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This report is the result of several concerns of short and long range 

criminal justice planning. First, beyond the Department of Corrections 

U 1) 
Annual Report on Persons Released from Local Corrections Facilities (which 

is a summary report of data and comments for each local facility), there is 

i {] 
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no systematic statewide effort to analyze the aggregate conditon of 

li 
Minnesota's local secure facilities and to report the amount of planning and 

expense involved in improving them. 
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Second, the physical condition of local jails in Minnesota has become 

increasingly a problem. Many local jails are more than 50 years old and some 

have been condemned as unusable. As a result, over 40 counties are in the 
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planning or building stage of new construction or major renovation (See 

Chapter 9) . Most local governments are currently carrying heavy financial 
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burdens and may find it difficult to generate the large capital outlays 

required for jail construction or renovation. In some cases, it may be 

politically unpopular to appropriate expenditures for updating a local jail. 

This further compounds the problem. Consequently, counties are increasingly 

turning to state and federal government for financial assistance in making 

jail system improvements. It is hoped that this will be a valuable resource 

for local units of government in documenting their needs and anticipated 

expenditures. 

Third, the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control is 

charged with developing a statewide comprehe?sive Plan for the use of federal 
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and services in local secure facilities, and this report is intended to 

supplement Commission planning in that area . 
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Fourth, the Commission is charged with assuring compliance with Part E 
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requirements of the Crime Contz-ol Act (\\Ihich encourages advanced practices 

in state and local institutional design and programming, adequate screening 

of chemical dependency statewide, etc.) and this entails data collection and 

analysis of local jail programs and populations. 

All of these factors stimulated the Commission to undertake a thorough 

study of local secure facilities in Minnesota. The immediate goal of this 

research is to identify ways in which the Commission can be of assistance to 

local governments in improving their jail systems. More specifically, the 

objectives of the Crime Commission research are: 

- to thoroughly d~scribefacilities, staff, inmates and pro­
gramming in Minnesota jail systems; 

- to describe the impact other components of the criminal 
justice system have on jails; 

to analyze the costs of constructing and operating jail 
facilities; 

- to identify unmet physical and programmatic needs of 
Minnesota jail systems; 

- to recommend various alternatives for meeting those needs; 
, 

- to recommend priorities in the use of resources' to improve 
jail systems. 

While the study is designed primarily for use by the Crime Commission 

and Regional Planning Councils, it is hoped that the report will be useful 

to the Department of Corrections and the state legislature in reviewing 

their priorities with regard to local secure facilities. 

The study was conducted in close cooperation with the Department of 

Corrections' Inspection and Enforcement Unit and the Minnesota Sheriffs' 

Association. Our special thanks to the many sheriffs across the state of 

Minnesota who lent their counsel and assistance. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

/ , . 

.:;lri:l.f;lBv"''t('''V' 

D 
U This chapter is divided into three major sections. In the first, 

U 
I: 

the conceptual approach used in this study is discussed. The second 

section reviews research methods used in analyzing Minnesota jails. 

p 
.. .1 

The third provides an overview of the report • 

11 CONCEPTUAL APPROACH 

fl JAIL FUNCTIONS 

n Jails perform many functions, each at a different point in the 

"processing" of an alleged criminal. First, jails provide secure areas 

[1 to temporarily hold alleged offenders while a determination is made 

1] 
as to how they should be processed through the criminal justice system. 

This function is referred to in this report as intake. Part of the 

U intake process involves screening clients to determine: 1) the need for 

various services, particularly mental health and/or chemical dependency 

fJ treatmentjand 2) whether the client should be detained until trial or 

U 
whether he/she can be released and expected to appear at trial. This 

is referred to as intake screening. 

n Second, jails serve to detain persons awaiting trial or to detain 

persons for other reasons. For instance, jails are used to detain 

'[1 persons for state or federal authorities, to detain prisoners in transit 

U 
or to detain parole and probation violators. 

Third, jails are used to incarcerate sentenced offenders for period~ 

n of not more than one year. In this capacity, jails are just one of 

several sentencing alternatives available to a judge; others include 

U probation, fines, restitution, sentence to a community correctional 

,8 
center or sentence to a state penal inst.tution. 

D 
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THE SYSTEMS APPROACH 

Jails as Part of the Criminal Justice System 

This report uses a .systems approach in analyzing Minnesota jails. 

This means that jails are viewed as one component of the larger criminal 

justice system. The ways in which the many components of the criminal 

justice system (police, courts, jails, prisons, prosecutors, defense 

attorneys, etc.) interact with one another determines the extent to 

which the system accomplishes its purpose. 

Throughout this report, the reader will find analysis of. not only 

ja.ils hl:t also of ways in which other components of the criminal justice 

system interact with jails. To take a more narrow view would be short-

sighted since jails do not operate in a vacuum. For instance, the 

potential population of sentenced offenders in jails is determined by 

the decision of the judge to sentence the offender to jail. The 

offenders appearing before the judge for sentencing are determined in part by 

the skills of prosecutors and defense attorneys. The success of pros-

ecutors depends on the ability of law enforcement agencies to apprehend alleged 

offenders, etc. Jails are one part of a dynamic system of interdependent 

components. 

Jails as Systems 

Just as jails are part of the larger criminal justice system, so, too, 

can jails be analyzed as systems unto themselves. The various components 

which, taken together, comprise a jail system are pictured in Figure 1-1. 

Each part of the jail system will be referred to as an element;"'dnd is 
':.,:-

indicated by a box. Items which are circled are also elements of the 
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system but are distinguished because they are not the subject of de­
, 

tailed analysis in this report. Broken I' d " . .:l.ne arrows J.ndJ.cate exits 

from the system. Items in diamond shaped boxes are inputs to the system. 

The dotted lines in Figure l-l divide the system into three stages, 

each corresponding to one of the three functions of jails outlined 

earlier. In stage I, intake, clients are booked and screened. Police 

citations are an alternative at intflke. Inputs to the system at this stage 

include facilities, staff and crime. 

Stage II deals with the pretrial and trial period and includes three 

major elements: pretrial release, detention and inmate services. 

The latter two are enclosed by a dashed line indicating they are 

security elements. Inputs of this stage include staff and·fanilitie8. 

Stage III is that part of the jail system which deals with offenders 

after sentencing. Security elements include detention, inmate services 

and work release. Alternative sentencing is another element. Inputs 

include staff and facilities. 

Chapters two through eight of this report deal with either an 

element of the system or an input to the system. A simplified version 

of Figure 1-1, highlighting components of the system under discussion, 

precedes each chapter. 

RELATIONSHIP OF FACILITIES AND COUNTIES TO JAIL SYSTEMS 

One might expect that each of Minnesota IS 87 counties has its 
1 

own complete jail system. This is not the case. In fact, some counties 
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FIGURE 1-1 

ELEI>mNTS AND INPUTS OF A JAIL SYSTEl-t 
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do not even operate a facility. Others have secure facilities which 

are limited in use, for instance, some hold only pretrial or short term 

offenders. Long term 'and sentenced offenders may be detained in the 

facility of a neighboring county. On the other hand, some counties 

have several facilities. In these cases, usually one facility 

provides a full range of functions, and the others hold only short term 

detainees. 

Thus, a jail system is composed of one or more facilities which, 

when taken together, provide for both short and long term detention. 

Facili ties have baerl grouped into 62 j ail systems '* for purposes of this 

study. Each sys'tem serves one or more counties, designated as the 

service area. Each system is "self reliant" in terms of providing 

for jail functions; i.e., each system is independent of the others. 

The 62 jail systems and their service areas are depicted in Map 1-1. 

Each jail system has one main facility; the one which provides 

the fullest range of services. The main facility is usually a county 

jail. 

'*Facilities in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties are not included. 
See page 14. 
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Figure 1-2 shows a single county jail system. The main facility is 

the Dakota County jail in Hastings. Municipal holding facilities provide 

for short term detention. The system service area is Dakota County. 

FIGURE 1-2 

A SINGLE CQPNTY JAIL SYSTEM 
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Figure ~.....3 shows a ...multi...,..county jail system. The .main .facility, 

the Kandiyohi County jail, is located ~n W~llmar. S· ~ ~ ~nce Pope County 

and Swift County send most of their long term and sentenced offenders 

to the Kandiyohi County jail, those counties have been included in 

the Kandiyohi jail system. ""Holding facilities in Glenwood, Benson 

and Appleton provide for short term detention. 

FIGURE 1-3 

1\ MULTI-COUN'IX JAIL SYSTEM 

-Glenwood '\ 

Holding 

POPE COUNTY -- ....... - - - -I KANDIYOHI 
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County ,Jail 

KANDIYOHI JAIL SYSTEM 
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A total of 108 facilities in 85 co{~:!t!ies* have been groupe,d into 

62 jail systems. Fifteen systems have mu:"tiple 'county sendce areas 

(see Map 1-1) involving a total of 38 counties. The remaining 47 systems 

serve a single county. Twenty-four systems have more than one'facility. 

Appendix A provides a list of the 62 systems defined for p~poses of 

this study. 

Thus, data in this study may be presented on five different levels: 

statewide, by system (n=62), by· county (n=85), by main facility (n=62) 

or by facility (n=108). 

CLASSIFICATION OF FACILITIES 

State law empowers the Inspection and Enforcement Unit of the 

Department of Corrections (DOC) to classify all local secure facil-

ities. Facilities are classified on the basi's of operational practices c 

facility limitations, statutory limitations, actual usage and on the 

basis of an annual inspection conducted by the DOC. There are seven 

t ' ** ca egor~es: 

Holding Facilities - Local facilities used solely for the detention of 
persons (adult and juvenile) for not more than 
24 hours excluding holidays and weekends. , 

Lockups - Local facilities used for the confinement, of adults for not 
more than 21 days (sentenc~c;1 and. unsentenced) and for 
juveniles as prescribed in Minnesota Statute 260.171 
(Subd. 2). Offenders serving Huber Law sentences (including 
educational release sentences) are exempt from the 21 day 
limi tation. 

*Hennepin and Ramsey Counties are not included. See page 13. 

**Department of Corrections, Persons Released from Local Corrections 
Facilities - ,1975 • 
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Jails - Local facilities used for indefinite periods for pretrial de­
tention of adults" for adults serving sentences for up to a 
maximum of one year and for the detention of juveniles as 
prescribed in Minnesota Statute 260.171 (Subd. 2). Adults 
awaiting court disposition in such facilities are to be pro~ 
cessed according to the Supreme Court's New Rules of Criminal 
Proc3dure. 

Adult Corrections Facilities - Local facilities used only for the con­
finement and treatment of adults who are 
under sentence for up to one year. 
Adults not under sentence and juveniles 
are not to be confined in such facilities. 

Juvenile Detention Facilities - Local facilities used oflly for the temp-; 
orary detention of juveniles for periods!! 
of time specified in I-:1innesota Statute 
260.185. Adults, both sentenced and 
unsentenced, and juveniles committed for 
treatment are not to be confined in such 
facilities. 

Juvenile Treatment Facilities - Local facilities used only for the extended 
care and confinement of juveniles committed 
by the (!juvenile court. Adults, boch 
sentenced and unsentenced, and juveniles 
on detention status are not to be confined 
in such facilities. 

Unclassified Facilities - County operated facilities presently function­
ing as holding facilities, lockups or jails, 
and based on findings of the Inspection and 
Enforcement Unit, have deficiencies and/or 
limitations of such a magnitude that they 
are improperly classitied in an:y of the above 
categories. 

Taken together, these seven classifications are referred to as local 

secure facilities. 

The DOC does not have the power to restrict facility usage to the 

limitations implied in the classification* Therefore, a facility may be 

classified by the DOC as a lockup, but actually function as a jail. This 

matter is discussed more fully in Chapter 3. 

*A bill recently passed (Minnesota statutes 241.021) empowers the DOC 
to restrict facility usage to the limitations of the classification. 

-1:l-

- ,- ~--"--~~+-- .... 

II 
3 
B 
a 
u 
fJ 

11 

a 
n 
n 
a 
a 
[1 

0 
0 
a 

.:4, 

[1 

0 

d, 

<i'D 

~, 
~! 

I JI 
n 

u 

u 
o 
o 
£1 

n 
n 
[J 

[} 

n 
fl 
u-

u 

SCOPE OF- THE STUDY 

Data are presented in this report for all lockups, holding facilities, 

jails and "unclassified" facilities in Minnesota with the follm-lingexception. 

, , 11k a'n"d'ho'ldin'g' 'facilities The Hennepin and Ramsey County jails and mun~c~pa oc ups _ 

within Hennepin and Ramsey counties are excludeq for three reasons: 

1. Planning and construction of new facilities in both counties 
is well underway. 

2. Jailing problems and practices in the urban centers are 
substantially different from those in the rest of the state. 

3. Since they house almo,st two-fifths of the state I s jail 
population, Hennepin and Ramsey counties would dominate 
the statistical data presented. This could obscure many 
of the problems faced by the majority of Minnesota's 
local secure facilities. 

For'similar reasons, this report does not deal with Adult, Correc,tion 

Centers -- the Northeast Regional Corrections Center, the Hennepin County I 

Since it is primarily a study of the detention I" 

of adults, the report deals with neither juvenile detention centers nor ! 

Workhouse, the Ramsey County Workhouse. 

juvenile corrections centers. However, data on juveniles held in other 

types of local secure facilities are presented. 

References to "statewide" statistics apply only to those facilities 

included in the study. 

, 



RESEARCH METHOOO 

GENERAL APProACH 

The research strategy employed to prepare this report involved 

three amalytical ~pproaches. First, a g~eat deal of information on 

Minnesota jail systems was gathered in order to describe 

facilities, their usage patterns, their staffs and the inmates. Second, 

the interrelationships of various elements of the jail system are anal-

yzed. For instance, Chapter 7 deals with the impact of intake screening 

on jail popUlations. Third, the costs h~'ll)lved in building and main-

taining Minnesota jails are reviewed. 

Data used in the jail study are of two basic types: 1) Non-

statistical data collected through interviews with practioners and 

2) statistical data on Minnesota jail systems. 

NON-STATISTICAL DATA 

Information was collected through discussions with over 150 persons 

involved in jail systems: sheriffs, jailers, records clerks, inmates, 

prosecuting attorneys, clerks of court, judges, probation officers, state 

corrections officials, regional and local criminal justice planners, 

county board members and county auditors. This information was used to 

help guide the general direction of the research; help formulate hypoth-

eses to be tested by the statistical data collected; help clarify and 

understand the limitations of the statistical data and in formulating the 

conclusions and recommendations of this report. 
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STATISTICAL DATA 

A brief summary of each of the six major statistical data bases 

used in t~e study is outlined below. Appendices B, D, F and G 

document the survey instruments used. 1975 is the base year for all 

data unless noted otherwise. 

Department of Corrections Monthly Report of 
Persons Released from Jails and Lockups 

Each local secure facility is required by state law to report to 

the Department of Corrections (DOC) information on each person released from that 

facility. These reports include the name, sex and age of the detainee; 

the charge against him/her; and information on when the detainee was 

admitted, when released, reason held, reason for release, days confined 

and other information. The reports are submitted on forms provided by 

the DOC (Appendix B). The DOC keypunches the data and processes it 

electronically. 

In 1975, case records for 86,551 detainees were reported to the 

DOC. Of these, 47,003 were held in juvenile detention centers, juvenile 

corrections centers, regional adult corrections centers or facilities 

in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties. As explained earlier, these 44 fac·-

ilities have been excluded from the study, leaving data on 

39,548 persons held in lOS facilities. 

Since this data on persons held is central to the iail study, a 

thorough reliability test of the data collection and aggregation 

process was conducted. Appendix C provides a complete discussion of 

the research methods used. Two points in the process were of part-

icular concern: 1) the transfer of information from the jail registers 
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to DOC data collection forms and 2) the keypunching and aggregation 

process at the DOC. 

'Ilable 1-1 sununarizes the error rates in transferring information 

to DOC collection forms for each of the variables tested. Error 

rates for all variables, except "reason held", fell on or below the 

rate set as "acceptable", 5%. "Reason held" is used infrequently in 

the study. As a precaution, additional reliability tests were con-

ductE~d in each of the counties analyzed in subsequent portions of the 

jail study. 

. . ' 

TABLE 1-1 

ERROR RATES FOR 
SELECTED ITEMS RECORDED ON 

DOC FORM 294 

DATA ITEM 

Sex 
Age 
Reason Held 
Charge or Of~ense 
Days Confined 
Sentence 
Reason for Release 
If on Work Release 

Case Record Errora 

Record Missing 

N = 1,094 

ERROR RATE 

o 
.01 
.07 
.05 
.05 
.05 
.05 
.01 

.20 

.01 

aThere was an error on at least 
one variable in that case. This 
statistic provides~\a sununary of 
the cases which had one or more 
errors. 
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B The error rate in the keypunCh and aggregation process is not 

0 
statistically significant. 

An additional limitation of the detention reports should be noted. 

0 The data are based on persons released from local secure institutions. 

This means that though a person's legal status may change while he/she 

D is incarcerated, the report only provides information on one status: 

0 
that which pertains to the person at time of release. 

Survey of Jailing Practices 

Ll 
Sheriffs or Chief Jailers at each of the 109 facilities, included 

in the jail study were surveyed by mail. The survey includes data on 

l] the jail facilities, programming and administrative procedures (See 

U 
Appendix D). Questionnaires were returned by 98 (90%) of the facilities; 

after follow-up phone calls, 108 (100%) responded. .Responses were am-

[l plified through follow-up phone conversations with over three-quarters 

of the respondents. 

[J County and District Court Data from 15 Sample Counties 

0 
Some important information on inmates, particularly data on 

court dispositions, is not included in the DOC "Report of Persons Re-

[J leased. " Therefore, these data were collected through a cc.se-by-case 

examination of court records. 

n Since gathering court data is a complex and time consuming task, 

LI 
it was impossible to examine each case in each county. Instead, a random 

sample of 15 jail systems (19 counties) was selected for analysis 

n (See Map 1-2). 

A research team visited each of these counties and thoroughly 

n examined all district court records and a random sampling of county court 

records. 

[j 

f] 
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There are several limitations on these data. First, since the county 

court data are based on a sample, only statewide inferences can be made 

from the information collected. Second, some of the analysis was based 

on projections of total numbers of cases of a certain type in a given 

county court. These samples are subject to greater than normal random 

error because the projections are necessarily based on estimates rather 

than hard counts~ Third, not all cases opened in 1975 were adjudicated 

in that year. Since court proceedings are recorded in a variety of 

different ways, it was impossible to establish a perfect base year 

in every county. In general, the data from district court are much more 

precise than those from cqunty, court since no sampling was involved. 

Client Characteristics Survey 

In order to gather additional information on persons being held 

in Minne'sota jails, a sample of inmates was surveyed. Detainees 

in 14 randomly selected facilities* were surveyed upon release during 

a four week period. The questionnaire used in the survey is found 

in Appendix F. Since sample sizes in some of the counties were quite 

small, data from the client survey will be used only for statewide 

inferential statistics. 

S.ince only 56% (415) of those released during the survey period were 

willing to respond to the survey, the results must be used with caution. 

*The main facilities of each of the randomly selected systems described 
in the previous section were used for this survey. The survey was not 
conducted in Brown and Pipestone because of the very small jail 
populations there. Kandiyohi was added. 
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It is possible that those who did not respond have ent~)rely different 
I, 
'\ 

characteristics from those who did. The evioence available, however, 

suggests this is not the case. Table 1-2(below) compares characteristics 

of the 415 inmates surveyed with those of the statewide inmate pop-

ulation (from the DOC detention reports). Generally, the sample of clients 

reflects the jail population as a whole. 

TABLE 1-2 

COMPARISON OF SANPLE nU·1ATE POPtr.:.A'l'ION 
WITH STATEWIDE DATA ON 

SELECTED VARIABLES 

Mean Days Held 
Mean Age 
Sex (% male) 
% Felons 
$ Sente::1ced 
\>2ean charfjea 
% Traffic Offen~es 

7.4 
26.5 
94.7 
16.4 
lLl.7 
26.6 
39.1 

6.2 
28.2 
93.3 
16.9 
15.6 
2(;.2 
35.4 

aCharges are ranked roughly ac:cording 
to seriousness and assigned a number 
sequentially from 1 to 55. 
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Cost Analys~ata 

In order to generalize about costs of various jail functions, 

four f~cilities were selected for intensive study. Though the four 

facilities do not represent a random sample, the facilities selected re-

flect differences in size, jail use, economic conditions and costs. 

The limitations of data gathered for cost analysis are outlined in 

detail in Chapter 9. 

Inventory of Jail Staffs 

Information on the people involved in j~il administration was 

gathered through a mail/phone survey (Appendix G). Of 61 main facilities* 
I 

which received the survey, 59 responded and two refused. Each of the 

surveys was followed up with a phone call to 'verify or clarify the 

written responses. Some of the data collected were compared with similar 

information available from DOC annual jail evaluations. Most of the 

responses of the sheriffs were corroborated by the DOC files. In the 

few instances where discrepancies existed, the matter was clarified by 

phone contacts with the sheriff involved and/or the DOC. 

Other Sources 

Data used in some sections of the report ",ere drawn from sources 

other than the main data bases described above. Reports of the Minnesota 

Supreme Court, Department of Correctio:1s, Bureau of Criminal Appre­

hension, National Clearinghouse on Criminal Justice Planning and Arch­

itecture, U. S. Bureau of Prisons and Minnesota State Planning Agency 

are cited in the text of the report where applicable. 

* The main facility in Pennington was not surveyed. 
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OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT 

The report is divided into four major sections: l) Description 

of Minnesota Jail Systems; 2) Costs of Minnesota Jails; 3) Impact 

Studies and 4) RecoIlUllendations • 

DESCRIPTION OF MINNESOTA JAIL SYSTEr~ 

The first section provides the reader with basic information about 

Minnesota jail facilities and how they are used. The emphasis is on 

information which will be useful to planners in finding ways to im-

prove local secure institutions. The section is divided into seven 

chapters: 

- Crime and Demographics 

- The Facilities 

- The Inmates 

- The Staff 

- The Proqram 

- The Pre-trial Alternatives 

The Sentencing AlternativeS 

Each chapter includes a set of basic statistics referred to as 

"descriptors. " Descriptors are important statistics describing fac-

iIi ties and how they are used. For instance, "total bed capacity" is 

a facility descriptor. Each successive chapter includes a set of 

descriptors and statistics which relate those descriptors to each of 

the preceding chapters. This "building block" appt'oach is designed to 

present the reader with a clear picture of the components of a jail system 
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together with the interrelationships of those components. For instance, 

average daily population is an "inmate descriptor." Total capacity is 

a "facility descriptor". The ratio of average daily population to capacity 

a measure of crowding -- is a useful statistic whi.ch relates the two. 

COSTS 

The second section provides an analysis of the costs involved in 

constructing and operating Minnesota's local secure facilities. A 

review of anticipated new bQtlding plans is also presented. 

IMPACT STUDIES 

The third section includes brief reports on two studies which 

measure the possible impact of certain changes in the criminal justice 

syst~m on jail usage. The first, a study of the impact of the New 

Rules of Criminal Procedure, examines possible changes in the pre-

trial population of local secure facilities. The second study 

deals with the impact of the COIlUllunity Corrections' Subsidy Act 

on sentenced populations of jail systems participating in the Act. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The final section lists recoIlUllendations for ways in which local 

secure facilities can be improved and, particularly, roles the Governor's 

Crime Commission ndght play in stimulating that improvement. 
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l.J INTRODUGrION 

11 This chapter will discuss a variety of crime and demographic statistics 

f"J 

describing the 62 jail systems. It will serve as a descriptive foundation 

for later chapters pertaining to inmates and the local secure facilities 
I,. 

f.}. [l in which they are held. 

The first section of this chapter discusses several crime statistics: 

,"I 
r-l 
\ 1 overall incidence of crime, crime rate (number of crimes per 100,000 population), 

r and total number of adult arrests. Due to the wide variety of offenses, crime 

/ statistics will be further broken down into property and violent crimes and 

. fl 
t ) 

crime rates. These statistics will be used in subsequent chapters to help 
-, 

;I 
/, describe variations in the number and type of persons held in local secure .. l1 " facilities. 

! '1 
The second part of this chapter discusses d8mographic statistics such as 

population, and wealth indicators such as assessed valuation and operating 
,,- .. 

........ '1 " 1~1 ,/ , 
budget for corrections' expenditures. The final section is a summary. 
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CRIME STATISTICS 

The following section discusses a variety of crime statistics in the 

areas se~ed by the 62 jail systems. Crime statistics are particularly 

important when examining the facilities that serve th~ jail systems. High 

levels of crime will place added pressures on those systems with facilities 

that are already overcrowded or substandard. This section particularly should 

be used as a reference for subsequent chapt~rs describing the local secure 

facilities and the types of inmates they hold. 

Total Offenses 

There were a total of approximately 145,000 reported and verified 

crimes* in the area studied in Minnesota in 1975. There is a great variation 

from sysrem to system in the incidence of crime. The average (mean) nuwher 

of reported and verified crimes among the areas served by the 62 jail systems 

was 1,731 in 1975. Table 2-1 lists those jail systems having the highest 

and lowest number of reported and v.erified crimes in their service areas. 

The areas served by the five jail systems having the greatest number 

of offenses accounted for 46% of the total offenses reported and verified 

in the area under study. Thus, almost half the crimes occurred in just 

5 systems. 

*Number from It actual offenses category," reported and verified Par'!: I 
and Part II crimes from Minnesota Crime Information Bureau of Criminal 
Apprehension, st. Paul. This number excludes ordinance violations and 
crimes reported and verified in Hennepin and Ramsey counties. 

-28-

". <"';'~w' ""'"_'_.""'._ ~_~~ ,...--_._.""'-,-~~."._~ __ ,,, ~,.. 

, .' " 

1 

.C::~'"""_~_~ 

[J 

U 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

o r1 
J 

fl 
fl 
U 

[J 

[] 0 
0 
rI 
{'1 

1'1 I 
. 1 

I: J 

IJ '. '"'··<iV"l""'~"rri.:· \\ 
~. 

.tJ' 

TABLE 2-1 

JAIL SYSTEM SERVICE AREAS WITH THE HIGHEST AND 
.LQWEST NUMBER OF REPORTED & VERIFIED CRIMES 

Jail System Service Areas with 
of Re orted & Verified 

1- Anoka 
2. Dakota 
3. Washington 
4. St. Louis 
5. Olmsted 

Jail System Service Areas with 
of Reported & Verified 

58. Yellow Medicine 
59. Lincoln 
60. Lac Qui Parle 
61- Chippewa 
62. Renville 

See Appendix H for a complete 
offenses in each jail system. 

Violent Crime 

Highest Number 
Crimes 

Lowest Number 
Crimes 

listing of total 

# of Crimes 

18,021 
16,625 
11,735 
11,321 

8,582 

250 
240. 
229 
136 
125 

Of the 145,000 crimes, 8,029 were violent.* There was a great deal of 

variation among the areas served by the 62 jail systems as to the level of 

violent crime. One jail system service area, Chippewa County, had no reported 

violent crimes in 1975. On the other hand, Anoka County had 1,198 violent 

crimes reported and verified in 1975. 

From Table 2-2 it can be seen that a few jail system service areas have 

many more offenses in this category than the majority. The five system service 

areas having the greatest number of violent crimes account for over 50~ of the 

total number of crimes of this type reported and verified in the stuay area. 

*From Minnesota Crime Information - reported and verified offenses in 
the following categories: murder, rape, robbery, simple assault, aggravated 
assault, arson and other sexual offenses for all counties except Hennepin 
and Ramsey counties. 
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TABLE 2-2 

JAIL SYSTEM SERVICE AREAS WITH THE HIGHEST AND 
LOWEST NUMBER OF REPORTED & VERIFIED VIOLENT CRIMES 

Jail System Service Areas with Greatest 
Number of Violent Offenses 

l. Anoka 
2. Dakota 
3. St. Louis 
4. Olmsted 
5. Washington 

Jail System Service Areas with Least 
Number of Violent Offenses 

58. Meeker 
59. Hubbard 
60. Waseca 
6l. Todd 
62. Chippewa 

Property Crime 

# of Crimes 

1,198 
793 
760 
750 
543 

5 
5 
5 
4 
a 

Property* crimes made up the vast majority of offenses reported and verified 

across the state (a ratio of 13 to 1 to violent crimes). There were approximately 

99,000 property crimes committed in 1975 in the study area, 13% of which occurred 

in the area served by the Anoka Jail System. The areas served by the five jail systems 

listed in Table 2-3 with the highest number of property crimes account for 45% of the 

total number of reported and "erified crimes in the area studied. The average 

number (mean) of property offenses in areas served bv the 62 iail svste~~ Was 

1,178 in 1975. 

, 
*Includes BCA categories of burglary, auto theft, larceny, forgery, fraud, em­
bezzlement, stolen property, and vandalism. 
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TABLE 2-3 

JAIL SYSTEM SERVICE AREAS WITH THE HIGHEST AND 
LOWEST NUMBER OF REPORTED AND VERIFIED PROPERTY CRIMES 

,---------
Jail System Service Areas with Highest 

Number of Property Crimes 

l. Anoka 
2. Dakota 
3. st. Louis 
4. Washington 
5. Stearns 

Jail System Service Areas with Lowest 
Number of Property Crimes 

58. Yellow Medicine 
59. Lac Qui Parle 
60. Todd 
61. Renville 
62. Chippewa 

# of C!:'imes 

12,933 
10,571 

9,358 
6,925 
4,373 

163 
128 
119 
114 I 

110~, 
L-________________________________ __ 

Figure 2-1 illustrates the relationship between property crime 

and violent crime. The vast majority of offenses reported and verified 

in the areas served by the 62 jail systems were crimes against property 

rather than against persons. 

Figure 2-1 

RATIO OF PROPERTY 'JX) VIOLENT CRIME 

CRIMES 
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Differences among the areas served by the 62 j ail systems further 

illustrate the relatively low incidence of violent crimes compared with 

the incidence of property crimes. Ninety percent C''t the areas served by 

the j ail systems had at least ten times as many property crimes as 

violent crimes (see Appendix I for ratios for all 62 systems). Table 

2-4 il1.ustrates the extremes in this ratio among the 62 jail systems. 

TABLE 2-4 

JAIL SYSTEM SERVICE AREAS WITH THE LOWEST AND 
HIGJIEST RATIOS OF PROPERTY CRIME TO VIOLENT CruME 

--------------_. 
Jail System Service Areas with the 

Lowest Ratioa 

l. Olmsted 
2. Carlton 
3. Fillmore 
4. Steele 
5. Wright 

Jail System Service Areas wit..h the 
Highest Ratio 

58. Wadena 
59. Waseca 
60. Meeker 
6l. Hubbard 
62. Chippewa 

_._-_ ..... 

Ratio 

3 to I 
7 to I 
7 to I 
7 to I 
8 to I 

50 to I 
56 to 1 
68 to I 

110 to a 74~Olb 
------

a) These are the systems with the highest number 
of violent crimes in proportion to property 
crimes. 

b) No reported violent crimes in 1975. 
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Crime Rate 

Though the variation among jail system service areas in total 

number ot offenses provides some indication of the extent of the crime 

problem from one service area to another, the crime rate (total number 

of offenses for each 100,000 population) is a better indicator (See Map 2-1). 

The average crime rate among the areas served by the jail systems was 

5,846 crimes per 100,000 population in 1975. Table 2-5 illustrates the 

variation among the 62 jail system service areas with higL and low 

crims rates. 

TABLE 2-5 

JAIL SYSTEM SERVICE AREAS WITH THE HIGHEST 
AND LOWIZST OVERALL CRIME RATE 

J'ail System Service A:{eas with Higr.est Crime Rate 

l. Dakota 
2. Washington 
3. Anoka 
4. Scott 
5. Pennington 

Jail System Service Areas with Lowest Crime Rate 

58. Sherburne 
59. Lac Qui Parle 
60. Chippewa 
61. Renville 
62. Todd 

For a complete listing by jail system see Appendix H. 

Crime Rate 

10,514 
10,388 
10,283 

9,409 
9,285 

1,314 
1,208 

904 
590 
555 

The marked variations among jail system service areas in the incidence. 

of property crimes is illustrated in Table 2-6. While the highest property 

crime rate of the 62 jail system service areas is 7,380 in Anoka, the lowest 

property crime rate in Todd is only 520 property crimes per 100,000 
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MAP 2-1 

-34-

\ t 

CRIME RATE-Offenses per 
100,000 population 

II 7661-10514 

~ 4808-7660 

E12682-4807 

0555-2681 

C IQ :II') :1:1 .&0 ~,,~U 

I····....,-'-r-'~ 
20 ~O 60 II) ICI.C'.ICl\PS 

-----~---------~ 

[]\ 

JJ 

[1 \' j 

['1\ 

d 

I 
, 1 

fJ 

0T1 
J1 
i 

n 

" 1 } 
.. ~ 

population. These extreme differences should be considered when readi,ng 

the subsequent chapters. Four of the. ,five service areas wi ththe. highest 

rates of property crime<;tre in metropolitan areas where there'lare ~.problems 

of increasing population and crime. 

TABLE 2-6 

JAIL SYSTEM SERVICE AREAS 'WITH THE HIGHEST AND 
LOWEST PROPERTY CRIME RATES 

Jail System Service Areas with Highest 
Property Crime Rate 

l. Anoka 
2. Dakota 
3. Washington 
4. Scott 
5. Pennington 

Jail Systen Service Areas with Lowest 
:I?roperty Crime Rate 

58. 
59. 
60. 

, 6l. 

62. 

Sherburne 
Chippewa 
Lac Qui Parle 
Renville 
Todd 

Crime Rate 

7,380 
6,685 
6,130 
6,107 
5,870 

1,019 
731 
675 
538 
520 

For a complete listing by jail system see Appendix H. 

t' 
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In Table 2-7, the five jail eystemswith the higbeet and lowest 

violent crime rates are listed. Once again the variation '1:s great. 

TABLE 2-7 

JAIL SYSTEM SERVICE AREAS WITH "THE HIGHEST 
AND LOWEST VIOLENT CRIME RATES 

Jail System Service Areas with Highest 
Violent Crime Rate Crime Rate 

L Olmsted 
2. Anoka 
3. Steele 
4. Pennington 
5. Dakota 

J,ail System Service Areas with Lowest 
Violent Crime Rate 

/,',,- '.1 
.,1\ I 

58. Lac Qui Parle 
59. Renville 
60. Meeker 
61. Todd 
62. Chippewa 

729 
683 
533 
513 
501 

42 
33 
26 
18 

.0 

For a complete listing by jail system ee,s ,Appendix H. 

Total Arr,ests 

A more precise measure of the potenti,al j,ail population for each 

jail system is the total number of adul tarrests made during 1'975. 'These 

statistics include all persons arrested for Part I and Part II ,crime~ 

"'Includes alJ,arrests" both adult and juvenile, 'for criminal violations. 
Exclud~_. al~Jarrests for vio:-ations o'f city. or town ordinances •. S~atistics 
on ,ar:l'e~'9~~;l_.1 1975 were obta~ned from the M~nnesota BureauofCr~m~nal 
Ap~~ehension 
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The variation among the 62 jail systems with regard to total 

arrests is similar to that of total offenses except that the areas served 

by the Anoka and Dakota Jail Systems appear to be much higher than any of the 

other t-op five ::jystem service areas. Table 2-8 illustrates 

the great differences between those systems with the highest number of 

arrests and those with the lowest number. 

TABLE 2-8 

JAIL SYSTEM SERVICE AREAS WITH THE HIGHEST 
AND LOWEST NUM§ER OF ARRESTS 

Jail System Service Areas with the 
Highest Number of Arrests No. of Arrests 

1. Anoka 
2. Dakota 
3. Olmsted 
4. Stearns 
5. St. Louis 

Jail System Service Areas with the 
Lowest Number of Arrests 

58. Renville 
59. Sherburne 
60. Kanabec 
61. Todd 
62. Lincoln 

4,036 
3,815 
1,737 
1,521 
1,382 

54 
48 
23 
18 
17 

Anoka and Dakota Jail System service areas had nearly 20 times 

as many adult arrests as did Lincoln, Kanabec and Todd Jail System service 

areas in 1975. This is roughly equivalent to the total population 

differences between the areas served by these jail systems. 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

This section of the chapter discusses six demographic statistics: 
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population, the percent of the population between the ages of 15 and 25, 

unemployment rates, assessed valuation, total county operating expenSes 
;( 

and corrections operating expenditures. These statistics are considered 

potentially important factors when examining local secure facilities 

and the inmates confined in them. 

Population 

Population in the areas served by jail systems is directly related 

to the level of crime* and ·thus is an important factor in discussing 

local secure facilities and their use. 

The population in the service areas of the 62 jail systems was 

approximately 2,480,000 in 1975.** Six of the jail systems had over 

100,000 population in their service areas and accounted for over one-third 

of the total popUlation of the area studied. 

As can be seen by Table 2-9, those' systems with the greatest 

population are about ten times as large as those with the lowest populations. 

Percentage of Youth 

Because persons between the ages of 15 and 25 accounted for over half*** 

of the total arrests in the State of Minnesota during 1975, the 62 jail system 

service areas were examined with regard to the percentage of their total 

*Population is highly corr~lated with the total number of reported and 
verified crimes with an r = .81. 

**The population statistics are based on projections obtained from 
Minnesota Population Projections: 1970-2000, Office of the State 
Demographer, State Planning Agency, Division of Developmental Planning, 
November, 1975. 

***The number of arrests made in this age group for all 87 counties in 1975 
was 53,246. There was a total of 93,340 arrests made in the 87 counties 
during 1975, not including 1,270 arrests of persons under 10 years of 
age. Source: Minnesota Crime Information, 1975 Department of Public 
Safety. 
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TABLE 2-9 

JAIL SYSTEM SERVICE A..1lliAS WITH THE HIGHEST AND») 
LOWEST POPULATIONS 

"." ..... ~~'~-'~ .. -~--.-,.- ~~-------~. -------j 

Jail System Service Areas with the Population* I 
Highest Population 

1. st. Louis 
2. Anoka 
3. Dakota 
4. Stearns 
5. Washington 

Jail System Service Areas with the 
Lowest Population 

58. Pipestone 
59. Aitkin 
60. Hubbard 
61. Kanabec 
62. Lincoln 

235,000 
175,000 
158,000 
122,000 
112,000 

12,532 
12,367 
11,812 
11,002 

8,053 

For a complete listing by jail system see Appendix H 

population falling within this age group. Approximately 20% of the 

2,480,000 persons in the area studied are between the ages of 15 and 25 ., 

years. Th~ ()2 system service areas are fairly evenly distributed with 
'! 

t 
between 18% :and 23% of their population in this age bracket. Those system 

service aleas that are in metropolitan areas do not generally have a higher 

percentage of persons between 15 and 25 years old than those service areas 

which are predominantly rural. 
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Unemployment Rate 

The possibility that thec, '"':ve1s of unemployment may have an impact 

on the number of crimes committed prompted examination of these rates 

among the 62 jail systems. Unemployment rates in 1975* varied in the 62 

systems from a low of approximately 3% in Waseca to 10% in Kanabec. The 

average unemployment r,ate in the 62 systems in 1975 was 5%. Investigation 

into the relationship between unemployment and the incidence of property 

or violent crimes indicated that there is onllr a weak relationship. ** 

Economic Characteristics 

A few key statistics describing the wealth and economic conditions 

of areas served by the 62 jail systems were selected to ascertain their 

possible impact on local secure facilities. All statistics included in 

this section are for the county operating and maintaining the main facility 

in each jail system. 

The assessed valuation, or tax base, is examined in order to measure 

a county's potential to raise money for maintaining and operating its 

main detention facility. 

The total county operating expenditures and the operating expenditures 

for corrections are examined in order to compare the amount of resources 

act.ually made available for operating and maintaining the main facility. 

*In multi-county jail systems, this rate was determined by dividing the 
entire l.memployed work force by the entire workin.g popUlation for all 
counties wi thin the system. Information on tmemployment was obtained 
from the State Department of Employment S~rvices. 

**Unemployment rate had a correlation of .31 with property crimes, .21 
wi th violent crimes. 
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1. Tax Base 

Table 2-10 illustrates the variation in the tax base of the 62 

counties operating main £acilities. It should be noted that high assessed 

valuations are likely to be in those areas with the largest populatiQn. 

TABLE 2-10 

COUNTIES OPERATING THE 62 MAIN FACILITIES WITH THEL,HIGHEST 
AND LOWEST TAX BASE 

Counties with the Largest Tax Base 

l. Dakota 
2. Anoka 
3. st. Louis 
4. Washington 
5. Olmsted 

Counties with the Smallest Tax Base 

58. Hubbard 
59. Lincoln 
60. Wadena 
6l. Kanabec 
62. Roseau 

For a complete listing see Appendix H 

Assessed 
1 

. a Va uatJ.on 

495,367 
430,379 
409,413 
260,368 
250,083 

24,099 
22,266 
16,445 
15,339 
15,148 

I 

J 
a. These statistics were obtained from the Minnesota State 

Auditor's office and are for fiscal 1974. 1975 statistics 
were not yet available. 
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The difference between the mean tax base of the 62 jail 

system service areas, $74,742, and the median* tax base, $44,922, further 

illustrates the existence of counties with tax bases much higher. than 

otheru. 

2. Operating Expenditures : Total Expenditures 'and .Operating 
Expenditures for Correct~ons ., 

Operating expenditures include all expenses for operating and main-

taining county services and exclude all capital outlays such as for new 

construction, major renovation or major equipment purchases.** 

Total operating expenditures for counties operating and maintaining 

the main facilities in each of the 62 jail systems averaged (mean) $4,548,000. 

in 1974. The median operating expenditures were only $3,038,000 indicating 

the existence of smle counties that had a great deal more resources 

than most. Table 2-11 lists those counties operating the main facilities 

with the highest and lowest total operating expenditures. 

Opera·ting expenditures for corrections provide a means of comparison 

among the 62 jail systems more directly related to jail functions. Operating 

expenditures for corrections include wages and salaries for correcti0nal 

staff, supply and maintenance costs, and all fees incurred by the correctional 

facilities.*** 

*Half of the service areas are above this number, hC!-lf arp. below it. 

**Statistics on total operating expenditures were obtained from the Minnesota 
state Auditor's office and are for fiscal 1974. Information on 1975 ex­
penditures was not yet available at the time this report was written. 

***Statistics on operating expenditures were obtained from the U. S. Depart­
ment of Commerce Bureau of the Census, state and Local Government 
Special Studies, No. 77 and the U. S. Department of Justice, L.E.A.A. 
National Crin~inal Justice Information and Statistics Service. 
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TABLE '2-11 

COUNTIES OPERATING THE MAIN FACILITIES WITH THE 
HIGHEST AND LOWEST OPERATING EXPENDITURES 

Counties with the Largest Operating Expenditures 

1- St. Louis 
2. Anoka 
3. Dakota 
4. Washington 
5. Olmsted 

counties with the Lowest Operating Expenditures 

58. Pennington 
59. Houston 
60. Lac Qui Parle 
61. Lincoln 
62. Pipestone 

Amount 

$54,902,OOOa 
19,144,000 
15,783,000 
13,632,000 

9,972,000 

2,009,000 
1,843,000 
1,743,000 
1,696,000 
1,565,000 

aThis figure includes the maintenance and operation of the 
Northeast Regional Adult Corrections Center and the Arrowhead 
Juvenile Detention Center. 

This statistic reflects operating expenditures only for the county operating 

the main facility each system. Table 2-12 lists those counties with the 

largest and smallest operating expenditures for corrections. The information 

in Table 2-12 and in Appendix H, which lists corrections operating expenditures 

for the county operating the main facility in all 62 systems, should be 

considered in relation to the facilities maintained and operated by such 

expenditures. Table 2-12 illustrates the fact that some jail systems have a 

much higher level of resources available for operating and maintaining their 

main secure facili·ty than do others. It mus·t be noted that this statistic 

does not include any county expenditures for either new construction or major 

renovation of local secure facilities. 
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SUMMARY 

TABLE 2-12 

COUNTIES OPERATING THE MAIN FACILITIES WITH THE 
HIGHEST AND LOWEST CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES DURING 1974 ,-

... - - - ..•..•.....• -•• -.. j 

Counties with the Largest 
Corrections' Expenditures 

l. st. Louis 
2. Anoka 
3. Washington 
4. Olmsted 
5. Dakota 

Counties with the Lowest 
Corrections' Expenditures 

58. Pennington, Redwood 
59. Kanabec 
60. Wilkin 
6l. Lincoln 
62. Pipestone 

Amount 

$1,360,000a 
324,000 
276,000 
214,000 
188,000 

7,000 
6,000 
5,000 
4,000 
2,000 

See Appendix H for a complete listing 
aThis figure includes expenditures for the Northeast 
Regional Adult Corrections Center and the 
Arrowhead Juvenile Detention Center. 

I 

The objective of this chapter was to provide a broad descriptive hasis 

for examining local secure facilities and the inmates h~ld in them in the 

62 jail systems. I,ater chapters should be read with consideration of the crime 

and demographic statistics described in this chapter. 

A few jail systems appear to account for much of the reported and verified 

crime occurring in all of the areas served by the 62 jail systems during 1975. 
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Property crimes such as burglary, auto theft, shoplifting, etc. 

occurred much more frequently than crimes against persons •. The highest 

incidence of crime, both property and violent, occurred in metropolitan 

areas. 

Those areas served by the jail systems having the highest number of 

crimes also had the highest number of arrests during 1975. 

Most of the jail system service areas having the highest incidence 

of crime also had the highest population. Apparently the percentage of 

the population between 15 and 25 years and rates of unemployment are not directly 

related to the incidence of crime, probably due to the small amount of 

variation in these statistics among the 62 jail system service areas. 

The counties having the highest assessed valuation (tax base) also 

generally had the hi~hest operating expenditures. There are marked 

differences among counties in levels of corrections expenditures. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This chapter concerns the facilities included in the 62 jail 

It consists of a discussion and analysis of a variety 

of statistics describing facilities on a statewide and system level. The 

data for this section were gathered from evaluation reports of the 

Inspection and Enforcement unit of the Department of Corrections, from 

the Department of Corrections' Proposed Guidelines for Jail Facilities, 

1976, from results of the Survey of Jailing Practices, (See Appendix D) 

and through individual contact with many of the personnel administering 

the facilities. 

The following descriptive statistics will be discussed in this 

section: 

- classification of main facility 

- total number of cells - overall and by security 
level (maximum, medium, minimum) 

total number of beds - overall and by security level 

- ability to separate inmate groups 

- age of facilities 

- compliance ratings - both overall and for 
physical condition 

Preceding page blank 
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The preceding statistics will be used to illustrate variation among 

the 62 systems. The results of such analysis will provide the basis 

for identifying the factors having the greatest impact on the local 

secure facilities included in the study area. 

The following definitions should be taken into consideration when 

reading this chapter. Please refer to the introductory chapter for a 

more complete discussion. 

Jail System - consists of one or more facilities in one or more 
counties which, taken together, provide for the 
detention of pre-trial clients, short ~erm 
sentenced offenders and ~ong term sentenced 
offenders. 

Main Facility - is the single facility in eac~ system which 
provides the broadest range of security services. 

FACILITY CLASSIFICATION 

There is a wide variation in conditions and use among the facilities 

comprising the 62 jail systems. Some of these facilities have either 

been legally condemned by the Minnesota Department of Corrections (DOC) 

or are facing condemnation within the next year. Other facilities are 

in substantial compliance with standards set by the DOC, providing 

. d custod;al care for a wide cange of types of in-adequate serv~ces an ~ 

mates. Some counties operate only small holding facili·ties or lockups 

and send the majority of their long term, pre-trial detainees and 

sentenced offenders to another county for detention. 

Minnesota Statutes* define jails in broad terms, specifying general 

standards regardind':Jmate welfare, supervision of prisoners, record 

keeping, etc. These facilities are to be constructed and maintained at 

Lo·ckups a:t'e also described in Minnesota Statutes. ** the expense of the county. 

*Chapter 641, Minnesota statutes 1975 
**Chapter 642, Minnesota Statutes 1975 
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They' are constructed and maintained by municipal governments for the con-

finement of persons charged with offenses against city ordinances and 

bylaws. They may also be used for the temporary detention of any prisoner 

under arrest. 

Due to the wide variety of types of local secure facilities in 

Minnesota, the DOC has defined seven categories of local secure facilities 

which differ, somewhat, from the definitions of county jails and lock-

ups in Minnesota Statutes. These categories and their definitions provide 

the basis for a more accurate assessment of each facility. Four of the 

seven categories apply to the types of facilities analyzed in this report: 

holding facilities, lockups, jails and unclassified facilities. * 

Each year I all local secure facilities are inspected by the DOC, the 

city health officers or the sheriffs.** These inspection reports, in 

addition to information concerning operational practices, facility limitations, 

statutory limitations ~1d the actual usage of each facility, provide the 

basis for classifying facilities into one of the four groups. In 1975, 108*** 

facilities were classified as follows: 

Holding facilities are solely for thl9 detention of persons (adult and 

juvenile) for not more than 24 hours, exclUding holidays and weekends. 

Forty-three, or 40%, of the facilities in the area studied were classified 

as holding facilities. 

Lockups are local facilities used for the confinement of adults for 

not more than 21 days (sentenced and unsentenced) and for juveniles as 

*The other three categories are Adult Corrections Facilities, Juvenile 
Detention Facilities and Juvenile Treatment Facilities. 

**There were 30 of these facilities in 1975 in the study area. 
***In 1975, there were a total of 115 facilities in the study area. 

Seven of these either were not open in 1975 or held very few persons. 
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prescribed in Minnesota Statute 260.171 (Subd. 2).* Offenders serving 

Huber Law sentences are exempt from the 21 day limitation. In 1975, 23 

local secure facilities were classified as lockups(21% of the total number 

of facilities) • 

Jails are local facilities used for indefinit~ periods for the pre-

trial detention of adults, for adults serving sentences for up to a 

maximum of one year and for the detention of juveniles as prescribed 

previously for lockups. Adults awaiting court disposition in such fac-

ilities are to be processed in accordance to the Supreme Court's He';'! 

Rules of Criminal Procedure.** Twenty-nine local secure facilities, 

or 27% of the total, were classified as jails by the DOC in 1975. 

Unclassified facilities are county operated facilities, presently 

functioning as holding facilities, lockups or jails, and based on find-

ings of the Inspection and Enforcement Unit have deficiencies and/or 

limitations of such a magnitude that they are improperly classified in 

any of the above categories. In 1975, 13 facilities were unclassified, 

two of which were legally condemned.*** 

*Minnesota Statute 260.171 (Sub. 2) - The court must be notified as soon 
as possible when a child is being detained (if release to parents, guardian 
or custodian is not made). Detention shall not be over 24 hours, ex­
cluding weekends and holidays,unless an order for detention is signed 
by a judge or referee. No child should be held longer than 48 hours 
without having a petition filed. Relocation on the advice of the 
Commissioner of Corrections may take place if detention is for longer 
than 48 hours unless the child is to be certified. See Appendix J 
for actual statutory terms. 

**For details of these provisions, see Minnesota Rules of Court, 1976. 

***Minnesota Statutes chapters 641, 642 provide for the condemnation of a 
local secure facility. A district court jUdge may, on the recommendation of 
a grand jury, on his own motion, or on the recommendation of the Commissioner 
of Corrections, legally condemn a facility, restricting its use to 24 hour 
holding only. The Hubbard County Jail was condemned in April, 1976. The 
Chisago County qailwas condemned in 1974 ana closed part of 1975. 
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FIGURE 3-1 

DISTRIBUTION OF FACILITY CLASSIFICATIONS 

Unclassified 
12% 

For a complete liating of all facilities classified in the preceding 

categories, see Appendbz K. 

The DOC classification categories assist in describing the operation 

and use of most of the local secure facilities studied in this project. 

But, because these classifications were not legally binding in 1975, some 

of the facilities did not attuallY function \'Ji thin the restrictions of 

their classification. 

For example a facility that was classified in 1975 as a holding 

d "1 Contrary to the 24 hour detention facility in reality operate as a Ja~. 

d ' the def;n;t;on of a holding facility, this particular limit prescribe ~n • ~ • 

facility regularly held many persons for a much longer period of time, 

!both sentenced and unsentenced. 

33 of the main facilities were not classified Within the 62 jail systems, 

as jails in 1975. of the ma;n facilities were unclassified, Of these, eleven • 

two were classified as holding facilities (by definition restricted to 24 

hour detention), and 20 were classified as lockups (limited, except for 

Huber Law persons, to 21 days detention).. Only 47%, or 29, of the main 

facilities in the 62 jail systems were actually classified as jails by 

the DOC in 1975. It is important to note that the classification process 

S ;11ce 1975, the classification of marlY facilities has changed. is a dynamic one, • 
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SECURITY LEVELS 

Detention cells in jailing facilities fall into one of three cate­

gories: maximum security, medium security and minimum security. These 

security levels are primarily defined by 1) the number of barriers 

between the inmate and the exterior environment and 2) the type of inmate 

being detained. It is to be expected that persons held in maximum security 

are considered more dangerous (e~ther to th 1 ... ,erose ves or others) thatl those 

persons held in minimum secur~ty areas. Th . ... e ~nformation in this section 

was obtained from the Survey of Jailing Practices. * 

In Table 3-1, it can be seen that over half .... f th t ~ e otal bed capacity** 

of the 62 jail systems is maximum security. On the other hand, only 16% 

of the total bed capClci ty is minimum se curi ty • 

TABLE 3-1 

STATEWIDE BED CAPACITY BY SECURITY LEVEL 

r SECURITY TYPE 
I 

# OF BEDS % OF TOTAL CAPACITY 
I 

Maximum 95~ 52% 
Medium 5A9 32 
Minimum 306 16 

TOTAL: 1,853 100% 

---_. 

*See Appendix D for the survey instrument. 
**Total beds is the best available measure 

should note however, that sometimes beds 
of capacity. The reader 
are crowded into cells 

Thus the "desirable" capacity 
bed capacity. 

creating "subs tandard" conditions. 
may be somewhat less than the total 
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Maximum Se curi ty 

Maximum security areas in most facilities provide the greatest degree 

of security for the control and separation of prisoners (standards specify 

two barriers between inmates and exterior areas). Inmates held in these 

areas should be those considered dangerous or uncontrollable or so "unfamiliar 

as to enable no reasonable assessment" of above. * Table 3-2 displays 

the total number of maximum security beds and cells in the study area and, 

the average number of beds and 0ells. The large difference between the 

mean and median indicates that a few of the jail systems have a much larger 

bed capacity at this security level, but most have capabilities of 8 beds 

or less.** 

T1ffiLE 3-2 

MAxnruM SECURITY BEDS 
AND CELLS 

Beds 
Cells 

TOTAL MEllli MEDiAN 

958 
503 

12.6 
6.6 

7.7 
3.1 

*This definition fu"ld those to follow for medium and m~n~mum security were 
obtained from information in the National Sheriffs' Association pamphlet 
and from Guidelines for the Planning and Design of Regional and Local 
Correctional Centers for Adults by the National Clearinghouse Criminal 
Justice Planning and Architecture. Specific descriptions for each level 
of security are provided in the DOC's Proposed Guidelines, pages 77-92. 

**Twenty-four jail systems have no maximum security beds. If the mean 
is calculated for only those j ail systems with bed capacity at this 
security level, the average number (mean) of beds is 18. 
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Table 3-3 illustrates the variation ame/ng the 62 j ail systems in 

maximum security bed capacity, Maximum security beds are expressed as 

total beds at this security level and as a percentage of the total bed 

capacity in each system. 

TABLE 3-3 

HAXIMUM' SECURITY: EX'l'REMES IN 
TOTAL BED CAPAC:rTY 

JAIL SYSTEMS WITH HIGHEST TOTAL 
MAXIMUrM SECURITY BED CAPACITY BEDS 

1. St. Louis 117 
2. Dakota 65 
3. Winona 48 
4. Anoka 46 
5. Stearns 44 

JAIL SYSTEMS WITH LOW 
HAXlMUM SECURITY BED CAPACITYa 

58. Kandiyohi 4 
59. LeSueur 4 
60. Houston 4 
61- Yellow Medicine 2 
62. Wright 2 

% OF TOTAL 
CAPACITY 

75% 
92 

100 
70 
96 

8 
20 
24 
13 

6 

aThis reflects the 5 loweslt maximum c;ecurity 
bed capacities of those having a maximum 
security level. Sixteen jail systems had ~ 
maximum security capacity in 1975: Douglas, 
Faribault, Hubbard, Isanti, Kanabec, Lyon, 
Meeker, MilleLacs, Pennington, Pine, Pipe­
stone, 'Redwood, RenYille, Scott, Sherburne, 
and sibley. Meeker, MilleLacs and Penning­
ton will have new facilities in 197n. 

" .. 

Of those systems which have maximum security, the total number of 

maximum security beds ranges from 177 beds in the St. Louis jail system to 

only 2 beds in the Wright and Yellow Medicine jail systems. The percentage 
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of maximum security beds to total bed capacity is highest in the Winona 

jail sy~tem at 100%, lowest in the Wright jail system at 6%. 

Medium S,ecurity 

Medium security cells still provide a considerable degree of physical 

control, but leave only one barrier between prisoners and exterior· areas. 

Table 3~4 illustrates the total number of cells and beds in the 62 jail 

systems. Both mean and median statistics are included due to the fact 

that a f~x:facilities hiave many more minimum security beds than mo,.st of 

the other facilities. 

TABLE 3-4 

MEDIUM SECURITY BEDS 
AND CELLS 

Beds 
i Cells 

TOTAL MEAN MEDIAN 

589 
306 

7.4 
3.9 

2.8 
2.8 

The-typical jail system has the capacity to hold about 3 inmates in 

medium security beds. Note that this average is considerably lower than 

tha't at the maximum securi·ty level. 

While none of tile jail systems has over 70% of their total bed capacity 

at this level (3 systems had over 90% of their total bed capacity ~n 

maximum security), there is stIll a great deal ,of difference among the 

various j ail systems between the total nu,'nber of beds and the perc~ntage 

of total capacity at this security level. Table 3-5 demonstrates these 

differences. 
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TABLE 3-5 

MEDIUM SECURITY: EXTREMES IN 
TOTAL BED CAPACITY 

'JAIL SYSTEMS WITH HIGHEST TOTAL \ OF TOTAL 
MEDIUM SECURITY BED CAPACI'IY BEDS CAPJ1.CITY 

1. St. Louis 58 24\ 
2. Washington 31 55 
3. Becker 30 63 
4. Blue Earth 30 55. 
5. Nobles 23 68 

JAIL SYSTEMS WITH LOWES'!' 
~DIUM SECURITY BED CAPACI'lYa 

53. Otter Tail 4 13 
59. Lac Qui Parle 4 24 
60. Crow Wing 4 17 
61. Isanti 3 33 
62. Houston 3 18 

PP.RCENTAGE OF JAIL SYSTEMS LACKING 
BED CM'ACITY AT 'mIS LEVEL OF SECURITY 29% 

a 
These are the 5 lo\'rest jail systems, of those 
having a medium security level. Eighteen 
systems fo nLt have any capacity at this 
security level: Anoka, Brown, Carlton, 
Faribault, Koochiching, Lincoln, MCLeod, 
Morrison, Mower, Nicollet, Polk, Rice, 
Stearns, Todd, Wabasha, Wadena, Wilkin, 
Winona. 

Minimum Security 

There is only nominal physical security for inmates held in minimum 

security areas. One barrier separates inmates from exterior areas. 
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Frequently minimum securi:t:1' has no separate, locked cells for sleeping I as 
I 

is usally the case in medium and maximum securi~y. Minimum security 

areas may be dormitories - sleeping 4 or 5 persons, rather than one or two 

bed cells. Minimum security areas are frequently used to hold inmates on 

work release (Huber law). 

Table 3-6 illustrates the lack of minimum security bed capacity in 
, 

~ost jail systems. In the typical jail system where 8 beds are available 

in maximum security, there is only I bed (or less) available in minimum 

security. 

" 

TABLE 3-6 

MINIMUM SECURITY BEDS 
AND CELIS 

Beds 
Cells 

'IDTAL MEAN MEDIAN 

306 
102 

3.9 
1.3 

.45 

.45 

Table 3-7 further illustrates the overall lack of minimum security 

capacity among the 62 systems. Eighteen systems have less than 10 beds 

at this security level. Twenty-eight systems (45%) have no minimum 

security bed capacity at all. 
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TABLE 3-7 

MINIMUM SECURITY: EXTREMES IN 
TOTAL BED CAPACITY 

JAIL SYSTEMS WITH HIGHEST TOTAL 
MINIMUM SECURITY BED CAPACITY BEDS 

1. Mower 32 
2. Kandiyohi 24 
3. Anoka 20 
4. Martin 20 
5. Roseau 18 

JAIL SYSTEMS WITH LOWEST 
MINIMUM SECURITY BED CAPACITY 

58. St. Louis 2 
59. Nobles 2 
60. Nicollet 2 
6l. Lyon 2 
62. Becker 2 

PERCENTAGE OF JAIL SYSTEMS LACKING 
BED CAPACITY AT THIS SECURITY LEVEL 

% OF TOTAL 
CAPACITY 

46% 
48 
30 
38 
53 

1 
6' 

11 
8 
4 

45% 

aIncludes only those systems having a capacity 
to hold inmates at this security level. 
Twenty-eight systems have no minimum security 
capacity: Aitkin, Brown, Carlton, Cass, 
Chippewa, Dakota, Douc;rlas, Huhbard, Kanabec, 
Lincoln, McI.eod, MilleI.acs, Horrison, Otter­
Tail, Penni~gton, Pine, Pipestone, Polk, Red­
wood, Renville, Rice, Scott, Sherhurne, 
Sihley, Todd, Wadena, Wilkin, and Winona. 

OVERALL CAPACITY 

The overall capacity of a jail system is the sum of all beds in all 

facilities within that system.* Some of these beds may be in 24 hour holding 

facilities. In such cases, only part of the total bed capacity is available 

for long-term detention of inmates. 

Table 3-8 illustrates the mean and median number of cells and beds 

in the 62 jail systems. As in the tables for t~e various security levels, 

both of these statistics are shown due to the very large number of beds 

in a few of the jail systems. 

*It shOUld be noted that some facilities have beds that are neVer utilized 
due to lack of support or service space I' . 
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TABLE 3-8 

OVERALL CAPACITY: BEDS 
AND CELLS 

Beds 
Cells 

'roTAL MEAN MEDIAN 

1,847 
911 

29.7 
14.8 

21.5 
10.2 

Table 3-9 demOnstrates the great 'difference amonq the 

62 jail systems with regard to total bed capacity. It should be noted 

that all five of the jail systems with ~~e lowest total capacity have main 

facilities that do not operate as jails. (See Appendix K fo;C a list of their 

classification in 1975). 

TABLE 3-9 

OVERALL CAPACITY: EXTRF.MF.S IN 
'IDTAL BF.D CAPACITY 

JAIL SYSTEMS WITH HIGHEST TOTAL BEDS 
TOTAL BED CAPACITY 

1. St. Louis 
2. Dakota 
3. Anoka 
4. Washington 
5. Blue Earth 

JAIL SYSTEMS WITH,LOWEST 
TOTAL BED CAPACITY -----.-58. Lil'leoln 

59. Kanabec 
60. Redwood 
61. Sibley 
62. Penningtona 

222 
71 
66 
56 
55 

8 
8 
7 
6 
5 

aIn 1975, the ~nief River Falls 
holding facility acted as the 
jailing facility for Pennington 
County. There ,'Ii 11 be a new 
facility opening in 1976 for 
Pennington. 
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SEPARATION OF IN~ES 

Separation of inmates is not only necessary between security levels 

but also within security levels. Separate living spaces, sanitation 

facilities, activity spaces, cell units and detention rooms should be 

provided to properly separate various groups of inmates from one another.* 

According to the DOC proposed jail standards**, facilities must detain the 

following groups in separate living areas: 

- male from female 

- witnesses, traffic violators, first lIoffenders ll
, non-support 

and contempt cases front those held or charged with criminal 
offenses 

- minors from adults 

- persons held awaiting trial from other prisoners 

These standards, though applicable to all local secure facilities, are 

most important for those facilities regularly holding inmates in most 

of the above groups. 

Administrators of local secure facilities were asked to list the 

number of inmate groups that could be separated out of sight and out of 

th The~r responses ~ndl.·cated an overall inability hearing from one ano er.. • 

on the part of a majority of the facilities to separate more than two 

different groups of inmates at anyone time by sight and sound. This 

means that in most facilities, persons awaiting trial can be separated 

from those held under sentence only when there are no women or juveniles 

*Minnesota Statutes 641.14, 641.15,. and 636.07 detail the gr~u~s of inmates 
that should be held in separate areclS of a local ~e~ure facl.~~ty: 

**ThAse standards take into consideration the 5pecl.fl.cations l.n Mi~nesota 
Statutes regarding separation of .tnrnate groups. See Proposed Ja~l Standards 
19'76, Minnesota Department of Corrections, p.27. 
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being held. Or, if both juveniles and adults are being held, those adults 

awaiting trial cannot be separated (by sight and sound) from persons under 

sentence. 

Of the main facilities in the 62 jail systems, 5* can hold up to 5 

different groups of inmates in separate living areas at anyone time. On 

the other hand, 15 main facilities cannot p:r;'ovide separate living areas 

for evert 2 groups of inmates at the same time.**(See Appendix K for a 

complete listing of ability to separate inmate groups in main facilities. 

AGE OF FACILITIES 

The age of each of the 62 main facilities is a good indicator of 

physical condition. With some exceptions, older facilities have more 

physical plant a~d equipment deterioration which often creates problems 

in security and separation capabilities. 

Of the 62. main facilities, half (31) are more than 50 years ~ld. Of 

this group over 50 years old, 11 main facilities are over 75 years old. 

The need for new main facilities in many of these jail systems is illus-

trated by the fact that 20 of the 31 counties which administer these 

facilities are at some stage of planning remodeling or new construction, 

inclUding the 2 oldest main facilities in Lyon and Houston counties (See 

Map 3-1) 

*Blue Earth, Goodhue, Mower, St. Louis, and Washington County Jails. 

**Aitkin, Brown, Crow Wing, Faribault, Houston, Isanti, Itasca, Kanabec, 
Koochiching, Ottertail, Pine, Renville, Wadena & Wilkin County Jails 
and the Thief River Falls holding facility for Pennington County. 
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FACILITY RATINGS 

The Department of Corrections has the responsibility, by statute, to 

oversee all secure facilities administered by local units of government. 

Seventy-eight of the 108 facilities are actually inspected by the Insepc-

tion and Enforcement Unit of the DOC.* The ratings for only the main 

facilities in each jail system will be discussed in this chapter. 

Each facility inspected by the Department of Corrections 

is given an overall rating based on its compliance with standards set by 

the DOC. These standards include administration, record keeping, and 

maintenance; minimum requirements for inmate welfare such as food service, 

san:i.tation and inmate programming; requirements pertaining to the design 

of the detention area of the facility such as cell square footage allow-

ances per inmate and security precautions.** These general areas each 

have their own set of specific standards. Facilities are given ratings 

for each category based on their compliance with the standards. They are 

also given overall compliance ratings. Ther.e are different standards 

set for each type of facility, i.e. jails, lockups, and holding facilities. 

Generally, facilities are given ratings based on their compliance with 

standards for their particular classification. Fox' example, a facility 

classified as a lockup is rated on the basis of its compliance with standards 

for lockups. In some cases, though, facilities are classified as lockups 

*Thirty facilities administered by municipal governments which do not hold 
inmates for the county are inspected by local health officers. This 
report is then sent to the DOC. 

**There are 8 categories with separate standards for each category: 
administration, records, inmate welfare, security, program, plant and 
construction, plant maintenance f and food service. 
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or holding facilities but are given ratings on the basis of their compliance 

with standards set for jails. An example of this would be a facility which, 

due to its physical condition or operation is classified as a lockup, but 

. continues to hold both unsentenced and sentenced persons for longer than 

21 days. Thus, they are rated as jails because they operate as jails. 

The minimum acceptable compliance rating is 67%. Table 3-10 illustrates 

the extremes among the 62 main facilities with regard to :their compliance 

with OOC standards (See Nap 3-2). The average overall compliance rating 

score of all 62 main facilities is 52%, well below the 6~% minimum com-

pliance. This low average is a result of the fact that 73% of the main 

facilities have overall compliance rating scores under 67%. 

TABLE 3-10 

OVERALL COMPLIANCE RATING SCORES 
FOR MAIN FACILITIES 

COUNTY RATING SCORES 

HIGH COMPLIANCE RATINGS 
1. Clay 88 
2. Dakota 84 
3. Olmsted 82 
4. Roseau 82 
5. Washington 81 
6. Goodhue 81 

r..ow COMPLIANCE RATINGS a 
58,. Hubbard 37 
59. McLeod 28 
60r. Lyon 28 
61. Rice b 26 
62. MilleLacs b 21 

aA1l of the five main facilities with the 
lowest compliance rating score were rated 
as jails in 1975. Of these 5, only Rice 
and Mille Lacs county jails were actual~¥ 
classified as jails in 1975. 

bThese two facilities will be replaced 
in 1976. 
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Further investigation into results of the DOC's evaluation of local 

secure facilities re-emphasizes the extent of the deterioration in many 

of the 62 main facilities. If just one of the ~ating categories is 

examined, "plant and construction", it becomes even more apparent that 

either extensive remodeling or replacement is needed in many cases. The 

standards included in this category pertain to the size of cells and 

living areas, materials used in construction (walls, ceilings, bars, etc.) 

heating, ventilation, etc. Table 3-11 illustrates the ranges of compli-

ance rating scores in the plant and construction category (see Ma.p 3-~). 

TABLE 3-11 

PLANT AND CONSTRUCTION COMPLIANCE RATING 
SCORES OF MAIN FACILITIES 

RANGES IN COMP.I.! ANCE NUMBER OF 
RATING SCORES FACILITIES 

67% to 100% 
50% to 67% 
25% to 50% 
o to 2S{­

TO.'1.'AL: 

14 
7 
6 

34 
6ld 

PERCENT OF 
TOTAL NUMBER 

23% 
11 
10 
55 
99% 

aThe Thief River Falls Holding Facility is 
'not included in this list. Refer to Figu~e 1 
for a statewide map of these ratings in 
Appendix 
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SUMMARY. 

There is a preponderance of maximum securi tybeds in Minnesota 

jails. Fifty-two percent of the total bed capacity of the 62 systems is 

maximum security. Forty-five percent of the systems have !!£ minimum 

security bed capacity. Many of the main facilities h~ven't the capacity 

to separate groups of inmates from each other. Twenty-four percent of 

the main facilities cannot hold two groups of inmates in separate living 

areas at the same time. 

Many of the main facilities are in poor condition. Seventy-three 

percent of the main facilities had compliance rating scores of less than 

67%, the minimum acceptable score. Only half the main facilities are 

classified as jails. 
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[J INTRODUCTION 

This chapter will discuss three kinds of information relating 

o to inmates. 

First, basic demographic characteristics of the 1975 Minnesota 

jail population will be presented. Included will be numbers of persons 

held and average daily populations for all inmates and for women and 

juveniles. Also included will be basic descriptive data concerning 

inmates' community ties, education, employment, an -: prior criminal recor9S. 

A second kind of information discussed concerns the nature and 

circumstances of the incarceration of those held. Included \'lill be 

o breakdowns by lf~gal status (pretrial, under sentence, other), offenses 
-:) 

charged, and length of detention .• 

'1,/ (} The third kind of information discussed will be descriptors of jail 

use which relate inmates to the other elements of the jail system discussed 

in the previous chapters - crime and demographic characteristics of service 

.( 

(? 

I 
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fl n 
areas and the facilities. Included in this section will be three descrip- 0 u 
tors of jail use: the ratio of average daily population (ADP) to facility 

capacity, the ratio of persons held to service area population, ruld the ratio 0 u 
of persons held to reported crime. Finally, based on relationships discovered n n 

" I 
between inmate populations and service area population, projections will be 

made of future jail populations. ~ 1', u 
INMATE DEMOGRAPHICS il f1 
Tbtal Persons Held 

The Minnesota jail systems studied held nearly 3~,000 persons during 
g {J 

1975. Eight systems which held more than 1,000 persons each (see Table 0 n 
4-1) accounted for 40% of all those held.* Ten jail systems held fewer 

than 200 persons during 1975. Seven of the ten, including the six lowest, 0 0, D 
are in southwestern Minnesota. The "typical" system studied (median of 

the 62) held 476 persons. 
U n 
D !. 0 
a {] 

r~ , J n 
D 0 
0 0 n 

C) 

~8 [} 
c; n n 

.,*,,Appendix L displays total number held for 62 jail systems. 
i> u ~ n 
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TABLE 4-1 

TOTAL PERSONS HELD 
(Highest and Lowest Jail Systems) 

Statewide Total = 38,985 

JAIL SYSTEM # HELD 

l~ st. Louis 3027 
2. Anoka 2677 
3. Dakota 2036 
4. Olmsted 2015 
5. Washington 1546 
6. Blue Earth 1497 
7. Stearns 1180 
B. Clay 1007 

Mean of 62 Systems 629,a 

Median of 62 System!': 476 a 

53. Kanabec 190 
54. Todd 172 
55. Lac Qui Parle 111 
56. Wabasha 164 
57. Chippewa 159 
58. Redwood 106 
59. Pipestone 106 
60. Sibley 99 
61- Renville 85 
'52. Lincoln 40 

a Qifference between mean and 
median indicates that ~ few 
systems held many more but 
that the majority held fewer 
than the 629 mean value. 
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Average Daily Population 

The total. annual average daily population* (ADP) of inmates held in 

the systems studied was 613 persons in 1975. ,Seven jail systems which had 

ADp1s larger than 20 inmates each (see Table 4-2) held more than one-third 

of the total statewide ADP.** Seven small systems, all in southwestern 

Minnesota, each held fewer than two inmates pn an average day in 1975. 

The typical system (median of the 62) held 6.5 inmates on an average day. 

TABLE 4-2 

AVERAGE DAILY POPULATIONS 
(Highest & Lowest Jail Systems) 

Statewide ADP = 612.9 

gAIL SYSTEM 

1. st. Louis 
2. Anoka 
3. Olmsted 
4. Washington 
5. Itasca 
6. Dakota 
7. Blue Earth. 

Mean of 62 Systems 

Median of 62 Systems 

56. Lac Qui Parle 
57. Pipestone 
58. Redwood 
59. Sibley 
60. Yellow Medicine 
6l. Renville 
62. Lincoln 

59.1 
38.2 
25.6 
25.6 
23.9 
21.9 
21.1 

9.9 

6.5 

1.9 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
0.8 
0.6 

• *Annual average daily population = total prisoI1er day/:? for year ~ 365. 
**Appendix L displays ADP for 62 jail systems. 
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Women Held 

One of ten Minnesota jail inmates in 1975 was a woman. The nearly 

4,000 women held were dispersed among all of the 62 jail systems studied. 

The five systems which held more than 200 women each (see Table 4-3) 

accounted for one-third of the women held. * Seven systems held fewer 

than ten women each. 

TABLE 4-3 

WOMEN .!ill!4? 
(High & Low Jail Systems) 
Statewide Total = 3855 

y-AIL SYSTEM 

l. Olmsted 
2. Dakota 
3. St. Louis 
4. Anoka 
5. Blue Earth 

Mean of 62 Systems 

56. Renville 
57. Todd 
58. Wabasha 
59. Pipestone 

.60, Redwood 
61. Sibley 
62. Lincoln 

WOMEN 
HELD 

314 
271 
254 
228 
210 

62.2 

9 
9 
9 
7 
4 
3 
2 

*Appendix M sununarizes data describing women held in all systems. 
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Jail systems which were not among the highest in numbers of women 

held but did hold relatively high percentages of women prisoners were 

Beltrami (22% women), Houston (16%), and Becker (15%). 

While women represented 10% of the total persons held, because of 

their generally shorter stays they comprised only 4% of the statewide average 

daily population. On an average day in 1975 only 24 women were held in all 

the systems studied. Only six systems held at least one woman on an average 

day; only St. Louis held two women on an average day. Women prisoners 

contributed an almost negligible portion of the total ADP in nearly half 

of the 62 systems.* 

.Juveniles Held 

Juveniles are to be held in adult detention facilities only in 

carefully specifieo circumstances.** Nevertheless, nearly 6,800 (17%) 

of all persons held in the adult facilities studied were under the age 

of eighteen. 

Seven systems held more than 200 juveniles ea.ch and together accounted 

for 35% of the juveniles held (see Table 4-4).*** Ten systems held 25 or 

fewer juveniles during 1975. The typical system studied (median value) held 

79 juveniles in the ,course of the year. 

Several systems held an unusually large percentage of juve~iles com-

pared to their total prisoner populations. Systems holding more than 30% 

*Appendix M displays the percentage and ADP as well as the 
number of women prisoners for all 62 systems. 

**,See Appendix J for relevant state and federal statutes. 

***Data 011 detention of juv~niles is displayed for all systems in 
Appendix M,. 
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TABLE 4 ... 4 

JUVENILES HELD 
(Highest & Lowest Systemsl 

Statewide Total = 6194 

NO. OF 
JAIL SYSTEM JUVEN'ILES 

1. Olmsted 642 
2. Dakota 373 
3. Washington 331 
4. Freeborn 290 
5. Beltrarni 281 
6.Blue Earth 249 
7.Anoka 245 

Mean of 62 Systems 109.6 

Median of 62 Systems 78.5 

53. Renville 25 
S4.Todd 20 
55.Chippewa 19 
56 . Clay a 18 
57.Pipestone 18 
58.Sibley 16 
59.Wabasha 5 
60.Lincoln 4 
61.Wright 3 
62.Redwood 0 

HELD 

a Clay County is also served by the 
Northwest Regional Juven~le Detention 
Center which is not. included in the 
report. 
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juveniles were Beltrami, Crew Wing, Freeborn, Goodhue, Meeker, Olmsted, 

Waseca, and Winena. It is net apparent why these particular jail systems 

held such large percentages ef juveniles. 

Juveniles cemprised 7% of the average daily pepulatien held statewide 

in the facilities studied. Ferty-four juveniles were held en an average 

day in the adult detentien facilities eutside ef Hennepin and Ramsey Ceunties. 

Only feur systems held more than two. juveniles en an average day in 1975; 

17 ef the 62 held mere than ene juvenile; 18 ef the systems held less than 

0.1 ADP ef J'uveniles.* The typ~cal J'a~l system t d' d h d ' , • • s u ~e a a Juven~le 

ADP ef less than ene. 

Race of Persens Held 

In the sample ef 415 inmates surveyed in 14 randomly selected jail 

systems,** 91% ef those surveyed were identified as white, 8% were American 

Indians, and 1% were black. Since the sample was drawn at randem, these 

propertiens are likely valid fer the inmate pepulation of all the facili-

ties studied.*** Among the gIL t' enera pepu a ~en in the area stuoied, apprex-

imately .1% are black and .6% a.r:e Irldian. **** 

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Basic inmate descriptive infermation not available in existing 

data seurces was gathered as part ef the Client Characteristics Su~ey. 

*See Appendix M. 
**Page 19 and Appendix F. This infermatien is net new 

cellected in DOC reperts. 
***Becall that Hennepin f.j.nd Ramsey Countilfs were net included. 

****1970 Census. G 

J) 

-80-

;:, 

0'·'" ... 

~ .' ~~\ 

,-, 

f1 u 

u 
U 
II 
n 
n 

n 
n 
n 

'Ii 

Q 

I, 

.f'. I. 

~: 

fJ 

U 
[OJ 

u 
u 
u 
tJ 

[] 

[] 

n 
fl 
[] 

[] 

n 

n 

""iI"''' --• .. "1!:. _ ~_ ..... ~_~ ._~_. _~ ,_~~ ' .••• _ •• __ • 

The survey ef 415 inmates held in 14 randemly selected facilities was 

conducted in July and August ef 1976. While several ef the questiens 

were designed to. evaluate the pretrial release qualificatiens of the 

inmates, these questiens also. served the purpese ef describing impertant 

characteristics ef the inmate pepulatien. These questiens and the 

inmates' respenses to. them are reperted in full in Appendix N. The 

fellewing discussion will highlight some ef the finding$. 

Residence 

Eighty percent ef the inmates surveyed lived in the county where they were 

being detained er in a neighbering ceunty. Three ef five had lived at 

their present address fer ~~re than ene year. One ef five, hewever, had 

been at his/her current address less than three months; ene percent ef 

these surveyed reported no. permanent address. Feur ef five had lived in 

the same area fer mere than five years. 

Twe-thirds ef these surveyed reported that they lived with members ef 

their immediate family. These living with nen-family and living alene 

each represented 15% ef t~.::. inmates surveyed. 

Educatien and Empleyment 

Thirty-six percent ef the inmates surveyed had net cempleted high 

school. Eight percent had attended cellege; 2% were college graduates; 

5% had completed seme kind ef vecatienal training. Of those surveyed, 

13% were enrelled in a schoel er vecational pregram at the time ef their 

incarceration. Of those between the ages ef 18 and 21, 40% had not 

cempleted high schoel. 

; 
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Four of ten inmates surveyed were unemployed. -Three of ten, however, n 
had been at their current jobs for more than a year. One percent of those 

surveyed reported themselves housewives. Among the general population in the 

area studied, the 1975 unemployment rate was approximately 5%. * 

Over half of the inmates surveyed were reported to have a prior record 

of misdemeanor or felony convictions. Fifteen percent had previous felony 

convictions. 

INCARCERATION DESCRIPTORS 

Legal Status 

The inmate data collected and disseminated by the Department of corrections**lJ 

distinguishes two categories of legal status among adults held -- sentenced 

and non-sentenced. A further step taken by this study was to distinguish, 

among the non-sentenced, those held awaiting trial from those held for 

other reasons. *** This "other" or miscella!l5~pus category of inmate legal 

status includes inmates held for the-following reasons: 

on a warrant from outside the jurisdiction 

for paro~~ or probation violation 
'~f 

- pending probate court hearing 

- ~s lodgers (sleepers) only 

- in transit (with another authority) 

There iSl great utili tYJn distinguishing this third miscellaneous 

category of inmates. Important information about those held awaiting 

trial may be lost or diluted when these persons are grouped t;,ogether 

*State Department of Employment Services. 'I 

**The annual Report of Persons Released from Local Correctionsl~Facilities. 
***A careful selection of combinations of "Reason Held" and "Fleason 
R~heased" reported on DOC Fo:tqm 294 (Appendix B) distin9uishe~l the two 
groups of non··sentenced deta'1nees. 
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with non-sentenced inmates held for other reasons. Differ~ces between 

the two groups of non-sentenced inmates in such descriptive statistics 

of stay and pr·oportions of accused feldns and violent as average length 

J • 
offenders confirm the fact that two distinct types of inmate are 1n-

volved. The result is thus three categories of adult inmates held in 

Minnesota detent10n ~ ~ ~ . fac;l;t;es -- pretrial detainees, sentenced offenders 
c-

and adults of other legal status. 

1. Held Awaiting Trial 

By far the majority of persons held in Minnesota jailing facilities 

are detained await~lg trial. This category accounts for 73% (more than 

23,000) of the adult~ held in 1975 in the systems studied. The average (mean) 
.Ii 

jail system studied held 373 pretrial detainees. 

The statewide average daily population (ADP) of pretrial detainees 

was 178 persons. Persons held awaiting trial comprised one-third of 

total adult ADP. The typical jail system had an averagE~ daily population 

of two pretrial detainees in 1975.* 

ence. 

held. 

2. Held Under Sentence 

of 1975 adult ]' ail inmates were held under sent­Sixteen percent 

This category represenb3 approximately 5, 000 of 32, 000 adults 

. 1· , '1 system held 80 sentenced adults in 1975. The tYP1ca ]a1 

D 

n 
n 
n 

-~~. "1 t s var;ed from 3% to 36% in the proportion of all Individual ]a1 sys em • 

u 
'[1 

B 
1~~· . iJ 

adults represented by those held under sentence. 

'1 population of sentenced offenders The etatewide average da1 y 

was 293. Thus, whj,le sentenced offenders represent only 16% of the 

a result of their longer stays they comprise total persons held, as 

over half of the total adult average daily population. 

*A system-by-system summary of the numbers and p:oportions of a;u~;s 
held in each legal status is displayed ~n Apl?end~x O. Average a1 y 
population by legal status is pictured 1n Append1x P. 
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The six jail systems which had 1975 ADP's of more than ten sent-

enced offenders* accounted for over 30% of the statewide sentenced 

lillP. One system, St. Lo~is, held over 8% (25) of the statewide sent-

enced lillP. All the jail systems held sentenced offenders; but several 

held very few, which were in many cases offenders on work release. The 

typical jail system studied held three sentenced offenders on an average 

day in 1£175. 

3. Other Legal Status 

Statewide, 12% of adults held (nearly 3,700) did not fall into 

either the pretrial or sentenced categories of legal status. These 

inmates comprised a statewide ADP of 85. Ten jail systems** helo 

nearly half of the statewide total of inmates and ADP in this category. 

The average system (mean value) held about 60 inmates and an ADP of 1.4 in this 

status in 1975. 

*St. Louis (24.5), Anoka (17.8), Olmsted (13.8),. Itasca (13.5), Blue Earth 
(13.0) and Washi.ngton (H.8). 
**Anoka (330) ,St. Louis (284), Stearns (175), Dakota (161), Blue Earth (153), 
Itasca (140), Olmsted (123), Clay (123), Washington (123), Kandiyohi (103). 
Several of these systems are centered around facilities which are used by 
federal authorities to house federal prisoners in transit. The Washington 
County Jail is ~requently used by state authorities to house prisoners from 
the state prison at Stillwater on a short-term basis. 
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Figures 4-1 and 4-2 (belowl sumocaarize the legal status of adults 

held in Minnesota's local secure facilities during 1975. Note that 

while pretrial detainees make up nearly three-fourths of total adults 

held, they account for less than one-third of L~e total adult ADP. While 

sentenced offenders are only 16% of total adults held, they account 

for more than half of the total average daily population. 

FIGURE 4-1 

TOTAL ADULTS HELD BY 
LEGAL STATUS 

73% 

Pretrial 
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FIGURE 4-2 

ADULT AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION 
BY LEGAL STATUS 

53% 

sentenced 
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Offenses of Inmate Population 

An important descriptor of jail use is the nature of the offenses 

charged against the inmate population. The seriousness of the charges 

against the inmate population is presumably related to other descriptors 

of jail use, such as average length of stay and the use of pretrial 

release and sentencing alternatives. 

1. Distribution of All Charges 

The freqmmcy of categories of offenses covering the entire inmate 

population will be discussed first. The complete distribution of 

charges for th€~ statewide jail population is presented in Appendix Q. 

A summary of the results by major category is presented below. 

- felonies * 16% 
- gross misdemeanors 1% 
- misdemeanors against 

persons 5% 
- misdemeanors against 

property 13% 
- miscellaneous mis-

demeanors 30% 
traffic violations 36% 

Note that the categories of traffic violations and miscellaneous 

misdemeanors, which comprise the least serious offenses, together 

account for morEi! than two-thirds of all persons held during 1975 in 

the Minnesota fc~cilities studied. 

---===,.,....,..,==,"''''''""="'- . 
*Felonies incluc,le homicide, crimes against person, pr~perty c:~mes, sex 

crimes, drug offenses. Gross misdemeanors include cr~es ~ga~nst person, 
property crimes, sex crimes, negligence, drug offenses. M~sdemean~rs 
against personE:" include assault, indecent conduct, non-supp~rt: MiSd~~anOrs 
a ainst property include arson. checks, other fraud, shopl~ft2ng, ~ 0 en 
p;operty, theft:, auto theft, v~ndalism. Miscellaneous misd7meanors ~ncl ude 
disorderly conciuct, contempt of court, drug law, escape, f~re~r~s, game, 
liquor laws tx:espassing. Traffic violations include OWl,. dr~ v~ng af~er 
suspension, , moving violations, non-II'Dving violations ~ leav~ng scene 0 d _ 
acciden t, open pottle. (Data source is DOC Reports 0_ Persons Release 
Appendix B.) 
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Within these major categories, the frequency of occurrence of several 

single offense catagories are important to note. First, inmates charged 

with Driving While Intoxicated (DWI) accounted for more than one-fourth 

of all persons held in 1975. OWl was the charge recorded fo~ more than 

9,500 persons held in 1975. In 27 of the 62 jail systems studied, 

DWI accounted for more than 30% of all those held; included are seven 

systems which held more than 40% DWI. 

The other most frequently occurring charges and -their proportions 

of the total are listed below. 

- disorderly conduct 
- felony property crimes 
- moving traffic violations 
- misdemeanor theft 
- simple assault 
- driving after suspension 

bad checks 

2. Felonies 

8% 
7% 
4% 
4% 
3% 
3% 
3% 

Further discussion of the offenses charged against jail inmates 

concentrates on the numbers of inmates charged with felonies and violent 

crimes. These statistics will be exa~ined for the total jail population 

and among sentenced offenders. 

It has been noted that 16% of all those held (5,885 persons) 

were accused or convicted of felonies. The seven jail systems which 

held more than 200 felons or accused felons* together accounted for 

almost half of the statewide total. The average Minnesota jail system 

studied (mean value) held 95 felons or accused felons in 1975. 

*Anoka (734), Dakota (529), St. Louis (502), Washington (317) f 

Olmsted (282), Itasca (245), Stearns (213). The number and relative 
proportion of felons/accused felons are displayed by jail system in 
Appendix R. 
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The proportion of felons and accused felons held in the individual 

jail systems is also of interest. Felons or accused felons a(f~counted 

for more than 20% of the total number held in 13 of the systems <\. 

studied. In the Koochiching Jail System, more than 35% of those held were 

charged with felon:Les.* 

Eleven percent of sentenced offenders (545 of 4,941) werEl felons. 

While many felons were sent to state institutions (partially explaining the 

lower proportion of felons among sentenced offenders), 53 of the 62 

jail systems held felons under sentence. Well over half of these were 

held in eight of the larger systems. This left the remainder (241) 

spread across 45 different systems, with an average of only five held in 

each system over the course of a year. 

Among non-sentenced persons held, 16% of pretrial detainees and 

26% of inmates of "other" legal status were accused felons. Accused 

and convicted felons are thus, relatively most numerous among the third 

category of in~'nate legal sJcatus. 

3. Violent Offenses 

Another important group of inmates are those charged with violent 

crimes. ** Their proportion of the statewide jail population TAras only 3% 

iD 1975. Only 1,190 of the nearly 39,000 parsons held fell into this 

category. Only two jail systems (Anoka and Dakota) held 100 or more; 

only six systems held as many as 50 ,persons charged with violent 

crimes. *** 

*The large number of felonies in the Koochiching system is the result of 
felony drug offenses connected with Canadiffil border traffic. 

**Felonies and gross misdemeanors against persons. 
,**'\"Anoka (186), Dakota (100), st. Louis (72), Washington (54), Olmsted (52), 

Itasca (50). 
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Less than 2% of sentenced offenders held statewide (only 88 persons) 

were convicted of violent crimes. Only 22 jail systems held such offenders 

in 1975; among these the av~;rage was only four such offenders per system 

during the. year. 

Length of Stay 

Among the most important statistics describing jail use is the. 

average length of stay for those held. In addition to describing the 

detention of individual inmates and the patterns of detention of dis-

tinct groups of inmates, the length of stay of those held is the major 

determinan't of average daily population. Among adult inmate, groups, 

the average length of stay* will be examined for pretrial detainees, 

sentenced offenders and those of "other" legal status. Average length 

of stay for juveniles as a group will also be examine:d. 

1. Pretrial Detainees 

Because persons held awaiting trial represent such a large proportion 

of all tho:=;e held in local secure facilities (75% in 1975), the 1 ength of 

their detention has a great impact on jail use. Among the more than 

23,000 pretrial detainees held during 1975 in the facilities studied, 

the ~** length of stay was 2.3 days. In contrast, the median*** 

stay for the same group statewide was only 0.4 days _. about ten hours. 

Thus, while a minority of pretrial detainees was held much longer, the 

"typical" detainee was held about ten hours. (Minnesot:a Rules of 

Criminal Procedure specify that accused persons who are in detention 

*In the calculation of length of stay, _parts of days are' so counted. 
DOC data. identifies stays less than 24 hours in four hoUl~ intervals. 
**Mean stay = total days + total persons held. 
***Median stay = midpoint. Half of stays were longer than median; 
half were shorter. 
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must be brought before a judge within 36 hours, exclusive of Sundays and 

holidays.) 

Among the individual jail systems studied, the ~ length of 

pretrial stay varied greatly in 1975 (see T.able 4-5).* One Minnesota 

jail system held its pretrial detainees for un average (mean) of 

almost seven days, another system for an average of only ten hours. 

The typical jail system studied held its pretrial detainees for an 

average of 2.4 days. 

TABLE 4-5 

MEAN rm:TRIAL STAY 
(By Jail System-Highs and Lows) 

SYSTEM 

1. Cass (N = 223) 
2. Winona (131) 
3. Crow Wing (249) 
'4. Nobles (164) 
5. Kanabec (~27) 

a Mean of 62 Systems 

57. Brown (114) 
58. LacQuiParle (102) 
59. McLeod (373) 
60. Sibley (44) 
61. Yellow Medicine (107) 
62. Pennington (348) 

a 
Mean of Jail System Hean Stays 

MEAN STAY 

6.7 
5.6 
4.6 
4.4 
4.1 

2.4 days 

0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.5 
0.5 
0.4 

*Appendix S provides a complete system-by-system breakdown of mean 
length of stay for defined inmate groups. 
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Five jail sySt~~E held their pretrial detainees an average o£ 

longer than four days (see Table 4-S 1 . In Crow Wing and Nobles, systems 

with more than one facility, the main facility (county jail in each 

case) held its pretrial detainees even longer than the system average. 

Main facilities of three other jail systems held pretrial detainees £or 

an average of more than four days.* 

One possible explanation for differences among jail systems in 

the mean length of pretrial stay is that different systems hold dif£erent 

types o£ accused offenders. A greater proportion of persons accused 

of serious crimes would be expected to raise the average length of 

pretrial stay in a jail system. Four of the five systems which held 

pretrial detainees an average of more than four days (see Table 4~) 

did hold a higher than average proportion of accused felons and gross 

misdemeanants among their detainees.** 

2. Sentenced Offenders 

The mean length of stay for the 4,941 sentenced o£fenders held in 

1975 in the systems studied was 21.7 days. The median stay for sent-

enced offenders statewide was 10 days. Thus, while a minority of 

offenders were held subs-cantdally lcng6r, the "typical" sentenced 

offender was held for ten days. 

variation among the individual jail systems in the ~ length 

of stay Of sentenced off<::nders was great. As is seen in Table 4-6, the 

mean length of sentenced stay varied from more than 60 days in the 

Waseca System to less than eight days in Yellow Medicine.*** The 

*Roseau County Jail (5.7 days) I St. Louis County Jail (5.5), Polk County J~il (4.9). 
**Readers interested in comparing proportions of serious accused and mean 
pretrial stay for other jail systems are directed to Appendix Too 
***Appendix S displays the complete system-by-system variation. 
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nature of the offenses for whiCh inmates were convicted would also pe 

expected to be associated with the length of sentenced stay. While 

judges' decisions are the determining factor at this stage, this com­

parison is also provided in Appendix T. 

TABLE 4-6 

MEAN SENTENCED ST~Y 
(By Jail System-Highs and Lows) 

SYSTEM 

1. Waseca (N=36) 
2. Fillmore (.48) 
3. Goodhue (39) 
4. Rice (79) 
5. Meeker (27) 

Mean of 62 Systems 

58. Carlton (107) 
59. Brown (44) 
60. Nicollet (44) 
61. Wilkin (128) 
62. Yellow Medicine 

3. "Other" Adults 

(19) 

MEAN STAY 

60.8 days 
41.3 
39.8 
38.3 
38 • .1 

22.1 days 

12.1 
11.9 
11.9 
11.2 

7.6 

Adults held who are neither awaiting trial nor under sentence~ 

prise the third inmate group whose length of stay was examined. The 

com-

statewide ~ stay for inmates in this group was 8.1 days in 1975. The 

median stay for this group was 2.0 days. Thus, the average stay for 

inmates in this third group falls between those of the pretrial de-

tainees and sentenced offenders.* 

*Because this group representS' inmates held for such a wide variety of 
reasons, comparison of mean stay among jail systems WOuld not be 
meaningful for this group. 
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4. Juveniles 

While this report focuses primarily on the detention of adults, 

juveniles were held in all but one of the Minnesota local secure facilities 

studied and represented 17% of persons held in these facilities in 1975. 

The length of their detention is particularly important in light of statutory 

and other restric'cions on the detention of juveniles in such facilities 

(-see Appendix J). The detention of juveniles not certified to stand trial 

.as adults, of those detained for offenses which would not be crimes if 

committed by adults ("status offenses"), or of those for whom legally 

l:equired detention orders and/or petitions were not issued, are matters of 

great concern. Unfortunately, existing data sources do not clearly distinguish 

either juveniles .certified .as adults or those held for "status offenses".* 

Moreover., there is no way to determine from the available data whether .or 

when the required detention orders and petitions were issued for those 

held.. Thus, conclusions about the length of juvenile detention in the local 

secure facilities studied are difficult to draw .. 

The ~ length of stay for the approximately 6,800 juveniles held 

in the facilities studied during 1975 was 1.9 days. The median (half higher, 

half lower) '~b'tay for juveniles W.3.S 0.6 days or about 14 hours. Approxima,tely 

.2400 juv~niles wer.e held longer than 24 hours in 1975. Approximately 11400 

were held longer than blO days. About 400 were held longer than five days. 

*The Governor's Commission on Crimr= Prev(;!ution and Control, in 
Base-line Data on Juvenile Status Of.fenders in Secure Facilities in 
Minnesota, 1975, has estimated the total number of juvenile status 
offenders held in all secure facilities in the state . 
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Among the jail systems studied, the ~ length of stay for 

juveniles varied from 6.9 days (99 juveniles) in Mille Lacs County* to 

only eight hours in Aitkin, Carlton and Wabasha (See Table 4-7) .** 

Because more is not ~ ,own about the juveniles held, conclusions with 

respect to particular systems are difficult. It does seem clear, how-

ever, that in certain systems juveniles are being held in jails and loclcups 

in greater numbers, and for longer periods of time, than the law allows. 

TABLE 4-7 

MEAN JUVENILE STAY 
(In Days-Highest & Lowest Jail Systems) 

SYSTE,M 

1. Mille Lacs 
2. Clay 
3. Winona 
4. Kanabec 
5. Crow Wing 
6. Wright 

State'VTide Mean 

56. Brown 
57. Lac Qui Parle 
58. Lyon 
59. Aitkin 
60. Carlton 
6l. b Wabasha 

MEAN STAY 

6.9 days 
4.2a 

4.0 
3.5 
3.4 
3.4 

1.9 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

aRepresent only 18 juveniles not 
held by Regional Detention Center. 

bRedwood County held no juveniles 
during 1975. 

* Several of these persons were accused of felonies. 
** Appendix S displays mean length of stay for juveniles by jail system. 
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INMATES AND FACI1:'ITIES 

Extent of Use - ADP/Capacity Ratio 

The most elementary relationship between inmates and facilities is 

the number of inmates held at a given time in relation to the capacity 

of the facility or system being examined. The best available measure 

of the extent of jail use is a ratio of the annual average daily 

population to the bed capacity of the facility of jail system. * 

Department of Corrections Detention Specialists advise that the 

optimum utilization rate (ADP/capacity expressed as a percent) for 

local secure facilities is between 40 and 60 percent of capacity. 

Because of day-to-day fluctuations in inmate population, facility main-

tenance requirements and the necessity to separa:te different class­

ifications of prisoner::, facilities operating at Il10re than 60% of 

capacity (based on an annual average daily population) are probably 

overcrowded. 

Viewed collectively as a statewide jail system, th,e local secure 

facilities studied operated during 1975 at 33% of capacity, i.e., the 

statewide ADP of 613 compares with a total of 1852 availab1.e beds. 

*It should be noted that the n~er of beds is in some cases not 
an adequate measure of a facility's real capacity. In som~ facilities 
there are beds which do not meet sta.ndards; in others a lack of 
support space or services makes bed space an inaccurate reflection 
of actual capacity. 
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Among the individual jail systems studied the variation in the 

ADP/capacity measure of use was very wide, ranging from 4% to 80% 

(see Table 4-8).*The ~ ADP/capacity ratio of the 62 jail systems 

studied was 34%. Based on 1975 use rates, only two jail systems, 

both consisting of a sin~le facility operated at greater than 60% 

of capacity (see Table 4-8). Of these, Pennington County has since 

opened a new county jail and has thus resolved its problem. Itasca 

remains in difficulty.** 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
60. 

!) 
61. 

_62. 

TABLE 4-8 

UTILIZATION RATES (ADP/CAPACITY) 
(Jail Systems Above 50%, Below 20%) 

SYSTEM ADP/Capacity 

Itasca 80% 
Pennington 77% 
Mille Lacs 59% 
Steele 59% 
Anoka 58% 
Beltrami 57% 
Crow Wing 56% 
Meeker 51% 

Mean of 62 Systems 34% 

Redwood 19% 
Todd 18% 
Aitkin 16% 
Chippewa 13% 
Nobles 13% 
Lac Qui Parle 11% 
Pipestone 11% 
Lincoln 8% 
Yellow Medicine 8% 
Renville 4% 

*See Appendix L for complete breakdown by jail system (including 
important single facilities). 
**A bond issue in Itasca County failed in NOVelitber, 1976 but local officials 
continue planning and seeking '6upport for improvement. 

-96-

~ 

0 
u 
n 
u 
0 
0 
n 1I 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
a 
[j 

0 
U 
D 
0 

(( 

~ 
~ 

" 
" 

~ 

.~' 

] 
10 
! 
n 

I 0 

o 
[J 

[] 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
[1 

··1 [1 

Ll 

f J 

.. 

Six jail sys'tems had 1975 use rates between 50% and 60%. With the 

'except:i.on of Steele, these systems experienced ovel::crowding in 1975. Of 

these, Mille Lacs and Meeker have since completed new facilities. Anoka, 

Beltrami and Crow Wing are currently planning improvements. 

Two individual facilities which are part of larger systems were over~ 

crowded by their 1975 use rates. The Anoka County Jail operated during 1975 

at 67% of .. capacity and the Crow Wing County Jail at 65% of capacity. Both 

facilities are clearly oVE:rcrowded and are planning improvements. * 

Of the ten jail systems with use ratEs lower than 20% (see Table 4-8 

and Map 4-1), all except Todd and Aitkin are in the southwestern quarter 

of Minnesota. Nobles County recently completed a county jail smaller than 

its previous facility; Pipestone County is building a smaller lockup. 

Lower use rates in this part, of the state seem to be associated with 

'below average crime rates. 

Comparison of the 33% statewide utilization rate with the 40%-60% 

optimum use range suggests that problems of overcrowding in individual 

facilities might be alleviated by better utilization of the existing 

beds in the state. However, in most cases (see Map 4-1) areas of 

underutilization and overcrowaing are too far separated geograph-

ically to make a simple transfer of inmates to available beds possible. 

Moreover, a great proporti.on of underutilized beds are in facilitJ,es 

whose physical condition or other restrictions would make increased 

use difficult or impossible. Many of the beds are in local holding 

faciliti~.s w'hos,e staffing and physical :timitations severely restrict 
;1)\.,. II 

",,:;;'/ 

*Crow Wing County's problem was exacerbated by the ordered closing of 
the Brainerd City Holding Facility. 
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MAP 4-1 

~ 

THE RATIO OF AVERAGE DAILY 
POPULATION To ,_CAPACITY - 1975* 

'* Annual .average daily population/bed capacity of system. Two other 
facilities - the Anoka County Jail (67%) and the CreW Wing county 
Jail (65%) show use rates above 60%. 
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their use. Thus, greater use of currently underutilized beds is, in most 

cases, not a viable solution to existing problems of overcrowding. 

Inmates Held Where Standards Not Met 

The discussion of facilities in Chapter 3 identified specific 

instances where the design, conditions or operation of facilities 

result in failure to meet important minimum standards. The incar-

ceration of inmates in such facilities is, therefore, a matter of 

some concern. The following section will discuss the inmate population 

i.n jail systems whose main facilities fall below standards or lack 

important detention capabilities. 

1. Overall Compliance Ratings 

Annual DOC inspections of local secure facilities result in 

evaluation ratings describing overall compliance with standards 

established by the Department. An overall compliance rating of 67% 

is considered the minimum acceptable. Inmates held in jail systems 
i 
I 

whose main facility fell below this standard according to 1975 
I 
i 

I 
I 

inspections represented well over 50% of the total held in the systems I 
1 

studied. These systems also held over 50% of the total statewide 
f 

average daily population in 1975. 1 
~ 

2. Separation of Inmate Groups I 
Standards established by the DOC and other authorities specify 

that several categories of inmates be kept separated in local secure 

facilities (see Chapter 3). Jail systems unable to separate at 

I 
[ 
I 

~ 
I! 
" least four categories of inmates held alnlost 70% of the statewide 

inmate population in 1975. il 
il 
ji 

\; 
I: 
,I 
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Inmates Held in Facilities Over 50 Years Old 

The life of a detention facility is the subject of some debate 

by knowledgeable authorities. Some experts have cited 30 years as the 

expected life of facilities currently being built. Most would agree 

that facilities over 50 years of age are, in most cases, in need of major 

renovation Or reJl?lacement. In addition to having nearly half the statewide 

total of beds, main facilities built more than 50 years ago held nearly 

40% of the state'wide inmate population in 1975. Several facilities have 

o 
0' 
o 
o 

since been replal:~ed, but a large proportion of the state I s inmate population 

remains in outdai::ed facilities. 

Security Levels a:nd Offenses of Inmate Population u 
Information presented in Chapter 3, Facilities, indicates that 

over 50% of the bI~ds in the facilities studied are maximum security; u 
only 16% of the b'eds are minimum security. Eighteen of the jail systems 

studied, which aCI::ounted for one-third of the statewide total of 

persons held in 1975, had no minimum security capability. Yet in-

formation presenbi~d about the offenses charged against tl10se persons 

held in the facil:Lties studied indicates that two-thirds of those held 

were accused or c<:mvicted of traffic violations or miscellaneous 

misdemeanors. It ;:Ls recogn.ized that offenses alone do not provide an 

adequate indicatiol:l. of the need for security. Inmates must be ol;:lserved 

in order to assess': securi ty requirements. In addition, many persons 

charged with offehses which are not serious nevertheless present security 

problems. Most obJi;el::vers would agree however, that according to current 
,i 

needs local secure ,facilities in existence are, in general, overbuilt in 

! 
the direction of m~!lXimum security. o 
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INMATES AND CRIME/DEMOGRAPHICS 

Jail Population and Service Area Population 

Another measure of the extent of jail use is the number of persons 

held in jail in relation to the general population of the area served 

by the jail. A ratio of the total number of persons held ·to the service 

area population (per 1,000) was calculated for the state and for each 

of the jail systems studied (see Table 4-9).* 

TABLE 4-9 

TOTAL HELD PER THOUSAND POPULATION 
Jail System and System Service Area 

(High & Low Values) 

SYSTEM 

1. Pennington 
2. Roseau 
3. Carlton 
4. Lyon 
5. Koochiching 

Mean of 62 Systems 

Median of 62 Systems 

58. Sibley 
59. Redwood 
60. Lincoln 
61. Nobles 
62. Renville 

# ,HELD PER 
1,000 POP. 

40.4 
31.3 
30.4 
28.8 
28.0 

17.0 

15.5 

6.1 
5.4 
5.0 
4.9 
4.0 

Statewide, 15.7 persons per thousand popUlation were held in local 

secure facilities. This measure relating jail use to population varies 

among jail systems from four to 40 persons held per thousand population. 

Systems whose jail use ranks high by this measure are many of the same 

with high ADP/capacity ratios. Four of the f.ive highest are in northern 
.--~ 

*Appendix U displays together, by jail system, three different measures 
of jail use: ADP/capacity, persons held per thousand population and 
persons held per 100 reported crimes. 
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Minnesota where other indicators of jail use are high. Of the highest, 

Pennington has completed a new facility; Carlton, Lyon and Koochiching 

are in various stages of planning for improvemen'cs. The lowest systems 

in jail use per population are all in southwestern Minnesota where 

other indicators of jail use are also low. 

This measure of jail use comparing jail admissions to service area 

population is of course affected by a jail system's capacity to hold persons. 

Some systems which rank high by ADP to capacity ratio do not rank high by 

admissions-to-population simply because they don't have the capacity to 

hold any higher a proportion of thei~ population. They must therefore 

restrict the use of their facility to the detention of more serious off-

enders/a'iccused offenders. 

Jail population and sei"vice area population are, as might be expected, 

related to each other. Among jail ~ystems, 86% of the variation in 

the number of persons held is explained by variation in the population 

of the system service areas.* Almost as strong a relationship is found 

between average daily population and service area population. Among 

jail systems, 78% of the variation in ADP is explained by variation 

in service area population.** These relationships will be used to make 

projections of future jail populations based on existing projections 

of service area populations. 

Jail Population and Reported Crime 

Another means of describing jail use is to relate jail populations 

to the extent of reported crime. A ratio of the total number of perso!).s 

held to every 100 reported Part I and II crimes*** was calculated for the 

state and for each jail system/service area (see Table 4-10). 

*In bivariate regression, r2 = .855 (significance = .00001) 
**In bivariate regression, r2 = .775 (significance = .00001) 
***See Chapter 2. 
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TABLE 4-10 

TOTAL HELD PER 100 CRIMES a 

(Jail System) (System Service Area) 
(High and Low Values) 

SYSTEM 

1. Sherburne 
2. Todd 
3. Fillmore 
4. Chippewa 
5.Ye110w Medicine 

Mean of 62 Systems 

Median of 62 Systems 

58 •. Winona 
59.,Anoka 
60. Washington 
61. Dakota 
62. Brown 

# HELD PER 
100 CRIMES 

152 
135 
118 
117 

91 

44.6 

35.6 

15 
15 
13 
12 
11 

a Part I and Part II reported offenses 

Statewide in 1975, 26.6 persons were held in local secure facilities 

for every 100 reported Part I and II crimes. Variation among individual 

jail systems, in this as in other measures, was great. Several 'systems 

held fewer than 20 persons in jail for every 100 reported crimes; four 

systems actually held more persons in jail than the number of reported 

crimes. There are several possible explanations for instances where jail 

admissions exceed reported Part I and II crimes. First, jail admissions 

reflect persons held for several reasons other than awaitin~ trial. 

counties might hold prisoners for jurisdictions whose reported crime is not 
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included in the calculations. Persons could be held for crimes not 

included in Part I and II offenses. A final possibility is that the high 

use ratios reflect irregularities in the reporting of crime. By the other 

measures of jail use examined, ADP/capacity and total held/population, 

'these jail systems do not rank high. 

Of the five systems ranking lowest by this measure of use, three 

are metropolitan area systems whose large and growing populations explain 

their low rank by this measure. The other hlO, Brown and Winona" are 

systems whose main facilities are in such poor condition as to severely 

restrict their Use. 

This measure which compares j ail admissions to reported crime pro'-

vides a different perspective on jail use. The great variation among 

the systems studied in this measure of use gives further evidence of the 

great variety of usage practices encountered in this study of Hinnesota 

local detention facilities. 

The relationship between jail use and reported crime is not as 

strong as might be expected. The extent of reported crime in an area 

does not explain a great deal of the variation among jail systems in the 

number of persons held.* This is consistent with the observed fact that 

those systems which rank highest by their ratio of jail admissions to 

reported crime do not rank highest by other measures of jail use. A 

partial explanation for the lack of a stronger relationship between j&ll 

use and reported crime is that clearance rates apparently vary greatly 

among jail systems. 

2 * In bivariate regression, r 

. 7 f 

= ,18, significance = .0007 
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PROJECTIONS 

Given the relationships established between jail system average 

daily populations (ADP) and the general population of system service 

areas in 1975,* population projections can be used to project future 

jail populations. Population projections from the State Demographer for 

1980 and 1985** were used to project total statewide jail population in 

those years. Assumi,ng that the same relationship between j ail populations and 

service area population continues, total statewide average daily population 

should rise from the 1975 level of 613 inmates to 621 in 1980 and 658 in 

1985. The accuracy of these statewide projections c&nnot be estimated. 

It is important to note, however, that the projections depend both on the 

accuracy of the population projections used and on the relationship b~:tween 

jail populations and service area population remaining constant. The, 

projections of future jail population are thus very tentative. 

* See page '102. 
**Hinnesota Population Projections 1970-2000, Office of the State 
Demog~apher, State Planning Agency, 1975. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The nearly 39,000 persons held during 1975 in the jail F3ystems 

examined in this report comprised a statewide average daily population 

of 613 inmates. The distribution of the inmate population across the 

systems studied was not uniform. The ten largest systems held 

approximately half of the total inmate population leaving the other half 

scattered across the remainder of the 62 systems studied. One ~n ten 

Minnesota jail inmates in 1975 was a woman; one in six was a juvenile. 

Survey results demonstrate that a majority of inmates have substan-

tial ties to the communities where they are incarcerated. Four of ten, 

however, were unemployed at the time of their incarceration. Nearly 

four of ten had not completed high school. Mbre than half of those 

surveyed had prior records of criminal convictions. 

Nearly 73% of the adults held were detained before trial or court 

appearance, 16% were held under sentence, and 12% were held for other 

reasons. However, because the average stays of these groups differed 

greatly, sentenced offenders accounted for over half of the statewide 

average daily population and pretrial detainees for only one-third. 

Less than one in six of all persons held was accused or convicted of 

a felonYG Convicted felons accounted f~r only one of ten sentenced 

offenders held. Only one of thirty sentenced offenders was'accused or 

convicted of a violent crime. 

'I I 

Traffic violations and miscellaneous (non-serious) misdemeanors 

account for two-thirds of all persons held in the facilities studied. 

Driving While I ntoxicated was the offense charged against one-fourth of 

all persons held in 1975. 
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While the average length of stay varied widely among the jail systems 

studied, the typical pretrial detainee'spent 10 hours in jail in 1975. 

The typical sentenced offender was held for ten days. Juveniles were held 

for an average of 14 hours in the facilities studied. 

One-third of the beds in the facilities studied were occupied on 

an average day in 1975. Several facilities were clearly overcrowded, 

however, and the geographic proximity of inmate populations and under­

utilized beds does not lend itself to more even utilization of existing 

beds. Jail population pressures are greatest in northern Minnesota while 

underutilized capacity is most frequent in southwestern Minnesota. 

Restrictions on the use of existing capacity resulting from poor compliance 

with standards and poor physical conditions further complicate the picture 

of utilization of existing facility capacity. 

Different perspectives on jail use are afforded by comparing jail 

admissions to service area popUlation and reported crime. Systems which 

rank high by one measure of jail use often do not rank high by others. 

The number of jail admissions is strongly associated with service area 

population but is less strongly associated with the extent of reported 

crime. 

Tentative estimates of future Jail populations indicate that given 

current service area population projections and a constant relationship 

between jail populations and service area population, jail population (ADP) 

should rise only slightly by 1980 and by only fifty inmates (out of 600) 

by 1985. The nature of these assumptions, however, dictates that these 

tentative estimates may be of limited worth given the prospect of such 

changes in the system as the imminent construction of several new facilities, 

a new state maximum security institution, and the uncertain future effects 

of the revised Rules of Criminal Procedure and the Community Corrections 

Subsidy Act. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses j ail personnel, their training, and the 

type of work they perform. Most jails are administered by the 

county sheriff al?.d staff are therefore usually part of the sheriff's 

departm9nt. 

Jail staff perfonn four basic functions: 

1. Custody - supervising inmates, surveill,rce, intake, 
release, and searches; 

2. Programming - working on various types of treatment 
programming, counseling, recreation, and education 
programs; 

3. support Services - performing functions connected with 
food preparation, laundry, janitorial services, record 
keeping, and other clerical services; 

4. Administration - providing overall supervision of 
other jail functions, budget work, representing jail 
to the public, and reporting t6 higher authorities • 

Not all sheriff's personnel work exclusively as jailers; many per-

form other sheriff's functions. Those assigned to jailing may perform 

several of the functions described above. Therefore, in order to 

meaningfully assesf'i the size of jail staffs , ,a standard unit of 

measurement -- full time equivalent -- is used. Full time equivalent is 

the equivalent number of persons assigned to a given task for a standard 

, 
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work day (8 hours). It is calculated first by adding the total number 

of hours in a given day devoted by all workers to a given task. Then, 

this total is divided by 8 hours. The result, is the equivaleIit number 

of full time workers.* 

The major staff descriptors discussed in this chapter are: 

the full time equivalent (FTE) of persons involved in 
custodial functions; 

the ratio o~ FTE custodians to average daily popula­
tion; 

,J " 

• the full time equivalent of 
custodial jailing functions 
tion, and support services; 

persons involved in non­
programming, administra-

the number of hours/year in-service training provided to 
jail personnel; 

• the percent of jail staff which a!:"e male. 

The chapter is divided into four sections: 1) research methods; 

2) size of jail staffs; 3) characteristics of jail staffs; and 

4) relationships between staff descriptors ana other data. 

RESEARCH METHODS 
() 

r 
Most of the information presented in this chaptJr was gathered 

through a survey of the main facility in each of the jail systems 

(See Appendix G) . Sheriffs were asked to respond to a series of questions 

about their jail staff. Details of the survey are available 0n page 22 

* For instance, in county X three deputies staff the jail. Deputy A 
works six hours a day in the jail, Deputy B two hours, and Deputy C 
eight hours. Together 16 hours are spent on jailing each day. 
16 .:. 8 = 2. 0 • The equi yalen t of two full time deputies are working 
in ilie jail. j " 

II 
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In most cases the responses are based on 1975. staffing patterns. Where 

there was a significant change in staffing,between,1975 and.1976, the more \ , 

recent data were used. Two of the 62 jail, systems dio.not respond (Goodhue 

and Nicollet) and one (Pennington) was not included in the survey. 

m~~t or.~,the data presented are based on 59 systems. 

Therefore, 

1/ 
!I 

IQ,/some cases, it was difficult to identify which activities of 

'6he;,;ifi I s staff were exclusively jail related. In such cases, the I! 
Ii 

r4~sponses 

\\ are ba$~,d on "/the sheriff's be"'-t estl.'mate. S' '1 1 ' - ,l.mJ. ar y, l.n some 
" 

in~~ances the sheriffS had to estimate the distribution of time between 

various .. ja:i.lacti vi ties. These results, therefore, should be viewed as 

estimates and not precise figures. However, ~~e results do provide a 

good indication of the relative ... --::c~";-C:: __ Qf staff time devoted to various 

activities. 

SIZE OF JAIL STAFFS 

A full time equivalent ;?f 249 staff are working in a jailing function 
I( 

in the main facilities* of't59 jail systems. 
i; 
II 

TOtal full time equivalent (FTE) jail staff ranges from less than 

one person in the LincOlnl,~\ Redwood, and ~1ilkin systems to 20 in the St. Louis 

:;o:ystem. The median FTE jail\staff is 2 --:, .9 persons per main facility. 
~. 
',' 

Ninety-five perc~nt of the facii\.','tl.'es .L.~ surveyed reported less 
'\ 

than 10 PTE jail staff. In many cases, therefore, there is no't even 

one person devoting his/her full efforts to the jail at all times during 

the day. Frequently, staff perform other functions -- dispatching law 

enforcement officers, or other sheriff's department duties -- while 

* Main facilities are the single facility in each system which provides 
the broadest range of security services. Mapl-l illustrates 
locations of the main facilities. 
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occasionally perfo~ning jail work as the need arises. 

Table 5-1 shows the breakdown of jail staff among the various 

r'" 
functional categories. (A complete table of these st:atis tics. for each 

of the main facilities is presented in Appendix v) • Figure 5-1 shows 

that more than half of all staff til;,e devoted to jails involves the 
v~ 
i'" 

perfo~ance of custodial work. Only three percent is devoted to program 

related functions. 

TABLE 5-1 

FULL TIME EQUIVALENT JAIL STAFF 
BY FUNCTION 

STATEWIDE PERCENT 
TOTAL FTE 

Custody 148 60% 
Programming 8 3 
Support Services 73 29 
Administration 20 8 

TOTAL 249 100% 

FIGURE 5-1 

PERCENT STAFF TIME ALLOCATED 
TO VARIOUS FUNCTIONS 

Administration 
8% 
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CUSTODIAL STAFF 

In the 59 main facilities surveyed, a total of 392 persons are 

working full or part time perfo~ing custody functions. These persons 

account for a full time equivalent of 148 (See Table 5-1). Custodial 

persons range from only one in Redwood and Faribault to 15 in the Steele, 

Washington, and Pine jail systems. The mean custodial staff is 6.6 

persons per main facility. 

Many jails use a rotation system which involves most of the sheriff1s 

• 
staff in part time custodial functions. In Pine County, for instance, 15 

of 16 staffers spend part of their time supervising inmates. Several 

systems, however, employ persons whose exclusive responsitilities are 

custodial. In these 13 systems custodial staff are more likely to receive 

jailer training r'lue to the specialized nature of their jobs. 

Jails which are now using full time custodial staff are listed in 

Table 5-2. 

Sixty-one of the 392 custodians are working exclusively at that 

job. The remaining 331 custodians work only part time in that capacity 

and spend the balance of their time in other sheirff IS dutie$ or non-

custodial jail uuties. 
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TABLE 5-2 

l!~IN FACILITIES WITH FULL TIME 
EXCLUSIVE CUSTODY STAFFa 

_CO_UI_:'-.::JT;,::Y __ 

Anoka 
I 

Clay 
Crml7 Wing 
Dakc:)ta 
Kanc:liyohi 
Marl:~fn 
MowElir 
OttEllr Tail ,-
PoU: 
st. iLouis 
scot:it 
SteEltrnS I wash'.ington 

Tc:iTAL 
, 

NUMBER ]fULL TIME JAILERS 

8 
5 
1 
4 
4 
5 
5 
2 
4 

14 
4 
1 
4 

61 

aCiarl ton and Blue Earth have full 
timel. exclusive jailers who perform 
jail,: functions in addition to custo~y 
fooei

l 
and laundry service, record 

kee];l:ing, etc. 
I 

Of the 392 persops performing custodial functions, the full-time 

equivalent is 148. A:r average full-time equivalent of 2.5 

per main facility works in custodial functions. The main 
I 

staff 

facility 

in the Cass, "raribaul"~, McLeod, Redwood, Renville, Sibley and Wilkin 
-I 

I 

systems reports less :i:han half of one fuLL-time equivalent person per-
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forming custodial funi:~tions. At thE.\ 0ther extreme, the main facility f] 
in the St. Louis Syst~i~m includ~8 14 full-time equivalent custodians. 
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Note that custody functions must be performed 24 hours per day. 

One fUll-time equivalent custodian works only eight hours per day. 

There are obviously large blocks of time in many systems" when no one 

is performing custodia~ functions. This does not mean, however~ that 

someone is not availabl~\to do custody work. Usually, a dispatcher 

or other sheriff's personnel are on hand in the jail performing their 

regular duties and doing custodial work as reQ1tired. 
1\ 
(I. 
l/ 

Programming Staff 

Only eleven systems reported staff working in the programming area. 

They represent a full-time equivalent of only 8.1 persons across the 

state. Most of the 11 counties with programming personnel reported an 

FTE of less than half of one person. Olmsted (1.9), St. Louis (1.0) 

and Polk (3.6) reported the equivalent of mbre than one person working 

in the programming area: 

Support Service Staff 

In the state as a whole', seventy-three FTE persons are working in 

the area of providing support services such as food preparation, jan-

itorial service and clerical assistance. Ottertail has the highest full-

time equivalent of workers in this area (5.9); numerous systems report 

less than one-half of one person performing these services. The mean 

for all systems is 1.2 persons per main facility providing support 

services. 

Administrative Staff 

Across the state, the full-time equivalent of 19.8 people are in-

volved in adwinistrative functions.. These functions are usually part 

of the sheriff's or chief deputy's duties a.nd typically involve about 

one-third of his time (mean = .34). Polk has the highest (2.4) PTE for 

-117,.. 

'~ .. '"-, ... _~_o,--,..,_ .... ~~-..... . .. '-~ ... '~;. '1
1

'1'" ...... - .' • y -or ...... -- .• - •• -.---.----,.~-. ..... '\' 

.• ' .~ '!' "'. . . .tr. __________ ·_lll\-...;;.. _______ ..... ___________ ~....;. ........ ___ ..;.... _______ ...... _...I·..I .. '------:..-...--=-~~---~"-'--~--~------,-,-

""''-, 



, 
j 
i 
i 
i 

" , 

administration. 

Volunteers 

Volunteers also provide staff support to jails, notably in the 

area of programming. Twenty-three systems reported using volunteers 

in p::ogramming work. The numbe:;: of volunteer hours per week ranged 

from one or less in several systems to 24 hours per week in Olmsted, 

which operates a well established volunteer program. The median of 

those systems which use volunteers is two hours per week~ 

CHARACTERISTICS OF JAIL PERSONNEL* 

Dispatcher/Jailers 

Forty main facilities reported using a law enforcement dispatcher 

as the sole custodian of the jail for some part of the day (Table 5-3). 

In many instances, this is an efficient use of sheriff's personnel; par-' 

ticu1ar1y at night when demand for custodial work is reduced. 

However, the use of one person for both dispa'tch a,nd custodial work 

may lead to inadequate surveillance of inmates. The Rough Draft Jail 

Standards** state that combination dispatcher-jailers can be used 

"provided that the standards stated herein related to responsibilities 

of jails can be complied with u~lder such a staffing plan." In other 

words, dispatcher-jailers should be used only if custodial duties can 

be performed adequately. Of particular relevance is the proposed re-

quirement that the custodian make hourly surveillance tours throughout 

the facility. Hence, the use of dispatcher/jailers is only approp-

riate during periods when normal radio traffic would allow hourly 

sux'vei11ance. 

*Appendix W displays facility by facility values for each of the 
statistics discussed in this section. 
**Page l7-DOC-Rough Draft of Jail Standards :\ 
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TABLE 5-3 I 
MAIN FACILITIES USING DISPATCHERS 

AS SOLE CUSTODIANS !~ 
11 

DISPATCHER HAS N PERCENT 1 
SOLE RESPONSIBILITY: 

, 
f 

.' 22 ' I ), Never 35.5% 
Occasionally .6 9.7 I 0-8 hours/day. 8· 12.9 
9-16 hours/day 20 ' 32.3 1 

I 

17-23 hours/day 0 0.0 
, 

~ 
24 hours/day 6 9.7 

[1 
TOTAL 62 100.0% 

~ 

Of course, the larger the facility popu1at;on ... the greater the 

custodian's work load. 0 ne would, therefore, expect that dispatcher/ 

jailers would most efficiently be utilized ;n f ... acilities with smaller 

populations. Figure 5-2 illustrates the use of dispatcher/jailers 

relative to average daily populations. As the use of dispatcher/jailers 

increases, the mean average daily populations of the facilities 

steadily decrease. 
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FIGURE 5-2 

MElu~ AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION BY 
USE OF DISPATCHER/JAILER 

DISPATCHER HAS SOLE 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR CUSTQDY: 

-. Never (N=22) 

0-8 hours/day (N=8) 

9-16 hours/day (N-20). 

16-23 hours/day 

occasionally 

Staff Training 

MEAN. . AVERAGE 
DAIJ .... Y POPULATION 

.. 
. , ... :t ~ 

NONE 

4.5 

I_I'· 

14.9 

10.2 

There is very little formal training available for Minnesota jail 

personnel. Sheriffs' deputies who attend basic law enforcement training 

receive a few hours of training on custodial procedures and record 
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keeping. Some jailers have participated in a more comprehensive. train-

ing program conducted by the Hennepin County Sheriff's Office. Some 

have taken jailer correspondence courses from the U. S. Bureau of Prisons; 

but the vast majority of jailing personnel have received no comprehensive 

pre service training because little is available. 

Consequently, jailers are trained "on the job." Proposed stand-

ards req~re jail and holding facility personnel to complete a minimum 

of 24 hours per person inservice training per year.* Inservice training 

is available in only 28 of the jail systems (See Appendix W) .Of the 

28 systems providing inservice training, the average is about 30 hours 

per jailer per year. Thirteen met the proposed standard of at least 

24 hours/year. Dakota (120 hours per jailer per year), Polk .(87 hours 

per jailer per year) and Hubbard (80 hours per jailer per year) reported 

the highest levels of inservice training. 

Other Characteristics 

On the average across the state, 18% of the custodial personnel are 

women. An average of 10% of those held in the main facilities are women. 

Twenty-five main facilities have no women on the jailing staff. These 

facilities with no permanent female staff held an average daily pop-

ulation of 8.3 women in 1975. In most of these cases" matrons are 

hired to temporarily supervise female inmates. 

On the other hand, five main facilities** report 50% or fewer 

men on the staff. All hold approximately 10% women -- the statewide 

average. 

*Rough Draf·t Jail Standards, page 21· 
**Koochiching, Lac Qui Parle, Lincoln, Polk, Washington 
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T'ne possible imbalance of sex of the custodial ,staff 

with sex of the jail population has given rise to a controversy" 

currently being discussed among stat~ and local correctional off-

icials. Should the state require th~t inmates be supervised b~ ~ 

member of their own sex? The data in this report do not explicitly 

identify cases of male custodians supervising women or vice-versa. 

However, from the data presented above and from information gat~ered 

during visits to numerous facilities, it is reasonable to assume that 

such situations are likely to occur. * 

Most jail staff are sworn personnel, either as sheriff's deputies 

or as jailers,. Thirty systems use sworn officers, exclusively. Eight 

systems reported no sworn personnel performing jail f1,l!lctions, and 

several others indicated a low percentage of sworn personnel (See 

Appendix W). The use of dispatcher/jailers frequently accounts for low 

percentages of sworn jailers. In other cases, "civilian" personnel 

are employed to perform j ail functions, particularly in the areas of 

administration, programming and support services. 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STAFF DESCRIPTORS AND eTHER DATA 

Perhaps the single most useful staff descriptive statistic is 

one which relates the FTE persons in custody work with .the average 

daily population (ADP) of the facility. In effect, this statistic 

describes the number of inmates per staff persons on an average day. 

*As further documentation of this assumption, the Pearson 
Correlation coefficient between percent male staff and percent male 
inmates is quite small - r = .24, signi£:icance .033. 

. " 

'. 
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The National Connnission on Criminal Justice S"t:;tndards and Goals* re-

connnends a ratio of one custodial staff person for every six inmates 

(1: 6) • The mean of main facilities in Minnesota is 1: 3 - one staff 

person for every three inmates. Three systems showing the lowest. 

ratios , Lac Qui Parle, Lincoln and Yellow Medicine (J.:1.) ,are three 

of the smallest systems.** 

Fif~een systems have ADP to FTE custodial staff ratios smaller 

than the 1:6 I standard"; that is, there are more than 6 inmates for each 

custodian (see Map 5-1). The range in average daily populations in the 

15 systems is about the same as the state as a whole. Data on a number 

of crimes, population, facility and inmate descriptors were examined to 

determine which factors have an impact on the inmate to custodial staff 

ratio. However, no statistically significant relationships could be es-

tablished. 

What, then, explains the apparently high inmate to custodial staff 

ratios in these fifteen systems? Table 5-4 suggests some potential 

answers. 

*There is no standard relating ADP to custody s'taff in the DOC 
Proposed Jail Standards; therefore, the standard reconnnended by 
the NCCJS was used. 
**For co~plete listing of all 62 systems, see Appendix X. 
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First, the sherif%'s total complement of staff (mean=13) in these systems 

is somewhat smaller than the statewide average (mean=20). 

Second, jail staffs are significantly smaller in the 15 systems 

than in the state as a whole. The systems under examination have ~n average 

FTE jail staff of 2.2 persons per facility; the statewide avex'age j.s 

4.4 persons per facility. Furthermore, the relative use of sheriff's 

staff for jailing purposes is less in the systems under examination than in 

the state as a whole. The fourteen* systems average 15% (FTE) of 

sheriff's stafi'assigned to jailing while across the state an average 

of 21% of sheriff's staff are assigned to jailing functions. 

Finally, of those assigned to jailing functions, the full-time 

equivalent for non-custodial functions (such as record keeping, food 

preparation, administration) is significantly higher in the l5 counties. 

An average of 55% are performing non-custodial work. 

Thus, high inmate to staff ratios are not explained by differences 

in average daily population. Rather,relatively small sheriff~s staff, 

relatively small proportions of sheriff's staff assigned to jailing 

and relatively small proportions of those assigned to jailing actually 

performing custodial tasks account for higher inmate to staff ratios. 

SUMMARY 

Most jail personnel also perform other law enforcement duties. 

About 60% of jail work is custodial, the balance is admi~istrative, 

programming, or work in providing support services. 

" 

*No figure for Beltrami. 
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Dispatcher/jailers are used widely across the state especially 

in systems with smaller average daily populations. There is very 

little pre service training of jail personnel; informal inservice 

training programs exist in less than half of tr.e state's jail systems. 

The sex of jail staff is not consistent with jail populations. 

Generally, the state's jail systems easily satisfy the "standard of 

one custodian for every Sl.'X l.'nmates. Th ' ose systems which do not meet 

this standard have smaller custodial jail staffs due to relatively 

smaller proportions of sheriff's ~ersonnel being assigned to jail 

work and subsequently smaller proportions assigned to custodial 

functions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The National Sheriffs' Association, in its 1974 Handbook on Inmates' 

Rights, recognizes that jail inmates should have the opportunity to 

participate in education, vocational training and employment as" 

available; * that inmates' rights to a healthful environment include 

opportunities for physical exercise and recreational activities;** and 

that inmates be allowed to visit in private with family members, friends, 

religious advisors, prospective employers and the news media.*** 

The ,Minnesota Department of Corrections, in its proposed Prisoner 

Programming Guidelines,**** states that jails should offer a broad range 

of programs which may include work, education, self-help, vocational 

training, counselling, hobby craft, recreation and other programs. It 

further states that on-site programs should be made available to all 

* page 44 of NSA "Handbook of Inmates Rights" 1974 
** Ibid. page 13 

*** Ibid.page 42 
**** Appendix II to Rough Draft Jail Standards (1976) 
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prisoners to the extent that the prisoners desire them and meet 

eligibility requirements and that resource availability permits. 

This study discusses jail programming largely in terms of specific 

program functions similar to those used in the standards cited above. 

While. it is recognized that the divisions are imperfect, they are useful 

for description and analysis. The categories used include recreation, 

visitation, counselling, mental health services, chemical dependency 

treatment, education and vocational programs ,including w~rk release. 

Wi thin the context of relevant standards and guidelines, programming 

will he discussed from two perspectives. The first section of the chapter 

~Lstinguishes needs for different kinds of programming in the inmate 

population,. It also identifies program opportunities and target popula-

tions which result from larger concentrations of inmates and extended 

stays of individual inmates. The second section examines from several 

points of view the extent to which programming is currently being provided 

in the Minnesota detention facilities studied. 

PROGRAM NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES 

Information about needs and opportunities for jail programming comes 

from two primary sources. First, compilation of the Department of 

Corrections monthly Reports of Persons Released from Jails and Lockups· 

enables the identification of 1) facilities with average daily populations 

so large that full-time programming staff is mandated by proposed DOC jail 

standards, 2) inmates held for long enough periods of time that on-site 

treatment programs are deemed necessary by proposed standards, 3) inmates 

*Appendix B 
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held on alcohol and drug related charges, and 4) inmates held for allegedly 

criminal act~, the commission of which involved chemical abuse. Second, 

information gained in the Client Characteristics Survey serves to identify 

inmates with 1) self-assessed needs for chemical dependency treatment and 

2} possible needs for education and employment related services. 

HIGH PRISOl~R POPULATIONS 

Department of Corrections proposed jail standards designate a facility 

average daily popUlation (ADP) of 25 inmates as the point at which ful1-

time program personnel become necessary.* (Facilities with smaller ADP's 

would be required to designate one of the staff as the program and resource 

coordinator.) Based on 1975 jail populations, only three of the facilities 

studied, together representing 18% of the statewide ADP, would have been 

affected by this proposed requirement (see Table 6-1). F?Ur other facilities, 

which held an additional 15% of the statewide ADP, had 1975 ADP's between 20 and 

250 Thus, one-third of the state's inmate population fell within or near 

this proposed program staff requirement in 1975. Of the three facilities 

which had 1975 ADP's greater than 25, information from the Jail Staff Survey** 

, indicates that the Olmsted and St. Louis Cotl."lty Jails would apparently have 

satisfied the prngram staffing stru1dard; the Anoka County Jail would not. 

None of the four facilities with 1975 ADP's between 20 and 25 reported 

having full-time program staff. 

*DOC Proposed Jail Standards p.18 
**Appendix G 
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TABLE 6-1 

FACILITIES WITH 1975 ADP 
GREATER THAN 20 

FACILITY 

St. Louia County Jail 
Anoka County Jail 
Olmsted County Jail 

Washington County Jail 
Itasca County Jail 
Blue Earth County Jail 
Dakota County Jail 

(statewide ADP = 613) 

Extended Incarceration 

ADP 

50.0 
37.9 
25.6 

24.5 
23.9 
23.2 
20.3 

. DOC proposed Prisoner Programming Guidelines* specify that on-site treat­

ment programs be developed and implemented for every prisoner sentenced in 

excess of 30 days (except work release) and for every non-sentenced person 

detained in eXGess of 30 days. 

In 1975 these guidelines would have applied to 1,267 of the nearly 39,000 

jail inmates held in the systems studied. These inmates comprised a statewide 

ADP of 228 persons in 1975. Thus, while inmates held longer than 30 days were 

only 3% of the total persons held, by virtue of their extended stays they 

accounted for 37% of the statewide ADP (see Figure 6-1). These 1,267 persons, 

*Appendix II to Rough Draft Jail Standards Section E.l 
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228 of them held on ;,1an average day in 1975" would represent the primary target 

population for on-site treatment programs (which might be established) in 

Minnesota jails. 

FIGURE 6-1 

ADULTS HELD IDNGER THAN 30 
DAYS COUPARED WITH TOTAL 

ADuLTS HELD 

ro 
r-I 

m 
fJl 
.jJ 
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nl 
.jJ 
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1.,267 Adults 
Held Longer than 
30 Days (3%) 

ADP OF THOSE HELD LONGER 
THAN 90 DAYS COMPARED 

W!TH TOTAL ADULT AnP 

~ 
;:j 

~ 
.-I 
I'(j 

.jJ 228 ADP of a Adults Held 
$ Longer than 

u.-1J"l_-"'-"-"" ..... ' 30 Days (37%) 

These 1,267 persons were dispersed among 60 of the 62 jail systems 

studied. * One-fourth of the total, however, were concentrated in the four 

metropolitan systems of St. Louis, Anoka, Washington, and Dakota. Well over 

half of those held longer than 30 days were held in the fourteen jail systems 

which held 30 or more persons for such extended periods during 1975. This 

left nearly 600 of those held longer than 30 days scattered in 46 different 

jail systems across the state. The typical jail system studied (median) 

held fourteen such persons during 1975. 

Only 15 jail systems had average daily populations of five or more inmates 

held longer than 30 days. These fifteen systems ~hown in Table 6-2) held 139, 

*For system-by-system breakdown, see Appendix Y. 
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TABLE 6-2 

ADP OF PERSONS HELD LONGER 
THAN 30 DAYS 

(Sentenced and non-sentenced) 
S stems wi th ADP:> 5 

SYSTEM ADP 

st. Louis 28.5 
Washington 11.4 
Anoka 10.0 
Itasca 9.4 
Blue Earth 8.0 
l1akota 8.0 
Cass 7.9 
Crow wing 7.9 
Martin 7.9 
stearns 7.7 
Beltrami 7.6 
Kandiyohi 7.4 
Fillmore 6.3 
wright 5.9 
Olmsted 5.1 

(Statewide ADP = 228) 

or 60%, of the statewide total ADP of 228. Thus, 40% of the ADP of inmates 

held for extended stays, or 89 inmates on an average day, were dispersed 

among the 45 jail systems (only 2 inmates per system). Note that only the 

St. Louis County system (ADP = 28.5) held more than 12 such inmates on an 

average day in 1975. 'l'he typical j ail system studied (median) held only 1. 5 

such inmates on an average day in 1975. 

Of the 1,267 adults held longer than 30 days, 678 (53%) were sentenced 

offenders and 589 were non-sentenced persons. Of the 228 total ADP, 125 (55%) 

were sentenced offenders. Thus, the two distinct Prisoner Programming Guide-

lines, for sentenced and non-sentenced persons held longer than 30 days, each 

affeqt.a.bqut"half of all the adults held for such extended periods. * 

*Appendix Y provides a summary of information about population of inmates 
held longer than 30 days, including total persons held and ADP for all, 
sentenced and non-sentenced. 
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Alcohol and Drug Related Incarceration 

Among persons held for any length of time, some indication:'of the 

need for programming comes from the extent that alcohol and drug use are 

involved with their incarceration. Examined are 1) the frequency of 

chemical abuse involvement with allegedly criminal acts and 2) the frequency 

of incarceration for alcohol and drug related offenses. 

The DOC Report of Persons Released from Jails and Lockups includes notation 

of cases where chemical abuse is involved either with the alleged offense Or 

with the circumstances of arrest. As is shown in Figure 6-2 chemical abuse 

was involved in some way with the incarceration of 38% of those held in the 

facilities studied. These nearly 15,000 inmates accounted for one-fourth 

of the total statewide average daily population in 1975. 

FIGURE 6-2 

INVOLVEMENT OF CHEMICAL ABUSE 
I 

;~ " 
WITH INCARCERATION 

(39,600 Total Persons Held) 

-137-

" 

I I;: 

,I 

, 



/ 

i 

1 
.1 
I 
,I 

1 
,I 

" .j 

'J 

! , :J 

1 
1 , l 

i 
i 

\ ~ 

Analysis of the charges recorded in connection with those held in 1975 

indicates (see Figure 6-3) t .. hat 41% of the cases studied represented charges 
- "=-~--;; 

related to alcohol or drugs.* More than 16,000 inmates were held in connec-
.)1 

tion with alcohol or drug related offenses. As in the case of chemical abuse 
Ii 

)1 

resulting in incard~ration, a quarter of the state I s ADP are held in, jail 

under charges involving alcohol or drugs. ** 

FIGURE 6-3 

ALCOHOL OR DRUG 
RELATED CHARGES 

(39,000 Total Persons Held) 

Of course, these two approximate measures of need for chemical depen-

dency treatment overlap. Some individuals were charged with chemical related 

offenses and had chemical abuse noted. One or both of the indications of 

*Included are Driving While Intoxicated, Open Bottle, Disorderly 
Conduct, Misdemeanor Drug Offenses, Liquor Laws, Felo11Y Drug 
Offenses l and Gross Misdemeanor Drug Of,fenses. ' 

h ' 
**Appendix Z provides system-by-system brea1,~down I.'):C both of these ,measures 

of the- need for chemicall dependency treatment. 
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need for chemical dependency treatment occurred in 45% of all the cases 

studied. Nearly 18,000 of those held in 1975 were involved. These figures 

demonstrate clearly a substantial need for this treatment. 

Inmate-Expressed Need for Chemical Dependency Treatment 

The Client Characteristics Survey* asked 415 Minnesota jail inmates 

whether they would participate in chemical dependency treatment if it were 

available to them while they were in jail. Separate questions concerning 

alcoholism and drug abuse treatment were asked. Tables 6-3 and 6-4 report 

the inmates' responses. 

TABLE 6-3 

IlWOULD YOU PARTICIPATE nl' 
ALCOHOLISM TREATMENT?" 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

TOTAL 

44% 
54 

2 
100% 

(182) 
(225) 
( 8) 
(415) 

TABLE 6-4 

"WOULD YOU PARTICIPATE IN 
DRUG ABUSE TREATMENT? II 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

TOTAL 

32% 
67 

2 
101% 

(131) 
(277) 
( 7) 
(415) 

Of the 415 inmates surveyed, 190 (46%) responded positively to one or both of 

the questions. 

Assuming the same proportion of need in the overall 1975 jail population, 

a projection of this proportion indicates that nearly 15,000 adult inmates 

held in 1975 found themselves in need of some kind of chemical dependency 

treatment. Among sentenced offenders surveyed, 54% responded positively-

n:nis proportion of sentenced offenders projects to about 2,700 persons st:ate-

*For copy of Client Characteristic Survey, see Appendix F. 
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"Tide in 1975. Among those survey.... who were held longer than 30 days, 44% 

said they would participate; this projects to about 550 persons of those 

held longer than 30 days in 1975. Thus, on the basis of 1) the involvement 

of chemical abuse in incarceration, 2) the number of alcohol and drug-

related charges, and 3) the inmates' own assessment, there is a clearly demon~ 

strated need for chemical dependency treatment in Minnesota jails. 

Need for Education Services 

A good indication of the need for educational programming comes from 

the proportion of the inmates surveyed who had not completed high school. Of 

408 inmates res~onding to the question concerning level of education com-

pleted*, 8% had completed 8th grade only, and another 29% had finished only 

some high school. Thus, 37% had not. completed high school. Moreover, among 

the inmates surveyed ~"ho were age 18 through 21, 42%, had not finished high 

school. Just among adult inmates**, then, nearly 40% appear in need of. 

educational services. 

Need for Employment - Related Services 

Similarly, indication of the need for employment-related services comes 

from the inmates' answers to questions regardipg their employment status. 

Of those responding to the employment question, 3% reported. that they lost 

their jobs as a result of their incarceration, another 3% were collecting 

unemployment compensation, and a further 35% reported themselves unemployed. 

There is no reason to believe that the proportion of unemployed is not as high 

*See Appendix F for wording of question and Appendix N for 
complete report of responses. 

**Juveniles were not surveyed. 
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among only those inmates who are incarce~ated for longer periods and are 

thus better candidates for such programmi.ng. 

PROGRAM AVAILABILITY AND DELIVERY 

Once some idea of the extent of need for different kinds of jail 

programming has been established, it remains to inquire into the provision 

of such programming in the Minnesota jail systems studied. The question 

of provision of programming services is approached from two points of view. 

The first is to ascertain how widely the different kinds of program-

ming are available in the Minnesota jail systems studied. To this end, 

facility administrators were asked in the Surv~y of Jailing Practices* 

what programming services, among several specified, were available to 

inmates held in their facilities. With regard to visitatio~, the extent of 

visitation permitted was determined by the jail study research staff as 

part of data collection visits in selected sample counties. 

The second perspective on program provision is to examine the extent 

to which program services are actually delive~ed to individual inmates. 

To this end, the Client Characteristics Survey asked the inmates surveyed 

whether any of several specified program services were provided to them 

during their stay in jail. In the case of visitation, logs were consulted and 

estimates were made by jail staff where necessary to gauge the extent of 

visitation that occurred in the facilities sampled during 1975. 

Further information relating not to the availability or delivery of 

specific services but to the general level of pl:ogramming being provided in 

*Appendix D is survey instrument. Appendix AA summaries program availability. 
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Minnesota jails comes from two additional sources. First, information 

concerning the allocation of jail staff and volunteer time to programming 

comes from the Jail Staff Survey~ Second, eValuntion of the general level 

of programming being provided in I>1innesota jails comes from the annual 

detention facility standards compliance ratings of the Department of Corrections 

Inspection and Enforcement Unit. 

One final perspective on jail programming was affor~ed by the inten-

sive study of four Minnesota facilities (see Chapter 9). Visits to these 

facilities afforded clo~e hand observation of a few specific examples of 

jail programning. Descriptions of these specific examples will be 

provided in footnotes as the individual program functions are discussed. 

Recreation 

The Survey of Jailing Practices asked facility administrators whether 

certain recreation opportunities were available to inmates held in their 

facili ties. Grouped together as recreation were access to library mater-

ials, table games, and ~xercise. 

The National Sheriffs' Association Guidelines affirm that inmates' 

legal rights include reasonable ,access to a wide range of reading material.** 

Of the 62 jail system main facilities surveyed, 30 reported that library 

materials were available to' inmates. Included are a few facilities which 

report regular visits of bpokmobiles. Most facilities reporting the availability 

of such materials maintain coll~ctions of paperback books and magazines for 

inmate use. Twenty;"'chree of the 62 main facilities reported that tables games 

were available to inmates. 

*Appendix G 

**NSA Handbook on Inmates' Rights p. 44. 
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The Sheriffs' Association Guidelines also provide that inmates' rights 

to a healthful environment include reasonable opportunities for physical 

exercise and recreation activities.* Sixteen of the main facilities 

surveyed reported that exercise opportunities were available to inmates. 

Among the facilities visited by jail study research staff, exercise 

opportunities varied greatly. Opportunities encountered varied from 

weight-lifting in common areas to volunteer supervision of inmate visits 

to local recreation facilities. Thus, the recreation opportunities avail-

able to Minnesota jail inmates are very limited. 

Visitation 

Among the inmates' rights cited by the National Sheriffs' Association 

is the right of jail inmates to "visit in pri-.rate • with family members, 

friends, religious advisors, prospective employers, and the news media in 

keeping with a reasonable jail schedule."** Further comments provided by 

the SheriffS' Association for guidance as to the right to visitation suggest 

that visitation hours be flexible enough to permit visitors to come on days 

when they are not employed, and to allow exceptions to rules when visitors 

travel substantial distances. The comments also specify that there should 

be no limitation on the number of visits by a pa.rticular individual, and 

that each visitor be allowed to g'tay at least one hour. 

Data collection site visit.;s to fifteen randomly selected counties 

included inquiry regarding hours of visitation. Visiting hours were found 

to vary greatly among facilities. In the relatively large facility in Mower 

County, for example, visiting is allowed during only one hour per week. 

*Ibid, p. 13. 

**~, p. 42. 
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In the much smaller Pipestone County Jail, visiting is allowed at almost 

any time. Most of the facilities allowed between four and eight hours per n 
week of visitation. 

In order to measure and compare the extent of visitation which 
D 

actually occurred in 1975, an index of visitation*' was calculated for each n 
of the 13 sam~le facilities which kept visitation logs. The index combines 

the number of visits logged (or estimated) with the number of prisoner- n 
weeks served in the facility examined. Among the tilirteen facilities for 

which the necessary information was available, this measure of visitation 
u 

occurence varie~ from a high of 2.6 visits per prisoner-week in the Douglas u 
County Jail to a low of 0.5 in the Fillmore County Jail. The mean value for 

the thirteen facilities was 1.3 visits per prisoner week. u 
The randomly drawn sample of fifteen counties likely provides an 

accurate reflection of visitations statewide. More allowance for visitation n 
appears necessary in some facilities tf the National Sheriffs' Association 0 
Guidelines are to be followed., i\1hiJ e physical limitations of iacili ties do 

create problems in some places, tJhe provision of greater opportunity for 0 
visitation would seem in must cases to be neither difficult nor costly. 

Counselling 
0 

Counselling refers, in this study, to help provided inmates in such 0 
areas as domestic relations, money management, and other social and personal 

r~tters not connected with more sophisticated treatmept programs. 0 
Responses to the Survey of Jailing Practices indicate that 34 of the 62 

jail systems report the availability of counselling services (see Map 6-.1). 0 
I 

Approximately two-thirds of the 1975 statewide average daily population of [1 1. 

*Index _. number of visits logged';' number of prisoner weeks held. 
EXAMPLE: 624 visits logged = 0.9 visitation index 

679 prisoner weeks , 
Values for the thirteen counties are reported in Appendix CC. 
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MAP 6-1 

REPORTED AVAILABILITY OF 
COUNSELING SERVICES 

(by Jail System) 
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inmates was held in the jail systems where counselling services were 

reported to be available. 

Unfortunately, no data on which to accurately assess the need for 

counselling services among the Minnesota jail population are available. 

According to the results of the Client Characteristics Survey, 12 of 415 

inmates surveyed (3%) reported receiving counselling services during their 

incarceration. Of these 12 inmates, 7 were held in just 1 of the 15 fac-

ilities in which the survey was conducted.* 

Thus, it appears that although counselling services are reported to 

be available to two-thirds of those held in the jail systems studied, the 

services are not actually being delivered so widely. It is probable that 

the need for such services does exist, but that available resourc(~s are not 

now finding their way to the inmates in need. 

Mental Health Services 

Facility administrators in 39 of the 62 jail systems reported that 

mental health services (psychiatric treabnent, diagnostic services) were 

available to inmates in their charge (see Map 6-2). Over 70% of the 1975 

statewide average daily popUlation was held in these facilities. 

Again, data on which to assess the extent of need for such services 

*The Blue Earth County Jail in Mankato and Mankato State University 
have a cooperative arrangement which results in faculty and staff of 
the University providing a wide range of counselling services to 
inmates at the jail. A sample of inmates surveyed indicates that 
18% of inmates held in the facility are served by the counselling 
program. 
The Olmsted County Jail in Rochester, not one of the 15 facilities 
surveyed, operates another impressive counselling program. Involved 
are full-time program staff, specially trained custody staff, 
volunteers'JI and other existing social service resources in the 
community. The program provides a wide range of counselling ser­
vices with emphasis on chemical dependency problems. One uniqu,e 
aspect of the program is its follow-up of persons who provisionally 
are released but return to the facility for counselling by jail staff. 
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is not now available. It is clear from conversations with sheriffs, how-

ever, that such services are utilized fairly frequently in some facilities. 0 
According to the Client Characteristics Survey, two of the 415 inmates D 
surveyed received mental health services during their incarceration. While 

the extent of the need for such services is uncertain, it is probably safe U 
to say that better coordination of existing community'resources would 

result in the delivery of these services to a larger number of Minnesota G 
jail inmates. 0 
Chemical Dependency Treatment 

Thirty-nine of the jail sys'cems surveyed reported the availability of fi 
chemical dependency treatment to jail inmates (see Map 6-3). These systems 

held three-fourths of the 1975 average daily population statewide. 0 
Recall that nearly half of all inmates held in the facilities studied 

demonstrated a need for some type of chemical dependency treatment as indi-
0 

cated by drug abuse connected with charges or behavior leading to arrest. H 
About the same proportion of the inmates surveyed judged themselves in need 

of such treatment. However, less than two percent of those surveyed reportea 0 
having received chemical dependency treatment. Of those held longer than 30 0 
days, 44% (12 of 27) said they would participate in such treatment if it were 

available to them while in jail; two others were uncertain. Three of the 0 
27 received either chemical dependency treatment, counselling, or mental 

health services during their incarceration. 0 
Thus, there seems certainly to be an unmet need for chemical depen-

dency treatment in Minnesota jail facilities. The special requirement of 
0 

screening for chemical dependency as a condition for the disbursement of 0 
6 
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0 
crime control funds for corrections construction means that this area 0 
requires particular attention by jurisdictions seeking such funding. The 0 
proliferation of chemical dependency problems across all sectors of 

society, however, means that no jurisdiction can afford to ignore the need D 
for such services. 

Education D 
The National Sheriffs' Association Handbook on Inmates' Rights states 0 

that inmates should have the opportunity to participate in education 

programs. * The Sheriffs' Handbook on Jail Programs cites national studies 0 
showing that a large proportion of jail inmates are functionally illiterate.** 

Recall that 37% of all those surveyed, and 42% of those age 18-21 surveyed, 0 
ho.d ~ completed high school. The need for such services is, therefore, 0 ~. 

great. 

Fifteen of the 62 jail systems surveyed reported that education E 
services were available to their inmates (see Map 6-4). These systems 

accounted for about 40% of the statewide average daily population in 1975. Q 
Thus, 47 of the jail systems and 60% of the total 1975 jail population were 0 
without access to educational programming. 

Moreover, none of the 415 inmates surveyed in mid-1975 reported receiving ~ 
education services during his/her incarceration. It is likely that conducting 

the sur-.fey during the summer months \-lhen many high schools and vocational o 
schools are closed caused the extent of educational progrruruning to be under-

estimated. However, the limited extent of education programming reported 
a 

*Page ~4, Handbook on Inmates' Rights 

**Page 25, Handbook on Jail Programs 
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by facility administrators by itself indicates that ed.uoetional resources 

need increasingly to be brought into Minnesota jails. The .. existence of a 

few impressive education programs provide the exceptions to the statewide 

picture of education programming.* 

Vocational Programs 

According to the National Sheriffs' Association, jail inmates should 

have the opportunity to participate in vocational training and employment 

as available.** Twenty-three of the 62 jail systems report the availability 

of job placement and/or vocational education services (see Map 6-5). Just 

over half of the 1975 statewide average daily popUlation was held in these 

systems. 

Recall from the previous discussion of inmate needs that 40% of the 

inmates surveyed in mid-1976 reported themselves unemployed. Fewer than 

1% reported having received job placement or vocational education services. 
(:\ 

Thus, these services need to be brought into more Minnesota jails. 

Work Release 

The National Sheriffs' Association Handbook on Jail Programs*** states 

that, from both rehabilitative and economic viewpoints, work release makes 

good sense. Few would doubt the wisdom of this general statement about 

work release and local detention facilities. The working inmate maintains 

his ties with job and community, can help support his family, and is able in 

*The Northwest Regional Corrections Center in Crookston operates a 
comprehensive education program. Established largely with LEAA 
funding, the ambitious program includes a full-time education 
director and two part-time professional educators from state and 
local education institutions. The programming in-;,ludes diagnostic 
educational services, tutoring, and college and vocational planning. 
An average of 30 residents per month were involved in 3rd quarter 1976~ 

**Page 44, Handbook on Inmates' Legal Rights 

***Ibid. p. 33 
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many cases to contribute toward his own support in the detention facility. 

Yet statistics for 1975 generated by the Department of Corrections 

show that thirt~en of the 62 jail systems studied reported no use" of work 

release during 1975 (see Map 6-6 and Appendix BB). Only 21% of sentenced 

offenders held statewide during 1975 participated in work release. Twenty-

seven percent of all the days spent under sentence were spent on work 

relea~e. It appears that significantly increased use of work release is 

both possible and desirable. 

The label "work release" is attached to several quite different kinds 

of programs found in Minnesota detention facilities. The "program" may 

consist of permitting inmates to continue during working days jobs they held 

before their incarceration. Tran~portation may be provided to inmates on 

work release. In other systems job placement and/or vocational education 

services are integrated into the work release program.* Sometimes inmates 

contribute toward their room and board from wages earned. Their contribu-

tions may go far toward supporting the cost of administering" the program.** 

Program Compliance with DOC Standards 

The one available overall measure of the progranuning being provided in 

Minnesota jails comes from the DE,partment of Correctio:n,S Ins,pection and 
,'/ 

Enforcement Unit. The Unit annually inspects all county opel:'ated jailing 

facilities and its evalua tioll of . a facility's compliance, wi thlstanc1ards 

*The Northwest Regional Corrections Center in Crookston, :with the 
aid of LEAA funds, operates an impressive and comprehens'ive work 
release program for its sentenced offenders. A full-time work 
release director provides the wide ranging program which, serves 
approximately 20 inmates at any one time. Besides counselling 
with inmates and families in job r.el~ted matters, he wor:ks with 
community reS01.lrces in locating and developing jobs and counsels 
both employers and clients once placements are made 

**See Chapter 9 (The Costs)" 
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relating to programming results in a numerical progrZ'm rating between 

o and 100.' A rating of 67 is considered to be the "llci.nilUUl\\ dcceptab~e." 

The program rating considers: 

1. Provision of program space, equipment, and materials. 

2. Degree of supervision 'and control of program activities within 
cell areas. 

3. Degree of supervision and control of pronram activities outside 
of cell areas. 

4. Extent of compatibility of programming to prisoner needs. 

5. Level to which programming is consistent with available resources. 

6. Degree of interest and staff attitude toward prisoner programming. 

7. Leve1 of consistency of programming with usable community 
opportunities. 

8. Variations in amenities related to the classification of 
prisoners. 

9. Staff resources assigned primarily for program purposes. 

• 
Based on their 1975 compliance with standards relating to programming, 

the main facilities of only 5 of the 62 jail systems studied meet or exceed 

the minimum acceptable level of jail programming. These are the jail systems 

of Blue Earth, Martin, Olmsted, Polk, and st. Louis Counties. The ratings of 

38 of the main facilities fell below 35.* Fifty-seven of the 62 jail system 

main facilities do not meet standards for jail programming. 

Jail Staff in Programming 

The allocation of jail staff to programming functions has been discussed 

both in the previous chapter and earlier in this chapter in connection with 

facility average daily population requiring full-time programming staff under 

proposed DOC standards.** A few points will bl? .. briefly reviewed. Of the 

facilities with 1975 ADP's greater than 25, the St. Louis County Jail and 

*Program ratings for all system main facilities are incl~ded in 
Appendix BE .. 

**Chapter 5 
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Olmsted County Jail have full-time program staff persons; the Anoka County 

Jail does not. Among the other facilities studiE\d, only the Northwest 

Regional Corrections Center employs full-tune staff for programming. 

Only 11 of the 62 jail systems studied reported any staff time allo-

cated to programming. Among these, the full-time equivalent* of staff 

devoted to programming ranged from .05 (Beltrami) to 3.6 (Northwest 

Regional).** A statewide total of' S.l full-time equivalent program 

staff were reporteu. Very little staff time in Minnesota jail facilities 

is devoted to programming. 

Volunteers in Programming 

The National Sheriffs' Association recognizes that, in the light of 

existing jail program budgets in most localities, volunteers can be a great 

benefit to jail programming and that their services may often be superior 

to anything comparable which might be purchased.*** In many instances, 

volunteers are the only way some services can be delivered to jail inmates. 

According to results from the Jail Staff Survey,**** volunteers are 

currently involved in programming in 23 of the 62 jail systems. Their 

contributions, expressed as volunteer hours per week, vary among the 23 

systems from one hour in several systems to 24 hours per week in Olmsted 

County.***** 

*40 hours per week = one full-time equivalent (FTE) of staff. See 
also Chapter 5. 

**Appendix V reports FTE program staff by jail system. 
***Handbook on Jail Programs, p. 43. 

****Appendix G. 
*****Olmsted County provides an ambitious program of volunteers in service 

to the criminal justice system. Services provided to jail inmates 
include one-to-one counselling, group sessions on employment-seeking 
skills and money management, recreation supervision, and tutoring. 
Volunteers also provide assistance to community corrections staff in 
pre-sentence investigation, court intake interviews, ru~d alternative 
sentencing programs. Appendix V reports hours of volunteer program 
service by jail system. 
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Suy~y AND CONCLUSIONS 

The primary target populations of inmates for j ail programming are 

those inmates grouped together in sufficient numbers and tilose held for 

a sufficient length of time to make programming practical. It has been 

shown that 1) these groups of inmates are relatively small in comparison 

wi th the total Minnesota j ail population and 2) with some exceptions, 

they are widely dispersed across the state. Those held longer than 30 

days represent over one-third of the total statewide average daily 

population, but their dispersal remains a problem. Almost half of those 

held longer than 30 days are scattered across 46 of the 62 jail systems. 

This wide dispersal of inmates makes the provision of programming services 

very costly. 

The need for jail programming is demonstra'ted in several areas. 

Nearly half of all persons held in Minnesota during 1975 were shown by 

three indep~ndent criteria to be likely in need of chemical dependency 

treatment. Over one-third of those held had not completed high school. 

Four out ot ten were unemployed. Recall that these proportions represent 

upwards of 10,000 persons based on 1975 inmate populations. 
I 

While facility administrato:cs report the availability of many program 

services in many of the Minnesota jail systems studied, the Client Charac-

teristics Survey suggests that not many inmates are provided such services 

during their incarceration. Thirteen jail systems report that ~programming 
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is available to their inmates. While counselling, mental health and 

chemical dependency are r~port~dly.ava~l~le to a majority of Minnesota 

inmates, large nwnbers of.inmates apparently need but do not receive these ser-
• • I' ~. • ." r 

vices. Moreover, education and v9cational programs, as well as physical 

exercise, are not so w~<lely ava~lable. W k I . • • orre ease ~s apparently not 

being utilized to nearly the extent possible. A quick glance at the maps 

which chart the reported aVnilability of programming services highlights 

some of the problem areas. North central and southwestern Minnesota seem 

to be particularly short on available jail programming. 

The small amount of jail staff allocated to programming and the low 

level at which programming is evaluated with respect to DOC standards 

further confirm the lack of resources devoted to programming in Minnesota 

local detention!acilities. 

Three primary conclusions are suggested. First, there is an insuffi-

cient concentration of inmates in groups large enough to facilitate more 

and better programming. Programmin~ is best now where larger groups of 

inmates are concentrated. Too many inmates are scattered in small facil-

ities where great improvement in programming is too expensive. 

Second, there is a lack of delivery of programming services in relation 

to demonstrated need. While data is somewhat short in this respect, it 

would be difficult to argue that more data would not serve to make this 

case stronger. Common sense supports the notion that there is a substantial 

need among jail inmates for the services discussed. In the cases of chemi-

cal dependency, education ,and employment the need is demonstrated. With 

respect to physical exercise and other services discussed, the need is also 

clear. 
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Third, there seems to be a lack of the necessary coordination to bring 

community'resburces to the inmates in need. 
.'::.;" '! 

In many cases, the resources 

do exist. Area mental health centers, local educational institutions, 

employment service agencies and a vast and largely untapped potential of 

citizen volunteers are but a few of the resources available widely. Much 

improvement in the delivery of program services would seem to be possible 

with impro~ed coordination of existing resources. 
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INTAKE SCREENING 

When a person suspected of committing a crime is arrested,and 

brought to a local detention facility, he is first put th"rough the facility's 

established booking procedures. Following booking, according to the 

recently revised Minnesota Rules of Criminal Procedure the continued 

detention of the accused person must be reviewed. "If the person has 

been arrested for a misdemeanor offense, he ~be issued a 

citation and released from jail unless there is a substantial like-

lihood that he will fail to respond to a citation. "* Accused felons 

may be released according to the same criteria. 

Within the context of the Rules, several options are open to the 

officer in charge of the detention faCility. An accused person may be: 

. / 

- diverted from the criminal justice system to some 
other more appropriate community resource or prcgrarn 

issued a citation directing his appearance in court 
and then released ("jailhouse" citation) 

- released on his own recognizance (ROR) pending his 
appearance in court 

• 

.,; C. Paul Jones, "Overview of Criminal Procedures," 1975, P. 4. 
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- released under conditions specified in court guidelines 

pending appearance (conditional release) 

- released after raising bail to guarantee his appearance 
in court 

- detained until some change in his inunediate condition 
(such as intoxication) enables his release, or 

- detained in the facility until his first appearance 

For each person arrested and booked into the facility, the authorities 

there must decide which of these options to exercise. This process is 

referred to as "intake screening." 

One possible mechanism for providing this screening function is 

outlined by C. Paul Jones in his "Overview of Criminal Procedures."* 

"After 'booking,' the person who has been, arrested may be inter­
viewed by a member of a pre-court screenirt'i'\ unit, such as a bail 
evaluator or probation officer to ascertairrbackground and fi~­
ancial status. This information will be used later to determ~ne 
whether the person should be released without bail, the amount 
of bail if any, eligibility for defender services, to obtain 
medical or psychological assistance, for possible diversion from 
the criminal justice sY~,tem, for use in arriving at a plea 
agreement and may constitute the basis for any pre-sentence in­
vestigation." 

Ramsey County currently utilizes such a pre-court screening unit, a part 

of Project Remand. Hennepin COlmty has also experimented with such a 

unit. In the Minnesota jail systems studied, however, almost all screen-

ing which now occurs at jail intake is done by jail staff. Given. current.: 

*C. Paul Jones, "Overview of Criminal Procedures," 1975, p. 4. 

-164-

o 
tJ 

n. 
(! 

B 

n 
• "C' ". -·· ... ·-~-'··-;-·~-~--· .. --:"7i-· -, -, '.---~~.-.... 

"" ii, .' , ."It' 
. ,.j If' .. 

.j, 

Ii 

! .. 

,1; -, I .. 

·':;"'''':-::':i0=''''''h~~~~ " 

n 
n 
n 

prisoner volumes and budgetary restraints, it is likely that in the 

Ll Minnesota jail SystEmS outside the Twin Cities screening will continue 

u to be perfo;rmedlargely by sheriffs' personnel working in the facilities. 

It is apparent from the range of options available that intake 

u screening has great potential impact on the facility, the 10.cal criminal 

justice system and the conununity. How these options are exercised 

r~( depends on the range of community resources available and on the 

r' ..! 
screeners' ability to distinguish client needs, their knowledge of ex-

I' 

isting resources and their willingness to make full use of the options 

U available. 

In this chapter, the uSe, of pretrial alternatives in the context 

Fl of the jail system is examined from two perspectives. The first focuses 
II 

n on the release/detain decision at the j ail. It examines the number of 

persons released at intake and within 24 hours in comparison to the total 

rl t number of pretrial detainees. It also examines characteristics of persons 

U 
detained ,(and released in an attempt to determine how the system distinguishes 

between those detained and those rel;eased. The second section 

fl examines the use of the different alternatives to pretrial detention. i' 

I 

F j 
THE DECISION TO RELEASE OR DETAIN 

Release at Intake 

fI One measure of the use of al t;ernatives to pretrial detention is 

[1 
, 

n .\ 

, 
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the number of detainees released at jail intake as a proportion of the 

total nUlllher held await.ing trial. "Intake" has been defined as the 

initial four hours of detention.* The measure is applied only to those 

persons identified as being held awaiting trial. Four hours is considered 

sufficient time for booking and screening for release to be cong;>leted 

for the great majority of detainees.** 

It is important to note that this is not by itself an adequate measure of 

the process of intake screening, which is more a matter oE who than of 

how many are released. The nUl:nber of persons "releaseable" at jail 

intake depends on how discretion has been exercised by law enforcement 

officials in their decisions to stop, arrest and bring persons to the 

facility. This measure is used because it represents the best possible 

approximation of a measure of intake screening given the data available: 

Of the statewide total persons held awaiting trial (pretrial detainees), 

40% were released during the defined intake period (S~e Figure 7-1). Four 

out of ten persons held awaiting trial in 1975 spent less than four hours 

in jail. 

*Available data source identifies detention in four hour intervals for 
persons held less than ~~4 hours. 
**In the case of person:~ arrested for Driving While Intoxicated, who must 
normally be held longer than four hours, "Intake" was defined to extend 
eiyht hours into detehtion. 
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Tl.:BLE 7·-1 

% RELEASED AT INTAKE 
(High and Low Jail S1's tems) 

SYSTEM % RELEASED 
AT IN'I'AKE 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

r,yon 
Goodhue 
Pennington 
Blue Earth 
Lincoln 

71s~ 

64 
64 
61 
58 

Mean of 62 Systems 37% 

58. 
59. 
60. 
6l. 
62. 

Koochiching 
Hubbard 
Fillmore 
Cass 
LeSueur 

14% 
13 

9 
8 
1 

Among the 62 jail systems studied, there was surprising variation in 

the percentage of detainees released at intake ranging from only 1% to 70% 

(see Table 7-1).* The average jail system studied (mean value) released 

37% of its pretrial detainees during the intake period. 

FIGURE 7-1 

PRETRIAL DETAINEES RELEASED AT INTAKE 
(23,180 total cases) 

Detained Past 
Intake 

60\ 

*Resu1 ts for all 62 systems in percent released at intake are reported 
in Appendix DD. 
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The reader who is familiar with jailfaciliti~s in Minnesota will 

note the great variety among those systems which releasecl a large pro-

portion of detainees during the intake (Table 7-1). The high rates of 

release at intake in the Lyon, Pennington and Lincoln systems are likely 

attributable to a combination of 1) overcrowded or otherwise in-

adequate conditions and 2) less serious offense patterns which require 

less frequent detention pendin~ court appearance. The newer and 

larger facilities in Goodhue and Blue Earth, on the other hand, appar-

ently evidence by their higher rates of release at intake greater 

screening for release. 

Among the systems which released relatively few pretrial detainees at intake, 

Koochiching, Hubbard, and Cass held relatively large numbers of accused felons 

and gross misdemeanants among their pretrial detainees. Thus, they would 

be expected to release proportionately fewer detainees at intake. There is 

no apparent explanation however, for the presence 6f the Fillmore and LeSueur 

systems in this group. 

Release Within 24 Hours 

Further insight into the issues involved in intake screening and the 

use of pretrial alternatives is gained by determining, for comparison with 

release at intake, the proportion of detainees released within 24 hours. 

Statewide in 1975, 40% of the pretrial detainees were released at intake. 
\~: 

The prop:;;rtion of detainees released w':ithin 24 hours was over 70%. Among 

the jail systems studied, the proportion of detainees released within 

24 hours varied from 30% to 95% (see Table 7-2).* Of the systems which 

released more than 85% of their detainees within 24 hours, most had main 
·r, ~ 

facilities which were restricted to use as lockups or holding facilities. 

\; *Appendix DD displnys by j ail system the proportion of detainees released 
within 24 hO\l;t's.· . ., 
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TABLE 7-2 

PRETRIAL DETAINEES RELEASED 
WITHIN 24 HOURS 

(High and Low Jail Systems) 

% RELEASED 
SYSTEM WITHIN 24 HRS. 

b Pennington 95% 
2. Pipestone 95 
3. Sibley 95 
4 yellow Hedicine 95 
5. Brown 91 
6-Lyon 91 
7. Blue Earth 89 
a. Clay 88 
9- Lincoln 88 

10. LacQuiParle 87 
11. Carlton 86 

State\,lide 71% 

57. Hubbard 49% 
'58. Itasca 42 
59. Winona 40 
60. Cass 39 
61. Koochiching 39 
62. I,eSueur 30 
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Systems whose main facilities were rated as jails yet released more than 

85% of detainees within 24 hours were Blue Earth, Clay, Carlton, and 

Mower. 

Systems which released less than 50% of pretrial detainees within 

24 hours are several of the same which released the smallest percentage 

at intake. The additions, Itasca and Winona, are both systems \vhose 

0vercrowd~~~ and/or poor conditions restrict their use to more serious 

off':mdera/accused offenders. LeSueur is again among those releasing the 

fewest withou.t apparent exi;tlanation. 

Examining The Release DecisiDn At Intake 

Perhaps the most central question in a discussion of pretrial al-

ternatives and the screening process at jail intake concex'ns who 

shall be detained and who released. The Minnesota Rules of Criminal 

Procedure specify that, when a person accused of a misdemeanor is 

brought to a place of detention, the officer in charge of the f~cility: 

" ••• shall issue a citation in lieu of continued detention 
unless it reasonably appears to the off~cer that detention 
is necessary to prevent bodily harm to the accused or an0ther 
or thaG t~ere is a substantial likelihood that the accused 
will fail to respond to a citation. If the defendant is 
detained, the officer in charge shall report to the court the 
reasous for the detention."* 

.J 

The Rules allow the issuance of such "jailhouse citations" to accused 

felons and gross misdemeanants. 

j?,ail reform projects dating to the ea-v.-Iy 1960' s, most notably the 

Manhattan Bail Project of the Vera Institute, have attempted to 

narrow the rer",ase/detain decision to a question of thr; likelihood of 

*Minnesota Rules of Criminal Procedure p Rule 6.01, Sllbd. 1, (1) 
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the accused person's appearance in court. By analyzing rates of 

accused persons' failure to appear in court, these projects have dem-

onstrated that much greater use can be made of pretrial release al-

ternatives without great risk of accused persons llot appearing. 

Accused persons are asked questions designed to predict the likeli-

hood of their appearance. A numerical score calculated on the basis of 

their verified responses is then used to determine who should be de-

tained pending appearance and who released. 

In order to evaluate such release/detain decisions in the Minnesota 

facilities stUdied, the research staff asked such questions of the pre-

trial detainees interviewed in the Client Characteristics Survey.* 

The result was a score for each detainee based on t~e application of 

the established "release criteria" to his or her answers.** The 

score thus describes the I'releaseability" of pretrial detainees by 
" II 

predicting the likelihood of their appearance in court. The serious-

ness of the alleged offense is included in the evaluation. 

One problem encountered in the application of these criteria to 

the detainees interviewed was the impossibility o. verifying the 

detainees' answers to the release criteria questions. This step in the 

process is, of course, essential in deciding whether or not to re-

lease potentially dangerous persons. As this verification was not 

possible in the context of the Client Survey, it wa.s decided on the basis 

of consultation with local atlthorities on pretrial release to adjust 

downward the score of every detainee surveyed.*** 

*See Appendix F for survey instrument. 
**See Appendix EE for explanation of formula for calculation of the 
release criteria score. 
***This and other methodological issues are discussed in l\ppendix FF f 
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Because the intent of eXamining the release criteria scores was 

to evaluate release at intake, the target population of the analysis 

was those pretrial detainees who were held past intake. The objective 

is to determine how many of these persons might have been "releaseable." 

The criteria specify that accused felons who score +5 or higher and 

accused misdemeanants who score +3 or higher be recommended for release. 

Of all the pretrial detainees surveyed who were held past intake 

(see Table 7- 3), 64% scored high enough to qualify for release. Of 

the accused felons heid past intake, 44% (21 of 48) would have qual­

ified for release. Of the accused misdemeanants held more than four 

hours, 69% were "releaseable" by the established criteria. Thus, 

nearly tWo-thirds of a sample of pretrial detainees held past intake 

were apparently releaseable on the basis of accepted criteria for release. 

TABLE 7-3 

PERCENT "RELEASEABLE" OF PRETRIAL 
DETAINEES HELD PAST INTAKE 

Accu -;ed Mis demeanan ts 
Accused Felons 
All Accused 

# HELD PAST # PELEASE~~LE 
INT~.KE BY VERA SCORE 

176 122 
48 21 

224 143 
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69% 
44.% 
64 % 
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Assuming the same proportion of the 1975 ja.il population studied 

was releaseable, a logical next step is to project the number of re-

leaseable detainees held past intake during .1975. About 16,500 non-

sentenced persons were held past intake in the jail systems studied 

during 1975. If 64% of them were releaseable, about 10,600 persons 

were held who would have qualified for release had the established 

criteria been applied to them. 

The average length of stay for pretrial detainees was 2.3 days;* 

thus, "relsaseable" detainees were held for approximately 25,000 prisoner-

d A, t an average cost of $20.00 per prisoner-day,** the detention ': ays. 

of releaseable persons cost Minnesota taxpayers around $500,000 during 

1975. 

Comparison of Scores for Those Held and Released at Intake 

The previous sectio:1. examiiled the release criteria scores of 

those pretrial detainees who were held past the defined intake period. 

Another application of the same criteria is to compare the scores of 

those held past intake with the scores of those released at intake. 

Thus, the two groups of detainees can be compared in terms of their 

"releaseability" in order to further evaluate the release decisions 

being made in the random sample of Minnesota jails. Recall that the 

higher the score, the more releaseable is the person by the established 

criteria. If the screening for release is working at all, the scores 

should be higher for those released than for those held past intake. 

ri 

*See Chapter 4 I page '9r" 
**See Chapter 9, 
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TABLE 7-4 

MEAN RELEASE SCORES OF DETAlNEI:S HELD 
PAST INTAKE AND RELEASED AT INTAKE 

DETAINEE GROUPS HELD PAST INTAKE RELEASED AT INTAKE 
I I Mean I I Mean 

Score N Score N 

Accused Misdemeanants 4.3 176 5.5 120 
Accused Felons 3.3 48 3.0 10 
All Accused 4.1 224 5.3 130 

I 

Among all pretrial detainees surveyed (see Table 7-4), the scores 

of those released at intake (mean score = 5.3) ~markedly higher 

than of those detained past intake (mean score = 4.1). Among accused 

misdemeanants, the scores were also markedly higher for those released 

than for those detained. Interestingly, alltong the accused felons 

surveyed, the scores were slightly lower for those released than for 

those detained. This unexpected result is probably explained by the 

small number (58) of felons surveyed. Thus, by their difference in 

scores as groups, existing screening is generally working to detail1 

those less likely to appear in court and release those more likely to 

appear, at least among accused misdemeanants. 

Releaseable Held Over 24 Hours 

I.,ess than 30% of pretrial detainees are held longer than 24 hours. 

In order to evaluate screening which occurs after the defined intake period 

but before the end of 24 hours of confinement, the release scores of the 

surveyed detainees held longer than 24 hours were examined. Using this 

method it was earlier found that 64% of detain~es held past intake were 

"releaseable" according to the criteria used. 
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Of all the pretrial detainees surveyed who were held longer than 

24 hours (see Table 7- 5 ), 59% were found to be releaseable by the 

established release criteria. This includeq 37% of accused felons and 

66% of accused misdemeanants ~urveyed. Thus, of those detainees who 

remained in detention after 24 hours, nearly as great a proportion were 

found to be releaseable as of those held past intake (see Table 7-3). It 

appears then that the quality of the screening whid1 occurs after intake 

but during the first 24 hours does not improve over that which occurred 

during intake. 

TABLE 7-5 

"RELEASEABLE" PRETRIAL DETAINEES 
HELD OVER 24 HOURS 

# HELD PAST # RELEASE ABLE % RELEASEABLE 

Accused Misdemeanants 
Accused Felons 
All Accused 

INTAKE 

97 
32 

129 

Release Scores and First Appearance 

BY VERA SCORE 

64 
12 
76 

66% 
37% 
59% 

A comparison of release scores can also be made between those detainees 1) re-

leased from the jail before their first appearance in court, and 2) those 

detained in jail until appearance.* The difference in the mean release 

(Vera) scores for these two groups of detainees (see Table 7-6) 

indicates that, by the point of first appearance, the screening has 

*Records of first appearance and length of detention of detainees 
surveyed made identification of these groups possible. 
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progressed further. That is, when the scores of those released and de-

tained are compared at this point (Table 7-6), the differences between 

the two groups are more pronounceQ than at intake (Table 7-4). 

TABT..E 7-6 

MEAN RELEASE SCORES OF DETAINEES 
HELD PAST AND RELEASED 

BY FIRST APPEARANCE 

HELD TO 
FIRST APPEARANCE 

(N -= 77) 

2.3 

;/ RELEASED BY 
i/ 
FIRST APPEAR..~CE 

(N = 277) 

5.2 

The mean score for those released by first appearance remains 

approximately the same as for those released at irttake (although more 

than twice as many detainees - 277 to 130 - have been released by 

this point) • However, the mean sCore of those remaining in detention 

at first appearance (77 of the 224 detained past intake) has dropped 

almost two points. As one would expect, the screening for release 

continues by courts as well as jail staf~f as pretrial'''1etentioncon-, 

tinues. It would seem appropriate to ask why a greater percentage of 

detainees cannot'be released at the intake stage. 
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THE PRETRIAL RELEASE ALTERNA'rIVES 

The discussion to this point h~s considered the questions of who 

will be released and when. At this point, the discussion cunsiders 

the choice among the alternative forms of pretrial release. Recall 

from the initial discussion of intake screening at the outset of .this 

?hapter that a wide range of alternatives are available to screeners 
\ 

at t~he j ai~. One of them, continued detention in t4e facility, r~s 
'.' 

been discussed." Three of the other alternatives, diversion from the 

criminal justice system, issuance of citations at the jaiJ, and condition-

al release, cannot be distinguished in existing sources of data. Information 

concerning the use of these alternatives is lost in existing data sources 

within the categories of release on bail and release on recognizance 

(ROR) • 

Thus Bail and ROR are the only pretrial release alternatives originally 

discussed for which frequency-of-use~data are available. The primary 

source for these data, the DOC Report of Persons Releasedr distinguishes 

the "Reason for Release" for all persons released from Minnesota de-
\'~ 

tention facilities. Bail and ROR account for the great majority of 

releases of inmates identified as pretrial detainees (see Table 7-7 artd 

Figure 7-2). Note also that among the other "Reasons for Release ll ar.e 

alternatives which are not really releases in the sense that they have 

been discussed to this point. Rather, they represent transfers to 

some other detention authority or facility. Bail and ROR, then, to-

gether account for four-fifths of the "releasesll of pretrial detainees. 

*See DOC Form 294B at Append:i,x B. 
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TABLE 7-7 

"REASON FOR RELEASE" FROM JAIL 
FOR PRE'rRIl~ DETAlNEESa 

REASON FOR RELEASE FREQUENCY (%) 

Bail Stl,81?lied 
ROR \ 
To Anoth~r Authority within State 
Case Dismissed or Not Guilty 
Paid Fine 

39% 
40 

6 
3, 

I 

To Court - Disposition Unknown 
Othe~ " .. 

N = ·~2, 828 Cases 

3 
6 
3 

100% 

, •• <t .. 

alncludes all pretrial detainees, regardless 
of leng~L of detention. 

b To Out of State Aut~ority, to Federal 
Authority, Transfers within County, 
Temporary Release 

FIGURE 7-2 

BEI,E1\SES OF PRETRIAL DETAINEES 
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Release on Bail 

u The available statistics on the use of hail unfortunately do not 

u distinguish traditional bail from alternative fo~s of bail. liltern-

atives to the traditional bail bondsman system which are in use in some 

u jurisdictions include (1) ten percent or cash bail, whe:r.e the accused 

U 
may be released upon paying directly to the court 10% of the amount of the 

bond originally set, an.d (2) "community bail", where interested citizens 

'I ,"-::,,,.-'; . 

n 
U pool resources in order to provide bail for persons eligible for but 

unable to raise bail by tradLtional means~/ 

n Of the persons detained for any length of time awaiting trial in 

I U 
Minnesota during 1975, 39% were released on ba.il (see Table 7-7 and 

Figure 7-2). Among the 62 jail systems studied, the variation in the use of 

n bail compared to the other release al ternati ves,., is striking, ranging from 

~i i 
U 

87% to 7% (see Table 7-8).* The typical jail system studied released 

38% of its pretrial detainees on bail. 

U For the systems which exhibit the most frequent use of bail, there 

U 
is no apparent explanation in other descriptors of jail use. Wadena 

County especially seems unexplainably high in bail use. There appears 

U to be very irregular impact on bail u,se across Minnesota from 

the directive of the revised Ru,ies of Crimi~al Procedure to reduce t~e 

---
.., 
L:l 

U 

fJ u *Appendix DD displays % released on bail for all 62 systems. 

.[1 
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TABLE 7-8 

PERCENT OF PRETRIAL lJETAlNEES 
RELEASED ON BAIL 

SYSTEM % BAIr~ 

1. Wadena 87% 

2. Fillmore 65 

3. Kalldiyohi 6~ 

4. Todd 61 

5. Scott 59 

Hean for 62 systems 38 

58. Carlton 16 

59. Goodhue 13 

\ 

60. steele 12 

61- Chippewa 11 

62. Renvi1lEl 7 

number of cases in which the posting of bail is required.* The most 

likely source of the irregular impact observed is in the discretion 

exercised by judges in their release decisions, and in the direction 

they provide to sheriff's~personne1 in the facilities. 

':Release.· on Recognizance lROR) 

Of those persons held for any length of time awaiting trial in 

Minnesota during 1975, 40% were released on their own recognizance, 
'J 

Le., witholit bail. Comparoing the 62 jail systems, the variation is 

again striking from 81% to 2% RORe see Table 7-9). The average (mean) 
. . , 

.syste1ilt:e1eased" 41% of its pretr:i,aiy~eeainees·e on their o~n recognizance. 

-
(I 

. *See Chapter ,10. 

{) 
.,.'.-, « ...... ' .. ,;:"-
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TABLE 7-9 

PERCENT OF PRETRIAL DETAINEES 
RELEASED "BOR" 

S'YSTE~ ~ L Lincoln 81-% . 
2. Steele 77 
3. Carlton 76 
4. Mower 74 
5. Sibley 70 

Since persons are normally released eitheron recognizance or on bail 
• 1, -:.-. :." •• , 

systems Which make frequent use .of BOR generally make infrequent use 

of bail and vice versa. Thus, three of the systems which rank among 
" 

the five ~ighest in use of bail (Wadena, Fillmore and Kandiyohi) rank 

among the lowest in use of ROR. S ' , 1 1 t . ' 1~~ ar y, wo systems ranking lowest 

~\l ~ us~ of ~!,ai1 (Carlton and Steele) rank highest in use of ROR. By :, ~ 

way o,f exp'lanation for the extreme variation observed, it can only be 

reiterated that,crimina1 justice system authorities around Minnesota 

o 

,i 

seem to be adopting the dire9tiV'es of the "New Rules" vl.9ry unevenly. ;~hus, 

it is likely that persons charged with the same offense and ~x-

hibiting otherwise similar characterJ'.r.::t1' cs q l' f' th f _ ~a 1 Y1ng em or release 

Q. 
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will be treated very differently depending on the ~inn~sota county in 

whic~ they happen to be arrested. 

Release Scores and the Bail/ROR Decision 

The Vera-type release criteria have previously been used to eval-

uate present screening for the decision to release or detain accused 

persons pending appearance in court. Because the Client Character-

istics Survey distinguishes those detainees released ROR from those re-

leased on bail, the same analysis can be used to evaluate the screening 

for the decision to require bail for release. If the purpose of bail 

is to guarantee appearance in court, those persons for whom bail is 

required are presumably poorer risks for appearance than those released 

without bail. This hypothesis can be tested using the same release 

criteria scores employed earlier. Those for whom bail was required 

should exhibit lower scores as a group. 

Among all pretrial detainees released from jail prior to ti1eir 

first appearance in court (see Table 7-10), the release scores reflect no 

difference between those released on bail and those released ROR. Among 

tha accused misdemeanants surveyed, the mean scores for the two groups 

released and detained were nearly the same. Among accused felons, 

the scores wer(~, in fact, markedly higher (indicating better likelihood 

of court appearance) for those released on bail than £or those released 
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ROR. * Thus, existing screening is apparently not working to require 

bail of those least likely to appear for trial and to release without 

bail those most likely to appear. 

'l'ABLE 7-10 

RELEASE SCORES OF THOSE RELEASED 
ROR AND ON BAlLa 

DETAINEE GROUPS RELEASED ROR RELEASED ON BAIL I I I I Mean I Mean 1 
Score N Score N 

Accllsed l1isdemeanants 5.4 171 5.3 64 Accused Feluns 3.9 29 4.8 13 All Accused 5.2 200 5.2 77 

*Small number of accused felons (see Table 7;~lO) suggests caution be 
exercised with this result. 
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RELATIONSHIPS 

A general objective of this study has been to explore the inter-

relationships of the various descriptors of jail use examined to 

see how the different elements of the jail systems impact on one another. 

In this chapter, the general objective becomes the more specific one of 

exploring the relationships between the primary measures of the use of 

pretrial alternatives and other measures of jail use. The primc>.ry 

descriptors of .the use of pretrial alternatives are ~) the percent of 

pretrial detainees who are released at intake, and 2) the ratio of 

the frequency of release on bail to that of release ROR. This section 

will attempt to explain as much as possible of the variation in the use 

of pretrial alternatives by variation in other measures of jail use 

hypothesized to have an impact on the former. 

Release at Intake 

Several variables describing jail use were hypothesized to be 

associated with the percent of pretrial detainees released at intake. 

That is, variation in these variables was thought to be related to 

the variation among jail systems in the percent of detainees released 

at intake. The variables chosen to be tested for their impact and 

explanations of their supposed impact on the percent released at intake 

are: 

1. Total persons held 

. " 

This measure of the volume of turnover of inmates 
reflects the amount of screening necessary. Larger 
systems which do more screening should do "better" 
screening. 
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2. Staff training index* 

Better trained staff would screen out a greater proportion 
of detainees for release at intake. 

3. Ratio of FTE custody staff to ADP** 

Systems with low staff/client ratios ("overcrowded" 
in this sen~e) ndght hold fewer detainees past intake. 

4. Proportion of accused felons among pretrial detainees 

Systems holding higher proportions of. accused serious 
offenders would presumably hold higher proportions of 
detainees past intake. 

These variables were tested individually (by bivariate regression) 

for their .association with release at intake. They were also tested 

as a group (by stepwise multiple regression) for tileir collective impact 

in explaining the variation in the release at intake measure • 

Some association was discovered between higher prisoner volumes and 

greater release at intake.*** There was also some association between 

greater staff training and greater release at intake.**** Association was 

also found between the proportion of accused serious offenders and the 

measure of release at intake (negative correlation). ***** No statistically 

significant association was found between the staff/client ratio and the 

proportion of detainees released at intake.****** Thus, three of the variables 

hypothesized to be associated with release at intake were found to be so 

associated. 

Tested as a group fnr nssncj'ltion ···1 th release ... t intake, the variables 

*The staff training index is a composite ~valuation wti.ch considers the 
reported amounts of pre-service training, in-sprvice training, and training 
for pretrial release decis;ons as well a'" the portion of the DOC inspection 
evaluation dealing with staff training. 

**See Chapter 5 ~ 
***r2 = .05 (significance = .04) 

****r2 = .11 (significance = .004) 
*****r2 = .08 (significance = .01) 

******r2 = .02 (significance = .127) 
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chosen were found to explain a total of 17% of the variation in the 

proportion of detaine!es released at intake. * Most of the explanation 

of the variance** was provided by "total persons held" and "percent 

serious of accused. "*'~* Thus, the variables hypothesized to account 

for variation in the proportion of detainees released at intake were 

found to explain only .a limited amount of that variation. The remaining 

variation among jail systems in the proportion of detainees released at 

intake must therefore be e2cplained by factors other than those examined 

in this study, Le. in the discretion exercised by those who affect 

these decisions. 

Bail/ROR Ratio 

similar analysis was conducted using another of the key measures of o 
pretrial release, the ratio of bail frequency to ROR frequency, as the o 
dependent variable. No significant relationships were found between this 

measure of the use of pretrial alternativns and the variables hypothesized o 
to be associated with it. This further confirms the lack of any systematic 

[] 
explanation for the obsezved variation across Minnesota in the use of 

bail and ROR in terms of other measures of jail use examined in this 

study. This variation in the use of b~il and ROR must, therefore, be 

the result of fad:ors beyond the scope of this study_ 

*Multiple r2= .17 (significance = .01) 
**Multiple r 2 = .14 (significance = .04) 

***The relationship of the seriousness of the detainee population 
with the proportion of detainees released at intake and the measures 
of bail and ROR use can be further evaluated by examining Appendix DD 

which displays together, for each of the 62 jail systems, these three 
variables. There i't can be judged in which systems is the variation 
in the use of pretrial release alternatives "explained" by the serious­
ness of the accused offenders. 
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SUMMARY A..l'\ID CONCLUSlm1S 

This examination of the use of pretrial release alternatives has 

concentrated on the J~C:y decisions involved, the decision to release or 

detain accused persons pending court appearance and the decision between 

bail and release on recoginzance as the means of release. 

Four of ten pretrial detainees in Minnesota jails were released 

during the first four hours of detention. Seven of ten\>lr.;re released within 

24 hours. Equal numbers of pretrial detainees v.!Gre released on bail 

and on recognizance (ROR) .. 

The Minnesota jail systems studied varied enormously in their use of 

pretrial release alternati'ITes. The percent of pretrial detainees released 

at intake varied in 1975 fl~om 1% to 70%. The percent of detainees released 

within 24 hours varied among jail syste~s from 30% to 95%. The percent 

of pretrial releases repres.ented by release on recognizance (ROR) varied 

from 2% to over 80%. 

Efforts to explain this variation among jail systems in the use of 

the pretrial alternatives yielded mixed results. High prisoner volumes, 

staff training, and the proportion of accused serious offenders among 

systems' pretrial detainees !Tere found to be associated with the proportion 

of detainees released at intake. HOv.lever, tl1ef'E" factors together did not 

serve to explain ~uch of the variation in rp.lease at intake. Moreover, 

no!''3 of sqveral vari;:.l)lps tqsted WC1.S found T.n he :-ignificantly associated 

with variation among jail syst.ems in the choicp. brtween bail and ROR as 

th8 means of pretrial rp.lpasp. Variations in T.he use of bail and ROR are 

not explainable by oth<>r neftsures of. jrdl n-:::e. 
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~ 
Further analysis of pretrial release decisions indicated that, while 

persons released pending trial were generally better risks for court ~ ! 
appearance than those detained, nearly two-thirds of those detained past G 
intake (over 10,000 persons) may have been detained unnecessarily in 

Minnesota jails in 1975. Analysis of the bailjROR decision using the ~ I' 
same criteria for pretrial release indicated that those released on bail 

represented, as a group, no greater risk of failing to appear in court than 
~i \i 

J.i 

those released without bail. 

D 
The primary conclusion of this analysis then is that existing 

screening for pretrial release in Minnesota is irregular and, in many D 
localities, clearly inadequate. Better screening at intake and after 

would result in more rational decisions, more equitable and just operation G 
,_.-;. 

of this part of the criminal justice system, and reduced costs of detention 

D 1 

to Minnesota taxpayers. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses and analyzes sentencing patterns in county 

and district courts in the 15 sample counties. The objective is to measure 

the use of sentencing alternatives to incarceration in either a local 

county jailor a state institution. '.rhe four sentencing alt.ernatives 

that will be discussed are: fines, probation, restitution and community-

based corrections. In the final section of this chapter, the use of 

sentencing alternatives will be investigat~d for its possible association 

with the incidence of crime and with characteristics of the facilities. 

Data Source 

Da ta were gathered in the district and county courts in 15 randomly 

selected jail systems.* Due to the large number of county court cases in 

*Some difficulties arose in collecting sentencinq data which should be 
noted. Since heavy reliance was placed on case records from the court 
dockets, there may well have been conditions such as restitution and 
participation in commtmity-based corrections' programs that were never 
formally recorded. Thus, some of the indices -may be conservative estimates 
of the actual use of alternative sentences. Also, sentencing information 
was taken for all sample cases arraigned in 1975. Thus, in some instances, 
the sentences were actually handed down in 1976. 
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some sample jail systems, sentencing data were collected from a sample of 

county court cas~s in each of the l5 counties. In all but one instance ~ 

~ 
(due to a laY' .i'~ number of cases), sentencing information was collected 

from all of the district court cases. 

In many cases, individ~als in both county and district court re- ,; 
~ n 

ceived two or more sentences, i.e., two years of probation and 10 days 

in jail. Since this chapter is discussing the use of sentencing ~ 

~ 
alternatives to incarceration, any individual receiving a. jailor prison 

term in addition to probation or a fine, etc. will not be included in 

the following discussions. In instances where two or more alternative ~ '1\ 

sentences are imposed on a convicted offender, each alternative is 

counted separately. The calculations for sentencing alternatives will U ~a 

reflect the use of each alternative sentence. 

~ 
TRADITIONAL SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES 

fi 
Historically, courts have frequently used alternatives to incarcer-

ation when the crime committed is not very serious or the offender has n 
n 

not been previously convicted for other crimes. Two traditional sentencing 

alternatives are fines and probation. 

Fines 

At the discretion of the judge, fines are imposed dh convicted 
D 

offenders instead of or in addition to other penalties (e.g., probation). a 
{] 

Fines are often imposed under a "fine or jail" situation (incarceration 

for a period of time or payment of a fine). For the purposes of this 

0 , . 
study, only those persons receiving fines wi·thout incarceration or 

e ~ 
I. 

", 

'n 1 
": 
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those paying the fine and thus avoiding incarceration will be included 

in this discussion. 

Table 8-1 lists the fine index* zor each of the 15 sample counties. 

The index has been calculated for county court, district court and for 

both coUrts (overall). 

'lIABLE 8-1 

Fn~. INDEX FOR 15 SAHPLE JAIL SYSTEHS 

JAIL SYSTEI-1 COUNTY mURT DISTRICT COURT OVERALL 

Anvka .86 .14 .77 
Beltrami .81 .56 .78 
Blue Earth .80 .34 .76 
Brown .92 .3,1 .89 
Carlton .76 .04 .73 
Douglas .89 .17 .85 
Fillmo.:e .93 .23 .91 
Houston .99 .35 .92 
Itasca .87 .74 .83 
McLE!od .87 .21 .85 
Morrison .82 .11 .80 
Mower .58 .19 .57 
Pipestone .ns " 20 .84 
stearns .76 .13 .70 
Washington "7<= .15 .71 • , oJ 

MEAN .81 .26 .79 

As can be seen in Table 8-1, approximately 79% of the pel:sons re-

ceiving a sentence either in district or county court were a!::Jsessed a 

fine,as part or all of their sentence. In all of the county courts; fines 

were frequently used. In all but the Mower Jail System, at least 75% 

of the sentences handed down in county court included i/a fine. 

*Index is the number of fines imposed divided by the total number of 
persons sentenced. 
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In comparison to county court, fines were not frequently imposed in 

district court. In only two jail systems were fines a part of sentencing 

over 50% of the time. On the average, only slightly over a quarter Of 

the district court sentences included a fine. 

Probation 

Probation often involves the suspension of ~ither a jail sentence, 

fine, restitution or state commitment, and may be supervised (regular 

contact with a probation officer) or unsupervised (infrequent contact 

with a probation officer). Frequently, there are conditions attached 

to the probation agreement such as sp,eking employment, returning to 

school or restrictions on travel. 

Violation of any part of the probation agreement may result in 

imposition of the original sentence or temporary incarceration in the 

" local secure facility. 

Table 8-2 shows indices* for each of the 15 sample counties 

of their relative use of probation in county and district court!;; during 1975. 

The fact that the preponderance of probation sentences were in 

district court is in direct contrast to the statistics on the use of 

fines. 

Nine of the sample counties l.lsedprobation verx infrequently or not 

at all in pounty court. On the average, probation was used in only 5% 

of the county court cases. The Carlt;on Jail System used probation more 

frequently in county court than the other 14 jail systems. 

*Index is the number of probation sentences divided by the number of 
persons sentenced. 

1'­
!J 
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TABLE 8-·2 

PROBATION INDEX FOR 15 SAi'1PLE JAIL SYSTENS 

JAIL SYST8H 

Anoka 
Beli::rami 
Blue Earth 
Brown 
Car1~con 

Douglas 
Fillmore 
Houst!;:m 
Itasca 
McLeod 
Morrison 
MO'ller 
Pipestone 
Stearns 
h1as4ington 

MEAN 

COUNTY COURT 

a 
o 
.01 
.08 
.24 
.01 
.08 
.05 
.01 
a 
a 
.19 
a 
.07 
.01 
.05 

DISTRICT COURT 

.57 

.74 

.77 

.62 

.80 

.64 

.59 

.81 

.47 

.48 

.70 

.48 

.80 

.61 

.60 

.65 

.07 

.09 

.09 

.11 

.26 

.05 

.10 

.12 

.14 

.02 

.02 

.19 

.05 

.12 
• 05 
.10 

Probation is obviously considered a more appropriate sentence for 

district court cases. It has a long-range impact on the convicted 

offender, often for the entire period of a suspended incarcerative sentence. 

In a majority of the 15 sample counties, probation was part or all of at 

least 60% of the district court sentences. 

Summary 

Fines and probation occurred as a part of a sentence 89% of the time 

in district and county courts in the 15 jail systems. It is apparent 

that these two sentences remain the most frequently used alternatives 

to incarceration. 
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OTHER INNOVATIVE Sr~NTENCING ALTERNATIVES 

In contrast to the preceding alternatives, there are sentences imposed 

that are, perhaps, more oriented toward the particular offense committed 

or the particular offender being sentenced. The use of restitution or 

community-based programs as alternatives to incarceration varies a great 

deal between jail systems, as is evidenced in the following discussion. 

Restitution 

Restitution is frequently imposed in shoplifting or fraudulent check 

cases or where there is a victim involved in the commission of a crime 

(i.e., property or personal damage to an individual). Restitution may be 

ordered by .the judge as a single sentence or may be a condition of 

probation. Failure to make restitution may result in the imposition of 

a jailor prison sentence. 

In table 8-3, the restitution indices* are displayed for each of the 

15 sample jail systems for county court, district court and overall. 

The us~ of restitution in county court sentencing was not nearly 

as frequent as the use of fines (see Table 8-1) for comparison). One 

jail system did not use restitution at all in county court. In fact, 

restitution was a part or all of a sentence in only 7% of the county 

court cases. 

*Index is the number of restitution sentences divided by the total 
number of persons sentenced. 
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TABLE 8-3 

RESTITUTION INDEX FOR 15 SA~LE JAIL SYSTEMS 

JAIL SYST.Er1 COUNTY COURT DISTRICT COURT O\7ERAIJ:, 

Anoka .07 .02 .07 
Beltrarid. 0 .14 .02 
Blue Earth .03 .22 .05 
Brown .15 .31 .16 
Ca.rlton .02 .02 .02 
.Douglas .J.6 .17 .16 
Fillmore .11 .36 .11 
Houston .06 .13 .07 
Itasca .11 .14 .12 
McT,eod .02 .If) .02 
Morrison .1S .15 .J.5 
.Mot .... er .10 .J.5 .10 
Pipestcne .03 .10 .04 
Stearns .08 .06 .08 
Washingbm .02 .03 .02 

MEAN .07 .14 .08 

-----

.L. district court The chances of recAiving restitution as a sentence ~n 

were twice as great as in county court. I n one jail system, over a third 

of those receiving sentences in district court h ad to make restitution. 

On the other hand, six of the jail systems have district courts that 

obviously used restitution very infrequently. This wide variation in the 

use of restitution occuredin both county and district courts among the 

15 jail systems. 

Community Based Programs 

For purposes of this study, this grou'n of It ~ a ernative sentences in-

cludes a wide variety of programs such as resident~al .L. treat~~nt progra~s, 

DWI clinics, AA and other non-incarcerative "treatment" programs. In 
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most cases, though, the programs receiving sentenced offenders are 

alcohol or drug related. 

Table 8-4 demonstrates the wide variation among the 15 jail systems 

with regard to the,use of community-based programs. This is probably 

TABLE 8-4 

09~UNITY-BASED PROGF~M INDEX FOR 
J.5 SA.'1PLE JAIL SYSTEMS 

JAIL SYSTEM COUN'l'"{ COURT DISTRICT COURT OVEP.AL!. 

P.noka .04 .03 .04 
Beltrami .01 .04 .01 
Blue Earth .03 .07 .03 
Bro\11n .03 0 .03 
Carlton .24 .02 .23 
Douglas .01 .07 .(n 
Fillmore 0 0 0 
Housto~ 0 .06 .. 01 
ItasGtl 0 0 0 
McLeod 0 0 0 
Horrison .03 .11 .03 
Mov/er .22 .07 .22 
Pipestone 0 0 0 
Stea.rns .07 .OJ. .06 
v-l a.shin gton .17 .01 .J.6 

MEAN .07 .03 .06 

-----

a result of the uneven development of community-based prog,'!'ams and services 

available to sentenced offenders throughout the state. 

Overall, i~ both county and district courts, participation in a 

2ommunity-based program was part or all of a sentence only 6% of the ~ime. 

Two jail, systems appear to have Used community p:t:0grams more frequently in 
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county court sentencing than the others. In both instances, the majority 

of these community program sentences were imposing atte~danc~ at either 

a DWI clinic or AA. 

In district court, sentencing rarely included particip~tion in a 

community-based program. Several of the district courts in the 15 jail 

systems never used this option to any extent. Undoubtedly, the absence 

of community-based programs that are specifically developed to hnrdle 

more serious offenders contributes to the overall lack of alternativG 

sentencing of this type. 

Summary 

Restitution and community-based programs occurred in only 14% of the 

sentences handed down in district and county courts in the 15 jail syc::teT"'ls. 

OVERALL USE OF ALTERNATIVE SENTENCES 

The previous discussion concerned the use of alternative sentences, 

e.g., the number of fines imposed in a county court. This next section 

deals vlith the number of persons receiving at least one of the four 

;1 
(f 
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alternatives in each of the 15 jail systems. Table 8-5 illustrates the 

use of alternative sentences compared with the use of jailor prison 

sentences for convicted offenders in the 15 jail systems. All of the 

statistics are presented as percentages of the total number of offenders 

sentenced for each court. It should be remembered that persons receiving 

suspended or stayed sentences without one of the four alternative sent-

ences are not included in either of the two categories of sentenced 

offenders. 

As can be seen in the following table, a greater percentage of con-

victed offenders received alternative sentences in county courts than 

in district courts. Eighty-four percent of those offenders sentenced in 

county court received at least one type alternative sentence and did 

not serve a jail sentence.* Among the 15 jail systems, the use of 

alternative sentences in county court ranged from over 95% of those 

sentenced in Douglas Jail System to 70% of those persons sentenced in the! , 

Anoka Jail System. 

The district courts in the 15 jail systems demonstrated a much 

higher tendency to include at least some incarceration, either in a local 

secure facility or in a prison, in sentencing decisions. This is to 

be expected given the more serious nature of the offp.n~p.s co~~itted by 

persons processed through district court. In comparison to county court, 

*Some of these people may have had a jail sentence stayed or suspended. 
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.TAIL SYSTEM 

Anokaa 

Beltrami 
B1ne Earth 
Brown 
C3.r1top. 
DOl.1g1as 
Fillmore 
H01..lston 
Itasca 
McLeod 
Morrison 
HO\'ler 

Pipestor.e 
stearnsa 
Washington a 

Sample Total 

-------------~--------
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TABLE 8-5 

COHPA'RISON OF THE USE OP ALTERNATIVE SENTENCES WITH THE 
USE OF INCARCERATIVE SENTENCF.:8 

COUNTY COURT 

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE 
AI.TERNA.T:rVE INCARCERA.TION 
SENTENCING 

86% 2% 
81 5 
82 13 
89 4 
89 9 
95 2 
89 11 
81 19 
77 21 
92 6 
92 4 
71 23 
89 3 
79 7 
78 2 

83% 8 

DISTRICT COURT 

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE 
ALTEFNlI.TIVE INCARCERATION 
SENTENCING 

61% 38% 
67 33 
64 32 
77 15 
60 38 
62 21 
36 64 
61 39 
30 70 
41 52 
74 15 
33 67 
60 40 
74 24 
65 20 

59% 39 

OVERALL 

PERCENTAGE 
.hl.TERNATIVE 
SENTENCING 

83% 
80 
80 
88 
8R 
93 
89 
79 
64 
87 
91 
70 
88 
78 
7'7 

84% 

PERCENTAGE 
INCARCER~TION 

6% 
8 

15 
5 

11 
3 

12 
22 
35 
.}.3 

7 
24 

5 
10 

4 

12 

aThese 3 jail systems had a large number of persons arraigned in county court. They also had multiple 
county court records - e. g., separate files for traffic, non··traffi c citations, criminal. 'l"hus sampling 
was extremely di:f:ficul t to perform. As a result; the percentage for those perS0l1G receiving al t~rnati ve 
sentenne~ or incarcerated, b<ised on pJ7ojectionn of the number sa'11p.le!1 in each gr • .)t.1,Pr aloe ,rrcb.:.lbly noi: as 
ac:cura'Le ~'1.S those fc.r smaller coul1ties. Those persons receiving only a suspended sentence are not included 
in this table. 
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where less than 10% of the convicted offenders were incarcerated, almost 

40% of the sentenced offemders in district court received some type 

of incarcera.tive sentence. In four of the jail systems, a greater 

percentage of sentenced offenders in district court received incarcer-

ative sentences than alter.native sentences. In three of these four 

systems, sentenced offenders received jailor prison terms twice as 

often as they received alternative sentences. 

Overall, including persons sentenced in both county and district 

courts, alternative sentences are much more frequently handed down 

than incarcerative sentences. Only 12% of the offenders sentenced 

in both district and county courts in the 15 jail systems received 

a jailor prison term. 

ANALYSIS OF THE USE OF ALTERNATIVE SENTENCES 

In order to attempt to explain the variation in the use of altern-

ative sentences from one jail system to another, several statistics 

were studied in relation to the overall use of alternatives. This section 

describes the results of this analysis. 

One of the statistics studied in relation to the overall use of sex:tencing 

alternatives was derived from the number of pre-sentence investigations 

(PSI) conducted in each of the 15 sample jail sy,s;tems. It was hypoth-

esized that the use of pre.-sentence investigatichL~c could have an impact 

on sentencing patterns. The investigations are conducted by probation 

officers, at the order of the court, and generally include background 

information on the ,offehder such as family relationships, employment and 
-.-j 
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prior record. This report is then presen~ed to the court at sentenci~g 

and is used by the judge in making sentencing decisions. Frequently, 

psi's are requested when the offender is charged with alcohol or drug 

related crimes or when the initial charge has been reduced (felony to 

a lesser felony or gross misdemeanor) due to plea bargaining. 

Data were collected from probation officers o~ their supervisors 

regarding the total number of psi's conducted during 1975 for both 

county and district courts. A ratio was calculated of the number of 

psi I S conducted to the total number of sentenced persons. This ratio 

is expressed as a percentage for each of the 15 jail systems in the 

following table. 

TABLE 8-6 

PERCENTAGE OF PSI'S CONDUCTED OF THE TOTAL NUMBER 
SENTENCED IN COUNTY AND DISTRICT COURTS IN THE 

15 SAMPLE JAIL SYSTEMS 

-:-.-.' 
~J~~CENTAGE \ sys'rrm 

L '!\noka 8% 

2. Beltraln:L 6 
3. Blue E.3.rth 3 
4. BrONn 6 
5. Carlton 6 
6. Dougla.s 2 
7. Fi11:r.ore 1 
8., HOllston 9 
9. Itasca 16 
10. HcT..eoc1 6 
11. NQ.rrison 1 
12. Hmoler 8 
13. Pipastone 3 
14. stearns 8 
15. Washington 6 

He em 7.3% 

- -

-203"-

I 
Jj 

Ii ! II 

II 

~ 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

~ 



i- - -------.---- ---"-

" 

,. ~ 

l"""" .... ___ ~_ 

In addition to the use of psi's, it was felt that the incidence 

of violent crime within a jail system's jurisdiction and the physical 

condition of the main. facility in each system may have had an impact 

on the use of alternative sentences. Thus the following descriptive 

statistics were tested for their association with the use of alternative 

sentences: 

- percentage of pre-sentence investigations of the total sentenced 

- number of violent crimes per 100,000 population, (violent crime rate) 

- overall DOC rating of the' main facility in each system 

The ,results of this analysis did not indicate any significant re-

lationship between the use of alternative sentences and any of the three 

statistics listed above.* 

SUMI>fARY 

The use of traditional altel."tlative se:n.tences to incarceration (fines 

and probation) is generally more frequent than the use of restitution or 

community-based corrections in the 15 s~ple jail systems. Fines or 

probation are imposed in 89% of the sentences in both courts, for all 15 

sample jail systems, whereas restitution and community-based corrections 

occur in only 14% of the sentences. Fines are imposed over 80% of the 

time in sentencing convicted offenders in county court. Their use in 

district court is much less frequent but still more than either restitution 

or community-based corrections~ 

*Simple correlations between. theu,se of alternative sentences and the three 
variables were: use of alternative. sentences with pre-sentence investigations -
-.33 at .16 significance; use of alternative sentences with violent crime rate -
-.40 at .07 significance; use of alternative sentences with compliance rating -
-~21 at .22 significance. 
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Probation, another traditional sentencing alternative, is most 

heavily used in district courS. On the average, 65% of the offenders 

sentenced in district court in the 15 sample counties are given pro-

bation as a part or all of their sentence. The use of probation in 

county court is infrequent, probably due to the limited length of 

potential incarceration fo~ misdemeanants. 

Restitution, an innovative sentencing alternatiVe, is more freque~tly 

imposed in district court than in county court. Fourteen percent of the 

convicted offenders in the district courts in the 15 sample counties re-

c~ived restitution as a part or all of their sentence. 
'I 

~, '\ Community-based programs are infrequently (6%) used in sentencing 
'\:., , 

in Doth county and district courts. Most of these sentences occur in 

county c9urt and usually require participation in drug or alcohol 
., 

related c6mmunity programs such as DWI clinics and A.A. 

Th~ use of sentencing alternatives varies among the 15 jail systems 

but does not appear to be related to differences in the level of violent 

crime, the physical condition of a facility or the number of pre-

sentence investigations conducted for the courts. 

In conclusion, neither resti,tution nor communitY·-based corrections 

are frequently used sentencing alternatives to incarceration in the county 

and district courts in Minnesota. It appears that the use of both of these 

alternative sentences could be increased, particularly with regard to the 

sentencing of persons convicted of property crimes (restitution) and those 

demonstrating a need for specific community resources such as AA or other 

drug-related programs. 
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~is chapter examines jail costs and consists of three sections. 

First, the preceding chapters, have illustrated the wide range of 

functions a jail system can perform. An examination of operationali~' 

of each of these functions provides the reader with 1) an estimate of 

what it would cost to operate that function in a system, and 2) an insight 

into the overall operating cost of a variety of types of local secure 

facilities. 

Second, capital costs are briefly examined. c~nstruction cost 

figures for a variety of types of facilities are presented. These allow 

the reader to approximate the cost of constructing a ne~ facility. 

Third, plans for construction ~ renovation of facilities in 

Minnesota are examined. A1;; least 25 systems are I?lanning major 

construction or renovation in the next three §~ars. The information pre-

sented in this section illustrates the anticipated short term resources 

required to meet the demand for improved facilities. 
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Each section begL'ls with a brief discussion of the research 

methods used in the analysis. Some general limitations of the analysis, 

however, should be noted at the outset. First, much of the data is 

based on estimates or ptoje-ctions. Second, much of the data is 
':'.-; 

from four facilities. This can be used to compare costs in facilities 

of varying uses and conditions. Ho,,,ever, since these four facilities 

were not selected at random, caution should be exercised in making 

generalizations from the data. Third, 1975 serves as a base ~ear for 

most of the cost figures. However, some data, particularly in the 

"Plans for Construction or Renovation" section, may be expressed in a'l\ounts 

other than the value of dollars in 1975. No adjustment was made to 

account for year to year fluctuations in the value of the dollar. 
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OPERATING COSTS 

This section reviews operating costs in four different facilities. 

Major capital costs, such as those associated with the construction of 

building space, are excluded from the analysis here. Capital costs are 

discussed in the following sections. 

RESEARCH METHODS 

Facilities Selected 

Since data collection for operational costs is a time consuming and 

complex task, it was impossible to gather information on each of the 62 

jail systems. Therefore, four facilities were selected for intensive 

study. The facilities listed below do not represent random sampling of 

Minnes0ta facilities. Rather, theY'were selected to offer a variety in 

size, usage, age, and services available. Facilities were also selected 

on the basis of the adequacy of financial records. The resulting four 

facilities are generally larger in capacity and average daily population 

than the "typical" Minnesota, facility. They also include a wider range 

of programming alternatives than is found in most Minnesota jails. Map 

9-1 shows the location of these counties. 

Olmsted County Jail is a middle aged traditionally designed 
facility. It serves a prosperous semi-urban area, . 
Rochester, as well as neighboring Dodge County. The ja1l 
is administered by a corrections professional and includes 
sophisticated comprehensive programming. 

Carlton County Jail is an older, traditionally designed 
facility. It is overcrowded and deteriorating rapidly. It 
serves an area which is relatively depressed economically~ 
has a higher degree of crime than average; and includes a 
substantial minority population. The jail is well managed 
but unable to provide programming because of severe 
limitations of the facility. 
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Martin County Jail is a very new facility which serves a 
prosperous, fast growing, agricultural area with two 
small cities, Fairmont and Jackson. Programming is limited. 

NorthWest ~egional Corrections Center is a new multiple 
purpose jail and corrections center serving several counties 
of mixed economic composition. The service area is primarily 
rural with one mid-sized city, Crookston. The facility is 
administered by a large sophisticated staff~ comprehensive 
programming is available to sentenced offenders. Community­
based resources, such as drug treatment and mental health 
counseling, are used extensively. 

Data Collection 

A research team visited each of the four facilities. Information 

was collected through five activities: 1) expenditure records were examined; 

2) budgets were analyzed*; 3) facility blueprints were examined in order 

to determine space allocated to various jail functions; 4) sheriffs, 

jail administrators, and county finance officials were interviewed; and 

5) county contracts for service from outside agencies were reviewed. 

Cost Categories 

Previous chapters of this report illustrate the variety of functions 

which local jails can perform. Though not all jails perform all functions-, 

at least one of the four facilities under study performed each of the 

nine functions listed below. Table 9-1 shows the fUnctions performed 

by each of the four facilities under examination. 

Administration includes costs related to superv1s1on 
and gene;al administration of the jail facility. 
Cost of office 'suPplies, transportation of 
prisoners, and building maintenance ~xpenses for 
administrative spaces are included in this cost category. 
"Administration" also includes overhead ey'penses which 
were difficult to assign to other categories. 

*In Martin and Carlton, budget and expenditure figures for calender 
year 1975 were examined. In Polk and Olmsted, 1976 was used as the base 
year since substantial new progranuning was introduced in ,Tanuary of that year. 
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security includes the cost of providing, maintaining 
and staffing secure spaces within the jail. Costs of 
building maintenance, laundry service*, jailer salaries, 
matron fees, and prisoner clothing are included in this 
c<;ltegory. 

Intake applies to those expenses asso'ciated with initial 
proces'sing of prisoners - taking mug shots, fingerprinting, 
completing inmate ,records, and costs a,ssociated with the 
maintenance of space required for intake. 

Visitation includes the cost of providing for friends, 
relatives or lawyers to visit inmates. The major expense 
item is time spent by jailers in supervising visitation. 

Work Release is the cost of staff to supervise a wo~k 
release program and maintenance costs associated with work 
release cells are also included. 

Recreation costs include. costs associated with providing 
recreational space, equiprnentand staff supervision. Small 
libraries and gym" equipment are the most common types of 
recreational facilities. 

Food Service costs include kitchen equipment and supplies, 
food for prisoners, and. building maintenance on the 
kitchen area. In so~e cases food service is supplied 
through a contract with a caterer or restaurant. 

Programming costs include supplies, program space, and staff 
time for programming. Program areas include general 
counseling, specialized counseling (mental health, chemical 
dependency, employment, etc.), educational services and 
job placement.' 

TABLE 9-1 

JAIL SYSTEM FUNCTIONS BY FACILITY 

FUNCTION CARLTON MARTIN OLMSTED POLK 

Administration 
Security 
Intake 
Visitation 
Recreation 
Work Release 
Food Service 
Programming 
Medical 

*Though it is difficult 
laundry service was included 
provided for all inmates. 

X X X X 

X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X 

X X 
X X X 

X X X X 
X X X 

X X X X 

to place in any' of the nine categories, 
as part of "securityt' because it is usually 

1', 
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output Measures 

Each of the functions described above results in a product. The 

amount of product generated by a particular jail function is referred 

to as an output measure. For instance, the output measure of a high 

school might be expressed as the number of graduates produced each 

year. similarly, the output of most of the functions of jails can 

be measured in terms of the number of prisoner days that function was 

prov-ided. * By examining cost per unit of output, costs of one function 

can be compared with those of another. Similarly, costs of the same 

function: between one or more facilities can be compared. 

Total, Fixed, Variable, and Average Costs 

Four different ways of presenting cost figures are used in the 

following pages: total cost, fixed cost, variable cost, and average 

cost. ffi1 explanation of these terms follows. 

Total Cost of a particular function is the total dollars spent on 

that function annually. Total cost consists of two parts, :i;ixed costs 

and variable costs. 

TOTAL COST = FIXED COST + VARIABLE COST. 

Fixed Costs are those costs wh.i!ch are required to perform a certain 

function regardless of the number of units produced (number of prisoner 

days) by that function. In jails, fixed costs are generally overhead 

items: building space and maintenance, equipment, utilities, etc. 

*"Number of prisoner days" is used as the output measure for all functions 
except Intake and Medical which use "number of prisoners". A more 
appropriate measure of the fUnctions ,would be the direct result of that 

"ful'lCtion. For instance, the "number of clients who gain employment after 
release" would be a better measure of the employment function. Since this 
information is not available, "prisoner days" is used instead. 
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Variable Costs include those costs which vary depending on the 

number of units produced (number of prisoner days). For example, 

the more the prisoner days the greater the cost of food will be. In 

addition to food, variable costs include employee salaries, laundry, 

matron fees, office supplies, etc. 

Analysis of fixed and variable cos~s helps to illustrate how muc~ 

money it takes to provide a given function and how much of the costs 

are dependent on the amount of service delivered. This is useful in 

determining the most efficient level oE service. Table 9-2 displays the 

kinds of cost items cataloged as fixed and variable costs. 

ITEMS INCWDED IN FIXE!) AND VARIABLE COSTS 

FIXED COSTS 

Building 
Building, Maintenance, Utilities 
Equipment and Maintenance 

Laundry 
Kitchen 
Photo 

Renovation COsts 

VARI1\BLE COSTS 

wages and Benefits 
Inmate Expenses 

Food 
Medical Care 
Laundry 
Clothing 
Blankets and Bedding 

Jailer Uniforin 
Matron Fees 
Photo Supplies 
Office Supplies 

Total, fixed, and variable costs are expressed in absolute dollars. 

It is difficult to try to compare total, fixed, or variable costs from 

one facility to the next because they may be very different in size. If 
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costs are expressed relative to a standard unit o~ output, however, they 

can be readily compared. Hence, average costs a~e useful. 

Average Cost, the cost of producing one unit of output, is calculated 

by dividing the total cost by the n~~er of units produced: 

AVERAGE COST = TOTAL COST/UNITS PRODUCED 

In most jail functions average costs are expressed in terms of the 

number of dolJ~rs it takes to provide one prisoner a particular service 

for one day. For instance, if a facility provides security ~or a total 

of 1,000 prisoner days at a total cost of $20,000 per year, the average 

cost .of the securi ty'function is $ 20.00 per prisoner per day. 'l'his 

approach to cost analysis is very useful in comparing the relative cost 

of different functions or in comparing the cost of the same function 

from facility to facility. 

ANALYZING OPERATIONAL COSTS 

Analysis of Overall Operating Costs 

Overall cost figures for each of the facilities examined are 

displayed in Table 9-3. The two larger facilities, Olmsted and Polk, 

have substantially greater total cost than the two smaller facilities, 

This is a result of a difference in size. Also, Olmsted and Polk offer 

a wider range of services than either Martin or Carlton. 

By taking the number of prisoner days into account, average cost 

figures show differences in relative costs of operating these four facil­

ities. Olmsted offers its rather extensive range of program services 

at the least average cost, $ 17.32 per prisoner day. Polk has the highest 
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average cost, $23.48 per prisoner day, primarily due to its large 

programming staff. :t-1artin and Carl ton fall in between. 

.......... 

TABLE 9-3 

OVERALL OPERATING COSTS 

,--
CARLTON MARrIN OLMSTED POLK 

Total Cost $ 65,970 $ 92,090 $ 165,410 $ 253,720 
Fixed Cost $ 9,780 $ 10,850 $ 28,400 $ 33,240 
Variable Cost $ 56,190 $ 81,240 $ 137,010 $ 220,480 
Average Costa $ 21.52 $ 18.30 $ 17.32 $ 23.48 
Prisoner Days 3,066 5,031 9,547 10,805 

a 
Per prisoner day 

A close examination of Table 9-3 illustrates three important points. 

First, the range of costs from facility to facility varies greatly due 

to differences in size and services offered. Second, variable costs 

account for well over 3/4 of all operating costs. Hence the number of 

prisoner days has a gr.eat deal to do with the total costs of operating 

a facility. Third, while ave~age costs vary somewhat, it costs approxi-

mately $ 20.00 per prisoner day to maintain a jail facility. 

Many facilities hold prisoners - both under sentence and pretrial -

for other counties. In 1975, over 3,000 persons were detained more than 

a total of 30,000 days in jails outside of the county of jurisdiction. 

It is interesting to compare the fee one county assesses another for 

detention of its offenders with the average operating costs displayed 

in Table 9-3. 

Appendix GG lists the 34 facilities which hold out-of-county prisoners 
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and the fee assessed by I~ach for this service. Fees range :from $3.50 

to $ 15.00 per prisoner day; substantially less than what the actual 

operating costs are liKeJ~ to be.* 

Many facility administrators indicated their intention to raise the 

fees. If average costs in the Martin, Carlton, Olmsted and Polk 

facilities are at all typical of other facilities in the state, an 

increase in fees would seem to be warranted. 

Relative Costs of Jail Functions 

As outlined earlier, operating costs of facilities can be apportioned 

into costs of nine jail functions. By examining the operating cost of 

a given function relative to the total operating cost, the reader can 

compare the expense of one function to another. 

For purposes of this analysis, Olmsted and Polk - which offer a 

wide variety of programming - will be analyzed as one set. Martin and 

Carlton will comprise a second set. For each set the total operating 

costs (of the two facilities involved) were summed. Percentages shown 

in Figure 9-1 represe.nt the smn total operating cost of a given 

function in both facilities divided by the sum total overall operating 

cost for those facilities. 

*Including capital costs makes the descrepancy all the greater. 
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;F~GURE 9-1 

. RELATIVE COSTS OF JAIL FUNCTIONS 
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F.igure 9-1 illustrates' that security accounts for a high percentage 

of the operating costs. Security acco~nts for a ~uch higher percentage 

of operating costs in the Martin-Carlton set because they are providing 

program and work release services on a much smaller level than Olmsted 

and Polk. Food service and administration account for substantial 

percentages of total operating costs in both sets of facilities. 

Administration is relatively more expensive in the Olmsted-Polk set dne 

to the broader range of services available. 

T~e Martin-Carlton set is typical of many Minnesota facilities _ 

most funds are spent in providing very basic functions. The Olmsted-

Polk set illustrates the relative costs involved in a "full service" jail. 

Costs of Each Jail Function 

The total, fixed, variable, and average costs for each of the nine 
',. 

jail functions are displayed in Appendix HH It is not the purpose of 

this study to evaluate quality or efficiency of the Carlton, Martin, Polk or 

Olmsted jail systems. Ratl?er, our purpQse is ,to learn from the experierl':;es 

of these very different facilities and apply this knowledge to other jail syste:ms. 

One can learn from this process" in two ways. 

First, by reviewing cost figures for a given function, jail 
; 

administrators can assess the poten;tial cost either of operating 

a new function or making major improvements.* For instance, most 

j~l systems offer little or no programming. By reviewing the experiences 

*The reader should recall that capital costs, particularly the cost of 
building space, are not included in the operating oosts presented here. 
Further, first year "start-up" costs are likely to be greater than subse­
quent annual operating costs. 
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of Polk and Olmsted, jail administrators can see the expenditures required 

to operate a program component. 

Second, Appendix HI! shows some startling differences in average 

cost for the same function among the four facilities. These differences 

can often be explained by operating procedures or the physical design 

of the facility itself. By analyzing these differen~es, jail administrators 

and planners can learn what features contribute to efficiency in jail 

management. Seven of the most noteworthy differences are outlined 

below. 

FIGURE 9-2 

AVERAGE SECURITY COSTS 

Carlton $8.96 

Martin 

Olmsted $6.61 

Polk $6.09 

$11.66 

PRISONER 
eDAYS 

3,066 

5,031 

9,547 

10,805 

.provide security at relatively high average cost. Polk and Olmsted 
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show significantly lower average costs. These differences can be 

explained, in part , by the volume of prisoners. The two lcu::ge:i: 

facilities are able to provide security at a lower average cost due 
,', 

to the economie:s of scale. Analyzing the differertca between average 

costs for Carlton ($ 8.96 per prisoner day) ~d Martin ($ 11.66 per 

prisoner day) provides an additional perspective. Jailers in the 

Martin facility perform the custody function exclusively, and, 

therefore, at greateri expense. In Carlton, jailers provide t:ood 

service, maintenance, and other support funct~ons in addition to 

custody. 

FIGURE 9-3 

AVERAGE INTAKE COSTS 

PRISONER!! 

Carlton $9.01 877 

Martin $5.91 434 

Olmsted 2,018 

Polk 8.17 530 

Intake 
\\ 

Polk has a high average cost for intake because it provides for 

more elaborate screening (for program purposes) than the others. Carlton 

is high for two reasons. First, the Carlton facility is crowded. This 

places an increased emphasis on careful screening since the facility 

doe$n't have the capacity to house its potential clients. Second, the 

intake process at Carlton is further complicated by the fact that some 
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clients are sent to other facilities in the region (partly because 

of the poor condition of the facility). More staff time must; therefore, 

be spent in determining where clients should be detained. 

FIGURE 9-4 

AVERAGE VISITATION COSTS 

VISI1'ORS 

Carlton III $ •. E·6 3,066 

Martin I, $.43 5,031 

01m8ted I $.08 8,547 

Polk ,II $.43 10,805 

Visitation 

Once again Carlton's average opera'Cing costs are highest because 

of the poor condition and design of the facility. Prisoners must be 

moved from the main cell areas to t.'lJ.e visiting area. '1'he whole process 

requires constant surveillance from custodians. Olmsted, on the o'l::her hand, 

exemplifies the operating cost'savings associated with a well designed 

visitors roolTl. Visitors entea: their side of the ,room from a no.n-secure 

area, prisoners directly from the cell area. A minimum of supervision 

is required. 
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Recreation 

FIGURE 9-5 

AVERAGE RECREATION COSTS 

Carlton 

Martin 

Olmsted I $.21 

Polk 

SENTENCED 
PRISONER DAYS 

8577 

Polk has substantially higher average operating costs for providing 

recreational services to clients. This is because of the large recreational 

space, the substantial amount of recreational equipment, and the staff time 

put into supervising recreation activities. Olmsted, provides recreation, 

albeit less comprehensive, at lower average costs by using volunteers to 

supervise recreational activities. Carlton and Martin have no cos'ts attributable 

to recreational activities • 

FIGURE 9-6 

AVERAGE WORK RELEASE COSTS 

Carlton 

Martin $3.77 

olmsted_ $2.15 

Polk $6.61 

Work Release 

WORK RELEASE 
DAYS -

515 

3,013 

4,318 

Polk has a very high average cost due to the comprehensive nature 
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of the work release program. Job cClunseling and elnplayment seminars 

are provided to all participan'ts. Though work release programs in 

Olmsted and Martin are similar to one ru1other, average costs in Olmsted 

are somevlhat less because of the substantially greater volume. Minimum 

securi ty cells for ·..,o:r.k release in tJle two facilities are similar i!1 

size. Maintenance and supervision of these areas represents a substantial 

portion of the op~rating cost. Carlton has no work release program. 

Most wo"!::"k release programs generate some income th:r:ough "r~nt" 

charged to participating inmates. For instance, Polk generated more than 

$ 1:3,500 by assessing each participan't $ 6.00 per \,:eekday. Thus Polk 

has been able '::0 recoop two-thirds of the $ 28,550 required to opel:'ate 

the work release program. The net cost is relativel:.:· small. 

FIGURE 9-7 

AVERAGE FOOD SERVICE COSTS 

PRISONER 
DAYS 

Carlton $4.71 3,066 

Martin $4.55 5,031 

Olmsted $4.25 9,547 

Polk $2.90 10,805' 

Food Service 

Food service costs are similar for Carlto11, Martin, and Olmsted. 

Polk is able to provide food at a substantially lower average cost by 

relying heavily on pre-prepared food and micro-wave cooking. The lO\'ler 
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personnel costs of ::ood preparation are reflected in the lCll7er 

average cost. 

Carlton 

Martin 

Olmsted 

Polk' 

Programming 

FIGURE 9-8 

AVERAGE PROGRAM COSTS 

$4.25 

$8.06 

SENTENCED 
DAYS 

5,303 

8,577 

The a'lerage co~t for programmin9' in Polk is about twice as much 

as in Olmsted. It is difficult to compare program costs because of 

the totally different approach to t)"eatment provided in t.h.e two 

facilities. However, one signific~1t difference may help explain the 

variation in average cost. Polk provides its programming through a 

large professional treatment staf::. Olmsted has a much smaller 

professional staff and relies more heavily on community resources 

. and volunteers. Carlton and Martin provide no programming. 
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CAPITAL COSTS - BUILDING JAIL FACILITIES 

Tt is the purpose of this section to briefly examine the costs 

1 ) 

of building a new jail facil.i ty. The information pres en ted belo\ll is 

intended to prov'ide the reader \\7ith c. general picture of construction 

costs and the variables which may affect: those costs. For a more 

specific analysis of actual costs of ne~T facilities being built in 

Minnesota, please refer to the subsequent section, "Construction and 

Renovation in Minnesota". Data presented here was gathered through 

discussions with architects, the National Clearinghouse and Federal 

Bureau of Prisons. 

Cons~ruction costs vary greatly. Some of the variation in con-

struction costs can be explained by differences in size. Though 

tTN'O facilities ma.y have the same bed capacity, cell size, the amount 

of administrative ~ld programming space, and corridor design can all 

greatly affect t.~e final construction cost. The relative amount of 

administrative space and detention space is also an important cost 

factor. Administrative space ranges from $30.00 to $40.00 per square 

foot. Detention space is considerably more expensiv~ra~ging from 

$50.00 to $80.00 per square foot. 

Much of the variation in costs per square foot £or detention space 

can be explained by two f,~.ctors. First, the hig~er the level of 

security the greater the expense. Minimum security areas cos·t 

approximately $50.00 per squ.are foot, \.,rhile maximmn security areas 

are likely to cost approximately $70.00 per square foot. This 
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difff" mce is especially important ~n light of the overpreponderance of 

maximum security cells in Minnesota ja.ils (See Chapi:er 4). Through 

careful planning before construction, the number of new maximum security 

cells can be limited. This could result in substantial savings to the 

taxpayers. 

Second, th.~re is a great. range of construction materials and hardware 

currently being used in new jails. Steel bars <;Ienerally cost mo:r.e than 

secure walls; doors can range in price from $650 to over $1,100; a 

soph:i.stocated electro-mechanical lock is much more expensive than a 

manual dead-bolt lock. There are numerous other examples of alternative 

uses of hardware and materii3.1s which can greatly a.ffect the final 

cormtruction costs. 

Corr~rehensive planning before construction can greatly decrease 

the likelihood of making u..'1necessary construction expenditures. 

Of particular importance is a ca~eful study cf the number and type of 

inmates whlch are li:{ely to be he!ld in the nevI facility. 
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CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATION IN MINNESOTA 
.~_. =_ .. == _. is .,. 

The deterioration of many jail facilities in 1·1innesota has been 

documented in previous chapters of this report. Over twenty-fi'l.re local 

governments are planning new construction or renovation in the next 

five years. The burden of financing new constnlction or renovation is 

a major prohlem facing these counties. 

This section discusses plans for jail improvements as well as des-

cribing nineteen facilities constructed. in the last five years. First, 

the methods of data collection are briefly described. Then, information 

en three key aspects of new construction/renovation planning is presented. 

These are: a) the stage of development each of the counties has xeached 

in the construction process; b) estimates of the construction/renovation 

costs; a.nd c) hmq the iIt\provements will be financed. 

Collecting Data on Jail Construction/Renovation 

Three methods were used to identify which cOlmties are planning new 

construction/renovation. First, the records of the DOC Inspection and En-

forc~ment Unit provided the mos!: recent inf,:>rmation. Second, this list 

was ~upplemented ""i th information on counties planning construction/reno-

vation gathered through fie!ff visits and surveys of the jail study 

research team. Third, resptlnses to a survey conducted by the DOC Planning 
" 'I 

Unit rounded out the list j/f counties planning construction or ren.ovation. 
I 

Fifty-seven counties/were tentatively identified as having construction/ 

renovation plans * (Appendix II). Through telephone interviews, ea.ch ~'1as 

*Excluding Hennepin and Ramsey Counties 
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Interviewees sllr"lleyed on basic aspects of their j ail improvement plans. 

included sheriffs, county auditors, and architects. Seven of the 

counties contacted indicated that they, in fact, had no plans for 

construction or renovation. Six counties indicated they had plans for 

construction but were unable to estimate costs • 

Stage of De,velopment 

Appendices JJ, KKI. and LL,show the forty-four facilities for ''1hich 

cost data were available grouped into three ?ategories: l)nin~teen facilities 

having co~pleted construction or renovation in the last five years; 2} five 

facilities having let bids but not yet completed improvements; and 3) 

bTenty facilities planning improvements but not yet. having let bids. 

Table '9-4 shows that at least 25 counties will be underta~ing major 

construction or renovation in the near future. An additional six counties 

plan improvements hut have not yet been able to estimate costs. Map 9-2 

shows the geographic distribution of the 44 facilities. 

TABLE 9-4 

DEVELOPMENT STAGE FOR CONSTRUCTION OR RENOVATIOO
a 

CONSTRUCTION RENOVATION TOTAL 

Project completedb 
Bids Let But Mot Completed 
Planned But No Bids 

15 
4 

14 

4 
1 
6 

aSix counties indicated plans but have no estimates. 
bSince 1971 
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Estimated Costs 

Many of the construction and renovation project~ include detention 
"," 

facilties as part of a larger law enforcement center or courts b~ilding. 

Thus, only t."'1e cost for the jail facilities and associated administrative 

space are included, while costs for court and law enforcement space are 

not included. The reader should be cautioned that figures for projects 

not yet completed are only estimates and may vary considerably from 

final costs. 

Table' 9-5 shows the construction costs of thirteen recently 

comple.ted facilities. About 7.5 million dollars was spent in the last 

five years on new jail construction. The new facilities cost an average 

of ''1ell over half a million dol1lars each. The average cost per bed was 

$26,630. The cost per bed in jail facilities, however, was substantially 

smaller than in lockups and. hol,ding facilities. This is due to the 

economies of Rcale associated with the larger facilities. 

TABLE 9-5 

COMPLETED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
(JANUARY 1971 - OCTOBER 1976) 

BY FACILITY TYPEa 

TYPE NUMBER TOTAL AVERAGE COST 
EXT'D COST FACILITY COST PER BED 

Jail 9 $ 6,665,335 $- 740,600 $ 25,340b 

Lock-up 1 498,016 498,016 41,500 
Holdinq 3 427,300 142,430 42,730 

TOTAL: 13 $ 7,590,641 $ 583,895 $ 26,633 

~Renovations are not included in this table 
Figure is based on information for 8 jails. 
Capaci ty figure for one jail was not available. 
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Estimated construction costs for seventeen facilities being planned 

but not yet completed are displayed in Table 9-6. About 12 million 

dollars will be spent on 17 ne\,l facilities over the next fe\ .. years. 

Facilities will cost an average of close to three quarters of a million 

dollars each; $32,000 per bed. This is a substaptial increase over c9sts 

in the past five years. ~ complete breakdown of the costs for each of 

the facilities is available 'in Appendices ;JJ, KK, and LL •. 

TYPE 

PL~mtED BUT 
BIDS NOT LET: 

Jail 
Lock-up 
Undertermined 

TOTAL: 

BIDS LET: 
Jail 
Lock-up 
Holding 

TOTAL: 

GRAND . TO~AL: 

TABLE 9-6 

PLANNED CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES 
BY FACILITY TYPEa 

NUMBER TOTAL AVERAGE 
ESTIMATED COST FACILITY COST 

e $ 7,886,080 $ 985,760 
3 1,320,000 440,000 
2 1,035,000 517,500 

13 $ 10,231,080 $ 787,006 

2 $ 1,011,464 $ 505,730 
1 440,000 440,000 
1 68,515" 68,515 
4 $ 1,519,979 $ 379,994 

17 $ 11,751,059 $ 691,238 

COST 
PER BED 

$ 30,880b 

27,880c 

39,840 
$ 31,350 

$ 29,750 
44,006 
22,840 

$ 32,340 

$ 32,400 

~lanrled renovations are. not included in this table. Of the 
25 c(.)unties with planned construction or renovation eight 
have renovation plans and are not included. 

bFigure based on capacity figures for 7 jails; number of beds 
for one of the eight jails was not available 

cFi~lre based on capacity figures for 2 lock-ups; number of beds 
for one of the three lock-ups was not available. 
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Financing Construction and Renovation 

Two questions are addres!3ed in th~s se t" ... c ~on. First, how do counties 

finance J'ail construction? S d "II f' , econ , w~ ~nanc~ng methods change from 

construction since 1971 to that planned as of October, 1976? 

Table 9-7 displays various methods for financing ne~ ... construction 

or renovation. Information on financing was available for only 32 of the 

44 counties under examination. Some counties are using more than one type 

of financing. Table 9-7 includes each occurance of a financing method • 

Consequently 51 methods al:'e included in the table although it t represen s 

only 32 counties. 

Revenue sharing funds are the most common. source of funds (37%) . 

Special building funds are also a popular method of financing new construct,ion/ 

renovation. Although a lal:'ge percenta.ge of counties planning construction 

anticipate using Puplic Works Funds, it is unlikely that many will receive 

Public Works Grants. This will substantially increase pressure on other 

sources. 

TABLE 9-7 

FINA..l'lCING JAIL CONSTRUCTION 

TYPE OOMPLETED BIDS L}nT ~~~ TOTAL 

LOCAL FtrclDS: 
Su~lus General Revenue 
Building Fund 
General Revenue Bonds 
General Obligation Bonds 

S'l'Nl'E/F'EDEAAI, FUNDS: 
Revenue flharing 
Civil Defense Funds 
Public Works Ftmds 
State Granto 
!.EAA Grants 

N 

4% 
15 
15 

8 

38% 
4 

12 
4 

loOi" 

0:: 26 
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14% 4% 
14 28% 20· 

6 10 
4 

57% 28% 37% 
2 

14 39 16 
~ 
2 -99% 101\'-' iOfi" 

N= 7 N"" 18 N = 51 

a' 
tC 

<- ---.... <,--_. ,_~ ~,~._ ,~_~ ••• ~~_,,_ 4 ~~ • ___ , 
--~ ...... -.--.-.-"'-

.1 



1 
j 

J 
~ 

1 
:j 
1 
1 
t 

. '~1 
" 

I 
" 

3 " 

1 
f 

:. 

! 
j 

I 
I 

"! 
I 
I 

:l 
! 

1 
1 
1 , 
J 

1 
I 

.. j 

1 
1 
I 
I . [ 

.j 
i 

I 

'1 
4 

, SUMMARY 

Operating costs of jails vary greatly. Much of the variation can be 

explained by differences in four features of jail facilities: 

1) staffing patterns; 
2) design and physical condition of the facility 
3) number of prisoners or prisoner/days; 
4) services provided. 

In seeking to, make improv~nents in the state's jail systems, correctional 
./ 

planners should evaluate these factbrs carefully. 

It cost13 approximately $20 per prisoner per day to operate local 

secure facilities. Provision of security is '!:he single most expensive 

component of this cost. Food service and administration are also ~ajor 

expenses. Many other jail functions such as intake, visitation, ~edical 

or recreation aceaunt for only a small proportion of total operating costs. 

Making major improvements in t~ese functions would be relatively 

inexpensive in terms of operating costs. 

Operating costs for programming are substantial due to the s·taff 

time involved. Some Cf.)st savings can be realized through use of 

volunteers and ot:her conrrnuni ".:y J:'e81)llrces. Wo:r'k release programs. can 

generate subGtantia.l revenues; hence the net cost is relativel~ low. 

Capital costs construction and ha:r;dware - also va:ry greatly. Some 
I, 

of this variation is explained,by differenc;f.3S in cell size, level of security, 

and the amount of cell space relative to the amount of administrative 

space. Materials and hardware used also explain some of the variation 

in construction costs. Administrative spaces cost between $30 and $38 

per square footi detention spaces betW,een $55 and $80 per square foot. 
\~\ 
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Over $7 million has been spent in the past five years to construct 

and renovate 19 local secure facilities in Minnesota. An additional 17 

counties are planning to spend about $12 million in the next five years 

on construction or renovation. Another eight counties are planning 

major projects but have not yet estimated costs~ There are substantial 

economies of scale in construction of the larger facilities. Counties 

anticipate funding new construction with a generally even mix of local, 

state, and federal funds. 
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IMPACT OF THE MINNESOTA RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE 

INTRODUCTION 

.1 

On July 1, 1975, the Minnesota Rules of Criminal Procedure OMRCP) went 

into effect. The MRCP were promulgated by a special Minnesota Supreme Court 

Advisory Committee on Rules of Criminal Procedure appointed in July, 1971 by 

the hi.mesota Suprelne Court. Those provisions which app~ar to have the 

greatest potential impact on jail populations concern t.he decision to release 

or detain persons prior to their court trial. These provisions will be the 

subject of discussion and analysis in this chapter. 

Organization 

I This chapter will be presented in four sections. The first of these 

sections will discuss the extent to which the MRCP have affected the type I 

of release for those persons initially held a'N'aiting trial. The next 

twq, sections examine ,the possible impact of the MRCP on the number of 

persons held awaiting trial and the length o~ pretrial detention in , 
local secure facilities. The final section is a summary. 

.\ 

I 
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Provisions of the MRCP Affecting Pretrial Jail Population 

The MRCP contain rules and procedures for making the release/detain 

decision at three main points in the criminal justice process: at time 

of apprehension, at intake at thE,~ jail and at arraignment (or fir",,_ 

appearance for alleged felons and. gross misdemeanants). Specifically, 

at the point of apprehension, a police officer has the option, in many 

cases, to issue a citation rather than arrest and take tile alleged 

offender into custody. In cases involving misdemeanor charges where 

no warrant has been issued, police officers are required to issue a 

citation "unless it reasonably appears to the officer that arrest or 

detention is necessary to prevent bodily harm to the accused or another., 

or th9-t there is a substantial likelihood that the accused will fail 

to respond to a citation. "* Though not required, citations may also be 

issued at the discretion of the arresting officer to persons alledgedly 

committing a g~OSS misdemeanor or felony. 

The decision to cite or. arrest and take an individual into custody 

is. partially based on whether or not a warrant has been issued. In 

misdemeanor cases (where a jaii sentence is possible), the MRCP state 

that a summons shall be issued rather than a warrant unless it reason-

ably appears that the defendant will fail to appear in court, or that 

the defendant's whereabouts is unknown, or arrest is necessary to prevent 

imminent bpdily harm to himself or another.** The summons allows an 

accused person to remain free while awaiting trial whereas a warrant 

necessitates taking the accused into custody and booking hiln/her at the 

local secure detention facility. 

At the second point, jail intake, alleged offenders (if not brought 

*Rule 6.01, pp. 335 Minnesota Rules of Court, 1976 
**RuJ:e 3.01. 
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in on a warrant) may be issued citations in lieu of further detention. 

The MRCP also advocate non-monetary release (release on own recognizance) 

at this point unless it appears "inimical of public safety or will not 

th ( , rt) of the person as required." * reasonably assure e appearance ~n cou . 

A third point where the MRCP could impact on persons held in local 

secure facilities is at first appearance(alleged gross misdemeanants and 

felons) or arraignment (alleged misda~eanants). Rather than requiring 

bail, which must be set in all cases, judges may release a person on 

their own recognizance with or without restrictions. These restrictions 

may include supervision of the defendan·t by a designated person and 

limits on travel, association or place of abode. Judges may ask for a 

pre-release investigation in order to acquire the information required 

for determining the conditions of re1ease.** 

Data Source 

Tr~ Department of Corrections' monthly reports on Persons Released 

from Jails and Lockups are the main data source for this analysis.*** In 

order to have data from before and after the inception of the M~CP, informa-

tion from these reports was collected for as many months as possible before 

and after July 1, 1975, for each of the 15 randomly s~pled jail systems.**** 

These reports were only available from January, 1974 through July, 1976. 

Data was collected for each month during this time period on the number 

of persons held pretrial, the length of their detention and the type of 

release (bailor ROm if one was made prior to trial. Data on the 

number of citations or summonses issued during this same time period were 

unavailable. 

*Ru1e 6.02 Subd. 1, MRCP, 1976 
**Ru1e 6.02 Subd. 3, MRCP, 1.976 
***See Appendix B for a copy of th'is form. 
****SE"~ Appendix E for' a 1,ist of the 15 sample jail systems. 
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ANALYSIS OF IMPACT OF MRCP ON THE PRETRIAL JAIL POPULATION 

Impact on Type of Release 

The MRCP state that a form of non-monetary release (ROR, conditional 

release, etc.) should be utilized in most cases for persons awaiting trial. 

:This s€ -,\ ion will discuss whether or not the use of non-monetary release 

has increased since the MRCP went into effect. Sp~cifical1y, the use 

of ROR (a non-monetary release) is compared with the use.' of bail (a 

monetary release) before and after the MRCP went into effect. 

Statewide, comparing the first six months of 1975 with the last 

six months of 1975, the ratio of the number of persons ROR'd to the 

number of persons released on bail from local secure facilities changed 

radically. For 'che six months prior to July 1, 1975, when the MRCP 

went into effect, the ratio of persons released ROR to the persons re-

leased on bail was .68. In other words, for every two persons released 

on ROR, three were released on bail. During the latter six months, 

the ratio increased to 1.42. This means that after the MRCP went into 

effect, for every four persons released ROR only approximately three 

persons were released on bail. 

Additional release information was collected from the DOC's Report 

of Persons Released* from January, 1974 through July I 19'76 for the 

15 sample jail systems. A ratio was set up between the number of persons 

periods before and after the inception of the MRCP. Table 10-1 ill-

ustrates the increase in the use of ROR in each of the 15 sample jail 

systems. 

*The monthly Report on Persons Released from Jails and Lockups from the 
Department of Corrections. 
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TABLE 10-1 

RATIO OF PERSONS RELEASED ROR TO 
THE TOTAL NUMBER OF PERSONS RELEASED ON BAIL 

IN THE SAMPLE JAIL SYSTEMS BEFORE AND AFTER 
THE INCEPTION OF THE MRCP . 

Jail System Before After 

Anoka .47 2.34 
Beltrami 1.11 1.84 
Blue Earth .05 3.41 
Brown .32 1.14 
Carlton 3.72 7.23 
Douglas 1.05 1.78 
Fillmore .13 .16 
Houston .68 1.06 
Itasca 1.00 1.52 
McLeod .30 2.67 
Morrison 1.00 4.00 
Mower 3.32 5.87 
Pipestone .45 1.42 
Stearns .49 2.13 
Washington .65 .72 

As can be seen in Table 10-1, prior to the inception of 7he MRCP, 

nine of the 15 sample jail systems released more persons on bail than 

on ROR. After the MRCP went into effect, all but two of the sample jail 

systems released more persons on ROR than on bail. The greatest change 

occurred in the Blue Earth jail system where very few persons were 

released on ROR in comparison to those released on bail prior to the 

inception of the MRCP. After July 1, 1975, more than three times as 

many persons were released ROR than were released on bail. Though a 

all 15 did show some increase.* Seven of the 15 sample counties more 

*Out of the ~ number of persons released from local secure facilities 
in the 62 jail systems in 1975, 40% were released ROR and 39% were 
released on bail. Results from the Client Characteristics Survey con­
ducted in 14 sample jail systems during July and August, 1976 indicated 
that 72% of the persons released awaiting trial were ROR'd and only 
28% were released on bail. 
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than doubled their use of ROR with respect to the use of bail after 

July 1, 1975. 

Impact on the Number of Persons Held Pretrial 

Since the MRCP recommended* the use of citations in most misdemeanor 

cases (and in some gross misdemeanor and felo~ cases), it was felt that 

fewer persons would be arrested and taken into custody after July 1, 1976. 

This would result in a reduction in the number of persons held awaiting 

trial in local secure facilities. 

Data were collected from the Department of Corrections' monthly 

Report of Persons Released from Jails and Lockups on tile number of persons 

held awaiting trial during 1974, 1975 and the first six months of 1976. 

The data was then tested to ascertain whether or not there had been a 

significant change in the number of persons held awaiting trial after 

July 1, 1975. There was a statistically significant change in the pre­

trial population in ten or the 15 sample jail systems after July 1, 
** 

1975. In seven of the cases, this change was an actual and permanent 

reduction in the number of persons held each month awaiting trial which, 

continued through July, 1976. An example of this was in the Washington 

jail system. Prior to July 1, 1975, the Washjngton jail system held an 

average of 88 persons each month awaiting trial. After July 1, 1975, 

this average decreased to 36 persons, less than half of the pre MRCP 
'\ 

*Citations for persons charged with misdemeanors were mandatory since July 1, 
1975 except under certain circumstances. Strict enforcement of the MRCP 
for this provision was not to come into effect until after a full review 
of the MRCP in the summer of 1976. . 

**Regression analysis was used to examine monthly trends in the 
number of persons held awaiting trial for time periods before 
and after July, 1, 1975. An F-test of statistical significance 
was used to determine whether there was a significant difference 
between the regression lines of before and after the MRCP went 
into effect. 
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monthly average. The six other jail systems experiencing a continued 

reduction in the number of persons held awaiting trial were Beltrami, 

Blue Earth, Brown, Fillmore, McLeod and Stearns. 

In the other three jail systems experiencinq a statisticCl.ll\T 

significant change in the number of persons held awaiting trial, it 

appeared that there had been only a temporary interruption in the monthly 

increases in holding persons awaiting trial after July, 1975. An example 

of this phenomenon was in the Anoka jail system where the number of 

persons held awaiting trial increased at a fairly steady rate prior to 

July 1, 1975. During July and August, 1975, there was a 30% decrease 

in the number of persons held awaiting trial, reducing the numbers held 

in this status back to the levels reached early in 1974. By ~uly, 1976 

the Anoka jail system was holding as many persons pretrial as it had 

in June, 1975. Thus, while the steady increase in the number of persons 

held awaiting trial was interrupted after July, 1975, the trend was not 

tl It d The three J'aJ.'l systems included in this group permanen y a ere • 

were Anoka, Douglas and Morrison. 

Though ten of the 15 sample jail systems experienced immediate re­

ductions in the number of persons held awaiting trial after July 1, 1975, 

this pheinomenon cannot necessarily be attributed to the passage of the 

MRCP. Changes in the number of adult arrests, representing the potential 

pretrial jail popula'tion, would have a direct impact on the number of 

persons held awaiting trial. Any decrease or temporary reduction in the 

pretrial jail population experienced by these ten jail systems should 

be considered in light of monthly arrest statistics before arriving at 

any conclusions regarding the possible impact of the MRCP. Because 
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arrest statistics by month were not available for this study, the results 

of this section should be viewed with caution. 

Impact on the Average Length of Stay for Persons Held Pretrial 

It appeared that the MRCP could have an impact on the average length 

of stay for persons held awaiting trial. This impact could manifest 

itself in a variety of ways. The average length of stay pretrial may have 

actually increased if a significant number of persons charged with mis-

demeanors were issued citations (and never booked in at a 'detention 

facility). This would result in an increase in the proportion of persons 

held on gross misdemeanor or felony charges in the pretrial jail pop-

ulation. These persons are often considered ineligible for ROR and fre-

quently have fa.irly high bail bonds which increase their potential for 

detention during the entire pretrial period. 

Alternatively, there may have been a reduction in the average 

length of stay for those persons awaiting trial in the 15 sample jail 

systems. An increase in the use of ROR, a process potentially much 

shorter than posting bail, could increase the nUmber of persons released 

after a relatively short period of detention. 

A final possibility was that both of these phenomena occurred 

simultaneously thereby counteracting each other and resulting in no 

discernable statistical change in the average length of pre:rial stay~ 

Data was collected from the Department of Corrections'monthly Report 

of ' Persons Released from Jails and Lockups in each of the 15 sample jail 

systems on the average length of stay for persons held awaiting trial 

from January, 1974 through July, 1976. The data were then tested to 
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not there had been a statistically significant ascertain whether or 

change in the average length of pretrial stay after the passage of the 

MRCP.* In only four of the 15 sample jail systems was there a stat-

length of pretrial stay: istically significant change in the average 

Blue Earth, Morrison, Mower and Pipestone. The other 11 sample jail 

systems experienced no statistically significant chimge in the average 

length of pr~trial stay. 

In Table 10-2, the our f sample J"ail systems are listed with the 

average monthly pretrial stay before and after the passage of the 

MRCP. Also included in this table is the percentage of decrease in 

the average pretrial stay in these four jail systems. 

COUNTY 

TABLE 10-2 

COUNTIES WITH SIGNIFICANT CHANGE IN AVERAGE 
LENGTH OF STAY PRETRIAL 

AVERAGE PRETRIAL AVERAGE PRETRIAL 
STAY JANUARY 1974 STAY JULY 1975 
THROUGH 
JUNE 1975 

THROUGH 
JULY 1976 

PERCENTAGE 
DECREASE IN 
AVERAGE LENGTlI 
OF STAY 

Blue Earth 2.42 1.42 41% 
14 
33 
26 

Morrison 2.87 2.46 
Mower 1.60 1.07 
Pipestone 1.25 .93 

*The same type of procedure used f~r testing for a statistically significant 
~hange in the number of persons held awaiting trial was used to 
test for a statistically significant change in the average length of 
sta}t. 
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Though it is not possible to directly attribute such a reduction in 

the average length of pretrial stay to the passage of the MRCP, it appears, 

that results in the previous sections of this chapter may provide some 

substantiation for such a conclusion. All four of the sample jail systems 

experiencing a reduction in the average length of pretrial stay also re­

ported a large increase in the use of ROR after the MRCP came into 

effect (see Table 10-1). Two of the four also experienced an immediate 

reduction (in t:he case of Morrison, this redUction was t~mpora~y) in 

the number of persons held awaiting trial after July, 1975. Therefore, 

it appears that these four jail systems have experienced some changes 

in their pretrial jail population as a result of the passage of the 

MRCP. 

SUMMARY 

Based on analysis of 'the 15 sample jail systems, this investigation 

into the impact of t e on h MRCP persons held awaiting trial has not been 

able to detect a statewide change. It appears, though, that some of the 

15 sample jail systems have been affected. 

There has been an increase in the use of ROR in all of the 15 sample 

f th MRCP Pr40r to July, 1975, in all but six jail systems since the passage 0 e . • 

of the 15 sample jail systems bail was the predominant means of release 

awaiting trial. Since July, 1975, all but two of the 15 sample jail systems 

use ROR asa means of release for most_ of the persons initially held await-

ing trial. 

The number of persons held awaiting trial ,~:n ten of the 15 sam]" ~ 

jail systems was also significantly alt.ered immediately after the passage 

of the MRCP. In Seven of the 15 sample jail systems, the number of persons 
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held awaiting trial was permanently reduced (at ~'3astthrough July, 1976) 

after the adoptionof the MRCP. Another three sample jail systems experiencecI 

at least a temporary reduction in the actual number of persons held awaiting 

trial after July, 1975. Since the issuance of citations was not mandatory 

during the first ye,ar of the MRCP*, dramatic reductions in the numb.er of 

persons held pretrial were not expected. It is possible that over a longer 

period of time, more permanent changes will occur. 

Statistically significant changes in the average lengtl1 of stay for 

persons initially detained pretrial occurred in only four of the 15 

~ample jail systems. All of these four experienced a reduction in the 

average length of pretrial s~ay. It appears that this reduction may have 

been a result of the MRCP as all four jail systems also greatly increased 

their use of ROR. In addition, two of the four jail systems also had at 

least a temporary reduction in the number of persons held awaiting trial 

after July, 1975. 

The potential future impact of the MRCP on pretrial populations is 

difficult to assess at this point. They have only been in effect fora 

little over one year and are not fully enforced. A more comprehensive 

assessment of the impact",of the MRCP can take place only after the rules 

have been fully-in effect for a longer period of time. 

*In order to accommodate the chru1ges necessary for adhering to the 
provisions of the MRCP in the criminal justice system, some 
provisions were not fully instituted until July 1, 1976. 
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IMPACT OF THE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS SUBSIDY Acr 

In 1973, the Minnesota legislature passed the Community Corrections 

Act. The Act provides for state subsidies to counties electing to 

administer a wide range of correctional services at the local level 

(including diversion programs, probation and parole, residential 

. b d t) The Act is intended to encourage local commUDlty- ase programs, e c. • 

units of government to handle approp~iate convicted offenders in their 

communities as opposed to committing them to state programs and ·facilities. 

Local jails are part of the continuum of community corrections. Local 

secure facilities represent the most extreme correctional alternative at 

the local level. The jail study was interested in the possible impact 

of the Community Corrections Act on jail usage. If counties participating 

in the Act used their jails for greater numbers of convicted offenders, for 

longer average stays, this would have clear implications for the kinds of 

programming and kinds of resources needed in the local facility. For 

the Crime commission the relationship of the Community Corrections Act 

to local usage could be important in determining the best possible use 

of federal funds (in conjunction with state and local funds) to improve 

local correctional programming. 

Several key descriptive statistics were examined by the jail study 

in an effort to compare jail usage in counties participating in the 

COliimUJlity Corrections Act with those not participating in the Act. * 

* A research design and list of data sources and data elements reviewed 
is available from the Crime Commission. 
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Unfortunately data about jail use before and after entry into the Act was 

not available for all participating counties. Therefore it was only 

possible to compare jail usage in participating counties with usage in 

non-participating counties at a given point in timeo 

Some differences in jail use between p~rticipating and non-

particir-atlng counties were distinguished in the dates examined •. H.~wever, 

without before and after data from the participating counties, it was not 

possible to determine the nature of the relationship batweec these 

differences and the Acto It is possible that counties with certain 

patterns of jail use were more likely to choose to participate. 

The Department of Corrections is currently completing a study of the 

overall impact of the Community Corrections Act on participating juris-

dictions. It is hoped that this will provide some 'information on the 

impact of the Act on local jail usage. At the present time, however, it 

is not possible to predict the effect on a local community's jail r.hat 

will result from entry into the Act. 
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CHAPTER 11 

SUMMARY 

AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
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This chapter summarizes maior findings of this study and delineates 

recommendations made by the jail study research team. 

The first 31 recommendations (Sections I through X) deal with problems 

identified and documented in the main body of the report. Each set of 

recommendations is preceded by a brief statement of the problem and some 

facts which highlight that problem. "Comments" clarifying a recommendation 

or explaining the rationale behind a recommendation are also included. 

The final 7 recommendations (Sections XI through XIV) deal with issues 

not directly developed in the main body of the report but of importance to 

the improvement of local secure facilities. These recommendations are more 

general • 

A summary of recommendations which could involve Crime Commission 

funding is presented on page 283. 

, 
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I. POOR PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 

PROBLEM: Many facilities are in poor physical condition. 

55% of the main facilities received a DOC compliance rating of 
less than 25% for their physical plant and construct~on. 

On an average day, over half the state's jail population are 
detained in substandard '(below 67% rating) facilities. 

17 counties are planning to spend over twelve million dollars in the 
next five years on new construction or renovation. 

See Chapters 3, 4 and 9. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. The Governor's Crime Commission and Department of Corrections should 

encourage the concentration of long-termand sentenced offenders in a 

smaller number of facilities (see Recommendation 30). Some 

facilities inadequate as jails should be limited to lockups or 

holding facilities. 

2. State and/or federal 50% matching grants should be provided to counties 

or municipaliti~s wishing to renovate current facilities, or construct 

new facilities, provided that: 
~ 

a. Applicants meet conditions provided for in other recommendations 
of this report; 

b. Applicants demonstrate they have conducted comprehensive planning 
and the facility design is appropriate for the number and type of 
inmates \'lho will be detained; 

c. The use of the facility to be constructed or renovated be 
compatible with the Multi-County Sharing Plan outlined in 
Recommendation 30 or a similar such plan presented by the 
Department of Corrections Inspection' and Enforcement Unit. 
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Comments 

This recommendation involves, in part, reversal of the Commission's 
current policy of not funding construction projects. It is our 
belief that improvement of physical facilities is basic to all 
other recommendations in this report; that many local governments 
have demonstrated their inability to provide funding for construction 
or renovation; and that the Governor's Crime Commission and the 
State Legislature can jointly have ~ profound impaet on the state's 
jail system by: 1) providing financial assistance; and- 2) by 
tying that assistance to major improvements in jail operations 
as outlined by subsequent recommendations of this report. 

The most ideal arrangement would be one which coupled state and 
Crime CommiStiion funds - - perhaps 25% from each source. If all 
the anticipated construction (twelve million dollars) were 
funded with the assistance of .the state/Crime Commission 50% 
matching grants, the costs over the next. five years would be three 
million dollars to the state, three million dollars to the Crime 
Commission and six million dollars to local government. It is 
anticipated that costs will rise and the demand may well exceed 
twelve million dollars over the next five years. Nonetheless, 
with an annual allocation of $600,000 each, the state and the 
Crime Commission could have a major impact on the state's jail 
systems. 

3. The Technical Assistance Unit (see Recommendation 29) should provide 

local governments with assistance in planning, construction and reno-

vation, particularly with regard to funding alternatives. 

Comments 

Many local governments need assistance in selecting the most 
appropriate funding formula from several local sources available 
for jail construction, particularly in the promotion of local 
bond issues. Most importantly, assistance is needed in the 
use of Federal Revenue Sharing Funds and in making application 
for Public Works and Civil Defense monies. 

4. The Governor's Crime Commission, Minnesota Sheriffs' Association, 

Minnesota Bar Association, and other interested organizations should 

strongly advocate the adoption and enforcement of the Jail Standards 

proposed by the Department of Corrections. 
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comments 

These standards will help promote better planning of new 
facilities, as well as provide the DOC ~ith more authority 
to bring about many of the changes recommended in this report. 

5. The Governor's Crime Commission, particularly the Regional Advisory 

Councils, should encourage local government.s· to involve the National 

Clearinghouse on Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture at an 

early stage in the planning of a new facility. 

Comments 

~le Clea~inghouse provides free planning assistance to the 
communities planning correctional facilities. 
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II. POOR SEPARATION OF INMATE GROUPS 

PROBLEM: Many of the facilities in the state have little or no ability 
to provide separate detention areas for different groups of 
inmates; e.g. males from females, pretrial inmates from 
sentenced inmates, juveniles from adults. 

24% of the main facilities cannot hold more than one inmate group 
in separate detention areas at the same time. 

76% of the main facilities can only hold three or fewer groups of 
inmates in separate detention areas. 

On an average day the number of persons held in the typical facility 
(median) is: 

sentenced offenders 
non-sentenced detainees 
juveniles 

2.8 
2.7 

.5 
women .2 
traffic, contempt and non-support 1.9 

Jail systems unable to separate at least four groups hold over 70% 
of the state's average daily population. 

See Chapters 3 and 4. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

6. The Governor's Crime Commission and DOC should encourage 'che 

concentration of sentenced and long-term offenders in fewer facilities 

(see Recommendation 30). 

Commento 

Larger faciliteis can more readily separate inmate groups. 

7. The Governor's Crime Commission should encourage provisions for 

enhancing a facility's capacity to seEarate inmates by requiring a 

proposed new jailor' lockup to be. capable of separating at least 

four inmate groups simultaneously as a condition of funding constru-

tion and renovation. 
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State and/or federal 50% matching grants should be provided to local 

governments for the purpose of making relatively minor renovations to 

increase a facility's capacity to separate inmates, provided that: 

a. Applicants meet conditions provided for in other recommenda­
tions of this report; 

b. Applicants demonstrate they have conducted comprehensive 
planning, and the newly remodeled facility will be approp­
riate for the number and types of inmates who will be 
detained; 

c. The facility to be remodeled be designated as a 
"full-service jail" by the Multi:"'County Sharing Plan out.­
lined in Recommendation 30, or by similar such plan 'presented 
by the DOC Inspection ani. Enforcement Unit. -, 

Comments 

We are suggesting that only small renovation projects,in the 
$5000-$15000 range, be considered for funding under this 
recommendation. 

The Technical Assistance Unit (see Recommendation 29), the Crime 

Commission, the DOC, and/or the National.Clearinghouse should explore 

structural technologies which would enhance separation capabilities 

and provide information on such technologies to local facility 

planners. 

() 
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III. IMBALANCE IN SECURITY LEVELS 

10. 

11. 

PROBLEM: There is a great imbalance in the number of cells at various 
security levels: a preponderance of maximum security cells and 
a dearth of minimum security cells. While this report includes 
no "hard" statistics on the dangerousness of inmates, the data 
cited below indicates that it is unlikely that so many maximum 
security cells are necessary. 

52% of the total capacity in the study area is maximum security; 
only 16% is minimum security. 

29 main facilities have no minimum security. 

68% of persons held in Minnesota jails are charged with miscella­
neous misdemeanors and traffic offenses - less serious offenses; 
only 16% are charged with felonies. 

Only 3% are "violent~' - persons charged with felonies or gross 
misdemeanors against persons. 

Construction of a maximum security cell costs about $20 per 
square foot more than a minimum security c~ll. 

See Chapters 3, 4 and 9 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The Governor's Crime Commission and DOC should encourage greater 

concentration of long-term and sentenced offenders in fewer facilities 

(see Recommendation 30). 

Contnlents 

Larger facilities can more readily p~ovide space at all these 
security levels. 

Provision of cells at various security levels appropriate to the anticipated 

inmate population should be a condition of ~ny state or federal funding of 
'f 

/construct.ion or renovation projects. 
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12. State and/or federal 50% matching grants should be provided to local 

governments for the purpose of making minor renovations which would 

increase minimum and medium security capacity. Particular considera-

tion should be giveE to plans which involve converting maximum 

security cells to lower levels, especially minimum security. These 

funds should be awarded provided that: 

a. Applicants meet conditions provided for in other recommendations 
of this report. 

b. Applicants demonstrate they have conducted comprehensive 
planning, and the newly remodeled facility will be approp­
riate for the number and types of inmates who will be 
detained; 

c. The facility to be remodeled be designated as a "full-service 
jail" by the Multi-County Sharing Plan outlined in Recommendation 
30, or by a similar such plan presented by the DOC Inspection 
and Enforcement Unit. 

Comments 

We are suggssting that only small renovation projects, in the 
$5000 to $15000 range, be considered for funding under this 
recommendation. 
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IV • LACK OF PROGRAMMING 

PROBLEM: Dispersal of program target population and lack of coordinatjQn 
of existing resources result in substantial unmet programming 
needs in Minnesota jail systems. 

Only three facilities have ADP's greater than 25 inmates. 

Nearly 600 of the 1,270 persons held longer than 30 days were 
scattered among 46 jail systems • 

While 40% of inmates are unemployed and 23 systems, holding over 
50% of statewide ADP, report having educational services, only 
one of over 400 inmates surveyed received services; and 46 
systems use work release but only 21% of sentenced offenders are 
on work release. 

While almost 40% of inmates are high school dropout-s and 15 
systems, holding 50% of statewide ADP, report educational 
services, none of tJ1e inmates surveyed received such services. 

Only 16 systems report opportunity for physical exercise. 

More than half the systems allow four hours or less per week 
for visitation. 

See Chapters 4 and 6 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

13. The Governor's C.rime Commission and the DOC should encourage concen-

tration of long-term and sentenced offenders in fewer facilities (see 

Recommendation 30) so that provision of programming services is 

more practical. 

14. State and/or federal grants should be provided to jail systems for 

purposes of providing programming directly in the facility and/or 

providing for better coordination of community resources which offer 

various services to inmates on condition that: 
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a. Applicants are designated as a "full-service jail" by 
the Multi-County Sharing Plan (see Recommendation 30) 
or similar such plan presented'by the DOC; 

b. Applicants demonstrate effective plans to max~uize use 
of work release programming; 

c. Applicants present a plan for comprehensive evaluation 
of their p~ogramming efforts. 

Coments 

We propose that any or all of four strategies be used in 
implementing Recommendation 14.· ·First·, the Commission' could 
fund a full-time jail program coordinator •. ·Second, ·the· 
Commission could fund new court services or probation personnel 
to perform the program coordination function· on· a part-time • 
basis. Third, the Commission could fund a new jailer to perform 
coordination functions on a part-time· basis· •. Fourth, the 
Commission could fund several regional coordinators to provide 
p~ogram coordination to groups of counties~ 

15. The Crime Commission should encourage the use of volunteers in jail 

programming by: 

a. Funding volunteer programscontinqent on co~pliance ~ith the 
Commission's existing policy on use of volunteers and 
with conditions set forth in Recommendation 14. 

b. Providing information on developing volunteer programs through 
the Technical Assistance Unit (see Recommendation 29). 

16. The Technical Assistance Unit (see Recommendation 29) should provide 

the following program-related services: 

a. Information and technical assistance in developing local, 
state or federal funding sources for social service 
programmi,ng; 

b. Information and technical assistance in developing 
volunteer programs; 

c. Annual seminars for jail program personnel; 

d. Statewide public information program directed at potential 
employers of work release inmates. 
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17. State and/or federal 50% matching grants should be pr'o"v'~de'd ... for purposes 

£f renovating jail facilities to add or improv'e ... programming areas 

particularly to convert part of maximum sec'ur_ity - areas to program 

areas. Funding should be contingent upon: 

a. 

b. 

An applicant 
Multi-County 
by a similar 

bein~ designated as a "full-service" jail by the 
Shar~ng Plan outlined in Recommendation 30 or 
such plan presented by the DOC; 

An applicant demonstrating effective plans to 
f k maximize. use o wor release programming; 

c. An applicant presenting a plan for comprehensive evaluation 
of their programming efforts. 

\\ 
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II 

LACK OF CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY TREATMENT 

PROBLEM: There is a serious unmet need for provision of chemical dependency 
treatment to inmates. 

Nearly half the inmates surveyed indicated a need for chemical 
dependency treatment. 

41% of persons held in Minnesota jails in 1975 were charqed with 
alcohol or drug related offenses. 

Drug or alcohol abuse was involved in the inc.arceration of 38% 
of the persons held in 1975. 

Although 39 systems report che~ical dependency services available 
to inmates, only 2% of those s~~veyed indicated they had received 
such services. 

See Chapters 4 and 6. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

18. The Department of Corrections should require all facilities classified as 

jails to complete an annual "chemical dependency treatment plan'.' The 

plan should include the following: 

a. Provision for screening for chemical dependency at intake, 
including conditions set forth in Part E requirements; 

b. In-service training for all custodi·al personnel on problems 
of chemical dependency; 

c. Provision for detoxification facilities; 

d. Provision for secure in-patient or out-patient treatment 
for inmates who require such; 

e. 

f. 

Provision for chemical dependency counseling 7 preferably 
within the facility; 

Evidence that the facility administrators are familiar with an 
inventory of local community chemical dependency resources. 
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19. 

Comments 
\~ 

Most communities will not be ~le to afford complete in-house 
chemical dependency treatment. Many will rely on utilizing 
communi ty resources. Therefore ,'7responsibili,ty for develop­
ment and implementation of the chemical dependency treatment 
plan would logically rest with the Jail Program Coordinator 
described in Recommendation i4. 

§tate and/or federal funds should be provided to support the implemen'; ,', 

tation of one or more components of the "chemical dependency treatment 

plan" provided that: 

a. All components of that pla~ have been approved by the DOC; and, I> 

b. Applicants are designated as "full-service" jails (see 
Recommendation 30) py the Multi-County Sharing Plan, or by 
a similar such plan presented by the DOC. 

Comments 

Many of the recommendations are similar to those presented in the 
section on general programming. However, we consider provision 
of better chemical dependency treatment to be of the highest 
priority and have, ther.efore, treated recommendations in this area 
separately. 
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VI. POOR SCREENING AT INTAKE 

PROBLEM: Screening at jail intake is apparently not working to detain those 
least likely to appear for trial and releast;l those most likely 
to appear, or to require bail only on the basis of 
accused persons' likelihood of appearance. 

64% di pretrial det. i.nees held past intake were judged "releasable" 
by VERA release cll . .:eria. 

10,000 persons held past intake in 1975 may have been releasable, with 
an estimated cost to taA~ayers of $500,000. 

In a s~ple ci\pretrial detainees, those released on bail were 
hOt significaricly different from those released without bail 
in terms of established criteria for release. 

See 8hapters 4,7 and 9. 

RECOMMENDATIONS~ 

20. A local panel of officials including judges, prosecutors, law 

enforcement officers, and jail officials should pr~are a set of 

specific release criteria to be used by screenersi~'making the 

release decision at intake. Each community's plan should be 

evaluated by the DOC inspection and Enforcement Unit as part 

of its annual inspection. 

21. Complete information on tHe meaning and use of the locally developed 

criteria should be disseminated to all jails, lockups and holding 

facilities within that 66mmuni~ 

a. 

: ! ) 

b. 

. " 

Training for intake screenirl/:J should be a component of both 
pre-$ervice and in-service f.~aining programs (see Recommen­
dations 23,24 and 25). 

; i/ 
The ,Technical Assistance,Gnit (see Recommendation 29) sh(;'uld 
provide consultation to jailers/screeners in the use of proper 
screening tachniques. 

'j 
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c. The Technical Assistance Unit (see Recommendation 29) should 
coordinate a public education program on the benefits of good 
screening directed particularly at sheriffs, judges and 
prosecutors. 

22. The Supreme Court should insist on tIle strict enforcement of the 

New Rules of Criminal Procedure pending assessments of the New 

Rules currently underway. 
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VII. LACK OF TRAINING FOR CUSTODIAL PERSONNEL 

PROBLEM: There is a serious lack of pre-:aervice and in-service training 
for jail personnel. 

Very little training is currently available. 

In-service training is reported available in only 28 facilities. 

" 

Only thirteen facilit·ies met the proposed standard of 24 hours 
per year for each ~taff person. 

See Chapter 5 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

23. The DOC should establish a minimum standard for basic trainin of 

jailers for each type of facility. 

24. The DOC and Minneso~a Sberiffs' Association should resubmit their 

application to fund basic jailer training and,when past problems 

have been resolved, the Governor's Crime Commission should fund 

'such a program. 

25. The Technical Assistance Unit (see Recommendation 29) should 

develop various in-service training curricula and conduct training 

courses at various locations around the state. 
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VIII. INSUFFICIENT CUSTODIAL STAFF 

PROBLEM: Fifteen ma~n facilities have more than the six-inmates­
per-~us~od~an staLdard recommended by the National 
Cornm~ss~on on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 

"Substandard" facilities range in inmate-to-staff ratios 
from 7:1 to 20:1. 

Smaller custodial staffs are due to three phenomena: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

The sheriffs' total complement is smaller in these counties (13) 
than in the state as a whole (20). 

Jail staffs are smaller in these facilities (2.2) than in the 
state as a whole (4.4), and the proportion of sheriffs' staff 
assigned to jailing is smaller. 

Of those ~ssign~d to jailing, the full-time equivalent of 
those ass~gned to custody is significantly smaller than in 
the state as a whole. 

15 counties - 43% of FTE jail staff are custodial 
statew:.de - 54% of FTE jail staff are custodial 

See Chapters 4 and 5 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

26. The Gover?or's Crime. Commission and the DOC should encourage concen­

tration of long-term and sentenced offenders in fewer facilities 

(see- Recommendation 30). 

Comments 

T~is will. a71o\'1 for the most efficient use of custodial personnel 
s:nce a m~n1mum of at least one cu~todian must be available at all 
t~mes regardless of the size of the facility. 
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27. The Technical Assistance Unit (see Recommendation 29) should 

E..rovide consultation to facilitj' administrators, particularly 

those identified as having staff shortages, on the most efficient use 

of jail personnel. 

28. The DOC should establish standards on the minimum number of custodial 

staff required in various types of facilities. Such standards 

should take into account the physical design of the facility as well 

as its inmate population. 
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]i:X. NEED FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN JAIL PLANNING AND OPERATIONS 

PROBLEM: Agencies currently involved in providing technical assis­
tance to local secure facilities -- the DOC Inspection and 
Eilforcement Unit, the Crime Commission and the National 
Clearinghouse -- have been unable to meet the demand for 
assistance due to the press of other duties. 

The j ail study research staff repeatedly encountered: 
requests for various types of assistance during its 
field visits. 

The National Clearinghouse can only provide limited 
assistance in new facility planning. 

The Inspection and En~orcement Unit at 
staff level is pressed to provide much 
beyond its statutory duties. 

its current 
assistance 

There is no agency responsible for the full range 
of jail-related technical assistance services required by 
local governments. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

29. State and/or federal funds should be provided to either the 

DOC Inspection and Enforcement Unit or the Crime Commission to 

establish a Jail Technical Assistance unit which would provide the 

following services to local governments: 

a. 

b. 

c • 

Comprehensive assistance in new facility and renovation 
planning; 

Assistance in selecting and obtaining the most appropriate 
funding alte'1:'natives for construction or renovation; 

Information on structural technologies which would enhance the 
capacity of a facility to separate inmate groups; 

d. Information on how to utilize and establish links with 
community resources (including volunteers); 

e. Seminars on jail issues, particularly programming; 
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f. Public information, especially to potential employers, 
on work release programming; 

g. Consultation and training to jailers on use of 
screening criteria; 

h. Assistance to jail administrators in preparation of the 
"Chemical Dependency Treatment Plans;" 

i. Consultation to jail administrators on efficient 
use of jail personnel; 

j. Assistance to jail administrators in preparing 
evaluations of programming '"'.forts; 

k. Education for the general public -- particularly directed 
to local government decision-makers -- on jailing issues, 
especially those id~ntified in this report as being in 
need of improvement; 

1. Model "mutual-aid agreements" and assistance to counties 
in developing sharing plans. 

Comments 

The DOC Inspection and Enforcement unit currently provides 
of these services but is severely limited in the time which 
can be spent on activities beyond its statutory duties. It 
is recommen~ed ~h~t federal discretionary funds be sought to 
support this effort. 

If discretionary money is not available, it is recommended 
the Crime Commission fund this program. Relatively small 
expenditures on technical assistance in the areas of 
facility planning, jail operations and staff.training 
can have a great impact on the efficienc~ and effectiveness 
of Minnesota's jail systems. 
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x. POOR DISTRIBUTION OF INMATES 

PROBLEM: The uneven utilization of existing detention resources, and 
the lack of concentration 'of long-term detainees and 
sentenced offenders result in the inefficient use of local 
corrections resources in Minnesota. 

SeveraL facilities are currently overcrowded according to DOC 
standards. 

Ten jail systems operated at below 20% of capacity in 1975 and 
several more below the 40% I'i1inimum efficient level. 

Overcrowding is most ·:ommon in northern counties, under~ 
utilization in southwestt~rn counties. 

Only 24 systems had total ADP's of more than ten persons in 1975. 

Only 15 jail systems had 1975 ADP's of more than five persons who 
were held longer t~an 30 days. 

Only 22 systsns had ADP's of more than five sentenced offenders 
in 1975. 

See Chapters 4, 6. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

30. According to the plan outlined below or a similar such plan to be 

developed by the Department of Corrections:., long-term detainees 

and sentenced offenders should be concentrated in a smaller number 

of local secure facilities. 

a. The 40 local secure facilities listed below and located on 
Map 11-1 should be designated as "full-service" jails and be 
afforded funding priority as indicated elsewhere in these 
recommendations. 

b. The remaining facilities should be restricted to use as 
lockups or holding facilities. These facilities should be 
considered for state and/or federal funding only for the 
purposes of construction or renovation as outlined in 
Recommendation 2.c. 
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Comments 

The choice of facilities to be designa,ted as "full-service" jails 
is base.d on 1) patte:rns of current jail, use, 2) existing programming 
needs, 3) existing and planned jail facilities, 4) geographic dis­
tribution and 5) DOC standards cOIl1Pliance. 

Included are facilities currently operating and classified by 
their standards compliance as "full-service" jails. Also included 
are facilities which, according to their prisoner volume and other 
patte:rns of use, operate (and probably must continue to operate) 
as jails but are downrated or unclassified due to poor standards 
corr.,pliance. other facilities currently operating as j a~ls but 
downrated due to their compliance with DOC standards are not 
included by reason of low prisoner volume and/or proximity to 
designated "full-service" jails. A few facilities are marginal as 
full-service jails by the criteria employed and should be consider­
ed for such designation as funding priorities permit. 

The remaining should operate (as standards compli,illce permits) as 
lockups and holding facilities for the detention of short-term 
accused persons and appropriate sentenced offenders on work 
release. 

40 RECOMMENDED "}WLL-SERVICE" JAILS AND THEIR CURRENT STATUS* 

L Anoka J Itasca 
U Becker J Kandiyohi 
J Beltrami L Koochiching 
J ElueEarth U Lyon 
J Carlton J Marshall 
J Carver J Martin 
J Cass J Meeker 
J Clay if Mille Lacs 
U Crow Wing J Morrison 
J Dakota J Mower 
L Douglas J Nobles 
J Fillmore J Olmsted 
J Freeborn J Otter Tail 
J Goodhue J Pennington 

Mar2inal 
1\ 
.\ 

Aitkin 
\, 

L 
U Houston. 
C Hubbard 
J Nicollet 
H Wilkin 

*DOC Classification 
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J Polk 
J' Rice 
J Roseau 
J St. Louis 
J Scott 
L Stearns 
J Steele 
J Waseca 
J Washingt,on 
L Winona 
J Wright 
C Chioago-Isanti-Pine 

L L 

, KEY: J= Jail \ 
L= Lockup ! 
H = Holding Facility 
. C = 
'j 

Condemned 
t7 =:. Unclassified 

(; 

fi .< 

I 
I, 
I 
I 
f 
n Yt 

6 
0 
B 
.-.. 
B 

U 
H 

u 
H 

(f .u 

, 

f " 
(} 

• • 

MAP 11-1 

• 
• 

• • 
-279-
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ments 

'.-, .ReCOmmended new 
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located somewhere in 
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Isanti Counties 

10 20 Sl) 40 eo)&ES 
" !, ' " , 
20 40 eo &0 KLOMETERS 

SPA BASE MAP #1 

"j 
! 

() 

.. ~ ... 



31. 

The above plan is considered desirable because it makes the most 
efficient use of existing detention resources. It represents a 
compromise between the extreme (and impractical) solutiuns of 
upgrading all existing facilities in need and the construction of 
a few large regional jails. It emphasizes the use of existing 
facilities and the limitations of geography. It recognizes political 
reali ti':~s and the benefits of local control. It also recognizes 
that the problem is one of utilization and that the most reasonable 
solution lies more in the redistribution of the existing level of 
detention capacity than in the addition of more capacity. Finally, 
it recognizes that resources are limited and that a high level of 
spending for the ilnprovement of local detention resources is not 
politically popular.' In short, this solution seems to represent t1~~ 
best possible accommodation of det~ntion needs given existing 
resources and realities. 

The Technical Assistance Unit should develop a package of model 

mutual aid pacts or other agreements for the multi-county sharing 

of resources for the detention of long-term accused and sentenced 

offenders, and provide additional information and assistance to 

counties interested in pursuing such sharing. 

Comments 

The assistance provided should build on the experience of existing 
sharing arrangements. It should emphasize the importance of long­
term financial (cpmmitments on the part of participating counties 
which experience has demonstrated are critical, to the success of 
such sharing arrangements. 
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XI. ALTERNATIVE SENTENCING 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

32. The Crime Commission and Department of Corrections should encourage 

communities to develop a full scope of sentencing alternatives, 

particularly restitution and community service programs. 

33. Judges should be encouraged to use the full scope of sentencing 

alternatives available. 

Comments 

There may be more appropriate and less costly punishments than 
jail for some offenders. Such alternatives should be available to 
judges. 
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XII. DETENTION OF JUVENILES 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

34. The Crime Commission and the DOC should continue to encourage the 

developm,:.nt of shelter care facilities and other alternatives for 

detaining juveniles. 

35. The Crime Commission and DOC should encourage strict enforcement of 

state laws pertaining to the detention of juveniles in local secure 

facilities. 

Comments 

Nearly all persons involved with and concerned about the criminal 
justice system agree that only a small minority of juvenile 
offenders/accused offenders should be detained in jails or lockups. 
Most of those currently being held are there because alternatives do 
not now exist. 1bose juveniles for whom shelter care facilities are 
not available or not appropriate should be transported to the near­
est juvenile detention or corrections facilities with the least 
possible delay. The detention of a juvenile for longer than 24 
hour.s in a local j ail or lockup should be a very infrequent occur­
rence. 
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XIII. INFORMATION ON PERSONS HELD 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

36. The DOC should continue to gather data on persons held in local 

secure facilities and make that information available in the form 

of: 

a. An annual report of persons held summarizing data collected; 

b. Reports to individual jail systems (upon request) providing 
data useful in making operational or structural improvements, 

Comments 

The DOC is currently providing this service and should continue 
to do so. Recommendations on how the data collection can be 
improved are listed in Appendix C. Particular needs are to 
develop a separate data collection form for juveniles and to 
collect daily headcount information in order to document 
fluctuations in jail populations. 

37. Information on persons held in local secure facilities should be 

incorporated into the OECIS system. 

Comments 

The DOC is already working on plans to integrate jailing informati.on 
into the OECIS program. 
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IV AREAS FOR FURTHER STUDY X . 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

38. The following areas ,of further study should be ,pursued: 

a. 

b, 

c. 

d. 

of the effectiveness of jail versus alternative an evaluation 

sentences; 

a more comprehensive survey of operating and capital costs; 

an analysis of juveniles held in jails and lockups; 

of court appearance rates of persons receiving an analysis 

to those released under other conditions. citations compared 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
POTE~TIALLY INVOLVING CRIME 
~--------~--------------COMMISSION FUNDS 

It is our conviction that a variety of local, state and federal funds 

will be required to complete the improvements recommended by this report. 

We strongly recommend that the State Legislature increase appropriations 

under Minnesota Statute 241.022 which provides 50% matching grants to 

counties for construction or renovation of local secure facilities. 

The Crime Commission should p'articipate in funding the following should 

other sources be unavailable: 

1. Construction and renovation grants; 

2. Grants to provide programming; 

3. Grants to implement chemical dependency treatment plans; 

4. Grants to provide jailer training; 

5. A grant to fund a Technical Assistance Unit. 

There is no priority implied in the order of this list. 
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JAIL SYSTEM 

1. Aitkin 

2. Anoka 

3. Becker 

4. Beltrami 

5. Bl ue Earth 

6. Brown 

7. Carlton 

8. Carver 

g. Cass 

10. Chippewa 

11. Clay 

12. Crow Wing 

13. Dakota 

14. Douglas 

15. Faribault 

16. Fi llmore 

17. Freeborn 

FACILITIES 

Aitkin County Jail 

Anoka County Jail 
Anoka City Holding 
Columbia Heights Holding 

Becker County Jail 
Mahnomen County Lockup 

Beltrami County Jail 
Clearwater County Holding 

Blue Earth County Jail 

Brown County Jail 
New Ulm City Holding 
Sleepy Eye Holding 
Springfield Holding 

Carlton County Jail 

Carver County Jail 

Cass County Jail 
Cass Lake Holding 

Chippewa County Jail 
Montevideo Holding 

Clay County LEC 

Crow Wing County Jarl 
Brainerd City Holding 

Dakota County Jail 
South St. Paul Holding 
Farmington Holding 
West St. Paul Holding 
Eagan Township Holding 

Dougl as County Ja fJ 

Faribault County Jail 
Wells City Holdin£1 

Fillmore County Jail 

Freeborn County J,a i 1 
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SERYICE'AREA -
Aitkin County 

Anoka County 

Becker County 
Mahnomen County 

Beltrami. County 
Clearwater County \ 

Blue Earth County 
Watonwan County 

Brown County 

Carlton County 

Carver County 

Cass County 

Chippewa County 

Clay County 

Crow Wing County 

Dakota County 

Douglas County 

Faribault County 

Fillmore County 

Freeborn County 

(cont'd) 
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APPENDIX A (cont'dl ; /' 

I 

I .. . .. 
I 

. SERVICE AREi .j JAIL SYSTEM FACILITIES 
/t~ 

51. Sibley Sibley County Jail Si.b.l ey County , 
I 

I 

I 

, ~ 52. Stearns Stearns County Jail Stearns County 
St. Cloud Holding Benton County 
Sauk Centre Holding 

53. Steele Steele Count~' Jail Steele County 

54. Todd Todd County Ja ii Todd County 

55. Wabasha Wabasha County Jail Wabasha County 

56. Wadena Wadena County Jail Wadena County 

57. Waseca Waseca County Jail Waseca County 

58. Washington Washington County Jail Washington County 
Cottage Grove Holding Chisago County 
Chisago.County Lockup 

, 59. Wilkin Wilkin County Jail Wilkin County 
Traverse County Lockup Traverse County 

60. Winona Winona County Jail Winona County 

61. Wright Wright County Jail Wright County 

62. Yell ow Medi ci ne Yellow Medicine Co. IJa i 1 Yellow Medicine County 
. Canby City Holding 

TOTALS 

62 Jail Systems 109 Facilities 85 Counties 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

REPORT OF PERSONS RELEASED FROM JAILS AND LOCKUPS 

Jailor LOcKUp ___________ _ 

Type of Facility (circle) 1 City 

(1()"3l) 

Name of Prisoner 

2 County (.1t 

I (32)1 (33-38) 109- I (·i 1-
.10) 42) 

\f> 
~ .' 

(If A Juvenile. Name May be Omitted) 

Last First Middle 
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(45-48) 

\ Mo. \ Day \ Mo~ Day\ 

" OIW. 29'1 
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STATE OF MltmESOTA 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIGNS 

CODE LISTING AND REPORT OF PRISONER MOVEMENT 

Jail orLockup _______________________________________________________ ~ ____________ __ 
(H) 

Type of Facility (Circle) 1 City 2 County (4) 
Monl.h 

or 
Period 

(5-6) 
Year 19 LI_-'---I (7-8) 

USE ONL Y THE ONE MOST APPLICABLE CODE NUMBER FROM EACH GROUP BELOW FOR EACH PERSON REPORTED 

(9) -JURISDICTION-

() Own COUIH>' • 

1 Cit), ('r \·ill.;~,· \\'ilhin County 
2 Cil>' "I Villal:" Oursidc County 
3 O:her {"HUll\, 

·1 ~Iinn(.·$("a ~t.lte Currections 
5 1"0'" 0'11 ,,( Stalc Authority 
6 F",l'!rill ,~ulhoril}' 
7 St.1.Lt· ... JiIj.th·.vay P.ltrol, Gilm~ 

\\':"J~II, (:rililc' I!ur~au - Etc. 

(4i-.12) 'REASON HELD-

III lind"r !"'('nl""C-C 
O~ .... W.lilill/: Tri,\1 
O~ :\w;dlill/l !l.til 
(H II .'If.1l1t Fn;1I1 Outsidc CoulllY 
OS P.lr,'!~~ Ur Pruh:ttinn \,ill1ntillfl 
0(, j)'·II.!;1I1: JII\'('llIk Ilcarill~ 
(J.... /" 1I,Ii n,: I'rllb.11 ,. COllrt Hearing 

IIp,·I,,i.·I\· pr ~klll.l/) 
fit: I', I1di Ill: ·P~'\·I.v:n[ of Fine 
0·) P'·II.li'If'. Funll.ll Ch.use 
1(1 HII:I.I\,.I\, 11I\'cl1il,' 
11 L .. ,I~(·r iSler p('r) 
12 Olll<:r j" In Tr,lr,sit 
].j I~'()rk RI'I":>",, (Ullintctrupted) 
15 I\'urk H. I"a", (llllc:rrupted) 

(43·44) -CHARGE OR OFFENSE­

MISDEMEANORS 
CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS 

01 A';'Wldl 
O:! Indt relll COli duct 
03 NOI;-SUPPOH 
0.; ·Utll<'r Comes Against Persons 

MISOl':MEANORS . 
___ ---cRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY 

II 1\ r ... "" 
12 Ch,·t kil 
13 I'ralld (l'xcelH Chech) 
14 S!lOplifting 
15 P"s~<:ssillg Or R('ceiving 

S, "I ('II PrupL'ny 
16 Thdt (E~c"pt SIHlplifting and Auto 

I hell) 
17 1';lInl)('rin,: \l'ilh AUln 
II:! I'silll( AIIII1 1~'irh(1ur Owners Permission 
19 Vand.dism 

TRAFfiC VIOLATIONS 

-20 Drivint: lInder InClIIC:llcc 
21 Dri'/illj: Afl('r ~1I\l'cllsion or fievocation 
22 MU\'ing 'rr u·(i.: VlOlalions 

(Exr:t'l't DWI&DAS) 
2~ ~o ... ~lo\'int: Traffic Violflrinns 
21 Le",inH ~ccne of Accidcnt 

-25 Opc:n ilultlc 

(43·"4) (Continued) 

MISCELLANEOUS MISDEMEANORS 

30. \.oolcmpt of COUrt 
31 OiwrJerly Conduct 
32 l)rui: I.aw 
33 Ihuni:cnes$ 
H Escape 
;) Fir('arms 
36 Gnme 
37 Liquur I.aws 
38 Trespassing 
~9 Olher 

FELONIES 

~O liomicide; 
-11 Crime All,dost Per,on (Except Sex) 
1\2 ("rim" A;:ain,;t Property 
-1, St'X Criel'" 
Ij i Olhcr !'.:I<.IIlies 
-15 Felony I>luI: Ofl<'n,;c 

50 Crime .... I(ainl>t Person (Exr:ept Sex) 
51 Crime Ag.lillst Property 
52 Sex Crime 
53 Crime U~· NCIlIi}:enec 
s.i Other Gross MisJ('mennors 
55 G. Mis. Drug O(fense 

L.'1j'(i ,\II()\'E CODES - SUH~flT HEI'OHT OF PRISONERS IlELI~ASED fROM JAII.S AND LOCKUPS ON CUHIL 2~M 

(59·60) "REASON FOR RELEASE-

01 Sentence CCllnpleleJ 
02 ~.:nl':II<·'· SIISI'Cllelt-J 
03 I\ail :-;III'I'IIC'" 
0·1 Hclt'.t~ ... till I'c'r!,ollal Hec .. ~niz'lnce 
OS .,\, AnodlC.·r AII\'lerilY Within State 
O(i To Out of :::rale ''.lIthoritl' 
07 1,) "ar('lIt:; 
OB Parol<: nr Prc)bnl i ... n 
09 C",llmillll<'ul 10 St .. te In~tilurion 
10 COlllmilm.:nt to \\'KIISE/U:'KFM 
II Ca.H· Pil-Illisscd 
12 F(I,lI101 'e;-I01' (illII.TY~ 
11 1'.1 iJ hllc' 
I·! Ik('ca,,,J 
15 Transit-r to \.()IIIIlY J,dl 
16 To Lnllrt - l)i~p<1sitl(ln Unknown 
17 To Ft·d .. ,,,1 ,\ulhlJrity 
III Tran!i(t'( 10 Cit> lIr Villa;: __ J ... il 
19 'j'c:mpnIM), Hde"se 

(61-62) "UNUSUAL. rRISONER BEHAVIOR-"" 

01 .-\IICIOI'''·,j Suicide in Jnil g 
112 Cnillmill<'" Suicide ill lail rT 
03 I), •• l:I, /3). Uther C,usc' ill (ail . 
O·j SI'n! to I/o •• pilal FIOIO Jai e. 
0) StIli to Illhl'itlll From ):';1 and Died 

There 
06 r\t\eOlI;red Eseol''' F({)ln Jail 
07 Esc;'ped Frolll ,;lil 
OB InvolveJ in J (Ii J)iSlul~lIlnt'e 
09 Violatcd Juil Hulco; 
10 Olher (I:~l'lnill OIl.lIac;k IIf Sheet) 
11 J\b:;C(lIhJ.:J Frum Wurk Hc:lclI';c 

-----.--,----,------------------~----------------------------~----------------------------~------------------------------
PRISor-JEIl COUNT I 
AND MOVH.'IEr(f· 

(DUHING MONT,H OR 
PERIOD OF R'EPORT) 

. "",,, 

Held Over 

Booked 

In Jail 

[.."""" 

..l 

.-, 

] 
(!>-12) 

] 
(/3-111) 

-~ 
(17-2U) 

C'4'l --.J.t 

/ ~ 

Released 

(21-21) 

Garried Over [ 
(25- 211) 

PRISONER MOVEMENT [----' 
RECORDED ~ 

. "; 
'], . 

C'] 

'·'"4+ 

(110) 

'. 

Submit Thir. Form With You!' 
Report or Prisoners 
Rn/f!OJ'op.c/ From Jails Mid 
LockUps. 

TO: DETENTION SPECIALIST 
DEPAflTMENT OF COHRECTIONS 
430 METRO SQUARE BUILDING 
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55101 
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APPENDIX C 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS DATA ACCURACY TEST 

Data collected and aggregated by the Department of Corrections provides 
baseline information for the jail study. Since the accuracy of DOC data 
has been questioned, the jail study conducted a reliability test. 

There are two possible points in the reporting and aggregating process 
where inaccuracies may occur. The first is in the transfer of information 
from the county jail register to DOC Form 294 from which the DOC compiles 
its annual aggregated statistics. The second is in the aggregating process 
at the DOC. The analysis discussed in the following paragraphs deals only 
with the former. 

A reliability test of DOC keypunching and programming is forthcoming. 

METHODS 

A random sample of 22 counties was selected; In each 
county, 50 cases were randomly selected and information on the DOC Form 
294 was compared with information listed in the jail register. Eight of 
the variables on form 294 were examined: 1) sex; 2) age; 3) reason held; 
4) charge or offense; 5) days confined; 6) sentence of court; 7) reason 
for release; 8) if on work release. In addition, 9) the proportion of 
cases containing an error in any of the above variables; and 10) the pro­
portion of cases completely omitted from Form 294 were recorded. Each 
vari able in each c'ase was scored as either "accurate" or"inaccurate". 
The magnitude of error for ordinal variables (2, 5, 6) \lIas also recorded. 

RESULTS 

Raw data on error frequencies by county is reported in Table I. It 
should be noted that there is great variance among counties in accuracy of 
data reported to DOC. Hhile most counties made only occasional errors, some 
counties consistently erred in some variables. 

Table II summarizes error rates and standard deviations* of error rates 
by region. Table II also provides a statewide summary of error rates. The 
large standard deviations in many regions make it difficult to accurately 
estimate the error rate for those regions. 

The net effect of magnitude and direction of error on variable 
2, 5 and 6 was virtually o. It is impossible, therefore, to attribute any 
pattern to the magnitude of ~rror. 

~he standard deviation allows the reader to estimate the range of values 
into which the error rate is likely to fall. Ninety-five percent of the time 
the actual error rate will fall between plus or minus two standard deviations 
of the estimated error rate. For example in Table II for Region "A" variable 
#2 (age) the error rate has been estimated at .03 and the standard deviation 
.01. Thus, we can be confident that 95% of the time the actual error rate 
in Region "A" will fall somewhere between .01 and .05. 
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APPENDIX C ( cont'd) 

However, some conclusions can be drawn from the data: 

1. In some regions the error rate for some variables appears likely 
to be above the tolerable limits (5%) for use in the jail study. 

2. The actual statewide error rates are likely to be very close to 
those estimated in Table II since the standard deviations are 
less than ~ of 1%. Although 20% of the cases examined had at 
least one error, those errors appear to have been distributed 
among a number of variables so that no single variable accounts 
for a large percentage of the error. 

3. Statewide error rates for all variables except·#3, reason reld, 
are tolerable. 

RECDr4MENDATIONS 

1. DOC data can be used in the jail study for statewide inferences. 
Data analysis using variable #3, reason held, must be used with 
caution and results of that analysis viewed with somewhat more 
suspicion than that of the other variables. 

2. Since the sample of counties showed a few counties with large 
error rates along a number of variables, the jail study should 
not use countY-by-county DOC data without first testing the 
individual county's recording system ( in the same manner in 
which this accuracy test was conducted). Fifty cases 'in each 
of the 15 counties selected for intensive examination 'in the 
jail study will be tested for accuracy. 

3. Interviews conducted during the accuracy test field visits and 
conclusions drawn by the jail study staff indicate six major 
reasons for the inaccuracies which do occur in the process of 
transferring information from jail registers to Form 294. 

a} DOC Form 294 is designed to be used with the most recent 
jail register. However, a substantial number of I:ounties 
are using jail registers with a variety of formats which 
pre-date the newest jail registers. Consequently, it is 
difficult to transfer information from the jail registers 
to the Form 294. In fact, some information required on 
Form 294 is not even recorded on many jail registlers and . 
jailers are summarizing that information from memory or 
from other informal records. The Department of Corrections 
and/or the Governor's Crime Commission should print up 
2000 pages of the newest form of Jail reSister and distribute 
them to all counties which are uSlng antlguated registers. 

(cont'd) 
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) 

b) There is a great deal of confusion among many jailers about 
the meaning and interpretation of the codes. This accounts 
for the particularly high error rate on variable #3, reason 
held. The training manual provided by the Department of 
Corrections deals with this issue but apparently the explan­
ation is not sufficient since confusion still exists. 
F.ecord keeping training provided for jailers should include 

,a section on properly coding reason held, charge ~r offense, 
and reason for release. 

c) A related probl.em is that some of the antiquated jail 
registers include a set of codes which is altogether 
unrelated to those currently in use. Some jailers are 
using those codes instead of the ones provided in the 
training manual. Recommendations in a) and b) apply 
here. 

d) Juvenile records are transferred to DOC Form 294 although 
juvenile jail registers are in a substantially different 
format. For instance, reason held and charge or offense 
are often confused since many juveniles are not formally 
charged. A suaPlement to Form 294 designed for gathering 
juveni le recor s shoul d be developed. . 

e) In many locations a number of persons fill out the jail 
register and the Form 294. Each has his/her own inter­
pretation of the codes and system for recording the 
information. A SUbstantial number of errors found were 
due to inconsistencies in recording techniques from one 
person to the next. Jailers should be encouraged to 
designate one or two persons to keep the jail registers 
and one person to summarize jail register data on Form 294. 

f) Most of the sheriffs and jailers consider completing Form 
294 to be a superfluous bureaucratic task. Each of the 
22 jailers claimed he had never seen any of the aggregated 
statistics on his jailor any other data, either in the form 
of the annual DOC jail data publication or DOC computer 
print-outs. The relevancy and potential use of DOC 
aggregated data should be communicated to the jailers. 
If j ai lers understand and begin to use the data they 
are helping to collect, they are more likely to do the 
job meticulously. 
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REGION "N' 

Pennington 

Polk 

REGION liB" 

St. Louis 

Cook 

REGION "C" 

Hilkin 

Ottertail 

REGION "0" 

Isanti 

Hright 

Pine 

REGION "E" 

Renvi 11e 

Chippewa 

Redwood 

Nobles 

Lyon 

. . , 
.-

TABLE I 

RAW NUMBER OF ERRORS AND CASES EXAMI~EO BY COUNTY BY VARIABLE 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1/50 

2/50 

1/50 

27/50 4/50 

5/50 1/50 

4/50 

1/52 1/52 5/52. 5/52 

11/48 2/48 

1/50 

1/50 

1/50 

(,---, ,_ J 

.... , 

~ 
1ft ... ' 

, . 

5/50 3/50 

2/50 

3/50 3/50 

2/50 2/50 

2/40 

2/50 

2/50 5/50 

4/50 

'. 
" 

.. '. 

1/48 

1/50 

1/50 

2/50 

6/45 

4/40 

7/50 

2/50 

oi I.' 

••• 

10/50 

5/50 1/50 

1/52 

1/48 

5/50 3/50 

3/50 2/50 

5/50 

1/50 
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1/50 
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35/50 

3/50 14/50 

11~2 12/52 
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1/50 11/50 

.r' .. \o 

9/50 
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10/50 
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7/45 

11/40 

9/50 

13/50 

5/50 

(cont'd) 

. " 
, .... ., 
.~ 

10 

1/48 

2/50 

1/50 

2/50 

2/48 

'. 

1/45 

1/40 

.'. ..... 

L 

I 
I 
r 

\ 

I' o ' 

~I 

, 
, 

..... 



. ,. 

t'·,·;:;> 
. ..; ~.. " . " 

, , 

, . 

" 

1 / 

r .. J ['~--j coo -

REGION II fli 

Olmstead 

Faribault 

Rice 

Steele 

Mower 

Winona 

I Goodhue 
l\J 
~ 

REGION "G" ~ 
I I 
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1 2 3 

,. 
1/50 
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2/50 1150 2/50 

1/50 

1/49 
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, .. . .' 

.. 

r-J r-'~l C-'l . r--~, r-'l r.J C] 

(Cont'd) 

4 5 6 7 8 9 

1/50 1/50 1/50 1/50 1/50 2/50 

16/50 1/50 1150 10/50 1/50 38/50 

1/50 1/50 22/50 

3/50 1/50 1/50 8/50 16/50 

1/50 1/50 1/50 3/50 

5/50 2/50 8/50 
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--------J-----------__________________________ H_~~~~~~ 

VARIABLE 

1 Sex 

2 Age 

3 Reason held 

4 Charge or offense 

5 Days confined 

6 Sentence 

7 Reason for release 

8 I f on \'Iork release 

9 Case record error 

10 Record mi ssing 

TABLE II 

ERROR RATES*AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH VARIABLE 

BY REGION 

A (2) B (2) C (2) 0 (3) E (5) 

Error SO ~rror SO Error SO Error SD Error SO 

- - - - - - .01 .02 - -
.03 .01 .02 .01 .01 .02 .01 .01 .01 -
.31 .19 .03 .02 .03 .02 .03 .03 .02 .01 

.05 .03 .09 .06 .05 .03 .03 .03 .06 .01 

.04 .04 .09 .06 .01 .02 .02 .02 • 13 .05 

.05 .04- .01 .01 .07 .03 - - • 12 .04 

• 11 .08 - - .05 .02 .04 .05 .05 .01 

.03 .03 .02 .01 .01 .01 - - - -

.48 .18 .23 .09 • 19 .05 • 17 .11 • 18 .06 

- - - - .03 .02 .04 .01 .01 -
N=100 N=100 N=100 ~=150 N=245 

* Error rates are weighted by total persons held in each county 
- equal no error 
( ) number of counties in region 
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F (7) G (1) Statewide (22) 

Error SD IError SO Error SO 

.01 .01 - - - -
- - - - .01 -
.08 .04 - - .07 .01 

.03 .01 .02 - .05 -

.02 .01 - - .05 -

.02 .01 - - .05 -

.05 .02 .06 - .05 -

.01 .01 - - .01 -
• 17 .05 .01 - .20 .01 

.01 .01 .03 - .01 -
N=349 N=50 N=1094 
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APPENDIX D 

SURVEY OF JAILING PRACTICES 

The Governor's Crime Commission is reviewing ways in which it can help 
counties and municipalities improve their jails. This brief questionnaire is 
intended to assist us in determining what are the specific needs of your facility. 
It is not designed to rate ja'i i::' or determine whether they are good or bad. The 
questionnaire deals with a wide ra.nge of possible services, many of which are 
unnecessary or inapplicable to most of Minnesota's smaller facilities. There 
is no implication that facilities are expected to provide such services or that 
such needs exist in every county, but merely that such services may be provided 
to meet such needs in some counties. For those questions which do not apply to 
your jail, just check the appropriate box. 

1. What do you feel is the most pressing 
problem at your facility? 

2. Do you feel that joining the Community 
Corrections Subsidy Act would be 

Overcrowdi ng, _________ _ 

Physi cal deterioration, _____ _ 

Understaffi ng 

Prob 1 ems due to 
-~--~--~-----inabi 1 i ty to separate juvenil es 01' 

women when facility is near capacity 

Othe r prob 1 ems _________ _ 

beneficial to your county? Yes ------- No '------
3. Are there any plans to renovate your 

facility at this time? Yes 

4. Are there any plans for new 
construction? Yes 

5. Does your facili ty regul arly (other 
than for warrants) hold persons 
for other counties? Yes 

------ No '-------

------- No '------

------ No ______ _ 

If yes, for which counties, 
what type of offenders? 

Sentenced Offenders Pretrial Detainees 

What percentage of your total jail 
population is made up of inmates held 
for other counties (estimate) 
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APPENDIX ~ (cont'd) 

The next few questions apply to the daily operation of your jail and 
its staff. 

6. When persons are arrested and brought to the 
jail, a decision must be made whether to 
release or detain them. How many hours 
of the day is there someone on duty at 
your facility who has the authority to 
make this decision? 0 8 hours 

9 - 16 hours' 

17 - 24 hours 

7. Have the persons responsible for the 
release or detain decision at your 
facility ever had specialized 

"training to make this decision? 

If yes, who provided this training? 

Yes No, _____ _ 

8. For how many hours of the day is a dispatcher 
responsib12 by himself, for custody and 
s urve in an ce of inmates? 

Dispatcher never has 
sole responsibil ity _______ _ 

Dispatcher has sole 
responsi bi 1 ity 

o - 8 hours. ______ _ 

9 - 16 hours _____ _ 

17 - 23 hours _____ _ 

24 hours __ ~ __ _ 

Dispatcher has sole 
responsibility only 
occasionally 

The following questions refer to the physical descY'''jption of your 
t_~)ci 1 i ty . 

'9. Please complete the following chart 
with the appropriate numbers. Number of cells Total Number Beds 

Maximum Security 

Medium Security 

Minimum Security 
-302-
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APPENDIX D (cont'd) i 

10. !n some facilities., various groups of 
lnmates such as juveniles, women ·and th-ose- -.-­
~n work rel ease can be separated from other 
l~mates (out of sight and sound). How many 
,dlfferentgroups of inmates can be separated 
fro'!l ~ach other by sight and sound in your ' 
faclll ty? 

Nocapaci ty to 
separate 

2 groups 

3 groups 

4 groups 

5 groups or more 

. ~h~ next set 0f questions refers to services that may be provided in 
some facllltles. Please be as specific as possible. 

11. Do your officers ever take persons to a 
detoxification center? 

Yes ------
If yes, please cite name of agency/agencies 
and their location 

No --:-----

---------------------------------------------

12. If an inmate needs medical attention 
e~ther at time of admission or during 
hls/her stay, how is this provided? 

13. Is a medical examination regularly 
given to all newly admitted persons? 

Pri vate dO,ctor 

Hospital 

In-jail infirmary 

:Cl ini c 

Other 

Yes No ------
If no, under what conditions is it offered? 
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14. Is drug abuse treatment provided to inmates 
in your jai l? 

Yes _____ _ No' '------
If yes, please indicate name of agency/agencies, 
and locations. ____________ ~~-----------------------------

15. Is treatment for alcoholism provided to 
inmates in your jail? 

16. 

17. 

Yes. _____ _ No, _____ _ 

If yes, please indicate name of agency/agencies and locations; ______________________________________________ _ 

Counseling services may be provided on a 
voluntary basis to inmates in such areas as 
domestic relations and financiai management. 
If such a service is available, please indicate 
name of agency and location. 

Not available 

Agency' ___________________ ~ _________________________ _ 

Location, ___________________________________________________ ___ 

Mental health services may iflclude psychiatric 
treatment and diagnostic services for inmates 
awaiting sentencing. If this type of service 
is available to inmates in your jail, please 
indicate the name of the agency providing 
the service and its location. 

Not available 
Agency' _____________________________________________________ _ 

Locationl ________________________ ~ ______ ~.~---------------
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APPENDIX D (cont'd) 

18. Are there any provisions for 
recreational activities at your 
facil ity? 

Table games 

Library 

Exercise 

No _______ _ 

19. If any of the following services are 
provided to your inmates, please indicate 
the name of the agency providing the service 
and its location. 

a. Educational services Yes --------- No. _____ _ 

Agency _______________________ ~ ________________ __ 

Location, ________________________________________ __ 

b. Job placement services Yes, ________ _ No. _______ _ 

Agency _____________________________________ ___ 

Location ______________________________________________ _ 

c. Vocational programs Yes _______ _ No ________ _ 

Agency ________________________________________________ _ 

Locat'j on. ______________________________ _ 

Your name __________________________ __ 

Position ______________________________ ___ 

Name of facility _____________ _ 

Address ______ ,.---______________ _ 
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JAIL SYSTEM 

1. Anoka 

2. Beltrami 

3. Bl ue Earth 

4. Brown 

5. Carlton 

6. Douglas 

7. Fi 11 more 

8. Houston 

9. Itasca 

10. McLeod 

II. Morrison 

12. Mower 

13. Pipestone 

14. stearns 

15. Washington 

APPENDIX E 

SAMPLE JAIL SYSTEMS 

FACILITIES 

Anoka County Jail 
Anoka City Holding 
Columbia Hgts. Holding 

Beltrami County Jail 
Clearwater County Lockup 

Blue Earth County Jail 

Brown County Jail 
New Ulm Holding 
Sleepy Eye Holding 
Springfield Holding 

Carlton County Jail 

Douglas County Jail 

Fillmore County Jail 

Houston County Jail 

Itasca County Jail 

McLeod County Jail 
Hutchinson Holding 

Morrison County Jail 

Mower County Jail 

Pipestone County Jail 

Stearns County Jail 
St. Cloud Holding 
Sauk Centre Holding 

Washington County Jail 
Cottage Grove Holding 
Chisago County Lockup 

(closed now) 
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19]5 
TOTAL HELD 

2,588 
37 
84 

845 
68 

1,499 

201 
80 
10 
12 

881 

534 

500 

315 

954 

260 
371 

379 

895 

106 

902 
222 

55 

1,171 
155 
130 

o 
SERVICE AREA 

Anoka County 

Beltrami County 
Clearwater County 

Blue Earth County 
Watonwan County 

Brown County 

Carlton County (] 

Douglas County 

Fillmore County 

Houston County 

Itasca County 

McLeod County 

Morrison County 

Mower County 

Pipestone County 

Stearns County 
Benton County 

(Sherburne) ? u/s 

Washington County 
Chisago County 
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APPENDIX F 

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS SURVEY 

Facil ity ------- Survey No. ___ _ 

1. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

14~ would like.to ask you several questions about yourself. Your responses 
wlll be used ln a research study to improve the jails in Minnesota. All 
your answers will be kept confidential and will be combined with those of 
500 other persons so your name will not be associated with your answers. 
14e would appreciate your cooperation but you are not legally required to 
answer these questions. 

(QUESTIONS 1-9 TO BE FILLED OUT BY JAILER) 

name _______ . _________ 2. Age. __ 3. Sex ______ _ 

Race 

Date of intake: hr. ___ mo. _', __ day __ _ 

Date of release: hr. ___ mo. ___ day __ _ 

Reason he 1 d: 

under sentence ---___ awaiting trial or formal charge 
__ ---Iparol e or probation 

vi 01 ation 
___ awaiting ban 
__ .....;warrant from outside county 

___ in transit 
__ --...:ot!ler _______ _ 

8. Offense (speci fi c charge): 

9. Reason released: 

___ sentence completed 
___ bail supplied 
___ released on own recognizance/ third party 
___ released to another correction authority 
___ found "not gu'i 1 ty" 

___ parole or probation 
___ case dismissed 
, __ -"paid fine 
___ 0 the r ______ _ 

(QUESTIONS 10-21 TO BE ASKED OF CLIENT) 

10. In what county do you 1 i ve? 
(List state if not Minnesota resident) 

11. How long have you lived at your present address? 

1-3 months ---3-6 months 
---·6mo. to 1 year 

12. How long have you lived in the area? 

___ over 1 year 
__ --...:no permanent address 

~ .. '-.-.-.«-~--'-"~,~ - ." r ' 

/. 

I·) 

.\ 

, 



"" ___ --r~-- ---

: 
: ' 

13. Who do you live with? 

lives with family 
----.:1 ives with relatives 

lives with non-family 
-----"I1ives alone 

14. Are you enrolled in a school or vocational program? If yes, for how long? 

enrolled in school six months or more 
---enrolled in school six months or less 
__ ---'no 

If in school, list name 

15. What was the highest level of education you attained? 

through 8th grade 
---some hi gh school 

grade 12 (including 'GED) 
---' 

___ vocational training 
some co 11 ege 

------'college graduate 

16. Do you have a job? 

__ ----'present job 1 year or more 
present job 6 months to 1 year 

----'present job less than six months 
housewife 

----.-.: 

loss of job due to 
---i ncarcerati on 

collecting unemployment ---compensati on 
__ ----'unemp 1 oyed 

17. Do you have a prior record of convictions? 

no previous record -----'number of convictions - misdemeanors: _______________ _ 
number of felony convictions: 

-----' 

18. How would you rate your health; good, fair or poor? 

19. 

20. 

21. 

__ --'good fair ----
__ ---Jpoor 

If there were alcoholism treatment available while you were in jail, would 
you participate? 

__ ---"yes __ --.-.:no 

If there were drug treatment available while you were in jail, would you 
participate? 

__ ---"yes __ ----'no 

Did you receive any of the following services while in jail? If so, which ones? 

alcohol treatment 
---drug treatment 

counsel ing 
---vocational training 

job placement service 
----' 

Sources of Service: 

__ ----'physical health treatment 
mental health treatment 

----.-.: 
education 

-----.;none of the above 
______ other-------------

1. ____________ --------------------------
2. ______________ -------------------------3. ________________________________ ~ ___ __ 
4. ____________________________________ _ 

I~ 
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county Name ------

APPENDIX G 

Jail Staffing as of December. 1975 

This survey deals with. 1) jail staffi:ng and 2) criti.cal fnctdents: at the jail. 
Please fill it out completely and accurately. Respond to the staffing questions 
with the number of staff as of December 30, 1975. If you have any questions con­
cerning this survey, please contact Jeff Zlonis at the Department of Corrections 
(612) 296-3551. Remember to fill in your county name at the top of "each page. 
Thank you. ----

A. These questions concern all of the personnel who work at the jail. 

1. Please mark down the number of full-time paid jail staff who work exclusively 
in each one of the following functional areas. (Do not include employees 
who are part-time or work in more than one functional area.) 

Function 

Custody (jailor, supervise prisoners) 

Program (work release supervisor, 
alcohol counselor! etc.) 

Administrative (jail supervisors) 

Support (clerical, maintenance, 
cooks, etc.) 

Dispatcher 

Number of Staff 

2. This question concerns part-time paid jail staff who work exclusively in one 
of the functional areas. Please mark down the number of these under the --­
approximate percentage of full-time that they work for each functional area. 
(Remember this is only for part-time people that work in only one functional 

Function 

Custody 

Program 

Administrative 

Support 

Dispatcher 

# approx. 
1/4 Time 

---
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# approx. 
1/2 Time 

# approx. 
3/4 Time 
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APPENDIX G (cont'd) 
County Name _____ _ 

B. The following questions concern custodx personnel, both part and full~ttme: 

How many of your custody staff are: 

1. Under 18 __ Age 18-35 __ Age 35-55 __ Age 55-65 ____ Age 65+ __ 

2. Male ---- Female __ _ 

3. Not deputi zed __ Deputi'zed __ _ 

4. How many of the custoQy personrcl have had prior law enforcement experience/ 
training? 

No. that Have: __ _ No. that Have Not: 
-~--

5. How many of t.he custoQy personnel have had in-service' training? 

No. that Have: ___ _ No. that Have Not: ----
6. How many hours per jailor a ,year of in-service training do you have? 

Hours Per Year ___ _ 

C. The following questions concern Program staff: 

1. What is the total number of paid professional program personnel (work release 
supervisor, alcohol counselor, etc.) on your jail staff? ---

2. Do you have volunteers who work in the area of programming? Yes _____ No _____ 

a) If so, how many? --=---,-~ 
b) What would you estimate is the total number of hours per week put in 

by volunteers? Hours Per Week (Use anr':average Figure.) 

D. These questions concern the total staff of the sheriff's department: 

1. How many certified law enforcement personnel who do not work in the jail 
are on the sheriff's staff? -

2. What is the total number of personnel on the sheri ff' s staff? __ _ 

E. Since January, 1971, has there been any construction or renovation started or 
planned at your jail facility? Yes No ---
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County Name _________ _ 

3. For each paid staff member who works in more than one functional area, mark 
down the percentage of their time allocated to each function. First, list 
full-time (a), then second list part-time (b). (Do not put down the 
individual's name.) -

For instance, example A indicates that a full-time employee works 50% in 
Custody (as a jailor) and 25% in Support (as a record-keeper, for instance) 
and 25% in Administrative (as a jail supervisor, for instance). Example B 
indicates a part-time employee who works half-time. He spends 1/2 of his 
working time (25% of full-time) in Support and 1/2 of his working time as 
a Dispatcher. 

a) Full-Time Personnel* Custody Program Support Administrative Dispatcher 

EXAMPLE A: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

50% 25% 25% 

* Make sure that a full-time employee's percentages add up to 100%. 

b) Part-Time Personnel* Custody Program Support Administrative Dispatcher 

EXAMPLE B: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

25% 25% 

* Make sure that a part-time employee's percentages add up to the percent 
of full-time that they work. 
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APPENDIX G (cont'd) 

County Name_"'"-_______ _ 

Critical Incidents 

Unusual Prison Behavior 

For the appropriate three-month period, mark the number of individuals involved in 
the type of unusual behavior indicated. "Individuals" refers to anyone who ;s a 
prisoner in the jail. 

Example: In June, 1976, three inmates set fire to a cell, as a decoy, 
and then tried to escape. These incidents should be marked 
by placing three (3) by fire and three (3) by attempted escape 
within the column April-June, 1976. 

Attempted Suicide 

Committed Suicide 

Homicide on Staff 

Homicide on Inmate 

Death by Other 
Causes 

Assault on Staff 

Assault on Inmate 

Attempted Escape 

Escape 

Fire 

Involved in Other 
Major Disturbance 
(i.e., Riot, etc.) 

Rules: 

Jan-Mar Apr-June July-Sept Oct-Dec Jan-Mar Apr-June 
1975 1975 1975 1975 1976 1976 

1) If a particular incident did not occur during a particular three-month period, 
leave the appropriat~ box empty. 

I 
I 
0 
I 
~ ~1 

0 
n ' ,'II 

'0 
0 
n 
n 
u 
n 
0 
{] 

2) Indicate the number of individuals who committed the behavior (i.e., 1,2,3, etc.) 

Signature of Person Filling Out Form: 
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APPENDIX H 

CRIME STATISTICS AND SELECTED DEMOGRAPHICS 

POPULATION 'IDTAL #a CRIMEb ProPERTYb VIOLENorb 
OFFENSES RATE CRIME CRIME 

RATE RATE 

1- Aitkin 12,367 607 4,908 4,148 154 
2. Anoka 175,000 18,027 10,283 7,380 683 
3. Becker/Mahnomen 30,920 1,696 5,873 4,353 268 
4. Beltrami/Clearwater 36,811 1,425 4,031 2,871 182 
5. Blue Earth/Watonwan 68,347 4,167 6,097 4,046 306 . 
6. Brown 29,283 2,255 7,701 4,480 382 
7. Carlton 28,898 1,437 4,973 3,281 478 
8. Carver 31,603 1,090 3,449 2,860 89 
9. Cass 18,799 1,347 7,165 5,176 489 
10. Chippewa 15,040 136 904 731 0 
11. Clay 49,044 3,139 6,275 4,573 449 
12. Crow Wing 37,962 2,369 6,240 5,619 240 
13. Dakota 158,000 16,625 10,514 6,686 502 
14. Douglas 24,495 932 3,804 2,347 61 
15, Fadbau1t 20,441 1,059 5,181 4,246 215 
16 • Fillmore 21,553 424 1,967 1,086 153 
17. Freebom 38,579 2,980 7,724 5,796 464 
18. Goodhue 36,791 1,872 5,088 3,982 304 
19. Houston 17,927 866 4,831 2,890 190 
20. Hubbard 11,812 418 3,539 3~149 a2 
21. Isanti 19,178 485 2,529 2,065 63 
22. Itasca 36,524 2,681 7,340 4,936 370 
23. Kanabec 11,002 429 3,,899 3,036 118 
24. Kanabec/pope/SWift 55,447 2,313 4,172 3,270 144 
25. Koochiching 7,155 5,524 17,597 1,259 455 
26. Lac Qui Par1e/Big stone 18,949 229 1,209 676 42 
27. LeSueur 22,377 491 2,194 1,850 121 
28. Lincoln 8,053 240 2,980 2,310 248 
29. Lyon 25,008 1,513 6,050 3,947 408 

aReported and verified Part I and Part II crimes. 

bNumber of offenses per 100,000 population. 

cBoth of these statistics are in thousands. 
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TAXBASE C CORRECTIONS ~ 
OPERATING: 

BUDGET 

25,816 23 
430,379 324 

45,715 67 
32,939 50 

151,283 93 
85,509 34 
62,990 64 
79,931 113 
42,809 44 
41,517 40 

100,010 144 
96,106 141 

495,367 188 
50,924 45 
73,225 35 
49,811 57 

113,672 70 
171,262 34 

30,878 16 
24,099 17 
33,965 58 

120,609 31 
15,399 6 
75,065 100 
28,985 62 
35,700 15 
51,053 15 
22,266 4 
65,880 15 

(cont'd) 
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Appendix H (cent' d) 

POPULATION TOTAL *a CRIMEP PBOPERTYb VIOLENrrP TAXBASE OORRECTIONS 
OI'lmlSES RATE CRIME CRIME OPERATING 

RATE RATE BUDGET 

30. McLeod 29,117 1,086 3,730 2,737 93 70,382 57 
31- Martin/Jackson 39,037 1,123 2,877 2,003 149 91,024 50 
32. Meeker 19,593 427 2,179 1,740 26 45,960 31 
33. Mille Lacs 16,896 1,123 6,647 4,829 213 29,973 38 i 

34. Morrison 27,198 1,278 4,698 3,530 309 46,476 ·14 ,l 
35. Mower 44,012 3,055 6,941 4,969 314 105,363 116 
36. Nicollet 25,079 1,545 6,161 4,498 363 59,,171 52 
37. Nob 1es/Murry/Ro ck/ 

Cottonwood 61,399 1,150 1,872 1,572 64 66,603 46 
38. Olmsted/Dodge 102,000 8,582 8,342 1,826 729 250,803 214 
39. Otter Tail/Stevens/ 

Grant 66,206 3,896 5,854 4,234 219 99,0!~4 159 
I 

4('. Pennington 14,410 1,338 9,285 5,871 514 27,497 7 
CAl 41. Pine 17,873 1,207 6,753 5,869 291 26,720 37 

.1 

..... 
ot>. 42. Pipestone 12,532 401 3,200 2,976 120 32,796 2 I 

43. Po1k/Marshall/Norman/ 
Red Lake 63,104 3,131 4;962 3,005 241 88,5170 112 

44. Redwood 19,714 455 2,308 1,876 76 70,621 7 
45. Renville 21,152 125 590 538 33 75,961 14 
46. Rice 43,300 1,370 3,163 2,408 169 79.322 13 
47. Roseau/Kittson 16,447 1,030 6~263 4,372 328 15,JL48 26 
48. St. Louis/Cook/Lake 235,000 11,321 4,802 3,969 322 409,413 1,360 

f). 49. Scott 35,516 3,342 9,410 6,107 403 92,737 113 -'" 
50. 'Shemurne 26,662 298 1,315 1,019 97 42,167 21 
51. Sibley 16,118 501 3,108 2,680 74 46,769 11 
52. Steams/Benton 122,000 5,514 4,511 3,578 259 193,863 114 

- 53. , Steele 28,107 2,207 7,852 3,960 534 76,608 30 
54. Todd 22,843 127 555 521 18 30,092 15 

~ 

55. Wabasha 18,172 568 3,126 2,295 204 35,535 41 
56. Wadena 12,641 410 3,243 2,389 47 16,445 31 

.... 
(! \ 

57. Waseca 16,869 307 1,820 1,660 30 51,860 14 
58. Washington/Chisago 112,000 11,735 10,388 6,130 481 260,368 276 
59. 

o. 
Wilkin/Traverse 15,501 849 5,477 3,180 277 31,935 5 

60. Winona 45,563 2,569 5,638 4,717 369 95,918 107 
, 61- Wright 44,394 1,536 3,460 2,996 363 126,638 114 

'. 62. Yellow Medicine 14,242 250 1,755 1,145 119 44,922 18 
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APPENDIX I 

RATIO-PROPERTY TO VIOLENT CRIMES IN 62 JAIL SYSTEMS 

Aitkin 27 to 1 33. Mille T .. acs 23 
Anoka II to 1 34. Morrison II 
Becker 15 to 1 35. Mower 16 
Beltrami 16 to 1 36. Nicollet 12 
Blue Earth 13 to 1 37. Nobles 25 
Brown 12 to 1 38. Olmsted 3 
Carlton 7 to 1 39. Otter Tail 19 
Carver 32 to 1 40. Pennington II 
Cass 11 to 1 41. Pine 20 
Chippewa llO to 0 42. Pipestone 25 
Clay 10 to 1 43. Polk 12 
Crow Wing 23 to 1 44. Redwood 25 
Dakota 13 to 1 45. Renville 16 
Douglas 38 to 1 46. Rice 14 
Faribault 20 to 1 47. Roseau 13 
Fillmore 7 to 1 48. st. Louis 12 
Freeborn 12 to 1 49. Scott 14 
Goodhue 13 to 1 50. Sherburne 11 
Houston 15 to 1 51. Sibley 36 
Hubbard 74 to 1 52. Stearns 14 
Isanti 33 to 1 53. Steele 7 
Itasca 13 to 1 54. Todd 30 
Kanabec 26 to 1 55. Wabasha 11 
Kandiyohi 13 to 1 56. Wadena 50 
Koochiching 12 to 1 57. Waseca 56 
LacQuiPar1e 16 to 1 58. Washington 13 
LeSueur 15 to 1 59. Wilkin II 
Lincoln 9 to 1 60. Winona 13 
Lyon 10 to 1 61. Wright 8 
McLeod 30 to 1 62. Yellow Medicine 10 
Martin 13 to 1 
Meeker 68 to 1 
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APPENDIX,J 

STATUTORY LIMITATIONS ON THE DETENTION OF JUVENILES 

Minnesota Statutes 260.171 Release or Detention. Subdivision 2. 

If the child is not released as provided in subdivision I, the person 
taking the child into custody shall notify the court as soon as possible of 
the detention of the child and the reasons for detention. No child may be 
der.ained in a detention facility longer than 24 hours, excluding Sundays 
and holidays, after the taking into custody unless an order for detention, 
specifying the reason for detention, is signed by the judge or referee. 
No child may be held longer than 36 hours, excluding Sundays or holidays, 
after the taking into custody unless a petition has been filed and the 
'judge or referee determines pursuant to section 14 that the child shall 
remain in detention. 

If a child described in s~ction 15, subdivision 4, is to be detained 
in a jail up to 48 hours, the judge or referee, in accordance with rules 
and procedures established by the commissioner of corrections, shall notify 
the commissioner of the place of the detention and the reasons therefor. 
The commissioner shall thereupon assist the court in the relocation of the 
child in an appropriate detention facility within the county or elsewhere 
in the state, or in determining suitable alternatives. If approved regional 
juvenile detention facilities exist, the commissioner may direct that the 
child be detained in the nearest approved regional juvenile detention 
facility. If the court refers the matter to the prosecuting authority 
pursuant to section 260.125, notice to the commissioner shall not be 
required. 

U. S. Public Law 93-415 (Allocation of Federal Juvenile Justice Funds) 
Sec. 223 (a) In order to receive formula grants under this part, a State 
shall submit a plan • • • (which) must -

(12) provide within two 'years after submission of the plan that 
juveniles who are charged with or who have committed offenses 
that would not be criminal if committed by an adult, shall not be 
placed in juvenile detention or correctional facilities, but must 
be placed in shelter facilities; 

(13) provide that juveniles alleged to be or found to be delin­
quent shall not be detained or confined in any institution in which 
they have regular contact with adult persons incarcerated because 
they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on crim­
inal charges; 

(14) provide for an adequate system of monitoring jails, deten­
tion facilities, and correctional facilities to insure that the 
requirements of section 223 (12) and (13) are met, and for annual 
xeporting of the r~su1ts of such monitoring to the Administrator. 
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15 
H 

~ FACILITIES u 
H 
~ 
H 
til 

(Main Facility of Jail ~ System & Satellites) u 

1. Aitkin L 
2. Anoka L 

Anoka City H 
Columbia Heights 

City 
3. Becker U 
4. Beltrami J 

Clearwater H 
5. Blue Earth J 
6. Brown L 

New Ulm City H 
Sleepy Eye City 
Springfield City 

7. Carlton U 
8. Carver J 
9. Cass J 

Cass Lake City H 
10. Chippewa L 

Montevideo City H 
11. Clay J 

112. Crow Wing U 
! Brainerd City H 
1l3. Dakota J 

South St. Paul 11 
City 

Farmingtoh City 11 
West St. Paul City H 
Egan Township !{ 

14. Douglas L 
15. Faribault L 

Wells City H 
16. Fillmore J 
17. Freeborn J 
18. Goodhue J 

APPENDIX K 

SUMMARY OF FACI'LITY DATA 

CAPACITIES 

MAXIMUM MEDIUM MINIMUM 
SECURITY SECURITY SECURITY 

# # # # # # 
CELLS BEDS CELLS BEDS CELLS BEDS 

3 12 4 13 0 0 
18 42 0 0 1 20 

2 4 0 0 0 0 

4 16 8 26 1 2 
2 11 4 14 1 4 
0 0 0 0 0 2 
6 21 3 30 1 4 

11 11 0 0 0 0 
3 3 0 0 0 0 

11 17 0 0 0 0 
6 '12 3 6 4 4 
3 9 5 21 0 0 

3 12 1 4 0 0 

2 2 0 0 0 0 
16 16 8 8 1 10 

8 8 2 4 1 12 
0 0 9 11 0 0 
5 54 0 0 0 0 
8 8 0 0 0 0 

0 0 2 2 0 0 
3 3 0 0 0 0 
0 0 2 4 0 0 
0 0 9 l3 0 0 
0 0 0 0 8 14 

3 7 3 10 1 4 
6 6 7 16 10 10 
3 11 3 12 3 11 
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15 ....... t!> 
~ Z 

H H 

~ III 

~~ OJ 
t!> :>I 
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t!> rJ ~ rLJ 
til .::x: 0 

1 51 51 
3 16 55 

3 64 40 
5 10 66 
4 
5 4 82 
1 73 62 

2 62 45 
3 11 61 
2 12 80 

4 64 37 

5 11 88 
1 59 50 

2 15 84 

2 76 41 
1 20 61 

3 5 77 
2 92 52 
5 7 81 

(contI d) 

I 
u 
~dP 
8 ..... 
til 
zt!> 
oz 
tJH 

~~ 
8 

~~ 
/lI8 

22 
11 

11 
78 

67 
22 

11 
50 
78 

17 

78 
17 

67 

11 
22 

72 
11 
89 

CAPACITIES 

TOTAL 

# # 
CELLS BEDS 

7 25 
19 62 

2 4 

13 44 
7 29 
2 4 

10 55 
11 11 

3 3 

11 17 
13 22 

8 30 

4 16 

2 2 
25 34 
11 24 

9 11 
5 54 
8 8 

2 2 
3 3 
2 4 
9 13 
8 14 

7 21 
23 32 

9 34 
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FACILITIES 

(Hain Facility of Jai 1 
System & Sa:telli tes) 

19. Houston 
20. Hubbard 
2l. Isanti 
22. Itasca 
23. Kanabec 
24. Kandiyohi 

Glenwood City 
Benson City 
Appleton City 

25. Koochiching 
Int'l Falls city 

26. Lac Qui Parle 
Ortonville city 

27. LeSueur 
28. Lincoln 
29. Lyon 

Marshall City 
Tracy City 

30. McLeod 
Hutchinson city 

3l. Martin 
Jackson 

32. Meeker 
33. Mille Lacs 
34. Morrison 
35. Mower 
36. Nicollet 

St. Peter city 
37. Nobles 

Worthington City 
Rock 
cottonwood 

38. Olmsted 
39. Otter Tail 

Stevens 

APPENDIX K (cont'd) 

rei CAPACI T I E S 
~ 
H 

~ u MAXINtJ}l MEDIUM I-:lINIMtJ1'.1 
H 
R SECORITY SECURITY SECURITY 
H 
(J) 
(J) r---- - --- ---

_._--

~ # # # # # # 

u CELLS BEDS CELl,S BEDS CELLS BEDS 

U 4 4 3 3 10 10 

U 0 0 4 12 0 0 

L 0 0 2 3 2 6 

J 4 8 1 10 1 12 

L e 0 3 8 0 0 

J 4 4 5 11 5 20 

H 0 0 0 0 3 4 

H 0 0 5 5 0 0 

H 0 0 3 6 0 0 

L 2 12 0 0 3 10 

H 
L 2 10 0 0 1 3 

H 0 0 4 4 0 0 

U 2 4 6 12 4 4 

L 4 8 0 0 0 0 

U 0 0 8 16 2 2 

H 0 0 4 7 0 0 

H 0 0 0 0 3' 6 

U 10 10 0 0 0 0 

H 3 ·3 0 0 0 0 

J 2 4 4 8 2 16 

U 8 16 0 0 1 1 

J 0 0 2 4 2 8 

J 0 0 7 11 0 0 

J 6 16 0 0 0 0 

J 10 38 0 0 4 32 

J 8 16 0 0 0 0 

H 0 0 0 0 2 2 

J 8 16 0 "" 0 1 2 

H 
L 9 9 0 0 0 0 

L 0 0 7 7 0 0 

J 31 31 12 12 9 9 

J 16 28 0 0 0 0 

H 0 0 3 4 0 0 
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I 
u 

....... 0..-. 
tiP ~ d,O ...... 8 ...... 

Z t!) \~ ~ CAPA.CITJ.E~_ ....... 
0 Ul Z o·z 
H J..j H OH 

~ 
r.;j 8 ~~ OJ .~ ~ TOTAL 

~ :>1 1:3 P .. 
ril ...... §. 8 
p:; ~i5 ~. t.'J !LI ttl # # 
::LI t.'J p. HH 
U} ~ 0" P-I E-l CELLS BEDS 

1 101 40 11 17 17 

2 70 37 11 4 12 

1 10 46 0 4 9 

1 22 57 39 6 30 

1 10 44 22 3 ' 8 

5 10 69 78 14 35 
3 4 
5 5 
3 6 

1 67 47 11 5 22 

3 11 55 33 3 13 
4 4 

2 64 33 11 12 20 

2 76 53 33 4 8 

2 106 28 11 10 18 
4 7 
3 6 

3 66 28 11 10 10 
3 3 

3 2 84 78 8 28 
9 17 

2 65 40 22 4 12 

2 43 21 0 7 . 11 

3 44 66 28 6 16 

5 9 78 78 14 70 

2 56 73 45 8 16 
2 2 

3 70 47 17 9 17 

9 9 
7 7 

4 8 82 55 52 52 

1 56 66 56 16 28 
3 4 
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FACILITIES 

(Main Facility of Jail 
System & Satellites) 

40. Pennington 
(Thief River Fls.) 

4l. Pine 
42. Pipestone 
43. Polk (NWRCC) 

Crookston City 
E. Gr. Forks City 
Red Lake 

44. Redwood 
45. Renville 
46. Rice 

Northfield City 
47. Roseau 

Kittson 
Lake o/the Woods 

48. st. Louis 
Virginia City 
Hibbing City 
Hibbing District 
Ely City 
Chisholm City 
Grand Marais City 
Lake 
Silver Bay City 

49 • Scott 
50. Sherburne 
5l. Sibley 
52. Stearns 
53. Steele 
54. Todd '~'1 

55. Wabasha 
56. Wadena 
57. Waseca 
58. Washington 

Cottage Grove City 
Chisago 

~" '. 

APPENDIX K (cont'd) . 

--
I 
u 

~ 
CAP A CIT I E S ....... ~dF cIP 

'-" 8 ..... 

H 
til 

~ 
Z ....... t.'J zt.'J CAPACITIES 
0 Ul Z oz 

u HAXIMUM NEDIUM MINIMUM H J..j H UH --
H ~ rei " 8 ~~ I'r~ S,ECUHITY' SECURITY SECURITY aJ ~~ TOTJI.L 
H t.'J ~ 
(J) rn 

'-" ~ 8 
til --- ~§ 
.:l; # # * # # # ril ~ # # 
H ril t.'J HH 
U CELLS BEDS CELLS BEDS CELLS BEDS U) ~ 0 P-I8 CELLS !3~ 

H 0 0 4 5 0 0 1 64 4 5 

L 0 0 3 10 0 0 1 23 44 11 3 10 
U 0 0 4 12 0 0 2 82" 38 11 4 12 
J 20 40 0 0 0 0 3 87 42 0 20 40 
H 
H 6 6 0 0 0 0 6 6 
H 0 0 0 0 2 .3 2 3 , I 
U 0 0 7 7 0 0 2 76 53. 11 7 7 
U 0 0 4 18 0 0 1 71 38 11 4 18 
J 17 33 0 0 0 0 3 66 26 0 17 33 
H 0 0 3 3 0 0 3 3 
J 1 4 0 0 1 14 2 13 82 56 2 18 
H 2 4 2 4 1 4 5 12 
H 0 0 2 4 0 0 2 4 
J 64 128 29 29 0 0 5 53 79 55 93 157 
H 4 4 10 10 0 '0 18 18 
H 
H 5 10 3 6 0 0 8 16 
H 4 4 2 2 0 0 6 6 
H 8 16 2 2 2 2 12 20 
H 
L 4 15 1 1 0 0 5 16 
H 
J 0 0 12 15 0 0 2 17 54 17 12 15 
L 0 0 5 9 0 0 2 26 42 55 5 9 
L 0 0 6 6 0 0 3 59 41 22 6 6 
L 16 32 0 0 2 2 2 48 53 17 1.8 34 
J 1 6 5 14 2 4 2 5 78 78 8 24 
L 9 17 0 0 0 0 3 70 44 22 9 17 
L 10 10 0 0 2 4 3 60 55 55 12 14 
L 10 10 ·0 0 0 0 1 6 51 33 10 10 
J 6 12 4 8 1 6 4 6 73 67 11 26 
J 4 4 21 31 4 13 5 2 81 89 29 48 
H 2 4 0 0 0 0 2 4 
C 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 4 

I 

(cont'd) 
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FAC IT.lI'l' IES 

(Main ]'acili ty of Jail 
System & Sat~llites) 

59. 

60. 
61. 
620 

a 

wilkin 
Traverse 
Winona 
Wright 
Yellow Medicine 
Canby City 

L - Lockup 
H - Holding 
J Jail 
U - Unclassified 
C - Condemned 

... ', 

I 
I 

APPENDIX~ (cont'd) 

-----= 

J 
I u 

CIT I E S , .... B .... · It! I CAP A o'@ c::t dP ....., [-l ....., ~ Ul 
0 Z l'J CAPACITIES H Z ........ 

~ 0 Ul Z oz 
MININUI1 H l-l I H UH U M1~XIMUM MEDIUg 

E-! ro 

I~ ~ 
1:-1 

:<So:t, TOTAL H SECURI'l'Y SECURITY f2:I: Q) 
~~ r". SECUHITY t!J ~ H 

~ 
....... 

8 I 
Ul ~ 3 li # ~-#- ---- # t!J ril Ig Ul # # # f.l H 1t r<J: r>l ~ PI E-I CELLS BEDS tJ ICELLS BEDS CELLS BEDS CELLS BEDS Ul 

H 14 16 0 0 0 0 1 60 36 11 14 16 
H 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 
L 24 48 0 0 0 0 3 63 55 11 24 48 
J' 2 2 12 18 6 12 3 18 77 78 20 32 
L 1 2 4 8 0 0 2 91 48 17 5 10 I 

H 0 0 0 0 3 6 3 6 
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APPENDIX L 

TOTlIL HELD, ADP, ADP/CAPACITY 
BY JAIL SYSTEM 

Total ADP 
Persons 
Held 

Statewide 38985 612.9 

Mean of 62 Systems 628.9 9.9 

Median of 62 Systems 476.0 6.5 

1. Aitkin 249 4.0 2. Anoka 2677 38.2 
3. Becker 604 10.0 
4. Beltrami 850 16.5 
5. Blue Earth 1497 21.1 
6. Brown 249 2.7 
7. Carlton 877 8.4 
8. Carver 476 7.7 
9. Cass 476 14~4c 10. Chippewa 159 2.0 11. Clay 1007 13.4 12. Crow Wing 560 13.4 

13. Dakota 2036 21.9 
14. Douglas 533 5.0 15. Faribault 213 3.8 
16. Fillmore 500 10.0 
17. Freeborn 976 12.1 18. Goodhue 427 7.3 
19. Houston 315 3.9 
20. Hubbard· 306 5.4 
21. Isanti 364 3.9 22. Itasca 951 23.9 
23. Kanabec 190 3.0 
24. Kandiyohi 770 16.5 
25. Koochiching 492 9.9 
26. LacQuiParle 171 1.9 27. LeSueur 368 4.4 
28. Lincoln 40 0.6 29. Lyon 719 6.7 30. McLeod 628 4.0 
31. Martin 498 14.2 
32. Meeker 238 6.1 
33. Mille Lacs 426 6.5 34. Morrison 379 6.1 35. Mower 894 14.3 
36. Nicollet 351 3.6 

ADP/ 
. Capacity a 

33.1% 

34.0% 

34.5% 

16 % 
58b 
21 
57 
38 
25 
49 
35 
48 
13 
39 
56 c 

31 
38 
27 
48 
38 
21 
23 
45 
43 
80 
38 
33 
45 
11 
22 

8 
27 
31 
29 
51 
59 
38 
20 
20 

(cont'd) 
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APPENDIX L (cont'd) 

Total ADP ADP/ 
Persons Capacitya 
Held 

37. Nobles 300 4.3 13 % 

38. Olmsted 2015 25.6 49 

39. Otter Tail 802 10.7 33 

40. Pennington 582 3.9 77 

41. Pine 430 4.0 40 

42. Pipestone 106 1.3 11 

43. Polk 978 18.3 35 

44. Redwood 106 1.3 19 

45. Renville 85 0.8 4 

46. Rice 566 11.7 35 

47. Roseau 515 10.8 32 

48. St. Louis 3027 59.1 25 

49. Scott 584 6.5 43 

50. Sherburne 453 3.1 34 

51. Sibley 99 1.3 22 

52. Stearns '1180 16.2 35 

53. Steele 706 14.2 59 

I 54. 'I'odd 172 3.0 18 
" ; 

'I 55. Wabasha 164 2.9 21 

56. Wadena 231 3.9 39 

57. Waseca 244 8.6 33 

58. Washington 1546 25.6 49 

59. Wilkin 427 6.1 38 

60. Winona 373 9.7 20 

6l. Wright 601 11.9 37 

62. Yellow Medicine 227 1.3 8 

aADP/Capacity = Annual average daily population total bed 
capacity of jail system. 

bThe Anoka system in~luding'" all facilities in the system has 
an ADP/Capacity ratio of 58%. However the Anoka County Jail has 
ru1 ADP/Capacity ratio of 67%. 

cThe Crow Wing Jail System has an ADP/Capacity ratio of 56% while 

the Crow Wing County J~il alone has an ADP/Capacity ratio of 65%. 
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2. Anoka 
3. Becker 
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5. Blue Earth 
6. Brown 
7. Carlton 
8. Carver 
9. Cass 
10. Chippewa 
11. Clay " 

n n 12. Crow Wing 
13. Dakota 
14. Dougals 

0 u \1, 

15. Faribault 
16. Fillmore 
17. Freeborn 
18. Goodhue 

D j U 
8 I [l 

19. Houston 
20. Hubbard 
21. Isanti 
22. Itasca 
23. Kanabec 

'24. Kandiyohi 

a n 25. Koochiching 
26. Lac Qui Parle 
27. LeSueur 
28. Lincoln 

U\ u 29. Lyon 
30. McLeod 
310 Martin 

0 n 32. Meeker 
33. Mille Lacs 
34. Morrison 
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APPENDIX M " 

JUVENILES AND WOMEN HELD 
(#, % of Total, ADP) 

JUVENILES % JUVENILE, 
HELD ADP 

6794 17% 44.6 

110 18 0.7 
79 18 -

28 11 0.1 
245 9 2.2 
150 25 1.0 
281 33 1.6 
249 17 1.7 

47 19 0.2 
180 21 0.5 

82 17 0.4 
106 22 0.8 

19 12 0.1 
18 2 0.2 

169 30 1.7 
373 18 1.8 

52 10 0.2 
31 15 0.2 
81 16 0.5 

290 30 1.6 
137 32 0.8 

75 24 0.3 
57' 19 0.4 
78 21 0.4 

178 18 1.5 
39 21 0.8 
32 4 0.2 
91 18 0.6 
28 16 0.1 
86 23 0.5 

4 10 -
170 24 0.5 
169 27 1.1 

85 17 0.7 
74 31 0.3 
99 23 2.0 
73 19 0.5 
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WOMEN % WOMEN ADP 
HELD 

3855 10% 23.9 

-

62.2 - 0.4 
- - -

32 13 0.2 
228 9 1.4 

89 15 0.5 
184 22 1.0 
210 14 1.15 

12 5 0.1 
122 14 0.4 

28 6 0.1 
62 13 0.4 
18 11 0.1 
68 7 0.3 
63 11 0.7 

271 13 1.2 
22 4 0.2 
20 9 0.1 
41 8 0.2 
90 ,9 0.5 
59 14 0.4 
49 16 0.2 
19 6 0.2 
24 7 0.1 
91 10 0.9 
15 8 0.1 
63 8 0.5 
55 11 0.4 
17 10 0.1 
20 5 0.1 

2 5 -
85 12 0.2 
68 11 0.2 
44 9 0.4 
29 12 0.1 
42 10 0.1 
47 12 0.4 

(cont'd) 
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APPENDIX M (cont'd) 

JUVENILES % JUVENILE 
HELD ADP 

35. Mower 185 21 1.5 
36. Nicollet 57 16 0.4 
37. Nobles 61 20 0.6 
38. Olmsted 642 32 2.5 
39. Otter Tail 66 8 0.3 
40. Pennington 110 19 0.4 
41. Pine 121 28 0.6 
42. Pipestone 18 17 0.2 

I 
'. 

43. Polk 107 11 0.9 
44. Redwood - - -
45. Renville 25 29 0.1 
46. Rice '121 21 0.7 
47. Roseau 58 11 0.6 
48. St. Louis 157 5 1.0 
49. Scott 81 14 0.4 
50. Sherburne 75 17 0.4 
51. Sibley 16 16 0.1 
52. Stearns 167 14 1.3 
53. Ste~le 167 24 1.6 
54. Todd 20 12 0.1 
55. Wabasha 5 3 -
56. Wadena 38 16 0.1 
57. Waseca 72 30 0.6 
58. Washington 331 21 2.6 
59. Wilkin ' 31 7 0.1 
60. Winona 131 35 1.5 
61. Wright 3 - 0.3 
62. Yellow Medicine 53 23 0.2 

(') 
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WOMEN % WOMEN ADP 
HELD 

88 10 0.5 
31 9 0.2 
17 6 0.1 

314 16 1.8 
63 8 0.6 
53 9 0.2 
36 8 0.1 

7 7 -
54 6 0.6 

4 4 -
9 11 0 

53 9 0.4 
36 7 0.3 

254 8 2.0 
46 8 0.2 
30 7 0.1 

3 3 -
101 9 1.0 

42 6 0.3 
9 5 -
9 6 -

19 8 0.1 
31 13 0.4 

128 8 0.7 
36 8 0.3 
32 9 0.3 
35 6 0.2 
26 12 0.1 
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APPENDIX N" 

RESPONSES TO INMATE DEr.nGRAPHIC QUESTIONS FROM CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS SURVEya 

1. In what county do you live? 
Same as detained or ne,ighbori ng 82% 
Other 18% 

100% 

2. How long have you lived at your present address? 

1-3 months 
3-6 months 
6-12 months 
Over one year 
No permanent address 

Total 

3. How long have you ,1 i ved in the area? 
Less than five years 
Greater than five years 
No response 

4'. Who 'do you live with? 
With' fami ly 
With relatives 
Wi th non-fami ly 
Alone 
No response 

5. Are you enrolled in a school or vocational 
program? If yes, how long? 

Enrolled six months or more 
Enrolled six months or less 
Not enrolled 
No response 

6. What was the highest level of education 
you attained? 

Through eighth grade 
Some high school 
Grade 12 (including GED) 
Vocational Training 
Some co 11 ege 
College graduate 
No response 
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21% 
8% 
9% 

61% 
1% 

100% 

80% 
20% 

100% 

65% 
5% 

15% 
15% 

100% 

8% 
5% 

87% 

8% 
28% 
48% 
5~~ 
8% 
2% 
2% 

100% 

(cont I d) 
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( 86) 
( 35) 
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~ -,415 
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~ 415 
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APPENDIX N ,(cont'd) 

7. Do you have a job? 
Present job one year or more 
Present job six months to one year' 
Present job less than six months 
Housewife . 
Loss of job due to incarceration 
Collecting unemployment compensation 
Unemployed 
No response 

Note that 40% of those surveyed were unemplo~ed . 

8. Do you have a prior record of conviction(s)? 
No previous record 
Any felony conviction 
Any misdemeanor conviction 
No response 

9. How'wou'ld you rate,your health: good, fair 
or poor? 

Good 
Fa; r 
Poor 

See Appen di x F 

, .' 
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29% 
12% 
17% 

1% 
3% 
3% 

34% 
1% 

100% 

46% 
15% 
48% 

80% 
16% 

4% 
100% 

( 121) 
( 50) 
( 69) 
( 5) 
( 11) 
( 12) 
(142) 
L~J . T4I5) 
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STATEWIDE 

!Mean of 62 Systems 

1. Aitkin 
20 Anoka 
3. Becker 
4. Beltrami 
5. Blue Earth 
6. Brown 
7. Carlton 
8. Carver 
9. Cass 
10. Chippewa 
11. Clay 
12. Crow Wing 
13. Dakota 
14. Douglas 
15. Faribault 
16. Fillmore 
17. Freeborn 
18. Goodhue 
19. Houston 
20. Hubbard 
21. Isanti 
22. Itasca 
23. Kanabec 
24. Kandiyohi 
25. Koochiching 
26. Lac Qui Parle 
27. LeSueur 
28. Lincoln 
29. Lyon 
30. McLeod 
31. Martin 
32. Meeker 
33. Mille Lacs 
340 Morrison 

\35. Mower 

APPENDIX 0 

LEGAL STATUS OF ADULTS HELD 

TOTAL PRETRIAL SENTENCED OTHER 
ADULTS 
HELD # % # % # % 

.J 

31726 23117 73% 4941 16% 36158 12% 

511. 7 372.9 79.7 16.4 59.2 

222 135 61 57 26 30 14 
2393 1821 76 242 10 330 14 

449 302 67 72 16 75 17 
562 388 69 119 21 55 10 

1245 864 69 228 18 153 12 
188 114 61 44 22 30 16 
699 509 73 107 15 83 12 
392 273 70 63 16 56 14 
362 223 62 104 28 35 10 
124 79 64 32 23 13 10 
978 765 78 90 9 123 13 
384 249 65 54 14 81 21 

1662 1310 79 191 11 161 10 -

474 402 85 55 11 17 4 
182 123 68 36 20 23 13 
419 346 83 48 11 25 6 
686 428 62 207 30 51 7 
289 202 70 39 13 48 17 
239 177 74 36 15 26 11 
249 151 61 77 31 21 8 
286 257 90 14 5 15 5 
773 473 61 160 21 140 18 
148 127 86 9 6 12 8 
736 505 69 128 17 103 14 
386 269 70 67 J.7 50 13 
139 102 73 22 15 15 11 
262 202 77 32 11 28 11 

36 26 72 6 17 4 11 
548 421 77 29 5 98 18 
459 373 81 29 6 57 12 
401 228 57 138 33 35 9 
232 163 70 27 11 42 18 
324 217 67 39 12 68 21 
300 224 75 40 13 36 12 
708 539 76 136 19 33 5 

'~ 

(cont'd) fg 

,
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APPENDIX 0 (cont'd) I . .. 

TOTAL PRETRIAL SENTENCED OTHBR 

~ 
ADULTS 
HELD # % # % # % , 

I 

'36. Nicollet 295 229 78 44 14 22 7 

~ 37. Nobles 241 164 68 36 15 41 17 
38. Olmsted 1366 994 73 249 18 123 9 
39. Otter Tail 737 €14 83 80 11 43 6 

~ 
40. Pennington 467 348 75 40 8 79 17 
41. Pine 307 243 79 8 3 56 18 
42. Pipestone 87 73 84 6 7 8 9 

~ ... 
43. Polk 868 605 70 181 21 82 9 
44. Redwood 106 68 64 18 17 20 19 
45. Renville 60 45 75 12 20 3 5 
46. Rice 443 316 71 79 18 48 11 

E 470 Roseau 455 286 63 119 26 50 11 
48. St. Louis 2698 2117 78 297 10 284 11 
49. Scott 503 386 77 49 10 68 14 

~ \' d ,"" 

50. Sherburne 375 323 86 18 5 34 9 
51. Sibley 81 44 54 18 22 19 23 
52. Stearns 914 636 70 103 -10 175 19 

E 
53. Steele 536 376 70 115 21 45 8 
54. Todd 146 127 87 10 - 7 9 6 
55. Wabasha 159 91 57 54 34 14 9 
56. Wadena 193 151 73 31 16 11 6 

~ n 
H 

57. Waseca 144 89 62' 36 21 19 13 
58. Washington 1208 837 69 248 20 123 10 
59. Wilkin 387 238 61 128 32 21 5 

E 
60. Winona 245 131 53 87 36 27 11 
6l. Wright 607 492 81 79 13 36 6 
62. Yellow Medicine 162 107 66 19 11 36 22 

e ,\ 

G 
H ~ ;; 

e 'I 

0 ,:jI 

0 
n 
8 ~, 

~, 
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State 

Aitkin 
Anoka 
Becker 
Beltrami 
Blue Earth 
Brown 
Carlton 
Carver 
Cass 
Chippewa 
Clay 
CrCM Wing 
Dakota 
Douglas 
Faribault 
Fillmore 
Freeborn 
Goodhue 
Houston 
Hubbard 
Isanti 
Itasca 
Kanabec 
Kandiyohi 
Koochiching 
Lac Qui Parle 
LeSueur 
Lincoln 
Lyon 
McLeod 
Martir.' 
Meeker 
Mille Lacs 
Morrison 
Mower 
Nicollet 

APPENDIX P 

ADP BY LEGAL STATUS 

ADULT PRETRIAL 
ADP 

556.1 177.9 

3.9 1.1 
35.0 11.0 
8.8 3.3 

14.4 3.9 
19.3 4.2 
2.4 .2 
7.8 3.0 
6.7 2.2 

13.1 4.2 
1.7 .3 

12.2 4.7 
,11.6 3.4 
19.9 9.5 
4.8 1.9 
3.4 1.2 
9.4 3.0 

10.2 2.0 
6.4 1.4 
3.5 1.3 
S.O 1.4 
3.5 2.2 

22.3 3.7 
2.1 1.5 

15.4 3.8 
8.5 2.2 
1.7 .4 
3.7 1.8 
.5 .2 

6.2 2.8 
2.9 1.4 

13.1 2.3 
6.0 1.5 
4.6 1.3 
5.4 2.5 

12.8 2.5 
3.2 1.7 
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I 
! 
'\ 
~ 
I 

\ 

1 
SENTENCED "OTHER" 'I tl 

! 
1 

293.4 84.8 I 
! 

I 
i 
j 

II 
11 
\ 

2.6 .2 
17.8 6.2 
4.1 1.4 
9.6 .9 

13.0 2.1 
1.7 .5 
3.6 1.2 
2.3 2.2 
7.2 1.7 
1.3 .1 
3.9 3.6 
4.9 3.3 
5.7 4.7 
2.4 .5 
1.4 .8 
5.4 1.0 
7.6 .6 
4.2 .8 
1.6 .6 
2.6 1.0 

.9 .4 
13.5 5.1 

.5 .1 
8.4 3.2 
4.8 1.5 
1.2 .1 
1.5 .4 

.3 -0-
2.8 .6 
1.2 .3 
8.4 2.4 
2.8 1.7 
2.7 .. 6 
2.4 .5 
9.1 1-.2 
1.4 .1 

(cont'd) 

" 
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APPENDIX P (cont' d) 

ADULT PRETRIAL SENTENCED "OTHER" 
ADP 

Nobles 3.7 2.1 1.3 .3 
Olmsted 22.6 6.3' 13.8 2.5 
otter Tail 10.4 5.5 4.1 .8 
Pennington 5.1 1.1 2.0 2.0 
Pine 3.2 1.8 .6 .8 
Pipestone 1.1 .2 .4 .5 
Polk 15.7 5.3 8.4 2.0 
Redwood 1.3 .4 .8 .1 
Renville .6 .2 .4 -0-
Rice 11.0 2.1 8.3 .6 
Roseau 10.1 3.0 6.1 1.0 
st. louis 56.9 23.4 24.5 9.0 
Scott 6.1 L8 3.2 1.1 
Sherbume 2.7 1.7 .8 .2 
sibley 1.1 .1 .9 .1 
Steams 14.6 5.6 5.5 3.5 
steele 12.6 2.3 9.4 .9 
Todd 2.8 1.3 LO .5 
wabasha 2.9 .8 2.0 .1 
Wadena 3.7 1.5 2.1 .1 
Waseca 7.6 1.1 6.0 .5 
washington 22.4 6.4 lL8 4.2 
Wilkin 5.8 1.3 3.9 .6 
Winona 8.1 2.1 5.3 .7 
wright 11.6 5.2 5.6 .8 
Yellow Medicine 1.0 .3 .4 .3 

i 
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Appendix Q 

OFFE~SES/ALLEGED OFFENSES 
OF MINNESOTA JAIL I~~ATES - 1975 

(of 36,958 Inmates) 

Offenses/Alleged Offenses 

Misdemeanor Crimes Aaainst Persons-total 
Assault " 
Indecent Conduct 
Non-Support 
Other Crimes ~~ainst Pp.rsons 

Hisdemeanor Crimes Against Property 
j\,rson 
Checks 
Fraud (except checks) 
Shoplifting , 
Possessing or Receiving Stolen Property 
Theft (except shop1iftinq and auto) 
Tampering with Auto 
Us i ng l\uto \'Iithout nt·mer IS Permi ss ion 
Vandalism 

Traffic Violations 
Drivin~ Ilnder Infl uence 
Drivin~ After Suspension 
Moving Violations (~ot OWl) 
Non-moving Violation 
Leaving Scene of Accident 
Open Bottle 

Miscellaneous Misdemeanors 
Contempt of Court 
Disorderly Conduct 
Dru0 Law 
Drunkenness 
Escape 
Firearms 
Game 
Liquor Laws 
Trespassing 
Other Misdemeanors 

Number 

1 ,687 
1,264 

145 
189 
89 

4,788 
64 

1 ,030 
136 
930 
325 

1 ,382 
170 
462 
289 

13,134 
9,508 
1,192 
1 ,488 

349 
80 

517 

10,960 
822 

3,105 
1 ,281 

106 
65 
80 

112 
90S 
187 

4,297 

(cant I d) 
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Percent 

57-: 
3% 

3% 

3~~ 
1% 
4% 
1% 
1 ~!, 
1% 

36% 
26% 

3% 
4% 
1% 

1% 

3()% 
2% 
8% 
4% 

2% 
1% 

12% 

I. .4":', 
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Appendix Q I APPENDIX R 

~, 
I 

I ! 

0FFENSES/ALLEGED OFFE~SES ' i 

Continued SERIOUS OFFENSES AMONG INMATE POPULATION 

Offenses/Alleqed Offenses Number Percent ~ ~ 1 i I 
Felonies 5,885 16% AMONG ALL INMATES AMONG SENTEl-lCED OFFENDERS 

IJ I Homicide 84 E I Felonies Violent Crirnesa Felons Violent Offenders 
I Cri me Jl.Ga i ns t Person (except sex) 758 2% i{ 

# % # % # % # % 

" Crime Against Property 2,731 7~1, II 
Sex Crirre 244 1 ~~ E I Statewide 5885 15% 1190 3% 545 11% 88 2% i Other Felonies 1,389 4X ;'1 rl Felony Drug Offense 669 ,1 

?~( Mean of Systems 95 19 9 1.4 ~ . ; 
~ 

I ' Gross Ni sdemeanOt~s 504 1% ~ I 1. Aitkin 15 6% 3 1% 
1 Crime l\ga i nst Persons (except st?x) 57 {'j 

2. Anoka 734 27 186 7 33 14~ 8 3% Crime ,l\gainst Property 177 1% 3. Becker 78 13 14 2 7 10 { Sex Crime 37 E U 4. Beltrami 118 14 40 5 3 11 Crime By .',Iegl i gence 9 , 
'\ 5. Blue Earth 38 3 16 1 7 3 1 

~ Other Gross t,1i sdemeanors 155 6. Brown 62 20 6 2 2 3 Gross Nisd. Orug Offense 69 

~ n 7. Carlton 78 9 19 2 1 1 II 
f 

8. Carver 73 15 11 2 11 18 1 2 I 
9. Cass 93 20 12 3 19 18 2 2 1 

0 
10. Chippewa 10 6 1 1 

E II. Clay 163 16 18 2 '4 4 1 1 .' 
f( 

12. Crow Wing 140 25 33 6 15 28 2 4 
13. Dakota 529 26 100 5 49 26 2 1 

~ n 14. Douglas 46 9 12 2 3 6 
Ii i' 15. Faribault 55 25 11 5 6 17 1 3 

11 23 1 2 
I 

16. Fillmore 60 12 6 1 1 

~ n 17. Freeborn 113 12 28 3 9 4 2 10 \ II 18. Goodhue 27 6 6 1 4 10 ! 
\ 19. Houston 62 20 15 5 5 14 ! 

Hubbard 63 21 2 1 9 12 1 1 ! 20. I 

~ :D 2I. Isanti 24 7 8 2 1 7 
1 22. Itasca 245 26 50 5 46 29 9 6 
i 23. Kanabec 13 7 2 1 1 11 

U n 24. Kandiyohi 89 11 27 3 6 5 1 1 i 
25. Koochiching 173 35 26 5 23 34 12 18 f 26. Lac Qui Parle 9 5 ~ " 

U 27. LeSueur 10 3 8 2 2 6 

~ 
,I e 28. Linc::oJ.n 6 15 1 17 Ii 

29. Lyon 81 11 5 1 1 3 

! n 
30. McLeod 17 3 5 1 1 3 

l~ G Hartin. 57 11 14 3 9 7 1 1 il 3I. "i, 

I 32. Meeker ·20 8 2 1 1 4 Ii ,I 
i 33. Mille Lacs 53 12 6 1 4 10 1 3 !~ :1 0 I n 34. Morrison 24 6 4 1 /4 10 1 '3 ~. 

-! ~ 35. Mower 65 7 13 1 11 8 !~ '. I • 'I 

1 36 10 5 1 2 5 I'" " 36. Nicollet ; 

j 

0 • , H 37. Nobles 55 18 10 3 1 3 I 1 3 1\ ,1 I';, 
, ~ 

j f! 

n 0 
a • ,#, 

Includes felonies and gross misdemeano~s against. persons. (con It) 
11 \ , ) 

I~ t ~ 

~ 
I 

I j 

!n ,I 
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38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
60. 
61. 
62. 

Statewide 

Mean of Systems 

Olmsted 
Otter Tail 
Pennington 
Pine 
Pipestone 
Polk 
Redwood 
Renville 
Rice 
Roseau 
St. Louis 
Scott 
Sherburne 
Sibley 
Stearns 
Steele. 
Todd 
Wabasha 
Wadena 
Waseca 
Washington 
Wilkin 
Winona 
Wright 
Yellow Medicine 

APPENDIX R (cent'd) 

AMONG ALL INMATES 

Felonies Violent Crimes 

# % # % 

5885 15% 1190 3% 

95 19 

282 14% 52 3% 
82 10 20 2 
80 14 27 5 
87 20 13 3 

1 1 
193 20 45 5 

12 11 5 5 
13 15 11 13 
69 12 7 1 
72 14 15 3 

502 17 72 2 
43 7 18 3 
71 16 37 8 

9 9 2 2 
213 18 8 1 

67 9 13 2 
12 7 3 2 
30 18 15 9 

8 3 
40 16 6 2 

317 20 54 3 
32 7 10 2 
31 . 8' 14 4 
67 11 19 3 
18 .8 
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AIDNG SENTENCED OFFENDERS 

Felons Violent Offenders 

# % # % 

545 11% 88 2% 

9 1.4 

49 20% 8 3% 
4 5 1 1 
2 5 2 5 
1 13 

37 20 5 3 

1 8 
8 10 
3 3 2 2 

42 14 _6 2 
2 4 
1 6 2 11 
2 11 

18 18 
11 10 3 3 

2 4 1 2 

6 17 
25 10 3 1 

4 3 
5 6 2 2 

11 14 4 5 
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APPENDIX S 

MEAN LENGTH OF STAY 
(In Days By Inmate Group and Jail systema ) 

PRETRIAL SENTENCED OTHER 
ADULTS ADULTS ADULTS JUVENILES WOMEN 

I 

Mean Stay Statewide 2.3 21. 7 8.1 1.9 1.9 
Median Stay Statewide 0.4 10.0 2.0 0.6 -

1. Aitkin 2.6 16.5 2.4 0.3 1.5 
2. Anoka 1.6 26.9 6.4 2.6 1.8 
3. Becker 3.5 20.1 6.5 1.8 1.3 
4. Beltrami 3.4 30. 5.9 1.7 1.7 
5. Blue Earth 1.1 20.8 4.6 2.0 2.3 
6. Brown 0.8 11.9 5.6 0.5 1.4 
7. Carlton 1.5 12.1 4.9 0.3 0.6 
8. Carver 2.6 13.6 14.3 1.5 1.0 
9. Cass 6.7 25.3 17.2 2.6 2.1 
10. Chippewa 1.1 15.2 2.5 2.0 1.9 
11. Clay 1.6 15.7 10.4 4.2 0.7 
12. Crow wing1 4.6 32.9 14.9 3.4 3.7 
13. Dakota2 2.1 10.9 10.2 1.3 1.2 
14. Douglas 1.2 15.6 9.5 0.7 3.1 
15. Faribault 3.3 14.5 12.6 1.5 1.4 
16. Fillmore 2.9 41. 3 15.1 1.9 1.3 
17. Freeborn 1.2 13.4 4.3 1.4 1.4 
18. Goodhue 1.8 39.8 5.9 1.6 1.7 
19. Houston 2.1 15.8 8.4 1.1 1.0 
20. Hubbard 3.1 12.2 16.9 2.4 3.2 

121. Isanti 2.5 24.3 10.5 1.3 0.7 

, (cont I d) 
a Significant differences between main facility and jail system values 

of mean pretrial stay are noted in numbered footnotes: 
1 Crow Wing County Jail 5.9 days 
2 Dakota County .lail 3.1 days 
3 Kandiyohi County Jail 3.5 days 
4 Lyon County Jail 3.7 days 
5 Nobles Conn ty Jail 6.0 days 
6 Polk County Jail 4.9 days 
7 Roseau County Jail 5.7 days 
8 st. Louis County Jail 5.5 days 
9 Stearns County Jail 3.4 days 

10 Washington County Jail 3.1 days 
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APpmmIX S (cont' d) 

I [i J 
PRETRIAI, SENTENCED OTHER -. 

" 

~ [] i 

ADULTS ADULTS ADULTS JUVENILES WOMEN OTHER PRETRIAL. SEN'.!.'ENCED .. " 

ADULTS APULTS ADUVrS JUVENILES War-lEN 

.~ 
,I r f .1 

.Mean Stay Statewide 2.3 21. 7 8.1 1.9 1.9 
Median Stay State\'lide '0.4 10.0 2.0 0.6 - l>1ean Sta,y Stat.ewide 2.3 21. 7 8.1 1.9 1.9 

Hedian Stay Stat.e\'lide 0.4 10.0 '2.0 0.6 

E C 

~ ["I 
II .1 

~ I n 1 . ,J 

! 
j 

[] ~ ! I 
I 

J 

0 I' [] 
1 

22. Itasca 2.6 30.1 13.2 2.9 3.4 
23. Kanabec 4.1 21.6 3.1 3.5 0.8 
24. Kandiyohi 3 2.3 24.1 11.1 1.4 2.5 
25. Koochiching 2.7 26.2 10.6 2.0 2.2 
26. Lac Qui Parle 0.8 20.6 1.3 0.5 0.8 
27. LeSueur 3.1 17.6 4.8 1.9 1.2 
28. Lincoln 1.8 20. 2.2 1.7 1.7 
29. Lyon4 1.7 34.8 1.6 0.5 0.3 
30. McLeod 0.8 15.5 1.3 1.7 0.4 
31. Martin 3.2 22.3 25. 2.6 2.8 
32. Meeker 2.9 38.1 15. 3.1 UK 
33. Mille Lacs 1.6 24.9 2.5 6.9 0.4 
34. Morrison 3.7 22.1 4.3 2.0 3.1 
35. Mower 1.0 24.4 12.8 2.5 1.6 
36. Nicollet 2.1 11.9 1.7 2.1 2.4 
37. Nob1es.5 4.4 12.9 2.0 3.2 1.5 

58. WashingtonlO 2.3 17.4 12.4 ,l 
59. Wilkin 2.5 1.7 

1.5 11.2 11. 60. Winona 0.6 2.3 
5.6 22.5 8.7 61. Wright 4.0 2.8 
3.4 26.1 8.1 . 3.4 1.8 62. Yellow Medicine 0.5 7.6 2.6 ' 0.7 0.7. 

I 
J 
i 

0 J [1 
38. Olmsted 1.7 20.3 6.9 0.8 1.5 
39. Otter Tail 2.8 18.9 6.3 0.9 2.8 
40. Pennington 0.4 17.9 9.1 0.7 0.7 

-

0 n 41. Pine 2.3 26.5 4.6 1.2 0.8 
42. Pipestone 0.5 26. 22.5 2.9 1.6 
43. Po1k6 2.8 17.1 8.6 3.0 3'.9 
44. Redwood 1.6 16.1 2.0 - 3.7 

0 [J 45. Renville 1.2 13.2 3.1 0.7 0.3 
46. Rice 2.2 38.3 4.0 1.8 2.5 

Roseau7 . 
47. 3.4 18.7 7.1 3.2 2.3 

n n 48. st. Louis 8 3.6 30.1 11.3 1.6 2.3 
49. Scott 1.2 23.8 5.3 1.5 1.2 
50. Sherburne 1.4 16.6 1.5 1.3 0.9 

n n 
51. Sibley 0.5 19. 1.0 1.3 0.3 
52. Stearns9 2.6 19.3 6.9 2.4 3'.2 
53. Steele 1.7 29.7 6.7 3.1 2.1 
54. Todd 3.3 37.8 18.8 1.2 0.5 

0 [I 
, J 

55. Wabasha 2.6 13.6 2.3 0'.3 1.3 
56. Wadena 3.2 25. 1.3 0.9 1.1 
57. Waseca 3.9 60.8 8.8 2.6 4.2 

(cont'd) H " I [1 
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APPENDIX T 

MEAN LENGTH OF STAY-PRETRIAL & SENTENCED 
. DISPLAYED WITH % FELONIES & GROSS MISDEMEANORS 

(62 Systems) 

STATEWIDE 

10 Aitkin 
2. Arioka 
3. Becker 
4. Beltrami 
5. Blue Earth 
6. Brown 
7. Carlton 
8. Carver 
9. cass 
10. Chippewa 
11. Clay 
12 • Crow Wing 
130 Dakota 
14. Douglas ' 
15. Faribault 
16. l!'i11more 
17. !<'reebom 
18. Goodhue 
19. Houston 
20. Hubbard 
21. Isanti 
22. Itasca 
23. Kanabec 
24. Kandiyohi 
25. Koochiching 
26. Lac Qui Parle 
27. LeSueur 
28. Lincoln 
29. Lyon 
30., McLeod 
31. Martin 
32. Meeker 
33. Mille Lacs 
34. Morrison 
350 Mower 
36. Nicollet 

MEAN PRETRIAL 
STAY 

2.3 days 

2.6 
1.6 
3.5 
3.4 
1.1 
0.8 
1.5 
2.6 
6.7 
1.1 
1.6 
4.6 
2.1 
1.2 
3.3 
2.9 
1.2 
1.8 
2.1 
3.1 
2.5 
2.6 
4.1 
2.3 
2.7 
0.8 
3.1 
1.8 
1.7 
0.8 
3.2 
2.9 
1.6 
3.7 
1.0 
2.1 

% ACCUSED OF 
FELONIES' & . 
GROSS MISD. 

17% 

10 
24 
16 
18 

3 
32 
12 
16 
24 

9 
15 
37 
33 
13 
24 
14 
14 

9 
26 
25 

9 
30 

9 
14 
38 

6 
7 

12 
12 

4 
13 

7 
12 

6 
6<3 

12 

MEAN SENTENCE 
STAY 

21. 7 days 

16.5 
26.9 
20.1 
30.0 
20.8 
11.9 
12.1 
13.6 
25.3 
15.2 
15.7 
32.9 
10.9 
15.6 
14.5 
41. 3 
13.4 
39.8 
15.8 
12.2 
24.3 
30.1 
21.6 
24.1 
26.2 
20.6 
17.6 
20.0 
34.8 
15.5 
22.3 
38.1 
24.9 
22.1 
24.4 
11.9 

% FELONS AND 
GROSS MISD. 

11% 

o 
14 
10 
11 

3 
1 

18 
18 
o 
4 

28 
26 

6 
17 
23 

4 
10 
14 
12 

7 
29 
11 

5 
34 
o 
6 

17 
3 
3 
7 
4 

10 
10 

8 
5 

fl 
n 

(cont'd) 
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STATEWIDE 

37. Nobles 
38. Olmsted 
39. Otter Tail 
40.. Pennj:ngton 
41. Pine 
42. pipestone 
43. Polk 
44. Redwood 
45. Renville 
46. Rice 
47. Roseau 
48. st, •. Louis 
49" Scott 
50. Sherbume 
51. Sibley 
52. Steams 
53. Steele 
54. Todd 
55. Wabasha 
56. Wadena 
57. Waseca 
58. Washington 
59. Wilkin 
60. Winona 
61. Wright 
62. Yellow Medicine 

A'PPENDIX'T (cont"d') 

MEAN PRETRIAL 
.STAY 

.2 .• 3 :days 

4.4 
1.7 
:2.8 
0 .• ·4 
2.3 
0.5 
2 .• 8 
1.6 
1.2 
2.2 
3.4 
3.6 
.1..2 
1.4 
0.5 
2,.6 
1.7 
3.3 
2 .• 6 
3.:2 
3.9 
2.3 
1.5 
5 .. 6 
3.4 
0.5 

.% ACCUSED OF 
FEIlO NIES .& 

GROSS MISD • 
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17% 

24 
16 
11 

6 
31 

1 
19 

,:6 

29 
13 
17 
16 

7 
21 
18 
24 
12 
16 
28 

5 
28 
23 

8 
23 
10 

4 

MEAN SENTENCE 
STAY r 

--;,l 

21.7 days 

12.9 
20.3 
.18.9 
17.9 
26.5 
26 0 0 
17.1 
16 •. 1 
13.2 
38.3 
18.7 
30.1 
23.8 
16.6 
19.0 
19 .• 3 
29.7 
37.8 
13.6 
25.0 
60 .• 8 
17.4: 
11.2 
22.5 
26.1 

7.6 

'% FELONS & 

GROSSMISD. 

11% 

3 
20 

5 
5 

13 
o 

20 
o 
o 

10 
3 

14 
4 
6 

11 
18 
10 
o 
4 
o 

17 
10 

3 
6 

14 
o 

, 
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'APPENDIX U 
W 

THREE MEASURES OF JAIL USE 

TOTAL PERSONS TOTAL HELD PER 
HELD PER 1000 100 OFFENSES a ADP/CAPACITY 
POPULATION REPORTED 

Mean of 62 Systems 17.0 .45 34.0% 
, 

1. Aitkin 20.1 .41 16 
2. Anoka 15.3 .15 58 
3. Becker 19.6 .33 21 
4. Beltrami 23.1 .57 57 
5. Blue Earth 21.9 .36 38 
6. Brown 8.5 .11 25 
7. Carlton 30.4 .61 49 
8 0 Carver 15.1 .44 35 
9. Cass 25.3 .35 48 
10. Chippewa 10.6 1.17 13 
11. Clay 20.5 .32 39 
12. Crow Win'9' 14.8 .24 56 
13. Dakota 12.9 .12 31 
14. Douglas, 21.8 .57 38 
15. Faribault 10.4 .20 27 
16. Fillmore 23.2 1.18 48 
17. Freeborn 25.3 .33 38 
18. Goodhue 11.6 .23 21 
19. Houston 17.6 .36 23 
20. Hubbard 25.9 .73 45 
21. Isanti 19.0 .75 43 
22. Itasca 26.1 .35 80 
23. Kanabec 17.3 .44 38 
24. Kandiyohi 13.9 .33 33 
25. Koochiching 28.0 .39 45 
26. Lac Qui Parle 9.0 .75 11 
27. LeSueur 16.5 .75 22 
28. Lincoln 5.0 .17 8 
29. Lyon, 28.8 .48 27 
30. McLeod 21.6 .58 31 
31. Martin 12.8 .44 29 
32. Meeker 12.2 .56 51 
33. Mille Lacs 25.2 .38 59 
34. Morrison 13.9 .30 38 
35. Mower 20.3 .29 20 
36. Nicollet 14.0 .23 20 I 
37. Nobles 4.9 .26 13 _J ,. 

(cent r d) (, r---,,' 
aTotal reported Part I and II Offenses 
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Mean of 62 Systems 

38. Olmsted 
39. Otter Tail 
40. Pennington 
41. Pine 
42. Pipestone 
43. Polk 
44. Redt\.Tood 
45. Renville 
46. Rice 
47. Roseau 
48. St. Louis 
49. Scott 
50. Sherburne 
51. Sibley 
52. Stearns 
53. Steele 
54. Todd 
55. Wabasha 
56. Wadena 
57. Waseca 
58. Washington 
59. Wilkin 
60. Winona 
61. Wright 
62. Yellow Medicine 

APPENDIX U (coned) 

: TOT].'.L PERSONS TOTAL HELD PER 
HELD PER 1000 100 OFFENSES 
POPULATION REPORTED 

17.0 .446 

19.6 .23 ' 
12.1 .21 
40.4 •• 43 
24.1 .36 
8.5 .26 

1,5.5 .31 
5.4 .23 
4.0 .68 ' 

13.1 .41 
31.3 .50 
12.9 .27 
16.4 .17 
20.0 1.52 
6.1 .20 
9.7 .21 

25.1 .32 
7.5 1.35 
9.0 .29 

18.3 .56 
14.5 .79 
13.7 .13 
7.6 .50 
8.2 .15 

13.5 .39 
15.9 .91 

i.I 
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ADP/CAPACITY 

34.0% 

49 
33 
77 
40 
11 
35 
19 

4 
35 
32 
25 
43 
34 
22 
35 
59 
18 
21 
39 
33 
49 
38 
20 
37 

8 
( 

I 
~ 
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APPENDIX V W 
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FTE 

1. Aitkin 
2. Anoka 
3. Becker 
4. Beltrami 
5. Blue Earth 
6. Brown 
7. Carlton 
8. Car.ver 
9. Cass 

10. Chippewa 
11. Clay 
12. Crow Wing 
13. Dakota 
14. Douglas 
15. Faribault 
16. Fillmore 
17. Freeborn 
18. Goodhue 
19. Houston 
20. Hubbard 
21. Isanti 
22. Itasca 
23. Kanabec 
24. Kandiyohi 
25. Koochiching 
26. Lac Qui Parle 
27. LeSueur 
28. Lincoln 
29. Lyon 
30. McLeod 
31. Martin 
32. l-1eeker 
33. Mille Lacs 
34. Morrison 
35. Mower 
36. Nicollet 
37. Nobles 
38. Olmsted 

, 39. Otter Tail 
~O. Pennington 

1 I 

FTE Total 
Jail Staff 

2.70 
9.70 
2.99 
1.93 
6.00 
3.40 
4.25 
4.05 
1. 80 
1.90 
8.43 
5.10 

11.95 
2.05 
1.40 
2.55 
3.25 

2.05 
2.65 
2.75 
3.15 
2.09 
4.85 
2.00 
3.11 
2.75 

.90 
.... 85 

.68 
6.50 
2.60 
3.90 
4.05 
7.75 

2.00 
9.00 

10.35 

# Persons FTE FTE 
CUstody Custody Program 

5 2.10 0 
10 8.85 0 

7 1. 74 0 
5 1.13 .05 
9 2.70 .45 

10 2.00 0 
5 2.25 0 
6 2.25 0 
4 .70 0 
6 1.20 0 
8 5.70 0 
9 2.75 .50 

12 7.95 0 
5 1.60 0 
1 .40 .10 
5 1.10 0 
5 2.50 0 

4 .80 0 
4 1.10 .15 
5 2.05 0 
7 1.15 0 
6 .89 0 
6 4.50 0 
3 1.00 0 
8 1.81 0 
5 1.75 0 

10 .70 0 
8 1.00 0 
2 .35 0 
6 5.00 0 
3 1.10 0 
4 2.00 0 
5 2.50 0 
6 5.75 0 

2 1.00 .20 
5 4.40 1.90 
5 4.20 0 
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" • 'r' 

Support 
Services 

.40 

.35 
1.00 

.50 
2.75 
1.10 
1.75 
1.55 

.50 

.45 
1.90 
1.35 
3.00 
.10 

o 
1.20 

.50 

1.25 
.75 
.20 

1. 75 
1.05 

.10 
1.00 

.90 

.75 

.10 

.65 

.33 
1.50 
1.25 
1.50 
1. 30 
2.00 

.50 
2.00 
5.90 

(cont I d) 

FTE 
Admin. 

.20 

.50 

.25 

.25 

.10 

.30 

.25 

.25 

.60 

.25 

.83 

.50 
1.00 

.35 

.90 

.25 

.25 

o 
.65 
.50 
.25 
.15 
.25 

o 
.40 
.25 
.10 
.20 

o 
o 

.25 

.40 

.25 
o 

.30 

.70 

.25 n 
o 
o 
o , , . 

J 
1 

'I 11 

IIJ 
In 
1 

,I U 
j 
j [I 
I 

, ! 10 
i 
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r I 
10 , I 

o 
11 0 
~ 0 

1

0 
'0 
I 0 

o 

n 
o 

Iu 
U 

I ' 
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41. Pine 
42. Pipestone 
43. Polk 
44. Redwood 
45. runvi11e 
46. Rice 
47. Roseau 
48. St. Louis 
49. Scott 
50. Sherburne 
51. Sibley 
52. Stearns 
53. Steele 
54. Todd 
55. Wabasha 
56. Wadena' 
57. Waseca 
58. Washington 
59. Wilkin 
60. Winona 
61. Wright 
62. Yellow Medicine 

FTE Total 
Jail Staff 

3.45 
2.15 

16.25 
.15 

1. 35 
7.20 
2.90 

20.00 
6.70 
2.35 
1.60 
4.00 
2.55 
3.05 
2.50 
3.75 
2.40 

10.00 
.40 

2.60 
3.65 
1. 83 

APPENDIX V (cont'd) 

# Persons 
Custody 

15.00 
4.00 

14.00 
1.00 
5.00 

10.00 
11.00 
14.00 

4.00 
6.00 
5.00 
4.00 

15.00 
4.00 

13.00 
4.00 
8.00 

15.00 
6.00 
6.00 
7.00 
5.00 
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FTE 
CUstody 

2.05 
.40 

6.25 
.05 
.30 

5.60 
1. 35 

14.00 
4.00 
1.55 

.50 
1. 75 
1.40 
1. 75 
1.40 
2.10 

.90 
7.50 

.40 
1. 75 
2.30 
1.10 

FTE 
Program 

o 
o 

3.55 
o 
o 
o 

.10 
1.00 

o 
o 

.10 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

FTE 
Support 
Services 

1. 30 
1. 50 
4.,10 

.05 

.90 
1.55 
1.45 
4.00 
1. 70 

.80 

.40 
2.00 
1.05 
1.25 
1.00 
1.40 
1. 30 
1.60 

o 
.65 

1.00 
.73 

FTE 
Admin. 

.10 

.25 
2.35 

.05 

.15 

.05 
o 

1.00 
1.00 

o 
.60 
.25 
.10 
.05 
.10 
.25 
.20 
.90 

o 
.20 
.35 

o 
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i 
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APPENDIX W 
m 
IJ 

CHARACTERISTICS OF JAIL STAFF BY MAIN FACILITY 

I 

1. Aitkin 
2. Anoka 
3. Becker 
4. Beltrami 
5. Blue Earth 
6. Brown 
7. Carlton 
8. Carver 
9. Cass 

10. Chippewa 
11. Clay 
12. Crow Wing 
13. Dakota 
14. Douglas 
15. Faribault 
16. Fillmore 
17. Freeborn 
18. Goodhue 
19. Houston 
20. Hubbard 
21. Isanti 
22. Itasca 
23. Kanabec 
24. Kandiyohi 
25. Koochiching 
26. Lac Qui Parle 
2'7. LeSueur 
28. Lincoln 
29. Lyon 
30. McLeod 
31. Martin 
32. Meeker 
33. Mille Lacs 
34. Morrison 
35. Mower 
36. Nicollet 
37. Nobles 
38. Olmsted 
39. Otter Tail 
40. Pennington 

# HOURS 
INSERVICE % MALE % SWORN VOLUNTEER 

DI S PATCH a TRAINING STAFF 

5 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
1 
6 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
6 
3 
1 
3 
1 
5 
3 
5 
1 
3 
1 
6 
6 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
5 
1 
1 
3 

24 
a 

16 
25 
20 

5 
80 
25 
10 
12 
a 
a 

120 
20 
a 
a 

20 
a 

40 
80 
20 
a 
1 
a 
4 
a 
a 

40 
a 
a 
8 

30 
10 
o 
a 
o 
a 

30 
20 
a 

-344-

80 % 

100 
86 
60 

100 
100 

80 
83 

100 
83 
63 
78 
75 
60 

100 
80 
80 
a 

75 
75 
80 
57 
75 

100 
33 
50 
60 
40 
63 

100 
83 
33 

100 
100 
100 

a 
100 
100 
100 

a 

STAFF 

100 % 
100 

57 
a 

100 
100 
100 
100 

a 
67 

100 
56 

100 
80 
a 

20 
100 

a 
a 

100 
100 

86 
75 
75 

100 
38 

100 
50 
63 

100 
17 
67 
a 

80 
100 

a 
a 

100 
100 

a 

(cont'd) 

HRS. PER WK. 

a 
a 
a 
2 
a 
1 
a 
a 
1 
2 

'2 
a 
a 
a 
a 
2 
a 
a 
2 
5 
a 
a 
2 
a 
a 
1 
a 
a 
a 
a 
5 
2 
3 
a 
a 
a 
O. 

24 
5 
a 
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APPENDIX W (cont' d). 

DISPATCH a 

# HOURS 
INSERVICE. 
TRAINING 

% ~E 
STAFF 

41. Pine 
42. Pipestone 
43. Polk 
44. Redwood 
45. Renville 
46. Rice 
47. Roseau 
48. St. Louis 
49. Scott 
50. Shemw."ne 
51. Sibley 
52. Stearns 
53. Steele 
54. Todd 
55. Wabasha 
56. Wadena 
57. Waseca 
58. Washing,ton 
59. Wilkin 
60. Winona 
61. Wright 
62. Yellow Medici~e 

3' 

6 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
1 
5 
6 
3 
5 
1 
3 
3 
1 
1 

a 1 = dispatcher never has 
2 = 0-8 hours 
3 = 9":16 hours 
4 = 17-23 bours 
5 = 24 hours 
6 = only occasionally 

a 
a 

87 
a 
a 

48 
5 
a 

50 
a 

10 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

80 % 
100. 

64 
100 
100 

70 
82 
71 

100 
83 

100 
100 

67 
100 
100 
100 
100 

40 
83 
83 

100 
100 

sole responsibility 

-345-

% SWORN 
STAFF 

100 % 
100 

20 
100 
100 
100 
. 9 
100 

a 
100 
100 
100 

67 
a 

100 
100 
100 
100 

33 
83 

100 
20 

VOLUNTEER 
HRS. PER WK. 

a 
1 
a 
a 
a 
a 
6 
a 
7 
a 
a 
b 
a 
a 
a 
a 
4 
a 
1 
2 
1 
1 

! 
1 ... 1 

, 
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APPENDIX X 

CUSTODIAL STAFF RELATIVE TO AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION BY MAIN FACILITY 
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33. ~1i lle Lacs 
34. Morrison 
35. Mower 
36. Nicollet 
37. ~ob1es 
38. Olmsted 
39. Otter Tail 
40. Pennington 
41. Pine 
42. Pipestone 
43. Polk 
44. Redwood 
45. Renville 
46. Rice 
47. Roseau 
48. St. Louis 
49. Scott 
50. Sherburne 
51. Sibley 
52. Steams 
53. Steele 
54. Todd 
55. Wabasha 
56. Wadena 
57. I~aseca 
58. Washington 
59. Hi1kin 
60. Winona 
61. Wright 
62. Yellow Medicine 
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APPENDIX X (cont1d) ~ 
.\ ... - I 
I 

FTE % FTE IN 
11 ADP CUSTODY I ADP NON-CUSTODY WORK 
Ii 

. 6.50 .31 .49., U 

6.10 .41 .38 Q 
14.30 , .40 .26 ! , 
3.60 I 4.30 .23 .50 ! 

25.60 • 17 .51 I 
I 

10.70 .39 .59 Ii 3.86 .77 0 
4.00 .51 .41 II 
1. 30 .31 .81 II 

18.34 .34 .62 Ii 
1.30 .04 .67 1 .80 .38 .78 I 11.70 .48 .22 I 

10.80 • 13 .53 ! 59.06 .24 .30 
6.50 .62 .40 1 
3.10 .50 .34 I 
1. 30 .38 .69 ~ 

16.20 .11 .56 1 
1 14.20 .10 .45 ~I 

3.00 5Q .43 i ~ 

• v 

1 2.90 .48 .44 
3.90 .54 .44 i 
8.60 .10 .62 , 

r .; 

25.60 .29 .25 i 
6.10 .07 "'" 

) 

t
l 

11. 10 • 16 .33 II 
11.90 • 19 .37 

11 1. 30 .85 .40 

II 
Ii 
1 
! 
1 

1 

* "' 
1 

i 
, 
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APPENDIX Z 

MEASURES OF NEED FOR CHEMICAL DEPENDENCY TREATMENT ~ 

Number' I 
Number Percent Held Percent ADP 

Held of ADP Ale •. or of A1c. or 
''D'' or Total "D" or Drug Total Drug 

JAIL SYSTEM '~1" a Held "N" Charges b Held Charges --
I :t 

1. Aitkin 136 54.4% 2.26 116 46.4% 1w31 
2. Anoka 777 29. 7.75 994 37.1 9.00 

[ 
3. Becker 187 31- 2.44 202 33.4 1.90 
4. Beltrami 51 6. .89 312 36.5 4.01 
5. Blue Earth 666 44.5 5.10 788 52.6 5.93 ~ 
6. Brown 125 41.3 .95 122 40.3 .98 
7. Carlton 437 49.6 3.17 448 50,.9 2 •. 97 
8. Carver 192 40.3 1. 72 216 45.4 1.77 
9. Cass 94 19.7 1.94 111 23.3 1.68 

~. 

10. Chippewa 68 41.5 .68 69 42. .64 
11. Clay 405 40.1 5.30 504 50. 4.16 
12. Crow Wing 109 19.4 .89 130 23.2 1. 41 ~ 
13. Dakota 693 33~9 4.43 715 35. 4.60 
14. Douglas 317 59.4 2.60 358 67. 2.47 
15. Faribau1 t 121 56. 1.27 90 41. 7 .78 E ~I 

'" .\ 

16. Fillmore 205 41. 1.61 272 54.4 2.10 
17. Freeborn 425 43.3 6.05 456 46.5 6.19 
18. Goodhue 127 29.7 1.29 149 34.9 1.51 
19. Houston 179 56.8 1.38 184 58.4 1.35 ~ 
20. Hubbard 146 47.7 2.04 111 36.3 1.45 
21. Isanti 184 50.4 1.22 . 176 48.2 2.91 
22. Itasca 396 41.6 6.98 454 47.6 6.44 0 \ 

23. Kanabec 81 42.6 .77 77 40.5 .62 
24. Kandiyohi 376 48.5 6.35 417 53.7 5.65 
25. Koochiching 145 29.5 2.08 191 38.8 2.43 0 
26. Lac Qui Parle 92 53.5 .85 92 53.5 .81 
27. Le Sueur 65 17.6 .59 127 34.3 1.00 
28. Lincoln 12 30. • 15 12 30 • .15 
29. Lyon 197 27.4 1.07 183 25.4 1.15 0 

"3::>. McLeod 288 45.8 1. 42 306 48.6 1.45 
31. Martin 192 38.4 4.12 201 40.2 3.66 
32. Meeker 117 49. 1.40 116 48.5 1.19 n 
33. Mille Lacs 154 36.2 1.01 144 33.8 .94 
3·~. Morrison 85 22.4 .78 98 25.8 .87 
35. Mower 525 58.7 6.31 457 51.1 3.50 n 
315. Nicollet 155 43.7 1.15 145 40.8 1.23 
37. Nobles 89 29.3 .58 94 30.9 .98 
38. Olmsted 775 38.4 6.87 731 36.2 5.04 
39. Otter Tail 477 58.7 3.80 449 55.3 3.29 D 
40. Pennington 371 63.7 1. 76 359 61.7 1.65 
41. Pine 104 24.2 .70 123 28.6 .68 
42. Pipestone 63 59.4 .45 54 50.9 .1+0 0 • , 
43. Polk 468 47.9 8.66 515 52.7 7.84 

• 
(cont'd) 0 
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APPENDIX Z (cont'd) 

Number 
Number Percent Held' 

Held of ADP A1c. or 
''D'' or Total ''D'' or Drug 

JAIL SYSTEM ''N''* Held . *"' ''N'' Charses ,~ 

44. Redwood 46 43.4% .51 39 
45. Renville 38 44.7 .45 28 
46. Rice 168 29.7 2.53 235 
47. Roseau 263 51.1 4.02 254 
48. St. Louis 964 31.8 9.60 1,009 
49. Scott 225 38.5 1.91 263 
50. Sherburne 246 54.3 1.24 214 
51. Sibley 47 47.5 .30 46 
52. Stearns 296 25. 3.25 356 
53. Steele 302 42.5 5.47 345 
54. Todd 67 38.7 1.10 62 
55. Wabasha 79 48.2 1.46 59 
56. Wadena 96 41.2 1.43 112 
57. Waseca 48 .19.6 .73 62 
58. Washington 501 32. 5.41 502 
59. Wilkin 232 54.1 2.70 234 
60. Winona 37 9.8 .28 60 
61. Wrigth 270 44. 3.18 289 
62. Yellow Medicine 116 51.1 .61 123 

Statewide 14,192 38.2 159.02 16,160 

a 
Involvement of drinking or narcotics with offense 
behavior of arrestee. 

b 
Charges involving alcohol or drugs (including DWI, 
Open Bottle, Disorderly Conduct, Liquor Laws, and 
Drug Laws) • 

Pe:tcent ADP 
of Alc. of 

Total Drug 
_Held Charses 

36.8% .38 
32.9 .33 
·41.5 3.33 
49.3 3.43 
33.3 9.48 
45. 1.71 
47.2 .96 
46.5 .33 
30.1 3.94 
48.6 5.51 
35.8 1.08 
36. .51 
48.1 1.98 
25.3 .78 
32.1 4.35 
54.5 2.44 
15.9 .51 
47.1 3.28 
54.2 .61 

41.4 155.04 

or 
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APPENDIX AA 

REPORTED AVAILABILITY OF PROGRAM SERVICESa 

JAIL SYSTEM Counselling 

1. Aitkin + 
2. Anoka + 
3. Becker + 
4. Beltrami· + 
5. Blue Earth + 
6. Brown 0 
7. Carlton + 
3. Carver + 
9.Cass 0 

10. Chippewa + 
11. Clay + 
12. Crow Wing + 
13. Dakota + 
14. Douglas 0 
15. Faribault 0 
16. Fillmore + 
17. Freeborn 0 
18. Goodhue + 
19. Houston + 
20. Hubbard 0 
21. Isanti 0 
22. Itasca + 
23.Kanabec (-) 
24. Kandiyohi 0 
25. Koochiching 0 
26.Lac Qui Parle 0 
27.Le Sueur + 
28. Lincoln + 
29.Lyon 0 
30.McLeod + 
31.Martin + 
32.Meeker + 
33.Mille Lacs + 
34.Morrison (-) 
35.Mower + 
36.Nicollet + 
37.Nobles 0 
38.0lmsted + 
39.0tter Tail 0 
40.P ennington 0 
41.Pine (-) 
42.Pipestone + 

'=:'~~~_~"'U':-'''''''''~~''~_'''',",''L'''''''~''~''''' '-"'~'~"""~_'" .. ' 

" 

l1ental 
Health 

0 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
0 
+ 
+ 
0 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
0 
+ 
0 
+ 
+ 
0 
0 
0 

(-) 
+ 
0 
0 
+ 
0 
+ 
+ 
0 
+ 
+ 

(.) 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

(-) 
+ 
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Job 
Alcohol/ Placement/ 

Drug Educa-
' Vocational 

Treatment tional 
Programs 

i I I 
A D Services 2L ..:!L --
0 0 0 0 0 
+ + 0 + 0 
+ + + + + 
+ 0 + 0 + 
+ + + + (-) 
0 0 0 0 0 
+ + + + 0 
+ + 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
+ + + + 0 
+ + + + + 
+ + + + + 
+ + 0 0 0 
+ + + + + 
+ o -~ 0 0 0 
+ + (-) + (-) 
0 0 0 0 0 
+ + + + + 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
+ 0 0 0 0 
+ 0 (.) 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
+ + 0 0 0 
+ 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
+ 0 (-) 0 0 
0 0 + + 0 
+ + 0 0 0 
0 0 (-) (-) (-) 
+ + 0 + 0 
+ + + + + 
+ 0 0 0 0 
+ 0 0 + 0 
+ + + + + 
+ + 0 + 0 
+ + (-) (-) (-) 

(.) + (-) + 0 
+ + (-) (-) (-) 

(cont'd) 
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43. 
1~4. 

1~5. 

46. 
i7. 
118. 
,19. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
60. 
61. 
62. 

'--!.--------~--------. 

APPENDIX AA (cont'¢!) 

Alcohol/ 
Drug Educa-

Mental ,Treatment tional I I 
JAIL SYSTEM Counselling Health A D Services ,--=---Polk + + 0 + + 
Redwood 0 0 0 Q . 0 
Renville 0 + + 0 0 
Rice (-) (-) (.) (-). (-) 
Rosec;tu + + + + + 
St. Louis .+ + + 0 + 
Scott 0 + 0 0 0 
Sherburne 0 + 0 0 0 
Sibley + + + + 0 
Stearns + + + 0 0 
Steele 0 + + + 0 
Todd 0 0 0 0 0 
Wabasha 0 0 0 0 0 
Wadena 0 0 0 0 0 
Waseca O· + + + 0 
Washington 0 0 + + 0 
Wilkin + + + 0 0 
Winona + + 0 0 0 
Wright + 0 0 0 0 
Yellow ~edicine + 0 0 0 0 

~esponses of sheriffs and facility administration to 
Survey of Jailing Practices (see Appendix D), 
(-) indicates No Response to Question. 
(+) indicates service availability 
(0) indicates service not available 
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1/ .' (.) (-) 
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+ + fl 

·0 0 U 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
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0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
+ 0 
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0 0 
0 0 
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APPENDIX BB" . 

USE OF WORK RELEASE 
AND 

PROGRAM QOMPLIANCE RATINGp 

State 

l.Ai tk in 
2.Anoka' 
3.Becker 
4. Beltrami 
5.BlueEarth 
6.Brown 
7. Carlton 
8. carver 
9.Cass 

10. Chippewa 
11. Clay 
12. Crow Wing 
13. Dakota 
14. Douglas 
15. Faribault 
16. Fillmore 
17. Freeborn 
18~Goodhue 
19. Hbuston 
20.Hubbar~ 
21. Isanti 
22. It~sca 
23. Kanabec 
24. Kandiyohi 
25. Koochiching 
26. Lac Qui Parle 
27. LeSueur 
28. Lincoln 
29. Lyon 
30. McLeod 
31. Martin 
32. Meeker 
33. Mille Lacs 
34. Morrison 

i--. 

Work ,Release 
Indexa 

26.6 

0 
57 
15 

1 
18 
71 
18 
28 
0 
4 

16 
0 
6 

28 
9 
0 .. 

39 
54 
35 
12 
,19 
43 
28 

0 
46 

3 
0 
0 
0 

46 
16 
12 
17 
29 

Program 
Ratingb 

35 (Mean) 

22 
33 
11 
28 
78 
55 
44 
22 

. 39 
0 

55 
28 
57 
22 
?2 
44 
55 
55 
11 
33 
33 
39 
22 
45 
22 
25 
22 
33 
29 
11 
67 
28 
22 
44 

(cont'd) . 
a Inder,. - sentenced days spen'!;: on work release 't 

total sentenced days (%of sentenced 
, days spent on work relea,se) 

b "Mini tabl II 67 . mum accep e - based on compli<';I1ce 
with standards relating :to progrruLnu.ng 

11\ 
'1\ 
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APPENDIX BB (cont'd) 

'Work Release· Program 
, . _. 

! State . Index Rating 

35'. Mower 57 55 II 36'. Nicollet 0 45 

37. Nobles 7 22 

38. Olmsted 50 89 

39.0tter Tail 1 33 

40.Pennington 99 a 

41.Pine 75 25 

42. Pipestone 19 11 

43. Polk 38 67 

44. Redwood 0 45 

45. Renville 58 22 

46. Rice 39 0 

47. Roseau 33 56 

48.St. Louis 30 67 

49. Scott' 28 33 

[! 

n 
, I 

50 • Sherburne 0 14 

51. Sibley 10 22 (i 

52. iStearns 3 33 

53. iSteele 41 33 

54. iT,9dd 0 33 

55. iWabasha 38 .. 33 

56 • Wadena' 23 22 

! .- [J I 

n 
57. Waseca 52 33 

58. Washington 7 33 

53. Wilkin 9 33 

6). Winona 28 45 

61. Wright' 1 22 

62. Yellow Medicine 0 44 

0 BMain facility not inspected by DOC in 1975 

n 
n 
n 
1J 

.. ~ 

[J 6 
I, 

• '. i'--
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APPENDIX CC 

VISITING HOURS PERWE~K 
AND 

VISITATION INDEXa 

(15 Sample F~cilities) 

FACILITY 

lan 
'Median 

VISITATION 
INDEX 

1.3 

VISIT 
HOURS/WEEJ"l' 

6.5 
4 

Anoka 
Beltrami 
Blue Earth 
Brown 
Carlton 
Douglas 
Fillmore 
Houston 
Itasca 
McLeod 
Morrison 
Mower 

,Pipe?tone 
Stearns 
Wp.shingtol1. 

. 

No log 
1.1 
1.3 
0.9 
1.9 
2.6 
0.5 
0.9 
2.0 

No log 
0.9 
0.9 
1.6 
1.3 
1.1 

4 

4' 
4 
6 
3 
4 
8 
8" 
2 
4 
1 

3d 
6 

11 

a) Index 7# visits logged or estjmated 1975 
7 # prisoner-weeks (prisoner-d~ys t 7) 
served in facility 

'.) 
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Statewide 

1. Aitkin 
2. Anoka 
3. Becker 
4. Beltrami 
S. Blue Earth 
6. Brown 
7. Carlton 
8. 
9: 

10. 
II. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
2l. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 

.,37. 
38. 
39. 

Carver 
Cass 
Chippewa 
Clay 
Crow" Wing 
Dakota 
Douglas 
Faribault 
Fillmore 
Freeborn 
Goodhue 
Houston 
Hubbard 
Isanti 
Itasca 
Kanabec 
Kandiyohi 
Kpochiching 
Lac Qui Parle 
LeSueur 
Lincoln 
Lyon 
McLeod 
Martin 

,Meeker 
Mille Lacs 
Morrison 
Mower 
Nicollet 
Nobles 
Olmsted 
Otter Tail 

APJ?ENDIX DD 

USE OF PRETRIAL RELEASE ALTERNATIVES 

% RELEASED 
AT INTAKE 

40% 

35% 
49 
25 

61 
54 
56 
33 

8 
32 
57 
20 
39 
41 
38 

9 
53 
64 
47 
13 
56 
18 
27 
33 
14 
32 

1 
58 
71 
53 
36 
32 
36 
29 
50 
46 
23 
55 
29 

% RELEASED 
WITHj[tf 24 HOURS 

70% 

58% 
78 
70 

89 
91 
86 
59 
39 
72 
88 
51 
73 
76 
59 
58 
84 
81 
72 
49 
72 
42 
61 
64 
39 
87 
30 
88 
91 
85 
68 
69 
75 
58 
86 
65 
54 
79 
70 

% RELEl-\SED 
ON BAIL 

39% 

48% 
46 
38 
29 
51 
37 
16 
44 
34 
11 
56 
40 
25 
34 
19 
65 
52 
13 
50 
47 
42 
46 
40 
62 
35 
53 
44 
19 
42 
40 
35 
23 
46 
33 
18 
29 
34 
42 
45 

. % RELEASED 
ROR 

40% 

33% 
44 
44 
44 
30 
33 
76 
45 
39 
49 
29 
46 
47 
47 
54 
10 
43 
68 
35 
39 
41 
47 
28 
18 
42 
22 
36 
81 
35 
39 
50 
63 
22 
50 
74 
46 
3P. 
51 
17 

% ACCUSED OF 
SERIOUS OFFENSES a 

17% 

11% 
24 
16 
18 

3 
32 
12 
16 
24 

9 
15 
37 
33 
13 
24 
14 
14 

9 
26 
25 

9 
30 

9 
14 
38 

6 
7 

12 
12 

4 
13 

7 
12 

6 
6 

12 
24 
16 
11 

a 
Percent accused felons and gross misdemeanants included to facilitate compariBon 
of systems in terms of measures of use of pretrial alternatives pictured. 
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statewide 

% RELEASED 
AT INTAKE 

40% 

48. Pennington 64% 
41. Pine 30 
42. Pipestone 32 
43. Polk 25 
44. Redwood 29 
45. Renville 16 
46. Rice 16 
47. Roseau 26 
48. St. Louis 35 
49. Scott 41 
50. Sherburne 46 
51. Sibley 41 
52. Stearns 38 
53. Steele 52 
54. Todd 28 
55. Wabasha 29 
56. Wadena 34 
57. Waseca 49 
58. Washington 37 
59. Wilkin 38 
60. Winona 28 
61. Wright 35 
62. Yellow Medicine 42 

',' .. ' 

APPENDIX DD (con't) 

% RELEASED % RELEASED 
WITHIN 24 HOURS ON .BAIL 

70% 39% 

95% 25% 
60 44 
95 48 
62 45 
76 29 
82 7 
50 36 
77 )0 
58 23 
75">9 
79 A 
95 20 
80 48 
63 12 
65 61 
70 42 
66 87 
74 39 
76 42 
78 45 
40 26 
66 33 
95 19 
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% RELEASED 
ROR 

40% 

68% 
23 
32 
22 
41 
49 
40 
41 
37 
36 
42 
70 
51 
77 
25 
41 

2 
40 
33 
14 
33 
29 
63 

% ACCUSED OF 
SERIOUS OFFENSES 

17% 

6% 
31 

1 
19 

6 
29 
13 
17 
16 

7 
21 
18 
24 
12 
16 
28 

5 
28 
23 

8 
23 
10 

4 

I 
I 

n 
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B 9. 
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[1 

U 

Int. 
2 
1 
o 

-1 

Int. 
-3 
-3 

Int. 
::3 
2 
1 
o 

Int. 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
o 

Int. 
3 
2 
1 
o 

Ver. 
2 
1 
o 

-1 

Ver. 
-3 
~3 

Ver. 
3 
2 
1 
o 

Ver. 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1. 
i 
o 

Ver. 
3 
2 
1 
o 

APPENn:::x EE 

VERIFIABLE a RELEASE CRITERIA FORMULA,' 
HENNEPIN COUNTY PRETRIAL SERVICES 

ProCEDURE MANUAL 

PRIOR RECORD 
No Convictions 
One Misdemeanor Conviction 
Two Hisdemeanor Convictions or 
Threl: Misdemeanor Convictions or 

HEAVILY WEIGHTED OFFENSES 
Crimes Against the Person 
Narcotic Offense 

FAMILY TIES 
Lives with Family 
Lives with Relatives 
Li ves with Nonfamily Individual 
Lives Alone 

EMPLOYMENT . 
Present Local Job - 1 Year + 
Present Local Job - 6 Months + 
Welfare - AFDC- 6 Months + 
Full-Time Student Status - 6 Months + 

One Felony Conviction 
Two Felony Convictions 

New Job, Relief, Unemployment Compensation, Family Support 
New Student Status 
Unemployed - No Visible Me~lS of Support 

, 'RESIDENCE IN AREll. 
Prese~t Residence 1 Year + or OWns Dwelling 
Present Residence - 6 Months + or Present and Prior 1 Year 
Presen.t Rel:!idence - 3 Months + or Present and Prior 6 Months 
'Present Residence - 3 Months or Less at Any Dwelling 

____ ~I~n~t~. ____ ~V~e~r~. ____ ~T~I~~.IN AREA 
1 1 5 Years o~ More (continuous) 

---=-~',j"-;=----""":::"""'::~=""::':::""':'~::'::'-!';='::=:'::'::='::~-----~-------------

Int. 
1 

-2 
-2 
-3 

Ver. 
1 

-2 
-2 
-3 

Pregnancy, Old Age, Poor Health 
Threat to Himself or Others 
Bench Warrant, Escape, Chemical Dependency 
Weapon Used in Present Offense 

A total of 5 verified points for felony 
A total of 3 verified points for a misdemeanor 

~n~llit~ to verify inmates i answers necessitated adjustment of scores. 
After consultation with Robert Hanson; former director of Project Remand 
(Ramsey County pretrial services provider), it }:las decided to subtract 
2 points (301'; of mean value) from each inmates' score. 
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, APPENDIX FF 
~, 

METHODOLOGY OF APPLICATION OF 
RELEASE CRITERIA TO CLIENT SURVEY 

Client Survey and Release Score 

Survey questions directed to the release question (Appendix F) 

were designed to elicit the responses which comprise the release crit-

eria formula (Appendix FF) used by Hennepin County pretrial services' 

screeners. Consultation with Robert Hanson, former director of 

'Ramsey County's "Project Remand," and others led to the decision to 

subtract two points from every score as allowance for inability to 

verify inmates' responses. such a drop was the estimated result, 

on the average, of verification if this had been possible. 

Projecting from Sample to 1975 Jail Population 
,. 

Limited size of sample (354 pretrial detainees of whom 224 wer.e 

held past intake) and limited response rate (56% of releases during 

survey period completed survey) leave results open to questions. How-

ever, co~parisons of ~uplicated variables support validi,ty of sample. 

(See Table 1 belo~ and 'Table, 1-2 2n the Introduction). 

• ". I. 

TABLE 1 

VALIDITY' OF CLIENT SURVEY 

Client Survey 
DOC - 1975 

--

.. OF INMATES "OF FELONS 
NON-SENTENCED NON-SENTENCED 

85.3\ 
84.3 

"360-
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16.4' 
15.6 
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Appendix FF (cont 1 d) 

The 64% releaseable proportion of the inmates sampled is pro~ 

jected directly to the l6,500 1975 statewide .total of pon-sentenced 

persons held past in'take because relative proportions· o~ accused 

felons and misdemeanants are nearly the same in the two samples 

(see Table 1 on preceding page). Thus, approximately .lO~600 non-

sentenced, inmates held past intake in 1975 are projected to have been re-

lease able by the release criteria used in the Client Survey sample. 

" 
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COUNTY 

Becker 

Beltrami 

Blue Earth 

I Carver 

Cass 

Clay 

Crow Wing 

Dakota 

Douglas 

Faribault 

Fillmore 

Freeborn 

Goodhue 

,Kandiyohi 

LacQuiParle 

Lyon 

Martin 

Meeker 

APPENDIX GG 

DAILY FEE PER PERSON (OUT OF COUNTY PRISONERS) 

CHARGE 

$ 7.00 

7.50 
5.00 (FBI-Fed. 

Marshall) 

7.00 

7.00 

7.00 

7.00 

4.50 

10.00 
6.00 work 

release 

5.50 

5.50 

5.50 

8.00 

8.00 

7.00 

7.00 

5.50 

7.00 

COUNTIES USING FACILITY " 

Mahnomen 

Mostly Clearwater - sometimes Hubbard 
and Cass 

Have Gontract with Watonwan, others 
on call basis ' 

Mainly Hennepin at present time (during 
construction) - some overflow from Scott. 
Proposing increase to $10.00 

Hubbard - proposing increase to $10-12.00 

On call basis 

Work release 

On call basis - some military, and 
state during Hennepin County renovation 

On call basis - proposing increase 

On call basis 

On call basis 

Seldom have any - on call basis 

On call basis 

On call bas~ s 

Have contract with Big Stone - others 
on call basis 

Murray 

On call basis proposing incre~e 

New jail - no on~ as yet - possibly 
McLeod in future (on call basis) 

(cont 'd) 
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COUNTY 

Mille Lacs 

Morrison 

Mower 

Nobles 

Olmsted 

Otter Tail 

Pipestone 

Polk 

Rice 

Roseau 

St. Louis 

Scott 

Steele 

Washington 

Wilkin 

Wright 

APPENDIX GG (cont"d) 

CHARGE 

$ 9.00 

6.00 

No Charge 

15.00 
40.00 (Female) 

8.00 

7.00 

7.50 
12.50 (Female) 

15.00 (Straight 
lockup) 

25.00 (Under 
sentence) 

6.50 

5.50 

10.00 

3.50 

8.00 

10.00 

6.00 

7.00 

-363-

COUNTIES USING FACILITY 

Benton, Kanabec, Shervurne on call basis 

Mille Lacs, Stearns, Benton, Crow­
Wing on call basis 

Dodge (juvenile only-on overnight only) 

Murray, Rock, Jackson, Cottonwood 
Pipestone on call basis 

Dodge - state institution 

Wilkin, Stevens, Grant on call basis, 
$3.44 per hour extra for matron for 
women 

On call basis 

On call basis 

On call basis, no one using at 
present. time 

Lake of the Woods, Kit tson 

Cook::, Lake, Carl ton on call basis 

Carver on call basis 

On call basis - work release 

Chisago - some state institution 
and federal 

Used to house prisoners for Traverse, 
no longf3r able to because "of order by 
DOC 

Sherbu~e - on call basis 
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APPENDIX HH 

SUMMARY OF COSTS BY JAIL FUNCTION 
ADMINISTRATION COSTS 

Total Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Variable Cost 

Carlton 

$ 9,120 
1,840 
7,280 

Average Cost $ 2.97 
(per prisoner day) 

Marginal Cost $ 2.37 
(per prisoner day) 

Prisoner Days 

= 

Total Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Variable Cost 

3,066 

Carlton 

$ 27,460 
6,530 

20,930 

Average Cost $ 8.96 
(pe:t: prisoner day) 

,', 

Marginal Cost $ 6.83 
(per prisoner day) 

Prisoner Days 3,066 

\\ 
,I 

Martin 

$ 6,270 
70 

6,200 

$ 1.25 

$ 1.23 

5,031 

Olmsted' 

$ 20,100 
5,540 

14,560 

$ 2.11 

$ 1.52 

9,547 

Securi ty Costs 

Martin 

$ 58,670 
7,900 

50,770 

$ 11.66 

$ 10.09 

5,031 

-364-

Olmsted 

$ 63,070 
16,180 
46,890 

$ 6.61 

$ 4.9.1 

9,547 

Polk 

$ 39,900 
1,740 

38,160 

$ 3.69 

$ 3.53 

10,805 

Polk 

$ 65,780 
13,700 
52,080 

$ 6.09 

$ 4.82 

10,805 

- ~-------~---...----------------------------

Composite 

$ 18,850 
2,300 

16,550 

$ 2.65 

$ 2.33 

Composite 

$ 53,750 
U,080 
42,670 

$ 7.56 

$ 6.00 
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Total Cost 
Fixed Cost 
variable Cost 

Carlton 

$ 7,900 
390 

7,,510 

Average Cost $ 9.01 
(per prisoner intake) 

Total Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Variable Cost 

Carlton 

$ 2,020 
370 

1,650, 

Average Cost $ 0.66 
(pe r prisoner day) 

Marginal Cost $ 0.54 
(per prisoner day) 

Prisoner Days 3,066 

APPENDIX, HH (cont'd) 

Intake Costs 

Martin 

$ 2,450 
630 

1,930 

$ 5.91 

$ 4.45 

434 

Olmsted 

$ 10,590 
1,290 
9,300 

$ 5.25 

$ 4.61 

2,018 

Visitatiop.Costs 

Martin 

$ 1,540 
570 
970 

$ 0.31 

$ 0.19 

5,031, 

Olmsted 

$ 790 
790 ___ a 

$ 0.08 

9,547 

Polk 

$ 4,330 
460 

3,870 

$ 8.17 

$ 7.30 

530 

Polk 

$ 4,600 
1,400 
3,200 

$ 0.43 

$ 0.30 

10,805 

Composite 

$6,340 
690 

5,650 

$ 6.58 

$ 5.86 

Composite 

$ 2,240 
780 

1,460 

$ 0.31 

$ 0.20 ' 

a 'Asmall, insignificant amount of time is spent by Olmsted jai1erA handling 
visitation. 

(cont'd) 
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Total Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Variable Cost 

Average Cost 
(per prisoner) 

Marginal Cost 
(per prisoner) 

Prisoners 

Total Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Variable Cost 

Ave;rage Cost 

Carlton 

$ 4,320 

4,320 

$ 4.93 

$ 4.93 

877 

Carlton 

(per sentenced day) I ---

Marginal Cost 
(per sentenc~d day) 

Sentenced Days 

APPENDIX HH (cont'd) 

Medical Costs 

Martin 

$ 880 

880 

$ 2.03 

$ 2.03 

434 

Olmsted 

$ .4,520 
130 

4,390 

$ 2.18 

$ 2.11 

2,018 

Recreation Costs 

Martin Olmsted 

$, 1,140 
1,140 

$ 0.21 

5,303 _" 
~--------------------------------------------------

a 

,Polk 

$ 2,670 

2,670 

$ 5 •. 03 

5~O 

Polk 

$ 7,.360 
3,260 
4,100 

$ 0.86 

$ 0.48 

8,577 

Composite 

$ 3,100 
30 

. 3,070 

$ 3.21 

. $ 3.18 

\~\ 
COrilposite 

$ 4,250 
2,200 
2,050 

$ 0.61 

$ 0.30 

A small, insignificant amount: of tine is :spen.t by Olmsted jailers h~ndling' 
recreation. 

(cont'd) 
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Total Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Variable Cost 

Average Cost 

Carlton 

(per sentenced day) 

Marginal Cost 
(per sentenced day) 

Sentenced Days 

APPENDIX HH (contI d) 

Programming Costs 

Martin Olmsteda 

$ 22,550 
630 

21,920 

$ 4.25 

$ 4.13 

5,303 

b Polk 

$ 69,150 
5,840 

63,310 

$ 8.06 

$ 7.38 

8,577 

aIncludes Education, General· Frogramming, ~1d Employment. 
bIncludes Education, Mental Health. 

Food Service Costs 

Total Cost 
Fixed Cost 
Variable Cost 
Average Cost 

(per prisoner day) 

Carlton 

$ 14,450 
660 

13,790 
$ 4.71, 

Marginal Cost $ 4.50 
(per prisoner d,ay) 

Prisoner Days 3,066 

Marton 

$ 20,220 
780 

19,440 
$ 4.55 

$ 4.40 

5,031 

-367-
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Olmsted 

$ 40,540 
1,530 

39,010 
$,4.25 

$ 4.09 

9,547 

Polk 

$ 31,370 
1,520 

29,850 
$ 2.90 

$ 2.76 

10,805 

""- .... - - ...• #>'>4 ._+ __ ~_._ ., ______ ~ .. __ .. _ 

met > h.1IIi tits". 

Composite 

$ 45,850 
3,240 

42,610 -

$ 6.61 

$ 6.14 

Composite 

$ 26,640 
1,120 

25 1 520 
$ 3.75 

$ 3.59 
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APPENDIX HH (cont'd) 

Work Release Costs 

Carlton Martin Olmsted 

Total Cos i:. $ $ 1,940 $ 6,570 
Fixed Cost 890 1,160 
Variable Cost 1,050 5,410 

Average Cost $ 3.77 $ 2.18 
(per work release day) 

Marginal Cost $ 2.04 $ 1.79 
(per work release day) 

Work Release Days 515 3,013 

er 

o 

(j 
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Polk Composite 

$ 28,550 $ 1.2,350 
5,300 2,450 

23,250 9,900 

$ 6.61 $ 4.72 

$ 5.38 $ 3.79 

4,318 
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APPENDIX I::: 

JAIL CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATION 
;:~ 

COUNTY ~a PHASEb COST 

Aitkin No estimate available 
Anoka R 1 
Becker C 1 
Beltrami R 3 
Benton No estimates 
Blue Earth R 2 
Brown R 1 
Carlton C 1 
Chisago C 1 
Cook R 3 
Crow Wing C 1 
Douglas C 1 
Freeborn C 3 
Houston R 1 
Hubbard C 1 
Isanti C 1 
Itasca C 1 
Jackson i\C 2 
Kitts on R 1 
Lake No estimates 
Lincoln No estimates 
Lyon C 1 
Mahnomen C 2 
Marshall C 3 
Martin C 3 
Meeker C 3 
Mille Lacs C 2 
Morrison R 3 
Nobles. C 3 
Norman C 3 
Olmsted R 1 
Otter Tail R&C 3 
Pennington C 3 
Pipestone C 2 
Polk C 3 
Pope C 3 
Renville C 1 

. Rice C 3 
Roseau No estimates 

a MODE: C = Construction 
R = Renovation 

b PHASE: 1 = Estimate 

75,000 
1,000,000 

80,000 
available 

2,530 
229,660 

1,000,000 
836,080 

75,000 
1,000,000 

460,oon 
1,050,000 

160,500 
600,000 
400,000 

1,750,000 
601,464 
155,000 

available 
available 

700,000 
68,515 

498,016 
706,000 
696,617 
410,000 

57,418 
792,500 
116,300 
160,000 
563,887 
690,000 
440,000 
706,200 
220,000 
650,000 
660,000 

available 

2 = Bids let or under C01'lst:n'J.ction 
3 = Completed 

-369-

TYPE CAPACITY 

Jail 57 
Jail 40 
Jail 

Jail Not 
Lockup 
Jail 
Jail 
Lockup 
Jail 
Lockup 
Jail 
Jail 
Jail 
Lockup 
Jail 
Jail 
Holding 

Jail 
Holding 
Lockup 
Jail 
Jail 
Jail 
Jail Not 
Jail 
Holding 
Jail Not 
Jail 
Jail 
Lockup 
Jail 
Holding 
Undetermined 
Jail 

(cont'd) 

affected 
16 
24 
26 

8 

21 
39 
11 
21 

52 

6 

25 
3 

12 
28 
20 
24 

affected 
24 

3 
affected 

28 
13 
10 
30 

5 
20 
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C = Construction 
R = Renovation 

1 = Estimate 

// 

2 ~ Bids let or under construction 
3 = Completed 

o 

TYPE -
Jail 
Jail 

Jail 
Jail 
Holding 
Jail 

CAPACITY 

15 
17 

36 
Not affected 

2 
49 

Jail 35 
Undetermined 6 
Jail 38 
Lockup 12 

" 
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APPENDIX JJ 

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION OR RENOVATION COMPLETED 

JAILS 

County 

Freeborn 
Martin 
Meeker 
Nobles 
Pennington 
Poli 
Rice 
Steele 
Washington 

Total 

Beltrami 
Morrison 
Ottertail 
Todd 
Wright 

. Total 

LOCKUPS AND HOLDING 

Marshal.! 
Norman 
Pope 
Traverse 

Total 

Cook 

Total 

January 1971 - October 1976 

Construction (C) 
or 

Renovation (R) 

C 

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

R 
R 
R & C 
R 
R&C 

C 
C 
C 
C 

R 

Total Construction'Completed $7,590,651.00 

'I!otal Renovation Completed $ 875,405.00 
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Beds 

39 
28 
20 
24 
13+ 
30 
24 
36 
49 

28 

38 

12 
3 
5 
2 

8 

; l 
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Estimated Cost 

$ 1,050,000 
706,000 
696,617 
792,500 
690,000 
706,200 
660,000 
599,018 
765,000 

$ 6,665,335 

$ 80,000 
57,418 

563,887 
3,400 

95,700 

$ 800,405 

$ 498,016 
116,300 
220,000 

91,000 

$ 925,316 

$ 75..L2.Q.Q. 

$ 75,000 
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APPENDIX KK 
Ii 

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION OR RENOVATION BIDS LBT PROJECT 
NOT COMPLETED 

JAILS 

County 

Jackson 
Mille Lacs 

'l'otal 

Blue Earth 

Total 

IDCKUPS AND HOLDING 

Mahnomen 
Pipestone 

Total 

Construction (C) 
or 

Renovation (R) 

C 
C 

R 

C 
C 

Total New Construction Costsa $ 1,013,994.00 

Total Renova.tion Costs b $ 508,515.00 

Beds 

10 
24 

'/ 3 
10 

Estimated Cost 

$ 601,464.00 
410,000.00 

$1,011,464.00 

$ 2,530.00 

$ 

$ 

68,515.00 
440,000.00 

508,515 .• 00 

,---------------------------_____ ., ________________________________________ -J 

aExcludes Rams~y County Jail 
bExcludes He~~epin County Jail 

$5,9$01'000.00 
$7,687,000.00 
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APPENDIX u.. 

FACILITY CONS.TRUCTION OR RENOVATION PLANNED 
BIDS NOT LET 

JAILS 

County Construction (C) Beds 

Becker 
Carlton 
Chisago 
Crow Wing 
Hubbard 
Itasca 
Lyon 
Winona 

Total 

Anoka 
Houston 
Olmsted 
Scott 
Sherburne 

Total 

LOCKUPS AND HOLDING 

or 
Renovation 

C 
C 
C 

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 

R 
R 
R 
R 
R&C 

Douglas C 
Isanti C 
Yellow Medicine C 
Renville C 
Wilkin C 

Total 

Brown 
Ki tts on 

Total 

R 
R 

Total Plannned Cop,struction .. C<:>sts 

Total.'Planned Renovation Costs 

(R) 
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40 
24 
26 

21 
52 
25 
35 

57 
11 

15 
17 

21 

12 
20 

6 

16 
6 

$10,241,080.00 

$ 1,525,160.00 

Estimated Cost 

$ 1,000,000 
1,000,000 

836,080 
1,000,000 

600 t OOO 
1,750,000 

700,000 
1,000,000 

$ 7,885;080 

$ - 75,000 
160,500 
160,000 

75,000 
670,000 

$ 1,140,500 

$ 460,000 
400,000 
460,000 
650,000 
385,000 

$ 2,355,000 

$ 229,660 
.. 155,000 

$ 384;060. 
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