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PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The conceptual overview for this evaluation effort identifies three objectives of the 
Community Corrections Act. The relationships among objectives are such that, 
hypothetically, attainment of one objective contributes both to attainment of other 
objectives and to the attainment of the goals of the Community Corrections Act 
(Figure 1.2 }n the Minnesota Community Corrections Act Evaluation: General Report). 
The objective "to improve planning and administration" derives from the organization­
al requirements of the CCA. Thus, the term administration, in the broadest sense, 
refers to that set of coordinated and collaborative actions, centralized at the local 
level, that yields the effective and efficient implementation of the CCA. Specifically, 
the objective aims to effect the emergence of local community corrections organiza­
tions that manage implementation of the -0ommunity Corrections Act. Consequently, 
an evaluation of attainment of the pertinent CCA objective must appraise aspects or 
dimensions of local community corrections organizations. 

A. Selection of Evaluation Content 

Within the literature on organizations, the aspects of organizations which are 
employed to define and evaluate those organizations are quite varied. In the main, 
however, the aspects are categorically related to structure and function. Simply 
stated, the organizational functions of research/information systems, training, plan­
ning, and budgeting were selected as subject matter for evaluation of local community 
corrections organizations because their conduct is delineated with the CCA rules. 

With respect to organizational structure, many aspects of local community corrections 
organizations might have been examined; however, because of its commonality across 
the literature and because of its direct applicability to the eCA, organizational 
interaction was selected as the aspect of organizational structure that was to be 
scrutini:JIed. To explain, in any o::'ganization, patterns of interaction among group 
members define roles and responsibilities. Relatively stable patterns of roles and 
responsibilities dictate organizational structure. Constructs which reflect behavior 
patterns among group rpembers, as measures, are indicators of organizational inter­
action and, thus, organizational structure. Behavioral constructs related to organiza­
tional interaction that were deemed significant to this evaluaticm include cooperation 
satisfaction, coordination, contex1¥al environmental impact, organizational legiti­
macy, and organizational viability. These behavioral constructs were among those 
chosen because the ability of individuals involved with CCA to achieve the objectives 
and goals of the Community Corrections Act depends, in part, upon how they define 
their roles and responsibilities and how they interact. Therefore, in order to 
determine if the CCA objective pertaining to planning and administration (corrections 
-organization) has been achieved at the local level, both organizational structure and 
function have been evaluated. 

B. Relationship Between CCA Model and Evaluation Strategy 

1. Assessing Effort and Effect: Appraisal of Achievements 

Overall, this entire evaluation is a policy evaluation in which the ultimate aim is to 
ascertain the validity of the Community Corrections Act as it is currently formulated. 
In terms of the planning and administration component '(corrections organization 
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component) of the CCA model presented in Figure 1.2, multiple data sets had to be 
gathered in an effort to validate the component per se and to validate its hypothesized 
relationship to other components, i.e., goals clnd objectives of the CCA model. 

First, in order to determine whether the objective itself has or has not been attained, 
it was necessary to gather data from ceA decision makers about achievements, 
products, and perceptions of quality. It was also necessary to acquire analogous data 
about the structure of locpj community corrections organizations, specifically, the 
perceptions of individuals involved with CCA across dimensions representing kinds of 
interacti".m (e.g., cooperation satisfaction). These kinds of data were gathered through 
surveys and inte,:,views3 and yielded information ubout both level of effort expended 
and effects achIeved. To the extent that both the levels of effort and effects 
achieved with respect to both structure and function are supported by qualitative and 
quantitative data, the eeA objective can be judged as internally valid. Additional 
evidence or lack thereof for attainment of the objective has been sought from other 
data sources, specifically, comprehensive plans and the annual reports produced by 
10CHI community corrections organizations. All data were integrated into diverse 
kinds of analyses to yield multiple indicators of achievement of the eCA objective of 
improved corrections planning and administration. 

The CCA model predicts that improved corrections' organization yields both an 
increase in the range, quantity, and quality of correctional services (CCA objective) 
and an incl'ease or maintenance in economy (CCA goa!). Consequently, these 
hypothesized relationships had to be tested within the context of the policy evaluation. 
The data used to evaluate the validity of the links in the CGA model included those 
described immediately above as well as cost data and data on local correctional 
services which are described in the technical reports on Corrections Programming, 
Economy, and Efficiency. Appraisal of the hypothesized relationships in the CCA 
model is incorporated in the General Report. 

2. Assessing Factors Inhibiting Implementation: Problems and Issues 

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

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

As a logical extension, suggestions for resolution of problems and issues arlsmg in 
regard to the structure and function of local community corrections organizations 
have been derived. These suggestions for resolution are intended to translate into 
actions that should, in the futUre, facilitate CCA implementation. The suggestions for 
resolution should be appraised by state and local decision makers in conjunction with 
other data about CCA effectiveness, cost, and cost-effectiveness. 
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In summary, this section of the CCA evaluation concentrates on the appraisal of 
attainment of the CCA objective pertaining to corrections organization by examining: 
1) accomplishments as they are reJr>.ted to the structure and fUnction of local 
community corrections organizations; 2) problems and issues; 3) suggestions for 
resolution of problems and issues; and 4) apprpisal of attainment of the CCA objective 
pertaining to corrections organization. 

II. METHODOLOGY 

1. Research Designs 

The designs applied in the evaluation have been thoroughly explained in the Minnesota 
Community Corrections Act Evaluation: Research Design and the reader is encour­
aged to be familar with the document. One comment appears germane, however. One 
of th-:; designs that has been applied to the evaluation of local community corrections 
organization is a posttest-only design. (See p. 35 of the Research Design for an 
explanation.) The logic supporting the selection of that specific research design is as 
follows. The development of local community corrections organizations is dictated by 
the Community C:t"~'rections Act. The local community corrections organizations that 
8.l:'e to evolve are intended to manage implementation of the CCA. Entire new 
organizations have evolved which had no direct parallels prior to jmplementation of 
the CCA. As far as organizational structure is concerned, there actually is no "pre" 
period. As a result, change in organizational structure occurring &i"er CCA cannot be 
assessed because the community corrections organizations were nonexistent prior to 
implementation of the policy. Given resource limitations, it hus only been feasible to 
evaluate the structure of local community corrections organizations at the time the 
evaluation was conducted. Minimum effort was directed to short-run changes 
undergone by the local community corrections organizations or to the processes that 
have produced change • 

?. Data Sources/Data Analysis 

In general, the methodology employed in the evaluation of corrections organization 
constitutes a field study. The specific procedures adopted were: a) mail surveys; b) 
one-to-one interviews and telephone interviews; and c) content analysis of documents 
such as comprehensive plans. The types of analyses undertaken depended upon the 
general classification of the data (qualitative versus quantitative) as well as the relia­
bility of the data. 

Two mail surveys were carried out. The first mail survey included a questionnaire 
(S7orm A) which contained structured items pertaining to the four organizational 
functions examined: research/information systems, planning, training, and budgeting. 
Form A also included items related to organizational structure and contained elements 
reflecting the behavioral constructs of cooperation satisfaction, collaboration, organi­
zationallegitimacy, organizational viability, and contextual enviro,lmental impact. In 
each CCA area, Form A was administered to all advisory board membefs (including 
recent past members), local CCA staff (administrators, planners, evaluators, fiscal 
officers, probation officers, and parole officers), and eCA specialists. Two hundred 
ninety-seven individuals out of a total of four hundred one completed and returned 
Form A. Overall, a seventy-four percent response rate has been observed for Form A 
(Table 1). This figure is high enough to warrant acceptance of data as reliable. That 
is to say, the data/results presented can be accepted as representative of the 
responses of the population of individuals surveyed, both by group and by eCA area. 
Form A data were primarily used to derive ratings, e.g., of comprehensive plans or of 
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TABLE 1: Data Sources for CCA Evaluation of Corrections Organization by 
Method of Presentation of Data/Results 

Organizational Primary Method of 
Function or Types of Method of Data Presentation of 
Structure Measures Data Co I I ect Ion a Sources Data/Results 

Planning Achievements, I ntervi ews, CCA Adminls- Incorporation 
Changes since Administratien trators, in Text 
CCA Was of Form B rr.A Sta ff , b 
Impl~mented, Questionnaire, Comprehensive 
Problems and Content Plans, CCA 
Issues Analysis Area Annual 

Reports 
Ratings of Admin istration Advisory bv .. ,·d Table 2 
Aspects of of Form A Members, 
Comprehensive Questionnaire CCA Adminis-
Plans trators, CCA 

Staff 
( including 
probation, 
parole officers), 
CCA Special ists 

I nd I cators of Interviews, CCA Administra- Table 3 
Implementation Content tors, CCA Staff, 
of Planning Analysis Comprehensive Plans, 
Function CCA Area Annual 

Reports 
Ratings of DOC Adm I n i st rat ion Adv i so ry Boa rd Table 4 
Performance 'of Form A Members, 
In Develop- Questionnaire CCA Administrators, 
ment of CCA Staff 
Comp'rehens i ve (including probation, 
Plans parole officers), 

CCA Special ists 
Suggested Intervi ews, CCA Administrators, Table 5 
, Changes in Adml n i strat ion CCA Stafrh 

Plann ing of Form B CCA Special ists 
Function Questionnaire 

Training Achievements, Interviews, CCA Admlnis- - I ncorporat Ion 
Changes since Adm in i stratlon trators, b in Text 
rrJA Was of Form B CCA Staff, 
Implemented, Questionnaire, Comprehensive 
Prob I ems and Content Plans, CCA 
Issues Analysis Area Annual 

'Reports 
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(Table t: Data Sources for CCA Evaluation of Corrections Organization by 
Method of Presentation of Data/Results - continued) 

Organizational Primary Method of 
Function or Types of Method of Data Presentation of 
Strudure Measure~ Data Collection a Sources Data/Results 
Training Ratl ngs !?f Administration Adv I sory Board Table 6 
(continued) Aspects of of Form A Members, 

Tra In i n~l Questionnaire CCA Administrators, 
CCA Staff (including 
Probetion, parole 
off Icers), CCA 
Specialists 

Indicators of Intervi~ws, CCA Administrators, Table 7 
frnplementa- Content CCA Staff, 
tlon of Analysis Comprehensive 
Training PI ans, CCA Area 
Function Annual Reports 

Sugges+ed I nterv jews, CCA Admlni 5trators, Table 8 
Changes in Administration CCA Staff 
Training of Form B 
Function Questionnaire 

Research/ Achievements, I nterv i ews, CCA Adminis- Incorporation 
Information Changes since Admin Istration trators, b In Text 
Systems eCA Was of Form B CCA Staff, 

I mp I emented, Questionnaire, Comp rehens i ve 
Problems and Content Plans, CCA 
Issues Analysis Area Annual 

Reports 

I nd Icators of Interviews, CCA Administrators, Table 9 
fmplementa- Content CCA Staff, 
tlon of Analysis Comprehensive 
Research/ Plans, CCA Area 
f n format Ion Annual Reports 
~ystems 

, Functior. 

Ratings of Administration Advisory Board Table 10 
Aspects of of Form A Members, 
Research Questionnaire eCA Adm in i strators, 

CCA Staff (including 
'probatlon, parole 
officers). CCA 
Special ists 

Ratings of Admin i strat ion Advisory Board Table 11 
DOC Per- of Form A Membe rs, CCA 
formance in Questionnaire Adm i n i strat6rs, CC~\ 
Revlew/ Staff (including 
Approval of probation, parole' 
Research and off Icers), CCA 
In formai'J on Specialists 
Systems Designs/ 
Processes 
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(Table 1: Data'Sources for CCA Evaluation of Corrections Organization by 
Method of Presentation of £lata/Results - continued) 

Organizational 
Function or 
Structure 

Reseal .' 
Information 
Systems 

(Continued) 

Budgeting 

Organizational 
Structure 

Types of 
Measures 

Suggested 
Changes in 
Research/ 
I nformati on 
Systems 
Function 

Achievements, 
Changes since 
CCA Was 
I mp I emented, 
Problems and 
Issues 

I nd I cators of 
Impl ementar ion 
of Budgeting 
Function 

Ratings of 
Aspects of 
Budgeting 
Function 

Suggested 
Changes in 
Budgeting 
Function 

Achievements, 
Changes since 
CCA Was 
Implemented, 
Problems and 
Issues 

Cooperation 
Satisfaction, 
Organizational 
Legitimacy, 
Organ izational 
Viabl I ity, 
Contextual 
Env I ron menta I 
Impact, 

Co II aborat ion 

Primary 
Method of 
Data Co II ect i on a 

I nterv I ews, 
Admi n i strat ion 
of Form B 
Quest i onna i re 

Interv i ews, 
Administration 
of Form B 
Questionnaire, 
Content 
Analysis 

I nterv i ews, 
Content 
Analysis 

Administration 
of Form A 
Questionnaire 

I nterv I ews, 
Administration 
of Form B 
Questionnaire 

I nterv i ews, 
Administration 
of Form B 
Questionnaire, 
Content 
Analysis 

Administration 
of Form A 
Questionnaire 

Data 
Sources 

Method of 
Presentation of 
Data/Resu I ts 

CCA Adminis­
trators of 
CCA Staffb 

CCA Admin i s­
trators, b 
CCA Staff, 
Comprehensive 
Plans, CCA 
Area Annual 
Reports 

CCA Adminls-
t rato rs, CCA 
Staff , 
Comprehensive 
PI ans, CCA A'rea 
Annua I Reports 

Adv I sory Board 
Members, CCA 
Adm i n I strato!"s, 
CCA Staff 
(Including probation, 
parole officers), 
CCA Special ists 

CCA AdmlnlBtrators, 
CCA Staff 

CCA Adminis­
trators, b 
CCA Staff, 
Comp rehen s i ve 
,Plans, CCA 
Area Annual 
Reports 

Tab Ie 12 

Incorporation 
In Text 

Table 13 

Table 14 

Table 15 

incorporation 
In Text 

Advisory Board Table 16 
Members, 
CCA Administrators, 
CCA Staff 
(Including proba'rion, 
parole officers), 
CCA Specialists 
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(Table 1: Data Sources for CCA EValuatl f . 
Method of Presentation of Data/Result on 0 t~orrectlons Organization by 

s - con Inued) 

Organizational 
Function or 
Structure 

Organ I zat iona I 
FUnction or 
Structure 
(continued) 

PlannIng, 
TraIning, 
Research/ 
Information Systems, 
Budgeting, 
Cooperat I on Sat i s- . 
factIon, 
OrganizatIonal 
Vlab Illty, 
Organizational 
LegItimacy, 
Contextual Envlron­
menta I Impact, 
Co II aborat Ion 

Types of 
Measures 

Organ IZational 
Structure 
Scores 

Ratings of 
DOC Perform­
ance in 
Promulgation 
of CCA Rules 

Ratings of 
DOC Pe rfo rm­
ance In 
Reviewing 
Standards 
Compl iance 

Summary of 
Implementation 
Scores of 
Each Index 
of Organi­
zational 
Function or 
Structure 

Degree of 
Implementation 
of Indices of 
Organizational 
Function and 
Structure 

Primary 
Method of 
Data Co II ect ion a 

Administration 
of Form A 
Questionnaire 

Adm in. i strat ion 
of Form A 
Questionnaire 

Administration 
of Form A 
Questionnaire 

Data 
Sources 

Method of 
Presentat i on of 
Data/Results 

Adv I sory Boa rd 
Membe rs , CGA 
Administrators, 
CCA Staff 
(Including probation, 
parole officers), 

CCA Special ists 

Tabl e 17 

Advisory Board Table 18 
Members, 
GGA Administrators, 
CCA Staff 
(Including probation, 
parole officers) 
CCA Special ists ,. 

Advisory Board Table 19 
Members, 
CGA Administrators 
CCA Staff ' 
(Including probation 
parole officers), , 
CCA Spec la lists 

Table 3 
Table 7 
Table 9 
Table 13 
Table 17 

Table 20 

Table 3 
Table 7 
Table 9 
Table 13 
Tab'le 17 

Table 21 
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(fable 1: Data Sources for GGA Evaluation of Corrections Organization by 
Method of Presentation of Data/Results - continued) 

Organ Izatlonal 
Function or 
Structure 

Types of 
Measures 

Ranks, Overa II 
Ranks of 
Indices of 
Organ i za1' iona I 
Function or 
Structure 

Primary 
Method of Data 
Data Col Jectiona Sources 

Table 3 
Table 7 
TF.lble 9 
Table 13 
Table 17 

Method of 
Presentation of 
Data/Results 

Table 22 

by local community corrections 
a 
Response rates for Form A and Form 8 questionnfrlres 
organizations are: 

eGA Area 
Region 6 West 
Anoka 
Arrowhead Regional 
Correct Ions 

Blue Earth 
Crow Wing-Morrison 
Dodge-F i II more-O I msi"ed 
Hennepin 
Ramsey 
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 
Rock-Nobles 
Todd-Wadena 
Washington 

Form A-Response Rate 
62% (23/37> 
83% (24/29)' 

65% (36/55) 
80% (24/30) 
83% (29/35) 
72% (33/46) 
79% (26/33) 
87% (20/23) 
70% (23/33) 
68% (17/25) 
70% (21/30) 
84% '(21/25) 

74% (297/401) AVERAGE: 

Form B-Response Rate 
75% (9/12) 
50% (6/12) 

58% <7/12) 
50% (6/12) 
58% <7/12) 
50% (6/12) 
54% <7/13) 
46% (5/11) 
27% (3/11) 
50% (6/12) 
27% (4/15) 
67% (8/12) 

51 % <74/146) 
b 
Data sources noted apply to data collected through Interviews. The data sources 
(re!Jpondent ,Pool) for Form B varied by CCA area. Each area nominatod fl'/c poteni'lal 
Form B respondents from a pool consisting of advisory board members GGA admlnls'rrators 
GGA staff (Including probation and parole officers), GGA specialist~ and other ' 
IndIviduals famil iar with local community corrections organizations.' Seven other 
potential Form B respondents Were randomly selected from the same pool. 
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DOC performance in reviewing standards compliance. Table 1 identifies the types of 
measures derived from Form A data and also shows where the data have been 
incorporated in this evaluation report. 

Form B was administered within the context of a second mail survey and contained a 
series of open-ended items dealing with both organizational structure and function. It 
asked respondents to identify: a) achievements with respect to research/information 
systems, planning, training, budgeting, and organizational structure; b) changes in the 
above occurring after CCl\. entry (where applicable); c) problems and issues; and d) 
suggestions for the resolution of problems and issues. Form B was administered to 
approximately twelve individuals in each CCA area. Five of the respondents were 
nominated by the CCA administrators and advisory board members from a pool 
consisting of all advisory board members, CCA administrators, and CCA staff, CCA 
specialists, and any other persons knowledgeable about a local community corl'ections 
organization. The remaining seven respondents were randomly selected from the same 
pool. The overall response rate for Form B is fifty-one percent (74 respondents/146 
potential respondents) (Table 1). 

Because of the low response rate for the Form B questionnaire, no attempt was made 
to draw statistical inferences or even to compute descriptive statistics from Form B 
data. Form B data were combined with other data derived from content analyses of 
documents (such as comprehensive plans and CCA area annual reports) in a subsequent 
series of qualitative analyses. The qualitative analyses yielded lists of perceived 
achievements of local community corrections organizations with respect to organiza­
tional functions and structure; changes in these loccurring as a result of CCA; problems 
and issues; and suggestions for resolution of the problems and issues. Ultimately, all 
data from qualitative analyses were verified in one-to-one interviews and telephone 
interviews with CCA administrators and staff. The types of qualitative measures 
derived from Form B data, data from comprehensive plans and annual reports, and 
from interviews are outlined in Table 1. 

Implementation scores for planning, training, rElsearch/information systems, budgeting, 
and organizational structure were computed using quantitative measures gathered 
through interviews with CCA administrators and CCA staff, from comprehensive 
plans, and from annual reports. (These data are included in Tables 3, 7, 9, and 13.) All 
data were verified through interviews with CCA administrators and staff. Ranks were 
assigned to the local community corrections organizations based upon the quantitative 
measures which are measures of effort and do not reflect effectiveness, efficiency, or 
cost-eff ecti veness. 

The summary data presented in Tables 20, 21, and 22 were primarily derived from data 
discussed above and were taken from the tables identified in Table 1. Table 20 data 
were abstracted from Tables 3, 7, 9, 13 and 17. Table 21 data came from Tables 3, 7, 
9, 13 and 17 with appraisal of degree of implementation based upon the implemen­
tation criteria discussed in the section immediately below. Lastly, Table 22 data were 
derived from Tables 3, 7, 9, 13 and 17. An overall rank for each local community 
corrections organization was computed as the ranked SUm of ranks for each index of 
organizational function and structure. 

A set of measures and criteria had to be established to objectively judge degree of 
implementation of organizational structure and function. Implementation scores for 
each aspect of organizational structure and function considered were computed as the 
sum of: a) overall ratings of quality by CCA administrators, staff, advisory board 
members, and CCA speCialists; and b) "yes" reSponses to questions indicating the 
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presence of an objective index reflecting a particul!ll' aspect of organizational 
structure or function such as the existence of a staff pirumer. In order to evaluate 
degree of implementation, the following decision rules have been adopted: a) if the 
average implementation score calculated is less than fifty percent, tne aspect of 
organizational structure or function that i~ being e~am~ned is not consi?ered to be 
implemented' b) if the averag~ implementatIon score lS flfty to seventy-flve percent, 
the aspect of structure or function considered is considered implemented in part; and 
c) if the average implementation score is seventy-six to one hundred percent, the 
aspect of organizational structure or function is appraised as fully implemented. 

III. RESULTS: PLANNING 

As introduction to the Results section, it is well to describe the format that will be 
followed in presenting results, findings, and suggestions for resolution of problems and 
issues. In discussing evaluation results for the sections on organizational structure and 
function, the format followed is: 1) perceived and objective achievements and changes 
since the CCA areas jOined the Community Corrections Act; 2) problems, issues, and 
suggestions for resolution; and 3) summary and conclusions. 

A. Planning: Achievements and Changes 

The discussion of achievements will be divided into two sections. The first section 
represents perceptions, i.e., opinions, of individuals involved in CCA at the local level 
about the CCA organizations. The second se.!tion is based upon objective measures of 
planning, that is, measures that can be easily verified or observed. 

1. Perceived Achievements and Changes 

In discussing the achievements observed as a result of the corrections planning that 
has occurred in the CCA areas, survey respondents, i.e., advisory board members, CCA 
administrators staff (including probation and parole officers) and CCA specialists in 
virtually every CCA area relayed the opinion that very little systematic correcti~ns 
planning occurred prior to CCA implementation. In the main, the pre-CCA planmng 
was sketchy, did not address all components of the criminal justice .system, and fai!ed 
to identify and access external programming and related resources In a comprehensIve 
fashion. 

In contrast, following development of local community correctio~s organizations,. the 
planning process has become institutionalized as an ongoing functIon of the or.ganlza­
tions and is reflected in the publication of annual plans. Specifically, the planmng that 
occurs reflects developing attempts to systematically identify the needs of both 
offender and the community. Need identification is translated int~ prioritized go~s 
and objectives within comprehensive plans and re~ults in t~e correctIons pro~rammmg 
available to offenders retained in the communIty. It 18 now not excluslvely the 
criminal justice professional accomplishing a task in isolation, but a spectrum of 
professionals planning for community-based corrections. Primarily through the efforts 
of advisory board members and CCA staff, a developing constituency of criminal 
justice advocates has been created to facilitate implementation of CCA goals and 
objectives. 

Major accomplishments of the planning that takes place are seen, by respon~ents, to 
be the coordination of elements of the criminal justice system and, most partICularly, 
the identification and utilization of non-criminal justice resources (e.g., mental health, 
welfare, other human services and social services). Other accomplishments of the 
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planning process that have been cited by respondents are reduced duplication of 
corrections programming and other hUman services and social services programming 
within the community, and, through utilization of data now collected, the ability to 
assess cost and cost-effectiveness in generating planning decisions • 

All in all, nlost individuals thought that the planning undertaken by local community 
corrections organizations was an asset to the implementation of the CCA at the local 
level. While it was recognized that planning is a developing organizational function 
that is becoming increasingly more sophisticated over time, it was also recognized 
that the planning process is a cornerstone for the realm of activities undertaken by 
local community corrections organizations .• 

2. Quantitative Measures of Planning 

The data presented thus far have been qualitative. In terms of quantitative appraisal 
of the planning that has occurred, Table 2 presents ratings of aspects of the 
comprehensive plans produced by local community corrections organizations. While 
only overall ratings are discussed here, it must be pointed out that ratings of the 
comprehensive plans have been presented for each CCA area. 

A majority of individuals surveyed believed that the comprehensive plans are some­
what representative of the range of activities actually carried out by respective 
community corrections organizations. Concurrently, individuals thought that the plans 
are organized, are useful as reliable sources of information about community-based 
corrections, and do an adequate job of justifying the need for adult and juvenile 
corrections programs sponsored by the local community corrections organizations. 

The reader should note the consistency of op~nion about the comprehensive plans that 
is observed across CCA areas (Table 2). In general, there are no significant departures 
or disparities among the CCA areas in the ratings obtained for comprehensive plans. 
Additionally, the proportions of individuals who gave the modal response categories 
are high, indicating a high degree of concensus in the ratings of aspects of the 
comprehensive plans. 

In summary, the opinion of individuals involved in local community corrections 
organizations (such as advisory board members, CCA administrators and staff, and 
CCA speCialists) is that the comprehensive plans are reliable documents which do an 
adequate job of justifying the corrections programming sponsored within the CCA 
areas. 

Table 3 contains indicators of implementation of the planning function at the local 
level, e.g., whether a local community corrections organization has a staff planner. 
Based upon the pattern of results observed, additional conclusions about the planning 
function can be drawn. To be specific, Table 3 indicates that an average of sixty-four 
percent of the elements selected as representative of the planning function have been 
incorporated within local community corrections organizations. Based upon this score, 
it is concluded that the planning function has been partially implemented within local 
(jommunity corrections organizations. 

In CCA areas where the CCA administrator also serves as the community corrections 
planner, the answer "no" has been recorded under the column entitled !IStaff Planner?" 
to indicate that a separate planner is not on staff. Because of the range of other 
duties and responsibilities assumed by CCA administrators and because of the planning 
issues and problems delineated, a decision was made that an assumption that separate 
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TABLE 2: Ratings of Aspects of ComprehensIve Plans Produced by Local Community CorrectIons Organization 

C C A AREA 

1111 
(nAII =294) 61~ (n61{23) Anoka 

Variable I,leda I Response: Percentb 
~dal Response! Percent Modal Response: Percent Modal Response: Dercent 

Somewhat Representativeness 
of Plan to axA 
Activities 

Somewhat 
RepresentatIve (4.0) : 50% 

Comp letely 
Represontatlve (5.0): 46% 

Somewhat 
Representative (4.0): 57% Representative (4.0): 53% 

Degree cf Organization 

Useful ness as 
Source of 
Reliable Information 

Justifies /leed for 
Adult Corrections e 
Program Sponsored 

Justi fias t;oed for 
Juvenile Corrections 
Pro'1:"a",s Sponsored f 

d 

c Somewhat/Completely 
Organ'ized (4.5): 

Somewhat/Very 
Useful (3.5): 

Adequately (4.0) 

Adequately (4.0) 
Don't Know: 

76% 

77% 

46% 

44% 
27% 

Somewhat/Completely 
Organized (4.5): 

Somewhat/Very 
Useful (3.5) : 

Undecided/ 
Adequately (3.5): 

Adequately (4.0): 

Somewhat Somewhat/Completely 
63% OrganIzed (4.0): 52~ Organized (4.5): 58%' 

Somewhat Somewhat/Very 
76% Useful (.3.0): 52% Useful (3;5): 72% 

61% Adequately (4.0): Adequately (4.0): 42% 
74% 

52% Adequately (4.0): 57% Adequately (4.0): 36:;> 

aperccntage of respondents selecting modal (I.e., most frequently selected) response category. 
bRating scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "1" Is "completely representative," "2" Is "not very representative," "3" Is "undecided," "4" is "somewhat 
rspresentative," "5" is "completely representative." 

CRatin:J scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "I" Is "completely disorganized," "2" Is "somewhat disorganized," "3" Is "undecided," "4" Is "somewhat 
organized," "5" is "completely organIzed." 

dRatlng SCilla ranged from I to 4, whel'G "1" Is "not at all useful," "2" Is "slightly usefUl," "}" Is "somewhat useful," "4" I'll "vary usefuL" 
efRating scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "I" Is "not lit all adequately," -2" Is "poorly," "3'· Is "und-.cl'ded," "4" Is "adequately," "5" Is "very well." 
Rating scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "1" Is "not at oil adequIITely.': "Z" Is "pooriy," "3" Is "und.clded," "4" 15 "adequately," "5" Is "very WlilII." 
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TABLE 2: Ratings of Aspect of Comprehensive Plans Produced by Local Community Corrections Organization 

" 

: 

.. 

Variable 
Kepr~sentativeness 
of PI an to CCA 
~,ctivitiesb 

l:e~ree of Orgllnlzation c 

t)sefulness as 
Source of 
;(ct i~:.Je Information 

J u51'i f I &5 ';ood for 
~dult Corrections e 
PrQ9~~m S~on~red 

Justifies Need, for 
Juvenile CorrectiorfS 
PrtI!i~at:lS Sponsored 

d 

61 ue earth CnSE=24) 

)Jadal P.esooose: Percent a 
Somewhat 
Representative (4.0): 63% 

Conpletely 
Organized (5.0): 33% 
Don't Know: 25% 

Somowhl!t 
US9fui 0.0) : 38% 

Adequately (4.0): 50% 

Undecided (3.0): 29% 

L~' __________ ~ __ ~ _____________________________ ~ ______ ~ 

Crow ~ling-IJorrlson (OC\\M"25) 
/Iodal Res(!onse: Percent a 
Somewhat 
Representative (4.0): /i0% 

Somewhat/Col!{)le~ely 
Orgllnlzed (4.5): 84% 

Somewhat/. 
Very Useful 0.5): 80% 

Adequately (4.0): 

Adequately (4.0): 

" 

C C A AREA 

Ood!Je-Fi Ilrnore- (n
OFO

=34) (n
HENN

=26) Olmsted Henne!;! in 
r,bdal Rosoonse: Percent tJodnl Res(!onse: Percent 
Somewhat Somewhat 
Representative (4.0): 50% Representative (4.0): 54% 

Completely Complotely 
Organized (5.0): 65% Organized (5.0) : 50~ 

Very Somewhat/Very 
Useful (4.0): 56% Useful (3.5): 96% 

Adequetely (4.0): 62% Adequately (4.0): 50% 

Adequately (4.0): 68% Adequately (4.0): 

c; 

: . 

;.j 

Ramsey (nRA• .. =21 ) 

~bdal Response: Percent 
~Ietely 
Representative (5.0): 33~ 

Somewhat/Co~9Ietely 
Organized (4.5): 71:' 

Somewhat/Very 
Useful (3.5): 71% 

Adequetely (4.0): 

ACdlquately/ 
Very 'riel I (4.5): 
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TABLE 2: Ratings of Aspects of Comprehensive Plans Produced by Local Community Corrections Organization 

Variable 
Representativeness 
of Plan tobCCA 
Activities 

Degree of Organization 

Useful ness as 
Source of d 
Reliable Information 

Justifies Need for 

~~;a~~~~~~~:~e 

l····~· 

Justifies Need for 
Juvenile Corrections 
Programs Sponsored f 

c 

Red Lake-Po I k- (n ;24) 
Norman RPN 
Modal ResQonse: Percent a 
Somewhat 
Representative (4.0); 46% 

Completely 
Organized (5.0): 38% 

Very 
lJ~,~<ful (4.0) : 46% 

Adequately (4.0): 50% 

Adequately (4.0); 

L 

C C A AREA 

Rock- (nR.'l=16) Todd-
(nnt21) Nobles Wadena 

Modal ~esQonse: Percent ~loda I ResQonst.1: Percent 
Somewhat Completely 
Representative (4.0): 56% Representlltlvo (5.0): 52% 

Somewhat/Completely Completely 
Organized (4.5): 75% Organized (5.0): 71% 

Somewhat Very 
Useful O.O} : 38% Useful (4.0): 67% 

Adequately (4.0): 50% Adequately (4.C): 62~ 

44% Very WeI I (5.0): 48% 

l 

Washington (nWASH=21) 
~lodal Response: Percent 
Somewhat 
Representative (4.0): 57% 

Somewhat/Completely 
Org3ntzed (4.5) 90% 

~ 

Somewhat/Very 
Useful 0.5) : 81% 

Adequately (4.0): 43~ 

Adequa1ely (4.0): 57% 
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staff planners would be needed is valid. Therefore, an evaulation decision was made to 
not treat the administrators as planners in deriving total planning scores. 

To return to the point, Table 3 reveals that two-thirds of the CCA areas do not have 
staff members whose primary duties and responsibilities are planning activities. In 
those CCA areas, the CCA administrator invariably functions as the staff planner. 
The primary reason for this seems to be insufficient funds to hire a separate planner, 
although it has been pointed out that regardless of staff complement, CCA administra­
tors maintain overall responsibility for the implementation of the planning function. 
Nevertheless, the fact that staff planners are present in only one-third of the local 
CCA organizations is viewed as primary evidence that the planning function is not 
being implemented to the maximum extent possible. Holding responsibility for 
carrying out planning needs assessments alone would account for a substantial amount 
of time. In addition, the responsibilities associated with the production and implemen­
tation of comprehensive plans suggest that planning is a full-time job. To the degree 
that improvement in carrying out all activities formally associated with planning 
would be realized, it appears necessary that staff planners be maintained by local 
community corrections organizations. 

With regard to local planning policy statements, it is seen that fifty percent of the 
local community corrections organizations do not have a statement showing why the 
planning function has been implemented at the local level, what will be accomplished, 
who will benefit, and what costs and benefits are associated with planning. FUrther­
more, only two of the twelve CCA areas have local planning guidelines and criteria. 
The planning guidelines and criteria which are used are those provided by the DOC. 

The conduct of needs assessments and integration of results and findings into decision­
making contexts has been cited as an activity carried out as a component of the 
planning fUnction. Ninety-three percent of the local community corrections organiza­
tions have reportely carried out and utilized formal needs assessments. It should be 
pointed out, however, that the interpretion of the term "needs assessment" varies 
widely, ranging from informal review of situations or conditions to application of 
research methodology to systematically collect and analyze data and devise strategies 
for action. The lack of consistent meaning applied to the term prohibits comprehen­
sive analysis of the methods actually employed by local community corrections 
organizations to ascertain offender and community needs and translate these into 
corrections programming. While it is the opinion of individuals involved in local 
community corrections organizations that eomprehensive plans do an adequate job of 
justifying the need for the programs included in comprehensive plans, objective data 
derived from examination of comprehensive plans do not concur. A majority of the 
data and information presented in comprehensive plans do not unequivocally provide 
documentation of the need for specific correctional services or the data presented are 
post hoc, i.e., gathered after the fact. 

Quantitative data also indicate that, to some extent, cross-system resOUrces are being 
integrated into use by ~(')~al community corrections organizations as mandated by the 
CCA. No data exist a'i. this time with which to assess the adequacy with which the 
correctional needs of the offender and the community are being met, however. This 
latter statement refers both to the range of correctional services funded by local 
community corrections organizations as well as to the range of other services (e.g., 
human serVices, social services) potentially available through non-corrections re­
sources. Similarly, no quantitative data are available which suggest that duplicative 
corrections and human/social services programming, if they ever existed, have been 
reduced by the planning activities undertaken by local community corrections organi­
zations. 

, 



TABLE 3: Indicators of Implementation of the Planning Function by local Community COrrections OrganIzation 

~~ . 

, , 

~la i nta in Maintain Produce Written Written COnduct Written local Planning local Planning Planning Annual CCA Sta, I Planning Poi icy Guidel ines Needs COmprehensive ~ Planner? Committee? Statement? Criteria? Assessments? Pian? 

No e 
Yes Yes 

6'11 No No No 
Ar.oka No

e 
Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

AR:: Yes Yes No No Yes Yes 
alue Earrh No

e 
Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Crow Winc;;- No e 
Yes Yes N? No Yes ~brrison 

Cod,:;e-Fi I ::rore- No e 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes OlmSTed 

Hennepin Yes No No No Yes Yes 
Ra~say Yes No No No Yes Yes 
Red Lal<e-polk- Yes Yes Yes Yes' Yes Yes Noman 

Rock-Noblp.s No e 
No No No Yes Yes 

Todd-Wadena No e 
Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Washinqton No e 
No No No Yes Yes 

aOveral1 rating is derived from opinions of advisory board members, CCA adminIstrators and staff, and the CCA 
bspecialist for each CCA area. Refer to Table 2. 
Total planol"9 score Is computed as the sum of the "yes" and "+" measures observed within each CCA area. 

CPlannlng implemenidtlon score = Total planning score ~ Maximum planning score (7 points). 
dPlanning imp I ementet ion' scores evaluate level of effort but do not reflect an overai I IIS,.ssment of quality, 
e:fectiveness, or efficiency. 

eccA administrator serves as staff planner. 
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Overall Rating 
of Perceptions 
of Adequacy of 
COmprehen s i ve 
Plana 
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+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

AVERAGE: 

L ~J t. 

Total Planning 
Plannbn3 Implemegtatlon Score ' Scorec, 

3 43% (3/7) 

5 71$ (5/7) 

5 71% (5/n 

5 71% (5/7) 

4 57'/. (4/7) 

6 86'/. (6/7) 

4 57% (4/7> 

57% (4/7) 

7 100;' (7/7) 

3 43% Or) 
5 71'/. (5/7) 

3 43% (3/7) 
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B. Planning: Problems and Issues/Recommended Changes 

The problems and issues surrounding the planning function of local community 
corrections organizations primarily involve: 1) roles and responsibilities; and 2) 
resource management. 

1. Unclear Roles and Responsibilities of Staff and Advisory Board Members 

In some CCA areas, planning is viewed primarily as a staff function augmented by 
input and feedback from the advisory board. In other CCA areas, planning is 
undertaken by committees of the advisory board working with staff. Regardless of 
organizational format, some confusion or dissatisfaction f!xists with regard to level of 
effort and responsibility that is assumed or not assumed by either the staff or the 
advisory board in making decisions about such things as the prioritization of needs,' 
selection of programmatic strategies, and allocation of funds. 

In addition, there is concensus across local CCA organizations that advisory board 
members resist participation in the planning process. Conflicting demands on their 
time are considered the primary reasons, although the perception exists that some 
advisory board members are just not interested in planning or think that it has no 
utility. 

Confusion about roles and responsibilities also arises between advisory boards and the 
county boards about which holds power for the administration of the Community 
Corrections Act. The county boards have sign-off authority on questions of CCA 
resource allocation or reallocation, which actually means that their impact can be on 
any of the functions of local community corrections organizations. The responsibili­
ties of the advisory board members basically revolve about the planning function but 
are advisory to CCA staff and to the county board. Role conflict enters when county 
boards exercise their administrative authority to make decisions which may override 
those of the advisory board; Some advisory board members react to the override in a 
negative fashion. The results are reportedly varied, ranging from anger to diminished 
participation in the planning process. The point of contention is whether the county 
boards' decisions legitimately override those of the advisory boards. 

Each of the problems delineated with respect to roles and responsibilities inhibits 
execution of the planning function. Internally, the result is inefficient utilization of 
staff and advisory board resources. Externally, with respect to acquisition and 
integration of cross-system resources, loss of participation of advisory board members 
results in incomplete planning for and incorporation of cross-system resources for use 
within local community corrections organizations. 

a. Suggestions for Issue Resolution 

To the extent that the planning function is inhibited by unclear roles and responsibil­
ities of staff and advisory board members, select management tools can be employed 
for assignment and clarification. For example, responsibility charting could be 
implemented in association with a management by objective (mbo) model. A series of 
formal negotiation sessions could also be held to define, identify, and/or allocate 
responsibilities associated with the planning function. The goal here is to facilitate 
planning by breaking the task of planning into a set of activities for which specific 
individuals or job classes are held responsible. Since the management skills required to 
resolve the issues are fairly specialized, it is further recommended that a management 
or planning consultant be brought in to assist with this task. 

I 
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The issue of apparently incomplete incorporation of cross-system resources into local 
community corrections organizations is severe. The Community Corrections Act 
mandates the acquisition of a full range of services (e.g., social services, hUman 
services, educational services) for inclusion within these local corrections organiza­
tions. To the extent that this is not being accomplished, both the letter and the 
philosophy of the CCA ~l'e not being fulfilled. Therefore, it is suggested that the CCA 
rules and guidelines as they pertain to the structure of advisory boards and to the 
planning function be ev/:(Iuated for possible modification. 

It has been suggested by some respondents that a solution to the issue of insufficient 
advisory board participation in the planning process is a change in composition of the 
advisory boards. The suggestion for change in the composition of advisory boards most 
often put forth by individuals involved in local community corrections organizations is 
to alter both the CCA rules and guidelines as well as local organizational policy. 
Advisory board members who do not assume assigned responsibilities or actively 
participate in the organizations shOUld, according to this line of thought, be replaced. 
Planning should be conducted by those persons who are interested and have the time to 
do so. 

For philosophical as well as political and economic reason:;, the representation of 
different fields within the advisory board must be maintained. If attention is shifted 
to the goals and objectives of planning and if consideration is paid to the fact that it is 
individuals who are skilled in planning who should actually effect the task, then an 
alternate recommendation appears feasible. Specifically, it is suggested that a 
committee of advisory board members and ad hoc committee members together with 
CCA staff be assigned to carry out the cross-system planning function dictated to 
local community corrections organizations by the CCA. The ad hoc members should 
be those persons who carry out analogous duties and responsibilities in the fields 
represented by advisory board members. This com mittee should cooperatively draw up 
plans for the acquisition and utilization of cross-system resources. As would normally 
be the case, the cadre of planners/ad hoc committee members would report to and 
review preliminary recommendationS-with their supervisors or colleagues, who would 
be advisory board members. The full advisory board would then serve to review and 
approve the comprehensive plans. 

A final suggestion is that a planning task force be established to consider the 
feasibility of what has just been proposed. The planning task force should be 
comprised of members (staff, advisory board, volunteers) of all the local community 
corrections organizations, appropriate DOC staff, cross-system planners, as well as 
planning consultants. The primary job for the planning task force would be to devise 
strategies to accomplish the cross-system planning stipulated by the CCA. The task 
force could also serve to implement the additional suggestions for change presented 
here. 

2. Lack of Formal Training in Planning Models and Methods/Inconsistent Terminology 

FUrther confusion in carrying out the planning function is contributed by the apparent 
fact that few advisory ,board members or CCA staff have had training in formal 
planning models and methods. As a result, the strategies they elect to follow to 
accomplish planning activities vary as a function of their particular training and 
experience. This can and does cause confusion about how the planning process should 
proceed, what it shOUld accomplish, and who shOUld effect its completion and 
implementation. Concurrently, advisory board members come from a variety of fields. 
The terminology they use to refer to planning and programming differs, thus producing 
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a barrier to effective communication. Communication becomes imprecise, and inter­
pretations of meaning vary greatly. A common language is absent although shared 
meaning is considered essential to the planning process. 

a. Suggestions for Issue Resolution 

To the extent that effective and efficient interaction is inhibited by lack of common 
strategies for problem solving and by lack of common planning terminology, then 
ap?ropriate training is the key to issue resolution. Training programs should be 
sponsored for CCA staff, advisory board members, and related professionals in order 
to develop a common body of knowledge and skills with which to carry out the planning 
function. Both the structure and content of the training programs should be 
established in conjunction with CCA administrators, staff, and advisory boards. The 
training program should also be subject to review and approval by the planning task 
force recommended previously. A centralized body, such as the DOC or MACCAC, 
shOUld maintain responsibility for conducting the training program to ensure utility of 
content; however, the specific content of the training program should be based upon an 
assessment of the training needs of target audiences. The end product of the training 
program WOUld, ideally, be common planning terminology and strategies within and 
across local community corrections organizations. Such an accomplishment could 
possibly serve to encourage information sharing and discussion of the utility of various 
strategies in carryinf; .:mt different kinds of planning even though each would be 
adapted for individual local community corrections organizations • 

3. Levels of Involvement by the Judiciary/Probation and Parole Officers 

The levels of involvement in the planning process by the judiciary are perceived to be 
problematic at both extremes since the potential success of community corrections 
programming is viewed as largely dependent upon cooperation and acceptance by 
judges. The extent to which they accept or reject both community-based corrections 
as well as partiCUlar programs, in part, depends upon whether they accept the 
philosophy of community-based corrections, the legitimacy of the local community 
corrections organizations, as well as the quality of programming available. 

Because of the autonomy and influence of the court, the decision to use/not use 
programs or to require various correctional services (e.g., custodial evaluation) sets a 
direction for the planning process by influencing both the selection of service 
modalities and resource allocation. It has been pointed out that, regardless of the 
effectiveness, cost, or cost-effectiveness of any given correctional service, accept­
ance or rejection by the court determines the future availability of and emphasis 
placed upon use of that service. It also affects the monies that are expended to 
support the continuation or modification of the correctional service as well as other 
services. A similar phenomenon is observed in the case of probation/parole officers 
whose decisions to utilize or not utilize various correctional services are crucial 
because of their working relationship with judges who often rely on their judgment and 
recommendations regarding offender treatment plans. 

a. Suggestions for Issue Resolution 

The suggestions that can be made here are somewhat vague because of the nature of 
the issues delineated as well as because of far more complex issues pertaining to 
separation of powers (executive versus judicial) and due process. As far as cooperation 
between local community corrections organizations and the court in carrying out the 
planning function is concerned, frequent interaction incorporating a '.wo-way feedback 
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mechanism is necessary. To the extent that CCA planning decisions are based upon 
the existence of objective <"hardlT

) data on need, effectiveness, cost, or cost­
effectiveness, executive decisions to institute, modify, or terminate correctional 
services should be made and carried out. As with any important decisions, optimal 
planning decisions should be based upon consideration of all factors and sources of 
information, including in this instance the judiciary. From the other perspective, i.e., 
that of the court, this feedback mechanism should function to support the judicial 
planning function. The same data used by CCA staff should be available to the court 
to facilitate its decision making. The sharing of data and information should result in 
an optimal match between executive and judicial needs and allocation of resources. 

The existence of strong CCA administrators and advisory boards, as well as the 
existence of strong local community corrections constituencies, also encourages inter­
action and cooperation by providing the court with sufficient feedback about the 
concensus of the directions corrections planning should take. The presence or absence 
of broadbased support for community corrections planning decisions and possibilities is 
a source of information the court utilizes in a decision to cooperate/participate in the 
organizational planning function and in making judicial planning decisions and recom­
mendations. The CCA staff and advisory boards should serve as advocates for compre­
hensive planning. 

Finally, to the extent that executive and judicial power, duties, and responsibilities are 
unclear, overlapping, or contradictory, resolution should be accomplished through 
statute. Therefore, it is suggested that the planning task force consider these issues 
with a possible goal of enacting or modifying legislation. 

4. Inadeguate DOC Planning Guidelines/Technical Assistance 

The contribution of the DOC, as a primary resource, to the execution of the planning 
function at the local level is seen to require improvement. As Table 4 reveals, modal 
ratings of the technical assistance provided to local community corrections organiza­
tions suggest that the overall performance of the DOC is both good and timely. State 
and local staff have cooperated with each other and this interaction has somewhat 
facilitated local CCA operations. (Table 4 shows that the overall levels of support 
across related variables are not high, however, and there are relatively high percent­
ages of "don't know" responses.) 

Interviews with CCA administrators and staff suggest that problem areas are level of 
activity of the DOC in actually providing the technical assistance and impreCise and 
equivocal planning guidelines. With respect to the first, the opinion of CCA staff at 
the local level is that CCA specialists and other DOC staff inVOlved with CCA do not 
assume an active role in delivering technical assistance in planning on a regular basis. 
The prOVision of technical assistance and technical information is done on a reactive 
rather than a proactive basis. This is particularly problematic for CCA areas which do 
not have a planner and where the implementation of the planning function is the 
responsibility of the CCA administrator and/or advisory board members. The absence 
of a planner or the lack of training in planning models and methods, combined with 
difficulty in interpreting planning guidelines, result in confusion about the content and 
format of the comprehensive plans. The absence of standardized format, topical 
areas, and units of analysis also inhibit comparison of the contents of comprehensive 
plans across CCA areas. As an example, comparison would be of assistance in 
estimating relative effect and cost as well as cost-effectiveness across CCA areas. 
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Ratinns by local Co~munity Corrections Organization of the Performance of the DOC In Carrylno Out 
~andates of the Community Corrections Act: Provide Consultation and Technical Assistance in the 
Development of Comprehensive Plans 

C C A AREA 

All 
(n AI t 294 ) 

6W (n6~F23) Anoka 
Variable t-bda I P.esppnse: Percenta Modal Res!!onse: Percent Modal Resllonse: 

Overall Perti0rmance Good (4.0): 36~ Good (4.0): 39% Good (4.0): 
of the DOC Don't Know: 26% 

Somewhat Facilitated (4.0): 33% Somewhat Somewhat 

IT ',' 
Ldi .::...' 

(nANK=23) 

Percent 
48% 

Effect on Localc CCA Operations Don't Know: 30% Facilitated (4.0): 39% Facl.lltated (4.0): 52% 

Level of Cooperation Good (4.0): 32% GOOd (4.0): ·39% Good (4.0): 48% 
between the DOC and the Dontt Know: 31% Don't Knpw: 30% 
Loca I Conrnun i ty d 
Correct tons Organ I zatl on 

Level of Activity Somewhat Active (4.0): 33% Somewhat Active (4.0): 35% Somewhat Active (4.0) : 48% 
of the DOC e Don't Know: 30% Don tt Know : 26% Don't Know: 26% 

Tlmellne~s of DOC Timely (4.0): 37% Timely (4.0): 30% Timely (4.0): 57% 
Efforts Dontt Know: 371t Don't Know: 39% Don't Know: 26:£ 

Has the DOC Provlded_ Somewhat Adequate (4.0): 34% Somewhat Adequate {4.0):61% Somewhat Adequate (4.0):30:k 
Adequate Guldelines?- Don't Know: 37% Don't Know: 30$ 

~percentage of respondents selecting modal response category. 
cRating scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "1" Is "bad," "2" Is "poor," "3" Is "fair," "4" Is "good," "5" Is "excellent." 

Rating scale tonged from I to 5, where "1" Is "greatly hindered," "2" is "somewhathlndered,''''3'' Is "undecided," "4" Is "somewhat facllltotGid," 
d"5" Is "greatly facilitated." 
eRatlng scale ranged from I to 5, where "1" Is "bad," "2" Is "poor," "3" Is "fair," "4" Is "good," "5" Is "excellent." 
Rating scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "t" Is "very passive," "2" Is "someWhat passive," "3" Is "undecIded," "4" Is "somewhat active," 

/'5" Is "very active." 
Rating scale ranged from t to 5, where "I" I~ "nonexistent." "2" Is 1f12lte," "3" Is "slightly delayed." "4" Is "timely," "5" is ·"too early." 

gRating scale ranged from t to 5, where "1" Is "non. provlded~ "2" 15 "completely 'nlldequote," "3" Is "somellilat Inadequate," "4" is "tomewllat 
adequate," "5" is "completely 2Idequate." 
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TABLE 4: Ratings by Local Community Corrections Organization of the Performance of the OOC in Carrying Out 
~~naates of the ComMunity Corrections Act: Provide Consultation and Technical Assistance in the 
Development of Comprehensive Plans 

Overall Performance 
of the OOC b 

Effect on Loca I 
CCA Operations c 

Level of Cooperation 
between the DOC and 
the local Community d 
Corrections Organization 

Level of Actlvi~ 
of the OOC·e 

Timeliness of OOC 
Efforts f 

Has the OOC Provided 
Adequate Guidel ines? 9 

ARC 
r·bdal Response: Percent 
Fair/Good <3.5): 59% 

Somewhat Facilitated (4.0): 31% 
Don't Know: 28% 

Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 

Timely (4.0)~ 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

IL,,~ 

- .'\, 

36% 
31% 

42% 

50% 
31% 

" 

C C A AREA 

91 uo Earth (n9E=24) 
~~b':";d::;a'-:I-"':'R':"e"'"'sp"-o-n-s-e-: -----Percent 
Fair (3.0): 29% 
Don I t Know: 33% 

Somewhat Facilitated (4.0): 25% 
Oon't Know: 42% 

Fal r/Good (3;5): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Timely (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

42% 
38% 

18% 
33% 

21% 
50% 

25% 
42% 

L 

Crow \~ I ng- (nC\~~~=25) 
Morrison 
~~dal Re~s~p~o-n~se--:--------~P-e-rc-e-n~t 
Good (4.0): 44% 

Somewhat Facilitated (4.0): 32% 
Oon't Know: 28~ 

Good (4.0): 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Slightly Delayed (3.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat Ajequate (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

( 
I • 

32% 

40~ 
32~ 

32% 
28% 

32% 
36% 
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TABLE 4: Ratinos by Local Community Corre=tions Oroanlzation of the Performance of the DOC In carryIng Out 
Mandates of the Community ~orrections Act: Provide Consultation and Technical Assis1'ance In 1'he 
Development of Comprehensive Plans 

C C A AREA 

Dodge-Fi I I more- (n
OFO

=34) (n HENN=26) 
Olmsted Henne!!ln Ramse~ 

Variable I-loda I Reseonse: Percent l·loda I Resoonse: Pe~ Modal ResQonse: 
Overall Pe\;fonranCe Good (4.0): 41% Fal r (3.0): 27% Poor/Good (3.0): 
of the OOC Don't Know: 32% Don't Know: 31% Don't Know: 

Effect on Local Somewhat FacIlItated (4.0): 38% Somewhat III ndered/Undecl dedi UndecIded (3.0): 
CCA Operations c Don't Know: 29% Somewhat FacIlitated (3.0): 58% Don't Know: 

Don't Know: 39% 

Level of CooperatIon Good (4.0): 38% Poor/Fa I r (2.5): 38% Fair <3.0): 
t.etweero the cae and the Don't Know: 35% Don't Know: 39% Dor,'t Know: 
Loca I Cormntn I ty d Correc710ns organIzation 

Level of Activity Somewhat Active (4.0) : 4"'; SomeWhat Active (4.0) : 19% Somewhat Passlve/ 

(nRAM=21) 

Percent 
38% 
38% 

24~ 
48% 

33% 
48% 

Of the DOC e Don't Know: 35% Don't Know: 42% Somewhat Active (3.0): 28% 
Don't Know: 48% 

Ti me II nefs of DOC Timely (4.0): 41% Late/Slightly Delayed (2.5). 38% Timely (4.0): 24% 
Efforts Don'1' Know: 44% Don't Know: 42% Don'1' Know: 52% 

Has 1'he cae Provided Somewhat Adequate (4.0) : 41% Somewhat Inadequate (3.0): 23% Somewhat Inadequate <3.0) : 14% 
Adequate Guldellnes1 9 Don't Know: 41% Don't Know: 42% Don't Know: 62% 
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TABLE 4: Ratinqs by Local Co~mu~ity Corrections Organization of the Performance of the DOC in Carrying Out 
~!andates of the CommuniTY Corrections Act: Provide Consultation and Technical Assistance in the 
Development of Comprenensive Plans 

Variab Ie 
Overa II Performance 
of the OOC b 

Red Lake-Polk-
Norman (n RPN=24) 
~Mo~d~a~I~R~e-sp-o-n-s-e'-:--------~Percent 
Good (4.0): 63% 

Rock­
Nobles 
Modal Response: 
Fair/Good (3.5): 
Don't Know: 

C C A AREA 

Percent 
38% 
25% 

Todd­
I'ladena 
t,loda I Response: 
Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Effect on loca b 
CCA Operations 

Somewhat Facilitated (4.01: 42% 
Don't Know: 33% 

Somewhat Facilitated (4.0): 25% 
Don't Know: 25% 

Somewhat Facilitated (4.0): 29% 
Don't Know: 29% 

Level of Cooperation 
between toe DOC and 
the Local Community 
Correct ions Organ i zati on d 

Level of Activity 
of the (Xlce 

Tlmelin~ss of DOC 
Efforts 

Has the DOC Provided 
Adequate Guideiines1 9 

[ ... "~ t ' .. _ 

Good (4.0): 54% 

Somewhat Ac1'j ve (4.0): 29% 

Timely (4.0): 54% 
Don't Know: 25% 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0): 42% 

L L 

Fa! r (3.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat Passive 
Don't Know: 

(2.0) : 

25% 
31% 

25% 
31% 

Slightly Delayed/Tlmely(3.5):38% 
Don't Know: 44% 

Somew~at Adequate (4.0) : 38% 
Don't Know: 44% 

l ..... t l I 
j 

Excel I ent (5.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

TImely (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat Inadequate! 
Somewhat Adequate (3.5): 
Don't Know: 

L .. J 

24% 
29% 

48% 
29% 

43% 
33% 

38% 
38% 

L ... J L.J ,J f, 
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TABLE 4: Ratings by Local Community Corrections Organization of tho Performance of theOOC in carrying Out 
Mandates of the Communi Corrections Act: Provide Consultation and Technical Assistance In the 
Development of ComprehenSive Plans 

Variable 
Overal I Performance 
of the OOC b 

Effect on Local 
CC\ Operations c 

Level of Cooperation 
8etween the DOC and 
the Local Community 
Corrections Organization d 

Level of Activity 
of the OOC·e 

Timeliness of DOC 
Efforts f 

Has the OOC Provided 
Adequate Guidelines? g 

WaShington 
Modal Response: 
Excel lent (5.0): 

(nWASH=21 ) 

Percent 
38~ 

Somewhat Facilitated (4.0): 43% 

Good (4.0): 43% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 43% 

Timely (4.0): 62~ 
Don't Know: 29% 

SomeWhat Adequate (4.0): 29% 
Don't Know: 38% 
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a. Suggestions for Resolution 

As far as the proactive provision of technical assistance and technical information 
influences the implementation of the local planning function, partial resolution 
involves the negotiation of technical assistance schedules between community correc­
tions organizations and the DOC. Suggestion has been offered that, where planning 
resources and expertise are needed locally, the DOC actually provide them-for 
example, send in a planner to assist in the preparation of or develop the comprehensive 
plans. This is considered essential for CCA areas that do not have sufficient funds to 
maintain planning staff, or where the planning function is one associated with the CCA 
administrator or a committee of the advisory board. 

Insufficiently frequent technical assistance is a mediating issue. An underlying issue is 
need for training in formal planning models and methods for CCA specialists, CCA 
administrators and staff, and advisory board members. Consequently, the suggestion 
that must be made here is to train CCA specialists in planning models and methods as 
well as in allied areas (e.g., data analysis and interpretation). Where, for reasons of 
time constraints or differing committments, the CCA specialists cannot provide the 
amount of technical assistance deemed necessary, alternate planning resources should 
be accessed. For example, planning consultants could be maintained by DOC or 
MACCAC and dispersed to the local community corrections organizations when there 
is need for their services. 

RegardlesR of the existence of technical experts in planning, CCA staff and advisory 
board members should receive training in various aspects of the planning function. As 
with the CCA specialists, the training should include information about and experience 
with related areas such as information systems, data analysis and interpretation, and 
cost analysis. Information about and experience in planning methods and models would 
facilitate the planning process in a number of ways. As illustration, less time might be 
wasted in deciding how best to display planning data used in making a major decision 
about l'esource allocation and utilization. The training would also permit individuals 
carrying out planning to communicate efficiently since common terminology would be 
used. 

Finally, the DOC should restrUf'ture planning guidelines if the newly-published 
guidelines fail to provide local community corrections organizations with the informa­
tion on content and format required to construct the comprehensive plans. A criticism 
of the guidelines has been that they do not specify a standard format nor do they call 
for uniform units of analysis, similar data elements, types of analysis included, or 
methods of data display. This is seen to hinder analysis and comparison of offender 
needs, services, cost, and cost-effectiveness across local community corrections 
organizations. 

The planning task force that has been recommended should study the problems and 
issues pertaining to: 1) the seheduling of technical assistance; 2) training of CCA 
specialists, CCA administrators, staff, and advisory board members; 3) the use of 
planning consultants; and 4) DOC planning guidelines. The planning task force should 
also examine the possible, role the DOC or an organization such as MACCAC might 
play in coordinating the use of planners and planning consultants and/or in sponsoring 
or coordinating training in planning models and methods. 

5. Issues Associated with the Production of Comprehensive Plans 

The fifth issue that has arisen in regard to the planning function assumed by local 
community corrections organizations is associated with inadequate or inefficient 
utilization of internal resources in the produ~tion of comprehensive plans. In virtually 
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all CCA: areas, individuals think repetition of the entire planning process-particularly 
prodUction of the comprehensive plans-on an annual basis is duplicative, is time­
consuming, and represents inefficient utilization of staff resources • 

A second major problem associated with the yearly plans is the fact that, especially 
~or n~~ pro~ams or in situtations where available data are scarce, there is 
InsuffICIent time to gather, analyze and incorporate data, results, and recommend­
ations into the next year's plans. Decisions about inclusion of programs or services in 
subsequent annual plans must often be made in the absence of objective data 
pe~taining to effectiveness, cost, cost-effectiveness, assessed needs of the offender, 
or assessed needs of the community. Incomplete data mean that planning decisions are 
made subjectively and that resources may not be being utilized effectively or 
efficiently. 

A third problem related to the production of the annual comprehensive plans results 
from different state and local budgeting cycles. The budgeting cycle of the former is 
based upon a fiscal year, that of the latter, upon a calendar year. This disparity plus 
the deadline for submission of comprehensive plans to the DOC mean that a 
subsequent year's budget is actually estimated six to eighteen months in advance. 
CCA administrators claim that variables such as level of government spending, 
changing offend~r and community needs, inflation, and lack of information on program 
effectiveness make estimation for that period of time imprecise and sometimes 
unrealistic. 

a. ~uggestions for Resolution 

It is suggested that a multi-year planning cycle be adopted in which comprehensive 
plans are generated by local community corrections organizations every two years. 
Because of the existence of largely uncontrolled factors, however, offender needs as 
well as resource availability and purchasing power will continue to be difficult to 
estimate for more than a 12-month period. Because of this, an annual update to the 
plan should be incorporated into the cycle. The primary component of the update 
would be the second year's budget and other information as appropriate. As with the 
other issues discussed, it is suggested that the planning task force explore the 
feasibility of the suggestion and that they transmit their findings to DOC, including 
possible recommendations for modification in the CCA. 

6. Inadequate Identification/Integration/Utilization of Cross-System Resources 

The opinion of CCA administrators, staff, advisory board members, and eCA special­
ists is that comprehensive cross-system planning has not been fUlly instituted in 
conjunction with implementation of the CCA. 

The lack of appropriate identification, integration, and utilization of available 
community resources occurs because community corrections planners or individuals 
responsible for planning do not routinely work with county planners, human services 
planners, social services planners, and the like. (In many instances, there are no 
planners.) Thus, continuity of planning effort is absent or incomplete. As a result, in 
some instances duplicative programming exists in the community which represents a 
waste of resources. In other instances, correctional service gaps are present either 
because available community resource..s have not been identified or corrections 
resources which might be allocated for other purposes' are expended for ineffective or 
inappropriate programming. (Before continuing, it is well to point out that many 
educational services, mental health services, human services and social services are 
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b · auspI·ces in CCA counties with relatively small simply not offered through pu lic 
populations.) 

a. sug~estions for Resolution 

The Community Correcti~>ns Act m~dates th~ d~~iVery ~~ ~:~~:::~e t~~:e[~~c~::~ 
~~~n;i~h~~o~~~~:~:~:O~~h c~~~ec;::~i~;gru~~~i~ns~~ ~~~ab~~m:~n~:in~o~u~~~~~~ 
~~::,~~~t~~:~~;~~: ~~~~;~e~ ~.!t~:o~~~~~:r i~ i~ in~fft~":i~~ih~:~!Iul~ ~~ 
than a comprehe~~~~:~anr~~~~sf:;~l~~:e ~~ co~r~ct~~n:l ~ervices will be the retention 
t~ef~~~~~f~:n~ers in th~ community and the successful rehabilitation of fewer of the 
o . d offenders who are actually retame . 

e a number of the suggestions deemed appropriate hav~ b.een presented 
~60:d ~~~ifiCaUY planners from the different fields incorporated ~lthm CCA Sh~uld 
be indluded in ad h~C committees of advisory boards in order t~ achIeve cross~sys e~ 
planning. Where planners. are nonexiste?t, persons responsIble for carrymg ou 
analogous activities should SIt on the commIttee. 

Where a full range of public services is not available, an i~ter-gover~mhental t.ask fO;~: 

~~~~~~ ~o.::,~~;e~o!;e:~or:n~r~![':~:: :~~t t~~n~Si~~~;e~::.t ~ac~n: :t~:l::~at~~~ 
should assume a .leadership role in alleviating it as a major obstacle 0 commum 
corrections planning. 

he recommendation to achieve integration of resour~es imp~es that appropriate 
;esources have been identified as the r~sult of a systemdatIc Plannmgnro~:s. cJ':;u!~:~ 

t th . little objective eVIdence that nee s assessme s 

~~g~~:rl¥ t:ri~e~~if~ ~~fende~e~~edsT~d i~P~~~~~~e~t~!~el~~~~h~~d ~c~;~~;:fC;::~~:~ 
:~i:~:~::~et~n ~~~ende~s~~eds ~d the resources r~quir~d ~o all~v~B:te e t~~s~o~~~~~ 
The additional planning recommendation made at thIS pomt IS to I~It~~t cross-system 
offender needs assessments to ensure that the neces..',~y. rang 
services is made available to communi~y corrections orgruuzabon. 

As ~ final pOint! a
l
. Signific~nt bar(~~e ~U~~~i~~~~:i~~a~ft;r~;St~:::~~n~e:~c:~f~:Jv~: 

an madequate de Ivery sys em. d h ) In this instance the resources needed 
ness of treatment are not addresse ere. 'ff d ld 
would be available but mechanisms for delivering those resources to 0 en :rs WOll d 
either not exist or 'work. For example, c~ients in j.ail treatment ~~og~a~:d~l:~!i~a~~e 
to complete their educations. Adult BaSIC Education courses. co .. b d of 
within' the institution~ setting if cOOPtrative. agr:;a~e~:o~~t~s "~:S:~i~~~~ ~~~ the 

~:~~l.~~~~~~!~~v:~:il~~~:~~l: ~!:~:~~::~min~~~~~;c~:~i;~e:~rJ~~ 
contract~ are means for ensuring the efficient delivery of cross-system se~vlces. 
the extent that problems in the actual delivery of services to offenders eXIst and can 
be dealt with through the implementation of planning str~.tegies, the! ShO~~ be 
considered by the planning task force in its attem?t to B:meliorate planmng pro ems 
and issues and to implement suggestions for resolutiOn derIved. 
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7. Turf Problems/Lack of a Community Corrections Constituency 

In a number of instances, cross-system planning efforts have not been entirely 
successful because of the apparent unwilli.ngness of some administrators to operate in 
situations where it might become necessary to compete for, justify, or share resources 
or power. 

The extent to which such "turf" problems block the acquisition and provision of a full 
range of services to the offender is inversely related to the degree that a cross-system 
community corrections constituency exists. It is the opinion of a number of individuals 
participating in. community corrections at the local level that a constituency has not 
been planned for and developed, particularly with respect to citizen involvement and 
the involvement of business leaders. Another line of thought is that a strong 
community corrections constituency does not exist within the human services field, 
the social services field, and within the general community because of the belief that 
community-based corrections is not public policy; rather, it is a secular and somehow 
illegitimate aggregation of programs for offenders. In either instance, the results are 
incomplete integration of resources and, presumably, less than maximal effect in 
facilitating retention of offenders and rehabilitating the same. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

The suggestions for resolution of turf and constituency issues involve advoc6.ey and 
education. The advisory boards of the local community corrections organizations 
should be the first advocates for community-based corrections. They should maintain 
responsibility to communicate with and provide feedback to their departments, 
agencies, organizations, businesses, and the general public about community-based 
corrections. That is, they should build and expand the community corrections 
constituency. Conversely, they should provide community corrections organizations 
with input and feedback about their fields and encourage cooperative interaction. As 
far as cross-systems planning is concerned they shOUld assure the cooperative planning 
process both occurs and is implemented. Finally, they should participate in the 
development of public edUcation programs to' transmit information to the general 
public about the CCA as a component of public corrections policy and to secure 
community input/cooperation in implementing the CCA. 

As far as turf problems are concerned, many might be resolved through integration of 
governmental functions and responsibilities. Ostensibly, this would reduce extraneous 
duplication and overlap and facilitate the delivery of goods and services. Assessment 
of the feasibility of governmental reorganization requires long periods of time to 
complete as well as the expenditure of large amounts of resources. For the long run, 
it is recommended that community corrections advocates consider the support of 
governmental reorganization studies in their eCA areas. In the short run, it is thought 
that frequent interaction and negotiation will achieve the greatest effect in the 
implementation of cross-system planning. The overall strategies and activities that 
could be employed to achieve cross-system planning should be developed by the 
planning task force. 

S. Inadequate Data Collection/Data Elements 

The problems and issues associated with data used for planning purposes are: 1) 
inadequate data based upon the conduct of systematic needs assessments; 2) avail­
ability of data; 3) comparability of data; and 4) the reporting of data. Auxiliary 
problems a.nd issues are the: 5) amounts of staff resources required to collect data; 6) 
iillilbility to fund research staff; 7) cost of collecting and analyzing data; and the 8) 
cost of developing and maintaining computer-based information systems. These 
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problems and issues are appropriately considered within the section that addresses 
research/information systems. 

C. Planning: Summary and Conclusions 

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

Available quantitative data do indicate that to some extent, cross-system resources 
are being integrated into use by local community corrections organizations. No 
objective data exist at this time with which to assess the adequacy with which the 
correctional needs of the offender and the community are being met, however. This 
latter statement refers both to the range of correctional services funded by local 
community corrections organizations as well as to the range of other services (e.g., 
human services, social services) potentially available through noncorrections re­
sources. Similarly, no quantitative data are available which suggest that duplicative 
corrections or human/social services programming, if it existed, has or has not been 
reduced by the planning activities undertaken by local community corrections organi-
zations. ' 

The average planning implementation score of sixty-four percent. This planning index 
as well as associated qualitative data indicate that problems and issues exist which 
have hindered fun implementation of the planning function within local community 
corrections organizations. To be specific, eight planning issues have been delineated: 
1) unclear roles and responsibilities of staff and advisory board members; 2) lack of 
formal training in planning models and methods/inconsistent terminology; 3) extreme 
levels of involvement by the judiciary/probation and parole officers (over-involvement 
versus abstention); 4) inadequate DOC planning guidelines/technical assistance; 5) 
issues centering around the production of comprehensive plans (e.g., inefficient use of 
staff resources, scarcity of data); 6) inadequate identification/integration/utilization 
of cross-system resources; 7) turf problems/lack of a community corrections constit­
uency; and 8) inadequate data collection/data elements. 

The operation of these issues is thought, by survey respondents, to hinder communica­
tion and cooperation in executing the planning function within local community 
corrections organizations. Across components of the criminal justice system and 
across a diversity of educational, medical, social services, and humel'li services areas, 
the existence of these issues discourages the cross-system cooper~rUon and planning 
that should accomplish integration of resources and reduction in dU~j.1icative program­
ming. That is, full cooperation and mutual effort are not expended to yield cross­
system planning and subsequent programming. No objective data can be presented 
with which to estima.te the losses or costs incurred due to the influence of the issues. 

~~-----~~--

-_., 

[ r 
I, 

[ , 

I r , ' 

I c 
F I 

I f~ 
" 

If 

'I [ 

I [ 
, 

,'j 

I I-
J 

I~' 
1 
>\ 
J , 
~ ,I 

,~-

I 
,i 1 I ~;; J ~ 

i,i 
, J 

II II 'I 
J 

~ 

I'; [I I j 

II I '~ ,j 
u L 

II 

I~ 
!~ 
l~ 
i 

I ~ ~ 
,'j i 

\~ 

!~ Ii 'I r ,I " J " 

I" q 
u 

! I: r' 
I; 
J 

Ii 
.... 

rJ .... 

!!1 
t 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ ,j -

t 
r ~ 
[ 

[ 

[J 

r IJ 

r I;! 

p 
~:i 
'-' 

r I' 
1-; 

J 

[~ iI 
~ 

[~ i! 

~[r 
~~ 

... 

31 

A vari~t~ of suggestion~ for problem and issue resolution is proposed, including the 
composItIon of ~ pla~mng ta~k force and an ad hoc committee of cross-system 
planner~ to achl~ve ,mtegratIOn of cross-system resources into local community 
correct~ons organIzatIOns. Other suggestions are the conduct of formal needs 
~ssessm~nts and inclusion of these data into comprehensive plans; provision of training 
m 'pla~mng models ~n? methods; renegotiation of the role of the DOC in generating 
gUldelIn~s and provIdmg technical assistance; and a change to a two-year planning 
cycle WIth an annual program and budget update. 

The suggestions for problem/issue resolution are outlined in Table 5. To the extent 
that si~nificant decision makers agree upon the feasibility of implementation the 
suggestIOns shOUld: 1) yield modification in the Community Corrections Act and the 
rules promulgated; and 2) subsequently engender full implementation of the relevant 
CCA objective. Across rows, Table 5 shows which planning issues and associated 
suggest~ons for re,solu,tion have been ,identified ?r sanctioned by each local community 
corr,ectIons orgamzatIOns. Columns m Table 5 mdicate the extent of concensus across 
the local community corrections organizations with respect to both issues and 
correspondent suggestions for resolution. For example, inefficient utilization of staff 
resources in the yearly production of comprehensive plans plus insufficient data (about 
needs, ~ost, effecti~eness, and/or ,cost-effectiveness) as planning issues have been 
factors Instrumental m the formulation of the recommendation of a two-year planning 
cycle. A two-year planning cycle is sanctioned by eleven of the twelve CCA areas. 

Table 5 is an easily assimilated mechanism for assessing concensus about the future 
actions that m!ght be ~ndertaken to ~B:ximiz~ the probability of fully implementing 
the local plannmg functIOn. Note that, m all mstances, fifty percent or more of the 
local ~ommunit~ correction~ organizaHons sanction the planning changes presented. 
As a fmal no~e! It must be relte~a,ted '~.1at Table 5 should serve as t' guideline for state 
and local deCISIon makers to facillta~ cl change within the CCA planning function. 

IV. RESULTS: TRAINING 

As was the case with the planning function, discussion of the achievements and 
changes observed within the training function is divided into two sections. The first 
section covers the perceived achievements and changes measured as opinions of 
individuals involved in community corrections at the local level. The second section 
covers quantitative measures of the training function, e.g., ratings of training 
sponsored as well as an average training implementation score. 

A. Training: Achievements and Changes 

1. Perceived Achievements and Changes 

The primary aChievements that have been realized through the tra.ining sponsored or 
taken advantage of by local community corrections organizations are perceived by 
survey respondents to be increased general knowledge, information, and understanding 
abou~ the c~i?Iinal just~ce system. Individuals, in the main, aclcL'lowledge the need for 
o~gomg tr,ammg as an Important means to attaining desired ends, e.g., the provision of 
hlgh quahty treatment to offenders and the expansion of career opportunities. 
Nevertheless, an amount of passivity and resistance are acknowledged to exist that 
hinder organizational growth and development. 

: 
I 

\ 

I' 



T~BLE 5: S~Sgeste1 Changes in the Planning FunctIon by Local Community Corrections Organization 

eCA 
Area 

Anoka 

ARC 

31ue Earth 

ere.< riinc­
~brri50~ 

Cbdce-Fi! Irrore­
Ol;::sted 

Hanner-in 

Ramsey 

Red Lake-Polk­
:.:orman 

Todd-tladena 

Tl<O··Year 
Plan <5,8)21 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

Condu"t 
Needs 
I\.Ssessments/ 
Collect Portinent 
Data (5,6,8) 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Change Increase Increase 
Composition ParTicipaTion Cooperation/ 
of Advisory by Advisory Create a 
Board (1,3,6) Board 0,6,7) Constltuenc:t 

• • • 
• • 

• 
• 

.' • • 
o • 

• • 
• 

• • 
• 

• • 

0,6,7) 

~Iunbers In ~arentheses refer TO the planning Issues ostensibly resolved If the sug~ested changes are implemented: 

I - Unclear roles and responsibilities of staff and advisory board members 
2 - lack of formal trainlng In planning !!'Odels and methods/InconsIstent terminology 
3 - Extreme levels of Involvement by the judiciary/probaTion and parole officers (over-Involvement versus aostentlon) 
4 - Inadeq~ate DOC planning guidelines/technical assistance 

".:ncourage 
·'0 Produce 
~Jni form 
;ui del ines 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

5 - Issues cantering around the production of comprehensive pians (e.g., Inefficient use of staff resources, :carclty of data) 
6 - InadeqU3te IdentificaTion/Integration/utilization of cross-S'lst8111 resourc .. s 
7 - Turf problems/li~clr. of a communIty CDl"rectlons con,stltuency 
8 - Inadequate data collactlon/d&ta IIlem:mts 

". 

t' , 

L.~.J 

Secure 
DOC Additional Responsibi I ity CI",arTing/ 

Technical Provide Crientation and 
Assistance Training in Planning 

(4) from DOC (2,4) :-bde I s an d ~·tetnods t2. 4) 

• • 
" • • 

• 
• 

• 
! 

• 
• • 
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The availability of training funds is seen to provide individuals involved with CCA at 
the local level with the means to attain personal and professional development. The 
existence of training monies allows for the sponsorship of training activities, notably, 
inservice training programs. What is more, available funds can be expended for 
training resources external to the local community corrections organizations. Re­
spondents thought that the ability to do this greatly facilitates eCA operation. 
Finally, training monies are seen to be equitably distributed, with, however, some 
reservation about the influence of county boards upon utilization. 

By way of comparison, there was little or no training sponsored or funded prior to 
implementation of the Community Corrections Act even in areas in which associations 
of criminal justice professionals existed previously. Additionally, post-CCA training is 
perceived to be of higher quality, although the usefulness of the training has not been 
overwhelmingly supported (Table 5). 

[ 2. Quantitative Measures of Training 

l 
[ 
rrr r 
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Overall ratings of various aspects of the training sponsored by local community 
corrections organizations are presented in Table 6. Modal ratings by CCA administra­
tors, staff (including probation and parole officers), advisory board members, and CCA 
specialists show that the training sponsored has been good, clear, but only somewhat 
useful and somewhat timely. No group of individuals responding thought that enough 
training opportunities have been provided. (The results of analysis of variables by 
subgroup are not presented here, but little disparity of opinion was exhibited by 
subgroup across CCA areas.) 

Table 7 displays quantitative data on indices of implementation of the training 
function by local community corrections organizations. An average training imple­
mentation score of seventy-seven percent is observed indicating that the training 
function has been implemented, at least to the extent that the training function is 
reliably assessed through application of the measures of training employed. (No 
independent or external judgments of the quality or effectiveness of training sponsored 
were made.) 

Two-thirds of the local community corrections organizations have a staff trainer or 
coordinator and a majority maintain a training committee of the advisory board. 
Similarly, all but one CCA area maintf!.in a written training policy statement and most 
have established written training guidelines and criteria. 

In termr, of the conduct of needs assessments and the production of individual and 
organizational training plans designed to match training needs with action strategies, 
the following has been found. Ninety-two percent of the local community corrections 
organizations conduct training needs assessments (informal or formal) for staff and/or 
advisory board members. Concurrently, at least a majority of CCA areas annually 
produce written training plans for staff/advisory board members and/or an organiza­
tional training plan. An effort to match training needs with general strategies to meet 
those needs is undertaken by a majority of local community corrections organizations. 

As far as the sponsoring of inservice training programs is concerned, Table 7 reveals 
that all local community corrections organizations have sponsored inservice training 
programs for CCA staff and for advisory board members. Topics of the training 
activities have varied, but have included such things as lectures, site visits, and 
workshops. Trainers have sometimes been authority sources from within the local 
community corrections '1rganizations and sometimes they have been consultants 
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TABLE 6: Ratings of Aspects of Training Sponsored or Funded by Local COwmunlty COrrections Organization 

Varl ab Ie 
Usefulness of Training 

Timeliness of Training 

CI ari ~y ofd Information 
Presented 

Has Enough Training 
Been Provided for 
Advisory Board? e 

Has Enough Training 
Been Provi dad for

f Local CCA Staff? 

Quality of Training g 

b 

c 

All (nAII~294) 
Modal ResEonse: Percenta 
Somewhat 
Useful 0.0): 31% 

Somewhat 
Timely 0.0): 42% 

Very Clear (4.0): 43% 

Yes-To Some 
Extent (2.0): 32% 

. Yes-Definitely (3.0): 36% 

Good (4.0): 44% 

CCA AREA 

6W (n6W=23) Anoka (n&.1I(23) 
Modal ResEOIlse: Percent Modal ResEonse: Percent 
Somewhat Somewhat 
Useful (3.0): 39% Useful (3.0): 57% 

Somewhat Somewhat 
Timely (3.0): 48% Timely (3.0): 57% 

Somewhat/Very Very Clear (4.0): 48% 
Clear (3.5): 65% 

Yes-To Some Yes-To Some 
Extent (2.0): 44% Extent (2.0): 48% 

Yes-DefiniTely' (3.0): 57% Yes-Detln Itely (3.0): 44% 

Good (4.0): Good (4.0): 57% 

.!lA~SC"-,. ______ ..:.:( nARC=36) 
Moda I Response: Pe;:ce;;t 
Very 
Useful (4.0): 42% 

Somewhat 
ilmely (3.0): 42% 

Very Clear (4.0): 53% 

Yes-To Some 
Extent (2.0): 36% 

Yes-Definitely (3.0): 44% 

Good (4.0): 47% 

~Percentage of respondentsselacting modal response category. 
cRating scale ranged from 1 to 4, where "I" Is "not at ell useful," "2" Is "slightly useful," "3" Is "somewhat useful," "4" Is "very useful." 
dRIITing scale ranged from I to 4, where "I" Is "very late," "2" Is "slightly late," "3" Is "somewhat timely," "4" is "very timely." 
Rating scale ranged from 1 to 4, where "I" Is "not at all clear," "2" Is "slightly clear," "3" Is "somewha1- clear," "4" is "very clear." 
~Rating scale ranged from 1 to 3, where "I" Is "no, IIOt enough," "2" Is "yes, to some extent," "3" Is "yes, definitely." 
RaTing scale ranged from 11'03, where "1" Is "no, not enough," "2" Is "Yes, to SOIM extent," "3" Is "yes, definitely." 

gRating scale ranged fl"Olll 1 to 5, where "1" is "!lad," "2" Is "peon" "3" Is "fair," "4"15 "good," "5" Is "excellent." 
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TABLE 6: Ratin s of As ects of Trainin 5 onsored or Funded b Local Communi Corrections OrQanization 

CCA AREA 

(n
SE

"24) Crow ~ling- (n
CWM

=25) Dodge-Fill more- (n =34) 81 ue Earth Morrison Olmsted DFO Variable I,loe" I Res20nse: Percent ~,bdal Resf!onse: Percent MOdal Res~onse: Percent Usefulness of Training b 51 ightly Somewhat Somewhat/Very 
Useful (2.0) : 29% Useful (3.0) : 36% Useful (3.5): 79~ 

Timeliness of Training c Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat/Very 
Timely <3.0): 25% Timely <3.0): 36% Timely (3.5): 85% 

Cillrity of l!lformation 
Presented d 

Somewhat Clear <3.0) : 46% Very Clellr (4.0): 32% Very Clear (4.0): 50% 

Ye's-To Some HilS Enough Training No-Not Enough <1.0) : 54% No-Not Enough (1.0) : 40% 
Been Prev! ded for Don It Know: 25% Extent (2.0): 53% Advisory Board? a 

Has Enough Training /Io-Not Enough (1.0) : 25% Yes-Definitely (3.0): 36% Yes-Definitely (3.0): 50% Seen Previ ded forf Don It KnOw: 29% 
local CCA-Staff1 

~. 

Quality of Trllin ing 9 Good (4.0): 42% Good (4.0): 36% Good (4.0): 59% 

. , 

!) t '" .~--~------

Henne!! In 
(n

HENN
=26) 

t·~odal Resf!onse: ?ercent 
Not At All Useful (1.0) : 23% 
Very Useful (4.0) : 23~ 

Somewhat Timely (3.0): 35% 
Don It Know: 39% 

Vary Clear (4.0): 31% 
Don't Know: 27% 

No-Not Enough (t.O): 39% 

No-Not Enough (1.0): "9« 
Don't Know: 50% 

Fair/Good (3.5): 46% ' 
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TABLE 6: Ratings of AS2ects ot Training S20nsored or Funded b:z: Local Communi!}! Corrections Organization 

C C A AREA 

(rp.AM=21l 
Red Lake-Pol k- (n

RPN
=24) , Rock- (nRN=16) Todd- (nTw=21l 

Ramse~ Norman Nobles Wadena 
Variable b Moda I Reseonse: Percent Modal Reseonse: Percont- tlooda I Resgonse: Percent ~!oda I Reseonse: Percent 

! Usefulness ot Training Very Somewhat/Very SOl'llP.what Usefu' (3.0): 38~ Somewhat 
Useful (4.0) : 29% Useful 0.5) : 58': Don't Know: 31% Useful <3.0) : 43% 

Timeliness of TrainingC Ii 
Somewhat Somewhat-/Very Somewhat Timel', (3.0) : 38% Somewhat Timely (3.0) : 52% 

Ii Timely <3.0): 38~ Timely 0.5): 63% Don't Know: 38% Don't Know: 29% 

Ii 
ClariTy of

d 
Information Very Clear (4.0): 52% Very Clear (4.0): 54% Somewhat Clear <3.0): 25% Very,Clear (4.0): 48% II Presented Don't Know: 25% VI 

c-, 

f Has Enough Training Yes-To Some Yes-To Some No-Not Enough (1.0) : 50% Yes-Definitely (3.0): 33~ 
8een Provided for Extent (2.0): 29% Extent (2.0): 38% Don't Know: 25% I Advisory Board? e 

I 
Has Enough Training Yes-To Some Yes-Definitely (3.0): 50% Yes-To Some Yes-Definitely (3.01: 52% 
Been Prov I ded forf Extent (2.0): 33% Extent (2.0); 31% 
Local CCA Staff? Don't Know: 29% Don't Know: 44% 

A 
~. 

Quality of Training g Good (4.0): 43% Good (4.0): 42% Fair <3.0): 31% Good (4.0): 48% 
Don't Know: 25% 
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TABLE 6: Ratings of Aspects of Training Sponsored or Funded by Local Community Corrections Organization 

. Variable b 
Usefulness of Training 

Timeliness of Train ing c 

Clarl ty ofd InformatIon 
Presented 

Has Enough Training 
Seen Provided f~ 
Advisory Board? 

Has Enough Training 
Been Provided fort 
Local CCA Staff? 

Quality of Trainlngg 

C C A AREA 

Wash Ingten ("wASH=21l 
~loda I Response: ,Percent 
Very 
Us .. ful (4.0): 48~ 

Somewhat 
Timely (3.0): 62% 

Very Cle2lr (4.0): 

Yes-To Some 
Extent (2.0): 

Yes-To Some 
Extent (2.0): 

Good (4.0): 

67~ 

67~ 
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brought in to offer a program in a specialized topical area or field. Little inservice 
training is held for Volunteers. Finally, a majority of local community corrections 
organizations have not sponsored educational or training programs for the general 
public. These latter two findings suggest that a deficient area of organizational 
structure may be the inadequate incorporation of volunteers into local community 
corrections organizations and inadequate development of a community corrections 
constituency of citizens. The problem of an inadequate community corrections 
constituency has been discussed in the section of this document addressing corrections 
planning. 

All in ail, the qualitative and quantitative information presented above reinforces the 
judgment that the training function has been implemented at the local level. 

B. Training: Problems and Issues 

Four general categories of problems and issues have been delineated by CCA 
administrators and staff, CCA specialists, and advisory board members: 1) assess­
ment/evaluation; 2) management; 3) policy/procedures; and 4) funding. 

1. Inadequate Training Policy, GUidelines, and Criteria Established by the DOC and by 
Local Community Corrections Organizations 

InadeqtLate training policy, g'uidelines, and criteria are considered the greatest 
obstacles to full implementation of the training function at the local level. As far as 
the DOC is concerned, the CCA rules promulgated as well as the training guidelines 
and criteria established are thought to be vague and nonspecific by survey respondents. 
Criteria for the planning, assessment, delivery, and evaluation of training are 
inadequate or nonexistent. This situation has not served local community corrections 
organizations well~ most notably those which maintained no analogous organizations 
prior to joining CCA. The lack of or inadequate local training policy, guidelines, and 
criteria have a number of detrimental effects. First, they inhibit development of 
individualized training plans as well as an organization's training plan and program. 
Obviously, this hinders organizational development by not encouraging planned change. 
As far as advisory board members and CCA staff are concerned, the absence of or 
inadequate training policy, gUidelines, and criteria provide minimum guidance and 
assistance in securing appropriate training. Inadequate guidelines, for example, cause 
confusion about what training activities are sanctioned and who approves training fees 
for activities held outside the CCA area. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

Two suggestions are made. First, the DOC shOUld, in cooperation with members of 
local community corrections organizations, conduct a survey to identify cogent issues 
pertaining to training policy, guidelines, and criteria. Second, a training task force 
consisting of appropriate DOC staff and members of local community corrections 
organizations should be formed to establish and implement an action plan to resolve 
the issues which surface. For example, the training task force could establish training 
policy, guidelines, and criteria. CCA rules could be modified to incorporate a set of 
training rules, which the training task force could also formulate. In the future, the 
training task force should stand to ensure an ongoing relationship between state and 
local units to facilitate the development and institution of the training function within 
local community corrections organizations. The task force and/or the DOC could 
function in a variety of other ways, as suggested throughout the remainder of this 
section. 
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2. Inadequate Assessment of Training Needs/Insufficient Training Plans 

Systematic ongoing needs assessments are not being undertaken,. precluding .the 
develor~ent and modification of training plans and programs and ultimately restr;·!t­
ing organizational development. As far as local community correctioru; organizations 
per ~ are concerned, absence of member-wide .needs asse~ments is assoc~ated with 
inadequate training plans and programs. ThIS state hmders the attamment ~f 
organizational goals and objectives as a direct function of the dependency of theIr 
achievement upon developing skills and abilities. The lack of needs. as~~ssment or 
noncomprehensive assessment is seen to result from the absence o~ ru: ~nd!Vldua1. (e.g., 
training officer) skilled in the Identification of needs of both mdlvldu~ and the 
organizations. To some ext~nt, it is also thought to resul~ fr?m mcom~lete 
commitment to training by administrators as managers of orgamzatIonal functions. 
Finally, in some cases, the person responsible for training is appraised as a hindrance 
because of insufficient training and experience in assessment, development, and 
evaluation of training. 

!!.. Suggestions for Resolution 

Five suggestions are put forth as solutions to the pr~b.lems of insuf~ici~nt ~sessment 
of training needs and insufficient development of trammg plans. ThiS fIrst IS personal 
and administrative commitment to training as a primary mechanism for organizational 
development. Of course, commitment is a precusor to action, and the second 
suggestion deemed appropriate is appointment of a training officer/coord~nator and a 
training committee comprised (at minimum) of CCA staff and advlsor~ board 
members. Third, training policy, guidelines, and criteria should be established or 
appro priately modified to meet current organizational requirehlents. 

Once these things have been accomplished, even in rudimentary form, the fourth 
suggesdon should be implemented. Whatever resources (internal and external) tha~ are 
necessaru to increase the skill levels of training officers/coordinators or commIttee 
members to those appropriate to meet the training needs of the communit~· correc­
tions oganizations shOUld be accessed. Those resources should be employed on an 
ongoing basis as deemed necessary or should be routinely employed to monitor and 
evaluate progress in training. 

Assessment of training needs and development of training plans require many skiJ1s 
which are analogous across fields and types of organizations. Thus, it is suggested that 
the training task force examine cooperative alternatives for the education of training 
officers/committees. It is fUrther suggested that training consultants (such as NIC or 
the American Society of Training and Development) be brought in to. faci1it~te the 
work of the training task force and to provide regularly scheduled technical assIstance 
to the local community corrections organizations. The po.'3sible role and changing role 
of the DOC in the area of training should be examined by the training task force. 

3. Resistance/Passivity/Time Constraints 

A crucial barrier to securring sufficient training involves a set of personal factors and 
constraints. Individuals, such as CCA advisory board members, view time as the 
primary constraint restricting their partiCipation in training activities. Wh~le it is 
recognized that training '.8 necessary for personal and career development, It otten 
takes a backseat to daily functions. 
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Passivity and active resistance are also thought to be factors which affect training. 
M::jntenance of the status quo and differing commitments are concomr.litants of the 
former. A realm of factors contribute to the latter-belief that training is not 
particulary useful (Table 6), that undue influence is being exercised by administrators 
upon the types of training being offered, or that available training is inadequate to 
meet personal needs. In terms of organizational development, passivity and resistance 
are detrimental both from the point of organizational planning and the delivery of 
services. Where skills levels lag behind the state of the art, effectiveness and 
efficiency are altered with consequences ranging from poor morale to disrupted 
delivery of services. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

A range of suggestions is offered here. As a starting point, it does appear crucial that 
training policy, gUidelines, and criteria be established or modified which can serve as 
the framework to achieve the training function. Once this has been done, the next 
step is the acquisition and education of a training officer/coordinator and training 
committee. Either by themselves (if fully trained and experienced) or working in 
conjunction with consultants, an organizational training plan should be established by 
the training officer, coordinator, and/or tne training committee. 

Steps such as the following should be adopted to derive training plans. First, group 
discussions and individual sessions shOUld be held with the members of local community 
corrections organizations. Topics of the discussions should include the philosophy of 
training, the organization's training policy, and how both merge with or differ from 
individual perceptions of the applicability of training to personal and career develop­
ment. As a result of these discussions and the conduct of formal training needs 
assessments, individual training plans should be developed for each person. The 
training plans derived shOUld meet training needs and conform to the organization's 
training criteria and guidelines, particularly time lines for completions. Following 
this, the training officer or equivalent should review the training plans with the 
individuals for whom they were developed. Benefits and costs of following or not 
following the training plans should be emphasized. It is thought that combining input 
from the potential recipient of training with feedback based upon a systematic 
assessment of training needs will serve an important informational function that will 
encourage acqUisition of training. 

Another suggestion to reduce passivity and resistance is to provide individuals involved 
with community corrections at the local level with information about time manage­
ment, especially about procedures to manage time effectively. Training time should 
be scheduled in everyone's workplan-convention is five percent to ten percent of the 
manhours worked. Optimally, the scheduling of time for training plus learning how to 
manage work time should encourage participation in training activities. 

Two final suggestions are plausible. First, a mechanism should be established to 
adVertise training opportunities. This would allow individuals to readily choose among 
a variety of offerings which fit into a training plan with a minimum of effort. The end 
here is to match training activity with its audience or target group. 

Second, inservice training opportunities shOUld be increased, since it is the opinion of a 
number of individuals involved with CCA that training activities held locally reduce 
the amount of travel required and can often be fit into busy schedules with little 
disruption. Further, the training opportunities can be offered to a greater number of 
individuals (e.g., volunteers, general public, treatment providers) and realize a 
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considerable savings in resources. Of course, it must be pointed out that the 
suggestion made elsewhere in this section to cooperatively sponsor training activities 
will involve tradeoffs if each local community corrections organization attempts to 
increase the number of inservice training opportunities. Tradeoffs that seem to be 
viable are to alternate the locations of training activities and to set aside blocks of 
time per year when advisory boards, staff, and CCA administrators can simultaneously 
take part in training activities. 

4. Inadequate Training Programs 

Inadequate training programs and rudimentary training delivery systems are also 
viewed as major barriers to the acquisition of training. As discussed, neither advisory 
board members, CCA st.aff, nor CCA specialists think that enough training has been 
sponsored by local community corrections organizations. The most pronounced gap 
lies in the area of inservice training. For example, specific topical areas that 
individuals think should be covered are: a) planning models and methods; b) information 
systems. c) data analysis and interpretation; d) cost analysis; and e) cost-effectiveness 
analysis: Besides inadequate needs assessment, training pOlicies, guidelines, criteria, 
and training plans, a variety of factors have contributed to the evolution of these 
issues. 

a. Absence of a Training Officer, Coordinator or Training Committee/Insufficiently 
Skilled Training Officer or Coordinator 

Without the allocation of staff/advisory board members to coordinate the delivery of 
training plans/programs, the probability that either will be successfully implemented 
on a regular basis is minimal. Beyond the establishment of a training policy that forms 
the basis to carry out the training function, the first steps to successful implemen­
tation are administrative commitment to training plus the selection or appointment of 
a person whose formal responsibilities include assessment of training needs, establish­
ment of training plans, program development, coordination, communication, informa-
tion management, and evaluation. . 

For those local community corrections organizations that do have a training 
officer/coordinator, skill levels are seen to vary widely and, overall, to need 
improvement. It is thought that insufficient skill in assessing training needs, 
developing training plSlns and programs, as well as implementing or evaluating the 
same, inhibit ideal levels of progress in implementing the training function. 

1) Suggestions for Resolution 

For all local community corrections organizations, q training officer or coordinator is 
critical to implementation of the organizational training function. Therefore, it is 
strongly suggested that such a person be appointed or that an active training 
committee be convened and maintained. If funds to support training staff cannot be 
provided from administrative monies, alternate funding mechanisms should be ex­
plored. As illustration, the local training allocation itself might be one source of 
funds. Rather than maintain training staff, consultants might also be brought in to 
develop organizational training plans and programs. In an analogous vein, cross-system 
resource sharing might be explored. For instance, training officers iri fields wh~ch 
have similar goals and objectives but different target populati?ns th~ commun~ty 
corrections organizations might be available to offer their expertISe to tne commumty 
corrections field. Every effort should be made to acquire and train a skilled individual 
to manage implementation of the training function at the local level. 
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If a training officer/coordinator is on staff, then continuing education in training 
methods and procedures is crucial. Ongoing education is a component of the training 
officer/coordinator's workplan that shOUld be emphasized because the assessment, 
development, and evaluation of training is a complicated, changing field. 

b. Lack of Media Coverage of Training Opportunities 

The lack of media coverage of area, regional, state, and national training activities is 
considered to be a major barrier to tra.ining by survey respondents. Given daily 
commitments, a majority of individuals involved in CCA at the local level do not think 
they have time to search exhaustively for and review training opportunities. Whatever 
time they allocate for tra.ining should be spent in actually obtaining that training. 
Whether it is locs.;. or nonlocal training opportunities that are being discussed, the body 
of opinion is that media coverage of scheduled training activities is poor. 

1) Suggestions for Resolution 

As far as lack of med:, coverage of training opportunities for members of local 
community corrections organizations is concerned, solutions for the resolution of the 
issue must be carefully considered. While it is readily apparent that a suggestion for 
the establishment of a permanent medium (e.g., newsletter) is a valid one, other 
factors suggest that a secular communication mode may not be optimal in the long 
run. The philosophy behind the Community Corrections Act is that offender and 
community needs can best be identified and met within the community through the 
utilization of community resources. Establishing a secular communication mechanism, 
distributed primarily to those involved in community-based corrections, would pro­
bably result in no headway in communicating about training and other important 
matters with treatment providers, professionals in the social services and human 
services fields, other criminal justice professionals, the general publiC, and govern­
ment officials (e.g., county board members). 

If this is indeed the case, then the suggestions that can be made are threefold. First, 
both the scheduling and advertising of training opportunities should be coordinated on 
a cross-system and cross-organizational basis. Coordination with respect to the 
scheduling of training activities could be readily accomplished if the cross-system 
planning recommended above takes place. That is, the existence of cross-system 
planning would serve to encourage cross-system training as an avenue to encourage 
attainment of common organizational goals and objectives. 

In terms of advertising training opportunities, coordinated coverage should take place 
through a medium that reaches the maximum proportions of target audiences possible. 
Many county governments publish newsletters and, of course, virtually every city has a 
newspaper. Thus, it is suggested that in addition to the secular advertising that might 
occur, training opportunities be included on a regular basis in existing media which 
have broader target audiences than community corrections advisory boards, staff, and 
CCA specialists. 

Finally, the suggestion that training opportunities be advertised implies the organiza­
tion of pertinent information. The apparent need for systematized information 
prompts the suggestion that a training activities information system be developed 
which contains data elements descriptive of training activities. For example, the 
system could contain information about dates, location, instructor, topics, aspects of 
the topics covered, target audience, enrollment limitations, cost, and related require­
ments and constraints. The data could be gathered and reported through the media on 
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a cross-system basis. Two functions would be served. Cross-system training 
opportunities would be identified and communicated to target aud~ences. Ideally, this 
would facilitate the functioning of local community corrections organizations by 
achieving the sharing of information and, hopefully, the sharing of skills and 
experience across a range of fields. As might be expected, the final suggestion made 
is that the training task force suggested be employed to assess the feasibility of: a) 
implementing cross-system planning for training; b) advertising training opportunities; 
and c) developing a cross-system training activities information system. 

c. Absence of a Training Accounting System 

Some survey respondents have cited the absence of a training accounting system as a 
hindrance to the training delivery system. Specifically, there is no systematic way to 
record data about inservice and external training obtained. Consequently, there is no 
way to check for progress in the achievement of training plans by individuals or to 
check for an organization's progress in attaining its training plan. Because of this, 
decisions about the allocation or reallocation of training funds, the modification of 
training plans, the modification of training programs, and planning for training are 
made with either observational or incomplete data. The problem is that management 
decisions about training are being made with insufficient management information. 

1) Suggestions for Resolution 

The establishment and maintenance of either a manual or computer-based information 
system to maintain data about training obtained by individuals is suggested. System 
design elements should include at least the following variables: name, address, 
community corrections organization, date training activity was completed, number of 
hours of training received, topic(s) covered, aspects of topic covered, type of 
evaluation/performance measures, and total hours of training obtained by topical area. 

Responsibility for the training accounting information system design could be assumed 
by the DOC (or MACCAC), as suggested by a number of CCA administrators, staff, 
and advisory board members. The overall responsibility could be overseen by the 
training task force, external consultants, and other individuals possessing expertise in 
the area of training and/or information systems. The decision to implement a manual 
or computer-based training accounting information system is one which should be 
made following a cost assessment and identification of sources of funds to maintain 
the system. 

Data derived from the training accounting information system should be utilized 
consistently by CCA administrators, staff, and advisory board members to monitor 
achievement of training plans and programs, to modify these as necessary, and to 
allocate or reallocate training funds. 

d. Insufficient Coordination 

Although all o~ the local community corrections organizations sponsor some b'aining 
ac;tivities, the opinion exists that, with one exception, there is little coordination 
among CCA areas and with other fields in the planning and delivery of training. Most 
of the training issues delineated have basically evolved from insufficient coordination 
within local community corrections organizations, among the organizations and allied 
professions, and among the organizations and the DOC. 
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1) Suggestions for Resolution 

The t~aining task. force suggested sh~:>ul~ assume a leadership role in establishing 
g~ld~lmes and actIon plans for coordmatmg the planning and delivery of training 
withm and across local community corrections organizations. A si,.'Hfll' role should be 
assumed in the coordination of cross-system training. As far as a h.~ining partnership 
among local community corrections organizations and the DOC is concerned that is a 
re~ationship that should be examined and modified as deemed necessary. It must be 
pomted out the opinion of a number of individuals involved in local community 
corrections organizations is that the DOC should assume an overall coordinating 
function with respect to training. 

e. Limited Topical Content/Inappropriate Format 

The realm of training activities which might serve to comprise a local CCA 
organization's training program either has not been fully developed or is considered not 
totally appropriate to meet the needs of advisory board members, staff volunteers 
alli:d hUman serv!ces or soci~ ~ervices providers, the offender, or the ge~eral Public: 
:oplcal co~tent IS ,seen as lImIted. Areas which have not been adequately covered 
mclude: 1) mformatIOn systems; 2) data analysis and interpretation; 3) planning models 
and methods; 4) cost analysis; and 5) cost-effectiveness analysis. In terms of format 
the type of se~sion ?eld is often not totally appropriate-for example, not enough 
hands-on experIence IS provided. Much more inservice training is seen as warranted or 
needed by survey respondents. 

Th: !ssue o~ ~ess-than-perfect correspondence between training needs and type of 
trammg actiVIty offered represents inappropriate training needs assessment and 
consequently, inappropriate program development. In any case, members of locai 
community corrections organizations do not think th~ir skill levels are being enhanced 
to the extent they wish and this situation is perceived to be debilitating to professional 
and organizational development. 

1) Suggestions for Resolution 

The suggestions appropriate here have, by and large, been discussed. Given an 
ex~erienced training officer/coordinator or training consultants, training needs can be 
rellably assessed. Consecutively, training programs can be developed covering 
appropriate content areas and topical aspects. The formats used to transmit the 
training will be tailored to the audience and, ideally, will maximize participant gain. 

5. Absence of Evalution 

Two kinds of training evaluation appear to be lacking. The first is evaluation of the 
quality and potential utility of training activities prior to partiCipation, the second is 
performance evaluation. 

a. Absence of Evaluation of Quality and Utility of a Given Training Activity 

A number of individuals involved in local community corrections organizations assert 
they do not typically have either the skills or sufficient information to appraise either 
the quality or applicability of training activities prior to participation. The informa­
tion to which they are limited is word-of-mouth, reputation of the trainer, and cues 
such as the professional qualifications of lecturers or speakers. The most important 
information besides quality that is lacking is aspects of the topics that will be covered. 
Thus, trainin~ is often a hit-or-miss situation. As an illustration, a training session 
could deal WIth problems and issues pertaining to restitution. Factors and variables 
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affecting the establishment of such programs might not be covered during a specific 
training session. If a potential participant in this training session were interested in 
setting up a restitution program, the informtion needed would not be forthcoming or 
would not be dealt with in a comprehensive fashion. The information about problems 
and issues might be useful once the program is functioning, but the information needed 
is not that which is offered. The point to be made is that training opportunities often 
do not meet the specific needs of participants. As a result, resources such as time and 
money are wasted when someone takes part in a training activity that does not meet 
needs. 

b. Absence of Performance Evaluation 

The absence of performance evaluation means that no objective measures are 
employed to gauge the effect of training obtained upon level of knowledge, skill level, 
types of effects observed, or the like. Simply stated, other than on a subjective basis, 
there's usually no way to determine the benefits/costs accrued by the training 
participant and by the community corrections organization as a result of the training 
obtained. 

c. Suggestions for Resolution 

The problems and issues surrounding appraisal of potential utility of t aining and 
evaluation of training effectiveness are similar to those experienced in many fields. 
The existence of qualified training officers and the development of a training 
activities information system would do much to alleviate these problems and issues. 
Specifically, assessment of potential utility is a major responsbility of any well-trained 
training officer/coordinator or training committee. The resolution of eValuation 
problems and issues is not simple, but involves the integration of multiple sources of 
information and different kinds of analyses (e.g., job analysis) by a skilled training 
officer. The only suggestion that can be made with respect to assessment of potential 
utility is to combine the judgment of training experts with individual appraisal in 
selecting training activities. 

Similarly, the problem of absence of objective measures of performance is not one 
that is easily circumvented. Dual suggestions can be made, nonetheless. First, prior 
to approving a request for training, all information about the scheduled training 
sessions should be examined. (The training activities information system suggested for 
tracking training opportunities would be of invaluable assistance.) The information 
should be interpreted in conjunction with information about a potential participant's 
training plan as well as with information about an organization's training policy. Only 
in cases where the match of information is deemed appropriate should funding be 
approved. This, of course, would not constitute performance evaluation, but, in its 
absanee, would provide qualitative information to the training officer/coordina­
tor/committee or to the eCA administrator. A much more stringent suggestion is to 
modify training policy and not sanction any training activity which does not include a 
performance evaluation component or some other means of assessing effectiveness. If 
local community corrections organizations would all adopt similar training policy in 
this matter, the training market would soon respond. 

6. Funding Issues 

Five funding issues have surfaced with respect to training. 
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a. Insufficient Training Funds/Insufficient Funds to Hire Training Director/Co­
ordinator 

The issue of insufficient training funds is one that does not exist for every local 
community corrections organization. The issue is primarily applicable to CCA areas 
with relatively small populations. The argument, simply stated, is that there are not 
enough funds available to hire a training officer or coordinator for exclusive use by 
single community corrections organizations. Resources are allocated to functions and 
activities which maintain higher priority within the local CCA organizations. 

A similar issue of insufficient training funds for all staff, advisory board members, and 
volunteers, exists. Available funds are insufficient to meet the training needs of all. 
The results of insufficient training funds are thought to be the restriction of individual 
professional development and of organizational development i.e., attainment of 
organizational goals and objectives. 

1) Suggestions for Resolution 

Solutions to funding problems are difficult to formulate because of the fiscalrealities 
of cutback management within both the private and public sectors. One suggestion is 
that DOC provide a direct training subsidy to CCA areas with small popUlations. A 
similar suggestion is to create a fund of unexpended CCA training monies which could 
be used by any local community corrections organization on a first-come, first-served 
basis. Other suggestions that are tenable are the cooperative funding of training 
officers and nonreimbursed use of the training resources of larger CCA organizations 
(e.g., "borrowing" a training officer on a periodic basis). 

The management of training funds should also be attended by all of the local CCA 
organizations. If training plans were established and priorities set, then allocation of 
training funds would be based on organizational priority. Training activities not 
meeting high priority needs should not be funded nor should training expenses be 
reimbursed. 

Finally, the establishment of training policy, guidelines, and criteria would provide 
fUrther guidance about what types of training would be sponsored, which content areas 
would have to be covered, maximum training fees that would be reimbursed, and so on. 
The point to be made is that issues related to perceived inadequacy of training funds 
may be valid, but the management of the training funds that are available is crucial, 
particularly in an era of diminishing resources and purchasing power. 

b. Difficulty in Estimating Training Budget/Difficulty in Allocating Training Monies 

A number of CCA administrators have relayed the opinion that training budgets are 
difficult to estimate because of the operation of factors like budget review and 
approval by county boards, staff turnover, inflation, and changing training needs. The 
difficulty in allocating training monies arises from factors such as diminishing 
purchasing power, conflicting needs, and the absence of training guidelines and 
criteria. An additional issue is the reported capriciousness of government officers in 
approving/not approving participation in certain training activities (e.g., training 
activities requiring an overnight stay or training activities held outside of a county). 
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1) Suggestions for Resolution 

Two general suggestions are made here that are predicated on the belief that much 
uncertainty in estimating and allocating training budgets can be averted or success­
fUlly managed if training policy, guidelines, and criteria are developed by local 
community corrections organizations, by county/regional governmental units, and by 
the DOC. The existence of these reduces uncertainty by outlining priorities, 
requirements, and constraints. They provide operational guidance to both administra­
tors and to potential training participants. More importantly, they allow the efficient 
allClcation of training funds. 

It is recognized that variables such as staff turnover and changing organizational 
training needs affect resource assignment and allocation. Again, the resolution to 
problems produced by these val'iables is information-to be precise, knowing organiza­
tional priorities; requirements and constraints on training monies; the probaL:1e 
reduction in purchasing power attributable to inflation; the alternate training resourc­
es that can be accessed; and what alternate strategies can be employed to meet 
training needs (e.g., sponsor an inservice training program for all staff rather than 
approve an externally-sponsored training activity for a single staff member). All in 
all, an additional requirement must be the establishment of a training program that 
balances training needs and resource availability. The existence of a training 
activities information system to track training opportunities would be of great value in 
matching activities with training needs and in permitting a eCA administrator to 
estimate training budgets by referencing training costs. The general suggestion 
pertaining to estimation/allocation of training monies is to develop and implement a 
comprehensive management strategy that will yield the maximum training profit per 
training dollar ~xpended. Training dollars must be spent for training that will have the 
greatest impact on organizational performance. 

c. Five Percent Training Expenditure Rule 

The CCA rule stipulating that five percent of the total subsidy amount be spent for 
training is considered inappropriate for some local community corrections organiza­
tions. The argument is that five percent of the annual subsidy is too large an amount 
to allocate to training because: 1) the funds can be used more effectively elsewhere 
(e.g., to hire more probation/parole officers); and/or 2) historically, the amounts of 
money set aside for training have not been expended and a reserve has accumulated 
over time. 

1) Suggestions for Resolution 

The exploration of several avenues is warranted. First, formal training plans have not 
been developed in some of the local community corrections organizations. A surplus 
of training funds might be considerably reduced if a training plan did exist and were 
implemented. The training task force suggested above should examine the appro­
priateness of the five percent training expenditure rule in conjunction with the issue of 
inadequate training plans. A decision to maintain, modify, or omit the requirement for 
training expenditures Should be made after simultaneoUs consideration of both. One 
alternative would be to have DOC review and approve a training plan for each eCA 
area and base the training funds budgeted at the local level upon the training plan. As 
with any suggestion that has been made, a concensus of training task force opinion 
shOUld be fOllowed with action to implement-for example, support modification in 
CCA legislation. 
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C. Training: Summary and Conclusions 

The achievements observed with respect to the training function are perceived by 
individuals involved in local community corrections organizations to be increased 
general knowledge, information, and understanding about the criminal justice system. 
The effects of the training acquired are seen to be the delivery of higher quality 
services to the offender coupled with personal and professional development. Never­
theless, a degree of passivity and resistance are acknowledged to exist that hinder 
personal and organizational growth and development. The availability of training 
funds is viewed positively. Training funds provide flexibility in securing needed 
training either through the sponsoring of inhouse training or through the acquisition of 
training from external agents. By way of comparison, there was little or no training 
sponsored prior to implementation of the CCA, even in areas in which associations of 
criminal justice professionals existed. Additionally, post-CCA training is perceived to 
be of higher quality, although the usefulness of the training is not overwhelmingly 
supported. 

Quantitative data such as the existence of training policy and a training officer have 
been employed to generate training implementation scores. Overall, an average 
training implementation score of seventy-seven percent has been observed, indicating 
that the training function has been fully implemented within local community 
corrections organizations. Although quantitative data do show that the training 
function has been implemented, no independent data have been gathered by research­
ei1 S with which to judge the quality or effectiveness of training. Specifically, it is not 
clear if the training sponsored or funded is of utility to individual or organizational 
development. Hence, to the extent that the training function is accurately measured 
by the indices incorporated here, the function can be said to be fully implemented; but 
no independent qualitative or quantitative data have been gathered about the utility of 
the training function to development of local community corrections organizations. 
Six general categories of training problems and issues have been identified by CCA 
administrators, staff, CCA specialists, and advisory board members: 1) inadequate 
training policy, gUidelines, and criteria established by DOC and by local community 
corrections organizations; 2) inadequate assessment of training needs/insufficient 
training plans; 3) resistance/passivity/time constraints; 4) inadequate training pro­
grams; 5) absence of evaluation of training quality and training performance; and 6) 
funding issues, such as insufficient training funds. 

In the main, suggestions presented to achieve resolution of issues are directed to the 
management of the training function and to the aggregation of a training task force to 
implement strategies to resolve problems and issues. Among the suggestions deemed 
viable are: 1) establishment/modification of training policy, guidelines, and criteria; 
2) development of individual and organizational training plans generated on the basis 
of training needs assessments; 3) maintenance of a skilled training officer and/or 
training committee; 4) design and maintenance of a training activities information 
system to identify, monitor, and partially evaluate training opportunities; 5) design and 
maintenance of a training accounting system to monitor attainment of individual and 
organizational training plans; 6) implem!;. -tation of time management procedures to 
allow time to participate in training activities; 7) creation of a training fund of 
u!lexpended training monies to be used by local CCA organizations on a first-come, 
fIrst-served basis; and 8) dissolution of the five percent training expenditure rule and 
SUbstitution of a training budget based upon DOC approval of an organization training 
plan. 

\ 



TABLE 8: Sucq':!,-red O1anQeS in the TrainIng Function by local COlT>'lIJnlty Corrections Orgllnlzation 

Establ ish! Maintain 
~bdify Training 
Writt':!n Off I cer/ CondUct 
Training Fblicy. Coord I nator/ Training 
Guicel ines, Training Needs 
Criteria a Committea (2, Assessments 
(l,2,3,4d,6b) 3,48 ,4c ,5a,5b) (2,3) 

6W • • • 
Anoka • • • 
"He • • • 
Sloe Earth i • • 
Cro .. :iilUl- • • 
~brri50n 

Dodge-Fi I lmore~ • • Olmsted 

hennepin • • • 
Rarrsey • • • 
Red Lak~Fblk- • • • Norr.-an 

FCck-Nob I es • • • 
Todd-'~ad':!na • • • 
Wash i ostoo. • • • 

Produce 
Indivi dual 
Written 
Train ing 
Plans 
(2,3,4e) 

• 
• 

•• 
• 
• 
.' 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

.R E COM MEN 0 E 0 CHANGES 

FIroduce 
Written 
Or-gan Izat lonal 
Train in!! PI ans 
C2,3,4d ,4e,6b) 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

CondUct 
Additional 
Inservice 
Training 
Pro(:lrams 
(3,4e.6b) 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Implement 
Training 
Activity 
10 format Ion 
SvstAm(3,4b, 
4d,5a,5b,6b) 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

~umbers In parentheses refer to the training Issues ostensibly resolved If the suggested changes are Implemented: 

Implement 
Training 
Accounting 
Infonnatlon 
System 
(4c,4:1,5b) 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

I - Inadequate tnlinlng policy, guidelines, and criteria established by the DOC and by local community corrections orgzmlzetlons 
2 - Inadeq~ate assessment of training needs/Insufficient training plans 
3 - ResisTance/passivity/tIme constraInts 
4 - Inadeq~ate trainIng programs 

4a - Absencecf a training officer, coordinator or training commlttee/lnsuffl,clently skl·lled training offlcer/coordln8tor 
4~ - lack of media coverage of training opportunities 
4c - Absence of a training accounting system 
4c - Insufficient coordination 
4e - limited topical content/Inappropriate format 

5 - A~sence of evaluation 
5a - Absence of evaluation of quality and utility of 8 given tr81nlng opportunity 
5b - Absence of performance evaluation 

6 - Fund ing Issu85 • 
68 - InsufficIent traIning fUnds/Insufficient funds to hire training director/coordinator 
6b - Difficulty In estimating training budget/difficulty In allocating training aonlas 
6c - n training expenditure rula 

.t. 

Create Training 
Fund 
(00) 

• 

• 

• 
• 

Dase Tra in ing 
Expenditure 
on Training 
Plan Rather 
Than 5% Train ing 
Expenditure Rule 
(Ec) 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
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Table 8 summarizes the' major training suggestions made and their degree of support 
within and across local co~rnunity corrections organizations. 

V. RESULTS: RESEARCH/INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

A. Research/Information Systems: Achievements and Changes 

As above, this section has been divided into two parts: 1) perceived achievements and 
changes, i.e., the opinions of individuals involved in local community corrections 
organizations; and 2) objective, quantitative, measures of attainment of the 
research/information systems function. 

1. Perceived Achievement!> and Changes 

The conduct of research and integration of data into decision-making contex'ts (e.g., 
planning and budgeting) is perceived to be a developing organizational function by 
individl;als involved in local community corrections organizations. As components of 
research methodologies, information needs are identified and prioritized; procedures 
or strategies for the collection and analysis of associated data are developed and 
implemented; varied statistical methods and procedures are applied to the analysis of 
data; and data summaries and reports are prepared and distributed to various levels of 
decision makers. While research activities are not extensive within most CCA areas 
and few studies have been published locally, the capacity to conduct research is 
developing over time. (Most data are presented in data summaries. Some of the 
results are incorporated into comprehensive plans.) Individuals involved in local 
community corrections organizations (i.e., CCA administrators, staff, CCA specialists, 
and advisory board members) have relayed the conviction that, with almost no excep­
tions, very little research was carried out priv.;.' to implementation of the Community 
Corrections Act. 

The components of research methodology that have enjoyed the greatest development 
unGer the CCA are data definition/collection, storage, and distribution. To be 
specific, survey respondents thought that much unnecessary or irrelevant data 
collection has been reduced, data accuracy has improvf~d, and data collec~ion 
procedures have become systematized. This perceived methl.)dological development is 
attributable to two factors: a) hiring of CCA research staff on part-time or full-time 
basis; and b) utilization of external re.::ources, particularly consultants. The achieve­
ment that has been most consistently identifi~d and supported is the development of 
computerized offender-based information systems. The development of offender­
based information systems is integral to information flow and has reportedly yielded 
significant benefits like the ability to partially track offenders through the criminal 
justice system. The capacity to achieve this is integral to the decision-making 
functions of planning and budgeting because it allows the formulation of objective 
decisions about resource allocation and reallocation b,ased upon data on offenders. 

2. ~uantitative Measures of Research/Information Systems 

Three sets of quantitative measures are presented. The first set consists of measures 
and ratings that are indices of the research/information systems function at the local 
level. Table 9 contains data which show which research/information systems indices 
are present (and, conversely, which are absent) within and across local community 
corrections organizations. The average research/i::1formation systems implementation 
score is sixty-five percent which, according to the criteria delineated in the Introduc-

, 



TABlE 9: IIIOICIITORS OF IMPLEKNTATIOO OF THE RESEAACH/INFO_TICH SYSTVoISroc:I'lCN BY (0CAi. (l)IOI'JIIT'f ~I= ~jJ4AT10fI 

M4tnT.If1 "!..'I I ntn. 1n OperatJonal 

P.nsear-ehl Wrl~fW\ Wrl1ten 1nclv~. O:ttt~utftrlz.Cld 

InforrotlO'l n:os'tI.lrch RC'ieolr.::h Cond,,",ct Pu,II.h Publish o.te f,. Offen~er--

StD'f Syshns A:>lIcy Guldollnes/ Stu~l.sl StucUesl 0.'. f#lprehensive Bo .. d 

CCA ReSGiu'chol"'? c;c.n-.lttee? ~ g"',urfa7 Invttst tgtllt ron~? Invn3'tlr,4tlons.1 Sl.~~r-tesf Pia"'ls? Infor:"".atlon Syshmf 

h!!! 
QI No No No No Ve. No V •• "., V •• 

Anoka Y •• V .. No No Ve. Na y.,. Yes Ve. 

N'C Yes Yes No Y •• Yes Y •• Ye. y"" Yes 

e'w Earth No Ye. Ye. Na Ve. No Ye. y~, Ve. 

Cf'04 'ilno-'brrrson 1;0 V •• Na No V •• 
: 

No Yes Yu Ncr 

Oodc:e-Fl r'rol"o-ol..sted' Yes Y.,. V •• tlo Y •• V •• "". ~ .. V •• 

HonnflOo,n Yos Y •• Yes Y •• Ve. Ye. Y •• f.';s tla 

P.&!'.saf. Yo. Yes V •• Ycs ·11 .... flo. 

JC.;d lil)ka ... Folic.-r!o~ Yo. Yos No No Ve. V •• V .. ::0. Ve' 

~.lXA-l':olIle:i No ~ .. No No Vo. Na V •• ~ No 

icxtd-"'alSona No V •• tlo No No No Yes. ~ .. 
iltas~ln3ton No V .. No No Y .. ,",,, V ... y •• Y •• 

iL_" 

" 

- , 
L"\~ ____ -M ______________ ~ ______ • ______ ~ ____ _ 

~." Total 
~dng Resaarcl'll Res05f'Ch/ Infornz:tton 

~t~!m;.ch" ~~:~'~reb ~~!"8I ...... t.~ron 

+ 'O~ (c/l0) 

6 ~ 16/10) 

+ 9 ~ 19/10) 

+ 7~ 11/10) 

5~ 15/10) 

+ 9 90~ (9/10) 

+ 9 9~ 19/10) 

+ 

eo~ IB/IO) 

40% 14/10) .. 
4 .O~ (4110) 

6 ~ 16/10) 

~VERAGtI 6.6 AVERAGE: 65" 
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tion to this component of the CCA evaluation, is interpreted to mean that the local 
research/information systems function has been partially implemented • 

Note that by reading down columns, it is possible to calculate the number or 
percentages of CCA areas which do or do not exhibit a particular indicator of 
implementation. For example, while only four CCA areas have actually published the 
results of studies or investigations, all of the areas have produced data summaries 
based upon studies/investigations. 

By interpreting results in Table 9 both down and across, the following pattern is 
observed. Half of the local community corrections organizations maintain a staff 
researcher and a research/information systems committee or evaluation committee. 
More than half of the CCA areas for which data are available do not maintain a 
written research policy statment or associated guidelines or criteria. In terms of 
actual research conducted, virtually all the local community corrections organizations 
have carried out studies or investigations. Dissemination of results has largely been 
inhouse through the distribution of data summaries. Virtually all CCA areas have 
incorporated data within decision-making contexts represented by the inclusion of data 
into comprehensive plans. Finally, almost all CCA areas maintain operational 
computerized offender-based information systems. No additional quantitative data 
are currently available about local offender-based information systems. 

Overall ratings of the research activities undertaken by local community corrections 
organizativtlS are presented in Table 10. Before these results are discussed, it is well 
to note that the percentages of individuals (i.e., CCA administrators and staff, 
adviso~y board members, CCA specialists) selecting the response categories which 
evolved as modal do not constitute a majority response. This means that the opinions 
of those who provided information about research conducted at the local level 
differed, that is to say, the level of concensus about research activities was not high. 

To continue, Table 10 indicates that research conducted at the local level is viewed 
equivocally-the research is considered only somewhat useful or timely, although the 
quality of that research is thought to be good. Reseal'ch is considered to be somewhat 
useful in making policy, planning, and funding decisions, a finding that suggests that: 
a) the data collected are not clearly tied into infOlmation needs; b) the data are not 
analyzed and presented in useful form or c) that decision makers have yet to recognize 
and capitalize on the management opportunities afforded by the availability of such 
data. 

The results presented in Table 9 and Table 10 basically agree. That is to say, the 
research/information systems function has only been partially implemented. Ratings 
of aspects of the research function (e.g., usefulness and timeliness) are, overall, only 
somewhat positive or supportive. As a final note, very little objective information 
about the quality and effectiveness of research is available, so the results presented 
must be interpreted with that fact in mind. To put it another way, if independent 
measures of the quality of research were available, research/information systems 
implementation scores could change. 

3. Performance of DOC in Reviewing and Approving R:~Sh and Information 
§Xstems Desie,JlS and Processes 

Table 11 offers data per~3.ining to the directive of the CCA to the DOC to review and 
approve all research designs and processes, including iIlformation systems designs. An 
interesting finding observed is that, depending upon the aspect of performance 
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TABLE 10: RaTings of Aspects of Research carried Out by Local Community Corrections OrganizaTion 

Variable 
Usefulness b 
of Resear<.il 

UnderstandabiliTY of 
Research· ResultsQ 

Quality of Researche 

Usefulness of Researc~ 
in Planning Decisions 

Usefulness aT Research 
in Funaing DeclsloQsg 

Usefulness of Research 
in Policy Declsionsh 

All (n
AII

=294) 

~bda I Res[lQnse: Percenta 

SomewhaT Useful (3.0): 30% 

Somewhat Timely (3.0): 42% 

SomewhaT Easy to 
Understand (4.0): 31% 

Good (4.0): 34% 

Somewhat Useful (3,0): 31% 

Somewhat Usefu I (3.0): 29% 
Don't Know: 27% 

Somewhat Usefu I (3.0) : 29% 
Don't Know: 26% 

C C A AREA 

6W (n
6W

=23i 

~dal Res[lQnse: PerC/lOt 
Some:.hat Usefu I <:r.or:-'L'H 
Don'T Know; }O~ 

Somewhat Timely \:;.0): 30% 
Don't Know: 39% 

Somewhat Difficult to 
UnderSTanT (2.0): 26% 
Somewhat Easy to 
Undorstand (4.0): 26% 

Fa i r/Good (3.5): 69% 

Somewhat Useful (3.0): 26% 

Somewhat Useful (3.0): 30% 

Slightly/Somewhat 
Useful (2.5): 43% 
Don'T Know: 26% 

Anoka (n
ANK

=23) 

Percent ~da I Res2Qnse: 
SI ighTly Useful (2.0): m 

SomewhaT Timely (3.0): 52% 

SomewhaT Easy to 
Understand (4.0): 30% 
Don't Know: 2~% 

Fair 0.0): 35% 
Don't Know: 30% 

Slightly/Somewhat 
UsefUl (2.5): 
Don'T l<'.now: 

Slightly/SomewhaT 
Useful (2.5): 
DOn'T Know: 

Sllghtly/SomewhjT 
Useful (2.S): 

61% 
26% 

52% 
26% 

60% 

ARC (nA~=36) 

lI.ada I Res2Qnse: Percent 
SomewhClT Usefu I 0.0): 28~ 

Somewhat Timely (3.0): 56% 
Don't Know: 25% 

Somewhat Easy to 
Understand (4.0): 36% 
Don't Know: 25% 

Good (4.0): 33% 

Somewhat Useful (3.0): 28% 

Very Useful (4.0): 22% 
Don't Know: 36% 

Somewhat Useful (3.0): 22% 
Don't Know: 39% 

aperc~ntase of respondenTs choosingmodal response category. 
bRaTlng scale ranged from I to 4, where "1" Is "not at all useful," "2" Is "slightly useful ," "3" Is "somewhat useful," "4" Is "very useful." 
cRating scale ransed from 1 to 4, where "I" Is "very late," "2" Is "sllg:-ttly late," "3" is "somewhat Timely," "4" Is "very Timely." 
dRating scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "1" Is "very difficulT to understand," "2" Is "somewhat difficult to understand," "3" is "undecided," 
"4" is "somewhat easy to understand," "5" Is "very easy to underSTand." 

eRating scale ranged from 1 to 5, whnre "1" is "bad," "2" is "poor," "3" is "fair," "4" is "good," "5" is "excellent." 
fRatlng scale ranged from 1 to 4, where "1" is "not at all useful," "2" Is " .. lightly useful," "3" Is IIsomewhat useful," "4" is "very useful." 
gRatln.9 scale ranged from 1 to 4, where "1" is "not at all useful," "2" 15 "slightly usefuL" "3" is "somewhat useful," "4" Is "very useful." 
hRatlng scale ranged from 1 to 4, where "I" Is "not at all usoful," "2" Is "slightly useful," "3" 15 "!;omewhat useful," "4" Is "very useful." 
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. TABLE 10: Ratings of Aspects of Research Carried Out by Local Col11!l'unlty Corrections Or9ani~ 

Variable 
usefulness b 
of Research 

Timeliness c 
of Research 

Unders~andabil ity of 
Resp .~h·Resultsd 

Qual ity of Researche 

Usefulness of Research 
In Planning Decisionsf 

Usefulness of Research 
in Funding Decisionsg 

Usefulnp~s of Research 
in Pbllcy Declsionsh 

Blue Earth 
Modal Response: Percent 
Somewhat V';eful (3.0): 29~ 

Somewhat Timely (3.0): 42% 

-?mewhat Easy to 
~nderstand (4.0): 25% 

Good (4.0): 291 

Somewhat Useful (3.'O)~: 25% 
Oon't Know:, 25% 

Somewhat :lsefu I (3.0): 29% 
Don't Know: 33% 

SomewhaT Useful (3.0): 29% 
Oon't Know: 33% 

CCA AREA 

Crow Wing­
/obrrl son 
Modal Response: Percent 
Somewhat Useful (3.0): 36% 

Soinewhat Timely (3.0): 36% 

Somewhat Difficult 
to Understand (2.0): 28% 
Somewhat Easy to 
Understand (4.0): 28% 

Fair (3.0): 40% 

Somewhat Useful (3.0): 48% 

Somewhat Usefu I (3.0) : 48% 

Somewhat Useful (3.0) : 28% 
Oon't Know: 28% 

" 

Oodge-Fi I I more-
Olmsted (nDFO=34) 

l-Ioda I Response: .percent 
Very )Usefu I (4.0): 56% 

Somewhat/Very 
Timely (3.5): 79% 

Somewhat Easy to 
Understand (4.0): 44% 

Good/Excellent (4.5): 85% 

Very' Usefu I (4.0): 56% 

Somewhat/\",ry 
Useful (3.5): 74% 

Very Useful (4.0): 44% 

..• t. ... 

Hennepin (nHENN=26) 
iioda I Res'-po-n-s-e-:-.J.!!:':::Pe':'r-c-e-nt-;­
Very Useful (4.0): 3~ 

Somewhat Timely (3.0): 46% 

Very Easy to 
Understand (5.0): 31% 

Good (4.0): 39% 

Somewhat/Very 
Useful (3.5): 53% 

SomeWhat Useful (3.0): 31% 

Slightly/Somewhat 
Useful (2.5): 

U1 
U1 

\ 
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TABLE 10: Ratlnss of Aseects of Research Carri~d Out by Local Communl!y Co,'rectlons Organization 

CCA AREA 

Red Lake-Pol k- Rock-
Ramsey (nRA~I=21 ) Norman (nRPN=24) Nobles 

Variable r~odal Res~nse: Pe.rcent t.bdal Res [!2nse: Percent '.'oda I Res2onse: 
Usefulness b Somewhat Usefu I (3.0) : 38% Somewhat Useful 0.0): 42% SI ightly Useful 
of Research Don't Know: 

T imel iness Somewhat Time I y (3.0): 43% Somewhat Timely (3.0): 33% Somewhat Timely 
of Researchc Don't Know: 33% Don't Know: 

Understandabilit~ of Undecided (3.0): 24% Somewhat Easy to Undecided (3.0): 
Research Results Understand (4.0): 58% Don't Know: 

Quality of Researche Fair <3.0): 38% Good (4.0): 42% Fair/Good (3.5): 
Don't Know: 

Usefulness of Researc¥ Slightly Useful (2tO) : 29:£ Somewhat Usefu I (3.0): 38% Somewhat Usefu I 
in Planning Decisions Don't Know: 251% Don't Know: 

Usefulness of Research Slightly Useful (2.0): 33% Somewhat/Vary Somewhat Useful 
In Funding Decisions9 Don't Know: 43% Use tu I (~ .• 5) : 46% Don't Know: 

Don't Know: 29% 

Usefulness of Research Slightly Usetul (2.0): 29~ Somewhat Usefu I (3.0) : 42% Somewhat Useful ... in Policy Decislonsh Don't Know: 38% Don't Know: 

, , 

L L L L 

" 
.. 

,_. \. .--

Todd-
(nRN=16) Wadena (n rw=21 ) 

Percent ~dal Res~nse: Percent 
(2.0) : 25% Very Useful (4.0): 29% 

31% 

0.0): 31% Somewhat Timely (3.0): 33% 
38% 

19% Somewhat Easy to 
31% Understa~d (4.0): 38% 

25% Good (4.0): 43% 
44% 

(3.0) : 31% Very Useful (4.0): 48% 
31% 

(3.0) : 31% Very Useful (4.0) : 38% 
31% 

(3.0): 25% Very Useful (4.0): 24~ 
31% Don't Know: 29~ 
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Variable 
Usefulness b 
of Research 

Understandability. of 
Research Re5ultsO 

Qual iTy of Research
e 

Usefulness of Researc~ 
In Planning Decisions 

Usefulness of Research 
In Funding Oecislcnsg 

Usefulness of ReseahCh 
In Policy Decisions 

F'Wf;:;::~ 

!!It 2J 

ects of Research carried Out b Local Communi Corrections Or anizatlon 

C C A AREA 

~Iash i ngton 

~bdal Response: PercenT 

Somewhat Usefu I [5.0): 52% 

Somewhat Timely (3.0): 52% 

Somewhat DifficulT 
to Understand (2.0), 24% 

Good (4.0): 51% 

Somewhat Useful (3.0) 62% 

Somewhat Useful (3.0): 48% 
Don't Know: 29% 

Somewhat Usefu I (3.0): 43:t 
Don'T Know: 29% 
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TABLE 11: Ratines of -the .Performance of -the OOC in Carrying Out ~·!anda-tes of The COlllMuniT'{ Corrections Act: Review 
ar.d. Ao?ro'la I or All Research and Eva I uation Des i gns and Processes, I ne I ud i n9 Information Systems 
Desl ens 

Variable 
Overa II Performance 
of the OOCb 

Effect on Local 
CCA Operationsc 

Level of Cooperation 
~etw&en the DOC and 
The Local Community 
Correct ions 
Organ izat iond 

Level of Activity 
of the DOCe 

TI~~liness of DOC 
Effortst 

~s the DOC Provided 
Adequate Gu i de I I nes?g 

All 

~bca I Response: 
Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat 
Faci Iitated (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Percent
a 

23% 
41% 

21% 
43% 

27% 
41% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 30'/.. 
Don't Know: 44'/. 

Timely (4.0): 27'/. 
Don't Know: 50% 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0):25% 
Don't Know: 47% 

CCA AREA 

6W 

~dal Resoonse: 
Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Undecided (4.0): 
Don It Know: 

Fair/Good (3.5): 
Don't Know: 

Percent 
30% 
44% 

22% 
39'/. 

61% 
35% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 30'/. 
Don't Know. 44'/. 

Timely (4.0): 26% 
Don't Know: 57'/. 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0):26% 
Don't Know: 65% 

Anoka 

Modal Res~nse: 
Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat 
Faci I itated (4.0): 
Don't K.'1ow: 

Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Percent 
35% 
26% 

30% 
30'/. 

35'/. 
26% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 44% 
Don't Know: 30% 

Timely (4.0): 52% 
Don't Know: 35% 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0):35% 
Don't Know: 30% 

~Percentage of respondents choosIng modal response category. 

ARC 

~iOda I Response: 
Fai ,/Good (3.5): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat 
Facilitated (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Good (4.0'): 
Don't Know: 

Percent 

19% 
47% 

25'/. 
47% 

Sow~what Active (4.0): 31'/. 
Don't Know: 39% 

Timely (4.0): 31% 
Don't Know: 50'; 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0):33% 
Don't Know: 42% 

flating scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "1" Is "bad," "2" Is "poor," "3" Is "fair," "4" is "good," "5" Is "excellent." 
CRating scale ranged from I to 5, where "1" Is "greatly hindered," "2" is "somewhat hindered," "3" Is "undecided," "4" Is "somewhat facilitated," /5" Is "greatly facll itated." 

Rating scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "I" Is "bad," "2" Is "poor," "3" Is "fair," "4" is "good," "5" Is "excellent." 
eRating scale ranged from 1 to 5, Where "I" is "very passive," "2" Is "somewhat. passive," "3" Is "undecided," "4" Is "somewhat active," 
f"5" is "very active." 
Rating scale ranged from to 5, where "I" 15 "nonexistent," "2" is "late," "3" Is "slightly delayed," "4" Is "timely," "5" Is "too early." 

gRating scllie ranged from 1 to 5, whore "1" Is "none proVided," "2" is "completely Inadequllte," "3" Is "somewhat Inadequllte," "4" is "somewhat 
adequate," "5" Is "completely adequate." 
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TABLE 1 t: 

Variable 
Overa II Pe&formance 
of the roe 

Effect on Loca I 
CCA Operat ionsc 

Level uf Coo~eration 
between the roe and 
the ~ca I Corrmun i ty 
Corrections d 
Organization 

Level of Activity 
of the roee 

Timeliness of roe 
Effortsf 

Has the roe provided 
Adequate Gutdellnes19 

Blue Earth (n
BE

"24) 

Modal Res22nse. Percent 

Fair (3.0): 21% 
Don't Know: 50% 

Undecided (3.0): 21% 
Don't Know: 54~ 

Fair (3.0): 25% 
Don't Know: '10% 

Somewhat Activf' (4.0): 21% 
Don't Know: 50'.' 

Slightly Delayed (3.0): 17% 
Don 't, Know: 63% 

Somewhat Inadequate/ 
Somewhat Adequate (3.5):25% 
Don't Know: 54% 

.'1:. 

C C A 

Crow Wlng-
tJorri son (nCWM"25) 

Modal Res22nse: Percent 
Fair (3.0): 32~ 
Don't Know: 32% 

Undecided (3.0): 24% 
Don't Know: 32% 

Good (4.0): 28% 
Don't Know: 32% 

Somewhat Act I ve (4.0): 32% 
Don't Know: 36% 

Timely (4~0): 20% 
Don't Know: 44% 

Somewhat Inadequatel 
Somewhat Adequate (3.5):32% 
Don't Know: 48% 

" 

Review 

AREA 

Dodge-Flllmore-
Olmsted (n

OFO
'=34) 

tladal Res22nse: Percent 
Good (4.0): 27% 
Don't Know: 47% 

Somewhat 
Facll itated (4.0),: 32% 
Don't Know: 41% 

Good (4.0): 29% 
Don't Know: 38% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 29% 
Don't Know: 44% 

Timely (4.0): 21% 
Don't Know: 56% 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0) :27% 
Don't Know: 47% 

f(' -.'} 
u '" 

Hennepin (n
HENN

"26) 

~'odal Reseonse: Percent 
Poor/ Fa I r/Good (3.0): 35~ 

Don't Know: 58~ 

Undeci ded (3.0): 15% 
""l't Know: 65% 

Good (4.0): 19% 
Don't KnOw: 58% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 12% 
Don't Know: 

,~ 

Slightly Uelayed/ 
Timely (3.5): 23~ 
Don't Know; 69% 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0).19% 
Don't Know: 46% 
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TABLE 11: Ratings of the Performance of the OOC in Carrying Out ~'andates of the Community Corrections Act: Review 
and.Approval of All Research and Evaluation Designs and Processes. Including Information Systems 
DeSigns 

C C A AREA 

Red Lake-Polk- Rock-

Ramsey (n
RAM

=21 ) Norman (n
RPN

=24) Nobles (n
RN

=i6) 

Varlabl e ~'odal Res~nse: Percent ~bdal ResQonse: Percent flodal Res~nse: Percent 

Overall PebfonToance Good (4.0): 24% Good (4.0): 25% Good (4.0): 13% 

of the OOC Don't Know: 48% Don't Know: 33% Don't Know: 56% 

Effect on Locab Undecided/Somewhat Somewhat Somewhat 

CCA Operations Facilitated (3.5): 38% Facilitated (4.0): 21~ Fac!1 i tated (4.0): 19% 
Don't Know: 52% Don't Know: 25% Don't Know: 56% 

Level of Cooperation Good (4.0): 29% Good (4.0): 29% Fair/Good (3.5): 25% 

between the OOC and Don't Know: 48~ Don't Know: 29% Don't Know: 56% 

the Local Community 
Corrections d 
Organ i zat Ion 

Level of Activity Somewhat Active (4.0): 19% Somewhat Active (4.0): 42% Somewhat Active (4.0): . 19% 

of tile ooce Don't Know: 52% Don't Know: 29% Don't Know: 56% 

Timeliness of OOC Timely (4.oi: 24% TImel y (4.0): 33% Slightly Delayed/ 

Efforts f Don't Know: 671- Don't Know: 33% Timel y <3.5): 25% 
Don't l<now: 56% 

Has the OOC Provided Somewhat Inadequate/ Somewhat Adequate (4.0):331- Somewhat: Inadequate! 

Adequate Guldellnes?9 Somewhat Adequate (3.5):28% Don't Know: 33% Somewhat Adequate (3.5):12% 
Don't Know: 62% Don't Know: 63% 
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Todd-
Wadena (~w=21) 

~'oda I Res2onse: Percent 
Good (4.0): 38% 
Don't Know: 29% 

Somewhat 
Facll itated (4.0): 29% 
Don't Know: 33% 

Good (4:0): 33% 
Don't Know: 33% 

0-. 
<;.) 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 33% 
Don't Know: 43% 

I' 

Timely (4.0): 33% 
Don't Know: 38% 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0):29% 
Don't Know: 33% 
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TABLE 11: 
Ratings of the Performance of the DOC In Carrying Out l.\andates of the Colllllunity Corrections Act: 
and A roval of All Research and Evaluation Desl ns and Processes Includin Information S stems 
Designs 

Variable 
Overall Performance 
of the COCb 

Effect on Local 
CCA Operationsc 

Level of Cooperation 
between the DOC and 
the Local Community 
Correct ions d 
Organ izat ion 

Level of Activity 
of the DOCe 

Tlmelln?ss of DOC 
Efforts 

Has the COC Provided 
Adequate Guidelines1

g 

Wa~hington 

~'oda I Response: 
Good (4.0): 
Don 't KnO\~: 

Somewhat 
Facil itated (4.0): 29% 
Don't Know: 33% 

Good (4.0): 43% 
Don'f Know: 33% 

Somewhat Actlve (4.0): 4S~ 
Don't Know: 33% 

Timely (4.0): 
Don't Y.now: 

52% 
33% 

Somewhat Adequate (4.0):33% 
Don't Know: 43% 
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considered, from forty percent to fifty percent of the individual~ involved in CCA at 
the local level who offered an opinion did not know what contributIon had been offered 
by the DOC. Those who did respond considered the overall performance of the DOC. to 
be good and timely, with the level of cooperation between state and local levels bemg 
good. 

As has been observed in the case of the planning function, the DOC is viewed as not 
particularly active in its efforts to review and approve research and information 
systems design$. The opinion is held that the interac~ion has o~ly some~hat 
facilitated rese~rch activities undertaken by local communIty correctIOns organiza­
tions. These results suggest that the DOC has not assumed a leadership role in 
carrying out the mandate of the CCA that directs it to facilitate the research 
activities and products of local community corrections organizations. 

B. Research/Information Systems: Problems and Issues 

A series of problems and issues related to research and information systems have been 
delineated. 

1. Insufficient Technical Assistance by DOC/Inadequate Research and Information 
Systems Guidelines and Criteria 

The level of technical assistance delivered by DOC with respect to research 
methodology and the design and maintenance of information syst~ms is perc~ived to be 
insufficient by a proportion of individuals involved in commumty cO!rectIOns at ~he 
local level. According to the line of thought, CCA areas have had lIttle substantive 
input to/feedback from the DOC in carrying out research activities. Technical revi.ew 
and assistance in the areas of data analysis, interpretation of results, and presentatIOn 
of findings are se'3n to be needed in some (although not all) CCA areas. As an 
example, technical assistance about the different procedures .th~t could be ~ollowed to 
conduct offender needs assessments and incorporate data withm the plannmg process 
has been cited as both desirable and potentially very useful by survey respondents. 

Further the technical assistance that has been given by the DOC in the area of 
inform;tion systems design and maintenance is considered to ~e unclear, co~tra?ic­
tory, and imprecise by CCA administrators and staff. n:formatIon sys.tems gUl.delmes 
and criteria (e.g., design criteria) are thought to be vIrtually nonexistent ~Ith the 
exception of the guidelines/criteria applied to the offender-based data submItted to 
the DOC. The perceived results have been confusion and slower-than-desired progress 
in the implementation of information systems, particularly with regard to computer­
based systems. In fact, the information systems in at least two CCA areas have 
failed. The level of sophistication that does exist is seen to primarily derive from 
local research/information systems staff or consultants such as systems analysts. A 
lack of guidance by the DOC in issuing information systems guidelines and criteria has 
resulted in nonstandardized information systems design across CCA areas. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

There is evidence that the function of research/information systems is assuming 
greater importance over time. Thus, it is apparent that the issue of insufficient 
technical assistance by the DOC is one that should be resolved by the DOC and local 
community corrections organizations. An alternative to DOC input continues to be 
external consultants. Regardless of the source of the technical assistance, however, it 
is suggested that technical support be used and coordinated across local community 
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corrections organizations. This suggestion is made for two reasons. First, the fields 
of research and information systems constantly change. Keeping abreast of develop­
ments in both fields is difficult, particularly if a significant amount of time is actually 
spent conducting research, processing data, and reporting results to decision'makers. 
In addition, the nature of both fields is one that lends itself to consultation among 
peers, particularly to discuss the pros and cons of the selection and implementation of 
designs and strategies. Since both continuing education and feedback are so 
important, mechanisms for information sharing and dissemination shoUld be put into 
place. An efficient mechanism, in addition to professional journals, is centralized 
information sharing, here accomplished by the DOC or external consultants providing 
technical assistance and technical information to local community corrections organ­
izations • 

The coordination of technical assistance and techniCal information would be expected 
to yield benefits such as relative uniformity of content and format in data display or 
application of statistical techniques to offender-based data aggregated across CCA 
areas. Finally, coordinated technical assistance could result in the conduct of 
cooperative research projects designed to provide state and local decision makers with 
management information. 

A research/information systems task force should be established that consists of CCA 
staff or advisory board members from each CCA area and appropriate DOC staff. The 
research/information systems task force shOUld identify areas in which technical 
assistance in research or information systems is needed by local community correc­
tions organizations. Following this, they should derive strategies for securing 
necessary technical assistance and negotiate technical assistance scheduies as deemed 
appropriate. The research/information systems task force should also facilitate the 
resolution of the associated problems and issues discussed below. 

2. Nonstandardized Information Systems Design 

Even though local community corrections organizations have, with several exceptions, 
establiShed computer-based information systems, the absence of a standardized 
information system across CCA areas has introduced associated issues. 

a. Noneguivalent Data Elem <mts 

A standardized set of offender-based variables defined by the DOC is included as a. 
subset of the information systems maintained by local community corrections organiz­
ations. Other variables incorporated in the information systems are unique to the 
respective CCA areas. Different operational definitions of and coding schemes for the 
unique variables mean that similar data may not be readily compared across eCA 
areas. Data. analysis cannot proceed without transformation of data. Data manipula­
tion is frequently costly, partiCUlarly if a great deal of recoding is necessary. Since 
this is the case, comparison of data on cost, effect, or cost-effectiveness is inhibited. 
(This situation applies only to unique variables. The data on DOC-defined, offender­
based variables are maintained in a DOC computer-based information system. These 
data are available to CCA areasfOl' research purposes.) 

In addition, from an informational perspective, dissimilar coding schemes usually mean 
that the informational value of the data elements do not completely correspond. As 
an illustration, assume that the variable "chemic~l dependency services provided It is 
coded as a "yes" or "none provided," in one information system. In a second 
information system, the same variable has four response categories: "jail treatment 
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program," "residential treatment program," "nonresi.dential treatment program,". and 
"none provided." One could compute the proportions of offen?ers who receIved 
chemical dependency services in both cases. In the latter mstance, how~v~r, 
management information about the type of chemical dependency program provldll~g 
the services would be known. By aggregating data within or across eCA areas, It 
would be possible to determine which type of correctional services c~emic~ depend­
ency programs were being used most freque~tly. Results ~f analYSIS of these data 
would provide decision makers with informatIOn about relatIve use. If measu:es of 
cost and effect were also known for the types of programs, then it w?Uld be possIble ~o 
estimate relative cost and relative effect. In any instance, the pom~ to be. made IS 

that noneqllivalent data elements were collected which yielded ~oneqUlvalent .mforma­
tion. This prevented the comparison of data elements and ultimately restrIcted the 
availability of management information. 

b. Duplicative Costs 

Another significant problem associated with the absence. of a stan~ardized ~nformat~on 
systems design is duplicative costs for implementation of dlff~r~nt ~nformat~on 
systems in different CCA areas. Even in CCA areas where eXIstmg mformatIOn 
systems have been tapped, there have been substantia.l costs associated with system 
buy-in and maintenance. This is particularly the case m CCA areas where the ve~dor 
is basically tied into a university computer center . and the softw!ire used IS a 
statistical paci(age or a utility provided by the installation. The costs mcurred by ~he 
vendor in such a case are minimal, but the fees charged the local communIty 
corrections organizations are substantial and recurrent. 

The absence of a standardized information systems design yields inefficient local 
utilization of financial resources in at least two ways. As stated, design costs are 
duplicated across local community corrections organi.zations when different infor!ll­
ation systems are designed. (The informational reqUIrements are, presu~ably,qu~te 
similar across CCA areas which are similar in size. Thjs means that mformatu:m 
systems designs are probably very similar or should be.) In .e~fect, separate re~our~es 
are expended to derive similar information sys~ems. In addItIon, there. are duplicative 
costs involved in maintaining these informatIon systems and tlS.so~Iate~ softwa~e. 
(Software used may also be quite similar across CCA areas of SImIlar SIze or WIth 
similar information needs.) 

c. Suggestions for Resolution 

The issue of nonstandardized information systems design may be moot because a 
majority of local information systems are in place. Any significant changes in these 
systems in the direction of standardization of design ~oUI~ be ext~emely costly. It 
also could be argued that implementation Of. a st8.ndar~lz~d mfor~atIOn system across 
CCA areas would negate or disregard local dIfferences m mformatIon need. 

Redesign of information systems may not be warra?ted given the existence of the 
DOC's computerized information system. ~ather, It w?uld. be: we.ll for lo~al com­
munity corrections organizations of similar SIze and/or wlth SImIlar mf?rmatIOn needs 
to consider the feasibility of centralizing the information system function at t~e state 
level. Doing this would not reduce the costs associated with ~he collectIon and 
analysis of data elements, but duplicative costs for system mamtenance. an~ ~or 
software would be reduced substantially. Since the DOC is mandated to mamtam ItS 
offender-based information system, its data processing and storage C?sts. as well as 
system maintenance costs, are largely fixed. The local CCA organIzat!ons sho~ld 
consider this in assessing the feasibility of centralizing an offender-based mformatIOn 
system. 
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Of course, the DOC would incur additional costs (e.g., CPU costs, cost of paper) if it 
were to analyze data regularly and provide printouts to local community corrections 
organizations. Such costs are variable and would probably have to be assumed by the 
cOf!1munity corrections organizations. Depending upon the latency and frequency with 
WhICh CCA areas would have to access data, additional costs would have to be 
incurred by the local CCA organizations if they elected to have immediate ac~ess to 
DOC data. If the local community correctil)ns organizations did decide that 
immedia~e access to data was a requirement, then they might go to an interactive 
query-orIen~ed system (terminaI). Another possibility would be a microcomputer 
approach ',nth common software (e.g., the POSSE system planned by the BCA). The 
DOC could lease minicomputers plus necessary software to CCA areas. All mini­
computers would be tied into the same operating system and same software thus 
faCilitating cross-area comparison of data, reducing duplicative system maint~nance 
costs, and encouraging utilization of data by ensuring rapid access and commonality of 
data elements. 

The resea:ch/information systems task force should scrutinize the suggestions made 
here, particUlarly those related to centralization of the information systems function. 

3. Insufficient Utilization of Data Collected ,.--.. -
An issue of insufficient utilization of data collected has been artiCUlated by survey 
respondents, but it is not unique to local community corrections organizations. All 
~ata c?lle~ted are simply not ~sed within decision-making contexts. A closely allied 
~ssue lle~ .m the ~ea of techmcal knowledge and expertise. needed to integrate data 
mto decIsion-makmg contexts. The problem sometimes is lack of knowledge on the 
part of a researcher, but it also sometimes is uncertainty about the inferences that 
can safely be drawn from the data or uncertainty about which data are appropriate to 
use. I!1 a related vein, some data may not be used because analytical techniques (e.g., 
modelmg, forecasting) which would effectively utilize the data are not applied because 
the techniques are specialized and unfamiliar to a majo:oity of researchers. Within 
local community corrections organizations, the issue of underutilization of data 
probably reflects inadequate assessment of information need and underdeveloped 
research expertise. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

The effective and efficient utilization of CCA resources in large part depends upon 
successful management. SuccessfUl management models typically employ accurate 
data and sophisticated analytical methods as management tools to facilitate policy 
planning, and funding decisions. To the extent that data have been underutilized i~ 
local CCA deciSion-making contexts, management decisions have not been made with 
the most accurate information available. To the extent this is true, there is no way to 
estimate the effect upon CCA operation at the local level. 

The optimal method of ameliorating issues pertaining to insufficient utilization of data 
involves training, most probably of the research staff of local community corrections 
organizations and other staff members who employ data to formulate decisions about 
resource allocation and reallocation (e.g., eCA administrators and planners). Logical­
ly, the training shoUld emphasize: 1) the acquisition of :skills required to conduct 
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formal needs assessments; and 2) the mastery of research methodology, particularly 
statistical methods and techniques. 

Because the staff training required might be extensive, time-consuming, and/or 
expensive then it is suggested that consultants and technical assistants be use~ to 
encourag~ full utilization of data collected. Such individuals s.hould b~ brought ~n~o 
the local community corrections organizations on a regUlar b~SIS •. TheIr responSIbIl­
ities would be to provide input about or to actufl;lly asSI~t m the co~duct of 
organizational information needs assessments for deciSIOn ma~lI:g. Informatlon. need 
will dictate the data which will be collected. The probabillty that data WIll be 
adequately used is maximized when what is collected is necessary to make manage-
ment decisions. 

Across CCA areas, underutilization of offender-base? d~ta is witne~sed by the fact 
that, since 1973, the CCA has continued without objective data bemg ~m~l?yed to 
assess effect cost and cost-effectiveness. Dialogue about the availabIlIty .and 
reliability of follOW~P offender-based data aside, the DOC, like l?cal CCA. orgam~a­
tions, has made management decisions about a component of publIc c.orrectlons polIcy 
without use of the most objective data possible. Therefore, as ~ flI~al .recommen~­
ation, the DOC should continue to evalue.te the CCA beyond the pomt m tlme that thIS 
study is completed. Data on cost, eff~ct, and cost-effe~tiveness s~oUld be employed 
on an ongoing basis to guide the operatIon of the Commumty Correctlons Act. 

4. Institutionalization of Research/Information Systems as a Function of Local 
Community Corrections Organizations 

The fourth major issue presented has to do with t~e legitimization an~ institutic~al­
ization of research/information systems as a functIon of local communIty correctIOns 
organizations. Local progress in developing a research program or even research 
projects has been slow. A number of factors, such as inadequate s~aff res~urces an~ 
the costs associatea with the conduct of research, have reportedly hmdered I~plemen 
tation of the function. In addition, research is consider~d to ~e too complIcated to 
understand and not very useful in the "real world." DIrect links bdween research 
results and application are frequently tenuoUs. 

A similar situation is observed in the case of informa~io~ systems, bu.t is less 
pronounced because of the widespread use of computers withm both the priyate ru:td 

public sectors. The costs of maintaining information systems ~lu~ ~h.e p~rce.IVe~ SkIll 
levels required to understand their operation are major factors mhIbltIl1:g mstltutIO~al­
ization of the information systems function within local commumty correctIons 
organizations. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

The key to resolution of this issue seems to be communication of the ut~lity ~d 
potential utility of research and information systems.. ~he t~get ~udlence IS 
individuals involved in local community corrections orgamzatIOns, m p~tIcular,. CC~ 
staff and advisory board members. A viable mechanism to .pr~sent mformatIOn IS 
inservice training sessions. The sessions could be offered perIOdIcally by DO? st~ff, 
external consultants, and/or CCA research staff. The ongoing rese~~h that IS ~e~ng 
conducted within local CCA organizations could be disc~ssed ~It~m the trammg 
sessions to provide participants with concrete examples ot applIcatIon ?f ~eseru;ch 
methodology or use of information systems. As is. approprifl;te to .any settmg .m WhICh 
attitude change is desired, involving the target audIence m dISCUSSIon or allowmg them 
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to participate effects the greatest change in attitude, in this case, movement toward 
acceptance or institutionalization of tie research/information systems functiono 

5. Prohibitive Research/Information SysteD";' Costs 

The costs incurred in conducting full-scale research projects are considered prohibitive 
by individuals involved in local community corrections organizatiom:. The initial cost 
that is mentioned is that incurred in hiring research staff or external consultants. As 
is apparently the case with training, research activities and research staff have lower 
priority than functkl1s such as planning or the prOVision of probation/parole services. 
Beyond this, other costs are incurred in collecting data (e.g., travel costs); coding and 
storage of data (e.g., keypunching costs, disk storage costs); analyzing data (CPU and 
software costs); and publishing costs. The costs are considered to be prohibitive given 
the limited use of data gathered. 

A discussion of the cost problems associated with the design and implementation of 
computer-I)ased information systems has been presented previously. The fees charged 
by C0!1sultants f{'r. information systems design and maintenance are generally high. 
Even m cases where the local community corrections organizations are tied in with a 
county or university-based information system, the costs incurred for system mainte­
nanc~ are substa!1tial •. A uniqu~ finding is that the costs associated with the design 
and Implementation of mformatIon systems are considered iralid ".hUe those incurred 
for research are questioned. The reason appears to be r~l'lted to the extent of 
integration of computer technology into daily life. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

The issue of the costs of maintaining research staff, information systems, or of 
conducting research projects is confounded with the issues of insufficient eqsessment 
of organizational information need and underutilization of data within deCision-making 
contexts. The costs of carrying out comprehensive research projects and programs are 
frequently substantial. One suggestion that can be made to reduce expenditure of 
staff resources in conducting research yet maintain or increase the scope of the 
research is to utilize external support resources. Two major resources that could be 
employed to encourage implementation of the research/information systems function 
are university faculty members and student interns. 

University departments provide technical assistance and information at no cost or 
minimal cost as a professional service to the community. Even if some fee is charged 
that fee is nearly always less than that of a pl'ivate consultant. Because of th~ 
rel~tionship of comm~nity-based ~orrections to social sciences (e.g., psychology, 
S~Cl~IOgy), hun:tan ~ervlces, and SOCIal services, associated departments or programs 
wlthm the UniverSIty system could be requested to participate in CCA research 
projects. 

Besides faculty, the second obvious resource pool is graduate and undergriJ.duate 
students who require training in applied research or who must complete research 
papers or projects to fulfill degree requirements. Such individuals are often well­
trained and conscientious and, if appropriately supervised, produce excellent work 
products. Both faculty and student interns should be accessed as auxiliary research/in­
formation systems resources by local community corrections organizations. 

Strategies for implementing low-budget research projects ar~ both project-specific 
and area-specific. Thus~ across-the-board recommendations about how to deal with 
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insufficient resources for research cannot be readily formulated and presented here. 
In general, the keys to maintaining research quality while operating with little money 
are: 1) expertise in research methodology (e.g., knowing different ways to collect the 
same information); 2) research planning; and 3) resource management (e.g., identifying 
appropriate resources). The quality of management of the research f!mction substan­
tially affects the efficient management of whatever research resources are available. 

Finally, some evidence suggests that research is not managed effectively at the local 
level. To the extent that research programs or projects are not being systematically 
managed by local community corrections organizations,_ then the validity of the 
argument that the costs of research are too high cannot be assessed. The cost of 
research should be offset by the increase in organizational efficiency observed from 
effective reallocation of organizational resources. As a final suggestion, research 
consultants and/or appropriate DOC staff should be b!.'ought in to assist local 
community corrections orgahizations in the development of a research program and 
provide technical assistance in the management of research resources. 

C. Research/Information Systems: Summary and Conclusions 

The perception of individuals participating in local community corrections organiza­
tions is that research has emerged as a developing organizational function under CCA. 
There have, however, been few comprehensive research efforts completed and 
published across CCA areas. What has been done is viewed as somewhat useful and 
timely, although the quality is appraised as high by individuals involved in local 
community corrections organizations. The review and approval of research/inform­
ation systems designs and processes provided by the DOC has been both good and 
timely, but, equivocally, has only somewhat facilitated local research/information 
systems efforts. The DOC technical assistance that has taken place has not occurred 
on a systematic basis. It appears as if individuals involved in local community 
corrections organizations think that additional technical assistance from the DOC is 
warranted, but specific topical areas cannot be readily articUlated. Th6 inference 
here is that the DOC should identify local needs with respect to research and 
information systems and provide technical assistance accordingly. 

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

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

Five major issues have surfaced with respect to research and information systems: 1) 
insufficient technical assistance by DOC/inadequate research and information systems 
guidelines and criteria; 2} nonstandardized information systems design; 3) insufficient 
utilization of data collected; 4) incomplete institutionalization of research/inform­
ation systems as a function of local community corrections organizations; and 5) 
prohibitive research/information systems costs. 

A set of suggestions has been put forth to assist in the resolution of the issues 
identified. In general, those suggestions are to: 1) secure ongoing technical assistance 
from DOC; 2) use external consultants to provide technical assistance; 3) eliminate 
local information systems and utilize the DOC information system or a minicomputer 
approach; 4) secure research resource support from university faculty and students; 
and 5) provide significant individuals with the information and experience necessary to 
understand and accept research/information systems as a legitimate organizational 
function. Table 12 is included her,e as a reference to indicate adherence to or support 
of the suggestions formulated within and across local community corrections organiza­
tions. 

VI. RESULTS: BUDG ETIN G 

The final organizational function that is covered is budgeting. Before beginning, it 
should be pointed out that eCA funding issues (e.g., funding levels, equitability of the 
subsidy formula) are not covered here. The CCA Funding Committee is addressing 
those issues in a separate study that will be published early in 1981. 

A. Budgeting: Achievements and Changes 

Again, for the budgeting function, data pertaining to the opinions of individuals 
involved in local community corrections organizations as well as quantitative measures 
of budgeting are reported. 

1. Perceptions of Achievements and Changes 

Two major accomplishments have been delineated for the budgeting function. The 
first is fiscal accountability. Survey respondents have reported that, since the 
implementation of the CCA, the budgeting function has evolved to include program 
budgeting and budget review. (Program budgeting, in abbreviated definition, involves 
the establishment of a separate budget for each program incorporated within a 
comprehensive plan. Each budget Classifies expenditures by line item, e.g., personnel.) 

Use of program budgeting has two effects that encourage fiscal accountability: a) the 
capacity to monitor program expenditures for individual programs on an ongoing basis; 
and b) the capacity to conduct cost analyses, e.g., the breakdown of costs by type of 
correctional service. These capacities coupled with budget review and approval by 
advisory boards, county boards, and the DOC mean that local community corrections 
organizations justify programming and expenditures to three levels of decision makers. 
These accomplishments represent a change from a pre-CL!A state in which budgets 
were apparently hard to understand and where determininb' exactly where funds were 
going was extremely difficult. 
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TABLE 12: SUQ'lested Changes in the Research/inforrration Systems Function by Local Community Corrections 
Organ; zation 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES 

Secure Use Externa I EI iminate Current Local 
Ongoing Consu I tants Information Systems/ Provide Information 
Technical to Provide ut i I Ize DOC Information about the Uti I ity 

CCA ~~!S~c~l)a Technical System or Minicomputer of Research/lniormation 
Assistance (1) System C2,2a,2b,S) Systems C3,4) Area 

6'11 I • • 
Anoka • • 
ARC • • 
Blue Earth • I I • 
Crow Wing- • • I • r.brrison 

Ibdge-Fi limore- I • • • 
Olmsted' 

Hennepin • • • 
Ramsey 

Red Lake-Polk- • • I 
Norman 

Rock-Nobles • • 
Todd-Wadena • • • • 
Washington • I • 

Secure Research 
Rdsource Support 
from University 
Faculty/St~cp.nt 
InternsCS) . 

• 
• 
I 

• 
• 
• 
I 

I 

• 
• 
I 

~umbers In parentheses refer to the research/information systems Issues ostensibly resolved If the suggested ~nanges are Implemented: 
I - Insufficient technical assistance by DOC/Inadequate' research and Information systems guidelines and criteria 
2 - Nonstandardlzed InformatIon systems design 

2a - Noneq~lvalent data elements 
2b - Duplicative costs 

3 - Insufficient utilization of data collected 
4 - Institutionalization o~ research/Information systems as a function of local community corrections organizations 
5 - Prohibitive research/information systems costs 
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The second accomplishment of tne liGA budgeting function is associated with the 
ability (given certain constraints) to project resource needs in conjunction with the 
planning function. The availability of program budget data from past years of local 
CCA operation yields information about past costs incurred in providing different 
types of correctional services. These data, combined with estimates or projections of 
the number of offenders in a county and of offender/community needs for various 
correctional services, permit estimation of resource need and preliminary judgment of 
resource allocation/reallocation, budget planning. Overall, the capacity to achieve 
effective and efficient l":esource allocation and reallocation is enhanced, given this 
capacity for budget planning. 

2. Quantitative Measures of the Budgeting Function 

Table 13 contains objective indices of the CCA budgeting function. All of the local 
community corrections organizations produce annual CCA budgets based upon various 
kinds of budget analyses. Half of the CCA areas have a budget officer. The CCA 
administrators maintain responsibility for carrying out all aspects of the budgeting 
process for the local CCA organizations that do not have a staff budget officer. 

In terms of products produced, Table 14 reveals that individuals involved in local 
community corrections organizations think that the local CCA budgets that are 
prepared are somewhat easy to understand and the information presented is somewhat 
clear. The budgets produced are considered assets to deCision-making processes. 

Based upon the data in Tables 13 and 14, an average budgeting implementation score 
has been computed. The average budgeting implementation score is eighty-eight 
percent and indicates that the budgeting function has been fully implemented within 
local community corrections organizations. 

B. Budgeting: Problems and Issues 

Four budgeting issues have surfaced: 1) county and state budgeting cycles are not 
synchronized; 2) county and DOC budget forms are different; S) quarterly financial 
status reports are inefficient and time-consuming; and 4) advisory boards often do not 
understand the budgetary implications of policy decisions. 

1. County and State Budgeting Cycles Are Not Synchronized 

The state budgeting cycle is based upon a fiscal year; that of the counties is typically 
the calendar year. Consequently, local CCA budgets for a twelve month period span 
portions of two fiscal years. In addition, the legislative budgeting cycle is biennial, 
but the appropriation of funds takes place annually. The appropriation takes place 
during the January to May time period immediately preceding the beginning of the 
fiscal year for which the appropriation is drawn. As a result of these conditions, the 
amount of the CCA subsidy transmitted to local community corrections organizations 
is not known until almost the start of each fiscal year and unknown for the second half 
of any odd-numbered calendar year. This situation is viewed as problematic from the 
perspective of planning and budgeting for local community corrections organizations. 
The maintenance of correctional services supported by state money is not guaranteed 
for the second half of any odd':'numbel.'ad calendar year, nor, is it even known exactly 
until almost the start of a given fiscal year. (The county CCA budget subsidy is 
allocated for a calendar year, so the entire amount allocated to community-based 
corrections is known prior to the beginning of the calendar year.) 
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TABLE 13: Indicators of Implementation of the Budgeting FUnCTion by local CommuniTy Corrllctlons OrganizaTI~n 

Produce Conduct RaTing of ToTal Budgeting 
CCA Budget Annual BUdget Rating of Readability Clarity of Budge~ing I mp I err~~dat ion 

Rank of CCA Budqeta CCA BlJdgeta Score Score Area Off Icer? Budget? Analyses? 

6'il No Yes Yes + + 4 80% (4/5) 9 

e 
+ 4 100% (4/4) 3.5 "nok .. Yes Yes Yes 

Air. Yes Yes Yes + + 5 100% (5/5) 3.5 

Blue Earth Yes Yes Yes + + 5 100% (5/5) 3.5 

Crow ~j i n.9- No Yes Yes + + 4 80% (4/5) 9 
Morrison 

Dodge-Fillmore- No Yes Yes + + 4 80% (4/5) 9 
Olmsted 

Hennej1in Yes Yes - Yes + + 5 100% (5/5) 3.5 

Ramsev Yes Yes Yes + + 5 100% (5/5) 3.5 

Red I "ke-Polk Yes Yes Yes + + 5 100% (5/5) 3.5 
Norman 

Rock-Nob I es I'!o Yes Yes + + 4 80% (4/5) 9 

Tqdd-tladena No Yes Yes + + 4 80% (4/5) 9 

Washington No Yes Yes ;. .~ 60% (3/5) 12 

AVERAGE -1.3 88% 

aOveral1 rating Is derived from the opinions of advisory board members, CCA administrators and staff, and the CCA speCialiST for each CCA Q'Hd. bRefer to Table 14. 
Total budgeting score is computed as the sum of the number of "yes" and "+" measures observed within each CCA area. 
~Budgeting implemenTation score" Total bllligeting score f Maximum budge-t:lng score (5 points). 
Budgeting implementation scores evaluaTe level of effort but do not reflect an overall assessment of quality, effecTiveness or efficiency. 

eBi~odal ratings of the readability of the CCA budgets were observed. an. rating was positiVe, 'the other negative. Therefore, since ratings 
cancelled each other, no overall sign was assigned. 
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TABLE 14: Ratings of Aspects of the Budgeting Process by LoCal Community Corrections Organization 

C C A AREA 

All 6W (n6W=23) Anoka (nANK=23) ARC (nARC=;'lS) 
Variable 

Readabi I ity of 
CCA BudgetO 

Moda I Res!1!:!nse: 
Somewhat Easy to 
Understand (4.0): 

Percent a Modal Res!1!:!nse: 
Somewhat Easy to 

Percent Modal Res~nse: Percent /lode I ResQonse: Percent 

Clarity of Information 
In CCA BudgetC 

Understand to 
an Extent (3.0): 

37% 

37% 

Understand (4.0): 571-

Understand to 
an Extent (3.0): 52% 

Somewhat Difficult 
to Understand (2.0): 26% 
Very Easy to 
Understand (5.0): 26% 

Understand to 
an Extent (3.0): 39% 

Somewhat Easy 
to Understand (4.0): 

Understand to 
an Extent (3.0): 
Completely 
Understand (4.0): 

"Percent of respondents €!'oDs Ing modal response category. 
bRating scale ranged from I to 5, where "I" Is "very dlfflcult,"'"2" Is "somewhat difficult," "3" 15 "undecided," "4" Is "sOll1ewhilt easy," 
"5" Is "very easy." , 

CRating scale I"ZInged fro/ll I to 4, where "I" Is "do not understand," "2" Is "slightly understand," "3" Is "understand to scme extern-," 
"4"'15 "completely unders:tllfld." 

" 

36% 

31% 

31% 
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Variable 
Readabi I itK of 
CCA Budget 

Clarity of Information 
In CCA BudgetC 

Blue Earth 
Modal Response: Percent 
Somewhat Easy 
to Understand (4.0): 29~ 
Don't Know: 25~ 

25~. 
Understand to 
an extent F3.0): 

L L 

Corrections Or anlzatlon 

Crow Wing­
~brri son-. 

C C A 

(nCl'U,,=25 ) 

Modal Response: Percent 
Somewhat Easy 
to Understand (4.0): 40% 

52~ 
Understand to 
an Extent (3.0): 

t . 

• 0 ." ...... 
... 

AREA 

Dodge-FlII more-
Olmsted (nOFO=34) 
Modal Response: Percent 
Somewhat Easy 
to Understand (4.0): 56% 

Understand to 
an E.xtent (3.0): 47% 

Hennepin 
~bdal Response: Percent 
Somewhat Easy 
to Understand (4.0): 42~ 

35% 
Understand to 
an Extent (3.0): 
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TABLE 14: Ratings of Aspects of the Budoeti.ng Process by Local Communltv Corrac:tJono; Orn..nI'A+lnn 

Vari able 
Readab i I iTK of 
CCA BUdget 

Clarity of Information 
in CCA BudgetC 

Ramsey 

f-bda I Response: PercenT 
Somewhat Easy 
to Un~arstand (4.0): 38% 

Understand to 
an Extent (3.0): 38% 

C C A AREA 

Red Lake-Polk-
Norman (n RPN=24) 

Modal Response: Percent 
So~~what/Vary Easy 
to Understand (4.;): 42% 

Completely 
Understand (4.0): 

... " ---

42% 

Rock­
Nobles (nRN=16) 

Modal Response: PercenT 
Somewhat Easy 
to Understand (4.0): 56% 

Completely 
Understand (4.0): 50% 

Todd­
~ladena ("rW=21 ) 
Modal Response: Percent 
Very Easy 
to Understand (5.0): 52% 

Completely 
Understand (4.0): 52% 
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TABLE 14: COrrections Or antzation 

C C A AREA 

Washington 
(nWASH=2!) 

Variable IIodal ResQonse: Percent 

RaMabi I itK of Somewhat Difficult 

CCA Budget to Understand (2.0): 43~ 

~ 
Clarity of Information 
In CCA BudgetC 

Understand to 
an Extent (3.0): 52% 
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In addition, there are different time lines for submission of local CCA budgets in 
comprehensive plans to advisory boards, county boards, and to the DOC, respectively, 
for review and approval. Depending upon the CCA area considered, the budgets/com­
prehensive plans often must be submitted to the advisory board by the end of March or 
April, the county board during the mid portion of the year, and to the DOC by ,October 
1st. Thus, the budgets/comprehensive plans must actually be prepared from six to 
eighteen months in advance of the start of the fiscal year for which they apply. 

The uncertainty about the exact amounts of the CCA subsidy and the size of the 
institutional commitment budget, combined with the logistic necessity of projecting 
funding needs from six to eighteen months in advance, all contribute to potential 
programming instability within local community corrections organizations. In other 
words, a nonstable funding base yields the potential for nonstable community correc­
tions programming. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

The issue of nonsynchronized budgeting cycles is one that does not lend itself to ready 
or permanent resolution. For example, three suggestions which have been put forth 
are: 1) to have the state legislature appropriate funds for CCA for two fiscal years; 2) 
to have the legislature quarantee a stable funding level for the county budgeting year 
that cuts across two fiscal years; and 3) to change the timing of the annual 
appropriation process so that it is completed in the October-December time period, 
thus allowing seven to nine months lead time before fiscal year startup, thus allowing 
for possible budget modification. All of these suggestions have a deal of common 
sense appeal. There are, however, a number elf legal and fiscal factors involved (such 
as the federal budgeting cycle) which would inhibit or prohibit the implementation of 
such suggestions. 

In this situation, the most tenable solution appears to be in place. Given prior 
information about possible budget cuts, the inflation rate, insitutional commitment 
budgets and the like, CCA administrators or financial officers should construct 
budgets which are conservatively based upon the maximum projected impact of all 
identifiable factors. As a hypothetical example, if a projected state budget cut is ten 
percent then the budget of a local community corrections organization should be 
adjusted accordingly. If the 'hypothical budget cut did not take place or was less than 
ten percent the local CCA organization would have a budget surplus. What it would 
not have would be a sudden deficit that might force an abrupt change in correctional 
service delivery. The organization's budget would have been cut back in a timely 
fashion consistent with principles of sound management. Simply stated, the best way 
to manage an uncertain environment is to utilize all information about potential 
impact and adjust budget estimates accordingly. 

2. County and DOC Budget Forms Are Different 

The counties and the DOC have different budget forms, which necessitate the 
preparation of separate budgets for county and state government review and approval. 
For example, DOC budget forms lump fringe benefits, while county budget forms 
break down fringe benefits into categories such as retirement, social security, and so 
on. Production of two budgets containing basically the same information is viewed as 
duplicative, inefficient, and time-consuming. 
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a. Suggestions for Resolution 

Common opinion among CCA administrators is th!1t the DOC should change its budget 
forms to the uniform chart of accounts (or other uniform budgeting format) currently 
used by counties that fall under th~ Human Services Act. Apparently a number of 
relevant state departments (e.g., Welfare Department) accept this budgeting format. 
Use of one budgeting format would facilitate cross systems planning (and, perhaps, 
cooperative program funding or cooperative training) by allowing comparison of 
service units across departments, agencies, programs, or~anizations, and/or counties. 
Use of the uniform chart of accounts budgeting format or other uniform budgeting 
format would standardize budgetary information, and it is suggested that it be adopted 
by the DOC for its own use. If, for some reason, the uniform chart of accounts 
budgeting format cannot be used, then it is suggested that new budget forms 
acceptable to the state and to the counties be developed. 

3. Quarterly Financial Status Reports Are Inefficient and Time-Consuming 

The production of financial status reports for the DOC four times per year is viewed 
as time-consuming and inefficient. The first quarter's financial status report has been 
cited as particularly problematic for several reasons. The first reason is that a 
number of programs, especially when they are starting up, do not expend a great deal 
of money. Further, if programs have been operating for some period of time, their 
spending levels for the first quarter of a year usually do not substantially differ from 
those of the fourth quarter of the previous year. The third reason that quarterly 
financial status reports are viewed as problematic is that accounts and other fiscal 
matters from the fourth quarter of the preceding calendar year are still being dealt 
with during the first quarter of the next year. From the standpoint of economy of 
workload and efficiency in information transmission, quarterly financial status reports 
are considered too frequent. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

Since financial status reports are viewed by survey respondents as valuable mech­
anisms for monitoring program expenditures, continuation of the reports is suggested. 
The frequency with which the reports are produced shOUld be modified, however (at 
least after an area's first year under CCA). The suggestion that is made is to require 
semiannual financial status reports. The first financial status report should be 
submitted to the DOC six months into the calendar year, which corresponds to the end 
of the state fiscal year. The second financial status report should be submitted to the 
DOC at the end of the calendar year, which corresponds to the close of the county 
funding year. Fianancial status reports should be forwarded with the semi-annual 
progress reports submitted by local community corrections organizations. In this way, 
expenditures will continue to be monitored both by the DOC and by local community 
corrections organizations, but duplication of effort should be reduced. Because of tne 
fact that counties which have recently entered CCA couId benefit from the prepara­
tion of quarterly financial status reports, it is also suggested that newly-joined local 
CCA areas submit quarterly financial status reports for a period of one or two years. 

4. Advisory Boards Often Do Not Understand the Budgetary Implications of Policy 
Decisions 

A concern that has been expressed, primarily by CCA administrators and staff, is that 
advisory board members frequently do not understand the budgetary implications of 
policy decisions. A simple example is deciding to expand a given type of correctional 
service. Typically, a policy decision to expand service is coupled with either a 
directive to add staff or the addition of staff is implied in the decision. The amount of 
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fund~ necessary to expand the provision of the correctional service may not be 
conslder~d or fully under~tood. If n~t controlled, the potential for adversely affecting 
the quality of that particular serVIce as well as other correctional services exists 
since available resources would have to be redistributed. ' 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

In ~ituations w~ere the bU,dgetar~ ~mplications of policy decisions are discussed prior 
to l~~lementatIon, t~e polIcy decIsIOns are often mediated by fiscal constraints. CCA 
admimstrators or ~ISCal of~icers must Plaintain responsibility for ensuring that a 
co~p,onen~ of the m~ormatIOn presented to advisory boards in their policy-related 
deCiSIOns ~s ~ost and Impact data. If an analogous procedure is not currently carried 
OUt9 then It ,IS strongly, s~ggested that advisory board policies be modified to require 
the completion of prellmmary cost analyses and impact analyses prior to finalization 
of policy decisions. 

To the :xte,nt t~at ~nowledge of the budgeting process, familarity with cost analyses, 
and famIlarlty wI~h Impac~ analyses &fe needed by either CCA staff or advisory board 
members, then mformatIOn about and practical application of these shOUld be 
provided. Suggestions which are made are to: 1) conduct training sessions and 2) 
prepare and distribute a training film or slideshow about the association between 
funding processes and policy decisions. The training film or slideshow couId be shown 
during the advisory board meeting or as a component of an orientation process for 
advisory board members. 

C. Budgeting: Summary and Conclusions 

Two ,major accomplishments have reportedly been realized within the budgeting 
fu~~tlOn of local community c~rrections organizations. They are: fiscal account­
abilIty ~through pr?gram budgetIng and bUd~et review) and the ability (given certain 
constraInts) to project resource needs, that IS, to conduct budget planning. Specific 
facts a?out the ~oca~ CCA budgeting function are: 1) all of the local community 
correct~ons organIzations conduct budget analyses which are incorporated into com­
prehensIve plans; 2) half of the CCA areas maintain a budget officer but in the 
remai~ing half the CCA administrator is responsible for constructing budgets and for 
preparmg budget reports; and 3) as products of the budgeting function, budget 
?o~uI?ents ~re thou~ht to be somewhat easy to underste..rld and somewhat clear by 
mdlVI?Ua~S mvolved ~n l?cal community corrections organizations. Based upon both 
quantitative and qualItative data, an average budgeting implementation score has been 
~o~puted. The average ?udgeting implementation score of eighty-eight percent 
mdICates that the budgetmg function has been fully implemented within local 
community corrections organizations. 

Four budgeting i~sues have been delineated. First, county and state budgeting cycles 
are not synchr<?mzed. As ,a result of nonsynchronous budgeting cycles, the amount of 
the CCA ,SUbSIdY transmItted to local community corrections organizations is not 
known untIl almost the start of each state fiscal year and unknown for the second half 
of any odd-numbered calendar year. The second budgeting issue is that county and 
state budget forms are different, necessitating the preparation of two different 
budgets for state and local budget review and approval. Third quarterly financial 
status ~eports are inef~icient and time-consuming either because the level of program 
expendItures for the fIrst quarter of a calendar year is frequently quite similar to 
tho~e of the, last quarter of the preceding calendar year; or the level of expenditures 
durmg the fIrst quarter of a Calendar year is not large if a program is just starting up. 
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TABLE 12.:~gested Changes In the Budgeti ng Function by Local Community COrrections Orflanlzation 
SUGGESTED CHANGES 

Exercise Provide Training In Provide 
Conservative, Require Budget Budgetar'/ Impl icatlons of Data on 

CCA Informed Budgeting Reports Rollcy DecIsions/Produce Cost/ 
Area. tlanagement (1)a Format ( 2) Semiannually (3) TrainIng Films or SI ideshows (4) Impact (4 ) 

6W • • • 
Anoka • • 
ARC • • • 
Blue Earth • • • • • 
Crow \~Ing- • • • • • Morrison 

Dodge-Fi I I more- • • • • • Olmsted 

Hennepin • • • • 
Ramsey 

Red Lake-Ro I k- • • Norman 

Rock-Nobles • • • • • 
Todd-Wadena • • • • 
Washington • • • • • 
~umbers in parentheses refer to the associated budget Issues ostensibly resolved If the suggested changes are Implemented: 

1 - County and state budget I ng cycl as are not synch.r.on I zed 
2 - County and DOC budget forms are different 
3 - Quarterly budget reports are Inefficient and tlme-consuming 
4 - Advisory boards often do not under~nd'tn. budgetary Implications of pol Icy decisions 
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Thus, the monitoring of expenditures four times per year is considered inefficient 
because of redundant or scarce information. A final budgeting issue that has arisen is 
that advisory board members often do not understand the bUdgetary implications of 
policy decisions. Without either cost data or analysis of budget impact, possible 
results of policy decisions can be overcommitment and an associated reduction in the 
overall quality of correctional services provided. 

Five suggestions have been offered to resolve budgeting problems and issues: 1) 
application of a conservative budget management strategy to assess and adjust for the 
maxim urn possible impact of factors on resource availability; 2) adoption of the 
uniform chart of accounts budgeting format or other uniform budgeting format; 3) 
scheduling of semiannual financial status reports, one to conform to the end of the 
state fiscal year, the other to the end of the calendar year; 4) require the prOVision of 
cost and impact data to advisory board members for incorporation within decision­
making contexts; and 5) provide technical information and experience to advisory 
board members in the use of cost/impact data to make policy, planning, and funding 
decisions. Table 15 is a readily interpretable mechanism for identifying the degree of 
concensus that exists between the budget issues that have been discussed and the 
suggested changes that have been proposed within and across local community 
corrections organizations. 

VIT. RESULTS: STRUCTURE OF LOCAL COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ORGANIZA­
TIONS 

As specified in the IntrodUction to this component of the CCA evaluation, organiza­
tional interaction will receive primary emphasis in the appraisal of organizational 
structure. Five behavioral constructs have been incorporated here to represent 
different aspects of interaction among the individuals involved in local community 
corrections organizations: 

1. Cooperation satisfaction 
2. Organizational viability 
3. Organizational legitimacy 
4. Contextual environmental impact 
5. Collaboration 

Data pertaining to these behavioral constructs are discussed in conjunction with 
achievements, problems and issues, and changes in interaction which have evolved 
since the Community Corrections Act was implemented. The format that has been 
followed in discussing organizational function is maintained in this section. 

A. Behavioral Constructs as Indices of Organizational Structure 

The behavioral constructs identified above are discussed in sequence. Each has been 
selected because it represents an aspect of organizational interaction that is impor­
tant to any organization formed to serve as a coordination-control mechanism. 

1. Cooperation Satisfaction 

The term cooperation satisfaction refers to the perceived satisfaction with the way 
individuals involved in local community corrections organizations work together and to 
the extent to which additional cooperation is needed. Table 16 lists the behavioral 
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TABLE 16: Organlzat~on<31 structure Measured as Behavlcral Constructs PertaIning to' 

Organizational Interaction 
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constructs, the variables which comprise the constructs, and the modal responses to 
each variable. On an overall basis, individuals involved in community corrections 
organizations at the local level ar{' satisfied with the level of cooperation they 
experience in working with each other. They do believe, however, that some increased 
cooperation is needed. Table 17 shows that an average cooperation satisfaction score 
of seventy-three percent is observed across local community corrections organiza­
tions. Utilizing the criteria previously defined, the interpretation appropriate here is 
that organizational structure, as me&sured by cooperation satisfaction, has been 
partially attained. Data in Table 16 show that this construct would have been 
achieved in greater degree had a greater level of cooperation been experienced by the 
individuals involved in local community corrections organizations. 

2. Collaboration 

Collaboration is an analogous behavioral construct, but this term addresses the extent 
to which individuals involved in local community corrections organizations are willing 
to work together and assume particular responsibilities because of a shared view that 
doing so is more effective than working alone. A related component is the extent to 
which individuals are willing to negotiate responsibilities, in this case, responsibilities 
associated with the implementation of the CCA at the local level. As Table 16 
reveals, there is a high degree of concensus that working together to accomplish local 
CCA goals and objectives is more effective than working independently. Similarly, a 
high degree of concensus exists about the willingness of individuals to sit down and 
discuss how CCA responsibilities should be shared. Individuals involved in local CCA 
organizations also think that shared responsibility is accepted, but that willingness to 
do so is not complete. An average collaboration implementation score of eighty-five 
percent has been computed. Collaboration, as an index of organizational structure, 
has been achieved in local community corrections organizations (Table 17). 

It is not known why some degree of resistance in assuming responsibilities exists, but it 
may have to do with unclear definition of roles and imprecise identification of 
responsibilities. Qualitative and quantitative data suggest that respective roles and 
responsibilities are unclear or unacceptable with regard to the: 

a. Roles and responsibilities of the DOC in administering the eCA. 

b. Roles and responsibilities of advisory boards in relation to county boards as 
the governmental bodies charged with the implementation of the CCA at the 
local level. 

c. Roles and responsibilities of the judiciary in comparison with the roles of 
advisory boards and county boards in supervising court services officers and 
probation and parole officers. 

d. Roles and responsibilities of individuals under the CCA. 

3. Organizational Viability 

The constructs named organizational viability and or.ganizational legitimacy are 
closely allied. The former term conHiders: a) the perceived impo::otance of local 
community corrections organizations to successful implementation of the CCA at the 
local level; and b) the perceived capability of the local organizations of ensuring that 
the CCA works. , 
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TASLE 17: Orcanizational Structure Irnpl~ntatlon Scores Based upon Behavioral Constructs Representing OrganIzational 
Interaction 

BEHAVIORAL CONSTRUCTS REPRESENTING ORGANIZATIONAL INTERACTION 
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Overall, individuals involved in local community corrections organizations are of the 
opinion that their organizations are very important to the successful implementation 
of the Community Corrections Act (Table 16). ' A high percentage (seventy percent) of 
the individuals thought that the local CCA organizations are somewhat/very capable 
of carrying out the mandates of the CCA. The perceived degree of willingness of 
individuals involved in CCA at the local level to work together is far less. Thirty-nine 
percent of the individuals (CCA administrators, staff, advisory board members, CCA 
specialists) indicated that members of local community corrections organizations are 
willing - but only somewhat so - to work together to achieve common goals. 

All in all, individuals involved in the organizations that have evolved locally to manage 
implementation of the CCA think the organizations are viable. That is to say, the 
local organizations are important factors in the implementation of the CCA. The 
local organizations have the capacity to see that the CCA works, although involved 
individuals are not completely willing to work together to achieve common goals. 
Again, the data suggest that roles and responsibilities may to some extent be unclear, 
poorly defined, or they may lack definition. The average organizational viability 
implementation score is eighty-nine percent, indicating that local CCA organizations 
are perceived to be fully viable as mechanisms to manage implementation of the 
Comm'mity Corrections Act at the local level (Table 17). 

4. Organizational Legitimacy 

Organizational legitimacy is a behavioral construct that is closely related to organiza­
tional viability. This construct emphasizes the level of agreement about: a) what CCA 
should accomplish locally; b) agreement about the benefits that can be gained through 
the CCA; c) the level of agreement about the negative consequences that might occur 
if individuals fail to work together; and d) the level of understanding of individuals 
about their responsibilities with respect to the CCA. Organizational legitimacy 
emphasizes the appropriateness of the match between CCA and ele organizations 
which have evolved at the local level to manage its implementation. 

Again referring to Table 16, data indicate there is some but not complete agreement 
among individuals involved in local community corrections organizations about what 
the CCA should accomplish. Similarly, there is some but not total agreement about 
the benefits and the negative consequences that could be netted under CCA. The data 
suggest there is a higher level of concensus about what the CCA should achieve than 
about the benefits (e.g., keeping families together) and costs (e.g., possibl~ increased 
threat to public safety) that might be observed. Similarly, there is less concensus 
about the role of any given individual in the successful implementation of the CCA. 
An average organizational legitimacy score of seventy-seven percent suggests that 
local CCA organizations are considered legitimate in part, but that concensus is not 
high about certain aspects of the organizations' relationships to the CCA, e.g., 
benefits and costs (Tables 16 and 17). 

The interpretation assigned to the constructs of organizational viability and organiza­
tionallegitimacy is that individuals involved in local community corrections organiza­
tions think that the local CCA organizations are very important to the successful 
implementation of the CCA, specifically, in actually carrying out its mandates. 
Organization members are also of the opinion, however, that there is not complete 
agreement about what the CCA actually should accompiish or what benefits and costs 
might or should be derived. There is somewhat less concensus about the clarity of 
individual roles and responsibilities under the CCA and about the . willingness of 
individuals to work together. Individuals involved in local community corl'actions 
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organizations think that the organizations ~r se are both viable and legitimate, 
although individual roles and resonsibilities need clarification and increased coopera­
tion and collaboration are necessary. 

5. Contextual Environmental Impact 

The term contextual environmental impact refers to the clarity with which CCA goals 
and objectives have been defined, that is, the extent to which the anticipated 
accomplishments of CCA have been delineated and the perceived willingness of 
organization members to review expectations about accomplishments. Contextual 
environmental impact is the degree to which expectations about what CCA should 
accomplish are identified and reviewed by individuals involved in local community 
corrections organizations. 

Table 16 suggests that local expectations about CCA goals and objectives have been 
identified and reviewed. Projected CCA accomplishments, as goals and objectives, 
have not, however, been unequivocally defined nor has there been complete willingness 
to do so. Individuals involved in community corrections at the local level to an extent 
have not cooperatively identified and adopted what they as an organization should 
accomplish (impact) with respect to the CCA (the environment). The average 
contextual environmental impact score is eighty-one percent. This score indicates 
that goals and objectives have evolved within the context of the CCA, but they have 
not been unequivocally defined and the apparent willingness of individuals to do so is 
not complete (Table 17). 

6. Overall Assessment of Level of Attainment of Organizational Structure as 
Measured by Behavioral Constructs 

As a summary mechanism, Table 17 has been constructed to provide quantitative 
measures of the extent to which organizational structure has been attained by local 
community corrections organizations. The overall organizational structure implemen­
tation score is eighty-one percent. This score indicates that local community 
corrections organizations have been successfully formed, at least to the extent that 
organizational structure is measured by indices of member interaction. 

B. Perceived Achievements of Loe ~l Community Corrections Organizations 

The data presented above indicate that individuals involved in local community 
corrections organizations think that the organizations are viable and that they are 
important vehicles for carrying out the mandates of the Community Corrections Act. 
Survey respondents think that the local community corrections organizations are 
evolving as centralized decision-making bodies to coordinate and control implement­
ation of the CCA at the local level. Major accomplishments, as identified by 
individuals involved in the local CCA organizations, include: 1) coordination of 
components of the criminal justice system; 2) systemwide planning; 3) the integration 
of cross-system resources; 4) reduction in duplication of corrections programming; 5) 
fiscal accountability; and 6) provision of high quality services to offenders. 

Individuals such as advisory board members, CCA administrators, staff, and CCA 
specialists have stated that they think that a substantial accomplishment has been the 
establishment of local coordination and control of the correctional system. The 
ultimate effects of local coordination and control are perceived to be the increased 
availability of treatment alternatives for offenders, reflected both in a higher level of 
rehabilitation of offenders as well as increased social justice. (The extent of the 
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possible disparity between the perceived and actual accomplishments in service 
availablity, recidivism, and social justice can be determined in subsequent components 
of this evaluation.) These accomplishments are all seen to contrast with the status of 
corrections or community-based corrections prior to implementation of the CCA. 

With respect to cooperation satisfaction and collaboration, survey respondents think 
that individuals do cooperate with each other and accept responsibilities associated 
with implementation of the CCA. In addition, there is a substantial degree of 
conc~nsus that working together is more effective than working independently or 
workmg at odds. In contrast to a pre-CCA period of time, individuals are willing to sit 
down and derive shared strategies to meet common goals. The willingness to 
cooperate and collaborate yields an increased satisfaction with the work environment 
a conviction that correctio~al and cross-system resources are being integrated int~ 
com~unty-based co~rectio;ts, an~ the perception that offenders are receiving higher 
qual~ty treat~ent WIthout m~reasmg the threat to the community. The integration of 
pu~li? and ~rlvate re.sources mto 10cB:! community corrections organizations is cited by 
mdiVIduals mvolved m local communIty corrections organizations as a major accom­
plishment resulting from the implementaton of the Community Corrections Act. 

In ~~mmary, individuals involved in local community corrections organizations hold the 
opmIOn that these organizations are centralized decision-making bodies which are 
integral to the operation of the CCA at the local level. Survey respondents believe 
~ha~ .the orga~izations hav~ achieved levels of cooperation and collaboration among 
mdividuals WhICh are superIor to those which existed prior to implemen.tation of the 
Community Corrections Act. The integration of noncorrections of resources into the 
local community corrections organizations is perceived to yield higher quality treat­
ment for offenders, and it is thought that this will eventually yield a decrease in 
recidivism and an increase in social justice. There is also a body of opinion that holds 
that .increased coopera~ion and collaboration are needed. A factor which may 
contrIbute to less than Ideal levels of cooperation/collaboration is unclear roles and 
responsibili ties. 

C. Organizational Structure: Problems and Issues 

~oth in this section and in the sections on planning, budgeting, cooperation satisfac­
tion, collaboration, organizational viability, organizational legitimacy, and contextual 
envir?nme~tal i~pact, data indicate that a degree of uncertainty, confUsion, and 
conflIct eXIsts WIth respect to particular roles and responsibilities. As discussed, there 
are major instances where roles and responsibilities are unclear or where they are 
contradictory: 

1. Roles and Responsibilities of the DOC in Administering the eCA 

Qualitative and quantitative data pertaining to the roles and responsibilities of the 
DOC i~ local decision making and in the provision of technical assistance are 
contradIctory. Thus, the following disclAssion is divided into two sections. The first 
a~dresses t~e ~pinions and beliefs of individuals involved in local community correc­
tions orgamzabons about DOC roles and responsibilities. The problems and issues 
deriving from this viewpoint and associated suggestions for resolution are delineated. 
Within the second section of the discussion, the role of the DOC as implied by the 
CCA is explored. 
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a) Promulgation of Rules/Review of Standards Compliance 

The DOC has been criticized for not exerting a leadership role in coordinating the 
implementation of the CCA at the local level. In particular, the diss,ltillfaction has 
surfaced in reference to the perceived inadequancy of the rules promulgated, 
particularly the associated guidelines and criteria pertaining to the functions of 
planning, training, and research/information systems. In addition, DOC review of 
standards compliance has been cited as requiring improvement due to sometimes 
confusing and contradictory directives about what is expected. Both of the above have 
reportedly led to hit-or-miss approaches to the implementation of some local 
functions, particularly in the first several years after CCA entry. . Hit-or-miss 
approaches have resulted in duplication of effort, for example, having to complete one 
or more versions of a comprehensive plan. 

Within other situations where DOC direction is assumed or implied, the absence of 
guidelines and criteria or the delay in producing the same have reportedly been costly 
and time-consuming. As illustration, the absence of a standardized information 
systems design has meant that virtually all of the local community corrections 
organizations have had to contract for information systems design and maintenance as 
well as for appropriate software. While unique data elements might have been.dded 
to information systems, resulting in some modification in design anyway, the lack of a 
standardized information systems design has meant that similar design costs have been 
paid by nearly all CCA areas for systems that probably are quite similar in content or 
at least in purpose. 

Quantitative data in Table 18 and Table 19 suggest, in contrast, that DOC perform­
ance in promulgation of rules/guidelines/criteria and review of standards compliance 
has been good. In addition, the level of cooperation between state and local 
community corrections organizations has been good. The effect of these on local CCA 
operation has either been viewed as somewhat facilitating (review of standards 
compliance) or not apparent (promulgation of rules, guidelines, criteria). The 
promulgation of rules by the DOC has not been particularly timely although DOC 
efforts in the review of standards compliance has. Finally, the level of activity 
exerted by DOC in carrying out the CCA mandates is considered somewhat active, 
although the observed level of support is not high. This latter set of quantitative data 
suggest that DOC performance with respect to rule promulgation and review of 
standards cowpliance has been acceptable. (Substantial proportions of the responses in 
Tables 18 and 19 are "don't know." These results plus the low proportions of 
respondents actually selecting the modal response categories mean that ratings cannot 
be"accepted with a high degree of reliability.) 

The disparity in the results reported cannot be readily resolved. A response bias might 
be reDected in the qualitative data suggesting DOC performance has been inferior. 
This response bias may be due to the fact that individuals who responded to an open­
ended questionnaire were more likely to have been dissatisfied with DOC pel'fol'mance 
and, thus, relayed their opinions and beliefs. A subsequent series of telephone and 
one-to-one interviews with CCA administrators, staff, and advisory board members did 
indicate, however, that the perceptions identified about inadequate DOC performance 
are considered accurate. Since a level of support does exist for DOC performance, it 
seems that both sets of data suggest that DOC performance in promulgating rules and 
reviewing standards compliance has somewhat facilitated the operation of local 
community corrections organizations. In the main, however, the rules, standards, 
gUidelines, and criteria established have not been adequate, and the DOC has not been 
particularly active in establishing the same or in reviewing compliance. 
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b) Provision of Technical Assistance 

As far as technical assistance is concerned, the data are again equivocal. The 
technical assistance that has been provided in the areas of planning, training, and 
research/information systems is considered good, somewhat timely, and somewhat 
facilitating. (DOC technical assistance with respect to the budgeting function has not 
been rated. Informal data reveal that technical assistance for this function is 
considered to be excellent.) The criticism that is levied is that the technical assistance 
has not been provided on a regular basis and that the technical information provided is 
typ.ically insufficient. The negative effect of insufficiently frequent technical 
aSSIstance and information is perceived to be the duplication of effort associated with 
trial-and-error. This duplication of effort has been wasteful from the standpoint of 
staff time. In addition, particularly in the case of information systems, the paucity of 
DOC technical assistance efforts has been costly. External consultants have been 
expensive, and there is informal evidence that some of the information systems are 
n~t meeting the information needs of local community corrections organizations. 
Fmally, some survey respondents hold the opinion that insufficient technical assistance 
has hindered organizational development by not providing the expertise and technical 
information necessary to enable local community corrections organizations to progress 
at a rapid rate. 

c) Suggestions for Resolution 

The suggestions that are made here to resolve issues pertainins to DOC performance 
in administering the CCA are similar in that they all involve negotiation of roles and 
responsibilities. 

1} Revision of Rules/Guidelines/Criteria and Revision of Procedures to Monitor 
Standards Compliance 

The initial set of rules promulgated for the CCA and the procedures for reviewing 
implementation of the same had few pareUels in legislation. To some extent, 
dissatisfaction with the rules, guidelines, and criteria, or the review process could 
have been reasonably anticipated. Both the DOC and local community corrections 
organizations underwent a learning process im!'olving trial-and-error in the develop-.: 
ment of relevant documents and procedures. 

After seven years, however, the CCA rules, guidelines, and criteria should be refined 
to the point where any assessment of their utility will yield data supportive of the 
??~'s effort. The sam? can be said about review of standards compliance. Beyond an 
ImtIal development perIod, the review process should have been refined to the point 
where now the CCA administrators and staff who are largely affected think that the 
review process is viable. 

It is suggested that CCA rules, gUidelines, and criteria, as well as the processes 
required to monitor compliance, be changed as deemed necessary by state and local 
decision makers. A mechanism for identifying related problems and issues and for 
producing the documents and procedures needed should be enacted. Both should meet 
the needs of the state and local community corrections organizations. A task force on 
organizational structure should be convened to oversee necessary revision of rules and 
procedures and to achieve resolution of major issues pertaining to organizational 
structure. 

2) Expansion of Technical Assistance Activities 

As far as technical assistance is concerned, the CCA directs that technical assistance 
be provided to local community cOl'rections organizations in the preparation of 
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TABLE 18: Rating's of the Performance of the DOC in Carrying out Mandates of the Conmunlty Corrections Act: 
Promulgation of Rules for Implementation of the CCA 

Variable 
Overa II Pebformance 
of the DOC 

Effect on Loca I 
CCA Operatlonsc 

Level of Cooperation 
Between the DOC and 
the Loca I Commun Ity d 
Corrections Organization 

All (n Al 1=294 ) 

f.bdal Response: Percent 
GOOd (4.0): 30% 

Somewhat Facilitated! 
Undecided (3.5): 45% 
Don't Know: 27% 

Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

28% 
30% 

C CA AREA 

6W 

f.bda I Response: Percent 
Fa I r/Good (3. 5) 74% 

Somewhat Hindered (2.0): 44% 

Fal r/Good <3.5): 
Don't Know: 

65% 
26% 

Anoka (nANK=23) 

Modal Response: Percent 
Fa i r/Go-~d (3.5) 65% 

Somewhat Facilitated (4.0): 35% 

Good (4.0): 

ARC 

~'odal Response: 
Fair <3.0): 
Don't Know: 

Undecided (3.0): 
Don't Know: 

Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

(nARC=3Cl 

PercenT 
31% 
25$ 

. 29~ 
31% 

Level of Activity 
of the ooce 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 26% 
Don 1 t Know: 36% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 35% Somewhat Active (4.0): 39% Somewhat Active (4.0): 25% 
Don't Know: 31% 

TI~Elin~ss of DOC 
Efforts . Slightly Delayedl 

Timely <3.5): 
Don't Know: 

36% 
46% 

a bPercentage of respondents selecting modal response category. 

Timely (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

22% 
52% 

51 ightly Delayed (3.0): 
Don't Know: 

26% 
30% 

Timely (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

cRat~ng scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "I" Is "bad," "2" Is"poor;" "3" Is "fair," "4" IS'''good,'' "5" Is "EP<cellent." 
Ratl~g scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "I" Is "greatly hindered," "2" Is "somewhat hindered" "3" is "undecided" "4" Is "somewhat facilitated," 

/5" 's "greatly facilitated." " 
eRatlng scale ranged from I to 5, whsl'lI"I"ls "bad," "2" Is "poor," "3" Is "fair," "4" Is "good," "5" Is "excellent." 
Rating scale ranged from I to 5, where "I" Is "very passive," "2" Is "someWhat passive," "3" Is "undecided," "4" Is "somewhat active," 

f"S" is "very active." 
Rating scale ran~ed from t to 5, where "I" is "nonexistent," "2" Is "late;'; "3" Is "slightly delayed;" "4" Is "timely," "5" Is "too early." 
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TABLE 18: Ratings of the Performance of the DOC In Carrying Out M~ndates of the Corrmunity Corrections Act: 
Pr~ulgation of Rules for Implementation of the CCA 

Variable 
Overa II Peb"tormance 
of the DOC 

Effect on Loca I 
CCA Operationsc 

Level of Cooperation 
Between the DOC and 
the Local Community d 
Corrections Organization 

Lave I of Activity 
of the Dece 

Timel inrss of OOC 
Efforts 

. , 

Blue Eartl; (oBE=24) 

~bdal Resl1Qnse: Percent 
Fair/Good (3.5): 42% 
Don't Know: 33% 

Somewhat Hindered (2.0): 25% 
Don't Know: 29~ 

Fair/Good 0.5): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat Passive (2.0): 
Don't Know: 

SlIghtly Delayed/ 
Timely <3.5): 
Don't Know: 

38" 
38% 

17% 
38% 

34~ 
46% 

CCA AREA 

Crow Wing- Dodge-Fill f1X)re-
/40rrlo;;on (nC\'IM=25) Olmsted (n

OFO
=34) 

Modal Resl1Qnse: Percent /.bdal Resl1Qnse: Percent 
Good (4.0): 40% Good (4.0): 41~ 

Don't Know: 32% 

Somewhat Somewhat 
Fac Illtated (4.0): 32% Fi'ci I itated (4.0) : 32% 

Don't Know: 27% 

Good (4.0): 44% Good (4.0): 41% 
Don't Know: 35% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 48% Somewhat Active (4.0): 32% 
Do, 't Know: 32% Don't Know: 41% 

SI ightly Delat/ed (3.0): 32% SI ightly Delayed/ 
Don't Know: 40% Timeiy (3.5): 47% 

Don't Know: 47% 

II II r~"""'~-;I 

u ,w 

Hennepin (nHEN'l=26} 

/.bdal Resl1Qnse: Percen'~ 

Fair 0.0): 23% 
Don't Know: 39% 

Somewhat 
Faci I Itated (4.0): 23% 
Don't Know: 31% 

Fair (3.e): 31'% 
Don't Know: 35% 

Somewhat Active (4.0>: 23% 
Don't Know: 39% 

Late (2.0): 19% 
Don't Know: 54% 
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TABLE 18: Ratings of the Performance of the DOC In Carrying Out Mandates of thE Community Corrections Act: 
Promulgation of Rules for Implomontatlon of the CCA 

Variable 
Overall Peb"formance 
of the DOC 

Effect on loca! 
CCA Operations 

Level of Cooperation 
Between the DOC and 
the local Co~munity d 
Correct ions Organ Ization 

level of Activity 
.of the DOCe 

Tlmelln¥ss of DOC 
Efforts 

Ramsey 

Modal Response: 
Fair (3.0): 
Oon't Krow: 

Unco,:;jaed (3.0): 
Oon't Know: 

Fai r <3.0): 
Oon't Know: 

(nRAM=21 ) 

Percent 
24% 
33% 

38% 
43% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 19% 
48% Oon't Know: 

Late (2.0): 
Don't Know: 

14% 
68% 

Red Lake-Po I k-
Norman 
Mod a I Response: 
Good (4.0): 
Oon't Know: 

Undecided (3.0): 
Oon't Know: 

Good (4.0): 

C C A 

(nRPN=24) 

Percent 
42% 
25% 

25% 
25% 

29% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Timely (4.0). 
Don'''' Kno ... , 

l .... ' 

" 

r; 

29% 
33% 

[. I 
J 

AREA 

Rock-
Nobles 
Modal Response: 
Fair/Good (3.5): 
Oon't Know: 

Undecided (3.0): 
Don't Know: 

Fair <3.0): 
Don't Know: 

(nRN=16J 

Percent 
50% 
31% 

25% 
31% 

25% 
44% 

Somewhat Passive (2.0): 19% 
Oon't Know: 44% 

51 19htl Y Del ayed (3.0): 25% 
Don't Know: 50% 

i 
J 

" j 
t .. J 

Todd-
Wadena 

Modal Response: 
Good (4.0): 

Undecided (3.0): 

Good (4.0): 

Undecided (3.0): 
Don't Know: 

("rW=21 ) 

PercenT 
29% 

29lt 

24% 
43% 

Slightly Oelayed (3.0): 1;% 
Don't Know: 48% 
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TABLE 18: Ratings of the Performance of the DOC in Carrying Out Mandates of the Community Corrections Act: 
Promulgation of Rules for Implementation of the CCA 

, , 

, 

Variabl e 
aVera I I Pel;tormance 
of the OOC 

Effect on Loca I 
Q;A Operat ionsc 

Level of Cooperation 
Between the DOC and 
the Local Community d 
Correct ions Organ ization 

Level of A~tlvity 
of the DOC 

Tl~~lin?ss of-OOC 
Efforts 

C C A AREA 

Washington (nl'lASH=21) 
Modal Response: 
Good (4.0): 

Undecided (3.0): 
flon't Know: 

Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Very Active (5.0): 
Don't Know: 

Timely (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Percent 

" 

43% 

29% 
29% 

29% 
33% 

19% 
48% 

29% 
48% 
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TABLE 19: Ratin~s of the Perforrr~nce of the DOC in Carr in Out Mandates of the Communlt Corrections Act: Review 

Standards Compliance 

Variable 
Overa I I Pebfonnance 
of The DOC 

Effect on Loca~ 
co. Operations 

Level of Cooperation 
Between the DOC and 
the Local Community d 
Corrections Organization 

. Level of Agtiv'lty 
of the DOC 

Timel tn~ss of DOC 
Efforts 

All 

IIoda I Res Jl!::!nse: 
Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat 
Facilitated (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

(n AI (294) 
PercentS 

29% 
35% 

23% 
37% 

·26% 
37% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 29% 
.40% Don't Know: 

Timely (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

22% 
50% 

CCA AREA 

6W (n6W=23) 

floOdal Resl1onse: Percent 
Good (4.0): 48% 
Don't Know: 26% 

Somewhat Hindered (4.0): 26% 
Don't Know: 30% 

Fair (3.0): 39% 
Don't Know: 30% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 44% 
Don't Know: 35% 

Slightly Delayed (3.0): 30% 
Don't Know: 44% 

Anoka (nANK=23) 

IIoda I Res Jl!::!nse: Percent 
Fair (3.0): 30% 
Don't Know: 26% 

Undecided (3.0): 30% 

Fair/Good (3.5) ':J 70% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 52% 
Don't Know: 26% 

Timely (4.0): 35% 
Don't Know: 35% 

ARC (n
ARC

=36) 

IIodal Resoonse: Percent 
Fair D.O): 25~ 
Don't Know: 36% 

Somewhat 
25% Fa-ci I itated (4.0): 

Don't Know: 39%, 

Good (4.0): 31% 
Don't Know: 33% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 22% 
Don't Know: 39% 

Timely (4.0): 22% 
Don't Know: 44% 

~Percentage of respondents selecting modal response category. 
cRating scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "1" Is "bad," "2" is "poor," "3" Is "fair," "4" 15 "good," "5" Is "excellent." 

RaTing scale ranged from 1 to 5, where "1" Is "greatly hindered," "2" is "eomewhat hindered," "3" is "undecided," "4" is "somewhat 

dfacilitated," "5" is "greatly facilitated." 
eRatlng scale ranged from 1 to 5, wllere"I" 15 "bad," "2" is "poor," "3" is "fair," "4" Is "good," "5" Is "excellent." 
Rating scale ranged from I to 5, where "I" Is "very passive," "2" is "somewhat passive," "3" Is "undecided," "4" Is "somewhaT active," 

f"5" is "very active." . Rating scale ranged from to 5. where "I" is "nonexistent," "2" is "Iete," "3" Is "sll!#ltly delayed," "4" Is "timely," "5" Is "too early." 
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TABLE 19: Ratin s of the Performance of the DOC in Carr in Out ~~ndates of the Communlt CorrectIons Act: Review Standards Compliance 

Variab Ie 
Overall Pebformance 
of the DOC 

Effect on locat CCA Operations 

level of Cooperation 
Between the DOC and 
the local Community d 
Corrections Organization 

level of Agfivity 

Blue Earth 

Modal Resl12nse: 
Fair (3.0): 
Don't Know: 

Undecided (3.0): 
Oon't Know: 

Fbor (2.0): 
Don't Know: 

(nBE=24) 

Percent 
25% 
46% 

21% 
42% 

17% 
54% 

Somewhat P~sslve/Somewhat 

C C A AREA 
Crow Wlng-
Morrison (nCwrt25) 
/Ioda I Rel8?2nse: Percent 
Good. (4.0): 36% 

Somewhat Hindered (2.0): 28% 

Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

36% 
28% 

Dodge-Flllmore-
Olmst.ed 

Modal Resl1Qnse: 
Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Somewhat 
Facilitated (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

Good (4.0): 
Don't Know: 

(n
OFQ

=34) 

Percent 
41% 
35% 

41% 
35% 

35% 
41% 

Somewhat Active (4.0): 36% Somewhat Active (4.0): 41% 
of the DOC 

Actlve/VfJryActlve <:5:6): 38% Don't Know: 40% Don't Know: 50% Don't Know: 44% 

Tlmel in¥ss ot DOC Timely (4.0): 13% Slightly Delayed (3.0): 24% Timely (4.0); 24% 
Efforts Don't Know 63% Don't Know: 44% Don '" Know: 62% 

- • • 'co 

Hennepin (n
HENN

=26J 
~bdal Resl1Qnse: Percent 
Good (4.0): 23% 
Don't Know: 46% 

Somewhat Hlndered/ 
Undecided (2.5): 31% 
Don't Know: 54% 

Fal r/Good (3.5): 38% 
Don't Know: 46% 

Somewhat Active/Very 
Active (4.5): 31% 
Don't KnoW: 42% 

Slightly Delayed <3.0): 23% 
Don't Know: 65% 
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TABLE 19: Ratin s of the Performance of the DOC in Carr In Out ~~ndates of the Communit Corrections Act: Review 
Standards Compliance 

Varlab Ie 
Overa II Pe&formance 
of the OOC 

Effect on Locac!: 
CCA Operations 

Level of Cooperation 
Between the DOC and 
the Local Community d 
Correct ic..-;.; Organ Izat Ion 

Level of Agtivlty 
of the OOC 

Timelin~ss ~f DOC 
Efforts 

Ramsey (n
RAM

=21 ) 

~bda I ResP2nse: Percent 
Poor/Good (3.0): 28% 
OJn't Know: 57% 

SomeWhat 
14% 
52% 

.Facl! itated (4.0): 
OJn't KnOW! 

24% 
62% 

Fair (3.0): 
OJn't Know: 

Somewhat ~asslve (2.0): 19% 
OJn't Know: 62% 

Slightly Delayed (3.0): 14% 
Oon't Know: 62% 

CCA AREA 

Red Lake-Polk- Rock-
Norman (nRPN~~4) Nobles (n

RN
=16) 

~bda I ResP2nse: Percent Modal ResP2nse: Percent Good (4.0): 42% Fal r (3.0); 38% 
Oon't Know: 25% Oon't Know: 38% 

SOf11ewhat Undecided/Somewhat 
Facilitated (4.0): 3:;% Facilitated (3.5): 38% OJn't Know: 25% OJn't Know: 38% 

Good (4.0): 29% Fair (3.0): 25% 
OJn't Know: 44% 

Somewhat Active (4 .. 0) : ,33% Somewhat Pass i ve/Undec I ded / 
OJn't Know: 29% Somewhat Active (3.0): 39% 

OJn't Know: 44% 

Timely (4.0): 42% TImely (4.0); 19% Oon't Know: 33% OJn't Know: 50% 

Todd-
Wadena ("rW=21) 
Modal Response: Percent 
Good (4.0): 33% 
OJn't Know: 48% 

Somewhat 
Faclll tated (4.0) : 19% 
Oon't Know: 48% 

Good (4.0): 24% 
OJn't Know: 43% 

Somewhat Active (,1.0) : 2~ 
OJn't Know: 38% 

Timely (4.0): 24% 
OJn't Know: 52% 

~---..------------------------------------------------------------~---,--------------------------~ 
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TABLE 19: Ratings of the Performance of the DOC in Carrying Out Mandates of the Conmunlty Corrections Act: Review 
Standards Compliance 

Variable 
Overall Pebtormance 
of the DOC 

Effect on LocaJ 
CCA Operations 

Level of Cooperation 
Between the DOC and 
the Local Community d 
Corrections Organization 

level of AWlvlty . 
of the DOC 

Timelln,ss of D09 
Efforts 

C C A AREA 

Washington (n
WASH

=21) 

Modal Response: Percent 
Good (4.0): 38% 

Somewhat 
Facilitated (4.Q): 38% 
Don't Know: 33% 

Good (4.0): 43% 
Don't Know: 29'~ 

Somewhat Actlve (4.0): 43% 
Don't Know: 29% 

Timely (4.0): 48% 
Don't Know: 48% 
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comprehensive plans. That is apparently the only organi~ational function for wh~ch 
technical assistance is actually mandated. The mandate wIth respect to research/m­
formation systems is to "review and approve" the designs and processes. No mandate 
exists for the provision of technical assistance in research/information systems, just as 
no mandate exists for the provision of technical assistance in training or budgeting. 

The relationship between the DOC and local community corrections organizations 
involving the provision of tehnical assistsnce in budgeting, training, and research/in­
formation systems has developed for a number of reasons. The most important of 
these is the historical role of the DOC as the primary coordination-control mechanism 
for corrections in the state of Minnesota. Another reason is the formulation of the 
CCA as a prototypical component of public corrections policy administered by the 

DOC. 

For these and many other reasons, the roles and relationships between the ~OC and 
local community corrections organizations were not newly-formed at the time the 
CCA was actually implemented. It appears as if implicit expectations that the DOC 
would continue in the role of a primary coordination-control mechanism for com­
munity-based corrections were present. This occurred irrespec.tive. of the fact that an 
intent of the CCA is to establish a degree of local coordmatIon and control of 
cor'rlections. Hence, dissatisfaction with some aspects of DOC performance may 
actul'llly arise from the assumption' hat either the CCA directs the D~C to. assu~e 
certain responsibilities such as te(,;~mica1 assistance or that the DOC. In conJunction 
with its historial role in public corrections policy should be duly responSible. 

In any case, the rOle~ and responsibilities of the DOC ~d local ~ommun~ty corr.ections 
organizations in carrying out comm:nit~-based correctIOns pO!lCY. are mte~twmed ~y 
statute and by convention. The qualltatIve data and the quantitative data collected In 
this study suggest that the technical assistance relationship between the DOC and 
local community corrections organizations requires modification to maximally facili­
tate implementation of the CCA as it currently exists. The structure of the 
relationship between the DOC and local community corre~tions organizations ~hould 
be modified to meet technical assistance needs. Suggestions for the expanslOn of 
technical assistance include: a) negotiated technical assistance schedules; b) for­
mation of a team of technical assistants; c) reviewing DOC \3t~ff structure; and d) 
nt'.gotiation of funding mechanisms. 

!.L Negotiated Technical Assistance Schedules 

As far as the actual provision of technical assistance is concerned, two suggestions are 
made. First, regularly scheduled technical assistance sessions should be negotiated 
between the DOC and the local CCA organizations. content of the sessions should be 
discussed in advance to facilitate problem-solving. Second, a procedure for the 
request and provision of technical assistance should be established and put into pla.ce. 

iii Formation of a Team of Technical Assistants 

A team of technical assistants should be congregated. The technical assistants should 
rotate among CCA counties on a regularly scheduled basis. Theadvantag~ of' t?is 
situation would be the availability of technical resources that would be farmlar With 
all of the local community corrections organizations. The familarity should encourage 
information sharing and parallel development of functions a..Cl'OSS lo(!al CCA organi~a­
tions. Economies of scale should be observed, for example m the csse of research/m-

.to 

!i 

( 
l 
1 
! 

\ 
I 
j 

~ 

\ 

-, 

J 

~ 

II 1 

I 1 

\ 

! 
1 

1 
1 

I I 
\ 1 

\ 
1 
j 

\ I .:J 

.,._--, 

.. 
'. 

.. 

f
'-, , n 
:1 
U 

r
·,~ 
Ii 

'I 
J 

[1 

l
·. J " 

j 

U 
i f'J 

111 

! 1 
1 
j 

1
1 

" 

.1 

(1 
i 1 

103 

formation systems, monies pa.id to external consultants should be substantially 
reduced. 

iii) Reviewing DOC Staff Structure 

In !,ela.ti?Il to current DOC organization, a study to ascertain the advisability of 
mamtammg the cur~e~t. structur~ t~a~ interfaces with local CCA organizations is 
suggested. The feasIbIl!ty of mamtammg a team of technical assistants assigned to 
local community corrections organizations should be explored. This would be in 
co~tr~s~ to current DOC structure which basically consists of CCA specialists assigned 
to mdIvidual CCA organizations. 

iv) Negotiation of Technical Assistan~e Funding Mechanisms 

If the 1?OC accepts the suggestion to restructure DOC staff assigned to local 
co~mumty corrections organizations, then the DOC should fund the team of techniCal 
assl~tant~. In ~y case,. the DOC should fund the technical assistants who provide 
servI~e m funct~ons WhICh the DOC is mandated to oversee (e.g., plcmning) or in 
functions for ~hlC~ the DOC has a related mandate to assist or carry out (e.g. to 
collect and mamtaIn data on offenders). ' 

2. Roles and Responsibilities of Advisory Boards in Relation to County Boards 

There are two pr<?b~~~ areas in which there is a disparity in the perceptions of CCA 
roles and :esponSl~lbtIes between advisory boards and county boards. The first area. 
has b~en dIScussed In the sections of the evaluation which deal with the organizational 
functlOns of planni~g, training, and budgeting. There s(;~ms to be disagreement within 
some local com~umt~ corrections organizations about the roles and responsibilities of 
~ounty boards In reView and approval of comprehensive plans, budgets, and e;rpend­
Itures. Th~ second problem area is related to administrative authority over CCA 
staff, partiCUlarly. of proba~io? and parole officers. A number of advisory board 
members are convmc:d that It IS the advisory boards which have sign-off authority on 
all aspects of operation of the local community corrections organizations including 
staff., When advisory boa:d decisions or policy are overturned or disregarded' by county 
boards, responses of ~dvlsory board members can (according to survey respondents) 
range from anger to WIthdrawal from partiCipation in de~ision-making processes. The 
e~fects are seen to range from inhibition in the implementation of poUcy decisions to 
dIsrupted cross-system communication and resource coordination. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

:rhe sug~estions ~hat are feasible here largely center- arcund the provision of 
mformatIon to adVIsory board members not only about their roles and responsibilities 
under G~A, but also. about the authority of county boards in the administration of the 
Commun.It1 C?rrecbons ~ct. Th(" CCA administrator should maintain responsibility 
~or clarIfI~atIon of adVIsory board and county board roles and responsibilities in 
Implen:t~ntmg CCA at the local level. An educational medium that could be developed 
to ~acllitate the process is a training film or slideshow that could be shown both to 
advIsor~ ~?~ds and county boards. The training film could explore the roles and 
responslblb tIes of each under the CCA, as an example. 

An?ther met~o? of .minimizin~ p!,oblems and issues deriving from questions about 
Ultu!late admUllstratIv~ authorIty IS currently in place. That is, county board members 
are mcluded on the adVIsory boards of local community corrections organizations. The 
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county board members are, thus, involved in the decision making process-es, of the local 
CCA organizations on an ongoing basis. This could avert possIble conflIct between 
county boards and local community corrections organizations. 

3. Roles and Responsibilities of the Judiciary in SuperVision of Court Ser, ices 
Personnel and Probation and Parole Officers 

The disagreement that has existed in some CCA areas about the control of, cou:t 
services officers and probation and parole officers has occur~ed because of a hIStorIC 
role of the judiciary. In the PiiSt, it was ~he court that identif~ed the need to stpervise 
offenders and provide the:m with correctional serVlce~. Thus~ It was the court tllat ?fas 
basically responsible for the existence of court serVICes offIcers as w~ll as probation 
and parole officers. The court identified unmet needs for services and fIlled them. 

Although the executive branch of government has develop~d ~v~r time, the. transf~r, of 
responsibilities between the executive branch and, t~e JUdICIal bran~h l,n pro~ldIng 
correctional services has not been complete. COinCidentally, constItutlOnal lssues 
pertaining to separation of powers and due process have surfaced. Some have yet to 
be resolved. For example, the prOVision of some court services such as present~nce 
investigations and surveillance are judicial functions. Consequently, court se~l~es 
personnel who carry out these functions are considered to be under court superVISIon 
by many judges. Any attempts by the exe.cutive bran~h !o, exercise authority over 
court services personnel is viewed as constramt upon the J~dlCIa1 branch. On. the other 
hand, attempts by the judiciary to control the pr~batIon an? parole offIcers ~ho 
maintain responsibility for the provision of correctional ser~lces (e.g., counslemg, 
brokerage, advocacy) are viewed as infringements, on executive br~n~h, powers. In 
either instance" the issue of administrative authorIty betw"en the JudICIary and the 
eXf.lcutive branch has often not been resolved. 

a. ;:::~ggestions for, Resolution 

Because of the recent passage of legislation that places a.dministrative authority for 
court serVices officers and probation/parole officers under the (optional) control of the 
executive branch (county boards), the iss~e may be moot. To, t~~ ,extent that 
legislation does not resolve it, then negotiatIOn of roles and, responsIbIlitIes see!lls, to 
be the optimal solution. A formal mechanism for carrymg out such negotiation 
processes should be explored by the tasl' force on organizational structure that has 
been previously suggested. 

4. Roles and Responsibilities of Individuals Under the CCA 

For virtually all of the behavioral constructs pertaining to organizational structure 
which have been explored, common themes have been uncerta~nty about the ex~ct 
roles and responsibilities to be assumed and incomplete cooperation and collaboration 
among individuals. 

Beyond the problems and issues that exist as natural byproducts of opposing viewpoitlts 
and differing pel'sonal goals, the perception seems to hold that unclear roles and 
responsibilities exist and that these hinder personal contribution to the CCA. In­
complete personal contribution hinders the ~ttainment of org~izational ,s,tructure, 
which hypothetically hinders full implementation ~f the CommunIty CorrectIon~ Act. 
At fault are issues such as the intended accomplIshments of the GOA. ~he lme \'),f 

argument is that roles and responsibilities cannot be unequivocally established unt1l 
the gOL'ls and objectives of the CGA at the local level are unequivocally formUlated. 
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Unless local CCA goals and objectives are established and prioritized, activitie.~ 
designed to attain them cannot be clearly established. Thus, the assignment of roles 
and responsibilities to undertake the activities cannot be completed. Besides the 
absE?:;lce of local CCA goals and objectives, survey respondents also transmit the 
op!nio~ that the discrepancy between professed and actual local CCA goals and 
obJectives also makes roles and responsibilities ambiguous. 

a. Suggestions for Resolution 

:r~e suggestions for resolution of the issue of unclear individual roles and responsibil­
ItIes under the CCA have, to a large extent, been discussed. The strategies which 
appear to be applicable for establishing or modifying individual roles and responsibil­
ities include responsibility charting, negotiation, and the application of sound manage­
ment models. To be specific, a management model that stresses the input and 
feedback of objective information should be employed in a process of goal and 
objective setting and prioritization. After this has been accomplished, then a 
mechanism ~u,c~ as responsibility charting should be used to relate goals and objectives 
to the actiVIties undertaken to accomplish them. Following this, if it proves 
necessary, individuals should engage in formal negotiation processes to acquire 
responsibility or authority to carry out relevant CCA activities. To the extent that 
this line of action is successful across l('cal community corrections organizations 
stable roles and responsibilities should evolve which have the potential for ensuring 
that CCA goals and objectives are attained. 

D. Organizational Structure: Summary and Conclusions 

Five behavioral constructs representing aspects of group interaction have been 
employed to assess organizational structure. The behavioral constructs and the indices 
of the extent to which the constructs have comprised organizational structure 
(average implementation scores) are: 1) cooperation satisfaction, seventy-three 
percent; 2) organizational viability, eighty-nine percent; 3) organiZational legitimacy, 
seventy-seven percent; 4) contextual environmental impact, eighty-one percent- and e) 
collaboratic~l' eighty-five percent. With the exception of cooperation satisfaction 
which was only partially implemented, the remainder of the indices show that 
organizational structure has been fully implemented. Local community corrections 
organizations have achieved types of behavioral interaction that have been defined as 
representing organizational structure. A compofite index of organizational structure 
of eighty-one percent has been calculated that reinforces the conclusion that local 
CCA organizations are structured. 

In total, individuals involved in local community corrections organizations hold the 
opinion that these organizations are centralized deCision-making bodies which are 
integral to the operation of the CCA at the local level. The organizations have 
achieved levels of cooperation and collaboration among individuals which are superior 
to those which existed prior to implementation of the Community Corrections Act. 
There is, however, a body of opinion that holds that increased cooperation and 
collaboration are needed. A factor which may contribute to less than ideal levels of 
cooperation/collaboration is unclear roles and responsibilities, which is the central 
theme of the problems and issues identified. 

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

The data pertaining to the roles and responsibilities of the DOC in rule promulgation, 
review of standards compliance, and the prOVision of technical assistance are 
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equivocal. What is provided is considered good and timely and cooperation between 
state and local levels is considered good by i.ndividuals involved in 10CE-1! CCA 
organizations. As a group, however, CCA administrators and staff relay the opinion 
that the DOC has not generated sufficient rules, ltUidelines, or criteria to facilitate 
local implementation of the CCA. In a related vein, the process of DOC review ~f 
local compliance with standards is not viewed as consistent. The role of the DOC In 
managing the implementation of the CCA is seen to require clarification and 
redefinition. 

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

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

Additional issues have arisen regarding roles and responsibilities. Some of these are 
confusion about the authority of county boards (versus advisory boards) to review and 
approve comprehensive plans, local CCA budgets, and expenditures. A!10ther is 
confusion about where the authority for supervision of court services officers and 
probation/parole officers lies (county boards versus the ~udiciary). A third issu~ is the 
role and responsibilities of advisory boards in undertaking cross-system planmng and 
producing the annual comprehensive plan. Lack of input or insufficient input by 
advisory board members into the planning process may mean that the cross-system 
integration of resources mandated by .:he CCA does n~t take place. Without this or ~ 
equivalent mechanism to achieve cross-systems plannmg, a broad spectrum of publ1c 
and private community resources may not be available to the target groups of 
offenders under the CCA. 

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

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

d. Suggestions for Resolution 

The range of suggestions for resolution of issues pertaining to organizational structure 
revolves around redefinition of DOC roles and responsibilities, revision of relevant 
CCA and DOC products and processes, clarification or re~efi~ition of ro~e.s and 
responsibilities, and redefinition of local CCA goals .a!1d obJectives. Spe<:lfIC~y, 
among the suggestions for issue resolution are: 1) reVISion of CC~ rules, gUldelin~s, 
and criteria; 2) revision of procedures to monitor standards complIance; 3) expansIon 
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of DOC technical assistance activities; 4) negotiation of technical assistance sched­
ules; 5) formation of a technical assistance team; 6) review of DOC staff structure; 7) 
negotiation of technical assistance funding mechanisms; 8) development of a training 
film or slideshow used to transmit factual information about the authority and 
responsibilities of county boards and advisory boards in administering the CCA; and 9) 
negotiation of individual roles and responsibilities based upon revised local eCA goals 
and objectives. 

VIII. CONCLUSIONS 

A comprehensive description and an analysis of organizational structure and function 
have been completp.d ;n order to answer two questions: "Have corrections planning and 
administration improved under the CCA?" and "Is the planning and administration 
component of the CCA model valid?". 

To answer these questions, average implementation scores have been computed for 
each aspect of organizatiC"~al structure and function inCluded in the CCA evaluation. 
Tables 20 and 21 report average implementation scores and an appraisal of degree of 
implementation of structure and l'unction within and across local community correc­
tions organizations. Table 22 goes a step fUrther and assigns ranks to the local 
community corrections organizations based upon the degree of implementation ob­
served for each aspect of organizatior.al structure and function employed. 

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

Organizational structure plus the budgeting and training funl1tions he.ve been fully 
institutionalized within local CCA organizations. The judgment that budgeting and 
training have been instituted is based upon the appraisal that the actors, products, and 
processes necessary to carry out the two functions have been put into place. Data 
about the quality, effectiveness, and efficiency of budgeting and training are not 
extensive, however. Thus, the actual utility of these functions (particularly of 
training) to organizational development cannot be reliably assessed. Planning and 
research/information systems have been partially institutionalized as functions of 
local community corrections organizations. Again, data on the quality, effectiveness, 
and efficiency of planning and research/information systems are limited, thus con­
straining statements of the utility of these two functions to organizational perform­
ance. 

Results indicate that corrections organization (planning and administration) has 
improved under the CCA. The associated component of the CCA model has been 
shown to be valid, but the quality, effectiveness, and efficiency of the aspects of 
organizational structure and function employed have not been explored. 

A final word must address the problems and issues identified as well as the suggestions 
for resolution presented. The suggestions for resolution presented are based upon an 
assumption that the CCA will continue to operate as it is currently structured and 
funded. Decision makers should appraise the problems and issues and suggestions for 
resolution in conjunction with data on overall effectiveness, economy, and efficiency. 
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Modification of current organizational functions and structure within the CCA 
objective of improved corrections planning and administration should be based upon 
simultaneous considerations of the conditions and constraints suggested by this 
evaluation as a whole. 
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TABLE 20: Community Corrections Act Evaluation: Summary of Implem~ntation Scores for Indices of 
~zatlonal Function and Structure 

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

Planning (F) 

Training (F) 

Research/Information 
Systems (F) 

Budgeti ng (F) 

Composite Index of 
Organizational 
Structure (S): 

a 

1. Cooperation Satisfaction 
2. Of"ganizatlbnal Viability 
3. Org3nlzatlonal Legitimacy 
4. Contextua~ Environmental 

Impact 
5. Collaboration 

GRAND MEAN: 

Average 
Implementation Score 

64% 

77% 

a,a% 

81% 

75% . 

Degree of Implementation of Function 
or Index of Structurea 

Partial Implementation 

Ful I Implementation 

Partial Imple~~ntation 

Full Implementation 

Full Implementation 

PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION 

The following criteria are employed in the evaluation of degree of Implementation of organizational 
fUnction or organizational structure: 
1. No implementation: Average Implementation score <50% 
2. Partial implementation: Average implementation score of 50% - 75% 
,3. Full implementation: Average implementation 9core ~ 76% 
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TABLE 21: 

CC ...... RE ... 

Region 6 West 

Anuk~ 

Ar...,_~ead Raglonel 
Correct ions 

BI~8 Earth 

Cr" .. Wlng-
Vorrison 

'OocIge-FllllllOre-
O;MSted 

HennepIn 

i'3Msey 

RIod La~e-Folk-
Norman 

A>ck-Nab Ie. 

Todd-liadenD 

Washington 

Community Corrections Act Evaluation: Degree of Implementation of Organizational Function and 
Structure by Local Community Correction~ Organization 

ORroANlZATIONAl FUNCTION ORGANIZ ... TlONAL 

PlANNING TRAINING RESEARCH{INFORfJATION SYSTEMS BUDGETING STRUCTURE 

Implementation Degree of Implementation Degree of Implementation Degree of Implementation Degree of I mp I emeRtat I on Degree of 

Score Imelementatlon Score Imelementatlon Score Imelementatlon Score Imelementatlon Score I mE I ementat I on 

No Partial No Full Full 

43% Implementation 75f. Implementation 40~ Implementation 8O~ Implementation 82~ Implemental ion 

Partial Full Partial Full Full 

71j; Imple;nentotlon 92~ I mp I ement&t I on 60~ Implementation lOO~ Implementation 99~ Implementation 

Part 1101 'Full Full Full Ful I 

71J Imp I ementat Ion 92~ Imp I emontatIon 90J Implementaflon lOO~ , Impl ementat Ion 99J I mp I emantat i on 

Partial full PDrtlal full Partial 

71~ Impl8"",ntatloo 83~ Implementation 70~ I mp I amentat I on 100" 1mplementatlon 71J Implementotlon 

Partial No Partial Full Partial 

57lC Implcmentatl~ 33J Implementation 60~ Impl_tatlon 80lC I lOp I omentat Ion 71~ ImplCl"entation 

Full 
75J 

Partial Full Full Ful I 

85" Impl e~ntat ion Implementation 80% Imp I ementat I on 80~ Implementation 91~ 
I"'plomentatlon 

Partial Full Full Full Partial 

57lC. ImplementatIon 92lC Implementation 90J Implemeotatlon loo~ Impl ... entatlon 74~ 
Imple~..,nhtlon 

Partial Full Full full 

57~ I.,plementatlon 92~ Implementation IOO~ Implementation 8t~ . Impl..,..,ntatlon 

Full 
Full Partial Full 

100% Imp I emontat ton 67'/. I mp I ementat Ion 80lC Implementation IO~ Imp.lementiltlon 
Full 

88~ • Implementation 

No Full No Full Full ' 

43'/. Implementation 92~ Implementation 40'/. Implementation 00': Implementation 7S:( 
I I:Ip I eci100tat Ion 

Partl"l Partial Partial Full Full 

71" I "'P1_tetIon ' 75~ , ""pl-rrlltlon !>l)~ 1"",I_teflon ~ I "",I_tetIon 85lC I.., I_tat Ion 

No ~rtl.1 Part 1 .. 1 Partial , Full 

4~ IlIpl_fatlon ~9S IMpI.nentatlon eQlC I"'PI_tetIon ~ 1"'I'I_f~tlon SOlC 
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TABLE 22: Ranks Assigned to Degree of Organizational Structure and Function 
Attained bY'Ve&!1 Community Corrections Organization 

Ranksa " 
Research/ 

CCA I nformat ion Organ i zationa I Sum of Overa II AREA PI ann ing Tra in ing Systems Budgeting Structure Ranks Ranka 

6W 11 8 10,.0 9 6 44.0 9 

Anoka 4.5 3 6.5 3.5 4.5 22.0 3.5 

Arrowhead Regional 
Correct Ions 4.5 3 2 3.5 4.5 17.5 

BI ue Earth 4.5 6 5 3.5 12 31.0 6 

Crow Wing-Morrison 8 12 8 9 10 47.0 10 

Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 2 8 2 9 22.0 3.5 
Hennepin 8 3 2 3.5 11 27.5 5 

Ramsey 8 3 3.5 7 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman 10 4 3.5 2 20.5 2 

~. Rock-Nobles 11 3 10 9 9 42.0 8 
Todd-Wadena 4.5 8 10 9 3 34.5 7 
Washington 11 11 6.5 12 8 48.5 11 , 

aRanks ranged from 1 to 12 with lower numbered ranks indicating higher degrees of implementation. 
For example, a rank of "1'; Indicates that the average implementation score is the highest observed 

.-for the index of organizational structurB or function considered. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. Richard H. Hall, Or anizations: Structure and Process, Second edition, Prentice­
Hall, Inc. (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: 1977; James Thompson, Organizations in Action, 
McGraw-Hill (New York: 1967); Shirley Terreberry, "The Evolution of Organizational 
Environments," Administrative Science Quarterly 12 (March, 1969). 

2. Joseph McCann, "Developing Interorganizational Domains: Concepts and Practice," 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Pennsylvania (Philadelphia: August, 
1980). 

Coordination satisfaction refers to the extent of satisfaction with collaborative 
efforts undertaken by individuals involved in eCA at the local level. 

Organizational legitimacy refers to the degree of concensus about organizational 
responsibilities, clarity of incentives, importance of the situation, and agreement 
about what constitutes an ideal situation for an organization. Organizational viability 
refers to the degree of concensus that an organization is able to accomplish what is 
sets out to accomplish, that individuals involved in the organization are willing to 
create shared strategies, and agreement that a given course of action is appropriate. 

3. Edward A. Suchman, Evaluative Research, Principles and Practices in Public 
Service and Social Action Programs, Russell Sage Foundation (New York: 1967), pp. 
61-63. 
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