are numerous. 
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TABLE 2.1: Community Corrections Act Evaluation: Summary of Implementation Scores for Indices of 
orgarilz-afTonal FunctIon -miclstr!Jct~ 

Organizational Function (F) 
or Index of 
Organizational Structure (S) 

Planning (F) 

Training (F) 

Research/l n format i on,. I 

Systems (F) 

Budgeting (F) 

Composite Index of 
Organ I zat I ona I 
Structure (S): 

a 

1. C90peratlon SatIsfaction 
2. Organizational Viabl I Ity 
3. Orga~jzational Legitimacy 
4. Contextual Environmental 

Impact 
5. Collaboration 

GRAND MEAN: 

Average 
~~entatlon Score 

64% 

77% 

65% 

88% 

81% 

75% 

Degree of Imp lementation' of Function 
8r Index of Structurea 

Partial Implementation 

Ful I Implementation 

Padia 1··I,mp I emen·tat ion 

Fu I I Imp 1 SOlen ta-r I on 

Full Implementation 

PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION 

The following criteria are employed in the evaluatlon~ of degree of implementation of organIzational 
function 'or organizational structUl-e: 
1 • No I mp I ementat i on: Average imp I ementat i on score < 50% 
2. Partial Implementation: Average implementation score of 50% - 75% 
3. Fu/ / !mplementati,)O: Average implementation score ~ 76% 
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TASLE 2.2: Co~~nity Corrections Act Evaluation: Degree of Implementation of Organizational Function and Structure 
by Local Co~uolty Corrections Organization 

CCA AREA PLANNING 
Implementation Degree of 
Scar'!) ImQlementatlon 

No 
5,', 43% Implementation 

Partial 
t1.r.oka 71% Implementation 

Arrowhoad Reglon~1 P~rtlal 
Corract loos 71% Imp I ementai- Ion 

Partial 
SI ue c;arth 71~ I mp I ementat I on 

Crc" l'l! ng- Partial 
:·'orriscn 57% Implementation 

Dcdge-ri limore- Full 
Olmsted 86% Imp I ementat:. n 

Partial 
";e':'.ne~in 57-:0 Implementation 

Partial 
?~.r.'.sey 57% Implementation 

Rae Lake-Po I k- Full 
:~orr'!"an 100% Impl ementation 

No 
Roc;.;-tlob I as 43% Implementation 

ORGANIZATIOf:AL FUNCTION 

TRAINING 
Implementation Degree of 
Scora Imelementatlon 

Partial 
75% Implementation 

Full 
92% Implementation 

Fu 1/ 
92% Implementation 

Fu II 
83% Implementation 

No 
33% Implementation 

Partial 
75%, Implementation 

Fu 1/ 
'92% Implementation 

Full 
92% Implementation 

Partial 
67% Implementation 

Full 
92~ Imp I amentet Ion 

RESEAflCH/INFO~ATION SYSTEMS 
Implementation De3ree of 
Score Imelementatlon 

No 
40% Implementation 

Partial 
60% Implementation 

Full 
90% Implementation 

Partial 
70% Implementation 

Partial 
50% Implement~tlon 

Fu 1/ 
90% Implementation 

Full 
90~ Impl ementatlon 

Full 
80% Implementation 

No 
40% Imple~ntatlon 

BUDGETING 
Imp I ementat Ion 
Score 

60% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

80% 

80% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

80% 

~ORG;'~J I ZAT IO'~;.L 
ST?UCTURE 

Degree of Implementation 
ImQlerrentatlon Score 
Full 
ImplelT'.entation 82% 

Full 
Implementatlcn 99% 

Full 
Implementation 99% 

Full 
Implementation 71% 

Full 
Implementation 71% 

Fu II 
Implementation 91% 

Full 
Impler.lsntatlon 74% 

Full 
Imil! ementat.1 on 61% 

Ful i 
Implementation 88% 
Full 
Ir;;plementatlon 78% 

Partial Partial 
Tcc:-·,Iaden~ 71% I mil I ementat ion 75% Implemeota'1'IO<\ 

No Partial 
WaShington 43% Implementation 58% Implementation 

Full 
80% Implementation 85% 

Partial 
60% Implementation 80% 

No 
~O% Implementation 

Partial 
60% Implementation 

l._· ~_..,-------,..---.. __ _ 

[--J 
C3 

DagreJ-of 
Im~le:,,:entattoo 

Fu II 
l,fI1(:! Gir.eOTat i c,n 

F~II 
I,.,p I ementat ion 

Full 
I mp I err.enht i cr; 

Partial 
I:-!pla'!lilntaticn 

Partial 
Implementation 

Full 
Implementatio:: 

Parti.:1 
1m;> ie~£-:.a~ ,':m 

Full 
Ir.p I &::e::tati~n 

Full 
Impler.:entat;cn 
rull 
Imple<::entlltion 

ru II 
Imill.emernat 10:: 

Full 
Implell'oentat 10:: 
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TABLE 2.3: Ranks Assigned to Degree of Organizational Structure and Function 
Attained by Local'Community Corrections Organization 

CCA 
AREA 

6W 

Anoka 

Arrowhead Regional 
Correct ions 

BI ue Earth 

Crow Wing-Morrison 

Dodge-F il I mo re'-O I ms-j"ed 

Hennepin 

Ramsey 

Red Lake-Rolk-Norman 

Rock-Nob I es 

Todd-Wadena 

Washington 

': a 
Ranks 

Research/ 
Information 

Planning Training Systems Budgeting 

11 8 1O~0 9 

4.5 3 6.5 3.5 

4.5 3 

4.5 6 

8 12 

2 8 

8 3 

8 3 

10 

11 3 

4.5 8 

11 11 

z 
5 

8 

2 

2 

4 

10 

10 

6.5 

3.5 

3.5 

9 

9 

3.5 

3.5 

3.5 

9 

9 

12 

Organizational 
Structure 

6 

4.5 

4.5 

12 

10 

11 

7 

2 

9 

3 

8 

Sum of 
Ranks 

44.0 

22.0-

17.5' 

31.0 

47.0 

22.0 

2-7.5 

20.5 

42.0 

34.5 

48.5 

aRanks ranged from 1 to 12 with lower numbered ranks Indicating higher degrees of implementation. 
For example, a rank of "1':. Indicat~s that the average Implementation score is the highest observed 
for the index of organizational structure or fUnction considered. 

Overa 1,1 
Ranka 

9 

3.5 

6 

10 

3.5 

5 

2 

8 

7 

11 

I 
t 
! 
I 

I 
It j 

I) 

jf 

;i 
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In order to provide the reader with a clear picture of what has been achieved, what 
problems and issues exist, and what changes might be made to enco~rage full 
implementation, each aspect of organizational structure and function considered are 
discussed independently. Before continuing, however, a final word is necessary. The 
measures of organizational structure and function which have been ,employed ,act~ally 
appraise the levels of effort expended by local community correctIOns orgamzatlO?S" 
That is to say, the measures are indices of organizational input, which: ~) ~e~cribe 
what the local CCA organizations do; and b) how that effort IS Viewed by 1Odl~ld~als 
involved in local community corrections organizations. Because of resources lImita­
tions, minimum attempt has been made to address organizational output, e.g., 
effectiveness, efficienty, post-effectiveness. 

The questions of the validity of the links between the planning and administration 
component (CCA objective), the correctional services component (CCA objective), and 
the economy component (CCA goal) of the Community Corrections Act model are 
addressed in the conclusions section of the evaluation. (Evaluation of the effects of 
the planning and administration component upon the availability of correctional 
services and ultimately upon economy in the cost of providing those services is 
appraisal of organizational output, or organizational performance. It is evaluation of 
the effects of corrections planning and administration upon the quantity and range of 
correctional services available to offenders under the CCA; and, of the maintenance 
or reduction in costs ~sQciated with the local management of the correctional 
services.) 

1. Planning: Summary and Conclusions 

Planning is a function of local community corrections organizations that has been 
partially implemented. The average planning implementation score is sixty-four 
percent. The planning that occurs is seen (by CCA administrators, CCA staff, 
advisory board members, and/or CCA specialists) to reflect developing attempts to 
systematically identify the needs of both offender and the community and to integrate 
cross-system resources into correctional services to meet those needs. Additional 
perceived accomplishments of planning are coordination of elements of the criminal 
justice system; reduction in duplicative correctional services, human services, and 
social services programming; and the capacity to assess cost and cost-effectiveness in 
generating planning deCisions. By way of comparison, pre-CCA planning efforts are 
considered to be virtually nonexistent in a majority of CCA areas. The pre-CCA 
planning is considered sketchy, did not address all components of the criminal justice 
system, and failed to identify and access external programming and related resources 
in a comprehensive fashion. 

Available quantitative data do indicate that to some extent, cross-system resources 
are being integrated into use by local community corrections organizations. _ No 
bbjective data exist at this time with which to assess the adequacy with which the 
correctional needs of the offender and the community are being met, however'. This 
latter statement refers both to the range of correctional services funded by local 
community corrections organizations as well as to the range of other services {e.g., 
hUman services, social services) potentially available through noncorrections re­
sources. Similarly, no quantitative data are available which suggest that duplicative 
corrections or human/social services programming, if it existed, has been reduced by 
the planning activities undertaken by local community corrections organizations. 

The average planning implementation score is sixty-four percent. This planning index 
as well as associated qualitative data indicate that problems and issues exist which 
have' hindered full implementation of the planning function within local community, 
corrections organizations. To be specific, eight planning issues have been delineated~ 
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a) unclear roles and responsibilities of staft: and advisory board members; b) lack of 
formal training in planning models and, methods/inconsistent terminology; c) extreme 
levels of involvement by the judiciary/probation and parole officers (over-involvement 
versus abstention); d) inadequate DOC planning guidelines/technical assistance' e) 
issues centering around the production of comprehensive plans (e.g., inefficient us~ oli 
staff resources, scarcity of data); f) inadequate identification/integration/utilization 
of cross-system resources; g) turf problems/lack of a community corrections constitlJ~ 
ency; and h) inadequate data collection/data elements. 

The operation of these issues is thought by survey respondents to hinder communil~a­
tion and cooperation in executing the planning function within local community 
corrections organizations. Across components of the criminal justice system and 
across a divel'sity of educational, medical, social serVices, and human services areas 
the existence of these issues discourages the cross-system cooperation and planning 
th,at should a:complish integr~tion of resources and reduction in duplicative program­
m1Og. That IS, full cooperatIOn and mutual effort are not expended to yield l!rOSS­
s~s!em planning ~d subsequent programming. No objective data can be prefJented 
witn WhICh to estimate the losses or costs incurred due to the influence of the issues. 

A varie,t~ of suggestions, for problem and issue resolution is proposed, including the 
composItion of ,a pla~n1Og t~sk force and an ad hoc {;~mmittf!8 or cross-system 
planner~ to achle~e ~ntegratIOn of cross-~ystem resources into local community 
correctIOns orgamzatIOns. Other suggestions are the conduct of formal needs 
~ssessm~:mts and inclusion of these data into comprehensive plans; prOVision of training 
10 'pla~mng models end methods; renegotiation of the role of the DOC in generating 
gU1del1O~s and providing technical assistance; and a change to a two-year planning 
cycle With an annual'program and budget update. 

2. Training: Summary and Conclusions 

:rh~ ~chiev~ments o~served with resp.ect to the training function are perceived by 
IndIViduals InVolved In local community corrections organizations to be increased 
general knowledge, inf~rI?ation, ~nd understanding about the criminal justice system. 
The, effects of the tra1010g acqUIred are seen to be the delivery of higher quality 
serVICes to the offender coupled wito personal and professional development. Never­
theless, a degree of passivity and resistance are acknowledged to exist that hinder 
person~l ~d organi~a~ional grow.t~ and development. The availability of training 
fun~, IS ~Iewed pOSItively. Tra1010g funds provide flexibility in securing needed 
tra~n~ng eIther through the sponsoring of inhouse training or through the acquisition of 
tra1010g fro~ exter!lal agents. ,By way of comparison, there was little or no training 
sponsored prIor to ImplementatIOn of the CCA even in areas in which associations of 
criminal justice professionals existed. Additionally, post-CCA training is perceived to 
be of higher quality, although the usefulness of the training is not overwhelmingly 
supported. I 

Quantitative data such as the existence of training policy and a training officer have 
been employed to generate training implementation scores. Overall, an average 
training impI~n:entation ~core of seventy-seven percent has been observed, indicating 
that t~e tramIng, fu~ctIOn has been fully implemented within local community 
corre~tIOns organ~zatIOns. Although quantitative data do show that the training 
funct~on has, been I,mplemented, no independent data have been gathered by research­
ers WI~h which to Judge the quality, effectiveness, or efficiency of training. Specifi­
cally" It i~ not clear if the training sponsored or funded is of utility to individual or 
orgamzatIonal development. Hence, to the extent that the training function is 
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accurately measured by the indices incorporated here, the function can be said to be 
fully implemented; but, no independent qualitative or quantitative data have been 
gathered about the utility 01' the training function to development of local community 
corrections organizations. 

Six general categories of training problems and issues have been identified by eCA 
administrators, staff, CCA specialists, and advisory board members: a) inadequate 
training poli·cy, guidelines, and criteria established by DOC and by local community 
corrections organizations; b) inadequate assessment of training needs/insufficient 
training plans; c) resistance/passivity/time constraints; d) inadequate training pro­
grams; e) absence of evaluation of training quality and training performance; and f) 
funding issues, such as insufficient training funds. 

In the main, suggestions presented to achieve resolution of issues are directed to the 
management of the training function and to the aggregation of a training task force to 
implement strategies to resolve problems and issues. Among the suggestions deemed 
viable are: a) establishment/modification of training policy, guidelines, and criteria; 
b) construction of individual and organizational training plans generated on the basis of 
training needs assessments; c) maintenance of a skilled training officer and/or training 
committee; d) design and maintenance of a training activities information system to 
identify, monitor, and partially evaluate training opportunities; e) design and mainte­
nance of a training accounting system to monitor attainment of individual and 
organizational training plans; f) implementation of time management procedures to 
allow time to participate in training aativities; g) creation of a training fund of 
unexpended training monies to be used by local CCA organizations on a first-come, 
first-served basis; and h} dissolution of the five percent training expenditure rule and 
substitution of a training budget based upon DOC approval of an organizational 
training plan. 

3. Research/Information Systems: Summary and Conclusions 

~he p:rception of individuals l)articipating in local community corrections organiza­
tIOns IS that research has emerged as a developing organizational function under CCA. 
There have, however, been few comprehensive research efforts completed and 
published across CCA areas. What has been done is viewed as somewhat useful and 
timely, although the quality is appraised as high by individuals involved in local 
community corrections organizations. The review and approval of research/inform­
ation systems designs and processes provided by the DOC has been both good and 
timely, but equivocally has only somewhat facilitated local research/information 
systems efforts. The DOC technical assistance that has taken place has not occurred 
on a systematic basis. It appears as if individuals involved in local community 
corrections organizations think that additional technical assistance from the DOC is 
warr.anted, but specific topical areas cannot be readily articulated. The inference 
here is that the DOC should identify local needs with respect to research and 
information systems and provide technical assistance accordingly. 

In ~er~s of quantitative data, half of the local community corrections organizations 
mamtam a staff researcher and a research/information systems committee or an 
eValuation committee. More than half the CCA areas for which data are available do 
not maintain a written research policy statement or associated guidelines or criteria. 
In terms of actual research conducted, virtually all the local community corrections 
organizations have carried out stUdies or investigations but none have developed a 
research program. No independent information about the quality of the research 
conducted or its utility within deCision-making contexts has been gathered here. 
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Dissemination of research results has largely been inhouse through the distribution of 
data summaries. Virtually all CCA areas have incorporated data within decision­
making contexts represented by the inclusion of data into comprehensive plans, but the 
goodness of fit between the data utilized and the programs established has not been 
estimated. Finally, nearly all CCA areas maintain operational computerized, 
offender-based information systems. 

Based upon quantitative measures of indices of reBearch/information systems employ­
ed plus an overall rating of the research function by individuals involved in community 
corrections at the local level, an average research/information systems implemen­
tation score of sixty-five percent has been computed. Based upon the impiementation 
criteria delineated, this score is interpreted to mean that the research/information 
systems fUnction has been partially implemented. 

/ 

Five major issues have surfaced with respect to research and information systems: a) 
insufficient t~chnical assistance by DOC/inadequate research and information systems 
guidelines and criteria; b) nonstandardized information systems design; c) insufficient 
utilization Of data collected; d) incomplete institutionalization of research/inform­
ation systems as a function of local community corrections organizations; and e) 
prohibitive research/information systems costs. 

A set of suggestions has been put forth to assist in the resolution of the issues 
identified. In general, those suggestions are to: a) secure ongoing technical assistance 
from DOC; b) use external consultants to provide technical assistance; c) eliminate 
local information systems and utilize the DOC information system or 8 minicomputer 
approach; d) secure research resource support from university faculty and students; 
and e) prqvide significant individuals with the information and experience necessary to 
understand and accept research/information systems as a legitimate organizational 
function. 

4. Budgeting: Summary and ConclUsions 

Two, major accomplishments have reportedly been realized within the budgeting 
function of local community corrections organizations. They are: fiscal account­
ability (through program budgeting and budget review) and the ability (given certain 
constraints) to project resource needs, that is, to conduct budget planning. Specific 
facts about the local CCA budgeting function are: a) all of the local community 
corrections organizations conduct budget analyses which are incorporated into com­
prehensive plans; b) half of the CCA areas maintain a budget officer, but in the 
remaining half, the CCA administrator is responsible for constructing budgets and for 
preparing budget reports; and c) as products of the budgeting function, budget 
documents are thought to be somewhat easy to understand and somewhat clear by 
individuals involved in local community corrections organizations. Based upon both 
quantitative and qualitative data, an average budgeting implementation score has been 
computed. The average budgeting implementation score of eighty-eight percent 
indicates that the budgeting function has been fully implemented within local 
community corrections organizations. 

Four budgeting issues have been deline~ted. First, county and state budgeting cycles 
are not synchronized. As a result of nonsynchronous budgeting cycles, the amount of 
the CCA subsidy transmitted to local community corrections organizations is not 
known until almost the start of each fiscal year and unknown for the second half of 
any odd-numbered calendar year. The second budgeting issue is that county and state 
budget forms are different, necessitating the preparation of two different budgets for 
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state and local budget review and approval. Third, quarterly financial status r~ports 
are inefficient and time-consuming either because the level of program expendItures 
for the first quarter of a calendar year is frequently quite simil,ar to thos~ of the ~as~ 
quarter of the preceding calendar year or the level of. e~pendltur~s durmg the first 
quarter of a calendar year is not large if a pro.gram l~ Just s.tartl?~ up. Thus, the 
monitoring of expenditures four times per year IS ~ons~dered InefficIent. bec~use of 
redundant or scarce information. A final budgetIng Issue that has arIsen 15 that 
advisory board members often do not understar:d the budge~ary implica~ions of policy 
decisions. Without either cost data or analysIs of budget Impact, possIble results of 
policy decisions can be overcommitment and an associated redu~tion in the overall 
quality of correctional services provided. 

Five suggestions have been offered to resolve budgeting problems and .issues: a) 
application of a conservative budget management strate~ to. ~ssess and adJ~st for the 
maximum possible impact of factors on resource avaIlabIlIty; b). a~optIon of the 
uniform chart of accounts budgeting format or other uniform budgetmg ~ormat; c) 
scheduling of semi-annual budget reports, one to conform to the end of the fIscal ye!ll" 
the other to the end of the calendar year which is the end of the county budgetmg 
cycle; d) require the provision of cost and impact data to ad.visory bo~rd ~embers ~or 
incorpOL'ation within decision-making context:s; and e) provIde ~echmcal mformatlOn 
and experience to advisory board members m the use of cost/Impact data to make 
policy, planning, and funding decisions. 

5. Organizational Structure: Summary and Conclusions 

Five behavioral constructs representing aspects of group interaction have been 
employed to assess organizational structure. The behavi?ral constr~cts. and the indices 
of the extent to which the constructs have comprIsed organIzational structure 
(average implementation scores) are: a) cooperation satisfa~tior:, seven~~-three 
percent· b) organizational viability, eighty-nine percent; c) organIzatIOnal legItImacy, 
seventy~seven percent; d) contextual environmental impact, eighty-one. percer~t; an~ e) 
collaboration, eighty-five percent. With the exce~tion of coope:at~on satisfactIOn 
which was only partially implemented, the remamder of the mdI~es show ~hat 
organizational structure has been fully implemented. ~ocal commumty corr~ctIOns 
organizations have achieved types of behavioral inte~actlon that haye ~een defmed as 
representing organizational structure. A composite mdex of organIzatIOnal structure 
of eighty-one percent has been calculated that reinforces the conclusion that local 
CCA organizations are structured. 

In total. individuals involved in local community corrections organizations hold the 
opinion 'that these organizations are centralized decision-making bodi7s ~hich are 
integral to the operation of the CCA at the local level. The orgamzatIOns hB:ve 
achieved levels of cooperation and collaboration among individuals which are superIor 
to those which existed prior to implementation of the Community Correcti~ns Act. 
There is however a body of opinion that holds that increased cooperation and 
collabor~tion are n~eded. A factor which may contribute to less than ideal levels of 
cooperation/collaboration is unclear roles and responsibilities which is the central 
theme of the problems and issues identified. 

a. Problems and Issues Associated with the Roles and Responsibilities of the DOC 

The data pertaining to the roles and responsibilities of the DOC in rule promulgation, 
review of standards compliance, and the provision of technical assistance are 
equivocal. What is provided is considered good and timely and cooperation between 
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state and local levels is considered good by individuals involved in local CCA 
organizations. As a group, however, CCA administrators and staff relay the opinion 
that the DOC has not generated sufficient rules, guidelines, or criteria to facilitate 
local implementation of the eCA. In a related vein, the process of DOC review of 
local compliance with standards is not viewed as consistent. The role of the Doe in 
managing the implementation of the eCA is seen to require Clarification and 
redefinition. 

In addition to responsibilities related to rule promulgation and review, the responsibil­
ity of the DOC to provide technical assistance to local community corrections 
organizations is unclear. Because of the historic role of the DOC as the primary 
coordination-control mechanism for corrections in Minnesota and because Gf its 
statutory authority in administering the CCA, the inference has apparently been drawn 
that the DOC should provide technical assistance with respect to all aspects of 
organizational function identified in the CCA (planning, training, research/information 
systems, budgeting). As the governmental unit maintaining authority to administer 
public corrections policy, the DOC role in providing CCA-related technical assistance 
is one that requires clarification, despite the fact that the CCA mandates the 
prOVision of technical assistance only in the preparation of comprehensive plans. 

b. Problems and Issues Associated with the Roles and Responsibilities of the Judiciary, 
County Boards, and Advisory Boards 

Additional issues have afisen regarding roles and responsibilities. Some of these are 
confusion about the authority of county boards (versus advisory boards) to review and 
approve comprehensive plans, local CCA budgets, and expenditures. Another is 
confusion about where the authority for supervision of court services officers and 
probation/parole officers lies (county boards versus the judiciary). A third issue is the 
role and responsibilities of advisory boards in undertaking cross-system planning and 
producing the annual comprehensive plan. Lack of input or insufficient input by 
advisory board members into the planning process may mean that the cross-system 
integration of resources mandated by the CCA does not take place. Without this or an 
equivalent mechanism to achieve .cross-system planning, a broad spectrum of public 
and private community resources may not be available to the target groups of 
offenders under the CCA. 

c. Problems and Issues Associated with the Roles and Responsibilities of Individuals 

As a final issue pertaining to organizational structure, there is evidence that 
individuals are to some extent unclear about personal roles and responsibilities in 
implementation of the CCA at the local level. Confusion and uncertainty contribute 
to the perception that increased cooperation and collaboration are necessary at the 
local level. This is seen to inhibit full institution of a stable organizational structure 
and to organizational development~ 

d. Suggestions for Resolution 

The range of possible suggestions for resolution of issues pertaining to organizational 
structure revolves around redefinition of DOC roles and responsibilities, revision of 
relevant CCA and DOC poducts and processes, clarification or redefinition of roles 
and responsibilities, and redefinition of local CCA goals and objectives. Specifically, 
among the suggestions for issue resolution are: a) revision of CCA rules, guidelines, 
and criteria; b) revision of procedures to monitor standards compliance; c) expansion 
of DOC technical assistance activi~ies; d) negotiated technical assistance schedules; e) 
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fornf~ti~n of a tec~nical ~istance t~am; f) review of DOC staff structure; g) 
n.egotIatIo~ of techmcal assIstance fundmg mechanisms; h) development of a training 
fIlm o~ ~~~eshow used to transmit fae:-tual Information about. the authority and 
resPo~sl~llltIes ,of .C?unty boards and advisory boards in administering the CCA; and i) 
negotl~tlO~ of mdlvldual roles and responsibilities based upon revised local CCA goals 
and Objectives. 
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CHAPTER 3: Local Correctional Programming 
~>' , 

A. Introduction 

One important goal of the Minnesota Community Corrections Act is to promote 
economy in the delivery of correctional services. One objective that is intended to 
contribute to this goal is to increase programming activity at the local level so that 
fewer offendel's'would, require commitment to state institutions where the cost of-­
incarceration is very high. The Act reflects the assumption that offenders and-" 
potential offenders had needs that were not adequately addressed by programming 
before the CCA. When a county or set of counties participates in the CCA it is 
expected that the required improvement in planning and administration in combination 
with the subsidy funds will result in an improvement in the range, quantity and quality 
of correctional programming available in the CCA area. 

Any organized activity at the local level which deals with offenders or potential 
offenders and is part of the local corrections system is considered to be a local 
correctional program. It should be understood that this is not an evaluation of the 
impact of the CCA on individual programs. The effectiveness of a program in 
achieving its specific goals is not addressed in the evaluation. The unit of analysis ....­
here is the set of programs in a CCA area. 

B. Issues ',', 

The logic of the Community Corrections Act suggests that improvement in local 
correctional programming should occur in the range of correctional services available 
in a CCA area, the quantity of correctional programming, or in both of these 
dimensions. The issue of the range of correctional programming addresses the variety 
of services available in a CCA area. Eight generic types of servicesrnay be available 
to a correctional client in a CCA area. Those service types are edubation, chemical 
dependency, mental health, counseling in employment and living skills, supervision, 
treatment, diagnosis and referral, and incarceration. The services provided in CCA 
areas indicate both the perceived ne,eds of correctional clients and also the variety of 
approaches that are used in an effort to prevent, deter, or reverse potential or actual 
criminal behavior. 

Improvement in the quantity of correctional programming is indicated by the number 
of additional programs which are implemented to serve correctional clients or by an 
increase in the number of clients who use these programs. Variation in the number of 
clients served is an indicator of the level of programming activity in a CCA area. It 
does not indicate the number of individuals in a local correctional system. This is 
,because one individual may be in more than one program in a given year and is, in that 
case, counted more than once. Data estimation procedures were used in those 
instances where client data for a program was missing for some years. For example, if 
data was missing for 1977 but present for 1976 and 1978, the average of 1976 and 1978 
was used to estimate client data for 1977. In those instances where client data was 
almost always missing, but present for one or two years, the data was dropped from 
the sum of clients for the year(s) in Which it was present. 

A third dimension in improving local correctional programming is the quality of- the 
correctional program ming in a CCA area •. Participation iIT the CCA could result in an 
increase in the quality of programming available to correctional clients. This 
dimension is not assessed in the evaluation primarily because the quality of correction-
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al programming cannot be conceptually defined in a way that would permit operational 
measures to be developed. In this chapter, therefore, the discussion of improvement 
refers only to quantitative indicies. However, if improvement in the quality of 
correctionlll services result in more effective prevention and rehabilitative program­
ming, there will be an increase in public protection which is addressed in the 
evaluation. 

C. Methods 

.... In order to assess the impact of the CCA on local correctional programming, the 
research design called for collecting data on each program in a CCA area's correction­

" al system each year before and after entry in the CGA. The primary source of data on 
" a CCA area after participation in the Act is the comprehensive plan. The decision 

rule used is that any program serving clients that is described in a comprehensive plan 
is part of an area's correctional system. Conversely, programs not mentioned in the 
plan are not considered part of the local correctional system. 

The decision to key off of programs described in comprehensive plans facilitates 
before and after CCA comparisons within a CCA area. However, it makes comparing 
~bsolute numbers of programs from one area to another highly misleading. That is 

", because the various CCA areas do not have a uniform definition of a program or a 
uniform format for providing descriptions of programming activity. However, it is 
appropriate to compare changes in a CCA area with changes in other areas. 

After data was recorded from comprehensive plans, a number of persons in the CCA 
\ areas were contacted. The purpose of these contacts was to fill in data missing from 

the description of some programs in the comprehensive plans and to obtain data on 
, programs before the CCA. Finally, data on programming was obtained from a list of 
"LEAA-funded programs that the county administrators considered correctional pro­

grams. In spite of the variety of ways used to assemble this data set there is some 
data still missing for some programs in every CCA area. 

T~e de~ign used to assess the impact of the CCA on Mcal correctional programming is 
> prlmarI!y a pre-test post-test design with comparisun groups. The level of the range 

of servIces, number of programs and client use is calculated for the period prior to an 
area's participation in the CCA. These levels are compared to the levels of these 
three indicators after a county has begun participation. Before CCA and after CCA 

" levels are calCUlated by summing yearly levels and dividing by the number of years in 
"the period. Change is measured by the percent increase or decrease from the average > lev~l before the CCA to the average level after the CCA. For every CCA area, the 
, perIOd before the CC:" starts with 1972 data and extends to the year the area entered 
" the Act. The period after the CCA starts with the year the area entered the Act and 

extends through 1979. 

Because CCA areas entered the Act in different years, it is possible to use CCA. areas 
with different entry years as comparisons. This feature of the design is discussed in 
some d~tail in the intr.oductory methodology section of the Minnesota Community 
CorrectIOns Act EvaluatIOn: Research Design. 

If the data collected show an imprOVement in local correctional progl'amming after a 
CCA area has ent2red the Act that is greater than the improvement, if any, in 
comparison areas 'it will be inferred that the improvement in the CCA area is a result 
of the Act: I':lprovement will be inferred if either of the two indicators of quantity of 
programmmg mcreases or the range of services provided locally increases. No specific 
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level or combination of increase is hypothesized. What is of interest are patterns of 
improvement or the lack of improvement in the context of the theory of the CCA as .,; 
discussed in the conceptual overview section of the Research Design. 

D. Results 

Tables 3.1 through 3.5 summarize the effects of the CCA on local correctional 
procrramming. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 show the effects of the CCA on the early 
participants with the most recent participants as comparison areas. Tables 3.3 and 3.4 
show the effects of the CCA on the most recent participants with the early 
participants as comparison areas. Table 3.5 shows the effects of the CCA on the 
middle participants. There are no app.ropriate comparison areas for the middle 
participants. 

Table 3.1 indicates the increase in number of programs and client use for Ramsey with 
Hennepin as a comparison area. These two areas are presented separately as their size 
is so much greater than the other CCA areas. The pre-CCA period for Ramsey is from 
1972 through 1973. The post-CCA 'period is from 1974 through 1979. For Hennepin, 
data on number of programs and client use can be used for comparison f.rom 1972 
through 1977. Hennepin entered the CCA in 1978 which makes that year and 1979 
inappropriate for comparison purposes. 

Table 3.1 shows if the two areas showed an increase in number of programs or in client 
use. This is indicated by the presence of a yes or no. Also shown is the percent 
increase and the level of programming activity before and after the CCA from which 
the percent increase was calculated. These data indicate that Ramsey increased its 
number of programs and client use sixty-one percent and ninety"nine percent respec­
tively, whereas in Hennepin there was no increase in number of programs and only a 
thirteen percent increase in client use. Therefore, it is appropriate to conclude that 
the CCA goal of improving local correctional programming in Ramsey is achieved. 
Because both Ramsey and Hennepin offered the full range of s~rvices prior to and 
after participation, no increase was possible on this indicator. 

Table 3.2 presents summary data on the increase in range of services provided, the 
increase in programs, and the increase in client use prior to and after the CCA for 
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted and Crow Wing-Morrison, The recent participant areas of 
Blue Earth, Washington, and Region 6 West are inCluded as comparison areas. Dodge­
Fillmore-Olmsted and Crow Wing-Morrison have the same before and after periods as 
Ramsey, 1972 through 1973, and 1974 through 1979. Similarly, data from Blue Earth 
dJ1d Washington can be used for comparison purposes exactly as Hennepin was in Table 
3.1. Both of these recent participants entered the CCA in 1978. However, Region 6· 
West entered the Act in 1977 which means the comparison post-CCA period for Region 
6 West is from 1974 through 1976. The decision rule for comparing percent increase in 
levels of local correctional programming in Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted and Crow Wing­
Morrison with the three comparison areas is that the early participant has to show an 
increase of a greater magnitude than two of the three comparison areas before it can 
be inferred that the increase is attributable to particiDation in the CCA. 

Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted and Crow Wing-Morrison increased their range of services 
seventy-one percent and twenty-nine percent respectively. However, two of the 
comparison areas showed a greater increase than did Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted in the 
same time periods. All three of the comparison areas increased their range of services 
to a greater extent than did Crow Wing-Morrison. Therefore the increase in range of 
services in Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted and Crow Wing-Morrison cannot be attributed to 
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TABLE 3 .• 1: Surrmary of Anal yses on Local Correctional Programming Before and After CCA for Ramsey with 
Hennepin as A Comparison 

Ramsey 

Hennepin 

Increase 
In Programs 

Yes 
(61% ) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 18 
Post-CCA (1974-1979) 29 

No 

Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 13 
Post-CCA (1974-197'; 13 

"\. 

C.J 

Increase 
In Clients 

Yes 
(99%) 

Pre~CA (1972-1973) 9148 
Post-CCA (1974-1979) 18179 

Yes 
( 13%) 

Pre~CCA (1972-1973) 30701 
Post-CCA (1974-1977) 34818 

f.':] [':--1 CJ 
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TABLE 3.2: Surr.mary of Analyses on Local Correctional Programming Before and After CCA for Early Participants 
wrth Recent Participants as Comparisons 

Earl~ Partrcl~ants 

Dodge-Fr Ilmore-
QLrn.sted 

Crow W i..!19..-
Morrison 

Recent Participants 
(Compar i sons) 

Blue Earth 

Washington 

Region 6 West 

Increase 
In Services 

Yes 
(71i) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 
Post-CCA (1974-1979) 

Yes 
(29%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 
Post-CCA (1974-1979) 

Yes 
(112% ) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 
Post-CCA (1974-1977) 

Yes 
(100% ) 

Pre-GCA (1972-1973) 
Post-CCA (1974-1977) 

Yes 
(33%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 
Post-CCA (1974-1976) 

**Inference based on post-GCA data only. 

3.5 
6 

3.5 
4.5 

2 
4.25 

2 
4 

4 
5.33 

Increase Increase. 
In Programs In CI rents 

Yes Yes** 
(160% ) 

Pre-GCA (1972-1973) 2.5 
Post-CCA (1974-1979) 6.5 

Yes Yes 
( 140%) ( 166%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 2.5 Pre-GCA (1972-1973) 
Post-GCA (1974-1979) 6 Post-CCA (1974-1979) 

Yes Yes 
(87%) (97%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 2 Pre-eCA (1972-1973) 
Post-CCA (1974-1979) 3.75 Post-CCA (1974-1979) 

Yes Yes 
( 137%) ( 80%) 

Pre-GCA (1972-1973) 2 Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 
Post-CCA (1974-1977) 4.75 Post~CCA (1974-1977) 

Yes No 
(33%) (-37%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1973) 5 Pre-GCA (1972-1973) 
Post-CCA (1974-1976) 6.66 Post-GCA (1974-1976) 

135 
359 

359 
709 

547 
98J 

400 
250 
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participation in the CCA. Both Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted and Crow Wing-Morrison 
increased their number of programs more than all three of the comparison areas. This 
increase can, therefore, be attributed to participation in the Act. 

Because of missing data 011 client use in the ~re-CCA period a before and after change 
could not be calculated for Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted. However, since participation, 
they have shown an increase in client use of programs. While this increase may be the 
result of participation in the CCA it is not possible to make such an inference with 
certainty. Crow Wing-Morrison however shows an increase in client use of a much 
greater magnitude than any of the comparison areas.. This increase is clearly 
attributable to participation in the Act. 

Table 3.3 shows the effects of the eCA on Hennepin with Ramsey as a comparison 
area. The pre-CCA period for Hennepin is from 1972 through 1977. Hennepin entered 
the CCA in 1978. The post-CCA period for this table is 19'/8-1979. For Ramsey, the 
pre-CCA period is from 1974 through 1977. The only data used from Ramsey is from 
the years after it entered the CCA. Because both Hennepin and Ramsey provided the 
full range of services, both before and after the CCA, no increase is possible on this 
indicator. Hennepin shows no increase in progams and client use after begining 
participation in the CCA. Ramsey, on the other hand, continued to show increases in 
this time period. In Hennepin the CCA objective of improving local programming is 
not realized. Changes in the quality of programming before and after the CCA has not 
been assessed in Hennepin or any other CCA area. 

Table 3.4 summarizes the effects of the CCA on the three most recent participant 
areas. For Region 6 West the pre-CCA period is from 1972 through 1976. The period 
after the CCA is from 1977, when Region 6 West began participation, through 1979. 
Blue Earth and Washington entered the Act in 1978. The pre-CCA period for these 
two areas is from 1972 through 1977. The post-CCA period is 1978-1979. Data for the 
years 1974 through 1979 from Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted and Crow Wing-Morrison are 
used in Table 3.4 as comparisons. In order to infer that increases in the three most 
recent CCA participants are attributable to the CCA, the magnitude of the increases 
has to be greater than the increases in both the comparison areas. 

All three of the recent partiCipants show increases in range of services and client use 
that is greater than the increases in both the comparison areas. Washington and 
Region 6 West show an increase in number of programs that also is greater than the 
increases in the comparison areas. The increase in the number of programs in Blue 
Earth is not greater than the increases in Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted, one of the 
comparison areas. 

Table 3.5 sumarizes the range in local programming among the four CCA area middle 
participants. These areas began participation in the CCA in 1976. Because there are 
no appropriate comparison areas this is a before and after comparison only. All four 
of these areas showed strong increases in both the range of services provided and in 
the number of correctional programs. Anoka, Arrowhead Regional Corrections and 
Todd-Wadena also show an increase in client use. Table 3.5 indicates therefore, that 
all four of the middle joiners improved their local correctional programming after 
participation in the CCA. 

Among 'the ten CCA areas that show increases in at least one indicator of correctional 
programming, five emphasized improvement for juvenile clients and one area empha­
sized improvement for adults. The remaining four areas show no particular emphasis. 
In almost all areas the improvement in programming has been developed for pre-
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TABLE 3.3: Surrmary of Analyses on Local Correctional ProgrammIng Before and After CCA for HennepIn with 
Ramsey as a ComparIson 

Hennepin 

Ramsey 

Increase 
In Programs 

No 

Pre-CCA( 1972-1977) 13 
Post-CCA (1978-1979) 13 

Yes 
(22%) 

Pre-CCA (1974-1977) 27 
Post~CCA (1978-1979) 33 

Increase 
In ClIents 

No 

Pre-CGA (1972-1977) 33446 
Post-CCA (1978-1979) 32029 

Yes 
(6%> 

Pre-CCA (1974-1977) 17844 
Post-CCA (1978-1979) 18848 
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TABLE. 3.4: Summary of Analyses on Local Correctional Proqramming Lefore and After CCA for Recent Participants 
with Early Parti.clpants as CompDrisons 

Recent Participants 

Blue Earth 

I~ash I ngton 

Region 6 West 

E3 rl y P;)rt i c i pants 
(Cornpd r:lson s ) 

DodCl'3~F i I I rno re­
O I rns1-od 

Crow Wlng­
tv'orr ison 

L-J 

.. r;.' 

Increase 
In $ervices 

Yes 
( 100%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1977) 
Post-CCA (1978-J979) 

Yes 
(50%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1977) 
Post-CCA (1978-1979) 

Yes 
(46%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1976) 
Post-CCA (1977-1979) 

Yes 
( 13%) 

Pre-CCA (1974-,1977) 
Post-CCA (1978-1979) 

Yes 
(18% ) 

Pre-CCA (1974-1977) 
Post-CCA (1978-1979) 

-""-'-' 

3.5 
7 

3.33 
5 

4.8 
7 

5.75 
6.5 

4.25 
5 

Increase Increase 
In Programs ,I n Cl'l ents 

Yes Yes 
(58%) (92%) 

Pre-eCA (1972-1977) 3.17 Pre-CCA (1972-1977) 
PosT-CCA (1978-1979) 5 Post-CCA (1978-1~79) 

Yes Yes 
(96%) (166% ) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1977) 3.8 Pre-CCA (1972-1977) 
Post-CCA (1978-1979) 7.5 Post-CCA (1978-1979) 

Yes Yes 
(295%) (295% ) (95%) 
Pre-CCA (1972-1976) 6 Pre-CCA (1972-1976) 
Post-CCA (1977-1979) 23.7 Post-CCA (1977-1979) 

Yes Yes 
(58%) (56%) 

Pre-eCA (1974-1977) 6 Pre-CCA (1974-1977) 
Post-CCA (1978-1979) 9.5 Post-CCA (1978-1979) 

No Yes 
( 12%) 

Pre-CCA (1974-1977) 6 Pre-CCA (1974-1977) 
Post-CCA (1978-1979) 6 Post-CCA (1978-1979) 

Cl 

592 
1134 ' 

837 
2229 

310 
604 

943 
1476 

345 
.387 
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TABL.E 3.5: Summary of An()lyses on Local Correct I.ona I Programming Before and After the CCA for MI'~dlePartlclpants 

Middle Participants 

Red Lake-Polk­
Norman 

Arrowhead RegIonal 
Correct Ions 

Todd-Wadena 

Increase 
In Range 

Yes 
(211 %) 

Pre-cGA (1972-1975) 2.25 
Post-CCA (1976-1979) 7 

Yes 
(t 50%)' 

Pre'~CCA (1972-1975) '2 
Post-CCA (1976-1979) 5 

Yes 
(73%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1975) 3.75 
Post-CCA (1976-1979) 6.5 

Yes 
(41%> 

Pre-eCA (197~-1975) 4.25 
Post-CCA (19)6-1979) 6 

'*Inference based on post~CA data only. 

Increase 
In Programs 

Yes 
( 124%) 

Pre-eCA (1972-1975) 6~25 
Post-CCA (1976-1979) 14 

Yes 
(100% ) 

Pre-GC.6. (1972-1975) 2 
Post-CCA (1976-1979) 4 

Yes 
(167%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1975) 3 
Post-CCA (1976-1979) 8 

Yes 
( 111 %) 

Pre-GCA (1972-1975) 2.25 
Post-CCA (1976-1979) 4.75 

Increase 
In Clients 

Yes 
(99%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1975) 3269 
Post-CCA (1976-1979) 6495 

No* 

Yes* 

Yes 
(233%) 

Pre-CCA (1972-1975) 78 
Post-CCA (1976-1979) 260 
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adjudication and post-adjudication clients as opposed to pre-offenders. Pre-adjudica­
tion refers to offenders who have been arrested but not sentenced and post­
adjudication refe:rs to offenders who have been arrested and sentenced. 

E. Summary and Conclusions 

Tables 3.1 through 3.5 include summaries of the effects of the CCA on local 
correctional programming. The analysis which is sumrrarized in these tables is 
intended to test the assumption of the research mod~l that participation in the eCA 
should result in achieving the objective of improved iocal correctional programming. 
Improvement is assumed in the model because of subsidy funds and improved local 
planning and administration. In ten of the eleven CCA areas a",alyzed the CCA 
objective of improving local programming was realized. Therefore the Community 
Corrections Act can result in the realization of this objective. 
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CHAPTER 4: Retaining Offenders in th~ Community 

A. Introduction 

The third objective of the Minnesota Community Corrections Act is retaining 
offenders in the com munity. This is seen as a major objective which contributes to the"" 
goals of the CCA by promoting public protection, economy and/or appropriateness of 
sanctions. Thus, if the logic of the conceptual fr'amework is sound, results which 
indicate retention of offenders are a prerequisite to achieving other goals and 
outcomes of the CCA. 

B. Issues 

This segment of the larger evaluation effort was designed to answer two basic 
questions: 

1) Can the CCA, through the use of incentives and disincentives, increase the 
proportion of adult and juvenile offenders retained in the local com munity? (Has this 
happened in at least one county area?) 

2) Has the eCA since its inception increased the proportion of adult and juvenile 
offenders retained in the local com mlJnity? (In aggregate, has the proportion of 
offenders retained increased in a majority of the participating counties?) 

If results indicate that counties can achieve the objective of retaining offenders, it 
can be inferred that the incentives offered by the eCA are sufficient to bring about 
the desired change. If results indicate that counties as a whole do not retain more 
offenders in the community, it can be inferred that the incentives and disincentives 
offered are not sufficient to change sentencing patterns and that the logic supporting 
the Act may be faulty. 

The critical issue in the evaluation of the incentives offered by the CCA to retain 
offenders in the com munity is whether or not the same results would have occurred 
without CCA legislation. Even if fewer offenders are retained after CCA entry, if it 
can be demonstrated that without the CCA the results would be even worse, then it 
can be concluded tha t the CCA was instrumental in retaining offenders. The basic aim 
of this portion of the evaluation is to estimate net effects of the CCA. In order to do 
this, however, it is necessary to eliminate or minimize contaminating influences. 
Where such influences cannot be qontrolled, recognition that some of these confound­
ing factors or processes exist and may obscure the effects being measured will help in 
interpreting the findings and, perhaps, explain why certain results occur. One such 
contaminating factor that affected juvenile commitments was the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Act of 1974 which required deinstitutionalization of juvenile status 
offenders in states participatihg in the Act. Since the impact of the Delinquency Act, 
however, could be expected to affect CCA counties and non-CCA counties equally the 
effects of this Act would b6';minirpal. ' 

Another problem that may affect all portions of the CCA evaluation but particularly 
those portions using arrest, court dispositions or com mitment data is the variableness 
of the data. It is 'evident that a wide· range of crime rates exist e,mong counties. This 
range suggests that there may be significant qualitative differences between high and 
low rate counties and thus the effects of the CCA may not be similar. This variability 
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reduces the measureable impact of the CCA. Another issue that makes measurement 
of changes difficult is the gradual phasing in of counties into the Act. 

There are other issues tl1at may impact on tile outcome for individual counties. One of 
these, is t~at of 'p,re-level'; that is, a county with a high proportion of convictions 
resultI~~ In commItment before entry into CCA may find it easier to reduce this 
propor'tIo~ than the county t~a! hS51l relatively low proportion of commitments prior 
to entry Into the CCA. StabIlIty (;f effect may also have some bearing on whether or 
not a coynty shows a substantial reduction in proportion of commitments. There is 
some eVI?enCe that the early period after entry shows a greater rate of decrease than 
later perIods. Some or all of these factors may playa part in the overall outcome but 
more particularly in the individual county areas being evaluated. ' 

C. Methods 

1. Research Design 

The key t~ eva~uatin,g whether or not the CCA had the desired effects of retaining 
offenders IS to IdentIfy changes that have occurred and to determine whether these 

... chang~s ca~ be attributed to the CCA. An effort must be made, then, to forecast how 
many Juvel1lles and adult offenders would have been com mitted if the CCA had not 

been e~acted. This difference, if any, between predicted and actual commitments can 
be attrIbuted to the CCA. . 

\ 
~_.rr:here ar~ sever,al n:etho~s us7d to, address these questions. One of these is a multiple 

time-serIes deSIgn In WhICh hIstorICal data are plotted for a series of periods before 
~d after CCA entry. If a change occurs and is maintained after CCA entrv one can 
Infer t,hat the change, is due to the CCA and not to a general trend that~ has been 
?ccurrIng ?r to a de,vIant ~ear before or after entry. If such a change does not occur 
In comp~rlson countIes or In non-CCA counties, rival explanations can be controlled 
and the Inferences regarding the effect of the CCA are stronger. 

'Another method involves the use of forecasting techniques. Pooled or combined data 
from non-CC~ and/or pre-CCA counties are used to determine the overall trend. This 
trend (slope) IS used to forecast what would have been expected in each county area 
had t~le CCA, not been enacted. The difference between actual and expected 
commItments IS calculated to determine how many juveniles and adults were retained 
due to CCA. 

2. Data Sources 

,~DatB: for this analysis WQS obtained from three sources: 1) court disposition data which 
provides quarterly ~ounts of the number of adult felony convictions in which the 
sentence was ,commItment to a state institution. These felony offenses are further 
broken down, Into chargeable and non-chargeable offenses. Chargeable offenses are 
those for WhiCh the statu,tory maximum sentence is five years or less; non-chargeable 
offen~es ar~ those for WhiCh ,the statutory maximum sentence is over five years. It is 
on thI~ baSIS that a county IS charged or not charged a per diem for adult offenders 
?om ~Itted to a state institution. All juveniles, with the exception of a few serious 
Juvel1lle offend~rs, are deemed to be chargeable. Quarterly court disposition data for 
adults are avaIlable for all, participating county areas from July, 1972 through 
~ece~ber, 197~. 2) CommItment data are available annually for all adults and 
Juv~l1lles commItted to state institutions from 1970 through 1979. These records are 
avaIlable for all counties. The prj",lary reason for using this commitment data for 
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adults is to provide some corroboration of the findings relating to court disposition 
data and to provide some basis for judgmental decisions that are made in forecasting. 
3) Population-at-risk for adults and juveniles is calculated based on estimates of 
population in Minnesota counties by the Minnesota State Planning Agency. The age 
groups defined as at-risk populations are thirteen through seventeen for juveniles and 
eighteen to thirty for adult offenders. The rationale for these age group choices is 
spelled out more fully in the Technical Report: Retaining Offenders. 

3. Court Disposition Analysis 

Pre-CCA court dispositions are obtained by pooling data from all available county 
areas and dropping out counties as they enter the Act. The result of this action is 
sixteen pooled quarters of pre-CCA court activity for chargeal;:>le and non-chargeable 
offenses. Hennepin and Ramsey are treated separately because it is felt that the large 
volume of cases from those two areas would distort the results. The proportion of 
commitments for each category of offense is calculated and a moving average applied 
to minimize seasonal as well as random variation. The slope of this series of 
proportions is calculated and used as a comparison for each CCA county area. The 
slope may be defined as the average amount of change per unit of time over the period 
measured. This slope is applied to the pre-CCA base rate and expected proportions 
calculated. These proportions are then converted to expected commitments by 
multiplying the proportions by actual court dispositions during each post-CCA quarter. 
This approach is based on the assumption that CCA county areas would be expected to 
change the direction and volume of commitments in the same manner that pre-CCA or 
non-CCA proportions change. 

4. Commitment Rate Analysis 

Commitment rates based on population at-risk are calculated for juveniles and adults 
for all CCA county areas and pooled pre-CCA and non-CCA counties for the years 
1970 through 1979. The pooled data are used to calculate the slope or pattern of adult 
and juvenile commitment rates. In the same manner as d~scribed above, the slope is 
used to predict expected rates for both juvenile and adult commitments. Again, 
Hennepin and Ramsey are treated separately. Where large discrepancies occur 
between results based on adult court disposition data and commitment rate data, the 
data are examined and reconciled as much as possible. 

The possible results and corresponding conclusions are presented below. 

Results 

Reduction in proportion of 
chargeable offenders committed 
to the state 

No reduction in proportion of 
chargeable offenders 
committed to the state 

Conclusion 

Incentives (disincentives) 
off ered by CCA are 
sufficient to change 
sentencing patterns 

Incentives (disincentives) offered 
by theCCA 
are not sufficient to 
change sentencing patterns 
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Reduction in proportion of 
non-chargeable offenders 
committed to the state 

No reduction in proportion 
of non-chargeable 
offenders committed 
to the state 

D. Results 

3d 

1. Retaining Juveniles in the Community 

a. Commitment Rate Analysis 

Increased community 
altematives are 
sufficient to change 
sentencing patterns 

Increased community 
alternatives are not 
sufficient to change 
sentencing patterns 

-[ 

The 1973 legislation required that counties under the Act pay a daily charge for 
juveniles committed to a state institution. This provision was later changed to exclude 
a small number of juveniles who were committed for serious offenses and assigned to 
the Department of Cm'rections Serious Juvenile Offender Program. 

Results of this analysis indicate that the net effect of the CCA has been to reduce 
juvenile commitments in most county areas. Juveniles retained as a percent of 
expected commitments ranged from seventy-six percent in Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted to 
an increase in commitments in Hennepin and Blue Earth. The total number of 
juveniles retained is estimated to be 273. Despite this overall commitment reduction 
of almost thirty percent in CCA counties, the impact on state correctional institutions 
seems less dramatic; less than a one percent (3) reduction in 1974 to a nineteen 
percent (35) reduction in 1978. 

During the six year period since the first county entered the CCA, the average 
reduction in juvenile institution population attributable to the CCA is five percent or a 
reduction in the averaage daily population of fifteen juveniles. 

2. Retaining Adults in the Community 

a. Commitment Rate Analysis 

Although the commitment rate analysis was seen as a means to incorporate revoca­
tions and population-at-risk, the primary advantage of the analysis is to serve as 
corroboration of results using court disposition data. While results from the two data 
sets are not identical for. each county area, the findings are generally compatible. 
Overall the percent of expected commitments retained in the community ranged from 
fifty-four percent in the Red Lake-Polk-Norman county area to eleven percent in the 
Arrowhead Regional Corrections area. There are five county areas in which the 
commitments are greater than expected. The total percentage of expected commit­
ments retained in the community is less than eight percent. 

b. Court Disposition Analysis 

Forecasting using court disposition data is done for both chargeable and non­
chargeable offenses. The difference between expected and actual commitments is 
then calculated for each county area. The' estimated total number of offenders 
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retained in the community during the entire period of CCA participation is 266. This 
represents a twelve percent reduction in expected commitments. In five county areas 
the proportion of chargeables retained actually decreased; these are Todd-Wadena, 
Arrowhead Regional Corrections, Anoka, Region 6 West and Hennepin. The proportion 
of non-chargeables retained decreased in three county areas: Crow Wing-Morrison, 
Hennepin and Washington. 

E. Summary and Conclusions 

The conclusions drawn from this evaluation relate to the original questions posed in 
the discussion of issues. Can the CCA increase the proportion of offenders (juveniles) 
retained in the community? Has the CCA increased the proportion of offenders 
(juveniles) retained in the community? 

The answer to the first question as it relate!; to juveniles is cletlrly positive. Five 
counties experienced a reduction of fifty percent or more in expected number of 
juveniles committed. Overall the reduction in commitments is almost thirty percent. 
Only Blue Eart.h and Hennepin failed to reduce commitments and actually showed an 
increase of four percent over expected commitments. However, since the majority of 
counties did demonstrate a reduction, it can be concluded that the CCA has increased 
the proportion of juveniles retained and that as a whole the incentives (and disincen­
tives) offered by the CCA are sufficient to encourage counties to retain juvenile 
offenders in the community. 

These same questions can be answered for adult offenders. Again, the answer to the 
first question is clearly positive. Nine counties did reduce the proportion of offenders 
committed. The answer to the second question is less clear. An average of forty-five 
adult offenders are retained annually which represents a four percent reduction in 
actual commitments to adult correctional institutions. This represents an average 
annual reduction in institution population of approximately sixty-seven offenders. 
These figures are based on court disposition data and thus do not include revocations. 
If actual commitment data were used the reduction in commitments would be around 
three percent which would result in an av~rage institutional population reduction of 
approximately fifty-one offenders. Six county areas increased the proportion of 
chargeable offenders retained and seven county areas increased the proportion of non­
chargeable offenders retained. Because the majority of the county areas did increase 
the proportion of offenders retained, it must be concluded that the CCA has increased 
the number of adult offenders retained and that the CCA incentives (disincentives) are 
sufficient to change sentencing patterns in the majority of CCA county areas. It must 
be remembered, however, that the actual numbers retained are relatively small. 
Whether or not the number of offenders retained is sufficiently great for some 
counties to achieve other goals will be discussed in the overview of this report. 

Table 4.1 summarizes these conClusions. 

" 
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TABLE 4.1:" County Areas in Which the Proportion of Offenders 
Retained Increased as a Result of CCA 

Adults 
,eCA Area Juven lies Chargeable 

Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted X X 

Ramsey X X 

Crow \'ling-Morrison' X X 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman X X 

Todd-Wadena X 

Arrowhead Regional Corrections X 

Anoka X 

Reg Ion 6 West X 

81 ue Earth X 
, .I 

Hennepin 

Wash i rlg·ton:· X X 

Non-Chargeable 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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CHAPTER 5: Appropriateness of Sanctions 

A. Introduction 

Improved programming and the retention of offenders in those programs are expected 
to encourage certain underlying goals that benefit both society and the offender. One 
of these is appropriateness of sanctions. The CCA is expected to bring about more""'­
humane, fair or equitable sanctions for both adult and juvenile offenders" 

For adults, the intent is that serious offenders may deserve institutionalization while 
less serious offenders do not. For juveniles, the Act indicates that the appropriate 
sanction is almost always in the community. Therefore, appropriateness is evaluated ., 
primarily in terms of commitment-noncommitment. 'roe appropriateness of the types"­
of community sanctions received is not included in the evaluation of this goal because 
it is not implied by the Act. and is not considered central to assess the Act's impact. 

B. Issues 

The question in this section of the ev.aluation is: What is the effect of the Community 
Corrections Act on appropriateness of sanctions? For adults, two analyses are 
conducted on appropriateness of sanctions. The first analysis focuses on the initial 
sentence. The second includes a two year follow-up p~riod to incorporate sentence 
changes. This second analysis takes into account the sanction that offenders 
eventually experience rather than just the initial sentence and is considered more 
important in evaluating this goal than the sanction imposed at the time of sentencing. 
If sentencing practices change as a result of the CCA but these new, perhaps more 
appropriate, sanctions are later changed to inappropriate sanctions, there is no lasting 
benefit for the offender. For example, a lower severity offender may be placed on 
probation and later have that probation revoked for a technical violation. The' 
eventual sanction, prison, would not be appropriate for the offense. The wider range 
of community sanctions afforded by the CCA (more probation options, treatment 
facilities, jails and jail programs) should allow judges to impose additional Sanctions 
without having to resort to the inappropriately severe sanction of prison. If initial 
sentencing changes, but subsequent alterations obliterate the change, the goal of 
appropriate sanctions is not being achieved. 

For adult offenders an important supporting analysis investigates the effect of the 
CCA on types and dUrations of community sanctions imposed at sentencing. While the 
principle analysis focuses on the appropriateness of commitment-noncommitment, 
there are clearly implications for appropriateness in terms of community sanctions. 
The distribution of sanctions within the community (probation, jail, fines, etc.) rn.ay be 
changing because of the CCA. The length of probation and jail time may also be 
changing because of the CCA. This information is presented descriptively and is not 
used in the overall conclusion of the Act's impact on appropriateness. 

For juveniles, only the initial sanction can be probed because of various data collection 
problems noted in the Minnesota Community Corrections Act: Research Design~ The 
juvenile section of the analysis is adapted from the Retaining 'Offenders in the 
Community analysis. 

C. Methods 

The analysis of appropriateness of sanctions for juveniles is entirely separate from ..... 
that for adults. While it would be. ideal to extend to juveniles the research design."., 
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employed for adults, this is not possible. First, a comparable study looking at juveniles 
would have consumed the entire evaluation budget, since a samplinE; frame of all 
adjudicated juveniles is not available as is the case for adults. Second, a~ce.ss to 
juvenile cou:rt, probation and diversion files is not clearly legally manda.ted as It IS for 
adults. Since a data set comparable to the adult one is not available for juveniles, 
researchers made inferences from the commitment rate analysis in the Retaining 
Offenders in the Community section. It should be noted that the design for juveniles 
in appropriate sanctions is therefore weaker than that for adults. 

The evaluation of adult sanctions requires measuring the appropriateness of sanctions 
of offenders sentenced before and after CCA entry. 

1. Measurement of Appropriateness of Sanctions 

To determine appropriateness of sanctions one requires two sets of information; a 
\ standard for what sanctions offenders "ought" to receive, and information on sanctions 
actually received. By comparing these two, one can determine whether a sanction is 
appropriate or not. 

How does one decide what offenders "ought" to receive? Ought is a very relative 
term. Different segments of society have a wide range of opinions as to what 
offenders "ought" to receive. There cannot, therefol'e, be an absolute definition of 
what sanctions offenders trought" to receive. A number of efforts have been made in 

"'Minnesota to define the kind of offender for whom a specific sanction is appropriate. 
\ One is the chargeable prOVision of the Community Corrections Act. It specifies that 

counties pay a daily charge for imprisoned offenders whose statuatory maximum 
... sentence is five years or less. While this decision rule is simple and legislatively 

expedient, it does not capture the complexities of appropriateness. Legislative 
testimony speaks of keeping non-serious, non-habitual offenders in the community, but 
the five year or less rule does not take into account prior criminal history. The 
chargeback provision was designed to encourage appropriate sanctions, but was never 
meant to be an adequate definition of appropriateness. While the research group does 
not believe that the chargeable prOVision of the Act is an adequate operationalization 

\ of the concept of appropriateness, others disagree. Therefore, corroborating analyses 
'\ are conducted using the chargeable/nonchargeable categories as a standard for what 
..,~anctions offenders ought to receive. 

~nother attempt in Mihnesota to define what sanctions offenders ought to receive is 
.., sentencing guidelines developed by the Sentencing Guidelines Commission. These 

. sentencing guidelines represent a concerted effort to define appropriate sanctions 
applicable for all felons. The guidelines are based on two primary factors: offense 

.. severity and prior criminal history. The prior criminal history index has been based on 
" the extent of prior convictions and the custodial status at the time of the current 
. offense. The guidelines therefore provide a standard for what sanctions offenders 

'ought to receive according to correctional values prevalent in Minnesota. For 
additional information on the development and use of the Sentencing Guidelines refer 
to Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines: Report to the Legislature (1980). 

Three criticisms could be made for using the sentencing guidelines as a measure of 
appropriateness. One objection is that there are justified deviations from the grid that 
cannot be taken into account in its use as a research instrument. A second concern 
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germane to Minnesota is that the guidelines may be altered. A third criticism is that 
it is unfair to apply a 1980 standard to sentencing practices in the 70's. 

Justifi.ed deviations from the guidelines, indeed, cannot be taken into account in this 
research. However, one would expect the percentages of justified deviations to be the 
same before and after a county enters the Act. This error should not affect changes in 
appropriateness and, therefore, would not affect conclusions on CCA impact. 

The same logic applies to the effect of potential changes to the sentencing guidelines. 
One would not expect any changes to benefit systematically cases sentenced either 
before or after a county area enters the Act. For example, if a group of offenses are 
moved in the grid from community sentences to prison sentences, individual offenders 
will experience a change. Appropriateness levels may also change. However, these 
would be expected to affect cases equally before and after CCA entry and would 
therefore not affect conclusions on CCA impact. 

In response to the third issue, no standard could be developed today that could take 
into account changing values over time. However, if values were changing over time 
one may expect this change to affect counties in the same way. If a change has been 
going on across all CCA areas that CUlminates in the 1980 sentencing guidelines, one 
would expect increases in appropriateness after CCA entry. The evaluation design 
incorporates the use of comparison counties to control for this. If a change is, indeed, 
going on statewide its effect will not be attributed to the CCA. Finally, there are 
strong indications that the sentencing guidelines have much the same intent as the 
CCA. The guidelines, therefore, provide a useful independent standard by which to 
assess the CCA. Finally, the same analyses are conducted using ~he chargeable­
nonchargeable categories of the Act as a sta~dard of appropriateness . 

The eventual sanctions experienced by offenders are considered more important in this 
evaluation than sanctions imposed at initial sentencing. While the sentencing 
guidelines are the standard for determining the appropriateness of the initial sentence, 
additional factors need to be considered in determining the appropriateness of the 
eventual sanction. Both the CCA and sentencing guidelines indicate that revocations 
should not be a matter of course. Since the sentencing guidelines are used as a 
standard to determine appropriat.e sanctions in the evaluation, researchers also 
attended to guidelines suggestions on revocations. It should be noted that the 
guidelines suggestions on revocations are not presumptive. The final decision rules for 
appropriate revocations require either one prior attempt by the CCA area to retain 
the offender in the community or a conviction for which the guidelines recommend 
imprisonment. Of course, if an offender is appropriate for prison in the first place, 
any revocation to prison is considered appropriate. 

Data have been collected on sanctions received by samples of adult offenders who 
were sentenced before and after CCA entry. While one only needs to know if an 
offender was kept in the community or sent to prison to assess the appropriateness of 
that sanction, additional information on community sanctions has been collected. 

The appropriateness of a sanction is. determined by comparing sanctions received by an 
offender with his or her placement on the Sentencing Guidelines grid. For example, if 
an offender's grid placement is in the community and the offender is sentenced to the 
community then the sanction is appropriate. If a sanction change moves an offender 
from the community to prison the appropriateness of that sanction will change too. 
Therefore, two measures of appropriateness are computed. The first measure is for 
the initial sentence. The second one inCludes the most severe sanction received within 
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two years after fJentencing. This time limit is necessary so tha,t cases sentenced 
before and after a county enters the Act will have an equal time for sanction changes 
to occur. The time limit also eliminates the recent participating areas from this 
second measure because these cases do not have the necessary follow-up time for 
sanction changes to occur. Therefore, findings are stronger for CCA areas which began 
participation by 1976. 

2. Subjects and Sampling 
\ 

To evaluate appropriateness, independent random samples of adult offenders who were 
"diverted for or convicted of felony level offenses have been drawn for each CCA area. 

'''Samples were drawn in such a way that allowed areas joining at different times to be 
. used as comparison counties. For these cases data on sanctions, sanction changes, and 

other relevant information have been coded from Department of Corrections files, 
. probation files, and district court files. The reader is referred to the Technical 

Appendix: Adult Offender Sample for further information on sampling and data 
collection. 

D. Results 

1. Adults 

a. What is the effect of the Community Corrections Act on appropriateness of 
sanctions? 

For the initial sentence, ten of the eleven areas maintain appropriateness of sanctions 
with CCA participation (Table 5.1). An eleventh area, Red Lake-Polk-Norman, 
increases appropriateness of sanctions with CCA participation. Two early partici­
pants, Crow Wing-Morrison and Ramsey, show an increase with CCA participation but 
this increase is not significantly different from what is opserved in recent participants 
when used as comparisons during that same earlier period. There appears to be a 
significant increase in appropriateness of sanctions in the mid-70's that is not eaused 
by participation in the CCA. 

At the initial sentence, pre-CCA appropriateness levels range from sixty-five percent 
(Red Lake-Polk-Norman) to ninety-seven percent (Todd-Wadena). Post-CCA appropri­
ateness levels range from seventy-eight percent (Hennepin) to ninety-four percent 
(Washington and Red Lake-'Polk-Norman). 

As noted in the Issues portion of this chapter, the appropriateness of the eventual 
sanction is weighted more heavily than that imposed at initial sentencing. Revoca­
tions may change the appropriateness of sanctions received at sentencing, thereby 
altering appropriateness findings. Seven of the CCA areas have been in the Act long 
enough to allow a two-year follow-up measure. Six of these seven areas again 
maintain appropriateness of sanctions two years after sentencing. Revocations do not 
change the findings for any area. While there are significant increases observed in 
·Crow Wing-Morrison and Ramsey counties, these increases are again observed in the 
recent participants when used as comparisons during that same earlier time period. A 
seventh CCA area, Red Lake-.Polk-Norman, shows an increase in the appropriateness 
of sanctions. The conclusion for adults is that~~he CCA maintains but does not 
improve appropriateness of sanctions for most CCA areas. 
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TABLE 5. 1 : I mpact Of the CCA on Approp" i atones s of Sand r ons 

CCA Area 

Dodge-Fi I lmore-Olmsted 

Crow \~ing-~lorrison 

Ramsey 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman 

Todd-Wadena 

Arrowhead Regional 
Corrections 

Anoka 

Region 6 West 

BI ue Earth 

Hennepin 

Washington 

Statewide 
Sunmary 

Adults 
AI" Initial 
Sentence 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Increase 

~1a i n-ra i n 

Maintain 

~~a i nta i n 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

T~IO Ye'lr a 

Follow-up 

Maintain 

Maintain b 

Maintain 

Increase 

fila inta in 

Maintain 

Maintain 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Maintain 

Juveniles 

Increase 

Increase 

Increase 

Increase 

Increase 

Increase 

Increase 

Increase 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Increase 

Increase 

aThis measure ,incorporates sanction changes/revocations received within two 
years of the initial sentence. 

blf the chargeable provision of the Act is used as the standard of 
appropriateness instead of Sentencing Guidel ines Grid placement, Crow Wlng­
Morrison shows an, increase. 
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If one uses the chargeable provision of the Act as the standard for appropriateness, the 
same findings emerge. The only difference is that Crow Wing-Morrison also shows a 
significant increase in appropriateness. In general the levels of appropriateness are 
lower using this standard rather than the sentencing guidelines. However, the changes 
attributed to the CCA are remarkably similar and corroborate the primary analysi':.!. 
Whether one uses sentencing guidelines or the churgellble prOVision of the Act as a 
measure of appropriateness th~ same statewide findings emerge. The CCA maintains 
but does not improve appropriateness of sanctions for most CCA a.reas. 

An analysis using the Sentencing Guidelines Commission data base provides additional 
corroborating information. The Sentencing Guidelines Commission collected similar 
sentencing data for a sample of felons sentenced in all Minnesota counties during 
fiscal year 1978. While these data do not allow pre-post CCA comparisons, they do 
allow comparisons of appropriateness across CCA and totally non-CCA areas. The 
findings confirm the conclusion of maintenance of appropriateness for adults. 

b. What is the effect of the CCA on types and durations of community sanctions 
imposed at sentencing? 

The Community Corrections Act has significantly affected the distribution of com­
munity sanctions imposed at sentencing. In general, there is a decrease in probation 
use and an increase in probation with a condition of jail. Although some changes in the 
distribution of community sanctions are occurring in comparison counties during the 
same time periods, the changes found in the CCA areas are not duplicated. This lack 
of parallel change in comparison counties leads one to conclude that an increase in the 
use of jail is indeed due to the CCA. On the other hand, length of jail time served and 
probation time ordered do not change systematically as a result of CCA participation. 
While available analyses may be open to some interpretation, one may conclude that 
the CCA has increased the severity of community sanctions. This increase in severity 
is not explained primarily by a decrease in prison use, which indicates that offenders 
traditionally kept in the community are receiving more severe sanctions as a result of 
the CCA. 

Two points on the interpretation of this finding shOUld be made. First, the evaluation does 
not take a stand as to whether the apparent increase in jail use is or is not beneficial. 
Tha.t is left to the reader. Second, information on changes in community sanctions is 
not included in the overall conclusion on appropriateness of sanctions. 

2. Juveniles 

a. What is the effect of the Community Corrections Act on appropriateness of 
sanctions? 

The commitment rate analysis for the Retaining Offenders in the Community 
objective (Chapter 4) indicates that nine of the eleven CCA areas decreased their 
state commitments for juveniles. The commitment rate analysis compares the actual 
number of juveniles commited to state correctional institutions with a predicted 
number of juveniles committed. This predicted number is based on the CCA area's 
actual commitment rate at the time of entry adjusted for the statewide increase in 
the juvenile commitment trend. One infers that a decrease in commitments from a 
CCA area represents an increase in the number of juveniles retained in the com­
munity. Since the appropriate sanction for the vast majority of juveniles is in the 
community, any decrease in commitments represents an increase in appropriate 
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sanctions. One may therefore infer an increase in appropriate sanctions for nine of 
the eleven CCA areas. 

While th7 effect of the CCA on percentage change in juvenile commitments is quite 
~arge" thIS repr~sent~ a small change in appropriateness for the target population of 
Juve~Iles. The Juvemle target popUlation of the Act is not clearly defined, but it is 
consIde,:ed larger than the population of adjudicated juveniles, and smaller than the 
Popul~tIOn ~s a :vhole. For perspective~ if one limits the target popUlation to 
adjudICated Juvemles only, one finds that the increase in appropriateness attributed to 
the CCA wo~ld be f~om appr~ximately 97.9 percent to 98.5 percent. If all juveniles in 
the comm,umty are mcluded m the t,arget population, this increase in appropriateness 
woul~ shrmk., Ho~ever, the conclUSIOn is that the CCA increases appropriateness of 
~anctiOns for Juvemles. 

Because of data limitations, it is not possible to conduct additional analyses on 
juveniles as it is for adults. 

E. Summary and Conclusions 

F~r adults, the C~mmunity Corrections Act maintains. but does not increase appro­
prIaten~ss of sanctIOns for most CCA areas. While ther'e appears to be an increase in 
appro[:ll'lateness of sanctions in the mid-70's this could not be attributed to the 
Community Corrections Act. The CCA does, however affect the distribution of 
commun~ty sanct,ions i~posed at sentenCing. The CCA is increasing the severity of 
commumty sanctIOns. Smce this is not primarily explained by a decrease in prison use 
?ne may concl~de that offenders traditionally kept in the community are receiving 
mcreased sanctIOns due to the CCA. 

For juveniles, ,t~e CCA has increas~d appropriateness of sanctions. While juvenile 
results are posItlve, they shOUld be Interpreted with caution. Researchers feel that 
the, adult fin?ings, for this section should be stressed. However, the limited data 
ava~lable, for ,Juve~Il,es suggest that the impact of the CCA on appropriate sanctions 
for Juvemles IS pOSItIve. 
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CHAPTER 6: Public Protection 

A. Introduction 

The Community Corrections Act is expected to affect the behaviors of offenders and 
in so doing to affect levels of public protection. Both adult and juvenile offenders are 
targets of the CCA. Participation in the CCA, however, is expected to affect a larger 
proportion of juvenile offenders . 

Serious adult offenders are not expected to be influenced by CCA programs and 
services. Serious adult offenders are still expected to be committed to prison. On the 
other hand, most serious juveniles are assumed to blE! treatable in the community. With 
the minor exception of the Department of Corrections' Serious Juvenile Offender 
Program, charges are levied for all juveniles committed to state institutions. Also, 
first-time adult offenders are not expected to be influenced by CCA participation but 
juveniles who have not yet been arrested or adjudicated are the recipients of 
substantial CCA services. 

Because of these differences in tar'get populations and also because of differences in 
data availability, separate evaluations of public proteC!tion are conducted for adult and 
juvenile offenders. 

Public Protection - Adult Offenders 

B. Issues - - Adult Offenders 

L Assumptions of the Community Corrections Act 

Two very different arguments have been identified which suggest a linkage between 
the CCA and public protection. One argument is that less serious offenders can be 
treated safely in the community because they will not commit offenses that ti"lreaten 
the public. EssentiaUy the argument is that prison incapacitation is unnecessary 
because less serious offenders do not create a significant risk to the community. This 
argument refers to the short-term effects of the CCA. 

Another quite different argument is that, regardless of the short-term risk to the 
public, community placement can better rehabilitate less serious offenders. In the 
long-term, community placement pays off because less serious offenders have a better 
chance of being rehabilitated in the community than in a prison environment. 

It is hypothesized that the combined short-term and long-term impact of the CCA 
should be an increase in public protection. If less serious offenders arE', unlikely to 
commit new offenses in the community and if they have a better chance of being 
rehabilitated, the expected overall impact of the CCA should be a net increase in 
public protection. 

2. Specifying the Adult Target Population 

The adult target population is defined as all felony cases sentenced to the community 
and less serious felons sentenced to prison. Serious offenders committed to prison are 
not targets of the CCA. No arguments have been made that the CCA ought to divert 
serious offenders to the community and that these cases would not increase the public 
risk; nor have any arguments been made that sel'ious offen.ders can be better 
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rehabilitated in the community. The CCA recognizes that certain categories of 
offenders should continue to be incarcerated. On the other hand, less serious felons 
who are committed are CCA targets. The assumptions of the CCA are that these 
cases would not increase the public r'isk and they could be better rehabilitated if 
sentenced to a community alternative. Since the expected impact of the CCA is to 
reduce the proportion of less serious offenders committed to prison and in so doing to 
affect positively public protection, the analyses should include these cases. 

3. Follow-up Periods for Assessing Offender Behaviors 

The evaluation of public protection requires follow-up periods for determining whether 
offenders commit new offenses. The short-term follow-up period is variable for each 
offender. For the state cases, the short-term follow-up period is equivalent to their 
actual incarceration. That is, state cases are incapacitated during t.his period. For 
the community cases the time period is equivalent to the time such offenders would 
have been incarcerated had they been committed toa state institution. The release 
matrix utilized by the Minnesota Corrections Board is used to estimate the expected 
incarceration time for individual offenders. The minimum matrix time is used because 
the maximum time probably overestimates the incarceration times for the type of 
offender retained in the community. 

The long-term follow-up period to assess rehabilitation is twelve months following the 
short.,.term period. That is, the long-term follow-up period is one year after release 
for state cases a.nd one year after the estimated incarceration time for community 
cases. 

The follow-up requirement affects the number of areas in which public protection can 
be evaluated. The areas that joined most recently have very little time in which to 
sample offenders sentenced after CCA entry and to track these offenders for evidence 
of follow-up offenses. Long-term assessments are impossible for the re::>.ent partici­
pants. The short-term assessments are tenuous because of the short post.··C'cA period. 

4. Summary of the Issues to be Analyzed 

Figure 6.1 provides a graphic presentation of the expected impact of the CCA on 
public prote(!tion in the short term, long term and overall. The figure identifies the 
assumptions to be tested, the relevant target populations and the follow-up periods. 

C. Methods - - Adult Offenders 

L Definition and Mea.surement of Public. Protection 

\ Public protection is measured by the behaviors of offenders. The more that offenders 
, are prevented from committing offenses, the more the public is protected. Offenders 
'who do not commit fUrther offenses are called "successes." Offenders who commit 
further offenses are "failures." Since public protection is a positive goal to achieve, 

'" the goal is evaluated in terms of a positive indicator (i.e. successes) rather than a 
>"negative indicator (i.e. failures). 

For the purposes of this evaluation, an offender is considered a success if he does not 
"' commit a new felony. An offense must be as serious as a felony for the offender to be 
'considered as not having succeeded. Both arrest and convicUon data have been 
',collected and analyzed. Conviction data are reported because they are believed to be 
"\ a more stable indicator over time. However, in only one case do arrest data provide 
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FIGURE 6.1: Summary of the Assumptions Linking the Community Corrections Act 
to Public Protection 

Pre-CCA 

Post-CCA 

Type of Sanction 

[J = Commun ity 
Sanctions 

~I f-!J = State 
I ncarcerat Ion 

__ -=-___ ~Succoss Ratos 

"1 T2 TI+2 
Short-Term + Long-Term I: Overall 

_-=-:.;::c.:...:~_ 

o = Successes 
(no new felony convidion) 

mm = Fai lures 
(new felony conviction) 

Expected Short-Term Impact of the CCA: 

Assumptions: 

Test: 

The CCA is expected to divert less serious offenders ~Iho should 
no1' be in prison to the community; the relative size of the 
commun i'ry popu I atl on shou I d Increase af1'er CCA; th i s increase in 
~he conmunity population that is. :t-risk Is not expected to pose 
an increased risk to th'e publ ic. 
The propori"ion of successes during TI arrong le$s serlQus state 
and communIty cases ~Iill not decline after CCA entry. 

Expected Long-Term Impact of the CCA: 

Assumptions: 

Test: 

Less serious offenders can be better rehabilitated by being 
treated in the community than in a prison environment; the pro­
portion of offenders treated in the community is expected to 
I~crease after CGA entry; 1'his increase in the community popula­
tIon should result in a larger proportion of rehabi I itated 
offenders. 
The proportion of successes during T2 among less serious state 
and commun lty cases shou I d increase after eCA entry. 

Expected Overal I Impact of the CCA: 

Assumptions: 

Test: 

Less serious offenders are unl ikely'to commit new offenses that 
threaten the public if rei'ained in the community and they have 
a b?tter chance of being rehabi I itated; 1'he CCA is e:<pected 
to Increase. the proportion of less serious offenders re·tained 
in the community; since in the short term -this incroase in the 
COllil1Un i ty popu I ai"i on is not expected to increase i'he pub I i c 
risk and in the lor.£) term should result in be'rter re!!abilitatlon, 
the ~ei' eff?ct should be an incr'ease in publ ic protection. 
The proportIon of successes during T and T should increase 
after CCII entry. 1 2 
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~ conflicting conclusions. Data on new felony arrests and convictions have been coded 
from offender files and from Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehension records. 

2. Research Design 

" The design for evaluating public protection compares success rates (i.e. the proportion 
~ of offenders not committing new felonies) in samples of offenders sentenced before 
'and after CCA entry. This design is called a pretest-posttest design. An increase in 
success rates after CCA entry indicates an increase in public protection. For some 
areas comparison county data are available for determining the changes that are 
occurring without CCA participation. The areas that entered the eCA most !:'ecently 
are used as comparisons for the early participants. In some cases early Dllrticipants 
can be used as comparisons for recent participants. No comparisons are available for 
the middle participating areas. 

3. Alternative Research Strategies 

The results described in this report rely on the pre-CCA and post-CCA offender 
success rates. Two additional types of research have been conducted in an effort to 
provide additional, confirming evidence. Techniques to estimate eventual success 
rates from variable foJ 'w-up data have been applied to some of the CCA area data. 
Also, aggregate arresrate data have been collected from all CCA and non-CCA 
areas. The technical report on public protection explains these analyses and reports 
the results. The findings are generally supportive of the results presented below. 

D. Results - - Adult Offenders 

The analysis of the short-term impact of the CCA assesses whether the CCA increases 
the public risk by reducing the number of offenders incapacitated in prisons (see 
Figure 6.1). The test of this assumption is to compare the success rates among 
community and less serious state cases before and after CCA entry. In all CCA areas, 
except Crow Wing-Morrison, the changes in success rates are not significant. The 
conclusion, therefore, is that in the short-term public protection can be maintained 
with the Community Corrections Act. In Crow Wing-Morrison a slight increase in 
public protection is noted. The conclusions in the recent participants are tenuous 
because post-ecA success rates are based on only one year of post-CCA sentences. 
With nine of ten areas demonstrating no change in success rates during the short-term 
follow-up period, the evidence is very strong that the CCA does not increase the risk 
to the public in the short term. ' 

A second assumption of the CCA is that in the long term CCA participation can have a 
positive impact on public protection because community treatment can better 
rehabilitate less serious offenders (see Figure 6.1). The test of this assumption is to 
compare success rates among community and less serious state cases before and after 
CCA entry. Five of the seven areas analyzed maintain public protection in the long 
term. Both Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted and Crow Wing-Morrison, on the other hand, 
experience a decline in offender success rates. In no case is there evidence of the 
hypothesized improvement. Results from all seven areas suggest that the rehabilita­
tion arg-iment is not supported. With five of seven areas maintaining offender success 
rates, the state-wide conclusion is that in the long term, public protection can be 
maintained but not improved with the CCA. 

The evaluation of public protection is less concerned with which of the CCA's 
assumptions is supported than with discovering the net impact of the CCA on public 
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protection. Taking the short term and the long term into consideration, what, is the 
overall contribution of the eCA to public protection? The test, for the overall Impact 
is to compare success rates before and after CCA entry durIng the short-term and 
long-term follOW-Up periods (s~e Figure 6.1). 

In all seven areas analyzed, the net impact of the CCA is, to ,mB:intain public 
protection. Table 6.1 provides a summary of the public protectIOn fIndIngs ba:ged on 
samples of adult offenders. In general, the short-term, long,-term an,d overall Impact 
of the CCA is to maintain public protection. In Crow WIng-Mo~rIson and Dodge­
Fillmore-Olmsted the short-term results offset the long-te~m d,eclm~s t~ produce an 
overall conclusion of maintenance. Overall, public protection IS maIntamed but not 
improved with the CCA. 

Public Protection - Juvenile Offenders 

B. Issues - - Juvenile Offenders 

The original intention was to handle juvenile of~enders in a man,n~r as similar as 
possible to the adult study. A number of ,anti?Ipat?d a~d unantIClp~ted problems 
emerged that led to the decision that trackIng Juvemle cllen~s for eVIdence of n~w 
offenses would not be feasible. These problems are discussed In the Research DeSIgn 
and in the Technical Report: Public Protection. 

Because of limitations with juvenile data, the evaluation has ~ad to rel~ o~ county­
level arrest reports. Although these data are recognized to be Imperfe,ct mdICator~ of 
public protection, use of the aggregate arrest data is not as problematic as one mIght 
assume. In particular, faulty inferences from county-Iev~l arrest, data seem less 
problematic with juveniles than with adults. The introductIOn to thIS chapter notes 
that there are major categories of adult offenders that are not target~ of the CC~ -
serious offenders and pre-offenders. On the other hand, CCA areas, Include ~ervI~es 
for most juvenile offenders and generally provide extensive prever:tlOn B:nd d~verslOn 
services as well. If CCA programs are supposed to be preventIn~, dIvertIng and 
correcting juveniles better than areas without ",SC:A resource~~ s_~~e .. ~~f!~~-=~~:'s ~~~~~_ld 
emerge in arrest rates between CCA and non-Cv.t1. areas. Tilt: UIlt: CtlLt:l5ury u1 serlOUs 
juvenile offenders not treatable in the ('!ommunity is so small ~hat county-l~vel arrest 
rates should not be influenced by this small group. The key POInt to stress IS that the 
use of juvenile arrest data does not imply an assumption that ,the CCA s?ould be 
influencing all arrests. Instead, the argument is that differences In changes In arrest 
rates between non-CCA and CCA areas can be used to infer CCA impact. 

e. Methods - - Juvenile Offenders 

Juvenile arrest rates are a negative indicator of public protection - the, higher the 
arrest rate, the less the public is protected. Juvenile arrest data are avaIlable from 
the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension from 1973 through 1979. Numbers of arrests for 
felony-type offenses are tabulat~d for !111 eighty-s~ven counties for each year. 
Estimates of the juvenile populatIon-at-risk are obtaIned f~r each co~nty for each 
year. The population at-risk for juveniles includes persons thirteen to eIg~teen. Age 
estimates are based on recent estimates by the Minnesota State PlannIng Agency. 
Arrest rates are obtained by dividing the number of felony arrests each year by thl:! 
estimated population at-risk. 

Arrest rates are plotted for'each eCA area and for the CCA areas as a group. Non-­
CCA data are also plotted for comparison purposes. Comparisons of the CCA and the 
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TABLE 6.1: Summary of Public Pro'rcction Findings Based on the 
Adult Offender Sample 

CCA Ar~ 

Dodge-Fi I lmore-Olmsted 

Crow \~i ng-I'k>rrl son 

Ramsey 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman 

Todd-Wadena 

Arrowhead Regiona I 
Correct Ions 

Anoka 

Region 6 West 

Hennepin 

Ell ue Earth 

Summary 
S'rate-w I de 

Short-Term 
l.!!!2act 

Maintain 

Increase 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

MAINTAIN 

Long-Tenn 
~fL-

Decrease 

Decrease 

MaIntain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

N. A. 

N. A. 

N. A. 

~1AINTAIN 

Overa II 
Im~act 

1'1AINTAIrf 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

fI.AINTAIN 

~lAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

N. A. 

N. A. 

N. A. 

MAINTAIN 

a. The maintain for 'Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted is based on a partial verification of the follow-~p data. The 
original data indicated a very large, significant ,decline in success rates t?at was out of hne with 
other CCA areas. Because of the atypical decline, data were sent to Dodge-Flllmore-Olmsted for 
verification. Using additional data sources Dodge-F~llmoro-Olmsted personnel ~ecked t?e ,pos~ 
failures to see if any Vlere not felonies a!]d checked pre-CCA sL!cces~es to 5:e lf the orlglna1 codlng 
hl!f1' missed some failures. This partinl verification has the potenhal to blas results becau~e post-ccA 
successes and the comparison dllta have not been verified in a comparable man?er., Th: a?a:ysls besed on 
the partially verified data reduces the overall decline to 10.5%. This dec11ne 1S slgnlflcant and i 
continues to be the largest of all CCA areas. Use t'f the comparison data, however, produces the conalus on 
that the decline in success rates in not an effect of the CCA. 

If Ihe changes mf.de in the Dodge-Fillmore-01msted dats reflect random error, ~his perUa: ve~ification 
would bias results in the direction of inferring no decline in public protechon. That lS, l.f errors 
are random similar changes would be made for the post-cCA successes and for the com?arison,d~t~; , 
reanalysis of the fully verified data would produce ccnclusionsvirtually ide?ticalto the l.?lhal analysls ; 
On the other hand, if the changes reflect a syste".atic reporting problem unlque to Dodge-Fll1~ore-Olmsted, s 
pre-CCA cases: then this parbial verification eliminates that unique ,~ystematic error ~d revl.sed 
results w9uld be more aocurate. Since there is no plausible expl"'!ahon for why Dodge-Flllmoro-Olmsted 
should experience the atypical decline initially found, analysists have assumed the latter. A~so, an 
inspection of the data sources indicates that under reporting to the SCA in the pre-CCA years 18 a more 
extreme problem in Dodge-Fill".ore-Olmsted than elsewhere and that underreporting had not been adequately 
controlled by the comparison data. 

-, 

U 
11 

I [~ 
I .] 

n 
u « 

</~~ ... n 
n 
n 
n 
11 
O· 

U" It, 

n 
0 
n 
n 
G' 

fl' 
n 

in 
1 

1 {} 

U 

n 
n 
u 
n 

1 n 
In 
j 

tn 
o 

iO 
U 
o 
o 
n 
u 
u 

54 

non-CCA arrest rate plots suggest whether the CCA has had an impact on arrest rates. 
Also, a comparison of the actual mean post-CCA arrest rate with a predicted arrest 
rate had an area not participated in the CCA provides a rough indication of the extent 
of CCA impact. The predicted arrest rate is based on pre-CCA rates adjusted for 
changes occurring in the non-CCA counties. 

D. Results - - Juvenile Offenders 

Figure 6.2 contains the arrest rates for the CCA areas as a group compared to non­
CCA counties. The Hennepin and Ramsey data are excluded from this figure since 
they dominate results. While there is ,evidence that arrest rates tend to rise after 
CCA entry, there is additional evidence in this figure that the trend generally begins 
before CCA entry and that the trend is occurring in non-CCA counties as well. When 
one uses the difference between :the actual post-CCA arrest rate and the predicted 
rate based on changes occurring in non-CCA counties, there is evidence that the 
increases in arrest rates tend to 'be somewhat greater for CCA areas than the non­
CCA counties. The data suggest 'that there may be a decline in public protection. In 
nine of eleven areas arrest rates tend to increase more than in non-CCA counties. It 
is interesting to note that those nine areas are the same nine areas that increase the 
numbers of juveniles retained in the community. Because of the numerous problems 
associated with arrest rate data, the evidence is certainly not strong that the impact 
of the CCA has been to reduce public protection. On the other hand, there is certainly 
no evidence that the CCA has had a positive impact. 

E. Summary and Conclusions 

The evaluation of public protection provides evidence that public protection is 
maintained with the Community Corrections Act. Conclusions regarding adult 
offenders are the most firmly based. D~ta on samples of adult offenders indicate that 
during short-term, lung-term and combined follow-up periods, public protection is 
maintained. Conclusions regarding juvenile offenders are less firmly based because 
only arrest data are available for analysis. The evidence, however, indicates that the 
increase in arrest rates in CCA areas may be somewhat greater than in non-CCA 
counties. 

The linkage from the Community Corrections Act to public protection assumes that 
the relative number of offenders treated in the community will increase after CCA 
entry. One position is that this increase will not threaten public safety (i.e. public 
protection can be maintained). Another position is that this increase will improve 
public protection because community treatment is more rehabilitative. 

Since the relative size of the group of offenders placed in the community does tend to 
increase after CCA entry, evidence is available that this increase does not threaten 
public safety. One must recognize, however, that the numbers retained are relatively 
small and that in most CCA areas the offenders diverted from prison appear to be 
incarcerated locally. There is also evidence that the increase in the community group 
does not increase public safety. Rehabilitation is obviously difficult to assess 
adequately. Better indicators and longer follow-ups are desirable. HOWever, the fact 
that in all areas analyzed there is virtually no indication of a long-term, positive 
impact on public protection indicates that rehabilitation is unlikely to contribute to 
public protection. One must again recognize that the numbers diverted to the 
community are relatively small. For the policy to demonstrate a positive impact 
would require retaining large numbers and would require that community treatment 
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FIGURE 6.2: JUVENILE 'FELONY ARREST RATES 

o:Ho..nti..JltrrtIfl Cculti .. 
excluding Hennepin and Romsey 
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increase dramatically the success rate of these offenders. 
occurred and the latter is perhaps unrealistic. 

The former has not 

By design the evaluation of Public Protection assesses the impact of the CCA policy 
not of individual community programs. Comparisons are not made between community 
treatment and state incarceration. Comparisons instead are between the set of 
offenders sentenced prior to CCA entry and those sentenced after CCA entry. The 
conclusion that the CCA maintains but does not improve public protection refers to the 
impact of the policy. It is actually 'feasible for some community programs to be more 
rehabilitative for some types of offenders but for the Act or policy to demonstrate no 
impact. One must recall that in most CCA areas most offenders have always been 
treated in the community even prior to CCA participation. If community placement is 
more rehabilitative for less serious offenders, one reason the policy might demonstrate 
no positive effects may be that most offenders were sentenced to the community 
prior to entry, thus providing little opportunity for improvement. It is important not 
to infer from evaluat:ion results that the majority of offenders traditionally treated in 
the community could be equally well treated in prisons. The evaluation is not designed 
to address that issue. Rather, the marginal shifts of offenders from prison to the 
community associated with the CCA have not contributed to public protection nor 
have they increased the risk to the public. 
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CHAPTER 7: Social Justice 

A. Introduction 

'rhe balance between the goals of public protection and appropriateness of sanctions 
constitutes Social Justice. Although the CCA policy is intended to bring benefits to 
both the public and to offenders, a tension exists between the two goals. For example, 
the public could perhaps best be protected by incarcerating all offenders. However, 
there is a sense that justice is not'served when offenders are too forcefully treated 
while the public experiences very little risk. Similarly, there is a sense that justice is 
not served when offenders receive minimal sanctions while the public is at great risk. 
Considering the CCA's effects on public protection and appropriateness of sanctions, 
does the balance between these two goals produce a higher or lower level of Social 
JUstice? 

Social Justice is evaluated primarily with data on adult offenders. Although the public 
protection and appropriate sanction :evaluations do provide data on juvenile offenders, 
shortcomings in those data suggest they would provide a very imperfect indication of 
Social Justice. Juvenile data are hot used to provide precise estimates of Social 
Justice but they are inspected toO suggest whether reliance on adult findings misrepre­
sents the impact of the CCA. 

B. Issues 

Because Social Justice carries a variety of connotations and suggests different 
normative outcomes to different people, it is important to clarify how the term is 
being used in this evaluation. In reviewing philosophical traditions of social justice, it 
became apparent that the term is used here in a somewhat untraditional and more 
complicated way. Social Justice is usually considered a distributive principle. At its 
simplest, "to each his due." 

According to standard definitions of justice, the goals of both public protection and 
appropriate offender sanctions represent forms of justice. If one agrees that the 
public in general does not deserve offender threats, then the higher th~ levels of public 
pretection, the more just is the situation fer the public. Ideally sanctions shoU~d 
prevent further offenses through rehabilitatien, deterrence or incapacitatien. When an 
offender is prevented from committing a new offense a ju~;t outcome exists fer t)1e 
public; when an offender cemmits a new offense an unjust outcome exists for the 
public. Similarly, the more that offenders receive the sanctions that they deserve, the 
more just is the situation for offenders. Social Justice, as it is being used in this 
evaluation, represents the relationship between justice for the public and justice for 
the offender. Social Justice is not a distribution of a particular benefit or burden 
throughout society, but instead it is a balance .of two states of justice; one for the 
public and one for the offender. This conceptualization is not meant to imply a 
balance between two distinct social groups. Rather what is appropriate fer offenders 
as well as what is fair for the public are beth social values. The cencern with 
appropriateness of sanctions is a socifll concern with doing "right" things for .offenders, 
not a set .of values articulated by .offenders themselves. The balance between public 
and offender interests; then, is in reality a balance between two secial values. 

One must establish criteria for determining what results constitute an increase or 
decrease in the outcome of social justice. When the two goals change in the same 
direction the interpretatien is straightferward. When both offender successes (public 
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protection) and appropriate sanctions increase, the number of deserved sit~~ations 
increases, producing an increase in social justice. When both offender Successes and 
appropriate sanctions decline, the number of deserved situations declines, producing a 
decrease in social justice. The problem arises when one goal increases and the other 
declines. The position adopted here is that Social Justice is said to ~ncrease so long as 
justice in the aggregate increases; that is so long as the total number of deserved 
situations increases. Thus, if offender sanctions are a great deal more appropriate B.t 
a slight loss of public protection, Social J~stice increases. On the other hand, if 
sanctions become only slightly more appropriate but the public is put at great risk, 
Social Justice decreases. Social Justice is said to increase if the total amount of 
justice (i.e. "deserved!! situations) experienced by the public and offenders increases. 
This situation could exist if justice for one group declines, so long as justice for the 
other group increases to a greater extent. 

C. Methods 

1. A Metho!:J for Comparing Actual and Predicted Levels of Social Justice 

'In measuring Social JUstice, the concern is to assess whether the CCA provides a 
'better situation than would exist without the CCA; that is, a comparison of actual and 
. predicted levels of Social Justice. The measurement of efficiency which is explained 
"in Chapter 9 involves a straightforward ratio of costs per public protection. Any ratio 
" producing more protection per dollar spent indicates a more efficient system. Social 

4Justice, how~ver, does not lend itself to such straightforward measurement. 

The evaluations of public protection and appropriate offender sanctions provide 
estimates of successes (public protection) and appropriate offender sanctions with 
CCA participation. It is also possible to predict successes and appropriate offender 
sanctions had areas not participated in the CCA. Indicators of public protection and 
appropriate sanctions are explained in Chapters 5 and 6. The problem in evaluating 
this outcome is to devise a method that can use these actual and predicted estimates 
to assess whether Social Justice has increased with CCA participation. 

A method that can provide a measure of both the distributive and aggregate 
dim ensions of Social Justice is depicted in Figure 7.1. Publio protection is the Vertical 

'axis while offender sanctions is the horizontal axis. This example assumes there are 
. five hundred offenders in the post-CCA population. Complete justice for the public 
"occurs with five hundred successes. Complete justice for offenders occurs with five 
hundred appropriate sanctions. The problem is to develop a measure of whether the 
situation with the CCA pl'ovides more Social Justice. 

The first step in Figure 7.1 is to plot the predicted values of successes and sanctions 
without the CCA (point X). One then draws a line through this point that intersects 
each axis at a 450 angle. Along this line one unit of success is equivalent to one unit 
of appropriate sanctions. From this diagonal line one draws two additional lines at 450 

angles. One then has six sections in which the actual CCA values can fall when 
plotted. The main diagonal line separates just and unjust outcomes. This diagonal line 
indicates the aggregate dimension of social justice. If the actual CCA value falls 
anywhere above the line, in the aggregate the total amount of justice has increased. If 
the actual eCA value falls anywhere below this line, in the aggregate the total amount 
of justice is less than without the CCA. The distributive dimension of Social Justice is 
indicated by the lines that separate three types of justice and three types of injustice. 
These sections, in other words, indicate which group is benefiting or being burdened 
with the CCA. 
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FIGURE".1: A Method to Measure Su,r-iul Jlls'~ice Under eCA 
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A .. 
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x s Hypothetical estimate of pr~dicted number of appropriate 
offen'der sanctions and predintcd number of SUCCQsses 
without the eCA. 

A through F = Hypothetical estimates of actual number of 
eppropriate offender sanctions and 80tual number of 
successes with the CCA •• 
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2. Estimating Actual and Predicted Numbers of Successes 

" 'The evaluation of public protection uses offender successes as an indicatol' of public 
safety. The mO.re that offenders ore prevented from committing new offenses 
(felobes), the more the public is protected. Data are available only through 1978 
because the public protection evaluation requires a follow-up period for coding new 
offenses. Estimates of successes, therefore, are not made for Rock-Nobles whose 
entry is 1/1/79. Estimates also are not made for Washington because its CCA entry of 
7/1/78 provides only six months of post-CCA cases. 

The estimate of the actual number of successes is derived by multiplying the sample 
post-CCA success rate by the post-CCA target population. The method for predicting 
number of successes had an area not entered the CCA depends upon the research 
design used in evaluating public protection. For areas with no comparison data, 
predictions are based solely on the pre-CCA success rates. When there is no 
significant change in success rates after CCA entry, the predicted number of 
successes is considered to be the same as the actual. When there is a significant 
change in success rates after CCA entry, the predi~ted number of successes equals the 
pre-CCA sample success rate multiplied by the post-CCA target popUlation. When 
comparison data are available th~ predicted number of successes is based on the pre­
CCA success rate, adjusted for changes occurring in the comparison counties. Should 
the success rate change not be significantly different from the change found in the 
comparison counties, the predicted number of successes is considered to be the same 
as the actual number with the CCA. However, when the success rate change is 
significantly different from the change occurring in the comparison counties, the pre­
CCA success rate is adjusted by the average percentage change found in the 
comparison counties. 

3. Estimating Actual and Predicted Numbers of Appropriate Sanctions 

The evaluation of appropriateness of sanctions uses the Minnesota Sentencing 
Guidelines grid as the criterion for determining the appropriateness of offenders' 
sanctions (commitment vs. non-commitment). Date. are available only through 1978 
because of the follow-up requirement for coding sanction changes. The sanction 
evaluation compares the propOl L.:ms of offenders with appropriate sanctions before 
and after CCA entry in samples of offenders in each CCA area. Procedures for 
estimating the actual and predicted numbers of appropriate sanctions are identical to 
those explained in the section above on successes. 

4. Inspecting Juvenile Data 

Although Social Justice analyses are not conducted with the. juvenile data, it is 
important to assess whether the adult findings are representative. If there is 
evidence, for example, that Social Justice regarding adult offenders declines but 
Social Justice regarding juvenile offenders perhaps increases (Of' vice versa) it is not 
legitimate to report only one set of results. Researchers want to be confident that not 
evaluating social justice for juveniles does not illegitimately hide either positive or 
negative findings. 

Juvenile commitment rates are negath:e indicators of appropriateness of juvenile 
sanctions. Juvenile arrest rates are negative indicators of public protection. General­
ly, juvenile commitmentg decline with CCA participation (appropriateness of sanctions 
improves) but arrest rates tend to increase (public protection declines). Researchers 
have not emphasized either the positive juvenile sanction results or the negative 
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juvenile public protection results because neither evaluation is as sound as the 
corresponding adult evaluations. Both juvenile studies have the following limitations: 

1. The inferences from the juvenile data are more problematic than those for 
adults. There is a clearly defined and enumerated adult target popUlation of the 
CCA. From this adult target popUlation representative samples are drawn from 
which inferences can be made to the target population. Extensive data are 
collected on sanctions and follow-up criminal behaviors. Inferences can be made 
from the adult sample results on sanctions and public protection to the target 
population. Because of careful sampling there is a small but lmown element of 
error that can be considered in this inference. The juvenile situation is far less 
satisfactory. The t~-rget popUlation is not clearly defined. It is believed to be 
larger than the adult target population but certainly not as large as the total 
population-at-risk. Because there is not a clearly defined and enumerated target 
population, it is not possible to draw samples of juveniles. As a result the data 
that are used are county-level aggregate commitment rates and arrest rates 
based on the total population-at-risk. The inference is from the total popula­
tion-at-risk to an ambiguous target population. The degree to which commit­
ments and arrests are accounted for by the target population and whether this 
degree changes over time are unknown. The degree to which the target 
population and the population-at-risk overlap and whether this degree is changing 
over-time are unknown. The extent of error is unknown and cannot be 
considered in interpreting results. Thus inferences to juveniles in the target 
population from aggregate data based on the population-at-risk may contain 
errors. 

2. Both commitment and arrest data provide imperfect indicate.':.. of the 
concepts being evaluated. For adults the sample datJ:t indicate what type of 
offender receives what type of sanction and indic&i.e which offenders are 
reconvicted for new felonies. For juveniles, however, it is not known if a felony 
arrest represents the commission of a felony; it is not known if a decrease in 
commitments represents the same amount of increase in the use of more 
appropriate community sanctions . 

3. Each evaluation has available only one data set. Moreover, both the 
commitment and arrest data are subject to error. While reporting problems 
decrease the reliability of arrest data, the commitment data in the early 1970's 
are affected by problems in data entry. The inclusion of all non-CCA areas in 
both evaluations should help to control the effects of the data errors, but any 
error systematically affecting CCA or non-CCA counties remains uncontrolled. 
In contrast intercoder reliability tests were conducted to assure the accuracy of 
the adult sample data. Additional data were also available to provide corrobo­
rating evidence for the adult analyses. 

Because of these problems the evaluations of juvenile sanctions and public protection 
probably provide less precise indications of the changes in the two goals that have 
resulted from CCA participation than is true for the adult evaluation. On the other 
hand, failure to analyze the juvenile data leaves the study open to the criticism of 
illegitimately failing to report positive or negative findings. The changes in 
commitments and arrests are therefore inspected to determine the net change in the 
two goals. Each reader can interpret those data as he sees fit. 

Commitment and arrcst rates are both based on the juvenile population-at-risk. The 
mean number of commitments (per thousand population) for the post-CCA years 
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provides an estimate of the actual number of (in)appropriate sanctions. The mean 
number of arrests (per thousand population) for the post-CCA years provides an 
estimate of the actual number of arrests with CCA participation. The mean pre-CCA 
commitment and arrest rates, adjusted by the percentage change found in the non­
CCA counties, provides a predicted number of ina.ppropriate sanctions and arrests had 
an area not entered the CCA. The actual minus the pr,edicted number of com mitments 
indicates the change in appropriateness of sanctions that can be attributed to the 
CCA. The actual minus the predicted number of arrests indicates the cha.'1ge in Public 
Protection that can be attributed to the CCA. The two change scores are comparable 
because they are based on the same population-at-risk figures. Thus, the two change 
scores can be compared to determine the net contribution of the CCA. For example, 
if there is one more appropriate sanction for everyone thousand juveniles but one 
more arrest, there is no net increase or decrease, r.esulting in a maintenance of Social 
Justice. 

D. Results 

For nine of the ten eCA areas included in the adult Social Justice evaluation, CCA 
participation has produced no <;hange in appropriateness of sanctions or public 
protection. There is, therefore, no change in Social Justice and thus no need for any 
analysis. 

The Red Lake-Polk-Norman change in appropriateness of sanctions provides a basis for 
a change in Social Justice. Because only one goal is changing the direction of change 
for Social Justice ana the group benefiting or losing is fairly obvious. However, a 
Social Justice figure is drawn to illustrate the change in outcome. Figure 7.2 
compares the actual and predicted levels of Social Justice for Red Lake-Polk-Norman. 
The increase in appropriateness of offender sanctions with the maintenance of pubHc 
protection produces a net increase in Social Justice. For Red Lake-Polk-Norman 
offenders benefit while the public experiences no change with CCA participation. 

The juvenile data which are reported in the Technical Report: Social Justice indicate 
that the increases in arrest rates tend to be greater than the decreases in commitment 
rates. The net balance in ten areas is in a negative direction. For nine of eleven areas 
the increases in arrest rates more than off Get the decreases in commitments. In one 
area an increase in commitment rates is greater than the arrest rate decrease. In only 
one area is the net effect positive: the arrest rate decline is greater than the 
commitment rate increase. Thus researchers do not believe the inability to analyze 
social justice for juveniles results in a failure to report positive findings. On the other 
hand, because it is believed that the juvenile data are not adequate to analyze the 
concept of social justice and because the extent of error is probably greater for 
juvenile arrest data, it is not believed that negative results are inappropriately 
minimized. 

E. Summary and Conclusions 

Table 7.1 provides a summary of the adult findings on Social Justice. For nine of the 
ten CCA areas analyzed, Social Justice is maintained. This maintenance is based on 
the maintenance of both public protection and appropriateness of offender sanctions. 
That is, in n9 'case is maintenance the result of one group's gain offsetting the other 
group's loss. Social Justice increases in Red Lake-Polk .... Norman, with an increase in 
appropriateness of offender sanctions. 
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FIGURE 7.2: Social Justice in Red Lake-Polk-Norman 

lUMBER 

OF 

OFFENDER 
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NLMBER a:- APPROPRIATE SANCTIONS 

* • Predictod Level of Social Justico h.ad 
Red Lake-Polk-Norman not participated 
in the CCA. 

• ~ Actual Level of Social Justice with 
CCA participation. 
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Inspection of the juvenile data indicates that the increases in arrest rates are greater 
than the decreases in commitment rates. Because the arrest data probably are iess 
reliable than the commitment data, researchers are not in a positition to conclude that 
the greater declines in public protection produce a decline in social justice. The 
limited data available do suggest, however, that the inability to analyze social justice 
for juveniles does not prevent the reporting of a positive CCA impact. 

Evidence indicates that the Community Corrections Act has little impact on public 
protection or on appropriateness of offender sanctions. It is to be expected, then, that 
the statewide conclusion is that Social Justice is maintained but not improved with the 
Community Corrections Act. 
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TABLE 7. 1: Summary of Social Justice Conclusions Based on Adult Offender Data 

CCA Area 

Dodge-Fi I I more-Olmsted 

Crow Wi ng-fvbrr i son 

Ramsey 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman 

Todd-Wadena 

Arrowhead Regional Corrections 

Anoka 

Region 6 West 

BI ue Earth 

Hennepin 

Summary State-Wide 

Publ ic 
Protect ion 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Ma i nta in 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

Maintain 

~1ai nta i n 

Appropr i ateness 
+ of Sanctions 

+ Maintain 

+ I-laintain 

+ Maintain 

+ Increase 

T Maintain 

+ Ma intain 

+ Maintain 

+ Maintain 

+ Maintain 

+ Maintain 

f"l1\INTAI~'1 + f:1l\INTAIN 

,. 

Social Justice 

r~~INTAIN 

= rVUtffAIN 

fv\INTAIN 
= mC~SE 

= rtn.IrITAW 

mI~'ITAm 

r'AI~lTAIN 

;: r1l\INTAI~1 

~\I\INTAPI 
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CHAPTER 8: Economy 

A. Introduction 

Resource scarcity .is an issue for the private sector and the public sector. As a 
business produces its output while attempting to minimize costs so also an effective 
correctional policy should maintain public safety and social justice while minimizing 
service delivery costs. The economy goal of the Community Corrections Act 
Evaluation examines whether the CCA is a less expensive policy than continuation of 
the system it replaced. 

The comparison is, therefore, between actual community corrections costs given the 
existence of the Act and an estimate of community corrections costs, namely 
continuation costs, that would have existed in the absence of the Act. Continuation 
costs are primarily based on the pre-CCA correctional service system provided by 
state and local government. 

In deriving actual and continuation costs, correctional expenditures from state, county 
and federal sources are analyzed. For example, prior to CCA, juvenile probation 
services were primarily funded from county revenues and state subsidies while 
L.E.A.A. grants helped finance correctional programming at the state and lo~al 
levels. Since this report is written for governmental decision makers, only govern­
mental (not private) expenditures are examined. From a criminal justice: perspective, 
a system-wide approach is taken to community corrections costs, both actual and 
continuation. 

B. Issues 

The CCA is an innovation in correctional management. The CCA presumes that a 
decentralized approach to planning and correctional service delivery concentrated at 
the local level (rather than shared by the state and local overlapping jurisdictions) will 
obtain greater results for less real costs as compared to the previous system. 

There are at least six reasons why CCA should reduce or at least maintain costs for 
simUar levels of public safety: 

1. Reduction in overlapping jurisdictions, 

.. 2. Consolidation of correctional program administration, planning 
and service delivery, 

3. Reduction in state institutional costs, 

4. Improvement in labor productivity through staff training, 

5. Greater resource allocation responsiveness to criminal justice system 
indicators through local control and l'esearch and information systems, and 

6. Reduction in general assistance to offenders and in A.F .D.C. to offenders' 
dependents by retaining offenders in the community. 

These six factors should reduce actual CCA costs. The economy goal is achieved if 
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the difference between continuation and actual CCA costs is positive or zero in a 
majority of CCA areas, i.e., where economy is increased or at least maintained. 

C. Methods 

"Actual CCA expenditures are the calendar year operating costs of each CCA area's 
'csystem from the area's entry into the system through 1978. Included also in these 
"figures are allocations of the calendar year state overhead costs needed to start and 
'maintain each area's system. For example, system maintenance costs include costs 
imputed for the involvement of the Office of the Commissioner in CCA administration 
and for other CCA operations at the state level such as plan approval, financial record 
keeping and assistance. Pre-CCA expenditures are the costs associated with the 
annual operation of community services in the area for the two year period preceding 
entry into the Act. Completeness of pre-CCA and CCA program lists were verified by 
all CCA area administrators except Crow Wing-Morrison who did not respond to a 
mailed inquiry. Expenditure data for state and area expenditures are classifieo into 
four main categories: overhead, programming, adult jail/juvenile facilities and state 
institutional costs. 

All data are expressed in 1980 dollars of constant l)urchasing power using adjusted U.S. 
, Department of Commerce implicit price deflators for state and local government 
, goods and services. This procedure makes cost figures comparable in constant dollars 

of purchasing power no matter in what year incurred. If such an adjustment is not 
made, pre-CCA (and hence continuation) expenditures would appear smaller than CCA 
expenditures even though each area's pre-CCA expenditures represent, per dollar, 
more actual purchasing power. Also, since each area's entry date differs, average 
annual expenditures are presented. 

Continuation expenditures are derived from pre-CCA expenditures for overhead, 
program, jail/workhouse and juvenile facilities. All figures assume expenditures will 
increase with inflation and reflect maintenance of pre-CCA federal programs. Beyond 
these adjustments, no fUrther increases in overhead are assumed. With respect to 
program and juvenile facility expenditures, constant returns to scale are assumed, i.e., 
if the relevant target popUlation increases ten percent under CCA, then continuation 
costs shOUld also increase ten percent. If the relevant target population fa.lls, 
continuation costs will be maintained subject to the above adjustments for inflation 
and federal program maintenance. Continuation jail/workhouse costs reflect the 
statewide trend increase in jail/workhouse use and in jail standards enforcement. The 
assumptions· with respect to continuation costs are made given that the pre-CCA 
system upon which continuation costs are based is primarily a state level system with 
ability to spread its overhead statewide over any population increase. Also, according 
to the U.S. Department of Justice Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal 
Justice System reports, there has been a decline in intergovernmental correctional 
aids in the United States expressed in 1980 dollars during the period 1972-1977 for 
which data is available. Considering Wisconsin, Iowa, Kansas and Oregon, a majority 
of these areas did not experience an increase in intergovernmental correctional aids in 
constant dollars over the period. A recent fiscal study by the State Planning Agency 
(Fiscal Overview of Minnesota Local Governments) demonstrates less local reliance on 
property taxes and an increasing reliance on state aid as a revenue source. It is 
questionable that local governmental units would shift an increasing amount of their 
declining property tax dollars to corrections if a CCA policy did not exist. Therefore, 
given the national and local context in which continuation costs are estimated, such 
estimates are generous. 
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Actual expenditures are similarly the sum of average annual expenditures for 
overhead, programs and local incarceration of (or use of juvenile facilites by) the 
target population adjusted for institutional cost savings under CCA. If an area 
decreases its commitments, averted institutional costs reduce the above sum while if 
commitments increase, the above sum is increased. Two methods are used to value 
juvenile and adult averted institutional costs. The per diem approach multiplies 
averted commitments by a weighted average institutional per diem and by an 
estimated length of stay for less serious institutionalized offenders derived from the 
area's pre-CCA Adult Offender Sample. The juvenile average length of stay is based 
on Department of Corrections records. Separate calculations are made for juvenile 
and adult averted commitments. The variable cost approach multiplies commitments 
averted by a measure of the average daily cost for food, clothing and staff needed for 
an institutionalized client and by the average length of stay described above. 

The analysis of welfare dependence is based on descriptive data from probation files of 
the Adult Offender Sample. The CCA Evaluation Advisory Group recommended that 
no fUrther study of social service ·costs associated with the CCA be undertaken given 
the current lack of agreement on the definition of a "correctional client" between the 
correctional and social service systems. Therefor~, governmental costs presented are 
understat~ since correctional research has found social service costs for community 
based programs to be substantial.' Since more community based programs are 
operational under the CCA policy and involve more clients, actual expenditures are 
more likely underestimated'than continuation expenditures based on the pre-CCA 
system. 

D. Results 

The economy goal is not achieved under the CCA policy. Actual CCA costs are 
consistently higher than continuation costs of the pre-CCA system when averted state 
eommitments are valued as saving state institutional client upkeep (average variable) 
costs. However, if such averted com mitments are valued as saving resources at the 
institutional per diem rate, Ramsey and Blue Earth counties maintain economy. 

It shOUld be noted that prior research indicates that results would have been more 
negative had social service costs under the CCA and pre-CCA continuation been 
quantified. FUrther, continuation costs are generously estimated by assuming all 
expenditures (e.g., overhead, jail/workhouse, juvenile facilities) would increase with 
inflation, that all pre-CCA federal programs are maintained, that juvenile facility and 
program costs increase with increases in the relevant target populations but are 
maintained if relevant target popUlations fall. Further, jail expenditures reflect the 
state trend increase in jail user and the added cost impact of increased jail standards 
enforcement. Therefore, CCA expenditures are npt compared to a bare bones 
standard but to a generous standarO. 

What accounts for this decreased economy? First, under CCA, overhead is higher than 
under the pre-CCA system. Creation of individual administrative units in each area 
generates extra costs. Also, th~re was no withering away of state administrative 
structures when pre-CCA state services were shifted to the CCA area level. Indeed, 
the state created an added layer -of personnel to deal with CCA administrative and 
financial issues. State overhead allocated to Hennepin and Ramsey increased sixty­
one percent while state overhead for all other areas increased ninety-seven percent l 
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" Errata Sheet: General Report 

Page 69, paragraph #4 

However, at the individual area level, actual costs 
exceed continuation costs by less than one percent 
in Ramsey and as much as one-hundred six perceni In 
Todd-Wadena using the institutional per diem approach 
and by as I ittle as eight percent in Hennepin and as 
much as n i nety-e i ght percent in Dodqe- F i I I rna re-O! rnsted 
using the Institutional variable cost approach. 

rep I 8\"'6 Tne under I i ned segment \'1 i th: 

• . • ninety-three percent I n Todd-~/adena 

Page 70, Table 8.1 corrected figures: 

DoGge-Fil:1 rrore-Ol msted 
Pre-CCA 

$ 0.03 

Page 71, Table 8.2 corrected figures: 

, Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 
Pre-CCA 

$37. 19 

Page 72, Table 8.3 corrected figures: 

Pt3fcentage 
Chanr,...,e __ 

800% 

Pa rcen t'age 
ChDnqe 
--1S-X-

Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted Economy 

Continuation 

$598,018 

Per DIem 
Approach 

Decrease 34% 

Variable 
Cost Approach 

Decrease 40% 

Page 75, Tab 1 e 9. 1 corrected f i guros: 
Eff i c i ency_ 

Do.dge-Fi I Imore-Olmsted Averted- Averted-
Per Diem Variable Cost-

Conti nuation ~proach Approach 

$47.28 Decrease 34% Decrease 40% 

Page 80, first full paragraph, add the word "impact" 
at end of paragrapn 
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between the pre-CCA and post-CCA periods. Overall, the pre-CCA overhead of less 
than ten cents per dollar of program ming more than doubled under the CCA in all areas 
except Ramsey. This can be seen in Table 8.1 which lists overhead, both at the state 
and area level, per dollar of programming. 

Program expenditures per target client increase in all areas except Anoka and Region 
6 West. See Table 8.2. Anoka's decrease in program expenditures per target client 
occurred because average annual program expenditures increased at a lower rate than 
the target population composed primarily of juveniles. Region 6 West's decrease in 
program expenditures coupled with large overhead costs indicates that the one and 
one-fourth years of post-CCA data are indicative of a start-up situation. Overall, the 
larger program expenditures per target client merely show that providing more 
programming; at the locall~vel increases costs. There was insufficient overlapping of 
state and local programs to result in consolidation economies. 

Jail/workhouse expenditures increased in every area. All areas experienced an 
increase in average annual jail commitments except Region 6W. The average 
jail/workhouse stay did not differ significantly between the pre-CCA and post-CCA 
periods except in Region 6W and Ramsey, whose post-GCA stays were higher. 
Arrowhead Regional Corrections, Anoka and Hennepin experienced increased juvenile 
facility costs under the CCA while similar costs in Ramsey decreased. 

With respect to institutional costs, the CCA will prevent approximately $890,588 in 
annual juvenile per diems and $354,719 in annual adult per diems. However, if only 
added institutional costs (food, clothing, staff) are considered as being averted, these 
figures drop to $230,589 for juveniles and $109,264 for adults. 

Overall, the averted state institutional costs cannot offset the added overhead, 
program, juvenile facility and jail/workhouse costs under the CCA. Institutional costs 
averted by locally retaining offenders are valued at variable cost (client upkeep costs 
only) or at per diem cost. In all areas, economy is reduced under the CCA using 
variable costs averted by the CCA and is reduced in all areas except Ramsey and Blue 
Earth using per diems averted by the CCA. Using the per diem approach, Ramsey and 
Blue Earth maintain economy, i.e., the percentage difference between the CCA and 
continuation expenditures is sufficiently close to zero given accounting system 
reporting variations. See Table 8.3. If annual continuation and actual cost measures 
are summed across all areas, actual costs exceed continuation costs by thirteen 
percent using the institutional per diem approach and by sixteen percent using the 
institutional variable cost approach. eCA as a correctional policy is approximately 
thirteen percent to sixteen percent more expensive than continuation of the policy it 
replaced. However, at the individual area level, actual costs exceed continuation 
costs by less than one percent in Ramsey and as much as one .hundred six percent in 
Todd-Wadena using the institutional per diem approach and by as little as eight 
percent in Hennepin and as much as ninety-eight percent in Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 
using the institutional variable cost approach. Hence, as an overall policy, CCA 
reduces economy. 
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TABLE 8. l : Pre-CCA and Post-eGA Overhead Spent per One Do I I ar; 
of Programming Expendi"rures (Constant Dol lars, 1980) 

CCA Area Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

DJd ge-F i I J mone-O I msted $ 0.05 $ 0.27 

Ramsey $ 0.22 $ 0.25 

Crow Wing-Morrison $ 0.03 $ 0.31 

Red Lake-Po I k-'Norman .$ 0.04 $ 0.28 

Todd-l'/adE:I'Cl $ 0.03 $ 0.38 

Arrowhead Regional Corrections $ 0.10 $ 0.28 

Anoka $ 0.06 $- 0.24 

Reg Ion 6 WE;lst b $ 0.03 $ 0.66 

Hennepinc $ 0.08 $ 0.18 

BI ue Earth C $ 0.02 $ 0.16 

Percentage a 
Change 

440% 

14% 
933% 

600% 

1167% 

180% 

300% 

2100% 

125% 

700% 

a Due to variations in accounting procedures, Individual area figures may be 
over- or under-estimated by f~ve percent. 

b 
Post-CCA annual figures are based on one and one-fourth years of data. 

o Post.-CCA annual figL!res an~ based on one year of data. 
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Pre-tCA and Post-CCA Average Annual Program Expenditures 
per Target CI ient (Constant Dollars, 1980) 

Program Expenditures/Target CI lent _ 

CCA Area 
Percentage 

Pre-CCA . Post-CCA Change 

Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 

Ramsey 

Crow Wing-Morrison 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman 

Todd-Wadena 

Arrowhead Regional Corrections 

Anoka 

Reg ion 6 \~est b 

Hennep i 11 c 

Blue Earth C 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

23.23 

68.55 

32.40 

20.96 

37.92 

49.71 

39.38 

31.15 

93.07 

56.26 

$ 43.72 88% 

$ 84.08 23% 

$ 43.40 34% 

$ 33.08 58% 

$ 55.61 47% 

$ 63.00 ·27% 

$ 38.80 - 1% 
$ 30.17 - 3% 

$ 93.75 1% 

$ 66.32 18% 

a Due to variations in accounting procedures, individual orea figures may be 
over- or under-estima'red by five percent. 

b Post-CCA annua I figures are based on one and one-fourth years of data. 

c 
post-eGA annual figures are based on one year of data. 
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TABLE 8.3: ~conom~ Goa I : Continuation and Post-CCA Total AveraGe Annual eXQenQiturC!~ (Constilnt Dol lars, 1980) 

Post-CCAb Econom~/ 
Actua I-Averted Ac'tua I-Averted 

CCA Area Contlnuatlona Inst. Per Diems Inst. Var"fab I e Costs Per Diem Approach Variable Cost Approa~ 

Dodge-F I II more- $ 420,953 $ 800,452 $ 835,754 Decrease 90% Decreaso 98% 
Olmsted 

Ramsey $ 6,172,055 $ 6,177,002 $ 7,024,082 Maintain 0% Decrease 13% 

Crow Wlng- $ 270,016 $ 293,211 ¢' 400,715 Decrease 8% Decrease 48% .. ' 
/v'orrl50n 

Red Lake-Polk- $ 195,273 $ . 246,127 $ 349,325 Decrease 26% Decrease 78% 
Norman 

Todd-Wadena ,$ 157,582 $ 325,026 $ 304,512 Decrease 106% Decrease 93% 

Arrowhead Regional $ 3,735,058 $ 4,563,4Ci7 $ 4,729,.111 Decrease 22% Decrease - 26% 
Correct loris 

" . ~ " 

Anoka $ 1,398,598 $ 1,854,609 $ 1,737,159 Decrease 32% Decrease 24% 

Region 6W d $ 177,962 $ 227,248 $ 261,341 Decrease 27% Decrease 46% 

Hennepin e $15,175,593 $16,731,763 $16,411,470 Decrease '10% Decrease 8% 

BI ue Earth e $ 335,016 $ 340,092 $ 410,981 Maintain 1% Decrease 22% 

aContinuation costs assume extension of the pre-CCA system such that all expenditures (e.g. overhead, programming, jail/ 
workhouse, juveni Ie faci I ity) increase with inflation, that all pre-CCA federal programs are maintained,. that juveni Ie 
faci! ity and program costs increase with increases in relevant target popUlations but are maintained if relevant target 
popUlations fiall. Further, jail/workhouse expenditures reflect any trend Increase in .lai I use and the added cost impact of 

bincreased jail standard enforcement. 
Post-CCA total average annual expenditures are calculated from the sum of post-CCA average annual expendl'tures for 
overhead, programming, juvenile faci litles, and local Incarceration of target population cl ients; then, the average 
annual averted adult and juvenile state institutional costs are subtracted from thl,s sum. However, if corr:mitml3nt.s rose 
under' the CCA" adult and juvenile Institutional costs are added to the sum. Two approaches are used to calculate 
Institutional costs:. the per diem approach and the added variable cost approach. ~. 
c lf Continuation costs e~ceed post-CCA costs, economy is increased; if Contlnua~j'on cost: are lower than p<:s:-~t; costs, 

economy is decrf)8sed; and if Continuation costs equal post-csA costs, economy IS maintained ••. Based upon In,ervl~ws 
with expert audit staff in the field, Individual area figures may be over- or under- estimated by five percent given 
accounting procedures. 

dpos-r-CCA annual figures are based upon one and o;,e-folJrth years of data. 
e?;)!; t-CCA ilnnuZl! figures ,Ire pased upon one year of daTa. 
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CHAPTER 9: Efficiency 

A. Introduction 

Economy alone does not indicate' a policy's efficiency. Using an efficiency criterion, 
economy (costs) is linked to attainment of the policy's desired outcome. Just as a 
business may use the criterion of minimizing input cost per dollar of profit so a 
correctional policy efficiency criterion is to minimize input costs per public protection 
success. Public safety is hence the outcome to be achieved with minimum resource 
use. However, those making a policy choice may wish to balance efficiency 
attainment and equity (social justice) attainment for alternative policies. This chapter 
examines efficiency attainment under the Community Corrections Act. 

B. Issues 

To be an efficient innovation, the CCA may operate either to directly reduce 
correctional costs or to increase the productivity of existing correctional resources. 
In other words, the CCA is expected to have a lower cmit per desired outcome than 
previous policies. Here, the desired outcome is defined as a non-recidivating offender, 
i.e., the CCA should have a lower cost per public safety success than the policy it 
replaced in order to promote efficiency. Chapter 8 on Economy outJines six reasons 
why the eCA should cost less than previous policy. In addition, efficiency can 
increase if more public safety Or' less recidivism results under a local rehabilitative 
mode. 

Decentralized correctional decision making concentrated at the CCA area level should 
lead to more efficient resource use. Local needs assessment is more easily conducted 
at the local level where key actors from other criminal justice subsystems (law 
enforcement, prosecution, defense, judiciary) are present. The local needs assessment 
functions like a pricing mechanism; it summarizes criminal justice "market" signals 
that should guide effective resource use at a governmental level where workloads can 
be most easily assessed and resource sUbstitutions made. A state administration 
facing an aggregate service demand function for eighty-seven c'ounties may not have 
the time or flexibility to meet the priority needs of each county or CCA area. Indeed, 
explanation of particular local needs may be lost in standardized aggregation categor­
ies needed for state administrative decision making. Yet, under the CCA, local areas 
will attempt to prioritize local needs by carefully assessing the relative effectiveness 
of resources in various programs, and deploying resources to achieve the maximum 
level of output (public safety) attainable for a given dollar input. Each CCA area, by 
reacting to the local criminal justice system environment should be guided to 
establishing a service delivery system which, when examined across all participating 
areas and within each area, is a more efficient policy that achieves public safety for 
the same or less costs than compared to a state centralized approach. 

C. Methods 

This chapter' combines the analytical results from the Economy and Public Protection ... 
chapters. For adult offenders, th~ public protection analyses rely on comparisons of ' 
success rates (i.e., the proportion of offenders not committing new felonies) before J 

and after CCA entry among samples of offenders in each CCA al'ea. The overall" 
success· rates are used for estimating successes in the early and middle participants ~ 
while, due to their recent entry, only short-term success rates can be used for Region...-
6 West, Blue' Earth and Hennepin. The estimate of the actual number of successes is 
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derived by multiplying the sample post-CCA success rate by the post-CCA target 
population. The predicted number of successes is based on the pre-GGA success rate 
adjusted for changes occurring in C!omparison counties whenever possible. The pre-
CCA success rate is adjusted by the average percentage change found in comparison 
counties if sufficiently different; otherwise, if the change is not sufficiently different, 
the predicted number of successes is considered to be the same as the actual number 
with the CCA. 

" For juvenile offenders, success rates are based on reductions in juvenile arrest rates. 
Yearly success rates (1 - arrest rate) if sufficiently different pre-CCA and post-eCA 
are multiplied by the juvenile population-at-risk to provide an estimate of aGtual and 
predicted juvenile successes. If the ratios are not sufficiently different, the estimates 
are assumed equal. For pre-CCA continuation and' post-CCA measures, public 
protection successes are defined as the annual sum of adult offender and juvenile 
successes averaged over all available years. 

\The efficiency ratio lis an area's average annual expenditures as presented in the 
'Economy chapter divided by average annual public protection successes. The CCA will 
be a more efficient policy if it has a lower cost per public protection success than the 
predicted continuation of the previous system. 

D. Results 

Since public protection is basically maintained under CCA the while economy is 
reduced, the cost per public protection success increases under the CCA, except in 
Ramsey and Blue Earth where the cost per !':success is maintained under the CCA when 
averted state commitments are valued at the pet' diem level. However, even these 
areas show a decrease in efficiency when averted state commitments are valued at 
variable cost levels. More resources are needed to generate a suceess under the GCA 
as compared to predicted successes and continuation costs based upon the pre-CGA 
system. 

Using the per diem approach to valuing averted commitments, increased cost per 
success ranges from one percent in Ramsey, and Blue Earth and nine percent in 
Hennepin to one hundred seven percent in Todd-Wadena. Using the variable cost 
approach, the increases range from seven percent in Hennepin and fifteen percent in 
Ramsey to ninety-four percent in Todd-Wadena. Percentage increases in cost per 
success in other areas fall between the bounds listed above. 

Under the GCA, a cost per success over $140 occurs in Hennepin, Ramsey and 
Arrowhead Regional Corrections while a cost per success below $90 occurs in all other 
areas. In every' area, the higher cost per success under the CCA indicates efficiency is 
decreased under the CGA. 
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TABLE 9.1: Efficiency Goal: Predicted and Post-CCA Total Averaoe Annual Expenditures per Public Protectl.on 
Success (Constant 001 lars, 1980) 

Total Averaqe Annua I Ex~enditures/Publ Ic Protection Successeso 
Post-CCA Eff Iclencyb 

Averted - Averted - Averted - Averted -
CCA Area Continuation Per Diem A~~roach Variable Cost A~~roach Per Oi em AQQroach Variable Cost 

D.Jdge-Fi I Imore- $ 33.28 $ 63.53 $ 66.33 Decr~ase 91% Decrease 
Olmsted 

AQQroach 

99% 

Ramsey $139.16 $140.28 $~59.51 Maintain 1% Decrease, 15% 

Crow \~ing- $ 39.43 $ 42.93 $ 58.67 Decrease 9% Decrease 49% 
1-'orrison 

Red Lake-Pol k- $ 39.20 $ 49.46 $ 70.21 Decrease 26% Decrease 79% 
Norman 

Todd -'dadena' $ 42.54 $ 88.20 $ 82.63 Decrease 107% Decrease 94% 

ArrOl,'h ead Reg i ana I $133.96 $164.21 $170.17 Decrease 23% Decrease 27% 
Co rrect ions 

Anoka $ 64.23 $ 85.32 $ 79.92 Decrease 33% Decrease 24% 

Region 6W c $ 35.31 $ 45.13 $ 51.90 Decrease 28% Decrease 47% 

Hennepind $184.47 $200.59 $196.75 Decrease 9% Decr'ease 7% 

Blue Earth d $ 64.53 $ 65.48 $ 79.13 Maintain 1% Decrease 23% 

a 
bPubllc protection successes are the sUln of average annual Juveni Ie and adult public protectIon successes. 
Efficiency is increased (respectively decreased or maintained) if CCA has lower (respectively higher or the same) cost 
per publ ic protection success than the continuation cost per success. Due to variances In accounting procedures, 

c indivJdual area ~t figures .may ~e over- or under- estimated by five percent. 
,post-eCA annua I cost figures are based on one and one-fourth years of data. 

°post-GCA annual cost figures are"based on one year of data. 
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~)HAPTER 10: Overview of the Impact of the Minnesota Community Corrections Act 

A. Summary of Major Findings 

t. Objectives 

The evaluation results indicate that the objectives of the Community Corrections Act 
all demonstrate improvement. In the area of planning and administration, CCA.r 
participation leads to the emergence of new organizational structul'es and activities. 
Given that limited planning and administration occurred prior to CCA entrYJ all areas 
demonstrate improvement. The improvement is most evident in the functional areas­
of training and budgeting. Implementation of the planning and research/information­
systemos functions, on the other hand, is only partial. It is assumed that the 
organizational development that occurs is due primarily to the requirements specified 
in the Act and to the administrative rules. The evaluation of planning and 
administration points to a number of problem areas and indicates that in spite of the· 
changes room for i1hprovement remains. 

The evaluation of local correctional services indicates that in all but one eCA area 
either the range or quantity of corre<ltional services has increased. Emphasis tends to'/ 
be in the area of juvenile programming, but increases are found in the adult areas as 
well. Although new planning and administrative activities may stimulate some of the 
improvement it is inferred that most of the increase in services is attribut~ble to the 
subsidy. 

The third objective of the CCA is to retain more offenders in the community/ 
Juvenile commitment data indicate that nine of' eleven CCA areas do keep more 
juveniles in the community because of CCA participation. The majority of CCA areas 
also retain more adults in the community but" the numbers tend to be small. For 
neither juveniles nor adults is the number retained large enough to affect significantly 
institutional populations. The data suggest that the primary incentive for retaining 
offenders is the availability of programs. Although some offenders have been diverted 
from state institutions because of CCA participation, there is little evidence that the 
charge back provision is an effective disincentive. 

2. Goals and Outcomes 

Results from the evaluations of the CCA goals are less supportive. The CCA has a 
minor impact on the appropriateness of sanctions. Because little data-is available on f" 
juveniles, it is simply inferred that juvenile sanctions are somewhat more appropriate 
because fewer juveniles are committed to state institutions. On the other hand, in ten 
of the eleven areas analyzed there is no evidence that the CCA has had an impact on 
the appropriateness of adult sanctions. Only in Red Lake-Polk-Norman does the CCA 
increase the appropriateness of sanctions with a notable increase in the proportion of 
offenders treated in the community after CCA entry. The fact that the CCA fails to .. 
affect the diversion of significant numbers of offenders from prison is probably the <" 

major explana.tion of the failure of the Act to increase appropriateness of sanctions.~ 
In other words, appropriateness of sanctions is not increasing because very few 
offenders are being diverted, not because the "wrong" offenders are being kept in the.­
community. 

The evaluation of l2ublic protection suggests the retention of adult offenders in the ~­
community maintains but does not improve public protection. The assumption that the <" 
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CCA does not increase the public risk in the short-term is supported but there is no 
evidence that in the long-term increasing the use of community sanctions better' 
rehabilitates offenders. Juvenile arrest data indicate that arrest rates are increasing 
somewhat more in CCA than non-CCA areas. Because of a variety of problems with 
the arrest data, analysts do not conclude that the CCA has a negative impact on public 
protection. There is, however, certainly no indication of improvement. 

The balance between appropriateness of sanctions and public protection constitutes 
social justice. Since the appropriateness of adult sanctions tends to be maintained and 
since public protection tends to be maintained, so~ial justice also tends to be 
maintained. Only one area experiences an improvement in appropriateness of 
sanctions, producing an improvement in social justice. Because juvenile commitment 
and arrest data are problematic, the social justice analysis for juveniles is not as well 
grounded. However, inspection of the data indicates that the increases in arrest rates 
(decrease in public protection) tend to offset the declines in commitments (increases 
in appropriateness of sanctions), producing a maintenance of social justice. 

ThE! evaluation of economy indicates that costs have increased compared to the costs 
of continuing the pre-,CCA policy; that is, economy declines. The cost increases exist 
even when inflation, increases in offender populations, and changes in jail usage and 
jail standards are controlled. Overhead, program and local incarceration costs all 
contribute to the increases. The savings resulting from diverting offenders from state 
institutions only partially offset the cost. increases. The extent of savings differs 
depending upon which institutional costs one uses (per diem or added variable costs). 
Using the per diem approach to estimate savings, the difference between actual and 
continuation costs for two CCA areas are sufficiently close (less than five percent) to 
interpret the difference as a maintenance of economy. Using the variable cost 
approach, all ten CCA areas studied demonstrate a decline in economy. 

Because public protection tends to be maintained while costs are increasing, efficiency 
decreases. The post-CCA period is less efficient than continuation of the pre-CCA 
system. 

Figure 10.1 provides a summary of evaluation results and includes the conceptual 
framework for comparison. Findings from some individual areas differ somewhat from 
the statewide pattern. The maintenance of public protection is based on adult 
offenders and would be a decrease if juvenile arrest data were interpreted. The 
maintenance of appropriateness of sanctions is based on adult offenders and would be 
an increase if juvenile commitment data were included. The maintenance of social 
justice appears to hold stateWide, however, for both adults and juveniles. 

B. Is the Minnesota Community Corrections Act Effective Corrections Policy? 

The results summarized above indicate that the CCA is not Qperating as expected. In 
general, the objectives of the Act demonstrate improvement. Although objectives tend 
to show improvement the goals of the Act generally do not. While juvenile sanctions 
may be more appropriate in a number of areas, in only one area (Red Lake-Polk­
Norman) are adult sar.ctions found to improve. In only one area is an outcome found to 
improve - ,.. social justice in Red Lake-Polk-Norman. Findings indicate that in no 'area 
is public protection improved; in no area is economy improved; in no area is efficiency 
improved. Thus, the extent to which the eCA is operating as expected is that it 
promotes social justice in Red Lake-Polk-Norman but at a loss of efficiency. In only 
one of eleven areas evaluated does the CCA promote even one of the two outcomes. 
Elsewhere there is maintenance of or decreases in the goals and outcomes. 
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FIGURE 10.1: A Comparison of the Conceptual Framework 
with State-Wide Evaluation Results 
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·This model summarizes evaluation results obtained statewide. Findings for 
some CCA areas differ slight~y from this state-wide ,pattern. An arrow with 
a eolid line indicates that a linkage is supported by the research. An 
arrow with a hroken line ind;'cates that a linkage might exist but results 
eennot support the linkage. Absence of an arrow indieates that a linkage 
is not supported by the research statewide. 
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C. Reasons for the Failure to Promote Goals and outcomes 

The evaluation indicates that the eCA generally has not promoted the goals and 
outcomes evaluated. The next step is to search for explanations. The strategy used to 
pursue these explanations involves analysis of the more successful CCA areas to 
identify factors which differentiate these areas from the less successful ones. The 
Research Design (pages 17-18) spells out this strategy. The sea!'(;h for explanations is 
somewhat limited by the fact that no area clearly demonstrates success in both social 
justice and efficiency. One case, however, does demonstrate an increase in the 
appropriateness of adult sanctions and two areas may maintain economy. It would be 
desirable to have .more cases to analyze, but these cases do in fact highlight some 
crucial factors that may affect the successful operation of the eCA. 

1. Factors Affecting CCA Impact on Social Justice. 

In Red Lake-Polk-Norman adult appropriateness of sanctions increases markedly with 
CCA participation. Why is appropriateness of sanctions increased in one area and not 
in the others? Why does this one area increase the use of community sanctions to a 
greater extent than the other CCA areas? This case of Red Lake-Polk-Norman 
highlights two factors that may affect the impact of the CCA. 

One factor is whether CCA incentives and disincentives are sufficient to alter 
substantially sentencing behavior. The objective of retaining offenders in the 
community has been referred to as the "key" objective because it directly promotes 
the three goals of appropriate sanctions, public protection and economy. Sentencing 
decisions rest with judges. Thus, the question arises whether and how corrections 
legislation can significantly alter judicial sentencing practices. The evaluation 
indicates that the chargeback disincentive had little effect on sentencing. While the 
availability of new programs appears to be the primary incentive to retain offenders in 
the community, even this incentive appears to be weak except in Red Lake-Polk­
Norman. What, then, is different about Red Lake-Polk-Norman? Red Lake-Polk­
Norman is a case in which the eCA helps to support new corrections programming and 
this new programming is perceived by judges to be an appropriate alternative to state 
incarceration. The Northwest Regional Corrections Center (NWRCC), a secure 
detention facility with a wide range of programming options, opened at the time of 
CCA entry and is partially supported by eCA funds. Prjor to CCA participation, 
judges had few local alternatives to state incarceration. Because of the availability of 
NWRCC judges now have the option of sentencing less serious offenders to community 
sanctions. In Red Lake-Polk-Norman the availability of NWRCC apparently leads to 
an increase in the proportion of less serious felons treated locally. This diversion of 
less serious felons from state incarceration produces an increase in the appropriate­
ness of sanctions. Because public protection is not reduced with more offenders 
treated locally, the improvement in sanctions produces an increase in social justice. 
The linkages to social justice appear to operate as expected in Red Lake-Polk-Norman. 

The Red Lake-Polk-Norman example indicates that the development of alternatives to 
state incarceration is a prerequisite to retaining offenders in the community and to 
increasing the appropriateness of sanctions. Part of the reason that the programming 
incentive may be weaker in the other CCA areas is that the increase in programming 
may not be targeted at the less serinus offenders who continue to be incarcerated. A 
second aspect to the issue, however, is that judges must perceive the programming as 
a viable alternative for the less serious felons who continue to be committed. While 
programming for the target population is a pre,requisite for diverting offenders from 
prison, there is no assurance that such programming will be perceived by judges as an 
appropriate alternative to state incarceration. The Red Lake-Polk-Norman example 
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raises the possibility that a local secure facility may be the oniy community sanction 
perceived to be a viable alternative for the target group of offenders. 

A second factor that emerges in the analysis of Red Lake-Polk-Norman is that this 
area is unrepresentative of eCA arellS in the degree to which it lacked program ming 
alternatives prior to entry. Red Lllke-Polk-Norrnan is also unrepresentative 'in the 
greater degree to which it was committing less serious felons to prison prior to entry. 
Red Lake-Polk-Norman had the lowest pre-CCA levels of appropriateness. In the CCA 
areas that enter the Act with most alternatives available and with many less serious 
felo~s. already ~reated in the community, further program expansion may not be 
suffICIent to stImulate changes in sentencing behavior. Given the relatively high 
levels of program activity and high levels of apP'r'opriate sanctions in the other CCA 
areas, it is not a certainty that more or better targeted programming would have an 

In, summary, analysis of the case that increased the appropriateness of adult sanctions 
WIth CCA participation indicates that two factors appear to affect the impact of the 
CCA on this goal. First, the Red La\ke-Polk-Norman example points to the need to 
develop programming alternatives for the target group of less serious incarcerated 
offenders, but it also highlights the more fundamental problem of the difficulties 
corrections legislation has in significantly altering sentencing behavior. Second, Red 
Lake-Polk-Norman was committing less serious felons to prison to a greater extent 
than the other areas and therefore had more opportunity for change. Other CCA areas 
enter the Act with relatively high levels of appropriate sanctions and therefore nave 
less opportunity to demonstrate further improvement. 

2. Factors Affecting CCA Impact on Efficiency 

Three linkages in the conceptual framework are crucial to promote the outcome of 
efficiency. The results of the evaluation bring the validity of the assumptions 
un?erlying these linkages into question because in no area is efficiency promoted. 
Usmg the up~.2r-?ou~d estimates of continuation costs and using the per diem approach 
to ~alculate mstItutIOnal savings two areas maintain economy/efficiency. Using the 
varIable cost approach all areas decrease in eeonomy/efficiency under the CCA. 
Analysts can only investigate the areas that come closest to demonstrating economy 
for factors that affect the CCA's impact on economy and efficiency. 

The first linkage expected to promote efficiency is from planning and administration 
to economy. An assumption of the CCA is that the duplication of effort and the 
overlapping jurisdictions of the pre-CCA period are costly and inefficient. Savings 
should result from the centralization of organization and coordination of activities at 
the local l~vel: Evaluation results indicate, however, that the development of twelve 
new orgamzatIonal structures at the local level without corresponding decreases in the 
costs of state level administration has been expensive. The expense is attributable to 
the s~art~up costs and to the continuing costs of maintaining the state and local 
orgamza~I~ns. The cos~ data ind~cate that the creation of local organizations to plan 
and a.dmlnIster correctIOnal serViCes costs more than continuing the pre-CCA system. 
For examp~e" the ,?CA areas for which pre-CCA overhea.d is entirely accounted for by 
state admInIstratIOn demonstrate a six hundred eighty-eight percent increase in 
overhead under the CCA system. On the other hand, the increase under the CCA 
system in are~s that had ~ome pre-CCA local overhead (Ramsey, Hennepin, and 
Arrowhead RegIOnal CorrectIOns) is only seventy-three percent. 
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The ~ec~nd linkage expected to promote efficiency is from retaining offenders in the 
commumty to economy. An assumption of the Act is that diverting offenders from 
prison results in savings that offset the costs of increased local administration and 
programm~ng. Evaluation results do not support this .assumption. One of the major 
problems ]s that not enough offenders are diverted from prison to offset the added 
costs of the CCA. The areas which do divert more offenders come closer to being 
economical. The issue of whether more offenders could be diverted however brinO's 
one back to the factors outlined in the above secti~- altering judicial sentenci;g 
patterns and the presence of large numbers of less serious state incarcerated offenders 
who could be shifted to the community. 

:Another issue that relates to the tendency for institutional savings not to offset 
Increased local costs is that most CCA areas have tended to use local incarceration 
as an alternative not only to prison but to lesser sanctions as well. Local incarceration 
is a relatively expensive alternative. Ramsey county which comes closest to being 
economical is an exception in its usage of local incarcE~ration. The ddta indicate that 
R;amsey's increas~ in local incarceration is accounte!d for primarily by offenders 
dIverted from prIson. The Ramsey data also indicate that the type of offender 
previously sentenced to the workhouse may be receiving lesser sanctions after ,CCA 
entry. Data for the other areas indicate that while some increase in local 
incarceration is accounted for by prison diversions, .muc!h of the increase is accounted 
for by types of offenders who prior to CCA received leElser sanctions. Red Lake-Polk­
~orman, fo~ example, does divert offenders from prison. These savings are considered 
In calculatmg the post-CCA costs .. However, not only prison diversions but other 
offend.ers who r~ceived lesser sanctions prior to the CCA are incarcerated locally. This 
large Increase In the use of local incarceration tends to offset the savings that result 
from ?ecreased ,use ,of prison. Thus, a factor affectinEi economy appears to be that 
local, IncarceratIOn IS selected by judges not only for offenders previously committed 
to prIson but also for types of offenders previously sentenced to the community. 

T~e third linkB:ge. expected to promote efficiency is from public protection. Evalu­
~tlon results mdlcate consistently that public protection is maintained but not 
Improved with CCA participation. The linkage, then, fl~om public protection does not 
pro,mote efficiency. One might argue that if all programming were targeted at less 
serIOUS, felons aD:dall resources went to their rehabilitation, that perhaps public 
protectIOn could Improve. However, because in MinnE~sota the target population is 
small and success rates already quite high, even a marked increase in rehabilitation 
could not improve public protection enough to offset the' costs. 

D. Conclusions 

\This e~aluation i~ a policy, evaluation not a program €!valuation. It is important to 
recogm~e that thIS evaluat,IOn only assesses the impact of the Minnesota Community 
CorrectIOns Act., ConclusIOns ~egarding the Minnesotn Community Corrections Act 
cannot be generalIzed to the entIre concept of community corrections. 

The pre~ious secti~n discusses issues that appear to affect the impact of the 
Commumt~ Correc~IOns Act. Some of these factors are of general relevance for 
understandmg ~he Impact of such legislation. Other factors are of more specific 
relevance to Mmnesota where this legislation has been implemented. 
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Two general factors appear to hinder the success of such legislation. One factor'is the 
relative ineffectiveness of correctional legislation as a mechanism to alter signif­
icantly sentencing practices. The key to promoting the goals evaluated is to divert 
certain offenders from prison to community sanctions. This decision is a judicial 
decision which may not be affected by corrections legislation. The second fa.ctor is 
that local administration of corrections services is expensive. The Minnesota CCA 
encourages not only community corrections programs but also local corrections 
planning and administration. In areas without established local corrections organiza­
tions the change to the local planning and administration of the CCA system is 
expensive. The potential incomp~tibility between local planning and administration 
and the goal of economy needs to be recognized smd confronted. 

Two factors more specific to Minnesota may have also limited the success of the 
legislation. The first factor is that the legislation was implemented in a state that 
a.lready practiced community corrections. This fact limited the ability of most CCA 
areas to make significant gains in retaining offenders and improving appropriateness of 
sanctions. The potential for impa,ct appears to be greater in states where there are 
large numbers of offenders committed to prison who could be safely kept in the 
community. The second factor is that in Minnesota the alternative to prison has 
tended to be local incarceration. Moreover judges tend to use local incarceration to a 
greater extent for types of offenders previously sentenced to the community. This 
\ncreased use of a relatively expensive local alternative has reduced the savings t.hat 
l'esult from keeping offenders out of prison. 

These four factors should be considered in policy decisions that utilize the evaluation 
findings. In other states the key questions are: 

1. Are there large numbers of offenders currently incarcerated who according to 
state norms could be sentenced to the community? 

< 

2. If so, what type of incentives, disincentives or guidelines would assure that 
judges would sentence these offenders to the community? 

3. How much local planning and administration of community corrections is 
desired? 

4. What sentencing alternatives appear to be appropriate and economical for 
offenders diverted from prison? 

Minnesotans must recognize the relevance of Sentencing Guidelines legislation. The 
guidelines system, which anticipates that eighty percent of felons will receive 
community sanctions, reaffirms that community corrections is the accepted approach 
in Minnesota. Moreover, the guidelines replace the incentives and disincentives of the 
CCA as the primary legislative mechanism to alter judicial sentencing behavior in the 
adult area. The question is: given the guidelines, is there a more economical way to 
deliver community corrections? Since sentencing is now governed by the Sentencing 
Guidelines, the issues that remain relevant for economy discussions are the eCA 
system of administration and the appropriate local alternatives to prison. Central 
issues, then, are: 

1. The potential incompatibility between local control and economy; and 

2. The dilemma of developing appropriate local alternative sanctions that are 
compatible with economy. . 
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