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Budget 2001 - Justice Working Papers 

Minnesota Planning's Budget 2001 Project • The Budget 2001 Project consists of seven working papers that cover different state financing 
topics ---K-12 Education and Learning Readiness, Higher Education, Health and Long-Term 
Care, Justice, Transportation, Environmental and Natural Resources, Local Government and 
Municipal Services in addition to historical trends in State Revenue. Important concepts and 
data from the working papers were consolidated into a final report released by the Governor's 
Office in January 1995. The final report, Within Our Means: Tough Choices for Government 
Spending, describes state and local-government spending trends leading to a growing budget 
gap between expenditures and revenues, identifies five key drivers of government spending, 
identifies a number of options for addressing the gap and makes recommendations to close the 
gap. Detailed analyses of key findings by sub-topics are also being distributed as "Line Item" 
publications. The Line Item on Justice Spending described workloads and inflation-adjusted 
spending trends from 1985 to 1991 as a summary of this working paper. 

Intent of Justice Budget 2001 Working Paper 

The following table describes the intent of each section in this report. 

f h J Intent 0 t e ustlce B d u Iget 2001 W k' P or ,nQ ager 

Summary Provides an overview of this working paper. 

Introduction Provides a very basic understanding of the justice system 
and who is responsible for what aspects of the system. • , 

Historical Trends Provides trends and a brief history of the justice system, 
costs, workloads and policies. 

State & County Provides a comparison of the justice costs and workloads 
Comparisons to other states and among counties in Minnesota. 

Projected Trends Provides trends to the year 2001 based on the last seven 
years !!traight line extrapolation). 

Risks & Provides discussions on current and possible future 
Contingencies justice issues that will effect the projected trends. 

• 
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f. Increased Penalties: 1989 to present 

Tougher laws can occur by either legislatively expanding the behaviors that are defIned as crimes, enhancm!' 
the penalties by elevating the offense to a more serious classification, increasing sentences, or mandating 
minimum sentences. The Sentencing Guidelines Commission can also affect sentencing by shifting the 
presumed range of sentences or assigning different weights to prior offenses. 

Major policy changes occurred in 1989 that increased criminal penalties for the most serious offenses in 
Minnesota. The minimum parole eligibility for murder increased from 17 to 30 years. Life imprisonment 
without possibility of parole was mandated for persons convicted of [lIst-degree murder if the offender has a 
previous conviction within the past 15 years for a heinous crime. For second-and third-degree murder 
convictions ror those who have a previous conviction within past 15 years, the court must impose statutory 
maximum sentences. Longer sentences were authorized for certain dangerous and career sex offenders. 
Persons convicted under the patterned sex-offender crime could be imprisoned for a period up to the statutory 
maximum sentence and if released from prison earlier must be monitored in the community for longer 
periods of time than otherwise available under other sentencing laws. Longer sentences and higher [mes 
were authorized for controlled-substances offenses. Increased penalties were established for drug crimes 
committed within a school or park zone. 

g. Juvenile Justice: 1994 

In 1994, the legislature significantly revised the juvenile justice system. Juveniles 16 and 17 years of age 
who are charged with first-degree murder would automatically stand trial in adult court. Mandatory- • 
minimum sentences are required for juveniles convicted of a drive-by shooting and felony penalties for thos 
brandishing a BB gun or gun replica on school property. Sixteen and 17 year olds alleged to have committed 
a crime for which an adult would receive a prison sentence or any felony while using a firearm will be 
presumed to be tried as adults. Juveniles will have to prove that they warrant a juvenile hearing, when in the 
process of being certified as an adult, by showing that retaining the juvenile in juvenile court serves public 
safety. County attorneys are required to establish juvenile diversion programs. 

Extended junsdiction juveniles (EJJ), are serious-and repeat-juvenile offenders who are facing a new juvenile 
court proceeding. Upon conviction, an EJJ is given two sentences - a juvenile sentence and an adult sentence 
that is stayed. If the juvenile does not adhere to the conditions of the juvenile sentence, he or she may be 
sent to prison under the adult sentence. Juvenile court will maintain jurisdiction over the EJJs until the 
individual's 21st birthday, unless the court terminates its jurisdiction before that date. EJJ offenders also 
have a right to a jury trial and parents are required to attend delinquency hearings. 

Every juvenile brought to court facing gross misdemeanor, felony or out of home placement as of January 1, 
1995 will be required to "consult with" or "be represented by" an attorney. Now, less than half of 25,000 
young people charged with delinquencies have an attorney. 

Licensing for up to 100 additional secure long-term residential beds is authorized under the juvenile justice 
bill as well as $20 million in the 1994 bonding bill for grants to construct local detention facilities. The 
Legislature appropriated approximately $8.9 million for crime prevention and education 'programs targeted aJ. 
juveniles. • 
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h. 1994 Crime Bill and Special Session: 1994 

The 1994 Omnibus Crime bill was enacted along with the 1994 Juvenile Justice bill. These anti-crime bills 
• provide for stiffer penalties for serious crimes. Funding was allocated for expanding correctional facilities, 

additional corrections staffing, prison and workhouse programming, new judges and probation officers, and 
the state takeover of the public defense system. 

The Department of Corrections and the Sentencing Guidelines Commission estimated the number of adult 
male inmates based on the impact of the 1994 Crime and Juvenile Justice bills in their November 1994 prison 
population projection. 

Figure 4: Projected Male Prison Inmates Attributable to 1994 Legislation 

January 1 June 1 
Population Population 

1995 4 24 

1996 50 102 

1997 173 234 

A special session was held in August 1994 focusing on the civil commitment of sexually- dangerous persons 
and persons with a sexual-psychopathic personality. The legislature added a provision to permit civil 

• commitment of sexually-dangerous persons and amended the sex- offender-registration law. 

• 

I. Gross Misdemeanor Categories 

In the late 1980s, the Legislature dramatically expanded the category of gross misdemeanors. At that time 
and into the early 1990s, numerous gross misdemeanor laws were created, mostly by enhancing misdemeanor 
laws. Drunk driving and domestic abuse are two examples where laws were toughened by making repeat 
offenses gross misdemeanors to highlight the seriousness of the offense. A statewide task force is currently 
preparing proposals for revising non-felony criminal laws. 

The creation of new gross misdemeanors and the enhancement of existing makes it difficult to determine if 
the increase in gross misdemeanor workloads is caused primarily by an increasing number of offenders, more 
vigorous law enforcement or a simply a shift in categorization. 

The expansion of gross misdemeanor law has probably had the biggest impact on municipal prosecutors and 
corrections. The number of adult gross misdemeanor court cases increased 48 percent from 1987 to 1993. 
During the same period, the number of adults on probation for a gross misdemeanor offense increased over 
200 percent. This increase in gross misdemeanor laws followed by vigorous enforcement of the laws and 
increase in the number of new cases has expanded the need for additional resources in all justice areas, 
especially at the local level. 
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c. System Workloads 

Workloads of each justice sub-system have increased over the last seven years, even though the number of 
individuals in the crime-prone ages (the population with the highest arrest rates) has decreased. Figure 5 • 
shows the percent change from 1987 to 1993. 

F· 5 S 19ure : iystem W kl d P or oa s - ercent Ch ange 1987 1993 to 

CRIMINAL mSTICE STATISTICS - Workload Measurements Percent 
Change 

STATEWIDE TOTALS 1987 1993 87-93 

Populat~on Estimates (Crime-Prone Ages 10-24) 508,661 476,003 -6% 
Offenses Known or Reported (All) 425,622 484-,-582 14% 
Offenses Known or Reported (Violenfi 12,)50 15,866 31% 
Arrests (All) 162,584 194,892 20% 
Arrests (Violent) 4,853 6,830 41% 
Court Cases (Juvenile and Adult) 451817 64,481 41% 

Probation Populations (All) 53,225 89,008 67% 
Jail Populations (Number Offenders) 130,335 172,276 33% 
Prison Populations (Yearlv Average) 2,392 3,937 65% 

Notes: Court cases do not include gross-misdemeanor offenses. 
Jail populations do not include Hennepin County Workhouse inmates for 1987. • 

• 
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IV. STATE AND COUNTY COMPARISONS 

A. State Comparisons of the Justice Costs and Workloads 

• 1. Justice System Costs 

In 1991, Minnesota's total state and local expenditures for police protection, judicial and legal services and 
corrections was over $1 billion dollars. The nation as a whole spent over $75 billion dollars in the same 
areas. While Minnesota ranked 21st in total justice activity spending it ranked 31st in per capita justice 
spending and 38th in spending per $1,000 of personal income. 

Figure 6: 1991 State Ranking: 
T tal J ustice 0 S d' PC' S d' d P $1 000 P ipen mg, er aplta ipen mg an er , erson alIn S ding come ~pen 

Per $1,000 
Total Justice Per Capita Justice Personal 

Spending Spending Income 
Spending 

MINNESOTA 21 31 38 

Alaska 37 1 1 

Illinois 5 21 32 

Iowa 32 38 39 

North Dakota 50 48 49 

South Dakota 48 46 47 

Texas 4 27 21 

Washington 17 22 24 

Wisconsin 16 19 18 

Note: Total spending includes expenditure for law enforcement, judicial and legal services, and 
corrections from both state and local governments. Per Capita Spending is the amount spent on 
justice activities (total spending) per person. Per $1,000 Personal Income Spending is the amount 
spend on justice activities (total spending) per $1,000 personal income based on personal income 
figures as of calendar year 1989. 

2. Justice System Workloads 

Minnesota's rankings on reported index crime rates per 100,000 citizens (murder, rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor-vehicle theft and arson) are roughly proportional to the rankings on 
prison inmate population. In 1992, Minnesota ranked 34th in crime rates, 48th in arrest rates and 35th in 
state prison inmate population. Compared to each of the surrounding states, Minnesota had a higher crime 

• rate. 
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Compared to the nation, Minnesota has followed the same pattern, but at a lower rate. Minnesota had the 
lowest arrest rate of the Midwest states and was actually ranked third lowest in the nation. Compared to the -
Midwest states, Minnesota had an average state prison population, which was again below the national 
average. 

Figure 7: State Rankings: 
C' R A R dP' PI' nme .. ates, rrest ates an nson opu a110ns 

Crime Violent Total Total Prison 
Rates Crime Arrests Arrest Incarceration 

Rates Rates Rate 

MINNESOTA 34 37 25 48 49 

Alaska 20 19 43 16 11 

illinois 17 6 18 34 25 

Iowa 42 41 38 47 41 

North Dakota 49 50 48 42 50 

South Dakota 48 45 44 18 32 

Texas 2 10 3 20 12 

Washington 10 26 15 22 35 

Wisconsin 38 42 7 2 37 
Note: One equals the highest state while fifty equals the lowest state. 
Source: Crime: State Rankings 1994. Morgan Quitno. 

B. County Comparisons for Justice System Costs and Workloads 

Prison 
Populations 

35 

38 

7 

33 

50 

47 

3 

25 

27 
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County-level comparison for costs and workloads are included in Appendix C. Data provided by county
level include comparisons between 1985 and 1993 for many of the same variables described on a statewide 
basis. Data included in Appendix C allow comparison of total and per capita spending patterns with reported 
crime and justice workloads. County-level statistics include: 

1) population estimates which can be used to covert numbers of incidents such as reported offenses or arrests 
to rates, or spending to per capita levels for comparisons, . 

2) total county expenditures and expenditures for corrections and sheriffs' departments, 
3) total municipal police expenditure, per capita and percent of total city expenditures by county, 
4) Part I violent offenses and total Part I offenses known or reported to law enforcement, 
5) arrests for Violent Part I offenses, total Part I offenses, Part II and Juvenile offense:;~ 
6) court cases flled for juvenile delinquency petitions, adult gross misdemeanor and adult felony cases 
combined, felons committed to the Commissioner of Corrections, 
7) jail populations (bookings) from 1987 to 1992 and total days confmed, and 
8) probation cases. 

Some caveats to be considered when interpreting county level data include the completeness or changes in 
data reporting and the natural variation that occurs with smaller populations over different time frames. 
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v. EXTRAPOLATED STATEWIDE COST AND WORKLOAD TRENDS 

o To provide a framework for discussions on what the future holds for both justice costs and workloads, figures 
8 and 9 provide extrapolations to the year 2001. These extrapolations are a simplified projection method 
considers the changes in the measured item rather than the interaction of numerous complex factors. By using 
the last six years change and projecting that change over the next eight years provides a starting point for 
discussions of current and future policies and how they are intended to impact the justice system. 

Projecting future occurrences of justice system workloads (number of crimes, arrests, court activity, jail and 
prison inmates, probation cases) involves many variables that need to be evaluated separately and then 
incorporated into a larger system model. The workload of any pa..rt of the justice system depends on the 
activity level of the preceding agencies or entities in the system. Ultimately, justice activities reflect the mix 
of the laws on the books, t.qe levels of enforcement, the underlying crime levels and the resulting number of 
cases coming into the system. 

An example of a more complex projection method taking into account the interaction of variables is arrest 
projections. One of many key variables used to project future arrests is the number of law enforcement 
officers. By estimating' the number of officers and the number of arrests per officer, one can project the 
effect on the number of arrests. It is a logical expectation that the number of arrests would increase if the 
number of officers increases. Factors which increase the number of arrests per officer are more difficult to 
quantify. Other variables that influence arrest, or any other activity projections, include the priorities and 
procedures established by law enforcement agencies, prosecution policies, judicial calendars, current and 
future state and federal policies which are mandated or leveraged with additional funding. The policies 

• 
adopted by each subsystem have an effect on other parts of the system and possibly on the underlying crime 
level as measured by the number of reported crimes . 

• 
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Figure 8: Justice Costs Extrapolated for the Year 2001 
(Costs are in millions of dollars) 

Average 
Annual Percent • Change Estimated 

1985 1991 1985-1991 2001 

State Law Enforcement $51.6 $60.7 2.9% t $78.5 

Judicial and Legal $55.7 $84.9 8.7% $158.9 

Corrections $116.7 $152.9 5.2% $231.9 

Total $224.1 $298.5 5.5% $463.7 

Local Law Enforcement $375.4 $453.9 3.5% $612.1 

Judicial and Legal $141 $186.8 5.4% $287.8 

Corrections $114.9 $131.1 2.3% $161.8 

Total $631.4 $771.8 3.7% $1,057.8 

State Law Enforcement $427.1 $514.6 3.4% $690.5 

And Judicial and Le~al $196.8 $271.7 6.3% $444.1 

Local Corrections $231.6 $284 3.8% $390.9 

TOTAL Total $855.5 $1,070.3 4.2% $1,518.2 

Note: The estimated exp(;nditures assume the average yearly percentage change from 1985 to 1991 will continue into the • 
future. Since the 1985 and 1991 expenditures are adjusted for inflation, the 2001 estimates are also shown in 1993 dollars. 

The extrapolation process used for this working paper to estimate future trends simply assumes the future will 
reflect trends from the past. For example, to estimate total justice spending in millions of dollars for 2005: 

Step 1: Calculate the actual change. '111 inflation acijusted expenditures from 1985 to 1991 in 1993 
value dollars, a total of $214.8 mUUon for case of total justice expenditures. 

Step 2: Calculate the percentage change by dividing the $214.8 increase by the 1985 base of $855.5, 
which results in a 25 percent increase. 

Step 3: Calculate the average yearly change by dividing the total percentage change by six years, the 
number of years between 1985 and 1991 which is 4.2 percent. 

Step 4: Estimate the percentage change from 1991 to 2001 by multiplying the average annual growth 
rate of 4.2 percent by the lO-ycar time frame between 1991 and 2001, which results in a 42 
percent total increase. 

Step 5: Estimate the total justice cost in 2001 by multiplying the 1991 expenditure of $1,070.3 by 
one plus the estimated percentage change from 1991 to 2001, or 1.42 times for a total of 
$1,518.2. 
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Figure 9: Justice Workloads Extrapolated for the Year 2001 

Average Estimated 
Annual Workload 
Percent 

1987 1993 Change 2001 
1987-
1993 

Offenses Known All 425,622 484,582 2.3% 574,085 
or Reported 

Violent 12,150 15,866 5.1% 22,336 

Arrests! All 162,584 194,892 3.3% 246,529 
Apprehensions 

Violent 4,853 6,830 6.8% 10,540 

Court Cases All 45,817 64,481 6.8% 99,504 

Adult Felony 13,008 19,152 7.9% 31,213 

Adult Gross Misd. 12,974 19,240 8.0% 31,630 

Juvenile 19,835 27,856 6.7% 42,875 

Probation All 53,225 89,008 11.2% 168,794 

Adult Felony 18,659 24,667 5.4% 35,257 

Adult Gross Misd. 5,747 17,265 33.4% 63,401 

Juvenile 8,862 14,822 11.2% 28,113 

Jail * Data is Number of Offenders 101,823 123,136 2.4% 157,501 
1988 to 1993. 

Prison 

Total Days 799,453 1,049,416 2.7% 1,486,907 

Ave. Days Per 7.8 7.9 .2% 9.5 
Offender 

Number of Offenders 2,392 3,937 10.8% 7,328 

*Note: Hennepin County Workhouse data is not available for 1987. The same methods as described 
on page 17 were used to calculate the estimated workload in 2001. 

The extrapolation process used for this working paper to estimate future trends simply assumes the future will 
reflect trends from the past. For example to estimate the increase in violent offenses known and reported: 

Step 1: Calculate the actual change in violent offenses known or reported to law enforcement officials from 1987 to 1993, a 
total of 3,716 additional offense,s. 

Step 2: Calculate the percentage change by dividing the 3,7Hi increase by the 1987 base of 12,150, which results in a 31 
percent increase. 

Step 3: Calculate the avemge yearly change by dividing the total percentage change by six years, the number of years between 
1987 and 1993 which is 5.1 percent. 

Step 4: Estimate the perceotage change from 1993 to 2001 by multiplying the avemge annual growth rate of 5.1 percent by the 

• 8 year time frame between 1993 and 2001, which results in a 41 percent total increase . 
Step 5: Estimate the total number of violent offenses known and reported to law enforcement in 2001 by mUltiplying the 1993 

number by one plus the estimated percentage change from 1993 to 2001, or 1.41 times 15,866 equaling 22,336. 
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