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TABLE A.1

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE®

CCA AREA:

Crow Wing-Morrison

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

{
Total Expe

1 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT nditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures  FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT
. TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COU&FY oF e from State of e for Community for FROM OTHER OF
YEAR EXPENDITURES® CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL Contributions Total = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCES® TOTAL®
1974h $ 70,100 $ 8,200 11.7% $ 29,200 41.7% $ 20,900 $ 8,300 $ 32,700 46.6%
1975 356,400 26,100 7.3 241,100 67.5 155,600 85,500 89,200 25.0
1976 371,600 19,900 5.4 304,100 81.8 225,600 78,500 47,600 12.8
1977 402,800 30,600 7.6 330,800 82.1 264,300 66,500 41,400 10.3
1978 435,600 50,400 11.6 377,000 86.5 278,300 98,700 8,200 1.9
1979i 437,300 44,800 10.2 371,300 84.9 250,300 121,000 21,200 4.8
1980 535, 500 49,200 9.2 486,300 90.8 344,700 141,600 0 0.0
TOTAL $ 2,609,300 $ 229,200 8.8%j $2,139,800 82.0%3 $ 1,539,700 $600, 100 $240,300 9.2%3
SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from snnual compre- ePercentages are percentage of total community corrections
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart-— expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data: tenth of a-.percent.
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports £
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC and from Bob Expenditures from the State CCA Subsidy. Includes state
Erlanson, Corrections Administrator, Crow Wing- carry-over from previous year, if any.
Morrison Community Corrections.
gExamgle: federal and state (non-CCA) grants. Includes
NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the speci- grant carry-over from previous year, 1f any.

fied funding source; they do not necessarily repre-
sent total funding from that source.

aExpenditure information is from secondary sources as re-
ported by CCA Area.
Amounts are rounded to nearest $100.

b .
Wherever "State' appears, it refers to Minnesota.

°

€All sources. Includes chargebacks and any carry-over from

previous year.

d
Should include intra-CCA Area per. diem housing receipts.

Amounts are not adjusted for inflation.-

May include per diem housing receipts from out-—
side of the CCA Area, if any.

hSeptember through December, 1974.

iThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.
jPercentages refer to percentage of total community correc-—
tions expenditures, e.g., $229,200 (county contribution)
is 8.8% of $2,609,300 (total community corrections expend-
itures).




TABLE A.2

COMM'JNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE?

CCA AREA:

Dodge~-Fillmore-Olmsted

b

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONS

|
Total Expenditures

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

1
Percent Expenditures Expenditures  FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT

TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT
TOTAL CCA c TURES FROM COUg;Y OF e from State of o for Community for FROM OTHER g OF e
YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL Contributions Total™ = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCES TOTAL
1974h $ 232,400 $ 66,700 28.7% $ 146,400 63.0% $ 140,400 $ 6,000 $ 19,300 8.3%
1975 515,300 83,100 16.1 314,100 61.0 301,900 12,200 118,100 22.9
1976 642,300 71,000 11.1 441,200 68.7 418,900 22,300 130,100 20.3
1977 701,300 80, 300 11.5 526,500 75.1 473,000 53,500 94,500 13.5
1978 946,900 115,300" 12.2 688,900 72.6 599,900 89,000 142,700 15.1
1979, 724,400 76,100 10.5 626,500 86.5 549,600 76,900 21,800 3.0
19807 861,900 147,400 17.1 666,900 77.4 553,500 113,400 47,600 5.5
TOTAL  $ 4,624,500 $ 639,900 lB.S%k $3,410,500 73.7%k $ 3,037,200 $373,300 $574,100 12.4%k
SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre~— ePercentages are percentage of total community corrections
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart- expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial ‘data: tenth of a percent.
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports .
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC and from Loren "Expenditures from the State CCA Subsidy. Includes state
Weisbrod, Financial Officer for Dodge-Fillmore- carry-over from previous year, if any.
Olmsted Community Corrections.
gExamgle: federal and state (non-CCA) grants. Includes
NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the specified grant carry-over from previous year, if any.

funding source; they do not necessarily represent to-
tal funding from that source.

8Expenditure information is from secondary sources as re—
Amounts are not adjusted for inflation.
Amounts are rounded to nearest $100.

b .
Wherever '"State' appears, it refers to Minnesota.

€All sources. Includes chargeback and any carry-over from

d

ported by CCA Area.

previous year.

Should include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

h

May include per diem housing receipts from out-
side of the CCA Area, if any.

The 1974 amounts are for last 6 months of year only.

*Includes $39,866 special county funding for jail remodeling.

3

The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

k :
Percentages refer to percentage of total community correc—

tions expenditures, e.g., $639,900 (county contribution)
is 13.8% of $4,624,500 (total community corrections expend-
itures).




TABLE A.3
COMMINITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURGE®

CCA AREA:

Ramsey

b

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONS

TOTAL EXPENDI-

[
Total Expenditures

TOTAL EXFENDITURES

PERCENT Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT
TOTAL CCA c TURES FROM COU@;Y OoF e from State of for Community for FROM OTHER OF e
YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL Contributions Total™ = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCESS TOTAL
1974h $ 3,843,700 $ 1,423,400 37.0% $ 431,500 11.2% $ 384,200 $ 47,300 $1,988,2001 51.7%
1975 5,426,200 3,590,400 66.2 1,835,800 33.8 1,506,600 329,200 ) 0 0.0
1976 6,826,300 4,010,800 58.8 2,815,500 41.2 2,047,100 768,400 0 0.0
1977 7,416,200 4,276,500 57.7 3,014,700 40.7 2,205,400 809,300 125,000 1.7
1978 7,675,600 4,781,300 62.3 2,791,100 36.4 1,952,900 838,200 103,200 1.3
1979, 8,803,100 5,621,200 63.9 3,059,700 34.8 2,305,100 754,600 122,200 1.4
19807 9,162,000 5,826,800 63.6 3,312,000 36.1 2,412,000 900,000 23,200 0.3
TOTAL  $49,152,500 $29, 530,400 60.1%% $ 17,260,300 35.1%%  $12,813,300 $4,447,000 $2,361,800 4.87%

SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre-~
hensive plan submitted by Area to thes State Depart-
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial‘'data:
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC aad from Ralph
Nelson, Ramsey County Community Corrections Finan-—
cial Officer.

NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the specified
funding source; they do not necessarily represent to-
tal funding from that source.

aExpenditure information is from secondary sources as re—
ported by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflation.
Amounts are rounded to nearest $100.

b . .
Wherever 'State' appears, it refers to Minnesota.

®All sources. Includes chargeback and any carry-over from
previous- year.

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

e . .
Percentages are percentage of total community corrections
expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
tenth of a percent.

fExpenditures from the State CCA Subsidy. Includes state
carry-over from previous year, if any. <
gExamgle: federal and state (non-CCA) grants. Includes
grant carry-over from previous year, if any.
May include per diem housing receipts from out-
side of the CCA Area, if any.

hThe 1974 amounts are for last 6 months of year only.

*Federal revenue sharing.

JThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

k : .
Percentages refer to percentage of total community correc-
tions expenditures, e.g., $29,530,400 (county contribution)

is 60.1% of $49,152,500 (total community corrections expend-
itures).
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TABLE A.4
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE®

CCA AREA:

Red Lake-Polk-Norman

b
[ EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONS | TOTAL EXPENDITURES
TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT
TOTAL CCA e TURES FROM COU&;Y OF e from State of for Community for FROM OTHER e OE e
YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL Contributions Total = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCES TOTAL
1976 $ 431,200 $ 127,900 29.7% $ 139,400 32.3% $ 128,200 $ 11,200 $163,900 38.0%
1977 557,000 224,800 40.4 203,300 36.5 175,100 28,200 128,900 23.1
1978 658,400 162,600 24.7 271,000 41.2 237,700 83,300 224,800 34.1
1979h 669,900 195,200 29.1 260,600 38.9 229,700 30,900i 214,100 32.0
1980 723,600 226,600 311 333,000 46.0 281,300 51,700 164,000 22.7
TOTAL § 3,040,100 $ 937,100 30.8%j $1,207,300 39.7%J $1,052,000 $155,700 $895,700 29.5%7

SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre-
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart-—
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data:
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports

submitted quarterly by Area to DOC and from Jan

Parish, Red Lake-Polk-Norman Community Corrections.

NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the specified
funding source; they do not necessarily represent to-

tal funding from that source.

a . .
Expenditure information is from secondary sources as re-

ported by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflation.

Amounts are rounded to nearest $100.

b .
Wherever ''State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

®All sources. Includes chargeback and carry-over from pre-

vious year.

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.
For 1976 and 1977, also includes work-release receipts,
rent, school district receipts, and contract housing re-
ceipts from Department of Corrections (DOC).

e . )
Percentages are percentage of total community corrections

expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
tenth of a percent.

fExpendiCUres from the State CCA Subsidy.

carry-over from previous year, if any.

g

tract housing-receipts from DOC.
per diem housing receipts from outside of the

Example: federal and state grants.

CCA Area, if any.

h

iIncludes $29,250 conditional funds for stay-home credit.

Includes state

Includes grantccarry-
over from previous year, if any. For 1978,
1979, and 1980, also includes work-release re-

ceipts, rent, school district receipts, and con-

The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

May include

jPercentages refer tc percentage of total community correc—

tions expenditures, e.g., $937,100 (county contribution)
is 30.8% of $3,040,100 (total community corrections ex-—

penditures).
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TABLE A.5

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa
CCA AREA: Region 3 (Arrowhead)

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

T TOTAL EXPENDITURES
TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures  FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT

TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUQFY OF from State of e for Community for FROM OTHER OF e
YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL® Contributions Total = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCES® TOTAL
1976h $ 1,852,000 $ 905,300 48.9% $ 465,400 25.1% $ 361,900 $ 103,500 $ 481,300 13.7%
1977 4,216,200 2,062,000 48.9 1,647,800 39.1 983,400 664,400 506,400 12.¢
1978 4,328,500 2,137,600 49.4 1,499,900 34.7 1,109,800 390,100 691,000 16.0
1979, 4,213,200 1,879,800 44,6 1,822,300 43.3 1,403,800 418,500 511,200 12.1
1980" 4,366,800 2,053,500 47.0 1,905,600 43.6 1,669,600 236,000 407,700 9.3
TOTAL  $18,976,700 $ 9,038,200 47.6%3 $7,341,000 38.7%3 $1,812,500 $1,812,500 $2,597,600 13.7%3
SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre- ePercentages are percentage of total community corrections
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart-— expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data: . tenth of a percent.
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports £
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC ard from Kurt Expenditures from the State CCA Subsidy. Includes state
Soderberg, Region 3 Community Corrections. - carry-over from previous year, if any.
NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the specified gExamEle:‘ school district receipts, federal and state
funding source; they do not necessarily represent to- (non-CCA) grants. May include per diem housing
tal funding from that source. receipts from outside of the CCA Area, if any.
aExpenditure information is from secondary sources as re- hJuly through December, 1978.
ported by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflationm. . -
Amounts are rounded to nearest $100. *The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.
b . .
Wherever "State' appears, it refers to Minnesota. Jpercentages refer to percentage of total community correc—
. tions expenditures, e.g., $9,038,200 (county contribution)
All sources. Includes chargeback. Includes any carry-over is 47.6% of $18,976,700 (total community corrections ex-
from previous year. _ penditures).

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.
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B TABLE A.6

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE?
CCA AREA: Anoka County

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

TOTAL EXPENDI-

T
Total Expenditures Percent

1 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

PERCENT Expenditures Expenditures  FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT
TOTAL CCA c TURES FROM COUNEY OF . from State of o for Community for FROM OTHER OF
YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL Contributions Total = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCESS toraL®
1976h $ 551,200 $ 248,200 45.0% $ 218,600 39.7% $ 217,000 $ 1,600 $ . 84,400 15.3%
1977 1,241,600 245,700 19.8 713,100 57.4 656,400 56,700 282,800 22.8
1978 1,613,900 291,000 18.0 984,500i 61.0 849,400i 135,100 338,400 21.0
1979, 1,908,700 337,900 17.7 1,101,500 57.7 923,900 177,600 469,300 24.6
19807 2,178,900 538,100 24.7 1,282,900 58.9 1,062,700 220,200 357,900 16.4
TOTAL  § 7,494,300 $1,660,900 22.29% $ 4,300,600 57.4% $3,709,400 $ 591,200 $1,532,800 20.5%%
SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre- ePercentages are percentage of total community correctioms
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart- expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data: tenth of a percent.
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports £
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC and from Mary Expenditures from the State CCA Subsidy. Includes state
Sorenson, Anoka County Community Corrections. carry-over from previous year, if any.
. L4
NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the specl-~ gExalee: school district receipts, federal and state (non-

fied funding source; they do not necessarily repre-
sent total funding from that source.

aExpenditure information is from secondary sources as re-
ported by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflation.
Amounts are rounded to nearest $100.

b
Wherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

c
All sources.
previous year.

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

Includes chargeback and any carry-over from

CCA) grants. May include per diem housing re-
ceipts from outside of the CCA Area, if any.

hSeptember through December, 1976. -
ilncludes $342 other state funds (non-CCA).

jThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

kPercentages refer to percentage of total community correc-
tions expenditures, e.g., $1,660,900 (county contribution)

is 22.2% of $7,494,300 (total community corrections expendi-
tures).

g




TABLE A.7

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY ‘FUNDING SOURCE?

CCA AREA: Todd-Wadena

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONS

b

I
TOTAL EXPENDI-

1 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT
TOTAL CCA c TURES FROM COUNEY OF e from State of for Community for FROM OTHER OF
YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL Contributions Total® = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCES® T0TAL®
1976h $ 51,300 $ 19,300 37.6% $ 32,000 62.47 $ 28,400 $ 3,600 $ o] 0.0%
1977 216,100 47,700i 22.0 111,800 51.7 97,200 14,600 56.600 26.2
1978 241,100 50,200 20.8 134,400 55.7 120,300 14,100 56,500 23.4
1979. 312,900 47,300 15.1 203,800 65.1 153,200 50,600 61,800 19.8
19807 507,400 52,200 10.3 414,500 81.7 312,900 101,600 40,700 8.0
TOTAL $ 1,328,800 $ 216,700 16.3%k $ 896,500 67.5’/,k $ 712,000 $ 184,500 $215,600 16%k
SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre- ePercentages are percentage of total community corrections
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart— expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data: tenth of a percent.
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports £ :
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC and from Karen Expenditures from the State CCA Subsidy. Ivcludes state
Wedstein, Todd-Wadena Community Correctionms. carry-over from previous year, if any.
<
NOTE : The financial data are expenditures from the speci- gExamgle: school board receipts, federal and state (non=-

fied funding source; they do not necessarily repre-—
sent total funding from that source.

aExpenditure information is from secondary sources as re-
ported by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflatiom.
Amounts are rounded to nearest $100.

bWherever "State'' appears, it refers to Minnesota.

c
All sources. Includes chargeback and carry-over from
previous year.

dshould include intra~CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

CGA) grants. May include per diem housing re-—
ceipts from outside of the CCA Area, if any.

hJuly through Decerber, 1976.

iIncludes $16,850 special county funding.

J‘The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

Percentages refer to percentage of total community correc-
tions expenditures, e.g., $216,700 (county contribution)

is 16.3% of $1,328,800 (total community corrections expendi-
tures). .

o



TABLE A.8

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES 3Y FUNDING SOURCE®
CCA AREA: Region 6W

3

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

[ ]
TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT

TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUNEY OF from State of e for Community for FROM OTHER OF o
YEAR EXPENDITURESC CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL Contributions Total = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCES® TOTAL
977" $ 40,100 $ 13,200 32.9% $ 26,900 67.1% $ 25,500 $ 1,400 $ 0 0.0%
1978 210,500 55,800 26.5 151,400 - 71.9 136,600 14,800 3,300 1.6
1979, 306,000 56,300 18.4 237,000 77.5 187,360 49,700 12,700 4.2
1980" 394,700 61,800 15. ) 332,900 84.3 274,400 58,500 0 0.0
TOTAL  $ 951,300 $ 187,100 19.7%7 $ 748,200 78.7%] $ 623,800 $124,400 $ 16,000 1.7%7
SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre- ePercentages are percentage of total community corrections
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart-— expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data: tenth of a percent.
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports £
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC and from Douglas Expenditures from the State CCA Subsidy. Includes state
Oxenreider, Corrections Administrator, Recion 6W carry-over from previous year, if any.
Community Corrections.
gExamgle: federal and state (non-CCA) grants. Includes
NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the speci- grant carry-over from previous year, if any.
fied funding source; they do not neccssarily repre- May include per diem housing receipts from out-
sent total funding from that source. side of the CCA Area, if any.
aExpenditure information is from secondary sources as re- hThe 1977 amounts are for last 3 months of year only--
ported by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflation. . :
Amounts are rounded to nearest $100. *The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.
bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota. JPercentages refer to percentage of total community correc-~
c tions expenditures, e.g., $187,100 (county contribution)
All sources. Includes chargeback and any carry-over from . is 19.7% of $951,300 (total community corrections- expendi--
previous year. tures). )
d

Should include intra-CCA Area per diem housing recéipts.




TABLE A.9

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE®
CCA Area: Hennepin

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

{ | TOTAL EXPENDITURES :
TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS FERCENT

TOTAL CCA c TURES FROM COUNTY OF e from State £ of e for Community for FROM OTHER OFe
YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL Contributions Total = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCESE TOTAL
1978 $ 18,855,600 $ 13,921,400 73.8% $ 3,289,300 17.4% $ 2,412,300 $ 877,000 $ 1,644,900 8.7%
1979h 22,638,900 15,058,000 66.5 - 5,349,900 23.6 2,821,400 2,528,500 2,230,900 9.9
1980 26,861,300 18,799,200 70.90 5,776,200 21.5 2,457,100 3,319,100 2,285,900 8.5
TOTAL $ 68,355,800 $ 47,778,600 69.9% $14,415,400 21.1% $ 7,690,800 $6,724,600 $ 6,161,700 9.0%
_SOURGE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre-~ ePercentages are percentage of total community corrections
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart— expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
ment of Correctioms (DOC); all other financial tenth of a percent.
data: from Community Corrections Financial Status ¢
Reports submitted quarterly by Area t> DOC and from Expenditures from the State CCA Subsidy. Includes state
Richard Mons, Hennepin County Financial Oflicer, i carry-over from previous year, if any.
and David Sterry, Hennepin Cownty Planning Depart-— ¢
ment . gExamEIe: federal and state (non-CCA) grants, if any.
NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the specified hThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.
funding source; they do not necessarily represent . .
total funding from that source. *Includes $97,000 spccial state funding. This originally
a appeared in "Total Expenditures from State Contribution'" and
Expenditure information is from secondary sources as re-— "Expenditures for Community Programs." It was subtracted
ported by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflatiom. from those columns and added to '"Total Expenditures From
Amounts are rounded to nearest $100. Contributions From Other Funding Sources.'" See footnote E.
Wherever ''State' appears, it refers to Minnesota. JPercentages refer to percentage of total community correc—
c ) tions expenditures, e.g., $47,778,600 (county contributioa)
All sources. Includes chargeback and any carry-over from is 69.9% of $68,355,800 (total Community Corrections expend<-
previous year. . itures).

dDoes not include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts
(which are instead paid by contracting agencies directly
to institutions).




TABLE .10

COMMUNITY GORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE®
CCA AREA: Blue Earth .

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

{
TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures

} TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT

TOTAL CCA c TURES FROM COUqFY OF from State of | for Community for FROM OTHER oF

YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL® Contributions Total = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCESS TOTAL

1978 $ 381,400 $ 167,000 45.8% $ 176,600 46.3% $ 128,100 $ 48,500 $ 37,800 9.9%
1979h 558,100 145,600 2¢.1 323,000 57.9 221,200 101,800 89,500 16.0
1980 519,800 148,900 28.6 275,100 52.9 201,900 73,200 95,800 18.4

TOTAL $ 1,459,300 $ 461,500 31.6% $ 774,700 53.1% $ 551,200 $ 551,200 $ 223,100 15.3%

SOURGCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre-
hensive plan submitted by Arez to the State Depart-—
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data:
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC.

NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the specified
funding source; they do not necessarily represent
total funding from that source.

a . ;
Expenditure information is from secondary sources as reported
by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflation. Amounts
are rounded to nearest $100.

b
Wherever '"State'" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

c
All sources. Includes chargeback and any carry-over from pre-
vious year.

d
Should include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts, if
any.

e . .
Percentages are percentage of total community corrections
expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
tenth of a percent.

fExpenditures‘from the State CCA Subsidy. Includes state
carry-over from previous year, if any.

gExample: federal and state (non-CCA) grart:s. Includes
grant carry-over from previous year, if any.
May include per diem housing receipts from out—
side of CCA Area, if any.

hThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

iIncludes $17,176 conditional funds for stay-home credit.

jPercentages refer to percentage of total community correc-—
tions expenditures, e.g., $461,500 (county contribution, is

31.6% of $1,459,300 (total community corrections expendi—
tures).




TABLE A.1l1l

° COMMUNITY CORREGTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE?

CCA AREA:

Washington

b
EXPENDITURES FRCM STATE CONTRIBUTIONS

TOTAL EXPENDI-

1 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
Expenditures

PERCENT %otal Expenditures Percent Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT
TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUNTY OF from State of for Community for FROM OTHER g OF e
YEAR EXPENDITURES® CONTRIBUTIONSd TOTAL® Contributions Total® = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURC?S TOTAL
1978 $ 223,700 $ 125,300 56.0% $ 70,800 31.6% $ 66,700 $ 4,100 $ 27,600 12.3%
;979h 739,100 241,600i 32.7 380,600 51.5 329,400 51,200 116,900j 15.8
1980 1,005,600 252,000 25.1 657,900 65.4 501,200 156,700 95,700 9.5
1,
TOTAL  $ 1,968,400 $ 618,900 31,475 $1,109,300 56.47% $897,300 $212,000 $ 240,200 12.29%
SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre~ ePercentages are percentage of total community corrections
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart— expenditures for the specified year, rounded to the nearest
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data: tenth of a percent.
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports £
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC. Expenditures from the State GCA Subsidy. Includes state
carry-over from previous year, if any.
NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the specified
funding source; they do not necessarily represent total gExamgle: federal and state (non-CCA) grants; school dis—

funding from that source.

a_ . . . : :

Expenditure information is from secondary sources as reported
by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflation. Amounts
are rounded to nearest $100.

b, .
Wherever "State'" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

a1l sources.

vious year.
dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts, if
any.

Includes chargeback and any carry-over from pre—

trict receipts. Includes grant carry-over from
. previous year, if any. May include per diem hous-
ing receipts from outside of CCA Area, if any.

hThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

iIncludes $15,500 special county funding.
i

Includes $19,630 budgeted conditional funds for per diem.

Percentages refer to percentage of total community correc-—
tions expenditures, e.g., $618,900 (county contribution) is
31.4% of $1,968,400 (total community corrections expendi-
tures).




TABLE A.12

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE®
CCA AREA: Rock-Nobles

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

I 1 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT

TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COU&FY oF e from State of e for Community for FROM OTHER g OE e
YEAR EXPENDITURES® CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL Contributiens Total = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCES TOTAL
l979h $ 105,100 $40,000 28.0% $ 65,100 61.9% $ 45,300 $ 19,800 $0 0.0%
1980 235,683 40,000 17.0 195,683 83.0 127,284 68,399 0 0.0
TOTAL $ 340,783 $80,000 3.5% $ 260,783 76.5% $172,584 $ 88,199 $0 0.0%
SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual éompre— ePercentages are percentage of total community corrections
hensive plan submitted by Area to the State Depart— . expenditures for the specified year, if any.
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data: £
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports : Expenditures from the State CCA Subsidy. Includes state
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC. carry-over from previous year, if any.
NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the specified BRock-Nobles received no funding for corrections from other
) funding source; they do not necessarily represent total sources for 1979 and 1980. This categery would include,
funding from that source. for example, federal and state (non-GCA) grants, school
a district receipts, and per diem housing receipts from out—
Expenditure information is from secondary scurces as reported side of the CCA Area, if any. It would include any‘grant
by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflation. Amounts carry-overs from the previous year, if any.

for 1979 are rounded to nearest $100.

b The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.
Wherever "State'" appears, it refers to Minnesota. :

i .
c Percentages refer to percentage of total community correc-—
All sources. Includes chargeback and carry-over from pre- tions expenditures, e.g., $80,000 (county contxribution) is

vious year. 23.5% of $340,783 (total community corrections expenditures).

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing recipts, if
any.




TABLE A.13

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE

TOTAL COMMUNITY

CORRECTIONS PERCENT OF
EXPENDITURES PERCENT OF . PERCENT OF . EXPENDITURES
(all sources, EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES FUNDED BY
including FUNDED BY FUNDED BY  OTHER FUNDING
CCA AREA® TIME PERIOD chargeback)® STATE CCA AREA SOURCES®
Ramsey 1974-1980 $49,152,500 35.10% 60.10% 4.80%
Crow Wing-Morrison 19741980 $ 2,609,300 82.00% 8.80% 9.20%
Anoka 1976-1980 $ 7,494,300 57.40% 22.20% 20.50%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1974-1980 $ 4,624,500 73.70% 13.80% 12.40%
Region 3 1976-1980 $18,976,700 38.70% 47 .60% 13.70%
Hennepin 1978-1980 $68,355,800 21.10%~ 69.90% 9.00%
Todd-Wadena 1976-1980 $ 1,328,800 67.50% 16.30% 16.00%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1976-1980 $ 3,040,100 39.70% 30.80% 29.50%
Region 6W - 1977-1980 $ 951,300 78.70% 19.70% 1.70%
Blue Earth 1978-1980 $ 1,459.300 53.10% 31.60% 15.30%
Washington 1978-1929 $ 1,968.400 56 .40% 31.40% 12.20%
Rock-Nobles 1979-1980 $  340.783 76.50% 23.50% 0.00%

SOURCE: Same as source for Tables A.l through A.12.

#The 12 CCA AReas are comprised cf 27 counties in Minnesota.

bExpenditures data for 1980 are budgeted, not actual,

“Includes chargebacks.

through A.12.

dState CCA Subsidy.

e
Examples: federal and state {non-CCA) grants, school district

Includzs chargebacks.

See individual CCA Area Tables A.1l

receipts, and per diem welfare receipts.




TABLE A, 14

ANNUAL COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES AND ANNUAL AMOUNT
AND PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DiCREASE 1IN COMMUN;TY

CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES FUNDED BY CCA AREA

SOURCE:

NOTE:
A.12).

Same as source for tables A.l through A.12.

See individual CCA Area tables and footnotes (Tables A.1l through
(Hereafter, State refers to Minnesota).

87able indicates community corrections expenditures funded by the CCA
Areas, for each CCA Area for each year from year of entry through 1980.
Expenditures for 1980 are "budgeted"; expenditures for all other years

are actual,

b

s

The 12 CCA Areas are comprised of 27 counties in Minnesota.

SThe first line for each CCA Area shows expenditures for each year.

dThe second line for each CCA Area shows the dollar amount of increase
or decrease in expenditures from the preceding year to the specified

year.

the preceding year.

The third line shows the percentage of increase or decrease from
The large increase between the yecar of entcy and

the following year for some CCA Areas results because expenditures for

the year of entry may be for less than a full year.

decrease; plus (+) equals increase.

Minus (=) equals

CHEN indfcates the year of entry into the Community Corrections Act.

e ____GALENDAR YEAR
[
~ CCA AREA 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 ]
Crow Wing-Morrison:
Expenditure 4 $ 8,200 $ 26,100 $ 19,900 $ 30,600 $ 50,400 § 44,800 § 49,200
? Increase or Decrease e +$ 17,900 -3 6,200 4% 10,700  +$ 19,800 ~$- 5,600 +$ 4,400
% Increase or Decrease E +218% - 24% + 54% + 65% - 11% + 10%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted:
Expenditure® 4 $ 66,700 $ 83,100 $ 71,000 $ 80,300 $ 115,300 $ 76,100 $ 147,400
? Increase or Decrease e +$ 16.400 -$ 12,100  +$% 9,300 +3% 35,000 ~$ 39,200 +% 71,300
% Increase or Decrease E + 25% - 15% + 13% + 447, - 34% + 94%
Ramsey: c .
Expenditure d $1,423,400 $3,590,400 $4,010,800 $4,276, 500 $ 4,781,300 § 5,621,200 $ 5,826,800
? Increase or Decrease e +$2,167,000 +$ 420,400 +$ 265,700 '+ 504,800 +§% 839,900 +3% 205,600
% Increase or Decrease E +152% + 12% + 7% + 12% + 18% + 4%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman:
Expenditure® . $ 127,900 $ 224,800 _ § 162,600 $ 195,200 §  226.6nn
i Increase or Decrease e + 96,900 ~$ 62,200 +§ 32.600 +% 31,400
% Increase or Decrease E + 76% - 28% + 20% +'16%
Region 3:
: c .
;‘.x;;endlture d $ 905,300 $2,062,000 $ 2,137,600 $§ 1,879,800  $ 2.n53.500
§ ncrease or Decrease e +$1,156,700 +$ 75,600 =% 257,800 +% 173,700
% Increase or Decrease E +1287% + 4% - 127 + 9%
Anoka: c
Expenditure 4 $ 248,200 $ 245,700 ¢ 291,000 $ 337,990  $ 538,100
3 increase or Decrease e -$ 2,500 f$ 45,300 +$ 46,900 +$ 200,200
s Increase or Decrease E - 1% + 18% + 167% + 597
Todd-Wagéna: c
Expenditure d $ 19,300 $ 47,700 $ 50,200 $ 47,300 $ 52,200
3 increase or Decrease o +$ 28,400 +% 2,500 -$% 2,900 +§% 4,900
» Increase or Decrease E +147% + 5% - 6% + 10%
Reglon :W: c
$xlien iture a $ 13,200 $ 55,800 $ 56,300 3 61,800
$ Increase or Decrease e +$ 42,600 +3% 500 +% 5,560
% Increase or Decrease E +323% + 1% + 10%
Hegneg 12 . c .
$xgi:r1 ure , d $13,921,400 $15,058,000 $18,799, 200
M ease or Decrease e +$ 1,136,600 +$ 3,741,200
> Increase or Decrease E + 8% + 25%
Blue Earth:
Expenditure $ 167,000 A5 .600 :
$ Increase or Decreased ' -: 1;1.420 +§ lag'ggg
% Increase or Decrease E® 1w J
- 12 + 2%
Washington: <
gxgizgészzeor becs 4 $ 125,300 % 241,600 $ 252,000
%. Increase or n;ch§§: € + S 1050
. E + 93% + 4%
Rock-Nobles: c
Expenditure d $ 40,000 $ 40,000
$ Increase or Decrease o
% Increase or Decrease E® 0%




TABLE A.15
ANNUAL COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES AND ANNUAL AMOUNT
AND PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE IN COMMUNITY
CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES FUNDED BY STATEa
e . 3 CALENDAR YE AR
o e e s e e o N 5
CCA AREAb 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
Crow Wing-Morrison:
Expenditure® d $ 29,200 $ 241,100 $ 304,100 $ 330,800 $ 377,000 $ 371,300 $ 486,300
$ Increase or Decrease e +$ 211,900 +% 63,000 +% 26,700  +$ 46,200 -$ - 5,700 +$ 115,000
% Increase or Decreasc E +7206% + 26% + 9% + 14% - 2% + 31%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted: ‘ .
Expenditure® 4 $ 146,400 $ 314,100 $ 441,200 $ 526,500 $ 688,900 $ 626,500 $ 666,900
$ Increase or Decrease +$ 167,700 +$ 127,100  +$ 85,300 +$ 162,400 -3 62,000 +$ 40,400
% Increase or Decrease E® +115% + 40% + 19% + 31% - 9% + 6%
Ramsey: c
Expenditure d $ 431,500 $1,835,800 $2,815,500 $3,014,700 $2,791, 100 $3,059,700 $3,312,000
$ Increase or Decrease +$1,404,300  +§ 979,700 +$ 199,200 -$ 223,600 +$ 260,600 +$ 252,300
% Increase or Decrease - E® +325% + 53% + 1% - 7% + 10% + 8%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman:
Expenditure® q $ 139,400 $ 203,300  $ 271,000 $ 260,600 $ 333,000
$ Increase or Decrease o +$ 63,900 +% 67,700 -% 10,400 +$ 72,400
% Increase or Decrease E + 467% + 33% - 4% + 28%
Region 3:
Expenditurec d $ 465,400 $1,647,800 $1,499,900 $1,822,300 $1,905,600
$ Increcase or Decrease 4 +$1,182,400 -$ 147,900 +$ 322,400 +$ 83,300
% Increase or Decrease E® +2547% - 9% + 21% + 5%
Anoka:
Expend]’.tureC d $ 218,600 $ 713,100 $ 984,500 $1,101, 500 $1,282,900
$ Increase or Decrease e +$ 494,500 4§ 271,400 +$ 117,000 +$ 181,400
% Increase or Decrease E +226% ’ + 38% + 12% + 16%
Todd-Wadena:
Expenditure d $ 32,000 $ 111,800 $ 134,400 $ 202,800 $ 414,500
$ Increase or Decreascd ) e +$ 79,800 +% 22,600 ., +$% 69,400 +$ 210,700
% Increase or Decrease E +249% + 20% + 52% +103%
Region 6W:
Expenditure 4 $ 26,900 $ 151,400 $ 237,000 $ 332,900
$ Increase or Decrease o +$ 124,500 +$ 85,600 +$ 95,900
% Increase or Decrease E +463% + 57% + 40%
Hennepin: -
Expenditure® 4 , $3,289,300 $5,349,900 $5.776,200
$ Increase or Decrease +$2,060,600 +$ 426.300
% Increase or Decrease E® + 63% + 8%
Blue Earth:
Expenditure 4 $ 176,600 $ 323,000 $ 275.100
$ Increase or Decrease o +$ 146,600 % 47 .900
% Increase or Decrease E + 837 -~ 157
Washington: e
Expenditure a $ 70,800 $ 380,600 $ 657,900
$ Increase or Decrease e +$ 309,800 +$ 277,300
% Increase or Decrease E +438% + 73%
¢ Rock-Nobles:
Expenditure a $ 65,100 $ 195,683
; $ Increase or Decrease e +$  13¢,583
- % Increase or Decrease E +201%
L -
SOURCE: Same as source for Tables A.l through A.12.
fededruhinion
NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables and footnotes (Tables A.1 through
A.12). (Hereafter, State refers to Minnesota.)
8Table indicates community corrections expenditures funded by the State
(CCA subsidy) for each CCA Area for each year from year of entry through
1980. Expenditures for 1980 are '"budgeted'; expenditures for all other
years are actual.
b'l‘he 12 CCA Areas are comprised of 27 counties in Minnesota.
®The first line for each GCA Area shows expenditures for each year.
Includes chargebacks.
dThe second line for each CCA Area shows the dollar amount of increase
or decrease in expenditures from the preceding year to the speccifind
year. The third line shows the percentape of increase or decrcase from
the preceding year. The large increasc between the ycar of entry and
the Yollowing year for some CCA Arecas results because expenditurces for
the year of entry may be for less than a full ycar. Minus (=) equals
decrease; plus (+) equals incrcase.
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TABLE A.16

PERCENTAGES OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
PAID BY CCA AREAS, STATE CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FUNDING
SOURCES EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980
(including chargebacks)

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY FROM CONTRIBUTIONS COMMUNTITY
A CALENDAR  CORRECTIONS FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE CORRECTIONS _ FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS
CCA AREA YEAR EXPENDITURES? CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS® = EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPENDITURES
Crow Wing-Morrison 1975 $ 356,400 $ 26,100 7.3% $ 241,100 67.6% $ 89,200 25.0%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1975 _ 515,300 83,100 16.1% 314,100 61.0% 118,100 22.9%
TOTAL 1975 $ 871,700 $ 109,200 12,598 $ 555,200 63.7%8 $ 207,300 23.8%8
Crow Wing-Morrison 1976 $ 371,600 $ 19,900 5.4% $ 304,100 81.8% $ 47,600 12.8%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1976 642,300 71,000 11.1% 441,200 68.7% 130,100 20.3%
TOTAL 1976 § 1,013,900 $ 90,900 9.0%4 $ 745,300 73,598 $ 177,700 17,578
Crow Wing-Morrison 1977 $ 402,800 $ 30,600 7.6% $ 330,800 82.1% $ 41,400 10.3%
Dodge~Fillmore-0Olmsted 1977 701,300 80,300 11.5% 526,500 75.1% 94,500 13.5%
Fed Lake-Polk-Norman 1977 557,000 224,800 40.4% 203,300 36.5% 128,900 23.1%
Fegion 3 1977 4,216,260 2,062,000 48.97, 1,647,800 39.1% 506,400 12.0%
Anoka 1977 1,241,600 245,700 19.8% 713,100 57.4% 282,800 22.8%
Todd-Wadena 1977 216,100 47,700 22.1% 111,800 51.7% 56,600 26.27%
TOTAL 1977 $ 7,335,000 $ 2,691,100 35.7%8 $ 3,533,300 48,294 $ 1,110,600 15.074
Crow Wing-Mcrrison 1978 $ 435,600 $ 50,400 11.6% $ 377,000 86.5% $ 8,200 1.9%
Dodge-Fillmere~Olmsted 1978 946,900 115,300 . 12.2% 688,900 72.8% 142,700 15.1%
Ped Lake—Polk~Norman 1978 658,400 162,600 24.7% 271,000 41.2% 224,800 34.1%
Region 3 1978 4,328,500 2,137,600 49.79% 1,499,900 34.79% 691,000 16.0%
Anoka 1978 1,613,900 291,000 18.0% 984, 50C 61.0% 338,400 21.0%
Todd-Wadena 1978 241,100 50,200 20.8% 134,400 55.7% 56,500 23.4%
Region 6W 1978 210, 500 55,300 26.5% 151,400 71.9% 3,300 1.6%
TOTAL 1978 $ 8,434,900 $ 2,862,900 33.9%4 $ 4,107,100 48.7%,3 $ 1,464,900 17.498
Crow Wing-Morriscn 1979 $ 437,300 $ 44,800 10.2% $ 371,300 84.9% H 21,200 4.8%
D>dge~Fillmore-Olmsted 1979 724,400 76,100 10.5% 626,500 86.5% 21,800 3.0%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1979 669,900 195,200 29.1% 260,600 38.9% 214,100 32.0%
Ragion 3 1979 - 4,213,200 1,879,800 44 ,6% 1,822,300 43.39 511,200 12.1%
Anoka 1979 1,908,700 337,900 17.7% 1,101,500 57.7% 469,300 24.6%
Todd-Wadena 1979 312,900 47,300 15.1% 203, 800 65.1% 61,800 19.8%
Region 6W 1979 306,000 56,300 18.4% 237,000 “77.5% 12,700 4.2%
Blue Earth 1979 558,100 145,600 26.1% 323,000 57.9% 89, 500 16.0%
Washington 1979 739,100 241,600 32.7% 380,60C 51.5% 116,900 15.8%
- d
TOTAL 1979 $ 9,869,600 $ 3,024,600 30.6% ¢ $ 5,326,600 54.0% $ 1,518,500 15498




TABLE A.16

PERCENTAGES OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
PAID BY CCA AREAS, STATE CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FULDING
SOURCES EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980

S e e a4

SOURCE: Same as source for Tables A.1 through A.12.

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.l through A.12) and
fcotnotes. (Hereafter, "State' refers to Minnesota.)

aﬂennepin and Ramsey CCA Areas are not included in this table because
they are unique in that these counties pay a much larger proportion
of their community corrections costs than do the other 10 CCA Areas.
The information shown above for the 10 CCA Areas is shown in Ta-

ble A.17 for Hennepin and Ramsey.

Expenditures for che year of entry

(into the CCA) for each of the 10 CCA Areas are not included because
for many CCA Areas, the year of entry was for less than full year

so proportionate expenditures from State, CCA Area, and other fund-

ing sources for the year of entry would have distorted the results.

The first year shown for each CCA Area is that Area's second year of

parcicipation in the CCA.

bIncludes chargebacks.

®Includes chargebzacks.

dPercent of total community corrections expenditures for the specified
year for all CCA Areas listed under that specified year.

{continuea)
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY FROM CONTRIBUTIONS COMMUNITY
a CALENDAR  CORRECTIONS FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE ¢ CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS
CCA AREA YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBEUTIONS = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPENDITURES
Crow Wing-Morrison 1980 $ 535,300 $ 49,200 9.2% $ 486,300 90.8% $ o] 0.0%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1980 861,900 147,400 17.1% 665,900 77.4% 47,600 5.5%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1980 723,600 226,600 31.1% 333,000 46.0% 164,000 22.7%
Region 3 1980 4,366,800 2,053,500 47.0% 1,905,600 25.1% 407,700 9.3%
Anoka 1980 _2,178,900 538,100 24.7% 1,282,900 58.9% 357,900 16.4%
* Todd-Wadena 2 1980 507,400 52,200 10.3% 414,500 81.7% 40,700 8.0%
| Region 6W 1980 394,700 61,300 15.5% 332,900 84.3% 0 0.0%
Blue Earth 1980 519,800 148,900 28.6% 275,100 52.9% 95,800 18.4%
Washington 1280 1,005,600 252,000 25.1% 657,900 65.4% 95,700 9.5%
Rock-Nobles 1980 235,683 40,000 17.0% 195,683 83.0% (¢] 0.0%
TGTAL 1980 $ 11,329,883 ¢ 3,569,200 31,5‘7,d $ 6,550,783 57.8%d $ 1,209,400 10.7‘.’4d




TABLE A.17

PERCENTAGES OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
PAID BY HENNEPIN AND RAMSEY CCA AREAS, STATE CCA
SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FUNDING SOURCES EACH YEAR
FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980 (including chargebacks)

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES PERCENT OF

COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY FROM CONTRIBUTIONS COMMUNITY

, CALENDAR ~ CORRECTIONS FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS

CCA AREA YEAR  EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS P = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS® = EXPENDITURES SOURGES = EXPENDITURES
Ramsey 1975  § 5,426,200 $ 3,590,400 66.2% $ 1,835,800 33.8% $ 0 0.0%
1976 § 6,826,300 $ 4,010,800 58.8% $ 2,815,500 41.2% $ 0 0.0%
1977 § 7,416,200 $ 4,276,500 57.7% $ 3,014,700 40.7% $ 125,000 1.7%
> 1978 $ 7,675,600 $ 4,781,300 62.3% $ 2,791,100 36.49% $ 103,200 1.3%
1979  $ 8,803,100 $ 5,621,200 63.9% $ 3,059,700 34.8% $ 122,200 1.4%
1980 $ 9,162,000 $ 5,826,800 63.6% $ 3,312,000 36.1% $ 23,200 C.3%
Hennepin 1979  $ 22,638,900 . § 15,058,000 66.5% $ 5,349,900 23.6% $ 2,230,900 9.9%
1960  $ 26,861,300 $ 18,799,200 70.0% $ 5,776,200 21.5% $ 2,285,900 8.5%

SOJRCE: Same as source for tables A.l through A.l12.

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tzbles A.l through A.12) and
tes. (Hereafter, State refers to Minnesota.)

footno

aSaparate tables for Hennepin and Ramsey CCA Areas have been constructed
because these two counties are unique in that they pay a much larger
proportion of their community corrections costs than do the other 10

The information shown above for Hennepin and Ramsey is shown
in Table A.16 for the other 10 CCA Areas. Expenditures for the year of
entry (into the CCA) for Hennepin and Ramsey are not included because
for many CCA Areas, including Ramsey, the year of entry was for less
than a full year so proportionate expenditures from State, CCA Area, and
ocher funding sources for the year of entry would have distorted the re-
sults. The first year shown for each CCA Area is that Area's second
year of participation in the CCA.

CCA Areas.

bIr;cludes cha

rgebacks.

“Includes chargebacks.

-



TABLE A.18

PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES PAID BY CCA AREAS, STATE
CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FUNDING SQURCES EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980
(excluding chargebacks)

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES  PERCENT OF
COMMUNITY  TOTAL EXPENDITURES  COMMUNITY  TOTAL EXPENDITURES  GOMMUNITY  FROM CONTRIBUTIONS  COMMUNITY
CALENDAR  CORRECTIONS FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE _ CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS
CCA AREA® YEAR  EXPENDITURZS CONTRIBUTIONS _ = EXPENDITURES  CONTRIBUTIONS® = EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPENDITURES
Crow Wing-Morrison 1975 $ 270,900 $ 26,100 9.6% $ 155,600 57 .4% $ 89,200 32.9%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1975 503,100 83,100 16.5 301.900 60.0 118,100 23.5
TOTAL 1975 $ 774,000 $ 109,200 16.1%3 $ 457,500 59.1%9 $ 207,300 26578
Crow Wing-Morrison 1976 § 293,100 $ 19,900 6.8% $ 225,600 77.0% $ 47,600 16.2%
Dodge-Fillmore~Olmsted 1976 620,000 71,000 11.5 . 418,900 67.6 130, 100 21.0
TOTAL 1976  § 913,100 $ 90,900 10.0%8 $ 644,500 70.6%° $ 177,700 19. 57,8
Crow Wing-Morrison 1977 $ 336,300 $ 30,600 9.1% $ 264,300 78.6% $ 41,400 12.3%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1977 647,800 80,300 12.4 473,000 73.0 94,500 14.6
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1977 528,800 224,800 42.5 175,100 33.1 128,900 2.4
Region 3 1977 3,551,800 2,062,000 58.1 983,400 27.7 506,400 14.3
Ancka 1977 1,184,900 245,700 20.7 656,400 55.4 282,800 . 23.9
Todd-Wadena 1977 201,500 47,700 23.7 97,200 48.2 56,600 < 28.1
TOTAL 1977 $ 6,451,100 $2,691, 100 41.7%¢ $2,649,400 44,128 $1,110,600 17.2%8
- Crow Wing-Morrison 1978 $ 336,900 $ 50,400 15.0% $ 278,300 82.6% $ 8,2C0 2.4%
Dodge~Fillmore~Olmsted 1978 857,900 115,300 13.4 599,900 69.9 142,700 16.6
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1978 575,100 162,600 28.3 237,700 41.3 224,800 - 39.1
Region 3 1978 3,938,400 2,137,600 54,3 1,109,800 28.2 691,000 32.3
Anoka 1978 1,478,800 291,000 19.7 849,400 57.4 338,400 22.9
Todd—Wadena 1978 227,000 50,200 22.1 120,300 53.0 56,500 24.9
Region 6W 1978 195,700 55,800 28.5 136,600 69.8 3,300 1.7
TOTAL 1978 $ 7,609,800 $2,862,900 37.674 $3,332,000 43.879 $1,464,900 19.3%¢
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TABLE A.18

PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES PAID BY CCA AREAS, STATE
CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FUNDING SOURCES EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980

SOURCE: Same as source for Tables A.l through A.l12.

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.l through A.12) and foot—
notes. (Hereafter, '"State" refers to Minnesota.)

(continued)
PERCENT OF PERCENT OF TOTAL EXFENDITURES PERCENT OF
COMMUNITY  TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY  TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY = FROM CONTRIBUTIONS COMMUNITY
CALENDAR CORRECTIONSb FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS
CCA AREAa YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONSC = EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPENDITURES
Crow Wing-Morrison 1979 $ 316,300 $ 44,800 14.2% $ 250,000 79.1% $ 21,200 6.7%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1979 647,500 76,100 11.8 549,600 84.9 21,8C0 3.4
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1979 639,000 195,200 30.5 229,700 35.9 214,100 33.5
Region 3 1979 3,794,700 1,879,800 49.5 1,403,800 37.0 511,200 13.5
Anoka 1979 1,731,100 337,900 19.5 923,900 53.4 469,300 27.1
Todd-Wadena 1979 262,300 47,300 18.0 153,200 58.4 61,800 23.6
Region 6W 1979 456,300 56,300 22.0 187,300 73.1 12,700 5.0
Blue Earth 1979 456,300 145,600 31.9 221,200 48.5 89,500 19.6
Washington 1979 687,900 241,600 35.1 329,400 47.9 116,900 17.0
TOTAL 1979 $ 8,791,400 $3,024,600 36,478 84,248,400 48.399 $1,518, 500 17.3%8
Crow Wing-Morrison 1980 $ 393,900 $ 49,200 12.5% $ 344,700 87.5% $ 0 0.0%
Dodge~Fillmore-Olmsted 1980 748,500 147400 19.7 553,500 73.9 47,600 6.4
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1980 671,900 226,600 33.7 281,300 41.9 164,000 c 24.4
Region 3 1980 4,130,800 2,053,500 49.7 1,659,600 40.4 407,700 9.9
Anoka 1980 1,958,700 538,100 27.5 1,062,700 54.3 357,900 18.3
Todd-Wadena 1980 405,800 52,200 12.9 312,900 77.1 40,700 10.0
" Region 6W 1980 446,600 61,300 18.2 274,400 81.6 0 0.0
Blue Earth 1980 446,600 148,900 33.3 201,900 45.2 95,800 21.5
Washington 1980 848,900 252,000 29.7 501,200 59.0 $5,700 11.3
Rock-Nobles 1980 167,284 40,000 23.9 127,284 76.1 0 0.0
TOTAL 1980 $10,108,584 $3,569,200 35.3%% $5,329,484 - 52.79% $1,209,400 12.0%8




TABLE A.18

PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES PAID BY CCA AREAS, STATE
CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FUNDING SOURCES EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1979
(continued)

aHennepin and Ramsey CCA Areas are not included in this table because
they are unique in that these counties pay a much larger proportion of
their community corrections costs than do the other 10 CCA Areas. The
information shown above for the 10 CCA Areas is shown in Table A.19
for Hennepin and Ramsey. Expenditures for the year of entry (into the
CCA) for each of the 10 CCA Areas are not included because, for many
CCA Areas, the year of entry was for less than a full year so propor—
tionate expenditures from State, CCA Area, and ozher funding sources
for the year of entry would have distorted the r:suits. - The first
year shown for each CCA Area :s that Area's second year of participa-
tion in the CCA.

bExcludes chargebacks.

CE%Cludes chargebacks.

dPercent of total community corrections expenditures for the specidied
year for all CCA Areas listed under that year.




o

TABLE A.19

PERCENTAGES OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES PAID BY HENNEPIN
AND RAMSEY CCA AREAS, STATE CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER
FUNDING SOURCES EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980

SOURCE: Same as source for Tables A.l through A.12.

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.l through A.12) and foot-
notes. (Hereafter, "State" refers to Minnesota.)

aSeparat:e tables for Hennepin and Ramsey CCA Areas have been constructed
because these two counties in that they pay a much larger proportion of
their community corrections costs than do the other 10 CCA Areas. The
information shown above for Hennepin and Ramsey is shown in Table A.18
for the other 10 CCA Areas. Expenditures for the year of entry (into
the CCA) for Hennepin and Ramsey are not included because for many CCA
Areas, including Ramsey, the year of entry was for less thar a full year
so proportionate expenditures from State, CCA Area, and other funding
sources for the year of entry would have distorted the results. The
first year shown for each CCA Area is that Area's second year of par-
ticipation in the CCA.

bEmcludes chargebacks.

“Excludes chargebacks.

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES PERCENT OF
COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY  TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY  FROM CONTRIBUTIONS COMMUNITY

CALENDAR ~ CORRECTIONS, FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS

CCA AREA YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPENDITURES
Ramsey 1975 $ 5,097,000 $ 3,590,400 70.4% $ 1,056,600 20.7% $ 0 0.9%
1976 $ 6,057,900 $ 4,010,800 66.2% $ 2,047,100 33.8% $ 0 0.90%
1977 $ 6,605,900 $ 4,276,500 64.7% $ 2,205,400 33.4% $ 125,000 1.9%
1978 $ 6,837,400 $ 4,76.,300 69.9% $ 1,952,900 28.6% $ 103,200 1.5%
1979 $ 8,048,500 $ 5,621,200 69.8% $ 2,305,100 28.6% $ 122,200 1.5%
1980 $ 8,262,000 $ 5,826,800 70.5% "$ 2,412,000 29.2% $ 23,200 0.3%
Hennepin 1979 $20,110,400 $15,058,000 74.9% $ 2,821,400 14.0% $2,230,900 11.1%
' 1980 $23,542,200 $18,799,200 79.9% $ 2,457,100 10.4% $2,285,900 9.7%




TABLE A.20

PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
FOR ALL TWELVE CCA AREAS BY STATE CCA SUBSIDY
EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980

COMMUNITY CORREC-
TIONS EXPENDITURES
OUT-OF-STATE
CCA SUBSIDY

PERCENT OF COMiAU-
NITY CORRECTIONS
EXPENDITURES FUNDED
BY STATE CCA SUB-

COMMUNITY CORREC-
TIONS EXPENDITURES

a CALENDAR (excluding (excluding SIDY (excluding
CCA AREA YEAR chargebacks) chargebacks) chargebacks)
Crow Wing-Morrison 1975 $ 270,900 $ 155,600 57.4%
Dodge~Fillmore-Olmsted 1975 503,100 301,900 60.0
SUBTOTAL (2 Areas) 1975 $ 774,000 $ 457,500 59.1%°
Ramsey 1975 5,097,000 1,056,600 29.6
TOTAL (3 Areas) 1975 $ 5,871,000 $ 1,964,100 33.0%°
Crow Wing-Morrison 1976 $ 293,100 $ 225,600 77.0%
Dodge-Fillmore~-Olmsted 1976 620,000 418,900 67.6
SUBTOTAL (2 Areas) 1976 $ 913,100 $ 644,500 70.6%°
Ramsey 1976 6,057,900 2,047,100 33.8
TOTAL (3 Areas) 1976 $ 6,971,000 $ 2,691,600 38.6%°
Crow Wing-Morrison 1977 $ 336,300 $ 264,300 78.6%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1977 647,800 473,000 73.0
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1977 528,800 175,100 33.1
Region 3 1977 3,551,800 938,400 27.7
Anoka 1977 1,184,900 656,400 55.4
Todd-Wadena 1977 201,500 97,200 48,2
! SUBTOTAL (6 Areas) 1977 $ 6,451,100 $ 2,649,400 41.1%°
Ramsey 1977 6,606,900 2,205,400 33.4
TOTAL (7 Areas) 1977 $ 13,058,000 $ 4,854,800 37.2%°
Crow Wing-Morrison 1978 $ 336,900 $ 278,300 82.6%
Dodge~Fillmore-Olmsted 1978 857,900 599,900 69.9
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1978 575,100 237,700 41.3
Region 3 1978 3,938,400 1,109,800 28.2
Anoka 1978 1,478,800 849,300 57.4
Todd-Wadena 1978 227,000 120,300 53.0
- Region 6W 1978 195,700 136,600 69.8
SUBTOTAL (7 Areas) 1978 $ 7,609,800 $ 3,332,000 43.8%°
Ramsey 1978 6,837,400 1,952,900 28.6
TOTAL (8 Areas) 1978 $ 14,447 200 $ 5,284,500 36.6%°
Crow Wing-Morrison 1979 $ 316,300 $ 250,300 79.1%
Dodge—Fillmore-Olmsted 1979 647,500 549,600 84.9
Red Lake=Polk-Norman 1979 639,000 229,700 35.9
Region 3 1979 3,794,700 1,403,800 37.0
Anoka 1979 1,731,100 923,900 53.4
Todd-Wadena 1979 262,300 153,200 58.4
Region 6W 1979 256,300 187,300 73.1
Blue Earth 1979 456,300 221,200 48.5
Washington 1979 687,900 329,400 47.9
SUBTOTAL (9 Areas) 1979 $ 8,791,400 $ 4,248,400 48.3%°
Ramsey 1979 8,048, 500 2,305,100 26.6
Hennepin 1979 20,110,400 2,821,400 14.0
TOTAL (11 Areas) 1979 $ 36,950,300 $ 9,374,900 25.4%°




TABLE A.20

PERCENTAGE QF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
FOR ALL TWELVE CCA AREAS BY STATE CCA SUBSIDY
EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980

(continued)

COMMUNITY CORREC-

TIONS EXPENDITURES

COMMIINTTY CORREC—
TIONS EXPENDITURES
OUT-OF-STATE
CCA SUBSIDY

PERCENT OF COMMU.
NITY CORRECTIONS
EXPENDITURES FUNDED
BY STATE CCA SUB-

SOURCE: Same as source for Tables A.l through A.12.

CALENDAR (excluding (excluding c SIDY (excluding
CCA AREA? YEAR chargebacks) chargebacks) chargebacks)d
Crow Wing-Morrison 1980 $ 393,900 $ 344,700 87.5%
Dodge~Fillmore-Olmsted 1980 748,500 553,500 73.9
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1980 671,900 281,300 41.9
Region 3 1980 4,130,800 1,669,600 40.4
Anoka 1980 1,958,700 1,062,700 54.3
. Todd—Wadena 1980 405,800 312,900 77.1
Region 6W 1980 336,200 274,400 81.6
Blue Earth 1980 - 446,600 . 201,900 45.2
Washington 1980 848,900 501,200 59.0
Rock-Nobles 1980 167,284 127,284 76.1
SUBTOTAL (10 Areas) 1980 $ 10,108,584 $ 5,329,484 52.7%°
Ramsey 1980 8,262,000 2,412,000 29.2
Yennepin 1980 23,542,200 2,457,100 10.4
TOTAL 1980 $ 41,912,784 $ 10,198,584 24.37,°

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.l through A.12). (Here-
" after, "State" refers to Minnesota.)
A
; This table shows the percentage of community corrections expendi-

tures (excludiug chargebacks) paid by the State each year from
1975 through 1980:

1. TFor each CCA Area (except Hennepin and Ramsey)
listed for each specified year;

2. The total for all CCA Areas (except Ramsey and
Hennepin) listed for each specified year;

3. 1Individually, for Hennepin and Ramsey, for each
specified year; and

4, Totals for all Areas (including Hennepin and
Ramsey) listed for each specified year.

%There are 12 GCA Areas in Minnesota comprised of 27 ( of the 87) Minne-

sota counties.

Community corrections expenditures paid out of:

eligibility less adult and juvenile chargebacks (the amount of CCA Sub-
. sidy actually received by the Area, since the State deducts chargebacks

1) total CCA Subsidy

and the Area receives only the net amount); 2) GCA Area funding; and
3) other funding sources.

c . . .
Community corrections expenditures paid out of:

"met" State CCA Sub-

sidy (total subsidy eligibility less adult and juvenile chargebacks).

dPercentage of community corrections expenditures paid out of: mnet CCA
Subsidy. To obtain the percentage, the dollar amount in the second
column of dollar amounts is divided by the dollar amount in the first
column of dollar amounts.

ePercentage of total community corrections expenditures paid out of net

GCA subsidies for all CCA Areas listed under the specified year (i.e.,
the percentage of total community corrections expenditures paid by the
State for the specified year).
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PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE IN COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES

TABLE A.21

BETWEEN SECOND CALENDAR YEAR CCA AREA PARTICIPATED IN CCA AND 1980

(including chargebacks)®

STATE OR COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE INCREASEd DECREASEd
cCA AREA | Calendar Year : 1 i
b FUNDING I z "Dollar Doilar
CCA AREA SOURCE 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 Amount Percent Amount . Percent
Anoka® State $ 713,100 $ 1,282,900 ¢ 569,800 . 79.90%
CCA Area $ 245,700 $ 538,100 $ 292,400 - 119.00%
Blue Earth® State $ 323,000 $ 275,100 A - $ - 47.900  15.00%
CCA Area $ 145,600 $ 148,900 3,300 2.00%
Crow Wing~Morrison State $ 241,100 $ 486,300 $ 245,200 101.70%
CCA Area § 26,100 $ 49,200 % 23,100  88.50%
Dodge-Fillmore~0Olmsted State $ 314,100 $ 666,900 $ 352,800 112.00%
: CCA Area $ 83,100 $ 147,400 § 64,300 77.40%
Hennepin® State $ 5,349,900 $ 5,776,200 $ 426,300  8.00%
CCA Area $15,058,000 $18,799,200 §$ 3,741,200  24.80%
Ramsey State $ 1,835,800 $ 3,312,000 $ 1,476,200  80.40%
GCA Area $ 3,590,400 $ 5,826,800 $ 2,236,400 €2.3C%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman State $ 203,300 $ 333,000 $ 129,700  64.00%
CCA Area $ 224,800 $ 226,600 § 1,800 1.00%
FRegion 3 State $ 1,647,800 $ 1,905,600 $ 257,800 15.60%
CCA Area $ 2,062,000 $ 2,053,500 $ 8,500 0.40%
Region 6W State $ 151,400 $ 332,900 $ 181,500 120.00%
£ CCA Area $ 55,800 $ 61,800 § 6,000 10.75%
Rock-Nobles State $ 195,683
CCA Area $ 40,000
Todd-Wadena State $ 111,800 $ 414,500 $ 302,700 270.70%
CCA Area $ 47,700 $ 52,200 $ 4,500 9.40%
Washington State $ 380,600 $ 657,900 $ 277,300 72.85%
CCA Area $ 241,600 .$% 252,000 $ 10,400 4.30%
SOURCE: Same as source for Tables A.l through A.12.
NOTE: Chargebacks are included in the expendifures out of State CCA

funding.

(Hereafter, ''State' refers to Minnesota.)

~a




TABLE A.21

PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE IN COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
BETWEEN SECOND CALENDAR YEAR CCA AREA PARTICIPATED IN CGCA AND 1980
(including chargebacks)?

2The table shows the dollar amounts of community corrections expenditures
out of State (CCA) funding and community corrections expenditures out of
CCA Area funding, for each CCA Area for the second calendar year that
each Area participated in the CCA, and said expenditures in 1980, and
the dollar amount and percentage of increases or decreases from the sec—
ond year to 1980. See individual CCA Area tables (Tzbles A.l through
A.12).

bThe 12 CCA Areas are comprised of 27 counties in Minnesota.

“Amounts shown (expenditures out of State and CCA Area funding) for 1980
are '"budgeted," not actual.

dThe dollar amount of increase or decrease (in expenditures) shown is the
difference between the expenditure in the second calendar year the CCA
Area was participating and 1980. The percentage of increase or decrease
shown is obtained by dividing the dollar amount of the difference by the
expenditure amount in the second calendar year the CCA Area participated. -

®Note that Anoka, Blue Earth, and Hennepin are the only CCA Areas for
which the percentage of increase of expenditures out of GCA Area funding
was larger than the percentage of increase of expenditures out of State
CCA funding between the second year and 1980. For Blue Earth, expendi-
tures out of the State CCA subsidy decreased 15.00%. Also note that the
second year for both Blue Earth and Hennepin was 1979, so the increase
or decrease could be measured only between 1979 and 1980.

No increase or decrease is shown for Rock-Nobles because the second cal-
endar year Rock~Nobles participated in the CCA was 1980.




TABLE A.22

PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE IN COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
BETWEEN SECOND CALENDAR YEAR CCA AREA PARTICIPATED IN CCA AND 1980

(excluding chargebacks)?

2giT§Rg§ l COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE - 1NcREASES . DECREASES
‘ . FUNDING | Calendar Yeas ——  Dollar Dollar
| CCA AREA SOURCE 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 Amount Percent Amount Percent
i Anoka® State $ 656,400 $ 1,062,700 § 406,300 61.90%
i e CCA Area $ 245,700 $ 538,100 $ 292,400 119.00%
i Blue Earth State $ 221,200 $ 201,900 $ 19,200 8.73%
1 CCA Area $ 145,600 $ 148,900 $ 3,300 2.00%
} Crow Wing-Morrison State $ 155,600 $ 344,700 $ 189,100 121.53%
i CCA Area § 26,100 $ 49,200 $ 23,100  88.50%
. Dodge~-Fillmore~Olmsted State $ 301,900 $ 553,500 $ 251,600 83.34%
: R CCA Area § 83,100 $ 147,400 64,300  77.40%
! Hennepin State . $ 2,821,400 $ 2,457,100 $364,200 12.91%
f CCA Area $15,058,000 $18,799,200 $3,741,200  24,80%
3 Ramsey State $ 1,056,600 $ 2,412,000 $1,355,400 128,28%
! CCA Area $ 3,590,400 . , $ 5,826,800 $2,236,400 62,30%
! Red Lake-Polk-Norman State $ 175,100 - $ 281,300 $ 106,200 6U.65%
! CCA Area $ 224,800 $ 226,600 $ 1,800 1.00% .
: Region 3 State $ 983,400 $ 1,669,600 $ 686,200 69,78%
‘ CCA Area $ 2,062,000 $ 2,053,500 $ 8,5C0 0.40%
Region 6W State $ 136,600 $ 274,400 $ 134,800 100.88%
£ CCA Area $ 55,800 $ 61,800 6,000 10.75%
Rock-Nobles State $ 127,284
- CCA Area $ 40,000 )
; Todd-Wadena State $ 97,200 $ 312,900 $ 215,700 221.91%
! CCA Area $ 47,700 $ 52,200 § 4,500  9.40%
Washington State $ 329,400 $ 501,200 $ 171,800 52.16%
CCA Area $ 241,600 $ 252,00 $ 10,400 4.30%
SOURCE: Same as source for Tables A.l through A.12.
NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.l through A.12).




TABLE A.22

PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE IN COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
BETWEEN SECOND CALENDAR YEAR CCA AREA PARTICIPATED IN CCA AND 1980
(excluding chargebacks)@

(continued)

®The table shows the dollar amounts of community corrections expenditures
out of state (CCA) funding and community corrections expenditures out of
CCA Area funding, for each CCA Area for the seccnd calendar year that
each Area participated in the CCA, and said expenditures in 1980, and the
dollar amount and percentages of increases or decreases from the second
year to 1980.

bThe 12 CCA Areas are comprised of 27 counties in Minnesota.

“amounts shown (expenditures out of State and CCA Area funding) for 1980
are '"budgeted," not actual.

dThe dollar amount of increase or decrease (in expenditures) shown is the °
difference between the expenditure in the second calendar year the CCA
Areaz was participating and 198C. The percentage of increase or decrease
shown is obtained by dividing the dollar amount of the difference by the
expenditure amount in the second calendar .year the CCA Area participated.

®Note that Anoka, Blue Earth, and Hennepin are the only GCA Areas for
which the percentage cf increase of expenditures cut of CCA Area funding
was larger than the percentage of increase of expenditures out of State
CCA funding between the second year and 1980. For Blue Earth, expendi-
tures out of the State CCA subsidy (excluding chargebacks) decreased
8.73%. For Hennepin, expenditures out of the State CCA subsidy (ex—
cluding chargebacks) decreased 12.91%. Also note that the second year
for both Blue Earth and Hennepin was 1979, so the increase or decrease
could be measured only between 1979 and 1980.

r

“*No increase or decrease is shown for Rock-Nobles because the second

calendar year Rock-Nobles participated in the Act was 1980.




TABLE A.23

ADULT PROBATION AND PAROLE SERVICES FUNDED BY STATE IN FISCAL YEAR 1979 PLUS
STATE CORRECTIONS GRANTS RECEIVED BY THE COUNTIES IN FISCAL YEAR 1979
COMPARED WITH FISCAL YEAR 1979 CCA SUBS1DY ELIGIBILITY
FOR THE_SIXTY NON-CCA COUNTIES IN MINNESOTA®

STATE CORRECTIONS GRANTS
RECEIVED IN FY 1979

ADULT PROBATION ‘ Juvenile TOTAL ADULT

AND PAROLE Probation PROBATION
SERVICES PROVIDED Ufficer AND PAROLE
b BY THE STA'{(“‘E Salary Group Home Total FUNDING PLUS FY 1979 GC}Xc
COUNTIES IN FY 1979 Subsidy Subsidy” Subsidy TOTAL SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY "
Becker $ 39,378 $ 17,028 $ 8,060 $ 25,088 $ 64,446 $ 156,273
Beltrami 32,400 17,113 0 17,113 49,513 229,016
Benton 22,431 19,156 458 19,614 42,045 124,825
Big Stone . 1,495 3,838 0 3,838 5,333 33,107
Brown 21,434 35,742 675 36,417 57,851 146,200
Carver 31,403 44,772 0 44,772 76,175 164,441
Cass 27,914 17,148 0 17,148 45,062 117,119
Chisago 28,412 17,711 0 17,711 46,123 117,063
Clay 71,280 49,776 5,286 55,062 126,342 304,108
Clearwvater 9,471 5,416 0 5,416 14,887 49,532
Cottonwood 7,975 8,202 o - 8,202 16,177 56,212
Dakota 197,390 144,197 6,219 150,416 347,806 770,084
Douglas 25,421 21,789 "o 21,789 47,210 133,329
Faribault 11,963 18,490 0 18,490 30,452 94,789
Freeborn 33,397 26,088 0 26,088 59,485 180,880
Goodhue 46,357 23,984 2,696 26,680 73,037 154,336
Grant 2,991 3,524 0 3,524 6,515 27,456
Houston 10,468 8,514 0 8,514 18,982 97,529
Hubbard 9,969 3,754 1,657 5,411 15,380 60,777
Isanti 20,437 18,027 480 18,507 38,944 100,295
Itaska 72,775 23,957 0 23,957 96,732 195,848
Jackson . 5,982 9,600 0 . 9,600 15,582 56,980
Kanabec 7,477 8,194 8 8,202 15,679 67,506
Kandiyohi 35,391 18,443 : 0 18,443 53,834 156,236
Kittson 5,982 1,999 718 2,717 8,699 21,639
Lake of the Woods 4,985 1,241 0 1,241 6,226 27,632
Le Sueur 8,972 16,303 > 0 16,303 25,275 114,076
Lincoln 1,495 0 0 0 1,495 35,241
Lyon 29,409 9,321 0 9,321 38,730 119,289
McLeod 23,428 20,718 7,439 28,157 51,585 134,903
Mahnomen 6,480 4,020 0 4,020 10,500 29,508
Marshall 5,483 3,079 674 3,753 9,236 47,765
Martin 20,437 30,943 0 30,943 51,380 116,184
Meeker 11,465 16,088 0 16,088 27,553 94,975
Mille Lacs 19,440 14,051 2,220 16,271 35,711 110,890
Mower 35,391 45,694 2,939 48,633 84,024 222,198
Murray 5,982 2,272 0 2,272 8,254 47,924
Nicollet 27,415 29,357 0 29,357 56,772 136,612
Otter Tail 36,886 48,931 15,246 64,177 101,063 260,944
Pannington 13,458 5,696 [¢] 5,696 19,154 73,962
Pine 29,908 23,469 0 23,469 53,377 121,378
Pipestone 8,972 2,327 0 2,347 11,299 43,941
Pope 6,480 9,384 170 9,554 16,034 53,370
Redwood 10,468 8,915 0 8,915 19,383 74,702
Renville 3,988 11,190 0 11,190 15,178 77,387
Rice 39,877 47,253 7,045 54,298 94,175 235,566
Roseau 7,975 3,654 4] 3,654 11,629 70,969
Scott 52,837 38,953 722 39,675 92,512 198,900
Sherburne 13,957 14,999 1,875 16,874 30,831 130,314
Sibley 5,982 8,929 [¢] 8,929 14,911 69,782
Stearns 83,741 51,719 3,726 55,445 139,186 550,757
Steele 22,431 21,650 0 21,650 44,081 140,866
Stevens 4,486 5,804 0 5,804 10,290 49,606
Traverse 498 3,186 720 3,906 4,404 20,274
Wabasha 12,960 9,793 o] 9,793 22,753 91,695
Waseca 18,941 20,068 [0] 20,068 39,009 72,285
Watonwan 5,982 9,674 o} 9,674 15,656 57,147
Wilkin 8,474 4,801 0 4,801 13,275 33,942
Winona 37,385 42,061 3,102 45,163 82,548 258,524
Wright 33,397 32,554 o] 32,554 65,951 200,243
TOTAL $1,439,058 $1,184,559 $ 72,136 $1,256,694 $2,695,732 $7,750,387

NOTE: The dollar amounts shown in the column headed "Adult Probation and
Parole Services Provided by the State in FY 1979" are "estimates"
for each county. The total actual amount paid by the state for
adult supervision services in FY 1979 was $1,439,058. It is im-
possible to determine the exact amount spent by the state for ecach
county, however, for the followlng reason: the state has estab-
lished 26 adult probation and parole offices located at scattered




TABLE A.23

ADULT PROBATION AND PAROLE SERVIGES FUNDED BY STAFF IN FISCAL YEAR 1979 PLUS
STATE CORRECT1ONS GRANTS RECEIVED BY THE COUNTIES IN F1SCAL YEAR 1979
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sites throughout the 60 non-CCA counties. Agents in an office

may serve several counties, each serving different counties, and
agents from more than one office may serve the same county. For
this reason, it is impossible to determine costs per county.
Therefore, staff estimated costs per county using the following
method: Total number of cases for the 60 counties (adults under
supervision in FY 1979) (2,887) was divided into the total state .
dollars spent in FY 1979 for adult supervision in the 60 counties
($1,439,058), the quotient being the cost per case ($498.46). For
each county, the cost per case was then multiplied by the number
of adults under supervision in the county on March 31, 1979. Tor
example:

Houston County:

STATE FUNDED
ADULT SUPER-

ADULTS UNDER SUPERVISION VISION
(March 31, 1979) N COST PER CASE _ SERVICES
21 $498.46 $10,468

All dollar amounts in the table and the amount for state funded
adult supervision services in Houston County above are rounded to
the nearest dollar.
8A11 raw data contained in this table was obtained from the Minnesota De—
partment of Corrections (DOC). The 60 non-CCA Minnesots counties receive
from the state the juvenile probation officer (P.0.) salary subsidy (50%
of the juvenile P.0. salaries). The counties among these 60 which have
group homes receive the group home subsidy from the state. The state
provides adult probation and parole services in these 60 counties; these
services are fully state funded. The two subsidies and adult P.0. serv-
ices are all administered by the DOC. The 12 CCA Areas (comprised of 27
Minnesota counties) pay for adult probation and parole services, juvenile
probation services, and group homes (as well as all other correctional
services) out of their community corrections funds (state CCA subsidy,
county funding, and funding from other sources).

bThere are 87 counties in Minnesota. Of these, 27 participate in the Com-
munity Corrections Act; 60 do not. The 60 counties listed here are the
non-CCA counties.

®In the 60 non-CCA counties, adult probation and parole services are pro-
vided and funded by the state. Adult probation and parole agents are em-
ployees of state (DOG). Juvenile probation officers are employees of the
county. In this table, the costs for adult supervision services are
shown, along with the two state subsidies provided to the counties, to
show the dollar amounts "received" by the counties directly or indirectly
for correctiens. The total received by a cournty for the juvenile P.C.
salary subsidy and group home subsidy plus the amount paid by the state
for adult supervision services in that county can then be compared to the
amount of the CCA subsidy for which that county would be eligible if it
had begun participation in the CCA in 1979. (Once a county—-or group of
counties-—comes into the CCA, it no longer will receive either of the two
subsidies, nor will the state fund adult supervision services.) 1f there
is a large difference between the dollar amounts, a county is 'receiv-
ing"--directly or indirectly--from the state for corrections, and the CCA
subsidy eligibility, this would indicate that the reason that the county
has not come into the CCA is not that the financial benefit is not suffi-
cient. It would indicate the some other reason exists for that county's
failure to participate, such as: 1) reluctance to be subject to require-
ments of the CCA and DOC rules; 2) opposition by judges within the county;
and/or 3) for those counties having a population of less than 30,000, re-
luctance to join with one or more other counties and share the adminis—
tration of community corrections in the multicounty CCA Area. (The Act
requires that a one-county or multicounty CCA Area have a minimum popula-
tion of 30,000.)

It is true that when a county enters the CCA, it incurs costs it may not
otherwise have, such as for information systems and cvaluation, training
and education, and the required administrative structure. However, even
for those counties which would receive only a moderate financial benefit
by entering the CCA, it must be remembered that they can join with other
counties to benefit from economies of scale, to avoid duplication of ef-
fort, and to reduce administration costs. There are probably few or no

counties which would not receive a substantial financial benefic 1if they
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joined the CCA, although joining with one or more othe> counties may be
necessary. One must also take into account the fact that juvenile '
chargebacks would be deducted from each newly entering CCA.Area's state

CCA subsidy.

dThe 60 non-CCA counties are reimbursed by the state for one-half of the
county juvenile probation officer salaries.

®Non-CCA counties which have group homes receive a state subsidy for
operating costs of the group home.

fThe dollar amount in the '"FY 1979 CCA Eligibility" column for each county
is the amount of that county's total CCA eligibility in FY 1979, i.e., if
that county had begun participation in the CCA on January 1, 1979, it
would have received the dollar amount shown (less chargebacks, if any).

It can be seen that every one of the 60 counties would receive more statz
money for corrections if they participated in the CCA. Tor example,
Dakota County '"received" in FY 1979 a total of $347,800 (directly and
indirectly from the state) but would have received a CCA subsidy of
$770,084 (less chargebacks, if any). Cottonwood '"received" $16,177 but
would have received a CCA subsidy of $56,212 (less chargebacks, if any).
Juvenile chargebacks (deducted from total CCA subsidy eligibility), how-
ever, could reduce a newly entering CCA Area's subsidy to less than the
county (or counties) was receiving (directly or indirectly from the state)
pre-CCA."




TABLE A.24

CURRENT CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INGREASES)
FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY TLIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19857

TOTAL

NET

TOTAL

TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL XET
CY 1980 CY 1980 FY 981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
CcA CCA CCA cca CCA CCA cca cca cca CCA CCe

5 SUBSIDY SUBSIDY d SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY £ SUBS1IDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY : SUBSIDY SUBSIDY k SUBSIDY 1 SUBSIDY
CCA AREAS ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYg ELI(',-}IBIL'.['J’.‘Y'h ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYJ ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILlTYm
Crow Wing-Horricon $ 406,539 §$ 250,600 § 420,286 $ 468,545 § 316,998 § 508,840 § 364,440 § 544,459 § 411,543 §$ 582,571 % 463,455

Percent of column 1.78% 1.86% 1.78% 1.82% 1.93% 1.82% 1.97% 1.82% 1.98% 1.82% 1.99%
Dodge—Fillmore-OlmsEed $ 596,101 §$ 486,393 % 616,259 $ 666,648 ¢ 574,408 $ 723,980 §$ 653,619 § 774,659 % 731,271 § 828,835 $ 816,591

Percent of column 2.61% 3.62% 2.61% 2.58% 3.51% 2.58% 3.54% 2.58% 3.52% 2.58% 3.51%
Pamsey n $ 2,901,500 §$ 1,983,661 § 2,939,618 §$ 3,216,826 $ 2,400,344 § 3,493,474 ¢ 2,807,555 $ 3,738,016 $ 3,218,918 § 3,999,676 $ 3,674,1L5

Percent of column 12.68% 14.75% 12.68% 12.46% 14.65% 12.46% 15.20% 12.46% 15.50% 12.46% 15.77%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman $ 293,719 $ 258,298 § 303,651 $ 312,790 $ 276,953 § 339,690 $ 303,820 § 363,468 % 328,349 $ 388,911 § 354,824

Percent of columm 1.28% 1.92% 1.28% 1.21% 1.69% 1.21% 1.65% 1.21% 1.58% 1.21% 1.52%
Region 2 n $ 1,905,641 $ 1,398,520 $ 1,970.082 § 2,256,240 ¢ 1,820,477 ¢ 2,450,278 $ 2,104,650 $ 2,621,796 ¢ 2,388,518 ¢ 2,805,321 ¢ 2,701,816

Percent of column 8.33% 10.40% 8.33% 8.74% 11.11% 8.74% 11.40% 8.74% 11.50% 8.74% 11.60%
Anoka n $ 1,092,197 917,595 $ 1,129,131 ¢ 1,312,324 4§ 1,164,971 4§ 1,425,184 ¢ 1,312,007 $ 1,524,947 $ 1,453,974 ¢ 1,631,632 $§ 1,602,387

Percent of column 4.77% 6.82% 4.77% 5.08% 7.11% 5.08% 7.11% 5.08% 7.00% 5.08% 6.91%
Todd-Wadena n $ 254,297 $ 218,276 $ 252,896 § 291,136 $ 257,501 §$ 316,174 § 285,797 $ 338,306 $ 312,384 § 361,938 $ 341,293

Percent of column 1.11% 1.62% 1.11% 1.13% 1.57% 1.13% 1.55% 1.13% 1.50% 1.13% 1.47%
Region 6W n $ 313,399 $ 268,703 $ 324,205 % 316,188 ¢ 2793452 % 343,380 $ 316,783 $ 367,417 $ 353,187 393,136 $ 323,134

Percent of column 1.37% 2.00% 1.37% 1.23% 1.71% 1.23% 1.72% 1.23% 1.70% 1.23% 1.69%
Hennepin n $ 4,933,776 $ 2,029,667 $ 5,100,618 $ 5,546,047 $ 2,786,702 § 6,023,009 $ 3,470,575 $ 6,444,618 $ 4,183,824 $ 6,895,739 $§ 4,990,622

Percent of column 21.56% 15.09% 21.56% 21.49% 17.01% 21.497 18.80% 21.49% 20.17% 21.49% 1.42%
Blue Earth a $ 284,593 $ 176,173 $ 294,217 § 325,992 § 218,661 §$ 354,028 . § 249,364 § 378,809 & 27¢.550 $ 405,326 § 312,740

Percent of column 1.24% 1.31% 1.24% 1.26% 1.33% 1.26% 1.35% 1.26% 1.35% 1.26% 1.363%
Washington n $ 607,655 $ 477,590 $ 628,203 $ 721,246 $ 607,013 $ 783,274 § 689,264 " § 838,103 § 769,662 $ 896,770 % 57,940

Percent of columm 2.66% 3.55% 2.56% 2.79% 3.71% 2.79% 3.73% 2.79% 3.71% 2.79% 3.63%
Rock-Nobles n $ 170,728 § 136,124 $ 176,501 % 171,778 $ 140,296 § 186,551 $ 159,172 § 199,609 $ 177,601 $ 213,382 3§ 197,830

Percent of cclumm 0.75% 1.01% 0.75% 0.67% 0.36% 0.67% 0.86% 0.67% 0.86% 0.67% ©.85%
CCA AREA SUBTOTALO n $ 13,760,345 $ 8,601,600 $ 14,225,667 $ 15,605,765 $ 10,343,781 $ 16,947,868 $ 12,717,050 §$ 18,134,213 §$ 14,6135787 $ 19,402,603 $ 16,713,753

PERCENT OF COLUMN 60.14% 63.96% 60.14% €60.47% 66.19% 60.47% 68.87% 60.47% 70.38% 60.47% 71.75%

27 __CCa COL’NTIESb -

Aitkin n $ 69,598 48,093 § 71,951 ¢ 78,774 $ 60,295 § 85,549 % 70,892 § 91,538 § 81,645 § 97,045 $ 93,556
Percent of column 0.30% 0.36% 0.30% 0.31% 0.37% 0.31% 0.38% 0.31% 0.39% 0.31% Q.40%
Ancka n $ 1,092,197 $ 917,595 $ 1,129,131 $ 1,312,324 $ 1,164,971 § 1,425,184 §$ 1,312,007 $ 1,524,947 § 1,453,974 $ 1,631,602 & 1,609,357
Percent of column 4.77% 6.82% 4.77% 5.08% 7.11% 5.08% 7.11% 5.08% 7.00% 5.08% 6.91%
Blue Earth n $ 284,593 $ 176,173 §$ 294,217 § 325,992 $ 218,661 $ 354,028 $ 249,364 § 378,809 $ 279,550 3% 405,326 § 312,740
Percent of column 1.249, 1.31y, 1.249, 1.269 1.339, 1.269 1.35% 1.269 1.359 1.269 © 1.349
Carlton n $ 189,909 § 140,307 $ 196,231 § 212,399 $ 169,777 § 230,666 3§ 196,859 $ 246,812 § 233,995 264,039 $ 253,965
Percent of column 0.83% 1.04% 0.83% 0.82% 1.04% 0.82% 1.07% 0.82% 1.08% 0.82% 1.09%
Chippewa ’ n $ 88,330 $ 75.550 §$ 91,317 § 95,109 $ 84,652 $ 103,289 $ 95,718 § 110,519 $ 106,469 § 118,255 § 118,255
Percent of column . 0.39% 0.56% 0.39% 0.37% 0.52% 0.37% 0.52% 0.37% 0.51% 0.37% 0.51%
Cook n $ 25,903 § 19,486 § 26,779 § 31,684 § 26,170 $ 34,408 § 30,035 § 36,817 s 33,866 % 39,3% $ 38,082
Percent of column 0.11% 0.14% 0.11% 0.12% 0.16% 0.12% 0.16% 0.12% 0.16% 0.12% 0.16%




CURRENT GCA SUBSIDY FORMULA:

TABLE A.24

PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)

FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852

- (continued)
TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL, NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1980 cY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
cca .CCA CCA coA CCA CCA CoA cca CCA CCA ccA
b SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY
27 CCA COUNTIES ELIGIBILITY  ELIGIBILITY® ELIGIBILITY® ELIGIBILITY' ELIGIBILITY® ELIGIBILITY' ELIGIBILITY' ELIGIBILITY] ELIGIBILITY® ELIGIBILITY' ELIGIBILITY™
Crow Ving a $ 229,005 138,119 § 236,749 $ 270,395 $ 182,069 § 293,650 $ 209,489 314,205 § 236,737 § 336,135 $ 266,775
Percent of column 1.00% 1.03% 1.00% 1.05% 1.11% 1.05% 1.13% 1.05% 1.14% 1.05% 1.15%
Dodge n $ 70,846 § 58,795 $ 73,261 § 68,987 § 58,855 $ 76,920 $ 67,191 § 80,165 $ 75,398 § 85,776 § 84,425
Percent of column 0.31% 0.44% 0.31% 0.27% 0.36% 0.27% 0.36% 0.27% 0.36% 0.27% 0.36%
Fillmore n $ 113,755 $ 94,061 $ 117,602 $ 110,191 $ 93,632 % 119,667 § 107,036 § 128,044 $ 120,255 $ 137,007 $ 134,200
Percenc of column 0.50% 0.70% 0.30% 0.43% 0.57% 0.43% 0.58% 0.43% 0.58% 0.43% 0.58%
Hennepin N $ 64,933,776 $ 2,029,667 $ 5,100,618 §$ 5,546,047 § 2,786,702 $ 6,023,009 $ 3,470,575 $ 6,444,618 $ 4,188,824 § 6,895,/39 § 4,950,622
Percent of column 21.56% 15.09% 21.56% 21.49% 17.01% 21.49% 18.60% 21.49% 20.17% 21.497% 21.42%
Koochiching N $ 129,032 § 98,681 $ 132,396 § 128,872 § 102,791 $ 139,955 & 119,269 $ 149,752 § 35,790 § 160,234 % 154,039
Percent of column 0.56% 0.73% 0.56% 0.50% 0.63% 0.50% 0.65% 0.50% 0.65% 0.50% C.66%
Lac Qui Parle Y $ 63,648 $ 54,353 $ 55,801 $ 59,346 § 51,740 $ 64,649 § 58,943 § 68,961 & 66,015 $ 73,738 % 73,785
Percent of columm 0.28% 0.40% 0.28% 0.23% 0.32% 0.23% 0.32% 0.23% 0.32% 0.23% 0.327%
i Lake n $ 90,269 $ 66,681 $ 93,321 § 119,543 $ 99,274 % 129,824 § 113,748 § 138,912 $ 128,061 § 148,536 § 143,821
! Percent of colum 0.39% 0.50% C.39% 0.46% 0.61% 0.46% 0.62% 0.46% 0.62% 0.467 C.62%
Morrison n $ 177,534 $ 112,481 $ 133,337 & 198,149 $ 134,928 § 215,190 $ 154,951 § 230,253 $ 174,805 % 246,371 § 196,680
Perceat of columm 0.78% 0.84% 0.78% 0.77% 0.82% 0.77% 0.84% 0.77% 0.84% 0.77% 0.84%
Nobles R 3 118,221 $ 95,051 $ 122,219 § 119,718 § 98,638 § 130,014 $ 111,681 § 139,114 3 124,378 $ 148,852 § 138,306
Percent of column 0.52% 0.71% 0.52% 0.46% 0.60% 0.46% 0.60% 0.467% 0.60% 0.46% 0.59%
Norman n $ 52,332 % 45,646 54,101 $ 58,988 § 52,223 % 65,061 $ 57,290 $ 65,545 $ 61,916 $ 73,343 % 56,909
Percent of column 0.23% 0.34% 0.23% 0.23% 0.32% 0.23% 0.31% 0.23% 0.30% 0.23% 0.29%
Olmsted u $ 411,500 $ 333,537 $ 425,416 § 487,469 % 421,920 $ 529,392~ $ 479,391 % 566,449 % 535,616 $ 606,101, $ 597,365
Percent of column 1.80% 2.48% 1.80% 1.89% 2.58% 1.89% 2.60% 1.89% 2.58% 1.89% 2.56%
Polk u $ 203,599 $ 178,635 $ 210,484 $ 216,511 § 191,254 235,132 $ 209,850 $ 251,591 § 226,839 % 269,202 § 245,177
Percent of column 0.89% 1.33% 0.39% 0.84% 1.17% 0.84% 1.14% 0.84% 1.09% 0.84% 1.05%
Ramsey . $ 2,901,500 $ 1,983,661 § 2,999,618 § 3,216,826 § 2,400,344 $ 3,493,474 § 2,807,555 §$ 3,738,016 $ 3,218,918 § 3,999,676 § 3,674.115
Percent of column 12.68% 14.75% 12.68% 12.46% 14.65% 12.46% 15.20% 12.46% 15.50% 12.46% 15.77%
Red Lzke a $ 37,788 § 34,017 $ 39,066 $ 37,290 § 33,475 § 40,497 $ 26,678 § 43,332 $ 39,593 $ 46,355 42,737
Percent of column 0.17% 0.25% 0.17% 0.14% 0.20% 0.14% 0.20% 0.14% 0.19% 0.14% 0.18%
Rock n $ 52,507 § 41,073 $ -564,282 $ 52,060 $ 41,657 $ 56,537 % 47,490 §$ 60,494 $ 53,222 ¢ 64,729 § 59,526
Percent of column 0.23% 0.31% 0.23% 0.20% 0.25% 0.20% 0.26% 0.20% 0.26% 0.20% 0.26%
St. Louis N $ 1,400,930 $ 1,025,272 § 1,448,204 § 1,684,966 $ 1,362,167 $ 1,829,873 § 1,573,844 $ 1,957,964 $ 1.785,159 § 2,095,021 $ 2,018,347
Percent of column 6.12% 7.62% 6.12% 6.53% 8.31% 6.53% 8.52% 6.53% 8.60% 6.53% 8.66%
Swift n $ 84,080 § 73,043 $ 86,924 $ 85,557 $ 76,526 $ 92,915 $ 86,377 $ 99,419 $ 95,921 $ 106,378 § 106,378
Percent of column 0.37% 0.54% 0.37% 0.33% 0.47% 0.33% 0.47% 0.33% 0.46% 0.33% 0.46%
Todd n $ 165,005 $ 162,073 $ 170,585 §$° 186,254 $ 164,841 § 202,272 $ 182,933 $ 216,431 $ 199,928 $ 231,531 % 218,407
Percent of column 0.72% 1.06% 0.72% 0.72% 1.01% 0.72% 0.99% 0.72% 0.96% 0.72% 0.94%
Wadena n $ 89,292 § 76,203 92,311 $ 104,882 § 92,660 $ 113,902 $ 102,863 $ 121,875 $ 112,455 § 130,406 $ 122,885
Percent of column . 0.39% 0.57% 0.39% 0:41% 0.57% 0.41% 0.56% 0.41% 0.54% 0.41% 0.53%
Wazhington a $ 607,655 $ 477,590 $ 628,203 $ 721,246 $ 607,013 783,274 % 689,264 § 838,103 $ 769,662 $ 896,770 $ 857,940
Percent of column 2.66% 3.55% 2.66% 2.79% 3.71% 2.79% 3.73% 2.79% 3.71% 2.79% 3.68%




TABLE A.24

CURRENT CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)
FOR_TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852

(continued)
TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1980 CY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FYy 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
CCA ' CCA CCA cca CCA CCA cca CCA CCA CCA CCA
b SUBSIDY c SUBSIDY a SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY £ SUBSIDY g SUBSIDY SUBSIDY i SUBSIDY 3 SUBSIDY Kk SUBSIDY 1 SUBSIDY X
27 CCA COUNTIES ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIEILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYm
Yellow Medicine $ 77,541 $ 65,757 $ 80,163 $ 76,174 $ 66,532 3% 82,725 $ 75,7464 % 88,516 § 84,781 % 94,712 % 94,712
Percent of column 0.347% 0.49% 0.347% 0.30% 0.41% 0.30% 0.41% 0.30% 0.41% -0.30% 0.41%
CCA COUNTY SUBTOTAL: $ 13,760,345 $ 8,601,600 §$ 14,225,667 $ 15,605,765 ¢ 10,843,781 §$ 16,947,868 § 12,717,050 § 18,134,213 $ 14,613,787 $ 19,403,€03 §$ 16,713,753
PERCENT OF COLUMN 60.14% 63.96% 60.14% 60.47% 66.19% 60.47% 68.87% 60.47% 70.38% 60.47% 71.75%
60 NON-CCA COUNTIESb
Becker n $ 181,013 $ 65,412 $ 187,134 % 200,265 $ 74,145 § 217,488 §$ 71,863 § 232,712 $ 76,893 % 249,002 $ 82,275
Percent of column 0.79% 0.49% 0.79% 0.78% 0.45% 0.78% 0.39% 0.78% 0.37% 0.78% 0.35%
Beltrami n $ 254,733 §$ 160,459 $ 263,347 § 275,769 $ 172,917 $ 299,485 $ 180,212 § 320,449 § 192,826 $ 342,880 $ 206,324
Percent of column 1.11% 1.19% 1.11% 1.07% 1.06% 1.07% 0.98% 1.07% 0.93% 1.07% 0.8¢%%
Benton n $ 149,243 $ 100,803 $ 154,290 §$ 167,309 $ 114,461 $ 181,697 § 123,223 $ 194.416 § 131,848 $ 208,25 $ 141,078
Percent of column 0.65% 0.75% 0.65% 0.65% 0.70% 0.65% 0.67% 0.65% 0.63% 0.65% 0.61%
Big Stone n $ 42,356 $ 30,628 § 43,789 $ 39,884 $ 27,090 $ 43,315 § 28,337 % 46,347 $ 30,321 § 49,591 $ 32,484
. Percent of columm 0.19% 0.23% 0.19% 0.15% 0.17% 0.15% 0.15% 0.15% 0.15% 0.15% 0.14%
Brown : n $ 185,629 § 121,383 3% 191,907 § 195,166 § 125,074 s 211,950 $ 134,7L8 % 226,786 % 144,180 § 262,661 $ 154,273
Percent of column 0.81% 0.90% 0.317% 0.76% 0.76% 0.76% 0.73% 0.76% 0.69% 0.76% 0.66%
Carver 0 $ 220,423 $ 118,670 $ 227,877 % 253,257 § 142,245 § 275,037 % 150,149 §$ 294,289 § 160,659 $ 314,830 $ 171,905
Percent of column 0.96% 0.88% 0.96% 0.98% 0.87% 0.98% 0.81% 0.98% 0.77% 0.98% 0.74%
Cass : n $ 121,923 § 44,889 § 126,046 § 146,017 § 61,973 $ 158,574 $ 61,891 §$ 169,675 $ 66,224 181,552 § 70,860
Percent of column 0.53% 0.33% 0.53% 0.57% 0.38% 0.57% - 0.34% 0.57% 0.32% 0.57% . 0.30%
Chisago a $ 142,261 $ 89,743 $ 147,071 ¢ 168,596 § 111,299 § 183,095 § 119,789 $ 195,912 % 128,174 % 209,626 § 137,146
Percent of columm 0.62% 0.67% 0.62% 0.65% 0.68% 0.65% 0.65% 0.65% 0.62% 0.65% 0.359%
Clay ‘n $ 330,098 3§ 171,784 § 341,260 $ 363,201 % 190,481 $ 394,436 § 201,451 % 422,047 % 215,552 % 451,590 $ 230,641
Percent of column 1.447 1.28% 1.447% 1.41% 1.16% 1.41% 1.09% 1.41% 1.04% 1.41% 0.99%
Clearwater n $ 52,732 $ 18,662 § 54,515 § 67,355 $ 30,185 $ 73,148 $ 29,534 $ 78,268 $ 31,601 $ 83,747 % 33,814
Percent of column 0.23% 0.14% 0.23% 0.26% 0.18% 0.26% 0.16% 0.26% 0.15% 0.26% 0.15%
Cottonwood a $ 67,737 $ 25,982 $ 70,027 % 72,530 $ 26,976 $ 78,768 $ 24,967 $ 84,281 $ 26,714 § 90,181 §$ 28,585
Percent of column 0.30% 0.19% 0.30% 0.28% 0.16% 0.28% 0.14% 0.28% 0.13% 0.28% 0.12%
Dakota n $ 963,964 $ 513,849 § 996,561 $ 1,141,672 $ 650,597 $ 1,239,857 § 639,232 $ 1,326,646 $ 737,478 $ 1,419,511 789,101
Percent of column 4.21% 3.82% 4 219 4,427, 3.97% 4,427 3.73% 4,427 3.55% 4.42% 3.39%
Douglas n $ 149,488 § 70,306 $ 154,543 $ 174,694 § 83,307 $ 189,718 § 90,490 §$ 202,998 3 96,825 $ 217,208 $ 103,602
Percent of column 0.65% 0.52% 0.65% 0.68% 0.54% 0.68% 0.49% 0.68% 0.47% 0.68% 0.447
Faribault n $ 99,541 § 62,694 $ 102,907 $ 106,950 $ 66,751 $ 116,148 $ 71,609 § 124,278 $ 76,407 $ 132,977 §$ 81,736
Percent of column 0.447%, 0.47% 0.44% 0.41% 0.41% 0.41% 0.39% 0.417% 0.37% 0.41% 0.35%
Freeborn n $ 194,381 § 102,924 § 200,955 $ 212,299 % 112,519 § 230,556 §$ 116,785 § 246,695 $ 124,960 §$ 263,964 $ 133,707
Percent of columm 0.85% 0.77% 0.85% 0.82% 0.69% 0.82% 0.63% 0.82% 0.60% 0.82% 0.57%
Goodhue n $ 177,227 § 85,007 $ 183,220 $ 209,494 § 108,882 §$ 227,510 §$ 114,999 § 243,436 $ 123,049 § 260,477 § 131,962
Percent of column 0.77% 0.63% 0.77% 0.81% 0.66% 0.81% 0.62% 0.81% 0.59% 0.81% 0.57%




TABLE A.24
CURRENT CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)

FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CTA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852

(continued)
TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1980 CY 1980 FYy 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
CcCA CCA CCA CCA CCA cCA CcCA CCA CCA CccA cca
b SUBSIDY SUB SIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY . SUBSIDY x SUBSIDY SUBSIDY
60 NON-CCA COUNTIES ELIGIBILITYC ELIGIBILITY EI..IGIBILITYe ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYg ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYl ELIGIBILITYJ ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY 'ELIGIBILIT‘!":1
Grant a $ 36,579 §$ 23,669 $ 37,816 % 35,473 % 21,389 $ 38,524 $ 22,146 % 41,220 % 23,696 $ 44,106 & 25,335
Percent of column 0.16% 0.18% 0.16% 0.14% 0.13% 0.14% 0.12% 0.14% 0.11% 0.14% 0.11%
Houston a $ 102,597 $ 77,220 § 106,067 $ 114,158 $ 86,472 % 123,975 $ 92,826 % 132,654 § 99,324 & 141,939 3 106,277
Percent of column 0.45% 0.57% 0.45% 0.44% 0.53% 0.44% 0.50% 0.447% 0.48% 0.447% 0.46%
Hubbard n $ 81,160 $ 21,019 % 33,904 $ 78,750 $ 13,137 % 85,523 ¢ 6,691 $ 91,509 § 7,159 s 97,%15 % 7.660
Parcent of colummn 0.35% 0.16% 0.35% 0.31% 0.08% 0.31% 0.04% 0.31% 0.03% 0.31% 0.03%
; Isanti n $ 135,296 $ 38,803 $ 139,871 $ 155,632 $ 50,358 §$ 169,016 $ 44,948 ¢ 180,857 % 48,094 3 193,306 § 51,461
i Percent of columm 0.59% 0.29% 0 39% 0.60% 0.31% 0.60% 0.24% 0.60% 0.23% 0.60% 0.22%
Itasca n $ 233,203 % 104,499 $ 241,089 $ 264,685 $ 124,270 $ 287,448 § 129,545 $ 307,569 3 138,613 § 329,039 § 148,316
Percent of column 1.02% 0.78% 1.02% 1.03% 0.76% - 1.03% 0.70% 1.03% 0.67% 1.03% 0.64%
Jackson n $ 65,777 $ 5,434 § 58,002 $ 68,332 $ 2,499 § 74,209 % -4,861 $ 79,403 % -5,202 $ 84,952 § -5,566
Percent of cclumn 0.29% 0.04% 0.29% 0.26% 0.02% 0.26% -0.03% 0.26% -0.03% 0.26% -0.02%
! Kanabec ) a $ 78,954 $ 56,880 $ 31,624 § 84,751 §$ 60,669 $ 92,040 § 64,805 $ 98,483 §$ 69,341 $ 105,377 § 74,195
i Percent of columm 0.35% 0.42% 0.35% 0.33% 0.37% 0.33% 0.35% 0.33% 0.33% 0.23% 0.32%
j Kandiyohi~ a $ 174,946 $ 50,774 $ 130,862 202,083 $ 66,612 §$ 219,462 $ 60,435 $ 234,825 % 64,666 §$ 251,262 $ 69,192
Percent of column 0.76% 0.38% 0.76% 0.78% 0.41% 0.78% 0.33% 0.78% 0.31% 0.78% 0.30%
Kitcson n $ 30,043 $ 14,949 § 31,059 $ 29,961 $ 13,494 § 32,538 § 13,573 3 34,816 $ 14,523 § 37,253 3 15,53¢
Percent of column 0.13% 0.11% 0.13% 0.12% 0.08% 0.12% 0.07% 0.12% 0.07% 0.12% 0.07%
« Lake of the Woods $ 28,212 ¢ 15,591 § 29,166 $ 29,584 § 15,815 § 32,128 § 16,093 $ 34,377 $ 17,220 % 36,734 3 18,425
Percent of column 0.12% 0.12% 0.127% 0.11% 0.10% 0.11% 0.09% 0.11% 0.08% 0.11% 0.038%
Le Sueur n $ 122,474 50,804 $ 126,615 § 131,149 § 96,598 $ 142,428 § 103,823 §$ 152,398 $ 111,091 § 163,066 $ 118,867
Percent of column 0.54% 0.68% 0.54% 0.51% 0.59% 0.51% 0.56% 0.51% 0.54% 0.51% 0.51%
Lincoln n $ 43,347 $ 35,457 §$ 44,813 $ 39,692 § 31,084 $ 43,105 § 32,675 § 46,123 $ 34,963 % 49,351 $ 37,410
- Percent of columm 0.19% 0.26% 0.19% 0.15% 0.19% 0.15% 0.18% 0.15% 0.17% 0.15% 0.16%
Lyon n $ 132,966 § 75,053 $ 137,463 ¢ 142,659 $ 79,476 § 154,928 § 83,064 $ 165,773 § 88,879 $ 177,377 $ 95,1C0
Percent of column 0.58% 0.56% 0.58% 0.55% 0.49% 0.55% 0.45% 0.55% 0.43% 0.55% 0.41%
McLeod n $ 160,632 $ 83,469 § 166,064 § 177,007 $ 92,823 % 192,230 § 96,477 § 205,686 §$ 103,230 $ 220,084 § 110,436
Percent of column 0.70% 0.62% 0.70% 0.69% 0.57% 0.69% 0.52% 0.69% 0.50% 0.69% 0.47%
Mahnomen a $ 36,795 $ 19,900 $ 38,040 $ 40,213 % 21,781 § 43,671 § 22,572 % 46,728 § 24,152 § 49,939 § 25,842
Percent of column 0.16% 0.15% 0..6% 0.16% 0.13% 0.16% T 0.12% 0.16% 0.12% 0.16% 0.11%
Marshall a $ 68,453 '§ 52,822 § 70,768 $ 65,972 % 48,919 § 71,646 % 52,044 $ 76,661 $ 55,687 $ 82,027 % 59,585
Percent of columm .30% 0.39% 0.30% 0.26% 0.30% 0.26% 0.28% 0.26% 0.27% 0.26% 0.26%
Martin n $ 142,377 $ 59,025 § 147,191 § 150,912 % 59,976 $ 163,891 § 59,722 % 175,363 ¢ 63,903 $ 187,639 $ 68,376
Percent of column 0.62% 0.44% 0.62% 0.58% 0.37% 0.58% 0.32% G.58% 0.31% 0.58% 0.29%
Meeker n $ 103,862 § 50,731 § 107,374 § 122,820 $ 64,855 § 133,382 § 66,103 $ 142,719 3 70,730 % 152,710 § 75,681
Percent of column 0.45% 0.38% 0.45% 0.48% 0.40% 0.48% 0.36% 0.48% 0.34% 0.48% 0.32%
Mille Lacs n $ 116,752 % 29,886 $ 120,700 '$ 137,586 $ 42,815 % 149,418 $ 37,839 § 159,877 $ 40,488 § 171,069 43,322
Percent of columm 0.51% 0.22% 0.51% 0.53% 0.26% 0.53% 0.20% 0.53% 0.19% 0.53% 0.19%
Mower n $ 252,870 % 162,451 § 251,421 § 278,101 179,455 % 302,018 $ 193,806 $ 323,159 $ 207,372 § 345,780 $ 221,888
Percent of column 1.11% 1.21% 1.11% 1.08% 1.10% 1.08% 1.05% 1.08% 1.00% 1.08% 0.95%




TABLE A.24
CURRENT CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)
FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19832
(continued)
. TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
4 CY 1930 CY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 Fy 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
; ccAa CCA ccA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA cca CcCA cca
. b SUBSIDY c SUBSIDY d SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY £ SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY h SUB SIDY 5 SUBSIDY 3 SUBSIDY K SUBSIDY SUBSIDY -
60 NON--CCA COUNTIES ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ™ ELIGIRILITY
Murray o $ 54,689 $ 40,040 § 56,539 $ 52,423 $ 36,442 % 56,932 § 38,494 $ 60,917 §$ 41,188 § 65,181 § 44,072
Percent of column 0.247% 0.30% 0.24% 0.20% 0.22% 0.20% 0.21% 0.20% 0.20% 0.20% 0.19%
Nicollz=t n $ 164,311 $ 75,567 $ 169,868 § 181,801 $ 84,982 % 197,436 $ 86,879 $ 211,257 % 92,961 $ 226,045 $ 99,458
Percent of column 0.72% 0.56% 0.72% 0.70% 0.52% 0.70% 0.47% 0.70% 0.45% 0.70% 0.43%
Ocrer Tail a $ 323,576 $ 88,232 § 334,518 $ 338,331 % 81,571 $ 367,427 § 65,858 393,147 § 70,468 § 420,667 $ 75,401
Percent of column 1.41% 0.66% 1.41% 1.31% 0.50% 1.31% 0.36% 1.31% 0.34% 1.31% 0.32%
Pennington a $ 89,911 $ 64,362 $ 92,952 $ 96,300 §$ 68,427 § 104,582 $ 732,229 $ 111,903 $ 78,356 $ 119,736 % 83,840
Percent of column 0.39% 0.487% U.39% 0.37% C.42% 0.37% 0.40% 0.37% .38% 0.37%
Pine n $ 139,90¢ $ 41,770 % 144,639 § 163,878 §$ 56,811 §$ 177,972 % 54,120 § 190,430 $ 57,909 §$ 203,760 3%
Percent of column 0.61% 0.31% . 0.61% 0.63% 0.35% 0.63% 0.29% 0.63% 0.63%
Pipestone n $ 57,612 $ 14,341 % 59,560 $ 57,856 § 10,648 § 62,832 $ 6,152 % 67,230 $ $ 71,936 3
Parcent of columm 0.25% 0.11% 0.25% 0.22% 0.06% 0.22% 0.03% 0.22% T0.22%
Pope n $ 64,713 § 42,284 § 66,902 $ 68,599 3 46,130 % 74,499 % 46,802 % 79,714 % 3 83,294 3
Percent of column 0.28% 0.31% Q.28% 0.27% 0.27% G.27% Q.20% A 0.27%
i R $ 87,220 § 51,442 ¢ s ancor ¢ wotye By 8 e SR et or e -
H of zate . DLl oL -

Percent of column’ 0.42% 0.56% 0.42% 0.37% 0.447, 0.37% 0.42% 0.37% 0.40% 0.37% 0.38%
Rice a 3 292,194 §$ 146,864 § 302,075 % 330,292 3 171,738 §$ 358,698 % 177,849 $ 383,806 $ 190,298 % 410,673, § 203,619
Percent of column 1.28% 1.09% 1.28% 1.28% 1.05% 1.28% 0.96% 1.28% 0.92% 1.28% 0.87%
Roseau n $ 79,510 $ 48,698 § 82,198 $ 79,381 $ 45,765 § 86,208 $ 46,454 § 92,243  § 49,706 % 98,700 $ 53,186
Percent of column 0.35% 0.36% 0.35% 0.31% 0.28% 0.31% 0.25% 0.31% 0.247% 0.31% 0.23%
Scotc n $ 253,500 §$ 129,016 § 262,073 §$ 286,973 $ 151,161 $ 311,653 $ 158,750 $ 333,468 $ 169,862 $ 356,811 § 181,753

" Percent of column 1.11% 0.96% 1.11% 1.11% 0.92% 1.11% 0.86% . 1.11% 0.82% 1.11% C.78%
Sherburne n $ 137,975 $ 100,749 § 142,641 $- 165,495 $ 124,883 § 179,728 134,540 $ 192,309 § 143,958 § 205,771 $ 154,035
Percent of colummn 0.60% 0.75% 0.60% 0.64% 0.76% 0.64% 0.73% 0.647% 0.69% 0.64% 0.66%
Sibley n $ 77,030 § 55,724 § 79,635 §$ 80,080 § 56,835 $ 86,966 ¢ 60,641 $ 193,054 $ 64,886 $ 99,568 $ 69,428
Percent of column 0.34% 0.41% 0.34% 0.31% 0.35% 0.31% 0.33% 0.31% 0.31% 0.31% 0.30%
Stearns n $ 640,642 $ 443,907 § 662,306 § 730,975 $ 516,337 $ 793,839 $. 551,001 $ 849,407 § 589,571 % 908,866 § €30, 841
Percent of column 2.80% 3.30% 2.80% 2.83% 3.15% 2.83% 2.98% 2.83% 2.847% 2.83% 2.71%
Steele n $ 152,285 $ 89,021 $ 157,434 % 175,309 § 106,288 § 190,386 § 112,182 ¢ 203,713 % 120,035 $ 217,472 % 128,437
Percent of column 0.67% 0.66% 0.67% 0.68% 0.65% 0.68% 0.61% 0.68% 0.58% 0.68% 0.55%
Stevens 2 $ 62,698 § 33,225 § 64,818 § 61,663 §$ 29,508 % 66,966 §$ 28,799 §$ 71,654 § 3C,815 $ 76,70 $ 32,972
Percent of column 0.27% 0.25% 0.27% 0.24% 0.18% 0.24% 0.16% 0.247% 0.15% 0.24% 0.14%
Traverse a $ 30,457 % 19,658 § 31,487 § 27,624 % 15,853 $ 30,011 $ 16,134 3 32,111 ¢ 17,264 § 34,559 ¢ 18,472
Percent of colummn 0.13% 0.15% 0.13% ) 0.11% 0.10% 0.11% 0.09% 0.11% 0.08% 0.11% 0.08%
Wabasha a $ 101,110 $ 46,385 § 104,529 % 111,815 % 52,110 §$ 121,431 $ 51,180 $ 129,931 $ 54,763 % 139,026 §$ - 58,596
Percent of column 0.447% 0.347, 0.44% 0.437% 0.32% 0.43% 0.28% 0.43% 0.26% 0.43% 0.25%
Waseca n $ 93,690 $ 43,286 $ 96,859 $ 112,842 $ 63,307 % 122,547 % 67,670 3 131,125 % 72,607 § 140,304 § 77,475
Percent of colummn 0.41% 0.36% 0.417% 0.447% 0.39% 0.447% 0.37% 0.44% 0.35% 0.44% 0.33%




) .
’ TABLE A.24
CURRENT CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)
FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THRQUGH 19852
(continued)
TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1980 CY 1980 Fy 1981 FYy 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1934 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
CCA CCA cca CCA Ccca CCA CCA cca CCA CcCAa CCA

b SUBSIDY SUBSIDY d SUBSIDY . SUBSIDY £ SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY 5 SUBSIDY SUBSIDY X SUBS1DY SUBSIDY
60 NON-CCA COUNTIES ELIGIBILITYC ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY® ELIGIBILITYh ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYJ ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYm
Watonwan $ 63,846 $ 41,795 $ 66,005 $ 63,846 $ 39,789 $ 69,336 3 42,128 3 74,190 3 45,077 §$ 79,333 ¢ 48,233

Percent of columnn 0.28% 0.31% 0.28% 0.25% 0.24% 0.25% 0.23% 0.25% 0.22% 0.25% 0.21%
Wilkin $ 44,512 $ 24,842 % 46,017 $ 44,829 $ 23,370 % 48,685 $ 24,297 $ 52,092 § 25,998 % 55,739 § 27,818

Percent of columnn 0.19% 0.18% 0.19% 0.17% 0.14% 0.17% 0.13% 0.17% 0.13% 0.17% 0.12%
Winona a $ 287,955 § 154,252 $ 297,692 § 319,528 $ 173,659 $ 347,008 § 179,935 $ 371,298 3 192,531 $ 397,239 $ 206,008

Percent of column 1.26% 1.15% 1.26% 1.247% 1.06% 1.247% 0.97% 1.24% 0.93% 1.24% 0.58%
Wright n $ 245,686 $ 109,397 $ 253,794 § 323,267 §$ 174,576 $ 351,068 $ 177,684 § 375,642 % 190,122 § 401,937 % 203,431

Percent of column 1.07% 0.81% 1.97% 1.25% 1.07% 1.25% 0.96% 1.25% 0.92% 1.25% 0.87%

NON-CCA COUNTY SuBTOTAL® § 9,122,075 § 4,846,948 § 9,430,550 $ 10,202,938 § 5,538,777 § 11,080,395 §$ 5,747,784 §$ 11,856,020 § 6,150,128 & 12,685,937 § 6,580,635 .
PERCENT OF COLUMN" 39.86% 36.047% 39.86% 39.53% 33.81% 39.53% 31.13% 39.53% 29.62% 39.53% 28.25%

TotaL?

PERCENT OF COLUMN®

NOTE:

$ 22,882,420 $
100.00%

13,448,548 § 23,656,217
100.00% 100.00%

$ 25,808,704
100.00%

The purpose of Tables A.24 and A.25 is to show the differences

in CCA subsidy eligibility for the 12 CCA Areas and thz 87
counties (in Minnesota) under the CCA formula currently in use
(data shown in Table A.24) and under the new formula recomme:ded
by the Committee (data shown in Table A.25), based on nrojections
for the years 1982 through 1985. One can also compare the state
CCA subsidy appropriation required for the 12 participating CCA
Areas under the current formula and under the new formula in each
year 1982-1985 (based on projections).

Readers are cautioned to consider the qualifications s:tated be-
low in the use of all projection data in Tables A.24 and A.25.

CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY AMOUNTS

1. The data used for each of the three factors included in
the new formula are not the actual values that would be
employed should the new formula be adopted (new formula
data appears only in Table A.25, not in Table A.24):

a. Juvenile population scores are based upon 1979 Com—
mittee staff's projections of county juvenile pop-
ulation which in turn are based upon 1975 state
demographer's estimates of juvenile population--not
new census results.

$ 16,382,559
100.00%

$ 28,028,264 $ 18,464,835
100.00% 100.00%

$ 29,990,233 $ 20,763,915 %
100.00% 100.00%

32,089,541
100.00%

%The CCA subsidy formula determines the distribution of the total CCA sub—
sidy provided by the state and administered by DOC. It determines the
dollar amount of the subsidy for each of the 87 Minnesota counties. The
current formula is the one described in the Community Corrections ACT (CCA)
and currently in use. It is described in detail in Appendix D. The new
formula, recommended by the CCA Funding Committee, is described in detail
on page 17 in the text of this report and in Appendix D (See Table A.25).

Table A.24 shows data using the current formula. TablecA.25 shows data
using the new formula. :

Projections for total and net CCA subsidy amounts for the 12 CCA Areas,
the 27 CCA counties, and the 60 non-CCA counties for the years, FY 1982
through FY 1985, using both the current and the new formulae, were done
by Hennepin County Office of Planning and Development staff nsing their
computer resources. Tables A.24 and A.25, were prepared by committee
staff, using said projection data.

Inflationary increases were added to the total state CCA subsidy for 87
counties each year as follows: FY 1981--7 percent: FY 1982--9.1 percen::
FY 1983--8.6 percent; FY 1984--7 percent: and FY 1985--7 percent. The in-
flation rate applied to 1982 and 1983 is based on the current DOC budeet
request, and the 7 percent rate applied to 1981, 1984 and 1985 is based on
past DOC practice.

$ 23,294,338
100.00%




TABLE A.24

- . CURRENT CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)

FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELTGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985%

(continued)

b. Total county population values are based upon 1979
state demographer's projections——not new census re-—
sults.

c. District court convictions are based upon the 1978
Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines statewide sample——
not upon an actual count nor current values from the
Supreme Court Justice Information System (SJIS).

2. The inflation rates applied to both CCA subsidy eligi-
bility and chargeback amounts in ¥Y 1982 through FY 1985
were 9.1 percent, 8.6 percent, 7 percent, and 7 ner—
cent. The first two are based upon the Depa:itment of
Corrections (DOC) current budget request and the last
two on past practice.

NET SUBSIDY AMOUNTS

The net subsidy amounts for participating areas (and counties)
and nonparticipating counties represent different calculations
and are intended for different purposes.

1. The net subsidy amounts for CCA Areas (and counties)
reflect, estimatted for 1980, and projected for 1982-
1985, the amounts these areas (or counties) would
receive after deduction of adult and juvenile charge-
backs.

2. The net subsidy amounts for non-CCA counties do not
reflect any deductiomns for adult chargebacks (which
have been eliminated for adults convicted of crimes
committed after January 1, 1981) and were intended
to show the amounts by which these counties would
benefit if they entered the CCA in FY 1982, i.e.,
total subsidy eligibility less deductions for juve-
nile chargebacks and less amounts spent for adul:
probation and parole (now paid for by state ia non=-
CCA counties) and less amounts paid to non-CCA
counties by the state for the juvenile probation
officer subsidy and the group home subsidy.

[+

b

The 12 CCA Areas presently participating in the CCA in Minnesota are: 1) Crow Wing—
Morrison; 2) Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted; 3) Ramsey; &) Tri-Courty Community Corrections
(Red Lake-Polk-Norman); 5) Arrowhead Regional Corrections (Region 3: St. Louis-Cook-
Lake-Koochiching~Aitkin-Carlton); 6) Anoka; 7) Todd-Wadena; 8) Region 6W (Swift-Lac
Qui Parle-Yellow Medicine-Chippewa); 9) Hennepin; 10) Blue Earth; 11) Washington;

and 12) Rock-Nobles. Twenty-seven of the 87 Minnesota counties are ircluded, com-
prising 70 percent of the state's population.

The 60 non-CCA counties are listed in Tables A.24 and A.25.

TOTAL CY 1980 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents the total amount of money each county, or CCA frea. is eligi-
ble to receive in CY 1980 (using 1978 formula factor data for the current formulaj,
‘using the current formula.

d

NET CY 1980 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents the amount of money each county, or each CCA Area, is en-
titled to receive in CY 1980 after subtracting deductions. (See note above for ex-—
planation of deductions for CCA Areas-—counties, and for ncn-CCA counties).

®TOTAL FY 1981 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents projections of the total amount of money and each county, or
CCA Area, is eligible to receive in FY 1981 (using 1978 formula factor data) using
the current formula.

fPROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1982 CCA SUBISDY ELIGIBILITY

K

This column represents prcjections of the total amount of money each county, or
CCA Area, is eligible to receive in FY 1982 (using new 1980 formula factor dats—
which DOC is scheduled to use in FY 1982), using the current formula.

8PROJECTION: NET FY 1982 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents the amount of money each county, or each CCA Area, is en-
titled to receive in FY 1982 after substracting deductioms.

hPROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1983 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

Same as footnote f except for FY 1983.




CURRENT CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA:

TABLE A.24
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INGREASES)

FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852

(continued)

CCA AREA DEDUCTIONS

1.

- NON-CCA

Adult and juvenile chargeback estimates are based upon
three quarters of CY 1980 actual chargeback billings
(by DOC) (by CCA Area~—estimated for individual CCA
counties by population) which were extrapolated to a
one-year estimate by the addition of a third cf the
total for the area.

Chargeback estimates for years 1982-1985 assumed con-
stant court commitment practice and a 25 perceat re—

duction in adult chargebacks per year beginning in 1982

and no chargeback deductions in 1985. Adult charge-
backs will diminish as a result of adult felons sen—
tenced for crimes committed prior to January 1, 1981,
being discharged from state penal institutions.

COUNTY DEDUCTIONS

1.

Projections for 1982-1985 (and estimate for 1980) of
juvenile chargeback billings were based upon juvenile
commitments to state institutions from January, 1980,
through September, 1980 (DOC Information System), and
again extrapolated to a one-year estimate by the ad-
dition of one-~third of the total for each county. Any
values of zero during this period were changed to
scores of ome.

The commitment scores were used in the DOC's charge-—

back formula to arrive at billing projections. These
projections also assume constant juvenile court prac-
tice's and no increase in the average length of stay

in state institutions.

The state service and subsidy amounts deducted from
total eligibility to arrive at net subsidy are based on
Committee staff estimates arrived at by dividiag the
1979 DOC Services Budget for adult probation and parole
among the 60 non-CCA countles by number of felons under
supervision in each county, and on actual amcunts paid
by the state to each county for the juvenile probation
officer salary and group home subsidies.

iPROJECTION: NET FY 1983 CCA SUBISDY ELIGIBILITY

Same as footnote g except for FY 1983.

jPROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1984 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

Same as footnote f except for FY 1984.

kPROJECTION: NET FY 1984 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

Same as footnote g except for FY 1984.

1PROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1985 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

Same as footnote f except for FY 1985.

MPROJECTION: NET FY 1965 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

Same as footnote g except for FY 1985.

nPercentage of subsidy eligibility for all 87 counties (percentage of vertical col-
umn). For a CCA Area which includes more than one county, the percentage equals
the combined total of percentages for all of the individual counties in that CCA
Area. The "CCA Area Subtotal' plus the '"Non-CCA County Subtotal equals 100 per-
cent of CCA subsidy eligibility for 87 counties. The '"27 CCA County Subtdtal®
plus the "Non-CCA County subtotal' equals 100 percent of CCA subsidy eligibility
for 87 counties. (Do not sum all three subtotals.) Totals for subsidy amounts
and percentages (100% of subsidy eligibility for 87 counties) are shown in the
last horizontal column in Table A.24. .

®CCA Area Subtotal: The sur of subsidy eligibilities for all 12 CCA Areas.

CCA Gounty Subtotal: The sum of subsidy eligibilities for all 27 CCA counties.
Amounts and percentages are the same as for '"CCA Area Subtotals."

Non-CCA County Subtotal: The sum of subsidy eligibilities for all 60 non-CCA
counties. (For net subsidies for non-CCA counties, see Note above, section en-
titled "Non-CCA County Deductions.')

PThe amount of total and net subsidy eligibility for each year for all &7 counties.




PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

TABLE A.25
NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852

TOTAL

NET

TOTAL

TOTAL

NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CcY 1980 CcY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
cca CCA Ccca CCA cca CCA CCA cca CCA CCA cca
b SUBSIDY SUBSIDY q SUBSTIDY SUBSIDY £ SUBSIDY o SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY x SUBSIDY SUBSIDY
CCA AREAS ELIGIBILITYC ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYe ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY® ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYl ELIGIBILITYJ ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYm
Crow Wing-Morrison $ 406,539 § 250,600 §$ 420,286 § 504,140 $ 352,592 § 547,496 % 403,095 $ 585,820 $ 452,904 $ 626,828 $° 507,712
Percent of column® 1.78% 1.86% 1.78% 1.95% 2.15% 1.95% 2.18% 1.95% 2.18% 1.95% 2.18%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted $ 596,101 % 486,393 $ 616,259 $ 674,523 $ 582,283 § 732,533 §$ 662,171 $ 783,810 3 740,422 $ 838,676 & 826,382
Percent of column® 2.61% 3.62% 2.61% 2.61% 3.55% 2.61% 3.59% 2.61% 3.57% 2.61% 3.55%
Ramsey $ 2,901,500 $ 1,983,661 $ 2,999,618 $ 3,270,693 $ 2,454,212 % 3,551,974 § 2,865,055 $ 3,800,611 $ 3,281,513 §$ 4,066,653 § 3,741,092
Percent of column® 12.68% 14.75% 12.€8% 12.67% 14.98% 12.67% 15.52% 12.67% 15.80% 12.67% 15.06%
Red Lake~Polk-Norman $ 293,719 $ 258,298 % 303,651 § 359,724 % 323,887 § 390,660 § 354,790 $ 418,007 $ 382,887 % 447,267 $ 413,179
fercent of column® 1.28% 1.92% 1.28% ©1.39% 1.98% 1.39% 1.92% 1.39% 1.847% 1.39% 1.77%
Region 3 $ 1,905,641 $ 1,398,520 $ 1,970,082 §$ 1,996,058 § 1,560,295 $ 2,167,720 $ 1,822,092 $ 2,319,460 $ 2,086,182 $ 2,481,821 $ 2,378,316
Percent of column® 8.33% 10.40% 3.33% 7.73% 9.52% - 7.73% 9.87% 7.73% 10.05% 7.73% 10.21%
Anoka $ 1,092,197 § 917,595 $ 1,129,131 $ 1,377,704 $ 1,230,351 $ 1,496,187 $ 1,383,010 $ 1,600,920 $ 1,529,947 ¢ 1,712,9¢4 $ 1,690,679
Percent of column® 4.77% 6.82% 4.77% 5.34% 7.51% 5.34% 7.49% 5.34% 7.37% 5.34% 7.20%
Todd-Wadena . $ 254,297 218,276 § 262,896 $ 208,941 $ 175,306 $ 226,910 $ 196,533 § 242,794 $ 216,871 $ 259,789 3 239,064
Percent of column® 1.11% 1.62% 1.11% 0.81% 1.07% 0.81% 1.06% 0.81% 1.04% 0.81% 1.03%
Region 6W $ 313,599 $ 268,703 % 324,205 $ 274,894 238,158 $ 298,535 § 271,938 $ 319,432 % 305,203 $ 341,792 361,792
Percent of column® 1.37% 2.00% 1.27% 1.07% 1.45% 1.07% 1.47% 1.07% 1.47% 1.07% 1.47%
Hennepin $ 4,933,776 $ 2,029,667 $ 5,1C0,618 §$ 6,102,590 $ 3,343,245 $ 6,627,415 $ 4,074,981 $ 7,091,332 § 4,835,538 $ 7,587,723 § 35,682,606
Percent of column® 21.56% 15.09% 21.56% 23.65% 20.41% 23.65% 22.07% 23.65% 23.29% 23.65% 24.39%
Blue Earth $ 284,593 § 176,173 § 294,217 $ 268,229 $ 160,898 % 291,297 § 186,633 § 311,687 § 212,428 % 333,505 § 240,920
Percent of column® 1.24% 21% 1.24% 1.04% 0.98% 1.04% 1.01% 1.04% 1.02% 1.04% ) 1.03%
Washington $ 607,555 $ 477,590 % 628,203 § 745,797 $ 631,564 § 809,936 $ 715,925 $ 866,631 $ 798,191 $ 927,295 ¢ 888,465
Percent of column® 2.66% 3.55% 2.66% 2.89% 3.86% 2.89% 3.88% 2.39% 3.84% 2.89% 3.81%
Rock~Nobles $ 170,728 § 136,124 § 176,501 % 204,051 § 172,569 $ 221,599 % 194,220 8 237,111 $ 215,103 $ 253,709 § 237,857
‘Percent of column® 0.75% 1.01% 0.75% 0.79% 1.05% 0.79% 1.05% 0.79% 1.04% 0.79% 1.02%
CC4 AREA SUBTOTAL® n $ 13,760,345 $ 8,601,600 $ 14,225,667 $ 15,987,348 § 11,225,364 $ 17,362,267 ¢ 13,131,449 ¢ 18,577,620 $ 15,057,194 § 19,878,048 §$ 17,188,199
PERCENT OF COLUMN 60.14% 63.967% 60.14% 61.95% 68.52% 61.95% 71.12% 61.95% 72.52% 61.95% 73.7%%
27 CCA COUNTIESb
Aitkin 3 69,598 §$ 48,093 § 71,951 3 77,975 $ 59,496 § 84,681 § 70,024 $ 90,609 $ 80,716 § 96,951 § 92,562
Percent of column® 0.30% ' 0.36% 0.30% 0.30% 0.36% 0.30% 0.38% 0.30% 0.39% 0.30% 0.40%
Anoka $ 1,092,197 % 917,595 $ 1,129,131 $ 1,377,704 $ 1,230,351 $ 1,495,187 §$ 1,383,010 §$ 1,600,920 § 1,529,947 $ 1,712,98 § 1,690,679
Percent of column® 4,77% 6.82% 4.77% 5.34% 7.51% 5.34% 7.49% 5.34% 7.37% 5.34% 7.26%
Blue Earth $ 284,593 $ 176,173 $ 294,217 % 268,229 $ 160,898 § 291,297 $ 186,633 $ 311,687 $ 212,428 ¢ 333,5¢5 $ 240,920
Percent of column® 1.24% 1.31% 1.24% 1.047% -0.98% 1.04% 1.01% 1.04% 1.02% 1.04% 1.03%
Carlton $ 169,909 $ 140,307 $ 196,331 § 206,192 § 163,570 § 223,925 § 190,119 239,600 §$ 216,733 § 256,372 % 246,248
Percent of column® 0.83% 1.04% 0.83% ' 0.80% 1.00% 0.80% 1.03% 0.80% 1.04% 0.80% 1.06%
Chippewa $ . 88,330 75,550 % 61,317 % 86,865 §$ 76,407 § 94,335 § 86,764 § 100,939 $ 96,888 § 108,0¢4  § 108,004
Percent of column® 0.39% 0.56% C.39% 0.34 $  C.47% 0.347% 0.47% 0.34% 0.47% 0.34% Q.46%




TABLE A.25

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852

(continued)
TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1980 CY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
CCA CCA CcA CCA CCA CcA CCA CcCA CCA cca CCA
N SUBSIDY | SUBSIDY a SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY £ SUBSIDY o SUBSIDY b SUBSIDY 1 SUBSIDY . SUBSIDY SUBSIDY 1 SUBSIDY .
27 CCA COUNTIESD ELIGIBILITYL ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY® ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYJ ELIGIRILITY  ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY
Cook $ 25,903 $ 19,486 $ 26,779 $ 34,631 $ 29,117 $ 37,609 $ 33,236 40,242 % 37,290 ¢ 43,059 % 41,730
Percent of column® 0.11% 0.14% 0.11% 0.13% 0.18% 0.13% 0.18% 0.13% 0.18% 0.13% 0.18%
Crow Wing $ 229,005 $ 138,119 $ 236,749 § 323,045 § 234,718 § 350,827 $ 266,666 $ 375,385 % 297,917 % 401,661 § 332,237
Percent of column® 1.00% 1.03% 1.00% 1.25% 1.43% 1.25% 1.44% 1.25% 1.43% 1.25% 1.43%
Dodge $ 70,846 § 58,795 $ 73,241 3 75,018 ¢ 64,886 § 81,470 $ 73,741 % 87,173 $ 82,406 $ 93,275 $ 91,92¢
Percent of column® 0.31% 0.44% 0.317% 0.29% 0.40% 0.29%% 0.40% 0.29% 0.40% 0.29% C.39%
Fillmere $ 113,755 §$ 94,061 § +17,002 § 103,340 § 86,782 $ 112,227 $ 99,596 §$ 120,083 $ 112,294 ¢ 128,489 $ 126,282
Percent of column® 0.50% 0.70% 0.50% 0.40% 0.53% 0.40% 0.54% 0.40% 0.54% 0.40% 0.54%
Hennepin $ 4,933,776 $ 2,029,667 $ 5,100,618 $ 6,102,590 $ 3,343,245 $ 6,627,415 $ 4,074,981 $ 7,091,332 $ 4,835,538 $ 7,587,723 $ 5,682,606 -
Percent of column® 21.56% 15.09% 21.56% 23.65% 20.41% 23.65% 22.07% 23.65% 23.29% 23.65% 24.39%
Koochiching $ 129,032 § 98,681 § 133,39 §$ 136,889 $ 110,808 % 148,661 $ 127,975 $ 159,068 $ 145,106 $ 176,292 $ 164,007
Percent of column® 0.56% . 0.73% 0.56% 0.53% 0.68% 0.53% 0.69% 0.53% 0.70% 0.53% Q0.70%
Lac Qui Parle $ 63,648 § 54,353 §$ 65,801 § 56,739 § 49,133 § 61,618 $ 56,112 § 65,932 % 52,986 $ 70,547 ¢ 70.547
Percent of column® 0.28% 0.40% 0.28% 0.22% 0.30% 0.22% 0.30% 0.22% 0.30% 0.22% 0.30%
Lake $ 90,269 $ 65,681 § 23,321 % 85,357 § 65,088 §$ 92,698 $ 76,621 % 99,186 $ 88,336 § 106,130 $ 101,315
Percent of column® 0.39% 0.50% 0.39% 0.33% 0.40% 0.33% 0.41% 0.33% 0.43% 0.33% 0.43%
Morrison $ 177,534 % 112,481 $ 183,537 § 181,094 3 117,873 196,669 $ 136,429 3 210,435 $ 154,987 $ 225,186 3 173,474
Percent of column® 0.78% 0.84% 0.78% 0.70% 0.72% 0.70% 0.74% 0.70% 0.75% 0.70% 0.75%
Nobles $ 118,221 § 95,051 % 122,219 % 150,317 $ 129,237 % 163,244 146,912 § 174,671 $ 159,935 $ 186,898 " $ 176,351
Percent of column® 0.52% 0.71% 0.52% 0.58% 0.76% 0.58% 0.78% 0.58% 0.77% 0.58% 0.76%
Norman $ 52,332 % 45,646 $ 54,101 $ 62,268 $ 55,504 $ 67,624 $ 60,853 $ 72,357 % 65,728 $ 77,4622 % 70,938
Percent of column® 0.23% 0.34% 0.23% 0.24% 0.347% 0.24% C.33% 0.24% 0.32% 0.247% 0.30%
Clmsted $ 411,500 $ 333,537 § 425,416 $ 496,164 3 430,614 § 538,834 $ 488,833 § 576,553 §$ 545.720 $ 616,211 $ 608,175
Percent of column® 1.80% 2.48% 1.30% 1.92% 2.63% 1.92% 2.65% : 1.92% 2.63% 1.92% 2.61%
Polk $ 203,599 § 178,635 $ 210,484 $ 262,758 $ 237,500 $ 285,355 % 260,074 § 305,330 % 280,578 $ 326,703 $ 302,678
Percent of column? 0.89% 1.33% 0.39% 1.02% 1.45% 1.02% 1.41% 1.02% 1.35% 1.02% 1.30%
Ramsey $ 2,901,500 §$ 1,983,661 $ 2,999,618 $ 3,270,693 $ 2,454,212 $ 3,551,974 $ 2,866,055 $ 3,800.611 $ 3,281,513 $ 4,066,653 $ 3,741,092
Percent of column® 12.68% 14.75% 12.68% 12.67% 14.98% 12.67% 15.52% 12.67% 15.80% 12.67% 16.06%
Red Lake $ 37,788 § 34.017 % 39,066 $ 34,697 % 30,881 § 37,681 §$° 33,862 $ 40,318 % 36,580 % 43,140  $ 39,512
Percent of column® 0.17% ' 0.25% 0.17% 0.13% 0.19% 0.13% 0.18% 0.13% 0.18% 0.13% 0.17%
Rock $ 52,507 §$ 41,073 % 54,282 $ 53,734 § 43,331 § 58,355 §$ 49,308 § 62,440 $ 55,167 $ 66,810 $ 61,603
Percent of column® 0.23% 0.31% 0.23% 0.21% 0.26% 0.21% 0.27% 0.21% 0.27% 0.21% 0.26%
St. Louis $ 1,600,930 $ 1,025,272 § 1,443,304 §$ 1,455,012 $ 1,132,213 $ 1,580,143 §$ 1,324,114 § 1,690,753 $ 1,517,948 § 1,809,105 $ 1,732,431
Percent of column® 6.12% 7.62% 6.12% 5.647% 6.91% 5.64% 7.17% 5.647% 7.31% 5.66% 7.446%
Swift $ 84,080 $ 73,043 § 36,924 § 58,116 % 49,085 § 63,114 3 56,575 $ 67,532 % 64,034 % 72,259 §$ 72,259
Percent of column® 0.37% C.54% 0.37% ’ 0.23% 0.30% 0.23% 0.31% 0.23% 0.31% 0.23% 0.31%
Todd $ 165,005 §$ 142,073 ¢ 170,585 §$ 131,344 109,931 $ 142,639 $ 123,301 § 152,624 § 136,122 § 163,308 $ 150,133

Percent of column® 0.72% 1.06% 0.72% 0.51% 0.67% 0.51% 0.67% 0.51% 0.66% 0.51% 0.64%




PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

TABLE A.25
NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852

{continued)
TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1980 CcY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
CCA CCcA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA cCa CCA CCA cCa
b SUBSIDY e SUBS1DY SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY SUBSIDY 5 SUBSIDY . SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY m
27 CCA COUNTIES ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY
Wadena $ 89,292 § 76,203 § 92,311 $ 77,597 $ 65,375 §$ 84,270 $ 73,232 § 90,169 $ 80,749 § 26,481 $ 88,960
Percent of column® 0.39% 0.57% 0.39% 0.30% 0.40% 0.30% 0.40% 0.30% 0.39% 0.30% 0.38%
Washington $ 607,655 § 477,590 $ 628,203 $ 745,797 $ 631,564 §$ 809,936 $ 715,925 $ 866,631 § 798,191 $ 927,295 % 888,465
Percent of column® 2.66% 3.55% 2.66% 2.89% 3.86% 2.89% 3.88% 2.39% 3.84% 2.89% 3.81%
Yellow Medicine $ 77,541 § 65,757 $ 80,163 73,173 § 63,531 79,466 $ 72,485 § 85,029 $ 81,294 § 90,931 $ 90,981
Percent of column® 0.34% 0.49% 0.34% 0.28% 0.39% 0.28% 0.39% 0.28% 0.39% 0.28% 0.39%
CCA COUNTY SUBTOTAL® $ 13,760,345 $ 8,601,600 $ 14,225,667 §$ 15,987,348 ¢ 11,225,364 §$ 17,362,267 $ 13,131,449 $ 18,577,620 $ 15,057,194 $ 19,878,048 $ 17,188,129
PERCENT OF COLUMN® 60.14% 63.96% 60.14% 61.95% 68.52% . 61.95% 71.12% 61.95% 72.52% 61.95% 73.79%
60 NON-CCA COU’NTIESb
Becker . $ 181,013 % 65,412 $ 187,134 187,445 § 61,325 § 203,565 $ 57,940 § 217,815 % 61,996 $ 233,062 & 66,336
Percent of column® 0.79% 0.49% 0.79% 0.73% 0.37% 0.73% 0.31% 0.73% 2.30% 0.73% 0.28%
Beltrami ° $ 254,733 § 160,459 § 263,347 3 223,560 § 120,707 §$ 242,786 $ 123,512 % 259,781 % 132,158 $ 277,955 $ 141,409
Percent of column® 1.11% 1.19% 1.11% 0.87% 0.747% 0.87% 0.67% 0.87% 0.64% 0.87% 0.61%
Benton $ 149,243 $ 100,803 $ 154,290 $ 176,986 § 124,138 $ 192,207 $ 133,732 $ 205,661 §$ 143,093 § 220,657 $ 153,110
Percent of column® 0.65% 0.75% 0.55% 0.69% 0.76% 0.69% 0.72% 0.69% 0.69% 0.69% 0.656%
Big Stome 3 42,356 $ 30,628 § 43,78¢% % 37,391 § 24,596 § 40,606 § 25,629 $ 43,449 § 27,423 3% 46,490 3 29,343
Percent of columa® 0.19% 0.23% 0.19% 0.14% 0.15% 0.14% 0.14% 0.14% 0.13% 0.14% : 0.13%
Brown $ 185,629 % 121,383 $ 121,907 § 162,370 $ 92,278 % 176,334 § 99,132 § 188,677 $ 106,071 § 201,885 $ 113,486
Percent of column® 0.81% 0.90% 0.81% 0.63% 0.56% 0.63% 0.54% 0.63% 0.51% 0.63% 0.49%
Carver $ 220,423 % 118,670 § 227,877 $ 194,292 § 83,280 $ 211,001 $ 86,113 $ 225,771 $ 92,141 3 241,575 § 98,591
- Percent of column™ 0.96% 0.88% 0.96% 0.75% 0.51% 0.75% 0.47% 0.75% 0.44% 0.75% 0.4&27%
Cass $ 121,923 ¢ 44,88S $ 126,046 $ 109,795 $ 25,751 $ 119,237 § 22,554 % 127,584 3 24,133 3 136,514 $ 25,822
Percent of column® 0.53% 0.33% 0.53% 0.43% 0.16% 0.43% 0.12% 0.437% 0.12% 0.437% 0.11%
Chisago $ 142,261 % 39,743 3 147,071 % 174,624 % 117,328 § 189,642 $ 126,336 §$ 202,917 $ 135,179 § 217,121 ¢ 164,642
Percent of column® 0.62% 0.67% 0.52% 0.68% 0.72% 0.68% 0.68% Q.68% 0.65% 0.68% C.62%
Clay $ 330,098 $ 171,784 341,260 § 327,869 § 155,149 % 356,066 $ 163,080 3 380,990 $ 174,496 ¢ 407,659 § 186,710
Percent of column® 1.445 1.28% 1.44% 1.27% 0.95% 1.27% ' 0.88% 1.27% 0.84% 1.27% Q.80
Clearwater $ 52,732 % 18,662 § 54,515 $ 51,183 $ 14,012 § 55,585 § 11,971 § 59,475 % 12,809 § 63,639 § 13,705
Percent of coclumn® 0.23% 0.14% 0.23% 0.20% 0.09% 0.20% 0.06% 0.20% 0.06% 0.20% 0.06%
Cottonwood $ 67,737 $ 25,982 % 70,027 $ 75,523 % 29,969 % 82,018 $ 28,218 $ 87,760 §$ 30,193 3 93.903 % 32,306
Percent of column® 0.30% 0.19% 0.30% 0.29% 0.18% 0.29% 0.15% 0.2¢% 0.15% 0.29% 0.14%
Dakota $ 963,964 5 513,849 ¢ 936,561 § 981,768 § 490,692 $ 1,066,200 $ 515,575 & 1,140,834 § 551,665 $ 1,220,692 § 590,282
Percent of column® 4.21% 3.82% 4.21% . 3.80% 3.00% 3.80% 2.79% 3.80% 2.66% 3.80% 2.53%
Douglas $ 149,488 & 70,306 $ 154,543 § 176,326 $ 89,939 191,490 § 92,262 $ 204,894 % 98,720 $ 219,237 105,631
Percent of column® 0.65% 0.52% 0.55% 0.68% 0.55% 0.68% 0.50% 0.68% 0.48% 0.68% 0.435%




TABLE A.25

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGL3ILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852
(continued)

TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1980 CcY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1933 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
CccAa CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA ccA CCA CCA CCA CCa
b SUBSIDY SUBSIDY d SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY £ SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY SUBSIDY i SUBSIDY 3 SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY
60 NON-CCA COUNTIES ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIRILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILIT ELIGIBILITY
Faribault $ 99,541 $ 62,694 % 102,907 121,519 ¢ 81,319 $ 131,969 $ 87,231 $ 141,207 $ 93,337 % 151,092 & 93.870
Percent of column® 0.44% 0.47% 0.447% 0.47% 0.50% 0.47% 0.47% 0.47% 0.45% 0.67% 0.43%
Freeborn $ 194,381 102,924 % 200,955 $ 238,131 $ 138,352 § 258,610 $ 144,838 § 276,713 § 154,977 % 296,083 $ 165,825
Percent of column® 0.85% 0.77% 0.85% 0.92% 0.84% 0.92% 0.78% 0.92% 0.75% 0.92% 0.71%
Goodhue $ 177,227 % 85,007 § 183,220 $ 251,654 $ 151,042 % 273,297 § 160,785 $ 292,427 $ 172,040 $ 312,397 % 184,083
Percent of column® 0.77% 0.63% 0.77% 0.98% 0.92% 0.98% 0.87% 0.98% 0.83% 0.92% 0.79%
Grant $ 36,579 $ 23,669 $ 37,816 $ 50,578 $ 36,494 $ 54,928 $ 38,551 3§ 58,773 §$ 41,249 % 62,887 $ &4, 137
Percent cf column® 0.16% 0.18% 0.16% 0.20% 0.22% 0.20% 0.21% 0.20% 0.20% 0.20% 0.19%
Houston . $ 102,597 77,220 $ 10€,067 $ 105,390 $ 77,704 $ 114,454 % 83,305 3 122,465 §$ 89,136 $ 131,038 $ 95,376
Percent of column® 0.45% 0.57% 0.45% 0.41% 0.47% 0.41% 0.45% 0.41% 0.43% 0.417 0.417%
Hubbard $ 81,160 21,019 $ 83,904 3 62,477 $ -3,135 § 67,850 §$ -10,981 $ 72,599 ¢ -11,750 $ 77,681 $ ~12,573
Percent of column® 0.35% 0.16% 0.35% 0.24% -0.02% 0.247% ~0.06% 0.24% -0.06% 0.247 -0.05%
Isanti $ 135,296 $ 38,803 % 139,871 $ 131,906 $ 26,633 % 143,250 § 19,182 § 153,278 % 20,525 % 164,007 & 21,962
Percent of column® 0.59% ©0.29% 0.59% 0.51% 0.16% 0.51% 0.10% 0.51% 0.10% 0.51% 0.09%
Itasca $ 233,203 $ 104,499 § 241,089 $ 340,715 § 200,299 § 370,016 $ 212,114 § 395,917 $ 226,961 $ 423,632 § 242,840
Percent of column® 1.02% 0.78% 1.02% 1.32% 1.22% . 1.32% 1.15% 1.32% 1.09% 1.327% 1.0L%
Jackson $ 65,777 $ 5,434 8 68,002 §$ 80,224 § 14,391 § 87,124 § 8,053 $ 93,222 § 8,616 § 99,748 § 9,220
Percent of column®” 0.29% 0.04% 0.29% 0.31% 0.09% 0.31% . 0.04% 0.31% 0.007% 0.317% 0.04%
Kanabec $ 78,954 § 56,880 $ 81,624 % 68,643 $ 44,561 § 74,547 % 47,311 $ 79,765 % 50,623 $ 85,349 § © 54,187
Percent of column® 0.35% 0.42% 0.35% 0.27% 0.27% 0.27% 0.26% 0.27% 0.247% 0.27% 0.23%
Kandiyohi ) $ 174,946  § 56,774 $ 180,862 § 245,631 $ 110,160 & 266,755 $ 107,728 % 285,428 3 115,269 $ 305,408 § 123,338
Percent of column® 0.76% 0.38% 0.76% 0.95% 0.67% 0.95% 0.58% 0.95% 0.55% 0.95% 0.53%
Kittson $ 30,043 $ 14,949 $ 31,059 3§ 43,345 $ 26,878 $ 47,073 $ 28,108 § 50,368 § 30,075 % 53,89 32,181
Percent of column® 0.13% 0.11% 0.13% 0.17% 0.16% 0.17% 0.15% 0.17% 0.14:4 0.17% 0.146%
Lake of the Wecod $ 28,212 $ 15,591 § 29,166 $ 23,153 $ 9,384 § 25,144 § 9,109 $ 26,904 % 9,746 § 28,787 % 10,429
Percent of column? 0.12% 0.12% 0.12% 0.09% 0.06% 0.09% 0.05% 0.09% 0.05% 0.09% 0.047,
Le Sueur $ 122,474  § 90,804 § 126,615 § 117,833 § 83,282 §$ 127,967 § $89,362 $ 136,924 § 95,617 $ 146,505 § 102,310
Percent of column® 0.54% 0.58% 0.54% 0.46% 0.51% 0.46% 0.48% 0.46% 0.46% 0.46% 0.447,
Lincoln $ 43,347 § 35,457 % 44,813 $ 38,223 $ 29,616 § 41,511 % 31,081 ¢ 44,416 $ 33,257 ¢ 7,526 § 35,585
Percent of column® 0.19% 0.26% 0.19% 0.15% 0.18% 0.15% 0.17% 0.15% 0.16% 0.15% 0.15%
Lyon $ 132,966 $ 75,053 $ 137,463 § 166,250 § 103,067 § 180,547 % 108,683 $ 193,185 % 116,291 § 206,708 $ 124,432
Percent of column® 0.58% 0.56% 0.58% 0.64% 0.63% 0.64% 0.59% 0.64% 0.56% 0.64% C.53%
McLleod . $ 160,632 § 83,465 % 166,064 §$ 183,133 $ 98,949 3% 198,882 $ 103,129 § 212,804 $ 110,348 3§ 227,700 $ 118,073
Percent of columa® 0.70% 0.627% 0.70% 0.71% 0.60% 0.71% 0.56% 0.71% 0.53% 0.71% 0.51%
Mahnomen $ 36,795 % 19,900 $ 38,040 § 34,268 § 15,836 § 37,215 § 16,116 § 39,820 § 17,244 % 42,607 $ 18,451
Percent of column® 0.16% 0.15% 0.16% 0.13% 0.10% 0.13% 0.09% 0.13% 0.08% 0.13% 0.08%
Marshall ' $ 63,453 $ 52,822 § 70,768 % 82,527 % 65,474 $ 89,624 § 70,023 3 95,898 §$ 74,924 % 102,611 § 80,169
Percent of column® . 0.30% 0.39% 0.30% 0.32% 0.40% 0.32% 0.38% 0.32% 0.36% 0.32% 0.34%
Martin $ 142,377 % 59,025 $ 147,191 % 181,934 $ 90,998 $ 197,581 $ 93,412 § 211,411 § 99,951 § 226,210 3 106,947
Percent of column® 0.627% 0.447, 0.62% 0.70% 0.56% 0.70% 0.51% 0.70% 0.48% 0.70% 0.46%




TABLE A.25

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:
' PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852

. (continued)
TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL RET
CY 1980 CY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
CCA .CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA cca ccA
b SUBSIDY c SUBSIDY SUBSIDY e SUBSIDY f SUBSIDY g SUBSIDY h SUBSIDY i SUBSIDY § SUBSIDY k SUBSIDY 1 SUBSIDY
60 NON-CCA COUNTIES ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY EI..IGIBILI’I"L"m
Meeker $ 103,862 $ 50,731 % 107,374  $ 119,103 $ 61,138 §$ 129,346 § 62,067 $ 138,400 $ 66,412 § 148,038 $ 71,060
Percent of column® 0.45% 0.38% 0.45% 0.46% 0.37% 0.46% 0.34% 0.46% 0.32% 0.46% 0.31%
Mille Lacs $ 116,752 $ 29,886 $ 120,700 §$ 142,035 $ 47,265 $ 154,250 $ 42,671 $ 165,047 $ 45,658 §$ 176,631 $ 48,85¢
Fercent of column® 0.51% 0.22% 0.51% 0.55% 0.29% 0.55% 0.-3% 0.55% 0.22% 0.55% 0.21%
Mower $ 252,870 $ 162,451 % 261,421 % 275,206 $ 176,559 $ 298,874 § 1%0,661 $ 319,795 $ 204,008 $ 342,130 ¢ 218,288
Percent of column® 1.11% 1.21% 1.11% 1.07% 1.08% 1.07% 1.03% 1.07% 0.98% 1.07% 0.94%
Murray $ 54,689 $ 40,040 $ 56,539 $ 68,829 ¢ 52,848 § 74,748 $ 56,310 % 79,981 § 60,252 $ 85,240 % 64,470
Percent of column® 0.247% 0.30% 0.24% 0.27% 0.32% 0.27% 0.30% C.27% 0.29% 0.27% 0.28%
Nicollet $ 164,311 § 75,567 & 159,868 § 137,752 § 40,933 $ 149,599 39,042 $ 160,071 $ 41,7764 % 171,276 § Lt 659
Percent of column® 0.72% 0.56% 0.72% 0.53% 0.25% 0.53% 0.21% 0.53% 0.20% 0.53% 0.197%
Otter Tail $ 323,576 §$ 88,232 § 334,518 §$ 313,996 s 57,236 $ 341,000 $ 39,430 $ 364,870 % 42,190 $ 390,410 §$ 45,143
Percent of column® 1.41% 0.66% 1.41% 1.22% 0.35% 1.22% 0.21% 1.22% 0.20% 1.22% 0.19%
Pennington $ 89,911 $ 64,362 $ 92,952 § 112,659 $ 84,786 $ 122,348 § 90,995 $ 130,912 3§ 97,365 $ 140,076 $ 104,180
Percent of column® 0.39% T 0.48% 0.39% 0.447% 0.52% 0.447 0.49% 0.447 0.47% 0.44% 0.45%
Pine $ 139,908 $ 41,770 $ 144,639 § 139,835 $ 32,767 § 151,861 §$ 28,009 $ 162,491 & 29,970 § 173,855 § 32,088
Percent of column® 0.61% 0.31% 0.61% Q.54% 0.20% 0.54% 0.15% - 0.54% 0.14% 0.54% 0.14%
Pipestone $ 57,612 $ 14,341 § 59,560 § 54,543 $ 7,334 $ 59,233 § 2,554 § 63,380 3§ 2,732 67,816 3 2,92&
Percent of column® 0.25% 0.11% 0.25% 0.21% 0.04% 0.21% 0.01% 0.21% 0.01% 0.21% 0.01%
Pope $ 64,713 § 42,284 % 66,902 $ 58,248 $ 33,778 63,257 $ 35,601 §$ 67,685 § 38,093 3§ 72,423 $ 40,760
Percent of column® 0.28% 0.31% 0.28% 0.23% 0.21% 0.23% 0.19% 0.23% 0.18% 0.23% 0.17%
Redwood $ 87,220 § 61,442 % 90,170 § 95,942 % 67,819 § 104,193« $ 72,569 $ 111,486 § 77.649 §$ 119,290, ¢ 383,084
Percent of column® 0.38% 0.46% 0.38% 0.37% 0.41% 0.37% 0.39% 0.37% 0.37% 0.37% 0.36%
Renville $ 97,001 $ 75,428 % 100,281 § 96,916 $ 73,380 $ 105,251 §$ 78,609 112,618 $ 84,111 $ 120,501 $ 89,999
Percent of column™ 0.42% 0.56% 0.42% 0.38% 0.45% 0.38% 0.43% 0.38% 0.41% 0.38% 0.39%
Rice $ 292,194 $ 146,864 § 302,075 $ 253,163 $ 94,609 $ 274,936 $ 94,087 $ 294,181 3 100,673 § 314,774 § 107,720
) Percent of column® 1.28% 1.09% 1.28% 0.98% 0.58% 0.98% 0.51% 0.98% 0.48% 0.98% Q.L0%
Roseau $ 79,510 § 48,698 $ 82,198 § 85,946 § 52,330 § 93,337 $ 53,584 $ 99,871 $ 57,334 § 106,862 3% 61,348
Percent of column® 0.35% 0.36% < 0.35% 0.33% 0.32% 0.33% 0.29% 0.33% 0.28% 0.33% C.26%
Scortt $ 253,500 §$ 129,016 §$ 262,073 $ 322,435 $ 186,624 $ 350,165 § 197,262 3% 374,676 $ 211,070 $ 400,903 § 225,845
Percent of column® 1.11% 0.96% 1.11% 1.25% 1.14% 1.25% 1.07% 1.25% 1.02% 1.25% 0.97%
Sherburne $ 137,975 % 100,749 $ 142,441 $ 188,211 § 147,598 3 204,397 % 159,209 § 218,705 $ 170,354 ¢ 234,04 $ 182,27¢
Percent of column® 0.60% 0.75% 0.v0% 0.73% 0.90% 0.73% 0.86% 0.73% 0.82% 0.73% Q.78%
Sibley $ 77,030 § 55,724 §$ 79,635 $ 83,676 $ 60,432 § 90,872 § 64,547 $ 97,233 $ 69,065 § 104,039 § 73,899
Percent of column” 0.34% 0.417% 0.247% 0.327% 0.37% 0.32% 0.35% 0.32% 0.33% 0.32% 0.32%
Stearns $ 640,642 ¢ 443,907 § 662,306 $- 617,478 $ 402,840 $ 670,581 § 427,744 % 717,521 % 457,686 $ 767,7-8 $ 489,723
Percent of column® 2.80% 3.30% 2.80% 2.39% 2.46% 2.39% 2.32% 2.39% 2.20% 2.39% 2.10%
Steele $ 152,285 % 89,021 $ 157,434 § 168,364 % 19,343 § 182,843 $ 104,639 §$ 195,642 $ 111,964 § 209,337 $ 119,802
Percent of column® 0.67% 0.66% 0.67% 0:65% 0.61% 0.65% 0.57% 0.65% 0.5¢&% 0.65% C.51%
Stevens $ 62,698 $ 33,225 §$ 64,818 § 50,263 $ 18,108 § 54,586 % 16,419 58,407 $ 17,568 § 62,496 & 18,798
Percent of column® 0.27% 0.25% 0.27% 0.19% 0.11% 0.19% 0.09% 0.19% 0.08% 0.19% 0.08%




TABLE A.25

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:

PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852

(continued)

TOTAL

NET

TOTAL

TOTAL NET TOTAL NET | TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
cY 1980 CY 1980 FY 19381 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1934 FY 19385 FY 1985
cca CCA CCcA cca CCA cca cca CccA CCa CCA cca
b SUBSIDY c SUBSIDY d SUBS DY SUBSIDY £ SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY : SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY
50 NON-CCA COUNTIES ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYE ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILlTYg ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYJ ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITYm
Traverse $ 30,457 $ 19,658 § 21,487 % 28,288 $ 16,507 $ 30,721 % 16,844 § 32,871 $ 18,024 ¢ 35,172 19,285
Percent of column® 0.13% 0.15% 0.13% 0.11% 0.10% 0.11% 0.09% 0.11% 0.09% 0.11% Q.08%
Wabanha $ 101,110 § 46,385 ¢ 104,529 8 99,370 4 39,665 3 107,916 $ 37,665 § 115,470 § 40,301 § 123,552 % 43,123
Percent of column” 0.447, 0.347% 0.447, 0.39% 0.24% 0.39% 0.20% 0.39% 0.19% 0.39% 0.19%
Waseca $ 93,690 $ 48,286 § 26,859 $ 119,749 § 70,214 % 130,048 § 75,170 $ 139,151 § 80,432 § 148,82 ¢ 86,063
Percent of column® 0.41% 0.36% 0.41% 0.46% 0.43% 0.46% 0.41% 0.46% 0.39% 0.46% 0.37%
Watonwan $ 63,846 § 41,795 $ 6,005 $-° 71,762 $ 47,705 $ 77,933 3 50,725 § 83,388 $ 54,276 $ 89,226 $ 58,075
pPercent of column® 0.28% 0.31% 0.28% 0.287% 0.29% 0.28% 0.27% 0.28% 0.26% 0.28% 0.25%
Wilkin $ 44,512 § 24,842 % 46,017 § €5,940 $ 44,481 $ 71,611 % 47,224 % 76,624 % 50,530 $ 81,988 ¢ 54,0867
Percent of column® 0.19% 0.18% 0.19% 0.26% 0.27% 0.26% 0.26% 0.26% 0.24% 0.26% 0.23%
Winona, $ 287,955 ¢ 154,252 % 27,692 § 265,294 3 119,425 $ 288,110 $ 121,037 $ 308,277 §$ 129.510 § 329,857 & 138,575
Percent of column® 1.26% 1.15% 1.26% 1.03% Q.73% 1.03% 0.66% 1.03% 0.62% 1.03% 0.59%
Wright ' $ 245,686 § 109,397 $ 253,994 § 339,663 § 130,972 $ 368,874 § 195,490 § 394,695 § 209,175 $ 422,323 3 223,817
Percent of column® 1.07% 0.81% 1.C7% 1.32% 1.17% 1.32% 1.06% 1.32% 1.01% 1.32% 0.96%
NON-CCA COUNTY SUBTOTAL® $ 9,122,075 $ 4,846,948 $ 9,430,550 $ 6.821,355 $ 5,157,194 $ 10,665,996 $ 5,333,385 ¢ 11,412,613 $ 5,706,721 § 12,211,4%2 § 6,106,189
PERCENT OF COLUMN™® 39.86% 36.04% 39.86% 38.05% 31,48% 38.05% 28.83% 38.05% 27.48% 38.05% 26.21%
ToTAL? $ 22,882,420 ¢ 13,448,548 $ 23,656,217 $ 25,808,704 $ 16,382,559 ¢ 28,028,264 4§ 18,464,835 § 29,990,233 § 20,763,915 § 32,089,541 .% 23,294,388
PERCENT OF COLUMN" 100.00% 100.C0% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

NOTE:

The purpose of Tables A.24 and A.25 is to show the differences in
CCA subsidy eligibility for the 12 CCA Areas and the 87 counties
(in Minnesota) under the CCA cormula currently in use (data shown
in Table A.24) and under the new formula recommended by the Com-—
mittee (data shown in Table A.25), based on projections for fis—
cal years 1982 through 1985. One can also compare the state CCA
subsidy appropriation required for the 12 parricipating CCA Areas
under the current formula and under the new formula in each fis-
cal year 1982 through 1985 (based on projections).

Readers are cautioned to consider
in the use of all projection data

the qualifications stated below
in Tables A.24 and A.25.

CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY AMOUNTS

1. The data used for each of the three factors used in the
new formula are not the actual values that would be em—
ployed should the new formula be adopted (new formula

Table A.24 shows data using the current formula.
using the new formula.

Table A.25 shows data

Projections for total and net CCA subsidy amounts for the 12 CCA Areas,
the 27 CCA counties, and the 60 non-CCA counties for fiscal years 1982
through 1985 using both the current and the new formulae, were done by
Hennepin County Office of Planning and Development staff using their com—
puter resources. Tables A.24 and A.25 were prepared by Committee staff,
using said projection data.

Inflationary increases were added to the total state CCA subsidy For 87
counties ecach fiscal year as follows: FY 1981-~7 percent; FY 1982--9.1
percent: FY 1983--8.6 percent; FY 1984--7 percent; and FY 1985--7 per—
cent. The inflation rate applied to FY 1932 and FY 1983 is based on the
current DOC budget request, and the 7 percent rate applied to FY 1981,
FY 1984, and FY 1985 is based on past DOC practices.




TABLE A.25

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985°

(continued)

data appears only in Table A.25, not in Table A.24):

a. Juvenile population scores are based upon 1979 Com-

mittee staff's projections of county juvenile popula-

tion which in turn are based upon 1975 state demog-—
rapher's estimates of juvenile population--not new
census results.

b. Total county population values are based upon 1979
state demographer's projections—-not new census
results.

c. District court convictions are based upon tie 1978
Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines statewidz sample--—
not upon an actual count nor current values from
the Supreme Court Justice Information .System (SJIS).

The inflation rates applied to both CCA subsidy eligibil-
ity and chargeback amounts in FY 1982 through FY 1985
were 9.1 percent, 8.6 percent, 7 percent, and 7 percent,
respectively. The first two are based upon the Depart-—
ment of Corrections' (DOC) current budget request and the
last two on past practice.

NET SUBSIDY AMOUNTS

1.

The net subsidy amounts for participating areas (and counties) and
nonparticipating counties represent different calculations and are
intended for different purposes.

The net subsidy amounts for CCA Areas (and counties) re-
flect, estimated for CY 1980, and projected for FY 1982
through FY 1985, the amounts these areas (or counties)
would receive after deduction of adult and juvenile
chargebacks.

The net subsidy amounts for non-CCA counties do not re—
flect any deductions for adult chargebacks (which have
been eliminated for adults convicted of crimes committed
after January 1, 1981) and were intended to show the
amounts by which these counties would benefit if they
entered the CCA in FY 1932, i.e., total subsidy eligibil-
ity less deductions for juvenile chargebacks and less
amounts spent for adult probatlon and parole '‘ncw paid
for by state in non-CCA counties) and less amounts paid

bThe 12 CCA Areas presently participating in the CCA in Minnesota are:

1) Crow Wing-Morrison; 2) Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted; 3) Ramsey; &) Tri-
County Community Corrections (Red Lake-Folk-Norman); 5) Arrowhead Re—
gional Corrections (Region 3: St. Louis-Cook-Lake-Koochiching—Aitkin~
Carlton); 6) Anoka; 7) Todd-Wadena; 8) Region 6W (Swift—Lac Qui Parle-—
Yellow Medicine-Chippewa); 9) Hennepin; 10) Blue Earth; 11) Washington;
and 12) Rock-Nobles. Of the 87 Minnesota counties, 27 are included,
comprising 70 percent of the state's population.

The 60 non-CCA counties are listed in Tables A.24 and A.25.

°ToTAL CY 1980 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents the total amount of money each county, or CCA Area,
is eligible to receive in CY 1980 (using 1978 formula factor data) using
the current formula.

dNET CY 1980 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents the amount of money each county, or each CCA Area,
is entitled to receive in CY 1980 after subtracting deductions (see '"Nozue!
above for explanation of deductions for CCA Areas/counties, and for non—
CCA counties).

®TOTAL FY 1981 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents the total amount of money each county, or CCA Ar=ea,
is eligible to receive in FY 1981 (using 1978 formula factor data), using

the current formula.
.

fPROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1982 CCA SUESIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents projections of the total amount of money each coun—
ty, or CCA Area, is eligible to receive in FY 1982 (using new 1980 formula
factor data—-which DOC is scheduled to use in FY 1982), using the new for-
mula.

gPROJECTION: NET FY 1982 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents the amount of money each county, or each CCA Area,
is entitled to receive in FY 1982 after subtracting deductions.




TABLE A.25

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATION'RY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852
(continued)

to non-CCA counties by the state for the juvenile pioba- hPROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1983 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY
tion officer salary subsidy and the group homa subsidy.

Same as footnote f except for FY 1983.
CCA AREA DEDUCTIONS

“PROJECTION: NET FY 1983 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

1. Adult and juvenile chargeback estimates are based upon

three quarters of CY 1980 actual chargeback billings (by Same as footnote g except for FY 1983.
DOC) (by CCA Area——estimated for individual CCA counties :
by population) which were extrapolated to a one-year es-— JPROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1984 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY
timate by the addition of a third of the total for the
area. Same as footnote f except for FY 1984.

2. Chargeback estimates for fiscal years 1982 through 1985 kPROJECTION: NET FY 1984 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY
assumed constant court commitment practice and a 25 per—
cent reduction in adult chargebacks per year beginning in Same as footnote g except for FY 1984.
FY 1982 and no chargeback deductions in FY 1985. Adult 1
chargebacks will diminish as a result of adult felons PROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1985 GCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY
sentenced for crimes committed prior to January 1, 1981,
being discharged from state penal institutions. ‘Same as footnote f except for FY 1985.

NON-CCA COUNTY DEDUCTIONS PpROJECTION: NET FY 1985 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

1. Projections for fiscal years 1982 through 1985 (and esti- - Same as footrote g except for FY 1985.
mate for CY 1980) of juvenile chargeback billings were n
based upon juvenile commitments to state institution from Percentage of subsidy eligibility for all 87 counties (percentage of
January, 1980, through September, 198C (DOC Information vertical column). For a CCA Area which includes more than cne county,
System), and again extrapolated to a one-year estimate by the percentage equals the combined total of percentages for all of the
the addition of one-third of the total for each county. individual counties in that CCA Area. The '"CCA Area Subtotal' plus
Any values of zero during this period were changed to the '"Non-CCA County Subtotal' equals 100 percent of CCA<subsidy eligi-
scores of one. bility for 87 counties. The "27 CCA County Subtotal' plus the "Non-

CCA County Subtotal' equa’s 100 percent of CCA subsidy eligibility for

2. The commitment scores were used in the DOC's chargeback 87 counties. (Do not sum all three subtotals.) Totals for subsidy
formula to arrive at billing projections. These projec— amounts and percentages (100 percent of subsidy eligibility for 87
tions also assume constant juvenile court practices and counties) are shown in the last horizontal column in Table A.25.
no increase in the average length of stay in state insti- o
tutions. CCA Area Subtotal: The sum of subsidy eligibilities for all 12 CCA

Areas.

3. The state service and subsidy amounts deducted from total
eligibility to arrive at net subsidy are basec on Commit— CCA County Subtotal: The sum of subsidy eligibilities for all 27 CCA
tee staff estimates arrived at by dividing the 1979 DOC counties.

Services Budget for adult probation and parole among the
60 non-CCA counties by number of felons under supervision
in each county, and on actual amounts paid by the state




TABLE A.25

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

- AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 19852
(continued)
to each county for the juvenile probation officer salary Non-CCA County Subtotal: The sum of subsidy eligibilities for all 60
and group home subsidies. . . non-CCA counties. (For net subsidies for non-CCA counties, see "Note"

above, section entitled '"Non-CCA County Deductions.")
®The CCA subsidy formula determines the distribution of the total CCA sub-
sidy provided by the state and administered by DOC. It determines the PThe amount of total and net CCA subsidy eligibility for each year for
dollar amount of the subsidy for each of the 87 Minmnesota counties. The all 87 counties.

current formula is the one described in the Community Correc:ions Act

(CCA) and currently in use (see Table A.24). Tt is described in detail

in Appendixz Do The new formula, recommended by the CCA Funding Commit—

tee, is described in detail on pages 17 through 25 in the text of this

report and in Appendix D.




TABLE A.26 .

GAINS AND LOSSES TO 87 COUNTIES AND 12 CCA AREAS
RESULTING FROM USE CGF NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA
INSTEAD OF CURRENT FORJULA®

CCA AreasP F.Y. 1982° F.Y. 1983° F.Y. 1984° F.Y. 1985¢
Srow Wing-Morrison +$ 35,595 + S 38,656 + $ 41,361 +$ 44,257
Godge-Fillmore Olmsted  + 7,875 + 8,553 + 9,151 + 9,791
Ramsey + 53,867 + 58,500 + 62,595 + 66,977
Red Lake-Polk-Norman + 46,934 + 50,970 + 54,539 + 58,356
Region 3 - - 260,182 - 282,558 - 302,336 -~ 323,500
Anoka + 65,380 + 71,003 + 75,973 + 81,292
Todd-Wadena - 82,195 - 89,264 - 95,512 - 102,199
Region 6W - 41,294 - 44,845 - 27,985 - 51,344
Hennepin + 556,543 4+ 604,406 + 646,714 + 691,984
Bl - Earth - 57,763 - 62,731 - 67,122 - 71,821
Wa..ington + 24,551 + 26,662 + 28,528 + 30,525
Rock-Nobles + 32,273 + 35,048 -+ 37,502 + 40,127
TOTAL : + $381,5644 + $414,4004 + $443,4084 + $474,4454
CCA CountiesP F.Y. 1982 F.Y. 1983 F.Y. 1984 F.Y. 1985
Aitkin - s 799 - S 868 - S 929 - S 994
Anoka + 65,380 + 71,003 + 75,973 -+ 81,292
Blue Earth - 57,763 - 62,731 - 67,122 - 71,821
Carlton - 6,207 - 6,741 - 7,212 - 7,717
Chippewa - 8,244 - 8,954 - 9,580 - 10,251
Cook + 2,947 + 3,201 + 3,405 + 3,665
Crow Wing +. 52,650 + 57,177 + 61,180 + 65,462
Dodge + 6,031 + 6,550 + 7,008 + 7,499
F more - 6,851 - 7,440 - 7,91 - 8,518
Hennepin + 556,543 + 604,406 + 646,714 + 691,984
Koochiching + 8,017 + 8,706 + 9,316 + 9,968
Lac qui Parle - 2,607 - 2,831 - 3,029 - 3,241
Lake - 34,186 - 37,126 - 39,726 - 42,506
Morrison - 17,055 - 18,521 - 19,818 - 21,205
Nobles + 30,599 + 33,230 + 35,557 + 38,046
Norman + 3,280 + 3,563 + 3,812 + 4,079
01ms ted + 8,695 + 9,442 + 10,104 + 10,810
Polk + 46,247 + 50,223 + 53,739 + 57,501
Ramsey + 53,867 + 58,500 + 62,595 + 66,977
Red Lake - 2,593 - 2,816 - 3,014 - 3,225
Rock + 1,674 + 1,818 + 1,946 + 2,081
St. Louis - 229,954 - 249,730 - 267,211 - 285,916
Swift - 27,401 - 29,301 - 31,837 - 34,119
Todd - 54,910 - 59,633 - 63,807 - 68,273
Wadena - 27,285 - 29,632 - 31,706 - 33,925
Washington +  24,55] + 26,662 + 28,528 + 30,525
Yellow Medicine - 3,001 - 3,259 - 3,487 - 3,731

TOTAL + $381,535°% + $414,393° + $443,408° + $474,447¢
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TABLE A.26

GAINS AND LOSSES 70O 87 COUNTIES AWD 12 CCA AREAS
RESULTING FROM USE OF NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA

INSTEAD OF CURRENT FORMULAY

(continued)

Non-CCA Counties’ F.Y. 1982 F.Y. 1983 F.Y. 1984 F.Y. 1985
Becker - 12,820 - 13,923 - 14,897 -~ 15,940
Peltrami - 52,209 - 56,699 - 60,668 - 64,915
Benton 9,677 + 10,510 11,245 + 12,032
Big Stone - 2,493 - 2,709 - 2,898 - 3,101
Brown - 32,790 - 35,616 - 38,109 - 40,776
Carver - 58,965 - 64,036 - 68,518 - 73,315
Cass - 36,222 - 39,337 - 42,091 - 45,038
Chisago + 6,028 + 6,547 + 7,005 + 7,495
Clay - 35,332 - 38,370 - 41,057 - 43,931
Clrarwater - 16,172 - 17,563 - 18,793 - 20,108
C conwood + 2,993 + 3,250 + 3,479 + 3,722
Dakota - 159,904 ~ 173,657 - 185,812 - 198,819
Douglas + 1,632 + 1,772 + 1,896 + 2,029
Faribault + 14,569 + 15,821 + 16,929 + 18,115
Freeborn + 25,832 + 28,054 + 30,018 + 32,119
Goodhue: + 42,160 + 45,787 + 48,991 + 52,420
Grant + 15,105 + 16,404 + 17,553 + 18,781
Houston ! - 8,768 - 9,521 - 10,189 - 10,901
Hubbard - 16,273 - 17,673 - 18,910 - 20,234
Isanti - 23,726 - 25,766 - 27,569 - 29,499
Itasca + 76,030 + 82,566 + 88,348 + 94,533
Jackson + 11,892 + 12,915 + 13,819 + 14,786
Kanabec - 16,108 - 17,493 - 18,718 - 20,028
Kandiyohi + 43,548 + 47,283 + 50,603 +  h4,146.
Kittson + 13,384 + 14,535 + 15,552 + 16,641
| ake of the Woods - 6,431 - 6,984 - 7,473 - 7,997

Jueur - 13,316 - 14,461 - 15,474 - 16,557
Lincoln - 1,469 - 1,594 - 1,707 - 1,825
Lyon + 23,591 + 25,619 4+ 27,412 + 29,331
MclLeod + 6,126 + 6,652 + 7,118 + 7,616
Mahnomen - 5,945 - 6,456 - 6,908 - 7,392
Marshall + 16,555 + 17,978 + 19,237 + 20,584
Martin + 31,022 + 33,690 + 36,048 + 38,571
Meeker . - 3,717 - 4,036 - 4,319 - 4,622
Mille Lacs + 4,449 + 4,832 + 5,170 + 5,532
Mower - 2,895 - 3,144 - 3,364 - 3,600
Murray + 16,406 + 17,816 + 19,064 + 20,399
Nicollet - 44,049 -~ 47,837 - 51,186 - 54,769
Ottertail 24,335 - 26,427 - 28,277 - 30,257
Pennington 16,359 + 17,766 + 19,009 + 20,340
Pine - . 24,043 - 26,111 - 27,939 - 29,895
Pipestone - 3,313 - 3,599 - 3,850 - 4,120
Pope - 10,351 - 11,242 - 12,029 - 12,871
Redwood + 5,940 + 6,451 + 6,902 + 7,385
Renville + 1,103 + 1,193 + 1,281 + 1,371
Rice - 77,128 - 83,762 - 89,625 - 95,899
Roseau + 6,555 + 7,129 + 7,628 + 8,162
Scott + 35,462 + 38,512 + 41,208 + 44,092
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TABLE A.26

GAINS AND LOSSES TO 87 COUNTIES AND 12 CCA AREAS
RESULTING FROM USE OF NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA
INSTEAD OF CURRENT FORMULAG

(continued)

Non-CCA Counties® F.Y. 1982 F.Y. 1983 F.Y. 1984 F.Y. 1985
Sherburne +$ 22,716 + § 24,669 + S 26,396 + $ 28,243
Sibley + 3,596 + 3,906 + 4,179 + 4,471
Stearns - 113,497 - 123,258 - 131,886 - 141,118
Steele - 6,945 - 7,543 - 8,071 - 8,635
Stevens - 11,400 - 12,380 - 13,086 - 14,174
Traverse + - 654 + 710 + 760 + 813
Wabasha - 12,445 - 13,515 - 14,461 - 15,474
Waseca + 6,907 +  -7,501 s+ 8,026 + 8,588
Yatonwan + 7,916 + 8,597 + 9,198 + 9,843
Wilkin + 21,111 + 22,926 + 24,532 + 26,249
Wir-na - 54,234 - 58,398 - 63,021 - 67,432
Wr. .t + 16,396 + 17,806 + 19,083 + 20,386

TOTAL - $381,5789 . - $414,4069 - $443,4079 - $474,4479

NOTE: A11 data in Table A.26 are rough estimates. A1l of the qualifications described in
the "NOTE" to Table A.24 and the "NOTE" to Teble A.25 appnly to the use of the data in
this table (A.26) as well as to the use of data contained in Tables A.24 and A.25.
Please study Tables A.24 and A.25 prior to studying Tables A.26 and A.27.

an plus sign (+) indicates a gain. A minus sign (-) indicates a loss. Each dollar amount of
gain and loss shown in Table A-26 for each CCA area, CCA county, and non-CCA county is the
difference between the dollar amount of total CCA subsidy eligibility under the current CCA
subsidy formula and the dollar amount of total subsidy eligibility under the new formula
recommended by the Committee. Dollar amounts of CCA subsidy eligibility under the current
€ subsidy formula and the new formula are shown in Tables A.24 and A.25. (Also, see pages
through in the text of the report and Apoendix D.)

f BEach dollar amount is the total gain or loss in subsidy eligibility for the specified fiscal
year -- prior to the application of the hold harmless orovision described on pages through
in the text of the report.

Cprojections of net gains and net losses for fiscal years 1982 through 1985 for each CCA area,
each CCA county, and each non-CCA county.

dTotal net gain to the 12 currently participating CCA areas for the specified fiscal year.
Under the new formula, subsidy eligibility for some CCA areas increases; for other areas it
decreases. Total increases, however, exceed total decreases. Therefore, there is a net
gain to the 12 CCA areas. The sum of all increases less the sum of all decreases equals

net gain.

esame as footnote d, except applies to individual CCA counties (rather than CCA areas).
TEach dollar amount is the total gain or loss in subsidy eligibility for the specified fiscal

year. The hold harmless provision (mentioned in fcetnote b) does not apply to the 60 non-CCA
counties (see page in the text of the report). '

9Total net loss to the 60 non-CCA counties for the specified fiscal year. Under the new formula,
subsidy eligibility for some non-CCA countizs Zecrsases; for other non-CCA counties it increases
Total decreases, however, cxceed total increases. Therefore, there is a net loss to the 60 non-
CCA counties. The sum of all decrecases less the sum of all increases equals net 1oss.
< : 70 :



TABLE A.27

APPLICATION OF HOLD HARMLESS PROVISION TO TOTAL GAINS AND LOSSES
TO TWELVE CCA AREAS IN FISCAL YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985°

H

F.Y. 1982 F.Y. 19383 F.Y. 1984 F.Y. 1985
25% of b 507 of b 75% of 100% of
CCA Area Total Gain Total Gain Total Gain - Total Gain
Crow Wing-Morrison $ 8,899 $ 19,328 $ 31,021 § 44,257
Dodge-Fillmore-OTms ted 1,969 4,277 6,863 9,791
Ramsey 13,467 29,250 46,946 66,977
Red Lake~Polk-Norman 11,734 25,485 40,904 58,356
Anoka 16,345 35,502 56,980 81,292
Hennepin 139,136 302,203 485,036 691,984
Washington 6,138 13,331 21,396 30,525
Rock-Nobles ' 8,068 17,524 28,127 40,127
TALS® $ 205,756 $ 446,900 $ 717,273 $1,023,309
25% of q 50% of q " 75% of 100% of
CCA Area - Total Loss Total Loss Total Loss Total Loss
Region 3 $ 65,046 $ 141,279 $ 226,752 $ 323,500
Todd-Wadena 20,549 44,632 71,634 102,199
Region 6W 10,324 22,423 35,989 51,344
‘Blue Earth 14,447 31,366 50,342 71,821
TOTALS® $ 110,360 $ 239,700 $ 384,717 $ 548,864
Net Gain to 12 CCA Areas
After Application of Hold .
Harmless Provisionf $ 95,396 $ 207,200 $ 332,556 $ 474,445
1982-1983 1983-19384
Biennium Biennium
Net Gain to 12 CCA Areas
After Application of Hold $ 302,596 $ 807,001

armless Provision9Y

N

a

b

Will receive only 25% of its gain in F.Y. 1932, 50 of its gain in F.Y. 1983

OTE: A11 data in Table A.27 are rough estimates. A1l of the qualifications described in the
"NOTE" to Table A.24 and the "NOTE"™ to Table A.25 apply to the use of the data in this
table (A.27) as well as to the use of data contained in Tables A.24, A.25, and A.26.
Please study Tables A.24, A.25, and A.26 prior to studying Table A.27.

Please study the hold harm]ess‘provision described on pages through in the text of the

report. For explanation of gains and losses, see foothote a in Table A.26.

Each of the specified eight CCA areas has a 9a1n in each f1¢ca| year 1982 through 1985. The
gain is the difference between CCA subsidy eligibility under the current formula and subsidy
e11q1b111Ly under the new formula. Under the hold harmless provision, each gaining CCA area

, /5% of its gain
in F.Y. 1984, and 1003 of its gain in F.Y. 1985. The amounts of gain which each of the eight
areas will realize, after application of the hold harmiess pnrovision, are shown for each fiscal
year 1982 through 1985. NE




TABLE A.27 o o

APPLICATION OF HOLD HARMLESS PROVISIONH 7O TOTAL GATIHS AND LOSSES
TO TWELVE CCA AREAS IM FISCAL YEARS 1932 THROUGH 19854
(continued) :

CTotal gains for the eight CCA areas in each fiscal year 1932 through 1985, after application
of the hold harmless provision.

dEach of the specified four CCA areas has a loss in each fiscal year 1982 through 1985. The
loss is the difference between CCA subsidy eligibility undor the current formula and subsidy
eligibility under the new fermula. Under the hold harmless provision, each losing CCA area
will suffer only 25% of its loss in F.Y. 1982, 50% of its loss in F.Y. 1983, 75% of its loss
in F.Y. 1984, and 100% of its loss in F.Y. 1985. The amounts of loss which each of the four
areas will suffer, after application of the hold harmless provision, are shown for each
fiscal year 1982 through 1985.

eI_ 1 Josses for the four CCA areas in each fiscal year 1932 through 1385, after application
of the hold harmless provision.

TCNet gain to the 12 CCA areas is computed by subtracting total losses tothe four Tosing CCA

areas from total ga1ns to the gaining eight CCA areas. The net gain, in each fiscal year
1982 through 1985, is the dollar amount by which the Legislature would be required to
increase the appropriation (for the specified fiscal year) for the CCA subsidy to the 12
currently participating CCA areas.

€g
ea

- gSame as footnote f, except amounts shown are for the 1982-1
biennium.

O

83 biennium, and for the 1984-1985
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A.

SECTION ONE: COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACT
AND RELATED LEGISLATION

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACT1

Section

401.01  Purpose and definition; assistance grants
401.02. Gounties or regions; services included
401.03 Promulgation of rules; technical assistance

401.04  Acquisition of property; selection of administrative
structure; employees

401.05 = Fiscal powers

401.06 Comprehensive plan; standards of eligibility
401.07 Existing single jurisdiction counties or groups
401.08 Corrections advisory board; members; duties

401.09 Other subsidy programs; purchase of state services
401.10 Corrections equalization formula

401.11 Items included in plan pursuant to regulation
401.12 Continuation of current spending level by counties
401.13 Charges made to counties

401.14  Payment of subsidy

401.15 Procedure for determination and payment of amount;
biennial review

401.16  Withdrawal from program

1Mirmesota Statutes § 401.0l et. seq., Chapter 401.



401.01 PURPOSE AND DEFINITION; ASSISTANGE GRANTS.

Subdivision 1. For the purpose of more effectively protecting soci-
ety and to promote efficiency and economy in the delivery of correctional
services, the commissioner is hereby authorized to make grants to assist
counties in the development, implementation, and operation of community
based corrections programs including, but not limited to preventive or
diversionary correctional programs, probation, parole, community correc-—
tions centers, and facilities for the detention or confinement, care and

treatment of persons convicted of crime or adjudicated delinquent.

Subd. 2. For the purposes of sections 401.01 to 401.16, "commis—
sioner' means the commissioner of corrections or his designee.

401.02 COUNTIES OR REGIONS; SERVICES INCLUDIBLE.

Subdivision 1. Qualification of counties. One or more contiguous
counties having an aggregate population of 30,000 or more persons oOr COm-
prising all the counties within a region designated pursuant to sec-
tions 462.381 to 462.396 or sections 473.122 or 473.249, situated within
the same region designated pursuant to sections 462.381 to 462.396, or
sections 473.122 to 473.249, may qualify for a grant as provided in sec-
tion 401.01 by the enactment of appropriate resolutions creating and es—
tablishing a corrections advisory board and providing for the preparation
of a comprehensive plan for the development, implementation and operation
of the correctional services described in section 401.01, including the
assumption of those correctional services other than the operation of
state facilities presently provided ir such counties by the department of
corrections, and providing for centralized administration and control of
those correctional services described in section 401.01.

Where counties combine as authorized in this section, they shall com-
ply with the provisions of section 471.59.

Subd. 2. Planning counties; how designated; travel expenses of cor-
rections advisory board members. To assist counties which have complied
with the provisions of subdivision 1 and require financial aid to defray
all or a part of the expenses incurred by corrections advisory board mem-
bers in discharging their official duties pursuant to section 401.08, the
commissioner may designate counties as 'planning counties', and, upon
receipt of resolutions by the governing boards of the counties certifying
the need for and inability to pay the expenses described in this subdi- -
vision, advance to the counties an amount not to exceed five percent of
the maximum quarterly subsidy for which the counties are eligible. The
expenses described in this subdivision shall be paid in the same manner
and amount as for state employees.

Subd. 3. Establishment and reorganization of administrative struc-—
tive. Any county or group of counties which have qualified for partici-
pation in the community corrections subsidy program provided by this
chapter may, after consultation with the judges of the district court,
county court, municipal court, probate court and juvenile court having
jurisdiction in the county or group of counties establish, organize, and




reorganize an administrative structure and provide for the budgeting,
staffing and operation of court services and probation, juvenile deten-
tion and juvenile correctional facilities, and other activities required
to conform to the purposes of this chapter. No contrary general or spe-
cial statute divests any county or group of counties of the authority
granted by this subdivision. This subdivision does not apply to Ramsey
County or to the counties in the Arrowhead region. In Hennepin County
the county board and the judges of the district court, county court,
municipal court, probate court and juvenile court shall, before Janu-

ary 15, 1981, prepare and implement, subject to the approval of the com-
missioner of corrections, a joint plan for reorganization of correctional
services in the county providing for the administrative structure and
providing for the budgeting, staffing and operation of court services and
probation, juvenile detention and juvenile correctional facilities, and
other activities required to conform to the purposes of this chapter.

Subd. 4. Detaining probationer or parolee. Probation officers
serving the district courts of counties participating in the subsidy pro-
gram established by this chapter may, without order or warrant, when it
appears necessary to prevent escape or enforce discipline, take and de-
tain a probationer or parolee and bring him before the court or the Min-
nesota corrections board respectively, for appropriate action by the
court or the board. No probationer or parolee shall be detained more
than 72 hours, exclusive of legal holidays, Saturdays and Sundays, pur—
suant to this subdivision without being provided with the opportunity
for a hearing before the court or the board.

401.03 PROMULGATION OF RULES; TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.

The commissioner shall, as provided in sections 15.0411 to 15.0422,
promulgate rules for the implementation of sections 401.01 to 401.16, and
shall provide consultation and technical assistance to counties to aid
them in the development of comprehensive plans.

401.04 ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY; SELECTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE STRUGTURE;
EMPLOYEES.

Any county or group of counties electing to come within the provi-
sions of sections 401.01 to 401.16 may (a) acquire by any lawful means,
including purchase, lease or transfer of custodial control, the lands,
buildings and equipment.necessary and incident to the accomplishment of
the purposes of sections 401.01 to 401.16, (b) determine and establish
the administrative structure best suited to the efficient administration
and delivery of the correctional services described in section 401.01,
and (c) employ a director and other officers, employees and agents as
deemed necessary to carry out the provisions of sections 401.01 to
401.16. To the extent that participating counties shall assume and take
over state correctional services presently provided in counties, employ-
ment shall be given to those state officers, employees and agents thus
displaced; if hired by a county, employment shall, to the extent possible
and notwithstanding the provisions of any other law or ordinance to the
contrary, be deemed a transfer in grade with all of the benefits enjoyed




by such officer, employee or agent while in the service of the state.

State employees displaced by county participation in the subsidy
program provided by this chapter are on layoff status and, if not hired
by a participating county as provided herein, may exercise their rights
under layoff procedures established by law or union agreement whichever
is applicable.

401.05 FISCAL POWERS.

Any county or group of counties electing to come within the provi-
sions of sections 401.01 to 401.16, may, through their governing bodies,
use unexpended funds, accept gifts, grants and subsidies from any lawful
source, and apply for and accept federal funds.

401.06 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN; STANDARDS OF ELIGIBILITY; COMPLIANCE.

No county or group of counties electing to provide correctional
services pursuant to sections 401.01 to 401.16 shall be eligible for the
subsidy herein provided unless and until its comprehensive plan shall
have been approved by the commissioner. The commissioner shall, pursu-
ant to the administrative procedures act, promulgate rules establish-
ing standards of eligibility for counties to receive funds under sec-—
tions 401.01 to 401.16. To remain eligible for subsidy the county or
group of counties shall substantially comply with the operating stand-
ards established by the commissioner. The commissioner shall review
annually the comprehensive plans submitted by participating counties,
including the facilities and programs operated under the plans. He is
hereby authorized to enter upon any facility operated under the plan,
and inspect books and records, for purposes of recommending needed
changes or improvements.

When the comissioner shall determine that there are reasonable
grounds to believe that a county or group of counties is not in substan-
tial compliance with minimum standards, at least 30 days notice shall
be given the county or counties and a hearing held to ascertain whether
there is substantial compliance or satisfactory progress being made
toward compliance. The commissioner may suspend all or a portion of
any subsidy until the required standard of operation has been met.

401.07 EXISTING SINGLE JURISDICTION COUNTIES OR GROUPS.

In any county or group of counties where correctional services are
currently being provided by a single jurisdiction within that county,
nothing in sections 401.01 to 401.16 shall be interpreted as requiring
a change of authority.



401.08 CORRECTIONS ADVISORY BOARD; MEMBERS; DUTIES.

Subdivision 1. The corrections advisory board provided in sec-

‘tion 401.02, subdivision 1 shall consist of at least 18 but not more than

20 members, who shall be representative of law enforcement, prosecution,
the judiciary, education, corrections, ethnic minorities, the social serv-
ices, and the lay citizen, and shall be appointed as follows:

(1) the prosecution representative shall be either the county attor-
ney or his designee;

(2) the judiciary representatives shall be designated by the chief
judge of each district and county court district, and shall include
judges representative of courts having felony, misdemeanor and juvenile
jurisdiction respectively;

(3) education shall be represented by an academic administrator ap-
pointed by the chairman of the board of county commissioners with the
advice and consent of the members of the board;

(4) the director of a county welfare board or his designee;
(5) the public defender or his designee;

(6) with the advice and consent of the other members of the county
board, the chairman shall appoint the following additional members of
the corrections advisory board:

(a) two representatives of law enforcement agencies or their desig-
nees, at least one of whom shall be from an agency headed by an elected
official;

(b) one parole or probation officer;
(c) one correctional administrator;

(d) a representative from a social service agency, public or pri-
vate;

(e) an ex—offender;

(f) a licensed medical doctor or other representative of the health
care professions;

(g) at least four, but no more than six citizens, provided, however, -
that if the ethnic minorities resident in the county exceed the percent-—
age of ethnic minorities in the state population, at least two of the
citizen members shall be members of an ethnic minority group.

If two or more counties have combined to participate in the subsidy
authorized by this chapter, the commissioner of corrections may increase
the size of the community corrections advisory board to include one county
board member from each participating county.



Subd. 2. Members of the corrections advisory board appointed by the
chairman of the board of county commissioners shall serve for terms of
two years from and after the date of their appointment, and shall, sub-
ject to the approval of the county board or county boards of commission-
ers of the participating counties, remain in office until their succes—
sors are duly appointed. The other members of the corrections advisory
board shall hold office at the pleasure of the appointing authority. The
board may elect its own officers.

Subd. 3. Where two or more counties combine to come within the pro-—
visions of sections 401.0l to 401.16 the joint corrections advisory board
shall contain representation as provided in subdivision 1, but the mem—
bers comprising the board may come from each of the participating coun-
ties as may be determined by agreement of the counties.

Subd. 4. The corrections advisory board provided in sections 401.01
to 401.16 shall actively participate in the formulation of the comprehen-
sive plan for the development, implementation and operation of the cor—
rectional program and services described in section 401.01, and shall
make a formal recommendation to the county board or joint board at least
annually concerning the comprehensive plan and its implementation during
the ensuing year.

Subd. 5. 1If a corrections advisory board carries out its duties
through the implementation of a committee structure, the composition of
each committee or subgroup shall generally reflect the membership of the
entire board. All proceedings of the corrections advisory board and any
committee or other subgroup of the board shall be open to the public; and
all votes taken of members of the board shall be recorded and shall be-
come matters of public record.

Subd. 6. The corrections advisory board shall promulgate and imple-
ment rules concerning attendance of members at board meetings.

401.09 OTHER SUBSIDY PROGRAMS; PURCHASE OF STATE SERVICES.

Failure of a county or group of counties to elect to come within the
provisions of sections 401.01 to 401.16 shall not affect their eligibility
for and other state subsidy for correctional purposes otherwise provided
by law. Any comprehensive plan submitted pursuant to sections 401.01 to
401.16 may include the purchase of selected correctional services from
the state by contract, including the temporary detention and confinement
of persons convicted of crime or adjudicated delinquent; confinement to
be in an appropriate state facility as otherwise provided by law. The
commissioner shall annually determine the costs of the purchase of serv-
ices under this section and deduct them from the subsidy due and payable
to the county or counties concerned; provided that no contract shall ex-
ceed in cost the amount of subsidy to which the participating county or
counties are eligible.

401.10 CORRECTIONS EQUALIZATION FORMULA.

To determine the amount to be paid participating counties the



commissioner of corrections will apply the following formula:

(1) All 87 counties will be scored in accordance with a formula in-
volving four factors:

(a) per capita income;
(b) per capita taxable value;

(c) per capita expenditure per 1,000 population for correctional
purposes and; ’

(d) percent of county population aged six through 30 years of age
according to the most recent federal census, and, in the intervening
years between the taking of the federal census, according to the state
demographer, '

"Per capita expenditure per 1,000 population' for each county is
.to be determined by multiplying the number of persons convicted of a
felony under supervision in each county at the end of the current year
by $350. To the product thus obtained will be added:

(i) the number of presentence investigations completed in that
county for the current year multiplied by $50;

(ii) the annual cost to the county for county probation officers’
salaries for the current year; and ‘

(iii) 33 1/3 pefcent of such annual cost for probation officers’
salaries.

The total figure obtained by adding the foregoing items is then
divided by the total county population according to the most recent fed-
eral census, or, during the intervening years between federal censuses,
according to the state demographer.

(2) The percent of county population aged six through 30 years shall
be determined according to the most recent federal census, or, during the
intervening years between federal censuses, according to the state demog-
rapher.

(3) Each county is then scored as follows:

(a) Each county's per capita income is divided into the 87 county
average;

(b) Each county's per capita taxable value is divided into the 87
county average;

(c) Each county's per capita expenditure for correctional purposes
is divided by the 87 county average;

(d) Each county's percent of county population aged six through 30
is divided by the 87 county average.




(4) The scores given each county on each of the foregoing four fac-
tors are then totaled and divided by four.

(5) The quotient thus obtained then becomes the computation factor
for the county. This computation factor is then multiplied by a ''dollar
value', as fixed by the appropriation pursuant to sections 401.01 to
401.16, times the total county population. The resulting product is the
amount of subsidy to which the county is eligible under sections 401.01
to 401.16. Notwithstanding any law to the contrary, the commissioner of
corrections, after notifying the committees on finance of the senate and
appropriations of the house of representatives, may, at the end of any
fiscal year, transfer any unobligated funds in any appropriation to the
department of corrections to the appropriation under sections 401.0l to
401.16, which appropriation shall not cancel but is reappropriated for
the purposes of sections 401.01 to 401.16.

401.11 ITEMS INCLUDED IN PLAN PURSUANT TO REGULATION.

The comprehensive plan submitted to the commissioner for his approval
shall include those items prescribed by regulation of the commissioner,
which may require the inclusion of the following: (a) the manner in which
presentence and postsentence investigations and reports for the district
courts and social history reports for the juvenile courts will be made;
(b) the manner in which probation and parole services to the courts and
persons under jurisdiction of the commissioner of corrections and the
corrections board will be provided; (c) a program for the detention, su-—
pervision and treatment of persons under pre-trial detention or under
commitment; (d) delivery of other correctional services defined in sec—
tion 401.01; (e) proposals for new programs, which proposals must demon-
strate a need for the program, its purpose, objective, administrative
structure, staffing pattern, staff training, financing, evaluation proc-
ess, degree of community involvement, client participation and duration
of program.

In addition to the foregoing requirements made by this section, each
participating county or group of counties shall be required to develop
and implement a procedure for the review of grant applications made to
the corrections advisory board and for the manner in which corrections
advisory board action shall be taken thereon. A description of this pro-
cedure shall be made available to members of the public upon request.

401.12 CONTINUATION OF CURRENT SPENDING LEVEL BY GOUNTIES.

Participating counties shall not diminish their current level of
spending for correctional expenses as defined in section 401.01, to the
extent of any subsidy received pursuant to sections 401.01 to 401.16;
rather the subsidy herein provided is for the expenditure for correc-—
tional purposes in excess of those funds currently being expended.
Should a participating county be unable to expend the full amount of
the subsidy to which it would be entitled in any one year under the pro-
visions of sections 401.0l to 401l.16, the commissioner shall retain the
surplus, subject to disbursement in the following year wherein such



county can demonstrate a need for and ability to expend same for the pur-
poses provided in section 401.01.

401.13 CHARGES MADE TO COUNTIES.

Each participating county will be charged a sum equal to the per
diem cost of confinement of those persons committed to the commissioner
after August 1, 1973, and confined in a state facility. Provided, how~-
ever, that no charge shall be made for those persons convicted of of-
fenses for which the penalty provided by law exceeds five years, nor
shall the amount charged a participating county for the costs of con-
finement exceed the amount of subsidy to which the county is eligible.
The commissioner shall annually determine costs and deduct them from the
subsidy due and payable to the respective participating counties, making
necessary adjustments to reflect the actual costs of confinement. How—
ever, in no case shall the percentage increase in the amount charged to
the counties exceed the percentage by which the appropriation for the
purposes of sections 401.01 to 401.16 was increased over the preceding
biennium. All charges shall be a charge upon the county of commitment.

401.14 PAYMENT OF SUBSIDY.

Subdivision 1. Upon compliance by a county or group of counties
with the prerequisites for participation in the subsidy prescribed by
sections 401.01 to 401.16, and approval of the comprehensive plan by the
commissioner, the commissioner shall determine whether funds exist for
the payment of the subsidy and proceed to pay same in accordance with
applicable rules and regulations.

Subd. 2. Based upon the comprehensive plan as approval, the commis-—
sioner may estimate the amount to be expended in furnishing the required
correctional services during each calendar quarter and cause the esti-
mated amount to be remitted to the counties entitled thereto in the man-
ner provided in section 401.15, subdivision 1.

401.15 PROCEDURE FOR TERMINATION AND PAYMENT OF AMOUNT; BIENNIAL REVIEW.

Subdivision 1. On or before the end of each calendar quarter, par-
ticipating counties which have received the payments authorized by sec-—
tion 401.14 shall submit to the commissioner certified statements detail-
ing the amounts expended and costs incurred in furnishing the correctional
services provided in sections 401.01 to 401.16. Upon receipt of certi-
fied statements, the commissioner shall, in the manner provided in sec-
tions 401.10 and 401.12, determine the amount each participating county
is entitled to receive, making any adjustments necessary to rectify any
disparity between the amounts received pursuant to the estimate provided
in section 401.14 and the amounts actually expended. If the amount re-
ceived pursuant to the estimate is greater than the amount actually ex—
pended during the quarter, the commissioner may withhold the difference
from any subsequent quarterly payments made pursuant to section 401.14.
Upon certification by the commissioner of the amount a participating



county is entitled to receive under the provisions of section 401.14 or
of this subdivision the commissioner of finance shall thereupon issue a
state warrant to the chief fiscal officer of each participating county
for the amount due together with a copy of the certificate prepared by
the commissioner.

Subd. 2. The commissioner shall biennially review the ranking ac-
corded each county by the equalization formula provided in section 401.10
and compute the subsidy rate accordingly.

401.16 WITHDRAWAL FROM PROGRAM.

Any participating county may, at the beginning of any calendar quar-
ter, by resolution of its board of commissioners, notify the commissioner
of its intention to withdraw from the subsidy program established by sec-
tions 401.01 to 401.16, and the withdrawal shall be effective the last
day of the last month of the quarter in which the notice was given. Upon
withdrawal, the unexpended balance of moneys allocated to the county, or
that amount necessary to reinstate state correctional services displaced
by that county's participation, including complement positions, may, upon
approval of the legislative advisory commission, be transferred to the
commissioner for the reinstatement of the displaced services and the pay-
ment of any other correctional subsidies for which the withdrawing county
had previously been eligible.

B. RELATED LEGISLATION

Session Laws 1980, Chapter 614, Section 28, Part (c):

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of Minnesota
Statutes, Chapter 401, effective January 1, 1981 no
county or group of counties participating in the
Community Corrections Act shall be charged any per
diem cost of confinement for adults sentenced to
the commissioner of corrections for crimes commit-
ted on or after January 7, 1981,

Session Laws 1979, Chapter 336, Section &, Subdivision 4:

If in any biennium the subsidy is increased by an
inflationary adjustment which results in the county
receiving more actual subsidy than it did in the
previous calendar year, the county shall be eligi-
ble for that increase only if the current level of
spending is increased by a percentage equal to that
increase within the same biennium.

Session Laws 1979, Chapter 336, Section 4, Subdivision 4:

'No less than the equivalent of four percent of the
appropriation made for the community corrections
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act may be expended for evaluation.

Session Laws 1979, Chapter 336, Section 4, Subdivision &4:

There shall be established a committee to study the
financing of correctional services and the commu-—
nity corrections act in Minnesota. The membership
of the committee shall be composed of the follow-
ing: (a) two members of the Minnesota house of
representatives, to be appointed by the speaker of
the house; (b) two members of the members of the
Minnesota senate, to be appointed by the president
of the senate; (c) two representatives of the de-
partment of corrections, to be appointed by the
commissioner; (d) six representatives of community
corrections act participating and nonparticipating
counties, to be appointed by the association of
Minnesota counties. The committee shall report its
findings to the state legislature on or before Jan-
uary 1, 1980 and then shall disband as a committee.

Session Laws 1980, Chapter 614, Section 183:

[ CORRECTIONAL SERVICES FINANCING; STUDY COM-—
MITTEE EXTENSION.] Notwithstanding the provisions
of Laws 1979, Chapter 336, Section 4, Subdivision &,
the committee created to study the financing of cor-
rectional services and the Community Corrections
Act in Minnesota may continue to meet until it has
completed its report to the legislature, but not
after January 1, 1981.

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS RULES

C. STATE
GOVERNING THE IMPLEMENTATION AND OPERA-

TION OF THE GOMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACT1

Rule
11 MCAR

2.001
2.002
2.003
2.004
2.005
2.006
2.007
2.008

w W W W W un W W

TABLE OF CONTENTS

§ 2

Introduction.

Definitions.

Application for participation.

Development of a comprehensive plan.

Changes in the comprehensive plan and budget.
Information systems and evaluation.
Training/Education.

Fiscal management.

1Minnesota Code of Agency Rules (MCAR) §§ 2.00l through .
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11 MCAR § 2

§ 2.009 County assumption of state probation and parole cases.
§ 2.010 Use of existing community resources.

§ 2.011 Program relevance to correctional objectives.

§ 2.012 Local programs and services.

§ 2.001 Introduction.

A. The Community Corrections Act of 1973 (Minn. Stat. §§ 401.01 to
401.16) provides that the Commissioner of Corrections promulgate rules
and standards relative to the implementation and operation of the Act.
The rules which follow are intended to fulfill that requirement.

B. The purpose of these rules is to facilitate the implementation
of the Act and to provide a framework within which services will be de-
livered and coordinated in the various areas of the state where the Act
becomes operational.

C. The Community Corrections Act places a great deal of responsi-
bility for correctional planning and implementation at the local level.
These rules are not intended to interfere with that process but rather
to insure that the various planning efforts are compatible with one an-
other and with the basic requirements of all segments of the state's
correctional system.

§ 2.002 Definitions.
A. TFor the purposes of these rules:

1. The "Commissioner' shall mean the Commissioner of Correc-—
tions or his designee.

2. The "comprehensive plan" shall mean the working document
developed by the local corrections advisory board for the implementation
and operation of community based correctional programs pursuant to Minn.
Stat. § 401.01, subd. 1 and providing for the central administration of
the services and programs outlined in the document.

3. The "Community Corrections System' shall mean the organiza-—
tional structure or network which exists or is proposed to exist within
the county which will enable the local criminal justice system and other
elements of the community to utilize the correctional programs and serv-
ices outlined in the comprehensive plan.

4. "Planning county'" shall mean one or more contiguous coun-—
ties subject to the provisions of Minn. Stat. §§ 401.02, subd. 1 and
401.02, subd. 2, which has established a local corrections advisory board
for the purpose of developing a comprehensive plan.

5. A "participating county" shall mean one or more contiguous




counties subject to the provisions of Minn. Stat. § 401.01, subd. 1 which
has been designated by the Commissioner to receive funds under Minn.
Stat. §5 401.01 to 401.16 through the approval of the comprehensive plan.

6. A "unit of service! shall mean each project, program or
activity outlined in the comprehensive plan including, but not limited
to, probatlon/parole services, court service activities, Jall programs,
evaluation services, training and residential programs.

§ 2.003 Application for participation.

A. Application for participation by a county or group of counties
pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 401.02, subd. 1 shall consist of a resolution
expressing intent to participate under the provisions of the Community
Corrections Act, (hereafter called the Act) provided subsidy funds are
available.

B. Approval of the application by the Commissioner shall designate
the county as a planning county pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 401.02, subd. 2
and shall establish that calendar year as the basis for determining the
current level of spending referred to in Minn. Stat. § 401.12.

§ 2.004 Development of a comprehensive plan.

A. The Commissioner shall ensure that the local corrections ad-
visory board and administrative (correctional) staff of the county are
provided with all necessary and available technical assistance and re-—
sources of the State Department of Corrections in the development of a
comprehensive plan.

§ 2.005 Changes in the comprehensive plan and budget.

A. When a county wishes to change the comprehensive plan during the
calendar year, it may do so by either amendment or transfer.

1. Amendments. Amendments shall be required when:

a. Units of service are being added or deleted from a
Comprehensive Plan.

b. Subsidy funds which exceed $5,000 or 5% of the total
annual subsidy, whichever is less, are being reallocated within or be-
tween units of service identified in the comprehensive plan.

c. Amendments to the comprehensive plan shall be proc-—
essed and submitted in the same manner as the comprehensive plan, and
shall be submitted at the end of any calendar quarter on forms provided
by the Commissioner.

2. Transfers. Any reallocation of subsidy funds within or
between units of service identified in the comprehensive plan, which
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will not exceed $5,000 or 5% of the total annual subsidy, whichever is
less, shall be accomplished by transfer on forms provided by the Commis-
sioner. The transfer process requires only the approval of the adminis-
trator or director of the local community corrections system. All
transfers of subsidy funds must be attached to the quarterly financial
report for the period in which the transfer was made.

§ 2.006 Information systems and evaluation.

A. Each Community Corrections System shall develop and implement
an Information System which shall be in compliance with applicable secu-
rity and privacy regulations; shall be an offender based tracking system,
including minimum data elements required for State and National report-
ing; and shall, on a quarterly basis, provide such data as may reasonably
be requested by the Department of Corrections.

B. Each Community Corrections System shall develop and implement
evaluation/research designs and processes. All Research and Information
Systems designs must be approved by the Commissioner prior to implementa-
tion.

C. A sum of no less than the equivalent of 5% of the total subsidy
amount made available according to the provision of the Act shall be used
to develop and implement the Information System and Evaluation/Research.

§ 2.007 Training/Education.

A. Each county or group of counties participating in the Act shall
implement training/education programs necessary to meet the appropriate
needs of line staff, administrative staff, the local corrections advisory
board or major components of the local criminal justice system and the
community at large.

B. A sum no less than the equivalent of 5% of the total subsidy
amount made available through the provisions of the Act shall be used to
develop and implement this component of the comprehensive plan.

§ 2,008 TFiscal Management. A county shall designate one (1) person re-
sponsible for the supervision of all fiscal matters related to the sub-
sidy received under the provisions of Minn. Stat. §§ 401.01 to 401.16.
Said person shall comply with State and county rules governing the man-
agement of county funds and shall provide information to the Corrections
advisory board and the Commissioner at least quarterly on forms provided
by the Commissioner.

§ 2,009 Couﬁty assumption of state probation and parole cases.

A. Each county participating under the Act shall provide service
to all interstate and intrastate probation and parole clients.
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B. The Commissioner will provide necessary orientation training for
ng

o
Counties to assume probation and parole services previously provided by

the State.

§ 2,010 Use of existing community resources.

A. Each Community Corrections System shall utilize whenever possi-
ble agencies and organizations established in the community to deliver
medical and mental health care, education, counseling and rehabilitative
services, employment services and other similar social services. The
local Community Corrections System shall, in planning its total range of
correctional programs and projects, establish a presumption in favor of
resources already existing in the community.

B. If the Community Corrections System intends to initiate services
or programs which duplicate those already existing in the community,
clear evidence must be presented in the comprehensive plan to demonstrate
that such existing services are either inappropriate or unavailable to
meet identified correctional needs.

C. Each Community Corrections System shall take steps to ensure
that all clients of programs or projects under its jurisdiction have ac-—
cess to the same services, activities and opportunities available to
citizens generally, provided that this access is consistent with the
demonstrated needs of the program or project and the necessity to pro—
tect the public safety.

§ 2.011 Program relevance to correctional objectives.

A. Each program specified in the comprehensive plan or designated
to receive Community Corrections Act funds shall have a clear relation—
ship to correctional objectives. Programs for which no direct relation-
ship can be demonstrated between its activities and the protection of
public safety or the prevention or reduction of criminal or delinquent
behavior shall not be eligible for funds under the Community Corrections
Act.

§ 2.012 Local programs and services.

A. Each Community Corrections System shall develop and make avail-
able to the directors of all programs utilized by the system, written
rules, policies and procedures which will provide for at least the fol—
lowing:

1. Intake criteria. 7ZThat all programs (other than conven-—
tional probation and parole supzrvision) shall develop and make available
to appropriate referral sources a written policy establishing client eli-
gibility criteria. The Communitr Corrections System shall regularly ad-
vise courts and sentencing judzes of the extent and availability of
services and programs within its system to permit proper sentencing de-
cisions and realistic evaluation of alternatives.



2. CGlient case reporting. That a single case record for each
individual admitted to a program or served by an agency be maintained by
the agency or program director so as to contain clear, concise and accu-
rate case information. Individual case records shall be maintained on a
current basis and updated at least quarterly. Each client shall have ac-
cess to all material to his/her file, with the exception of that informa-
tion determined to be confidential by law.

3. Rights of offenders. That the rights of offenders placed
in, or receiving service from, any program included in the comprehensive
plan shall be adequately protected.

4. Compliance with rules. That all programs included in the
comprehensive plan are in compliance with the applicable provisions of
these rules as well as relevant local, State and Federal laws.

B. The above mentioned rules, policies and procedures shall be in-
cluded in the first comprehensive plan submitted to the Commissioner fol-
lowing the formal promulgation of these present rules. Modifications
shall be noted in subsequent comprehensive plans.



M.

SECTION TWO: ORIGINAL OBJECTIVES OF THE CCA

To provide state funding for the development of new correctional pro-
grams and services to be delivered at the local level.

To retain in the community those offenders who can most appropriately
be reintegrated into community and family life through participation
in local correctional programs.

To provide a financial disincentive to commitment to state correctional
institutions of all but dangerious or habitual offenders.

To reduce the populations of state correctional institutions——thereby

reducing costs, with the goal of eventually closing one or more such
institutions.

Through the use of a subsidy formula, to equitably distribute state
funds to local community corrections systems.

To develop a local corrections constituency through the Corrections
Advisory Board and the County Board of Commissioners and the involvement
of local organizations, institutions and citizens.

To increase the quality and quantity of local correctional programs/
services, to encourage creativity in the development of model programs
and to develop a sense of local ownership.

To develop standards for the operation of community-based corrections
systems and to provide for monitoring by the state.

To provide appropriate technical assistance by the state to local com-
munity corrections systems.

To encourage counties to determine their own correctional needs and
to provide them with sufficient resources to meet those mneeds.

To encourage local communities to assume direct responsibility for
operation of their own correctional systems.

To develop a cooperative relationship in which the local correctional
system becomes the prime service provider and the state assumes the
backup role of providing supportive services and institutiomal pro-
grams for the habitual or dangerous offender.

To reduce fragmentation of responsibility for the administration of
correctional services and the resulting gaps in and duplication of
correctional services.
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N. To develop a statewide corrections management information system and
to encourage local correctional systems to develop coordinated planning,
budgeting, training, education, information, and evaluation systems.
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HISTORY OF THE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACT IN MINNESOTA

. 1
The Minnesota Community Corrections Act was enacted into law in

1973 in response to recommendations by a study committee formed by the

Department of Corrections and four task forces.

The study committee

and task forces dealt with four major issues concerning corrections:

* Increased cost of state penal institutions,
° Limited local corrections alternatives,

adult/juvenile; county/state), and

ards.

Overlapping correctional jurisdictions (e.g.,

Lack of correctional services delivery stand-

Recommendations from the study committee and the task forces

concerned:
* Regionalization: appropriate geographical
areas as service delivery units (CCA Areas),
° Administration: development of the most

appropriate administrative structure for
CCA Area community corrections systems,

* Standards: development of uniform stand-
ards for the community corrections systems,

and

* Subsidy: determination of the appropriate
funding level to be provided by the state to
the county community corrections systems and

1Hereafter, referred to as CCA. Minnesota Statutes 401.01 et seq.

2 . . . .

Members of the study committee were: judges, legislators, legis-
lative staff, county government officials, county probation staff,
state agency personnel, Department of Corrections staff, and police

department personnel.



the developmen:z of an zquitable funding for-
mula to distriZute the state CCA subsidy.

1

Final recommendations of the task forces were incorporated into a

draft of the Community Correcticns Act which was then reviewed by a num-
ber of legislative, professional and citizen groups and ultimately en-
acted inté law by the state legislature in 1973. See Community Correc-
tions Act and related legisliation, and original objectives of the CCA

in Appendix B.

A number of premises, widely accepted by a broad spectrum of groups

and individuals involved or interested in corrections, supported the
development of community correcticns in Minnesota. These premises are:

* Most offenders can most successfully be rein-
tegrated into family and community life through
retention in the community and involvement in
local correcticnal programs, rather than being
isolated in distant large state institutions.

= The local communities should be free to determine
their own correctional needs and to be innovative
in developing local corrections programs. The
state should provide financial and technical
assistance and establish guidelines to assist the
counties in developing and operating their cor-
rections systems.

 Community correcticns would greatly reduce frag-
mentation in the administration of correctional
services. Fragmentation in the administration of
correctional services, both at the governmental
level——county, ragion, state——-and within juris-—
dictions as well--adult/juvenile, probation/
parole, institutions/community corrections pro-
grams, existed in the 27 CCA counties prior to
their participation in the Act (and still exists
in the 60 non-CCA counties). The establishment
of a local correcticns authority would facilitate
development of a more efficient correctional de-
livery system and innevation in the development
of local programs.

M




* A broad spectrum of community interests should

" be involved, including direct citizen partici-
pation, in the development of local correctional
plans in order to establish a strong community-
based corrections constituency and to encourage
cooperation and coordination among significant
agencies, organizations and individuals.

Minnesota's Community Corrections Act grants to the Commissioner
of Corrections the authority to provide subsidy grants to counties pro-
vided they comply with requirements of the CGA and Department of Cor-
rections (hereafter referred to as DOC) rules and guidelines, and pro-
vided funds are available. Pursuant to the Act, the CCA Areas have the

authority to develop and implement the administrative structure best

suited to the delivery of local correctional services.

As stated in the CCA, the major purpose of the Act is to encourage

the efficient use of correctional dollars and to develop and maintain

community programs while effectively protecting society. It is the intent

of the Act to encourage the development of a local correctional system

which provides a variety of needed community corrections programs as well
) . :

as appropriate sanctions for offenders. One of the important objectives

of the CCA is to incr;ase the number and quality of community-based

corréctions programs through the reallocation of correctional resources.

At present, 12 CCA Areas, comprised of 27 of the state's 87 counties and

which include more than 70 percent of the state's population, are par-

ticipating in the CCA.

At the time the Act was implemented in 1973, the state legislature

appropriated $1.5 million for the first phase of the implementation in



three pilot areas.1 In 1975, the legislature appropriated more than

$7 million to continue the program in the three pilot areas and for
expansion to include seven CCA Areas (a total of 18 counties) during

the 1976-77 biennium).2 The 1977 legislature appropriated $13.6 million
to fund the CCA in a total of 12 CCA Areaé (27 counties) during the
1978—79,biennium.3 The CCA appropriation for fiscal years i980—81 is
$21,8 million for the 27 participating counties. Other counties are

expected to join in the near future.

The Act provides that community corrections services may include,
but shall not be limited to, crime prevention programs, diversion programs,
probation and‘parole services, community corrections centers, and facil-
ities to detain, confine and treat offenders of all age groups. The par-
ticipating counties have the discretion to choose their own correctional

programs within the mandates of the CCA and DOC rules and guidelines.

Some of the most important provisions in the Act are briefly de-

scribed below.

A. CORRECTIONS ADVISORY BQOARD

Participating counties must establish a corrections advisory board
composed of representatives of law enforcement, the prosecution, the

judiciary, education, corrections, ethnic minorities, the social services,

Crow Wing-Morrison, Dodge-Fillmore—-Olmsted, and Ramsey.

2

Red Lake-Polk-Norman (Tri-County Community Corrections), Todd-Wadena,
Carlton-Cook-Aitkin-Koochiching~St. Louis-Lake, (Region 3: Arrowhead Re-—
gional Corrections), and Ancka were added.

Swift — Lac Qui Parle-Yellow Medicine-Chippewa (Region 6W Community
Corrections), Hennepin, Blue Earth, Washington, and Rock-Nobles were
added.



and lay citizens. The advisory board is responsible for developing an
annual local correctional plan, for reviewing progress under the plan,
and for providing necessary coordination among the various elements of
the lpcal corrections systems.

B. ANNUAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Each CCA Area (one county, or a group of two or more counties) is
required by the Act to develop an annual local comprehensive plan which
specifigs correctional needs and describes programs designed to meet those
needs. The corrections advisory board is responéible for developing the
plan éubject to approval and adoption by the Board of County Commissioners.
The plan is then submitted to the Commissioner of Corrections for approval.
DOC requires the CCA _Areas to submit to DOC quarterly financial reports
and semi-annual narrative progress reports. Also, during each year, any
major additions, deletions, substantive changes or budget reallocations
in excess of $5,000 must be submitted to the County Board of Commissiomners

and to the Commissioner of Corrections for approval.

C. SUBSIDY FORMULA

Upon approval of the plan by the Commissioner, the CCA Area becomes
eligible for a state CCA financial subsidy. The subsidy formula presently
in use was intended to reflect both correctional needs and ability to pay

. 1 .
for correctional services by the county. The amount of the subsidy to be

1The CCA Funding Committee has concluded that the current formula,

however, is not equitable, and that a new CCA subsidy formula should be
enacted into law by the Legislature. See pages 13 through 25 in the
text of the Committee's report to the Legislature and Appendices D and 1.



provided to each participating CCA Area is determined by the subsidy

(distribution) formula.

D. LOCAL CONTROL

Participating CCA Areas, under the Act, are granted the authority
to establish the particular local administrative structure best suited
to meet the individual Area's needs, and (within requirements of the Act
and DOC rules and guidelines), the discretion to develop programs of their
choice to meet their particular corfectional needs. Participating coun-
ties, however, must assume the costs of all correctional services (other
than the operation of state institutions presently provided in such
counties by DOC) which previously were paid by the state, including
group homes (state subsidy to county), 50 percent of juvenile probation
costs (state subsidy to county), and all adult probation and parole serv-

ices which are administered and funded by the state in non-CCA counties.

E. COMMITMENT CHARGES

With the purpose of discouraging inappropriate commitments to state
institutions, participating CCA Areas are charged per diems (''chargebacks')
for all ;dult offenders for whom the statutory maximum sentence is five
years or less, and per diems for all juveniles committed to state insti-

tutions.

F. TRAINING AND EDUCATION: INFORMATION
SYSTEMS AND EVALUATION

DOC rulesand Session Laws 1979, Chapter 336, Section &, Subdivision &,

1 s

See explanation of chargebacks in footnote 13 on page 43 of the report.
Chargebacks have been eliminated for adults sentenced to the Commissioner
of Corrections for crimes committed on or after January 1, 1981.



require that participating CCA Areas spend no less than 5 percent of
the state GCA subsidy for training and education, and 4 percent for

information systems and evaluation.

G. MINIMUM POPULATION REQUIREMENT

The minimum population of a CCA Area for eligiblity to participate
is 30,000. Two or more counties may join to form one CCA Area; however,
multicounty areas must be contiguous and located within the same Regional

Development Act boundaries.

H. CONTINUATION OF CURRENT LEVEL OF SPENDING

The Act requires that participating counties continue their current
level of spending for correctional expenses. When an area begins par-—
ticipation, it cannot thereafter diminish its spending for correctional

services below the amount it spent in the year prior to the year of entry.

I. INFLATIONARY INCREASE IN FUNDING

Beginning in calendar year 1980, participating CCA Areas, in order
to receive the annual state CCA subsidy inflation increase, must in;
crease CCA Area funding from year to year by a percentage equal to the
percentage of inflationary increase in the state CCA subsidy. (See

2
Session Laws 1979, Chapter 336, Section &, Subdivision 4).

See discussion of this requirement on pages 37 and 38 in the text
of this report.

Provision in an appropriations bill enacted by the 1979 Legislature.
1t will expire at the end of fiscal year 1981 unless it is enacted into
law by the 1981 Legislature.
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ORIGINAL (CURRENT) COMMUNITY CORREC TIONS 2CT SUBSIDY FORMULA

401.10 (Community Corrections Ac

The current CCA subsidy formula is defined in Minnesota Statute

ve

\»/

401.10 CORRECTIONS EQUALIZATION FORMULA

To determine the amount to be paid participating counties the
commissioner of correcticns will apply the following formula:

scored in accordance with

(1) All 87 counties wil e
ur facrtors:

1
a formula involving

(a) per capita income;
(b) per capita taxable value;
enditurs per 1,000 population

(c) per capita exp
for correcticns purpeses; and,

(d) percent of ccunty population aged six
through 30 wvears of age according to the
most recent federal cansus, and in the inter-
vening years between the taking of the fed-
eral census, according to the State demo-

grapher.

"Per capita expenditure per 1,000 peas
is to be determined by multipl
victed of a felony under s
of the current year by 5350
be added:

To the Cffilli thL: thalﬁed will

ations com—
ent year

(i) the number of prasesnte
pleted in that county for ¢
multiplied by $30;

(ii) the annual cost to the coun
tion officers' salaries for ths

(iii) 33 1/3 percent of such annual
officers’' salaries.

3
O
10
b
]
T
5]
V]
l |
"( UQ

for county proba-
yrrent year; and,
t for probation

The total figure obrainesd I adding tre fcregoing items is then
divided by the total county poputation acco ording to the most re-
cent federal census, or during the intervening years between
federal censuses, according to the State demographer.



(2) The percent of county population ages six through 30
years shall be determined according to the most recent
federal census, or, during the intervening years be-
tween federal censuses, according to the State demo-
grapher.

(3) Each_county is then scored as follows:

(a) Each county's per capita income is divided
into the 87 county average;

(b) each county's per capita taxable value 1is
divided into the 87 county average;

(c) each county's per capita expenditure for
correctional purposes is divided by the 87
county average; and,

(d) each county's percent of county population
ages six through 30 is divided by the 87
county average.

~(4) The scores given each county on each of the foregoing
four factors are then totaled and divided by four.

(5) The quotient thus obtained then becomes the computation
factor for the county. This computation factor is then
multiplied by a 'dollar value', as fixed by the appropri-
ation pursuant to sections 401.10 to 401.16, times the
total county population. The resulting product is the
amount of subsidy to which the county is eligible under
sections 401.10 to 401.16. Notwithstanding any law to
the contrary, the commissioner of corrections, after
notifying the committee on finance of the senate and
appropriations of the house of representatives, may, at
the end of any fiscal year, transfer any unobligated
funds in any appropriation to the department of correc—
tions to the appropriation under sections 401.10 to
401.16, which appropriation shall not cancel but is
reappropriated for the purposes of sections 401.10 to
410.16.

The example of the mechanics of the operation of the current formula
shown below is taken from a 1977 report to the Minnesota Legislature by

the State Department of Corrections entitled Past Effort 1970-1977 Future

Directions 1978-1981, chapter entitled COXMMUVITY CORRECTIONS, pages 204

through 206.

N



CCA Subsidy Equalization Formula

a.

Fact

ors

Chapter 401.10 of the Cormunity Corrections Act provides that the
eligible subsidy for each county is to be based upon four factors:

Per Capita Income - this is an inverse factor; counties with
a relatively high per capita income are eligible for less
per capita subsidy than are counties with relatively low per
capita income.

Per Capita Taxable Value - this is also an inverse factor;
counties with a higher per capita taxable value are eligible
for relatively less than counties with a lower per capita
taxable value.

Per Cent of County Population Ages Six through Thirty (6-
30) - this is a direct factor; counties with a higher pro-
portion of young people are eligible for relatively more
subsidy.

Per Capita Expenditure for Correctional Purposes - this is
also a direct factor which essentially reflects the counties'’
expenditure for probation services. Since this factor is
based only on the number of adults under supervision, the
number of pre-sentence investigations completed, probation
officer's salaries, and overhead, it does not necessarily
reflect all of a county's expenditure for correctional pur-—
poses. !

tn

Example

The

following example will serve to illustrate the computation

method used:

——Factor: Per Capita Corrscrtions Expenditures

1.

Ingredients

~~ Number of persons convicted of a felony who are under
supervision at year's end multiplied by $350.00
(estimated average case cost of supervision)

- PLUS -
—— Number of pres-sentence investigations (PSI) completed

during the year mul:tiplied by $50.00 (estimated cost
of service)

1

DOC does not take into account adult probation and parole officers'

salaries, juvenile or misdemenant presentence investigations, nor overhead.



- Annual cost to the county for county probation officer
salaries

—— One—third of the annual total cost of probation officer
salaries

2. Method

—— The total product of the above four ingredients is
divided by county population to arrive at per capita
corrections expenditures. .

—— Per capita corrections expenditure is then divided by
the 87 county average per capita corrections expenditures.

3. Example
—— 96 cases x $350.00 = $33,600
- 65 P.S.I.'s x $50.00 = $ 3,250
-~ Probation Officers Salary = $31,172

—— One-third Probation Officers Salary = $10,391

—— Total Corrections Expenditures = $78,413
~— $78,413 (Total Corroections Expen-—
ditures)
35,145 (County population) = $ 2.23 (Per capita
corrections

expenditures)

- $ 2.23 (Per Capita Expenditure)
1.59 (87 County average)

I

1.402 (Standardized
score for
this factor)

—_Factor - Percentage of County Population Ages 6 through 30

1. Ingredient
—— Percentage of county population ages 6 through 30
| 2. Method
—— Percentage of county population ages 6 through 30

divided by average percentage of state population
ages 6 through 30 to arrive at a standardized score.




3. Example

—— 14,183 (6-30 population)
30,145 (Total county population = 40.4% (Percentage of
county popula-
tion age 6-30)

— .404 (Percentage of county population age 6-30)
.417 (Average percent of state pop~
ulation 6-30) = .969 (Standardized
score for
this factor)

—~~Factor: Per Capita Incone

1. Ingredient

—— Each county's per capita income
2. Method

—-— County per capita income divided into the 87 county
average to arrive at a standard score.

3. Example

—— $4,807 (State per capita income)
$6,201 (County per capita income) = .775 (Standardized
score for
this factor)

——Factor: Per Capita Taxadle Value (Real Estate)

1. 1Ingredient
—-— The county's per capita taxable property value
2. Method

—— FEach county's per capita taxable value is divided into
the 87 county average to arrive at a standardized score.

3. Example

-— $91,997,807 (Taxable value)

35,145 (County population) = $2,617.66 (per capita
value)
-~ $ 2,660.03 {(State per capita taxable value)
2,617.68 (Counczy per capita
taxable value) = 1.016 (Standardized
score)

Standard scores for each county on each of the factors are then summed
and divided by & to arrive at the computation factor for that county.



-— Example

1.402 (Corrections expenditures)
.969 (Population 6-30)
.775 (Income)

1.016 (Taxable value)

4.162 = 4.162 = 1.040 (Computation factor)
A

The computation factor is multiplied by a "dollar value" (a factor
utilized to adjust total eligibility to match total appropriation),
and then multiplied by county population to arrive at annual sub-
sidy eligibility for the county.

-— Example
1.040 (computation factor) x 4.16 (dollar value) x 35,145

(county population) = $152,051 (annual county subsidy elig-
ibility).

APPENDIX D: SECTION TWO

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE1

The recommended CCA subsidy formula is defined below in sample

statute form:
Each county shall receive in fiscal year 1981:

(1) An amount equal to $1,795.793 times the unduplicated
number of persons convicted of felonies and gross
misdemeanors in state district court in the latest
year for which data is available.

(2) Plus an amount equal to $7.693 times the number of
persons residing in the county age 5 through 17 years
as determined by the most recent data of the State
Demographer.

3
(3) Plus an amount equal to $1.94" times the number of
persons residing in the county as determined by the
most recent data of the State Demographer.

See pages 17 through 25 in text of report.
2Using data available in 1980; computation for fiscal year 1981.

Each dollar amount is termed a ''dollar value'.



The computations described atove are performed individually for each
of the 87 Minnesota counties. he Zinal sum computed is the county's

total (gross) CCA subsidy eligibility (prior to deductions for charge-

backs).1

An example of the mechanics of the operation of the recommended
formula is shown below.

Recommended CCA Subsidy Equilization Formula

a. Factors
1. Number of persons convicted of felonies or gross misdemeanors
in state district court in the county in one year (latest

data available).

of juveniles age 5 through 17
years residing in the county) (latest data available).

3. Total county population (latest data available).
b. Example
The following example will illustracte the method of computation:
The total number of staze CCA subsidy dollars to be

distributed to 87 countizs (TAD) in fiscal year 1981
is $23,656,005.

Each one of the three ~ula factors is given a weight
of one-third; thereforz zaczh factor will distribute one-
third of TAD--$7,885,335.

Dollar values for the threz Zactors are computed as follows:

District Court Convictions (3C0)

vicred in district courts (1978

Total number of persons cecavic
r 87 counties).

data) is 4,391 (total

iy

For explanation of chargzoack 22 footnote 13, Chapter I, page 43
of the text of the report. A" ccually receives only the net
subsidy: gross subsidy less = net subsidy.

2
For a discussion of

T in the recommended formula,
see pages 17 through 20 in

s
e report.



Weight TAD

1/3 of $23,656,005
DAF DCC
$7,885,335 + 4,391

Dollar Amount To -
Be Distributed
By Each Factor (DAF)

$7,885,335

Dollar Value (DV)
for DOC

$1,795.79%

I

lation (JP)

Juvenile Popu

Total number of juveniles age

3 through 17 residing in all 87
counties (1979‘data) is 1,025,210.

DAF Jp DV _For JP
$7,885,335 = 1,025,210 - $  7.697
Total Countv Fopulation (TP)

DAF Ip DV For TP
$7,885,335 = £,070,5C0 - $  1.94%
a$1,795.79 = dollar value per person conmvicted in district court.

$ 7.69 = dollar value per juwvenile age 5 through 17 residing in
the county.
S 1.94 = dollar value per person residing in the county.

CCA subsidy eligibilityv for Ancka County (CCA Area) for FY1981 is
computed below to illustrate the mechanics of operation of the recommended
formula.

Weights Factors Dollar Values
1/3 DCC
231 times $1,795.79
1/3 JP
plus 62,940 Cimes 3 7.69
1/3 » 1P
plus 209,800 times $ 1.94
= $1,305,848 Gross Ancxa County {72 Subsidv Eligibility —— FY1981

Cr



It can readily be s=2en zhat the computation method for the current

Q.

formula is much more complex and therefore more difficult to comprehend

than is the computaticn method for the recommended formula.

The Committee studied eight alternative formulae1 (in addition to
the current formula). It is significant to note that, of these eight
formulae, the formula finally selected by the Committee produces the
least dollar amount of ne: gzin to the twelve CCA Areas, and concomit-

2
antly, the least dollar amount of net loss to the sixty non-CCA Counties.

1The method of computaticn Zor 3 of these formulae was similar to
that of the current formula. The method of computation for 5 of these
formulae was similar to that of the Minnesota Social Services Formula:
" Minnesota Statutes 2536E.01 =t. seq., 256E.06.

2Gain or loss is the difference between a county's (or CCA Area's)

total CCA subsidy eligibility in the specified fiscal year under the
current formula and its total eligibility for the same fiscal year under
an alternative formula. The subsidies for some CCA Areas increase under
the recommended formula; subsidies for other CCA Areas decrease. The
amount of total increases for the 12 CCA Areas, however, exceed the total
amount of decreases. Th there is a net gain to the 12 CCA Areas,
and a corresponding rc: to the 60 non-CCA counties. (Some non-CCA

5
(o
[l

O
o
[¢7]

i

[EFIT]

«
O

counties realize a gainj cthers suffer a loss. Losses exceed gains--so
there is a net 1083 to the £J non-CCA counties). See explanation of the
hold harmless provigisrn orn pagss 21 through 25 of the text.

Sel
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UNMET COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS NEEDS

For the purpose of eliciting information concerning unmet community
corrections needs, questionnaires were submitted to all 12 Minnesota
Community Corrections Act (CCA) Areas. All questionnaires were returned
by October 9, 1980. The county community corrections professionals were
asked if, in their CCA Area, unmet needs included a need to expand one or
more presently operating programs and/or a need to implement one or more
new programs, along with the estimated annual (CY 1980) costs therefor,

in seven categories as set forth below:

1. Diversion,
2. Detention,
3. Probation,
4. Community-Based Corrections Programs,
5. Local Correctional Institutions,
6. Paroale,
7. Other Community Corrections Programs or Serv-
ices (not included in other six categories).
Also asked was the question, "Are the described needs unmet because: a)

the state CCA subsidy is inadequate; b) county funding is inadequate; or

¢) both a) and b)?"

In Section One, the overall results of the survey for the 12 CCA
Areas are shown. Section Two shows the results for each of the 12 CCA
Areas individually.

SECTION OwE: OVERALL RESULTS OF THE
SURVEY FOR TiE TWELVE CUA AREAS

1. Estimated GY 1980 Unmet Operating and Capital Costs

Including all estimited "unmet community corrections needs" in



calendar year 1980 for which specific estimated dollar costs were stated,
total estimated unmet needs for all 12 CCA Areas were $13,011,193. This
figure includes all stated estimoted unmet capital costs, as well as all
stated estimated unmet operating costs, for which dollar estimates were

specified.

Total stated estimated unmet operating costs for the 12 CCA Areas

for CY 1980 are shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1

STATED ESTIMATED UNMET OPERATING
COSTS FOR THE 12 CCA AREAS
FOR CY 1980

STATED UNMET

. OPERATING
CCA AREAS costs?
Crow Wing-Morrison $ 33,000
-Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 208,500
Ramsey 1,433,000
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 170,000
Region 3 948,473
Anoka 450,000
Todd-Wadena 210,500
Region 6W 161, 500
Hennepin 702,970
Blue Earth 55,000
Washington 46,000
Rock-Nobles 14,000
TOTAL $4,432,943

“For which dollar estimates
were spacified. All 12 CCA
Areas included stated esti-
mated unmet op=rating costs.
Many areas stated that they
had other unmet operating
costs but did not specify an
estimated dollar amount
therefor. These are not in-
cluded in this table nor in
Table 4 on page 5; therefore,
the total in this table is a
low estimate of unmet operat-—
ing costs. :

Total stated estimated unmet capital costs for the 12 CCA Areas for

For individual CCA Area unmet needs data, see Table 4 on page 5.



CcY

1980 are shown in Table 2.

Table 3 shows

estimates

STATED ESTIYM

TABLE 2
ATED UNMET CAPITAL COSTS

FOR THE 12 CCA AREAS FOR CY 1980
STATED UNMET
CAPITAL
CCA AREAS cosTs?
Ramsey $3,000,000
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 200,000
Region 3 410,000
Region 6W 1,768,000
Hennepin 3,200,250
TOTAL $8,578,250

a . . .
For which dollar estimates were

costs to

specified. Five CCA Areas in-
cluded stated estirgied .unmet
capital costs. Seven areas did
not include unmet capital costs.
These seven aresas, although
having unmet capital coests,
either did t themn
their responses to the ques-
tionnaire or did not specify
the dollar estimatad cost
therefor. Corrections p
sionals in those areas which
did not inciude estimated un-—
met capital costs stated that
they did have unmet capital
costs but had not realizec cap-
ital costs we to be included.
Corrections fessionals in

inciud:> in

sl

rofes—

those areas which stated esti-
nated unmet capital costs in
response to the questionnaire
but did not specify a dollar
amount therefor, stated that
reasonably accurate estimates

of ummet capital cests (e.g.,
build a facility) were
not possible unless studies
were conducted to estimate said
costs. Therefore, the total--
$8,578,250~--1is a low estimate
of unmest capital costs.

were S

unme

pecified for each of

t operating
o

costs [or which

even categories of



. 1 .
community corrections programs or services. Amounts include all CCA
Areas which specified dollar estimates in the particular category. (See

Table 4 on page 5 for data on individual CCA Areas and Section Two.)

TABLE 3
SEVEN CATEGORIES OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PROGRAMS/SERVICES: !
STATED ESTIMATED UNMET OPERATING COSTS

CATEGORY EXPANSIONa + NEWb = TOTAL
Diversion $ 138,800 $ 78,000 $ 216,800
Detention 221,200 32,000 253,200 |
Probation 765,000 70,000 835,000 |
Community-Based Corrections
Programs 441,000 587,000 1,028,000
Local Correctional Insti- c
tutions 721,970 1,044,973 1,766,943
Parole Included Included f
in Pro- in Pro- ;
bation bation j
Other Community Corrections ,
Programs or Services 158,000 ' 175,000 333,000 |
TOTAL $2,445,970  $1,986,973  $4,432,943 |

a . . . .
"Expansion' means expansion of a community corrections
program or service which was operarting in CY 1980.

''New'" means a program or service which did not exist
in CY 1980.

c . .
The only one of the seven categories for which the
CCA Areas stated dollar estimates for unmet capital

costs was '"Local Correctional Institutions."

ESTIMATES OF UNMET CAPITAL COSTS

CATEGORY EXPANSION + NEW = TOTAL

Local Correc~
tional Insti-
tutions $6,300,250 $2,278,000 $8,578,250

Shown in Table 4, individually for each of the 12 CCA Areas, are
the following:

For each of the seven categories of community corrections programs
or services (for which needs were unmet in CY 1980) included in the sur-
vey, dollar costs to meet the unmet needs estimgted for CY 1980 are

shown. Read the footnotes to the table for an explanation of the table.

1 L
See footnote ¢ in Table 3.



TABLE 4
ESTIMATED CY 1930 DOLLAR COSTS FOR UNMET COMMUNITY CORRRCTIONS NEEDS
FOR THE TWELVE MINNESCTA COMMUMNITY CORRECTIONS ACT (CCA) AIEAS
(Results of Survey of County Community Corrections Professionals)

TYPE
o7
COST

i
Expansion

DIVERSION®

COMMUNTITY-BASED
CORRECTIONS
PROGRA

LOCAL CORRECTIONAL

DETENTION® PROBATION? 152 INSTITUTIONS®

piROLEY

New

[
Expansion

New Expansion New Expansion New Expansion New Expansion

1 17 10 11 1

Lton

I

thercefor,

vsre the described needs unmet because:
sefers to Mimiesota) CCA subsidy is inmadequatce; b) county funding is in-
All 12 questionnaires were returned by

October 9, 1920.

Seven categories
it a questionaalr
asked if, in thei

Operating
Cupital
Operating
Capital
Cperating
Capital
Operating
Capizal
COperacing
Capital
Operating
Capital
Cperating
Capital
Cperating
Capital
Operating
Canpital
Cperacting
Capital
Operacing
Capical
Operating
Capital

r eaca footnoted dollar amount,
idividaal CCA Are:,

adequate; or <) both a and b?"

Section Two.

$ 33,000
$ 7,500
$ 38,000

$24,000

$ 40,000

s 3009 324,000

$ 20,000 $20,000

t

$ ? $10,000

see

$

<

$
$

Tra

results
All dollar amounts
as :perating costs are estimated CY 1980 costs it che expansion

r new program had ocperated for all of 1980.
shown in table as capital costs are
tion or remodeling if donme in 1%80.
pansion of a preexisting program or
new program or scrvice which previously did not exist.

estimated costs
"Expansion' means needed ex—
service.

of community corrections programs or services included
submitted to each of the 12 CCA Avrcas.
ir Area, unmet community corrections needs included a

need to expani ome or more presently operating programs and/or a need to
izplement one or more new programs, along with che estimazed CY 1980 costs
in each of the seven categories.

b

$ 20,000 $ 20,000 § 6€5,000° 3  36,0007°

750,000%
500,000

40,000 $ 300,000 5 80,000°% 5
$2,500,000  §
70,000
200,000
200,060  § 227,473
400,000, § 10,000
? See Probation

$225,000 See Probation

$18,000 $40,000

$ 252,000 $194,000

<Y 4 4

80,000 5 100,000 $200,000

$ 33,000 s 27,500°

1,200% $ 24,000 $30,000 $ 2,000

See Probation

$ 40,000 $  40,000+2™ See Probation See

$1,768,000°

’robation

85,000° $202,000 415,970

4
$3,200,250

15,000 $ 98

u v

2 2 $

36,000 ¢ 2V

$14,0007%

kFur Detention-~Expansion, Region OW stated the follewing estimared fosts:
$1,200 for "a centract f£or a neardy secure detention lacility tor juve-
niles" (included by staff in table); $0 f{or "6 additional emorgency non—
secure detention foster homes for juveniles' (Is this funded by ''Wel-
fare"?)-—referral for estimated cost to category 5 Lowal Correcticual
Institutions (sce results of survey for Region 6W, Seccion Twol.

of the survey for the
shown in ta-

All dollar amounts
for construc—

"New' means a needed 1
Region 6W stated as estimated costs for "additional professional j
foster care homes," and 'per diems for adult foster care," $1,530
$2,500. Staff "splic the difference" and included $2,000 in tb

IS
o1

Each Arca was o
This is $40,000 for additional staff for new programs in Lac Qui Parie
county jail. Region 6W did nor include estimated operating costs for an
additional proposed new jail (sce footnote o' below).

Also asked was the question,
a) the State (hereafter State

n . . - .

Region 6W states a need for a "Treatment for Juveniles Budger.” However,
no estimated cost cherefor is stated (see results of survey for Region &W,
Scction Two).

$

44

60,0C0

13,000

$ 75,000




TABLE &

ESTIMATED CY 1980 DOLLAR COSTS FOR UNMET COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS NEEDS
FOR THY TWELVE MINNESOTA COMIMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACT (CCA) AREAS
(continued)

bEsLinated cost was $50,000 to $80,000. Staff "split the difference.” ®This includes estimated costs of $68,000 to remodel Lac Qui Parle jsil to

. meet standards, and $1,700,000 for building a new jail (study now under—

This estimated cost is for "2 additional jailers” for Olmsted County jail way).

to meet standards for national accreditation. There is a question as to

whether this is a "community corrections' expense, if these jailers would Phennepin Adult Detention Center, overcrowding, 2 need for 1 or 2 addi-

be performing "custodial" services only. tionzl detention modules needed in this facility. (Funds not available

d at present for renovation/operation costs.) Stated estimated costs are - .
The total dollar costs listed by Ramsecy under Diversion--Expansion were $85,000 for staff costs only per module. Staff included in table person- '
$313,000. The tadle includes 338,000 for "adult pretrial diversion.” nel costs only for one module ($85,000).

However, $60,000 to $75,000 for a "status offender program" and $200,000

for a “juvenile shelter program' were not included because Ramsey staced qunnepin believes there is a need for expanding the number of halfway

that these services are "a Welfare Department responsibility.” houses f{or women relensed from prison but is unable to document necd at

present.
“The total dollar costs listed by Ramsey under Communiry-Based Corrections

Programs—>New were $530,0000  The cable ncoludes 180,000 tar “purchase of rl!vunwpln believes there {6 an unmet nced for "the mentally retarded cor-
Larvice tontracts for adult Multl-Service Center for men uand women misde- rectional offender’™ bubl s unable to document the need at this time.
preanant of fendera However, $290,000 {or uvenile Srisis Intervention . ’

on shelter basis,' and $200,000 for "adult shelter<type renidential program "Blue Earth states a need for a "comprehensive Juvenile treatment fac{l{cy"
tor mentally 1etarded winlt ol snders” were ot fneluded bocanne Romsey but fn wnable to estimate the cont,

wtated that thewe services need "Wellare tunding-—tedeval, state, and t

Toval.” Pestitntion ax a diverafon from Juventle (ourt:  ares of educat ion and

. commanity Interaction between agenciea (don't necenparily need adidif jonal
thhart-tevam diagnost o and treatment program Tor ‘serlous’ Juventle deltn- personnel ) Mashington stated zero dollar conts,

quents dnoa wecure sett ol Estimated cost U oextating facblity Ta modi~ "

foed Ln $35C0,000; wtatl dinctuded this amount in the table.  (Hstimated “Need Lor a peglonal secure detentlon Tactility for Juventler which wonld
Cost [ onew tacilicy s butlt (s $),%0,000,)  Haclmated wnnual opervat bng serve Washington and survounding counties. Washinpgton states zero dollar
Cunts were $590,000 to 31,000,000 (475 te $90 per diem for 20 1o 30 beds), cont. .

Stat{ "split the dilference,” f.ec., Included $750,000 lor operating costs. v
Same as footuote "u'' above.

Epuber program outside of county Jatl. Estimated codts stated by Keglon 3 w

were:  $75,000 fov “start—up™ lunds and $950,000 tor “operation.” Scalf Warhington states zero dollar costs (see results of the survey for Wash-
included in the table $75,000 ($50,000 for operation and $25,000 of the ington County, Section Two).

stact-up tunds). x
Zero deollar costs are stated (sece results of the survey for Washington

Panoka stated that present Local Correctional Institutions are "inadcquate,” County, Section Two).

"and that county is presently in the process of planning 2 new facility, Ly

hut that the cost estimate is unknown at this time. N Rock-Nobles states for Detention--New program: "Certification of the

3 ) jaill as an 8-day detention hold facility is a necessity."” Estimated cost
*sail pregram in local jail facilities. Todd-Wadena estimated costs at is $14,000. It is not stated what must be dome in order to get the jail
$25,000 to $30,000. Staff "split the difference” and included $27,500 in certified. Is this a2 community corrections cost, or dees it involve cus-—
the table. todial care only?

Jpublicize Lac Qui Parle Juvenile Program. Cost estimare by Region 6W was ’

5200 to $400. Staff "split the difference" and included 3300 in the table.




Estimated costs are stated separately for: 1) needed expansion of pres-—
ently operating programs, and 2) needed new programs (programs which did
not exist in CY 1980). 1In each of these two subcategories, estimated
costs are stated separately for: 1) operatring expenses, and 2) capital
costs. If the reader has any questions concerning any of the estimated
unmet costs, refer to the individual survey results for that particular

category for that particular CCA Area in Section Two of this appendix.

2. Options for Inclusion of Unmet Needs in Total CY 1980 Needs

The following options were available to the Committee in deciding
whether to include any estimated costs for unmet community corrections
needs in the "total minimum estimated CY 1980 community corrections
needs for 87 counties'" (see footnote on page 8).

Option 1: 1Include all dollar amounts as stated for all cate-
gories and subcategories by all 12 CCA Areas.

Option 2: 1Include all dollar amounts as stated for all cate-
gories and subcategories by all 12 CCA Areas ex-
cept exclude all estimated capital costs for
construction, renovation, and modification of
building structures.

Option 3: Tnclude all dollar amounts as stated for all cate-
gories and subcategories by all 12 CCA Areas,
except exclude all but 5% of estimated capital
costs.

Option 4: Same as 1, 2, or 3 above, but make possible changes
in footwnoted dollar amounts (for which alternative
dollar amounts were stated, or ranges were stated).

Option 5: To any of the four options stated above, add:

Add costs estimated by the Committee in
each instance where a CCA Arca has stated
a need, but was unable to estimate the
dollar cost (indicated by a dollar sign
and a question mark in Tablc &4).

Option‘6: Exclude all estimated costs for unmet necds. (In-—
clude in "CY 1930 minimum Community Corvections
needs for 87 counties' only the 1980 hudgcted



expenditures for the 12 CCA Areas, the estimated

expenditures for the 60 non-CCA counties, plus

an inflationary increase, and "ignore'" unmet

needs.
The Committee selected Option 6, and recommends further study of unmet
needs by the Legislature (see pages 27, 29, and 30 in the text of the
report).

SECTION TWO: RESULTS OF UNMET NEEDS
SURVEY FOR INDIVIDUAL CCA AREASZ

In this section, the reader will find the individual survey results
for each of the 12 CCA Areas. Dollar amounts and program descriptions
(in varying detail) are shown for each of the seven categories. For each

category, expansion of presently operating programs, and new programs are

lTotal budgeted CY 1980 community corrections expenditures data were
collected for all 12 GCCA Areas (see Appendix A: Tables A.1 through A.12),
Based on said data, community corrections expenditures were estimated for
the 60 non-CCA counties for CY 1980 (assuming they were participating in
the CCA) and added to the total budgeted CY 1980 cexpenditures for the 12
Areas (see Appendix F). The Committee considered adding all or a portion
of the stated "estimated unmet community corrections needs'" to the total
CY 1980 community corrections expenditure figure for the purpose of de-
termining '"minimum total community corrections needs for 87 counties in
CY 1980." Because the estimates of unmet community corrections needs
were scmewhat subjectively calculated by corrections professionais for
their own areas, however, and not by a scientifically conducted needs
assessment, the Committee decided not to add the stated dollar amount of
estimated unmet needs to the total figure calculated for CY 1980 commu-
nity corrections expenditures for 87 counties for the purpose of deter-
mining "minimum total community corrections needs for 87 counties for
CY 1980." The Committce has recommended that an inflationary increase
be added each year to the total CCA subsidy for 87 counties, however
(sec pages 33 and 34 of the text of the report).

2 ; . ) . .

There arc 12 CCA Areas in Minnesota, comprised of 27 counties, in
which 70% of the state population resides. All 12 returned the survey
questionnaire.



shown separately. The fcrmat is as follows:

ANNUAL GY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COsT

1. Diversion:
a. Expansion of presently

operating program

Program and needed ex-
pansion described $

c. The reason the need is
urnmet is stated (state
* n

CA subsidy inadequate,
funding inade-—
quate, or 2oth) $

2. Detention:

CROW WING-—

(Crow Wi
ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

CATEGORY cosT
1. Diversion:

None.
2. Detention:

a. Expansion of presentlyv operating program:

None,
b. New program:

‘oan. Utilize local
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ANNUAL GY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY : COST

enforcement center. GClients held in deten-

tion would be separate from and not inte-

grated into the normal residential program.

Close surveillance of daily activities,

school, etc., would meet basic needs until

court adjudication. An expansion of staff

and some remodeling would be necessaxry to im-

plement this program. $33,000

(]

. The need is unmet because both the State CCA
subsidy and county funding are inadequate.

3, Probation:
lone.

4. Community-Based Corrcctions Programs:

None.

5. Local Correctional Institutions:

None.
6. Pa;ole:
None.

7. Other Community Corrections Programs or Services:

NS
none,

Questionnaire Completed Dby:

N

Not specified.

DODGE—FTLLMORE—OLMSTED COMMUNITY CORRECTION SYSTEM
(Dodge, Fillmore, Olmsted counties)

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST

1, Diversion:
a. Ewpansion of presently operating program:
Present program: A pretrial release or (RORD

component to the Jail Program. It is not
sufficiently formalized to allow adequate

10




ANNUAL CY

1980

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST
supervision and follow through. Need expan-
sion of present Voluntcer Program to provide
formal screening, recommendation to court on
release and supervision of pretrial release
defendants. One half-time position to coor-
dinate these efforts needed. $7,500
b. New program:
None.
c. The need is unmet because:
Not stated.
2. Detention:
None.
3. Probation:
a. Expansion of presently operating program:
Due to increasing number of probationers, one
additional probation officer is nceded. $20,000
b. New program:
None.
¢. The need is unmet because:
Not stated.
4.  Community-Based Corrections Programs:
a. Dxpansion of presently operating program:
There is a nced to provide additional social
work support to our group homes. Need one
additional social worker to provide group and
family counseling through the group homes. $20,000
b, New program:

A day treatment program is needed. This pro-

gram could bhe combined with the nonsccure de-

tention effort referred to under Category 7.

Tt could also serve a youth burcau type pur-—

pose. $50,000 to
$80,000

11



ANNUAL CY 198¢

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST
¢c. The need is unmet becausz both the State CCA
subsidy and county funding are inadequate.
5. Local Correctional Institutions:
a. Expansion of presently oparating program:
The Olmsted County Jail is seeking national
accreditation. To meet those standards for
the jail, tweo additional jailers are needed. $36,000

b. New program:

None.

c. The need is unme= t
subsidy and county funding are inadequate.

6. Parole:

None.

7. Other Community Correcticns ZTrograms or Services:

a. Expansion of presenti:

program;

There is presently cornly one detention option,

acity in the Olmsted
are not appro-

the 8-day detention ca
County Jail. Most

priate for this dst n option. A 24-hour
is needed. This

nonsecurec detencio Toz
option would previds Ior poii
take juveniles at

ce a place to

tion and referral.

b. New program:
None,

c. The need is urnmat

subsidy and county

Comment about the Queszti

These responses on 1
protfessionals. 1i thi
cur Advisory Board,
Our cost estimates have to be consid

1

The actual cost would depend on wnac

: C
services could he put tczether under one program.

tni the State CCA
a

urcher disposi-~

rhe State CCA
iradequate.

Approximately
$60,000



Questionnaire Completed by:

David Rooney——Community Corrections Administrator.
Lee Blenkush—--Director of PORT.

David Griffin--Director of Court Services.

Pete Huus—-Director of Jail Program.

RAMSEY COUNTY COMMUN

(TY CORRECTIONS

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST

1. Diversion:
a. Expansion of presently operating program:

1) The main unmet need for Juvenile Court
area is expansion of services for status
offenders (a Welfare Department respon-
sibility). This includes needs for more
adequate shelters. Presently only 1
stalf person for entire county. Shelters
are not adequate for minimal needs. At
least 3 to 4 additional staff{ are needed
for handling status offender program;
shelter for boys 14 through 17 is ur-
gently necded.

Status offender program. $60,000 to
$75,000

Shelter program. $200,000

2) Pretrial diversion in Ramsey County iIs a
deferred plea, i.e., no plea program
dealing with misdemeanants and felons at
the adult level.
counselors carrying caseloads of 50+ per

<

There are 5 diversion

o
counselor. Caseloads are 47% felony of-
fenses. Need for expansion is evidenced
by repeated requests for additional di-
version staff by project dirvector, and a
caseload count which verifies that the
35 case maximum for each counselor was
excoeded 3 vears ago. The neod is cur-
rently for 2 new diversion counsclors
with a third to be added in 2-83 as
caceload numbers climb.

T

e

Adult precrial diversion. $38,000
b. New program:

None,

13



CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
COST

C.

The need js unmet because the State CCA sub-
sidy is inadequate.

2. Detention:

3.

Expansion of presently operating program:

1) Jail screening is operative 16 hours a
day-~7 days a week. This is a rclease
program, under own recognizance, decide
on site in detention center. Coverage is
less than 24 hours per day. Public De-
fender eligibility screening is too weak.
Chemical assessment screening requires
more time. Psychiatric screening re-
quires more time. The percentage of peo-
ple interviewed in jail has decreased as
has the percentage released within 2
hours of arrest.

2) Conditional Release program--—works with
detainees in custody who have made one
court appearance and are not released,
except under special supervision and con-
ditions. Felony offender reclease rate
has decreased by 12% over past 18 months
(not sufficient staff). Time taken to do
conditional release review takes up to 3
days but should be completed within 24
hours after ccurt appearance.

3) Pretrial T.A.8.C. (Treatmant Alternatives
to Street Grimes) chemical assessment for
serious offenders with verified drug
problems, veferred by court, prosecutor,
or defense counsel. These persons are in
custody-—detention. Need resources to
expand specific treatment contracts with
residential and nonresidential treatment
facilities in chemical dependency facili-
ties-~small expansion of dollar resources
produced large federal resources for
treatment costs.

New program:
None,

The needs are unmet because both the State

CCA subsidy and county funding arc inadequate.

14

$10,000

$20,000

$10,000



CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

COST

3.

b,

Probation:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

1) Supervision caseloads range from 75 to
100 per probation officer. Supervision
is by specific court order, with special
conditions usually imposed. Caseload re-
duction is urgently needed--additional
staff needed to meet A.C.A. standards

2) Investigation responsibility--presentence
studies for felony and misdemeanor
courts—-~on a timely basis and in complete
fashion is a requirement. To produce
complete and timely investigations, addi-
tional staff is required.

3) Restiturion--both monetary and service——
a responsibilitcy of probation. Service

Al

restitution requires community interpre-
tation, recognition to volunteer agencies
and clerical and equipment support plus

basic permanent staifing.
b. New program:
None.,

¢c. The nceds are unmet because both the State
CCA subsidy and councy £

Community—-Based Corrections Frograms:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

1) For juvenilgs ne'.'“5 ecialized resi-—
dential pia g
are avai
in or near Ramsey County to adequately

1

e, but many are not loc ated
serve needs o ild and fami:y. Necd to
develop variety of speciaiized residen-

tial treatment programs for juveniles—-—
located in or very near Ramsey County.

For promotional development costs only-—-—
results.

]
o
68
n
®
o
—H
w
L
+{
-
I
(2%}

2) Adult Purchas
ently use 2 nonr
tial programs fo

ProOSrams——pros—~
esidontial and 5 reside
LL

Y-
r diverted and convicred

funding are inadequate.

$145,000

$65,000

$90,000



ANNUAL CY 1980

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST
offenders. nonresiden-
tial program enders. Need
emergency shelter for both men and
women otLg,lers. $200,000
b. New programs:
1) (Juvenile) crisis intervention on shelter
basis-~with emergency housing provided. $250,000
2) (Adult) multi-service centzr for men and
women misdemezanant cffenders.
Purchase of serwvice contracts. $80,000
3) (Adult) shelzer zype res “tial program
for mentally rezardaed of ders~-—adult. $200,000
c. The needs are unmet becausa:

5. Local Correctional! Insti

b.2) The State CA

idy is inadequate.

b.1),3) N welZare” fundinz (federal,

)

Y
w
V)
ot
-

Expansion of presently op ing program:

sdemeanants
institu-

Workhouse~-minimum
and felons——wich
tions '‘days' by
175 men--average

apacity
150 men.
o
c

Has several programs vding sczhooly; G.E.D.
training, alcohol depzsndency, shop,

as well as farm,
staff of 4 persons. maximum security
unit for appreximarely ; 50 men--mainly
felony offenders w
year——for better ¢
living arrangemants.
expansion as a
cility: intent
capacity of the
cant degree.)

sessed and fund:
state and leczal

.——with casework

2ntence up to 1
for improved

is net so much an
f existing fa-

ncrease the
any signifi-
not been as-

to be shared by

Estimate for 40 sipzle bed unics,

,_.
O

$2.5 million



CATEGORY

ANNUAIL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
COST

b.

New program:

Several groups have studicd need for a short--
term diagnostic and treatment program for
"serious' juvenile delinquents in a secure
setting; opinion is that such a facility is
needed for juvenile delinquents 14 to 17 who
have failed in other programs, including oper
institutions (public or private), but who are
not appropriate for referral to adult court.
Also that such facility though small (20 to
30 beds) could serve a multi-county area,
with tight control on criteria for admission,
and requiring a high quality staff., Quite
costly. Costs should be shared by state and
counties involved.

Estimate 1if existing facility could be modi-
fied.

Estimate if new facility is built.
Estimated annual operating costs ($75 to $90

per diem;.

The need is unmet because both the State CCA
subsidy and county funding are inadcquate.

6. Parole:

ae

b.

Expansion of presently operating program:
F 3 s &

Needed. A}l comments on Probation also apply
to Parole.

New program:
None.

7. Other Community Corrections Programs or Services:

a e

b.

Expansion of presently operating program:
Norie.

ew program:

$500,000

$3.5 million

$550,000 to
$1 million




AXNUAL CY 1980

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST

Comments about the Questionnaire:

Very difficult to comp_.ete with accuracy. Also having
3 staff from Corrections complete the survey does not
necessarily give a brLQL or reprecentative view of
needs. Nearly impossible to give accurate assessme

of costs—-~not defined (e‘g., construction cost/operat-
ing costs).

Lf

Robert A, Hanson--Director, aAdult Probation/Parole

sion.
Arthur Cavara—-Director, Juvenilz Servics 1 .

Euzena H. Burns—--Direltor,

parcment (Ramsey County .

N N TN s (e
COMUNITY TORR

olk, Norman counties’

ANNUAL CY 1980
LSTIMATED
CATEGORY ) COST
1

a. Expansion of pressntly operating program:
None.
b. New program:

Diversion
court. Pr
pervision
tion De Novo
lent to proba
clerical

c. The need is unme:t
subsidy and county

cause horh th2 Scate CCA

unding ars inadedquate.
z, Detention:

R
\

Lo

a. Ewpansion cf presen

(r

Nomne.,

P

[¢x]



ANNUAL CY 1980

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY CosT
N ¥ - .
b. MNew program:
Semi—-secure shelter for juveniles under 14 or
status offenders. This could best be done by
contracting with families for emergency shel-
ter care. : $18,000
c. The need is unmet because the State CCA sub-
sidy is inadequate. This is a state mandated
program.
3. Probation:
a. Expansion of presently operating program:
None.
b. New program:
Adult misdemeanants are not receiving ade-
quate probation services., Need two P.0.s to
supervise misdemeanants and provide services
to the county court. One half-time clerical
position. $40,000
c. The need is unmot because hoth the State CCA

subsidy and county funding are inadequate.

4. Community-Based Corrections Programs:

None.

1

5. Local Correctional Institutiong:

as

Expansion of presently operating programs:

The Northwest Regional Corrections Center has
d

capacity of 25. 1t ho-ds beth precrial and
I Yy |

under sentence adults, both male and fenmale.
Tt also handies juw: for a maximum of 8

days. The ability exists to provide exten-

sive programminz.  The Center has been over-
crowded in both pretrial decention and under
scentence. During tl ¥ there has
been an avoerag:

triat with a

.
essary to utilize

for those under scnte facilitvy
has avervaged over £ 28 for rthe
past 3 years, rcaching highs of 38 to 40.

T



CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
COsST

There is a nee:d
ity by approximacz

arcas.
Annual expensecz.

Constructicn coss

w

New program:

None.

oy

The need is unimz-<
subsidy and

inadequate,

6. Parole:

None.

7. Other Community Corrzc-:-r: “razramns or Services:

'

=

Zenter's capac-—
by adding a new
work release dorm whicn we Zree up other

the State CCA

a.

Expansion of

S
et
i

1Al

n
!
'
[

e
i
'y
jo¥)
r

Cing program:

Administracion:
trator/Directe
50% Director
trative Assict

surance, fira: E
Corrections C ; Tra
ordinator, in D= training, MIS,

evaluation,
Advisory Boa
time clerica.

ciong 2 half-

one full-rin:
training, an

FIRE -

¢ pranning,

New program:
None.

The need is ucmzz b=
sidy is inadeguacz

[l

Questionnaire Complezes Lo

Harley Nelson—-Adminizirac-» “i-ictor,

gional

Corrections

Recently becams=

trator.

4

oo Jountv Tommuni

vrozron: 1 Adminis—
i of system,
Adminis—

Cprencensive Plan,

a2 need to add

Ro -

$70,000

$200,000

$18,000

ty Corrcctions Adwinis-



CATEGORY

ARROWHEAD REGIONAL CORRECTIONS
(Region 3: St. Louis, Cook, Lake,
Koochiching, Aitkin, Carlton counties)

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
COST

1. Categggx:

a.

b.

Expansion of presently operating program:
None.
New program:

None.

2., Detention:

a.

Expansion of presently operating procram:
I y [=] O

None.

New program:

None.

3. Probation:

8.

Expansion of presently operating brosram:
J £ :

1) Juvenile restituticn-——presently grant
funded. See attached description idescrip-
tion was attached to response to question—
naire but is not included in this a pendix |

Provides fov restitucion scrvices for juve-

1

o)

nile Couri--botl financial and community
service resritution. Crant runs out after
1981 and will not be able to fund. Juve—

nile Courts, particularly Duluth, using
more and more community service as a con-

sequence for de

2) At present we have a Probation/Social
Service Team Project, The #.0. and so-

cial worker work tezether as a co
. .

prevent residentia

eatment p
of juvenile of fenders tl g
tervention with disinte
with delinquent vouth.
develop and utilize innovative methods

with families and youth vather than to
use only rraditicnal approaches.  This
was an experimental program desizned ro

provide early

up proccssing

63,000




CATEGORY

ARNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CosT

4,

Community-Based Corrcections

successful, but cascload numbers in pro-
bation make it unlikely wo can continue
without an additional position. $25,000

3) We have a Women's Restitution Project—-
purpose is to provide an alternative to
the usual sentence of fine or incarcera-
tion for adult female offenders. Clients
are relerred by county and District
Courts. Grant funding——-LEAA. With end
of LEAA, program will ccase. This is
only program dosigned specifically for
women offenders. $164,000

New program:
None .

The needs are unmet because hoth the State
CCA subsidy and county funding are inadequate.

a e

ixpansion of presently operating program:

1) S.W.A.T.--intensive comm= ity alfernative
to institubionalization. Clients wust be
under 18 years oid and muss have been in-—

volved in criminal activicy that ordinar—

ily results in commitment to a state
facility. Frovides intensive intervention
and monitoring of juvewniles., S.W.ALT.
presently only serves Duluth, Hibhb

Virginia. Need to expand to encompass

tached grant appli-

cation which was recently turnced down

more of Region. Sce a

[grnnt application was attached to re-
sponse bto questionnaire bur is not in-
cluded in this appendix . Overall hudget
problems could piace S.W.ACT. program in

jeopardy.

N
—

Cowmunity Youth Program (OUY.PL)——dosigned

Lo provide trcatment, ing group, in-

dividaal, and family ing, develop-
mental guidance and conditioning

Tor delinquent youth
require institutionalizacd

Juvenile Covrt. Males and fema
Duluth ereca. C.Y.P.——thero is no nred to

N
o



ANNUAL CY

1980

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST

expand, but rather :to continue with what
we have. Program is seen as significant
to juvenile court in Duluth, Without ad-
ditional funding, program is in jeopardy. $49,000

b. New program:

None.
¢. The needs are unmet because:

5.

Not stated.

Local Correctional Institutic-:

Expansion of presently cpesrating program:

The Northeast Regiona! lorrections Center

Currently houses 100, wzs built for 71 and
should be expanded to
present needs and projections.
minimum security fei and misd
with the typical of

a zapacitv 130 based on
It houses
emeanrants

an 18 to 21

year old, first time felzny offender. The
center operates a far:, sducational/voca-

tional and group therapy program. The Center
has been in excess of ad capacity since

1976. DBoard action szt a maximum of 100 res-
idents in 1973, This Lizit
A recently proposed addizlon would provide

has been reached.

living, sanitary, and prozrawm space for 59
additional residents whizh would meot stand-—
ards for an additional 37 residents. (Sce

attached write-up.) [ Sez scction "Northeast
Regional Corrections Cenzer.']

To build. $400,
Per year to operate. $200,

New program:

Short-term juveni?
attached program descripz!?
head Juvenile Center Anves
scription was attached t:

rogram do-

Dse L0 ques—
tionnaire but is not iwncindsd in this appon-
dix. ] Need for medium szruricy racility for
juvenile offenders who
placed in residencial tx:
To provide a corrective

to now nave boen

000

000



CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
cosT

adjudicated delingquent youths aimed at

viding immediate consequenc

pro.e..

misbehav-

b2

oo

5 or

ior, also to provide restitution to community
and victims, and to provide medium secure Z4-

hour care to residents who are deemed danger-—
ous to themselves
vide education,
behavior
tus.

or community. Would pro-
for bad conduct,
1

security

consedquenies

indivic

contracts, sta-—

$237,496
the State
funding are inadequate,

The needs are unmet

CCA subsidy and county

Parole:

a.

b.

~J
°

Expansion of presently operating program:
None.
New program:
None.
Other Community Corre. ions Programs or Services:

a .

Expansion of presently cperating program:
None.

New program:

Huber progiram cutsids of county jail., 1ndi-

viduals on liuber
Program could
less
help pay for program.

0 not need maximum security.
o Hubers

: in
secure enviiz they would

Start—-up funds. $75,000

Operation. $50,000

The nced is unmet bec

e
53]
<
1)
89}

Not stated.

Additional Comments:

Realistically,
cial problems arc not

to our

system,

speaking, the Arrowheaad Rezion's

much addiciong or

SO

but

what we present iy hawvs

- N P
ravnei



ANNUAL CY 1980

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY : COST

Comments about the Questionnaire:

Cannot differentiate between state and local funding
problems. Not sufficient overall funds to continue
programs. I don't know how to say who's responsible.
Counties have increased at 6% rate since 1976,

Questionnaire Completed by:

Gary Dosser--Director of Arrowhead Juvenile Center.

Dan lLawrence~-Director of Northeast Regional Correc-
tions Center.

Pat Heaslip--Director of Court and Field Services.

David Gustafson--Director of Arrowhead Regional Cor-
rections.

1
NORTHEAST REGIONAL CORRECTIONS CENTER:

The problem of ove vowding is not a new one at N,E.R.C.C. In 1977 a
subcommittee of the adult community corrections committee was asked to
study the problem and make a recommendation. The subcommittee con-
cluded that the best solution was to expand the residential facilities
at N.L.R.G.C. The study also concluded there were presently no funds
to cither construct or operate an addition.

In August of 1978, with the daily average population continuing to
climb, the Arvowhead Regional Corrections Board placed a population
limit of 100 on the facility. This was a somewhat arbitrary number
that exceeded the rated capacity (71) by 29 and it was felt this limit
would not be reached in the foreseeable future. The limit was reached
briefly in Mavch of 1979. The population has been at or mear 100 for
all of calendar year 1980.

The population of the St. Louis County Jail reached c¢ritical proportions
in August of 1980, This prompted several meetings between various mem-—
bers of the criminal justice system, i.c., Judges, Sheriffs, Jailor,

County Atrtorney, Deflender, and Corrections. Several alternatives to in-
carceration or shorter sentences were discussced. The consensus was that
all of thesc alternatives we

e inappropriate and that expansion of
N.E.R.C.C. was tlie only viable

-
le solution.

This topic has been discussed at the last two A.R.C. Board meetings.
There is gencral agrevinent of the need for an addition, however, still

no funds for construction or opcration. Decause of these discussions

an architoct was hired and rough plans for a 6,600 squarc foot addition
was developed.  The estimated construction costs are $400,000.00 and

the annual opevating budget, based on 1980 figures, is $200,000.00.  This

Document enclosed with Arrowhead Region's response to the queation-

nairc.



addition would br into compliance with Minnesota Jail
C

Standards for a 130 b= provided it is adequatcly staffed.
In the midst of alil of ..R.7. Board has been preparing a law-
suit against Grand La fsr the past two years. Grand Lake
zoning prohibits adulc cr juvenilz facilities from being buile in the
Township. A.R.C. is : e
for Cctober 24, 1¥80.

NE.R.C.C.'s plans for

that ordinance and the trial is set

of that suit will be significant for

ChUn T CORRIECTIONS

ANNUAT, CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST

a. Expansion o

At present w= hzve 2 hall time pzrson to work
with the -
divert chern

an attempt to

need is for

an additior <7 2 3
tensive sup 1zl $40,000

b. New program:
None.

c. The neecd {

T

Not stated.
2. Deatention:
a. Expansicen of orezsrTly opovating program:

1)

reatnent PI‘O%T?\W]

for misdemeaanants
pearance, provides
ellblock prisovers,
ion services for
ard provides t
work release prozcam,

members. The
|




CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
COST

3.

detention services at the Juvenile Center
for juveniles. We currently are not
meeting the state requirements as far as
number of staff. The addition of 2 staff
members to bring the supervision level up
to meet state standards is . reded.

New program:
None.
unmet because:

The needs are

Not stated.

Probatlon

a.

Expansion of presently operating prooram:
) I 2 i

1) The program presently offercd by the Adult
Division includes parole and probation su-
pervision, presentance investigation for

the District and C
is to increase sta
bation officer to
ers to probation o
Five years rat
time person co coo
presentence inv
quire
every felon

ago

est
S a presentend
guideline
investi
area o
tigaticons average
years ago
Legisl:
provide
hol re?
2) The service
nile
tiorn
gations
There
by 2, whi

case ds i

:L\,iux 1)

3

C L

supervlsion an
F o)

counties. At pres
Lto s
average

Theru has he:

tion office
oads

21 1O

led with the

The need
a, 1 pro-
of offend-~
95-1
b) 1 full-
contract
nts.

ounty courts.
if by three:
reduce ratio
fficer from
io was 55-1;
rdinate the
igation age Law re-—
e investigation on
sentencing

£

nents for presentence

l probation officer
Presentence inves-
vear while 4

100

in

per year.

counties to

essments for all alco-

T ifered the Juve-
udes parole and proba~
1d prese
unty Court (juveniles).
present staff
compare with standard
Community Corvections
ent the ba~
upervise

hy

investi-

entence

increagse

re are 8 pro
550 cases.
/O CASCS.

the

approximately

stalf increases in

to 70-1.

$40,000

o
>}
O
o

-]
O




ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY CosT

past 4 years. This addition would de-
crease caseloads to approximately 50
cases. $40,000
b. MNew program:
None.
c. The needs are unmet becausc:

Not stated.

4. Communitv-Based Courvections Programs:

a. Expansion of presently operating programs:
Noine.

b. New program:
Necd for a community-based group home for 10
boyvs having a work experience component within

the program. $200,000

c. The neced is unmet because both the State CCA
subsidy and county funding are inadequate.

Local! Corvectional! Insiitutions:

a., Expansion of presently operating program:

Our present facilicy is described as being in-

adequate.  The ceounty is presently in the

process of planning a new facility. Cost cstimate
unknown at

this time

c. The need is unmet bacause:

Rot stated (see S.a.).

a. Lxpansion of presencly operating proviam:
1 ]

Addressed in categorv 3¢ Probation.

(2]
s



ANNUAL CY 1980

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COosT
= -~ .
b. New program:
None.
c. The need is unmet becausze:
Not stated.
7. Other Community Correcti or Services:
a. v <parating program:
Present funding dces rnot meet the needs of
individualistic per: =-based training
czp mental changes.
Both additional £ nd manpower would be
necessary to maet the specific train-
ing needs of correczigcna. staff. Present
allocation of fun ; its meeting specific
training needs by 60% of identified
needs. $30,000
Additional Comments:
In summary, the majority of zn: needs of Anoka County

is for additional funds in crdsrv to meet the demands
as a result of new legis_ fuor existing programs
(staff allocation).

Questionnaire Complered byv:

N

Not stated.

ANNUAL CY 1980
STIMATED
COST

i. Diversion:

a. DExpansion of presernc.v

o
o

I
m
rt
.
e
]

rogram:

None.
b. New program:

None.



ANNUAL CY 1980

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST
2. Detention:
a. Expansion of presently operating program:
None.
b. New program:
None.
3. Probation:
a. Expansion of presently operating program:
There is a need for one additional adult pro-
bation officer for district and county courts
in Todd and Wadena countizs and one half-time
secretary, $33,000
b. New program:
None .
¢e The need is urnmet because both the State CGA
subsidy and county funding are inadequatec.
4. Community-Based Corrections Prozrans:
a. IExpansion ol prescntly operating program:
None.
b. New program:
None.
5. Local Covrectional Tneritutiona:
a. Expansion of presencly operatiag program:
None.
b. New propram:
Jail program in local jui' facilities. $25,000 to

$30,000



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

CATEGORY COST
6. Parole:
a. Expansion of presently cperating program:
None.
b. New program:
(See category 3: Frcbatlon.)
7. Qther Community Correcticns Frograms or Services:
a. Expansion of presentiyv ¢perating program:
Juvenile Group Homes, $50,000
b. New program:
We need adult residentizl program. $100,000
c. The needs are unmet bsceuze both the State
CCA subsidy and courzy Zunding are inade-
quate.
Questionnaire Completed by:
Vayne W, Wendel--Director, Zcx ity Corrections.
JONIOWITY CORRECTTONS
Lal Tui Parle, Yellow
Crippewa counties)
ANNUAT, CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST

0

Lac Qui Parle County Juvsnile Program—-School
and L.E. The exisz!
program is underu:
have
mation
diversion;

structure is not used;
There i1s a need to

prograrm barter infor-

publish

brochure: »n with actors in

clart
New program:

exist.

O

es not
1

adult divarsion

i
1y

Adult diversion in erw Zorm d

Ve neced elony and gross




ANNUAL CY 1980

ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COST
misdemeanor offenders. Probably hive e di-
version officer for 4 counties. $24,000
¢c. The needs are unmet because the State CCA

subsidy is inadequate.

2. Detention:

a.

Expansion of prescently operating program:
1) We now have 2 emergency nonsccure deten-—
tion foster homes for juveniles. The use
patterns are sporadic——around the school
year breaks our nced is largest; midsum-
mer it is lowest. Two homes meet summer
Ve

nonsecure detention fos—

necds, not others. nceed six addi-

tional emergency
ter homes.

detention facil~
Contract with Lyon

We need a ncarby secure

ity for juveniles.

County for some detention in the new jail
1 i but is 50 to 100 miles

would heip, away.
far securce detention

A contract

is not
now available--must confer between Lyon
Ceunty and through Boards of the 4-county

Qrea.

3) Two counties have condemned jails (as of
January 1, 1981/, One county has never
had a jail. One county has a lbd-day fa-

cility. Ve nust have adult detention! A

study v

1eding cost of construction ver-
i wvay.
1981l

Sus Ccontr. now u.ader Con-

;is
styuction is not likely in

New program:
None.

the State

and county funding are dnado-

The needs are unmet because both

CCS subsidy

qua o

3
[

$0
$1,200
For cost, scc

category O:
Local
tional Insti-
tutions

Correc—



CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
COST

3. Probation:

a. Expansion of presenzt:.y cperating program:

Currently, one adult feion probation officer
supervises 97 to 100 clients per month. Ve
e

need one additional adu.t lon P.0. to cut

the caseload to 43 cr 30,
b. New program:

We need misdemeanor vices. We

have 4 juvenile P.0.s providing

\
3
"

o)

L)

ju8)

o

o}

o

9]

I
v

z some limited
services to ges will uti-

i
the countizs. Ju
: re if they were

the State

c. The needs are unme:
a are inade-

CCA subsidy
quate.

4. Community-Based Correlziins ~rozrams:

a. Expansion of presenztlv ~perating program:

=

We mneed more monew more professional ju~

venile foster cars

, and for per diems
for adult foster

b. New program:

We need a Huber Law ciiitve—-a place in
Cranite Falls ar Moo
Release' offeras
vised.

~id2o where "Huber Law
=z housed and super-
: purchase.)

(ot

¢. The needs are State CCA

subsidy is not

-

5. Local Correctional Imstitutiong:

a. Expansion of cperating program:

=

None.
b. INew program:

1) We need a

Huber Law and
correctiar i ]
i

5. There is
Judges

no jail--

$24,000

$30,000

—
-
1%
o
o
s
o)

o
)

-
L
(@]
&}

$40,000




CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1930
ESTIMATED

_cost

won't commitc offen
time" in jails (13©

pressing the counrty
a program for a 3-
for f

program fermale
detention. One ja
ty) exists for adu
county area. It h z
Law Release, no fe U
tion. To provide adequate facilities (not
counting additional depury or matrons,
would not be expansive.
Remodel jail to meet standards, $68,000
Add staff for new prozrams. $40,000
2) We need a new ja:l with nrocrams:

!
~
(&)

Cost depends on si
ties participatin
way .

The needs are unmz=
CCA subsidy and councz
quate.

6. Parole:

(See category 3: Probacicn,

7.

Other Community Covrsctlic s Trox

of coun-
now under

$1.7 million

State
inade-

a. Dxpansion of pressntlv ooz

None.

New program:
There are "hard"
boards and
tors and
for placement of
or treats
ties arc 1007%
children catego
the "blamre" fo
for their larg
treatment fact

foster

R

Corrections doos nave a
veniles budget! I: Wellazz
T

o

Progy

ams:




ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY . - COST

want the control over recommendations and su-—

RS
-2

pervision.

c. The necds are umnet because both the State
CCA subsidy and county funding are inade-
quate, and because of the conflict degcribed
in b above.

Questionnaire Completed by:

Lens—-—~Administrative Assicstant.
as Oxenreider--Program Dircctor.
11 Ulman--Advisory Board/Executive Ceommittee,

HESNEP LN COUNTY COMMUWITY CORRECTIONS

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY CcosT

1. Diversion:

None.

2. Detentcion:

a. Expansion of presently opevating prozram:

Since 1978 the number of felony bookings, the
avera

ze lenglh of stay, and the avoerage daily
population have continued to increase at the
Adult Detention Center., Consistent over-
crowding has resulted-~during i the
total of

20 days. Elforts arc under wayv to reduce
ol

Detention Conter was ovorcrowded 3

the overcrowding through procedurati/p
cha
detention modules sheould be opened. Funds

LG

zoss however, an additiona

not available at present for the rencvation/
operation costs for this needed expansion.

Staff costs only per medule. $83,000
b. Few program:

Honoe.

3

c. The necd 1s unmot beocauss both the Stare (GCA

subgidy and county [unding ave inadequate.



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATE®
CATEGORY ) COS5T

3. Probation:

No major unmet needs at this time.

At this time there exist no major unmet
needs. There may be a nced to increase the
number of district court probation officers
one year from now depending upon crime rate
and/or Sentencing Guidelines impact. Thexe
is a general sense that more probation offi-
cers are needed, but this cannot be docu-
mented until we implement the Wisconsin Case
Classification System.

b. New program:

None.

+.  Community-Based Corvecotions Progranms:
a. DBxpansioun of presently operating program:
None.
b. New program:
1) With the closure of Project Elan in March,
]

1980, there no a community-—
based residential correctional program

Tonger
for adult female offenders. Tho prescnt
options are either probation or incarcer-

ation. A six-month prog for women of-

fenders and their children is necded and

should receive referrals from motro area.

Six to eight women. $92,000

2) There exists no correctional group lhonme
for girls., Harmabee and Freecport West
accept boyvs only. A corvectional group
home should be developod or one of the
existing rosovrces should be made cocdu-

cational.

Tifteen to twenty girls. $110,000

¢. The needs are umact because both the State
CCA subgidy and county are inade-

quate.




CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
COST

5.

Local Correctional Tnstitucizns:

a.

b

Expansion of presently cperating program:

1)

2)

New

rvicesz space and activities
orrezozions Facility are
cient. Medical services,

Program and s
at the Adult
grossly insuf

chapel, and voluntesr coordinator are lo-
cated on the second “looy over the main
entry corridor. Educational, vocational,
and primary counsea! s using "found

space' beneath th room in what
was formerly a r r. Both areas
are far undersizzd, a2re irnaccessible to
women and the haniiczo nd do not
: fire pro-

meet minimum

tection and life szalzly he dining room
is shared by functions

-
N e
2

as weight lifgirz a=7 basketball, con-—
certs and movi

available to w
Unit there is n: Zz2dicated program and
services spale.
tion of a prozram ani scrvices building
on the Aduit Corr
is needed.

es wnlinh are also not
ymer,  snd, in the Women's

‘-: -onstruction/opera-

Construction cosIz. $3,200,250
Operating ccsts $220,000

Since 1978
been availab il v bovs. As a re-
sult the '
Sauk Centre
ter's had do
tions regarding

treatment cen-—

_egitimate ques—

yrocection and
rave been
of a ¢girls'

chool is

equal acces
raised. Thr
cottage at tn
needed.

pEs
NS

o
tn

14,970

(o]

Operating

program:

Noune.

The

CCA subsidy and counzy fun

needs are unmet -z-ause both the State
e inade-

quate.



CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
COST

6. Parole:

None.

7. Other Community Correctionz i'roprams or Services:

None.

Additional Comments:

Ve believe there is an "unmet need" for the mentally
retarded corrvectional offender yet cannot document
this need at this time.

We further believe that there may be a need to expand

the number of bhalfway houses for women coming out of

prison (at present there is only cne such program),
but we cannot document this need at present.

Questionnaire Completed by:

Ken Young——Dircctor,
Sigmund Fine--Superintendent,
ity.

ick

Hennepin County Court Services.

Adult Corrections Tacil-

=

dons---Corrections Budget Analyst.

Jant Smaby-~Comiunity Corrections Act Administrator.

BLUE TARTH CORMUN

CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1989
ESTIMATLD
CosT

i. Diversion:

a. Expansion of presently cperating program:

Defend-

< has operared for

Jubiic

Youth diversion: The Man

-t
=
ju
[
J

er's juvenile ofiic
catendar
all

10 years, is being discontinued iu
year 1981, Ve
of those

3
previously wenl to the

getting nearly
the
P.I juvenile

yoelorrals which

1 PURD B
Sonools
1

oflicer.

Ve need to expand You

b. MNew program:
Adult
adult diversion
very beneficial
Court.

diversion: We presently have no [ormal

J

program.  We feol it woutld be

especially in Misdemcanant

420,000

$20,000



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

CosT

c. The needs are unmat because both the 5t
CCA subsidy and county funding are inade-
quate,

2. Dentention:

a. Expansion of present

Shelter care faci
Though state st:
for certain ¢!
offenses,
detention.

to securely hoid s

b. New programn:

S

None.
c. The need is unmet because both the State CCA
subsidy and county funding are inadequate.

a. DExpansion of present.y cperating program:

No preasent nzed: DBasicallv, we can handle
the present caseload. 1If it expands, we will
have to expand cur probatlion stafif as well. S0

b, Xew program:
None.

4. Comaunity-Based Corvec

a., Expansion of pre

(_
0
D
-t
-

k‘)
ion)

e}
1
'
L
[
ot

Ting program:

None.

Comprehens atmen

need {
facility
and beha~!
clude a hz.

or juveni
chiemic

Tlon

¢. The neced

Lo

ot. $15,000



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

CATEGC cosT

5. Local Correctional Institutions:

None.
6. Parole:
None.

7. Other Community Corrections Programs or Services:

None.

Questionnaive Completed

Not stated.

WASHTHCTON COUNTY COMMUNETY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY . COST

1. Diversion:

a. Expansion of presently operating progrdm:

Restitution as a diversion from juvenile

court is being handled on an inforasl basis
by local arca potice depavtments and fo some

cxtent Youth Scervice Buroaus. Fornnlizacien

/ [ L - N -~ - o -
and/or cxpansiocn of this tvpe of program
/ i AN &
would he of ercar henefit to Washington
o poal

County due to the high incidence of

ol fenses committed by juveniles. I

neceded isn't neocessavily din terms of person-

nel! bLut in the area of educericn and comau~
nity interaction berweoen agencics. Tovmasi-

zolion typo progras )
only with a cocperative cffovi on the part of

police and service agoncies. bDitlering
philosophics in the varions areas makes this
difficult to coordinare.

program:

There s a need for a progran operaced 1o che
schools for juveniles exhibiting problen be-
havier in cthat scctinz. This should boe spe-
cifically aimed at the truant child ang
provide programming which would keep this

-

offense out of juvenile court. ' $10,000

40



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

CATEGORY ~ COST
c, School Program (b): The need is unmet be-
cause the State CCA subsidy is inadequate

Juvenile diversion—-restitution: See a above.
2. Detention:

a. Expansion of presently cperating program:
With present jail standaxrds our secure juve-
nile detention facility Zs limited to a 48—
hour holding facility. The number of juve-

1

niles requiring secure detention does not
in building a new fa-

justify cost involved
cility or updating the p; ent facility to
increase the length of inement. Space
limitations do not permiz GducatLonal and
recreational programmuing necessary to become
an 8-day holding facilicy.

‘h Ul

(@]

(o

There is a need for a rezional secure deten—

tion facility which could serve not only this
CCA arca but survounding

lar necds. This facili

counties with simi-
v would have a lim-
ls and would accept only

ited number of bec
those juveniies who had allegedly committed

$0

felony offenses
b. New program:
Same as a abov:

oth the State
furnding are inade-

2, The nceds are unmet belaise b
CCA subsidy and county
quate.

Lo

‘o“*f1on.

a. DIxpansion of presently operating program:

)

Currently there are 430 zdults being super-
vised by this Repartment. There are 5 proba-
tion officers assizned to the Adult Division;
the caseload averages 3% per P.O.  1n addi-
tion to carc¢ su
ble Tor abot

prrviceicon, they are responsi-—
ovt ¢
per year. Curre:

sce investigations

jzotiens indicate the
need for 2 addi robation oflficers il
an average caseload of 80 is to be main-

tained. $36,000



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED
CATEGORY COsT

b. New program:
None.

4, Community-Based Correcricns Prozrame:

a. Expansion of prese cperating program:

None.

b. New program:
My reaction to thi
grams are needed,

scrvices that we mu
juvenile probation

1ot what pro-
l¢ based on

o

vav——i.e.,

The act in
theory says do locz:
vides no subsidy fov
current formula prox
than innovativeness. Tt is iroecs
speak to specific u

But pro-
czram, The
s quo rather
ible to
when a

PN N

vehicle for providin

is not

provided. $7?

¢c. The needs are unmez heleuee tha State CCA
subsidy is inadcqu

w

nesCiTuTiors

5. Local Correctional

None.

6. Parole:

7. Other Conmunity Crorpreccis

a. Expansion of pre

There is a need

Zrams . My reac

what programs ar
based on :
way-—i.e., juve
The act in theo
But provides no
gram. The ciry
tus quo rath =
impossible to

proguram

neceds when a vehilizlz Lhose pro-

grams 1s not provli




ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

TECORY ’ GOST

b. New program:

None.,

Questionnaire Completed by:

Russell A. Reetz-~-Juvenile Division Supervisor.

Thomas Zoet--Adult Division Supsz

ViSO,

ROCKR~NOBLES COVMUNITY CQORRECTIONS
(Rock and Nobles counties)

ARNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

CATEGORY COsT

1.

2.

(O8]

Diversion:
None.
Detention:
a. Expansion of present:v cperating program:
None,
b. New program:

Certification of t a s
tion hold facility is a nzcessity. $14,000
c¢. The need is not unme: as a result of inade-

quate funding.

Probation:

none.

)
=

Community-Based Correcricns

U2
™
W
=]
u

e

None,

Lecal Corrections Instictuztions:

Coe

-




ANNUAL CY 1980

ESTIMATED
CATLGORY COST

7. Other Community Correcticns Procrans or Szrvice

None .

Questionnaire Completesd by:

Jay P. Klein——Director, Community Correcrions,

f~
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METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING ESTIMATED COMMUNITY GCORRECTIONS
EXPENDITURES FOR CY 1980 IN THE SIXTY NON-CGA GOUNTIES!

TOTAL ESTIMATED CY 1980 COMMUNITY
CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES FOR 87
COUNTIES

An ideal approach to estimating total community corrections fund-
ing needs would include a needs assessment for every county to determine
the program elements that would be included in a community corrections
system for that county. Once program elements and service levels were
identified, accurate cost estimates could then be arrived at. Circum-
stances, however, did not allow such an approach to estimating total
funding needs. TFirst, the time and resources needed to support such an
effort were not available. Second, such an approach would have required
making specific decisions for every county, regarding the inclusion of
particular services and.appropriate service levels. These decisions are
unavoidable when a county actually enters the GCCA. Experience has shown,
however, that attempting to deal with this problem by making temporary
assumptions regarding county-level resource allocation, even if only for
research purposes, results in an unacceptable level of controversy. This
controversy is founded in the belief by some that making such assumptions
implies an erosion of each county's discretion in determining how commu-
nity corrections resources are actually allocated. The validity of this
concern is not important here. What is important is that it was necessary

to employ a less than optimal method to estimate a base funding need.

Assuming hypothetically that they were participating in the CCA in
CY 1980.



The goal in this segment of the study was to compute "'total esti-
mated CY 1980 community corrections expenditures for eighty-seven
counties,'" the "base amount.' This base amount was computed by adding
total CY.1980 budgeted community corrections expenditures for the twelve
CCA Areasl to the total estimated CY 1980 community corrections expendi-
tures for the sixty non-CCA counties. The result at this stage was
"total minimuwm estimated community corrections needs for eighty-seven
counties for CY 1980.'" (The Committee later decided to recommend that
‘the state funded portion of the base amount, the state CCA subsidy, be
increased each fiscal year to account for inflation. See Appendix H

"~ and pages 33 and 34 of the reporte)2

lExpenditures from three funding sources: 1) State CCA subsidy;
2) CCA Area funding; and 3) other funding sources.

The Committee decided not to increase the base amount to account
for estimated "unmet corrections needs." (See Appendix E and pages 27,
29 and 30 of the report.) The Committee also did not make a recommenda—
tion as to the proportionate share of community corrections costs to be
paid by the state; however, it did recommend that the Legislature conduct
further study of this issue. (See pages 31 through 33 of the report and
Appendix A: Tables A.16 through A.19.)



To accomplish the tasks set forth above, the strategies described

below were employed:

1. Total CY 1980 Budgeted Community Corrections Expenditures for

.tthe 12 CCA Areas

Data were collected on the CY 1980 costs ("budgeted expenditures')
for all community corrections programs and related services in each of
the 12 CCA Areas, inéluding administration, information systems, training
and education programs, all services to offenders including diversionary
programs, and all related services to the community such as preventive
programs and services to victims of crimes. This information was obtained
from the comprehensive plans submitted to the Department of Corrections
(DOC) by the 12 GCA Areas. Total CY 1980 budgeted corrections expenditures
for each CCA Area were summed to arrive at the 'total GY 1980 budgeted
community corrections expenditures for all of the 12 CCA Areas.'' The total

is $47,333,6OO1 for CY 1980. (See footnote 6 on page 8.)

2. Estimate of Total CY 1980 Community Corrections Expenditures for

60 Non-CCA Counties2

The approach taken was to predict total expenditures for community
corrections during CY 1980 for those counties not participating in the Act
had they, in fact, participated. The basis for making these predictions is
the experience of those counties actually in the CCA. The implicit assump-
tion is that nonparticipating counties would have total community correc—

tions expenditures similar to those of similar counties now in the Act.

Due to errors in data, this is an incorrect amount. The correct
amount is $47,353,183.

2
The methodology described in this section was developed by David
Corum and Shirlene Fairburn. !



The task was to identify variables that are useful in "explaining" total
expenditures in current CCA Areas and which could then be used to predict
total "estimated" expenditures for non-CCA counties. These variables

must therefore be common to CCA and non-CCA counties alike.

Variables identified that are ﬁogether successful in "explaining"
total expenditures in current CCA Areas can be included in a single
equation. Total expenditures can then be predicted for the non-CCA
counties by use of this equation. The accuracy of this approach can be
verified, in part, by comparing predicted total expenditures for cur-—
rent CCA Areas with actual total budgeted amounts for those areas.
Because no budgets for community corrections in the non-CCA counties
exist, the accuracy of the predictions for these counties cannot be ver-

ified.

The taék was to "explain' budgeted expenditures for CY 1980 in terms
of one or more independent variables. Several variables were examined
for their asgociation WithAtotai expenditureé.: Among these were: 1979
crime rate, offenses clearea by arrest in 1979, estimated 1978 population,
geographic area, percentage of population age 6 through 30, percentage of
population living in areas with a population of 1,000 or more, aﬁd aver-—
age population density. Thé most important variable in explaining total
expenditufes budgeted for the current GCCA Areas in CY 1980 was popula-
tion. Controlling for population, the next most important variable was
geographic area. GControlling for those two variables, the next most im—
portant variable is population density. Using these three variables, an

equation which explains 98 percent of the variance in total budgeted



CY 1980 expenditures for current CCA Areas is possible. The equation is:
EXP = 355,134 + 7.47 POP + 242 AREA + 1,873 DENS

where EXP equals predicted total expenditures; POP equals estimated 1978
population;1 AREA equals acres; and DENS equals average population per
square mile. The coefficient for each of these variables has an F ratio
that is significant at the .05 level or greater. In other words there
is no more than one chance in twenty that each of these variables is not

actually related to total expenditures.

As stated earlier, the accuracy of this equation can be verified in
part by comparing predicted Tofal expenditure amounts for CCA areas with
actual CY 1980 total budgeted amounts. This comparison is shown in

Table 1 on page 6.

The percentage error for predictions for individual CCA Areas ranged
from .004 percent to .49 percent. (Smaller areas are also more :likely to
have a greater percentage error.) These errors, howéver, are distributed
such that the total of all predictions for the nine CCA Areas included in
the regression analysis is less than one-tenth of 1 percent off the total
CY 1980 budgeted amounts, as shown in Table 1. This point is important
in light of the fact that the objective here was to estimate a statewide
base and not to predict accurately expenditures for each of the CCA

Areas individually.

1SOURCE: Population Estimates for Minnesota Counties 1978, Office

of State Demographer, State Planning Agency, July 1979.



TABLE 1

TOTAL COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES FOR NINE

CCA AREAS: ACTUAL CY 1980 TOTAL BUDGETED AMOUNT

AND TOTAL PREDICTED AMOUNT; AND PERCENTAGE ERROR
IN TOTAL PREDICTED AMOUNTR2

TOTAL EXPENDI-
TURES BUDGETED TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCEQI

CCA AREAb FOR CY 1980c TURES PREDICTEDd ERROR
Crow Wing-Morrison $ 535,500 —_— —
Dodge~Fillmore-Olmsted 861,900e —_— —_—
Red Lake~Polk-Norman 694,300 —— ———
Region 3 4,366,893 - - —_—
Anoka 2,178,900 —— —
Todd-Wadena 507,400 — —
Region 6W 394,700 — ——
Blue Earth ‘519,800 — ——
Washington 1,005,600 —_— —
TOTAL $11,064,993% $11,060,122 .0004%

aBudgeted CY 1980 commumity corrections expenditures
for the other three CCA Areas are:

Hennepin $26,861,300
Ramsey 9,162,000
Rock-Nobles 235,683

TOTAL $36,258,983

bHennepin and Ramsey counties were not included in the
regression analysis because of their many unique qual-
ities. Rock-Nobles CCA Area was omitted because

CY 1980 budgeted expenditures data for Rock-Nobles were
not yet available at the time.

©SOURGE: Commuﬁity Corrections Financial Status Reports
and CY 1980 Comprehensive Plans submitted to DOC by the
CCA Areas.

dAs to reason predicred dollar amounts and percentage
error were not included in the table for each CCA Area
individually, see discussica on pages 5 and 7 and foot-—
note 1 on page 7.

e . - .
Due to errors in data, $594,300 is an incorrect amount.
The correct amount is $723,600.

Due to errors in data, $11,064,993 is an incorrect
amount. The correct amount is $11,094,200 (a differ-
ence of $29,207). Use of the correct amount in the
regression analysis would have changed the total pre~
dicted amount.proportionately, resulting in the same
percentage error shown in the third column (TOTAL).




Obviously, this approach cannot be used to accurately predict expendi-

tures for individual CCA or non-CCA counties.

Predictions for total CY 1980 community corrections expenditures
for non-CCA counties were made using the methodology described above.
One problem was encountered as individual county predictions were cal-
culated. Counties with extremely small populations tended to result in
negative predicted amounts. This problem could be overcome only by
combining counties. Therefore, any county which initially resulted in
a negative amount was combined with the county contiguous to it with the
smallest population and which was not already participating in the GCA.
Any combination must also be within the same development region. The
requirment that an area have a population of 30,000 or greater was not
observed here. (The only exception made to these rules was in the case
of Big Stone County which had to be combined with those counties which
now comprise Region 6W, because the counties contiguous to Big Stone
which are in Region 6W are all CCA counties. There was no available
non-CCA county with which to combine Big Stome.) This method for com-
bining counties is only one of many possible alternatives. The total

predicted amount for all sixty non-CCA counties (plus Region 6W and

lTherefore,-one cannot compare CY 1980 budgeted expenditures with
predicted (estimated) expenditures for the 9 individual CCA Areas. Only
the totals for the 9 Areas can be compared. To avoid possible confu-—
sion and unwarranted comparisons, predicted (estimated) expenditures
for individual CCA Areas have purposely been omitted from this paper.



Rock—Nobles1 CCA Areas), and the county combinations, are shown in Table 2.
For the total predicted amount for the 60 non-CCA counties only, see foot-

note 2 to Table 2 on page 9.

If the total predicted amount, $10,920,387,2 is added to the CY 1980
actual budgeted amounts for ten of ﬁhe twelve current CCA Areas,
$46,693,593,3 (including Hennepin and Ramsey, but not including Region 6W
and Rock-—Nobles),4 the sum is $57,613,980. This figure represents an
estimate of total expenditures for community corrections for CY 1980 if
all of tﬁe eighty-seven Minnesota counties were pérticipatingfin the CCA.
It should be noted that the current twelve CCA Areas would account for
approximately 82 percent of this total ($47,224,629),6 ‘In other words,
if every one of the sixty nonparticipating counties were to enter the

CCA, total expenditures for community corrections would increase by

1Expenditures were estimated for Rock-Nobles CCA Area, along with
the 60 non-GCA counties, because CY 1980 budgeted expenditures data were
not available for Rock-Nobles at the time. The actual CY 1980 budgeted
expenditures data for Rock-Nobles (obtained later) were $235,683.
2The $10,920,387 figure includes estimates for the 60 non-CCA coun-
ties plus estimates for Rock-Nobles and Region 6W CCA Areas. See Table 2
on page 9.. The predicted amount for the 60 non-CCA counties only is
$10,259,574. See footnote b to Table 2 on page 9..

Due to errors in data, $46,693,593 is an incorrect amount. The cor-
rect amount is $46,722,800.

See page 7 and footnote 1 above for explanation as to .the reason
Rock-Nobles and Region 6W were included in the estimates for the 60 non-—
CCA counties, and why the budgeted amount for Rock-Nobles was omitted
from the CY 1980 budgeted amounts for the CCA Areas (see Table 1).

Due to errors in data, $57,613,980 is an incorrect amount. The
correct amount is $57,645,187.

Due to errors in data, $47,224,629 is an incorrect amount. The
correct amount is $47,353,183 (total CY 1980 budgeted community correc—
tions expenditures for the currently participating 12 CCA Areas).



TABLE 2

TOTAL PREDICTED CY 1980 COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS
EXPENDITURES: SIXTY NON~CCA COUNTIES

PREDICTED CY 1980

COUNTY /AREA EXPENDITURES®
Becker ——
Beltrami-Lake of the Woods —
Benton-Sherburne ———
Brown ———
Carver —
Cass ———
Chisago-Isanti e
Clay —
Clearwater-Mahnomen-Hubbard ———
Cottonwood-Murray-Jackson-Redwood ———
Dakota ———
Douglas e
Faribault-Waseca ——
Freeborn ——
Goodhue-Wabasha —

Grant-Traverse-Wilkin ———
Houston-Winona —_—

Itasca JE—
Kanabec-Mille Lacs ——
Kandiyohi —
Kittson-Roseau —
Le Sueur-Sibley —
Lincoln-Pipestone-Lyon —
McLeod ——

Marshall-Pennington —_—
Martin-Watonwan J—

Meeker-Renville —
Mower ——
Nicollet —
Otter Tail —
Pine ——
Pope-Stevens ——
Rice ———
Scott ———
Stearns —
Steele ——
Wright —
Rock~Nobles ——

Lac Qui Parle-Swift-Chippewa~-
Yellow Medicine-Big Stone _—

TOTAL $ 10,920,387

b

85ce discussion on pages 5 and 7, and foot-
note 1 on page 7, which explain the reason
for omitting from this paper amounts for
individual counties.

bWhen estimated amounts for the two CCA
Areas——~Rock-Nobles and Region 6W-—are sub-—
tracted from the $10,920,387 total, the
total is $10,259,574 for the 60 non-CCA
counties only (this includes the estimated
amount for Big Stone County). (Region 6W
includes Lac Qui Parle, Swift, Chippewa,
and Yellow Medicine counties.)




approximately 22 percent, from $47,224,629l to $57,6l3,980.2

There were several problems, in addition to those mentioned earlier,
with using this approach. A theoretical assumption of this technique is
that the nine CCA Areas which were used to establish the relationships
between the independent variables and total community corrections expend—
itures, are representative of all counties or CCA Areas. In fact, how-
ever, most of the non-CCA counties go beyond the range of the CCA Areas
on one or more of the independent variables, primarily population. The
result of using this technique, therefore, is that we are predicting
beyond the range of experience. Another problem was the small number
CCA Areas (nine) used to establish the regression equation. This is
especially important in the case of the smaller areas where the pre-

dictions for most of the non-CCA counties would fall.

The most important weakness in this approach, however, is the
assumption that current practice in CCA areas provides a good indication

of need in non-CCA areas. This approach does not assess needs in each

Due to errors in data, $47,224,629 is an incorrect amount. The
correct amount is $47,353,183 (total CY 1980 budgeted community correc-
tions expenditures for the currently participating 12 CCA Areas).

Due to errors in data, $57,613,980 is an incorrect amount. The
correct amount is $57,612,757.

CY 1980 budgeted expenditures

for 12 CCA Areas $47,353,183

I

CY 1980 estimated expenditures
for 60 non-CCA counties

il

$10,259,374
TOTAL $57,612,757

Sufficient time was not available to repeat the regression analysis
using the corrected data (see footnotes on pages 8 and 10). However,
the amounts in error were relatively small when dealing with a sum as
large as $57.6 million. The different result as to the final total pre-
dicted amount is relatively insignificant (total predicted community
corrections expenditures for the 60 non-CCA counties for CY 1980).
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individual non-CCA county; it simply extends current practice to all
Minnesota counties. It also assumes that the amounts budgeted to be
spent in CCA Areas and the amounts actually needed in those areas are
the same. Given the limitations discussed on page one, however, the
methodology described herein was a reasonable approach for estimating

community corrections needs for the 60 non-CCA counties.

For the purpose of comparing results, Donald Selger, DOC Com—
munity Corrections Administrator, with assistance from DOC staff, used
an alternative method for estimating total CY 1980 community correc-—
tions expenditures for the 60 non-CCA counties. For each of the 60-non-
CCA counties, the county'é CY 1980 CCA subsidy eligibility was added to
the juvenile probation officer salary subsidy to which the county would
be entitled if not participating in the CCA.1 The amounts computed for
all 60 counties were then summed. The two methodologies produced re-
sults (estimated GY 1980 community corrections expenditures for the 60

2
non—-CCA counties) which were remarkably close.

1
See Table A.23 in Appendix A.

Assuming the 60 non-CCA counties were participating in the CCA.
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SUPPLEMENT TO REPORT ENTITLED: METHODOLOGY
FOR DETERMINING ESTIMATED GOYMUNITY GORREC-
TIONS EXPENDITURES FOR CY 1980 IN THE SIXIY
NON-CCA COUNTIES? '

l. Explanation of the Predicrion of Estimated Negative Expenditure

Amounts for Certain Non-CCA Counties

The task is to explain the method used in estimating CY 1980 com-
munity corrections expenditures for the sixty non-CCA counties and,
particularly, to explain how it is possible to predict a negative amount

for certain individual counties.

A simplified version of what was actually done will be used as an
example to facilitate the explanation. It is assumed here that only one
independent variable, population, is used to predict expenditures while,
in fact, more than one variable was used in the original analysis. The
graph (Figure 1) on page 13 will be referred to frequently throughout

the discussion.

The data points (M through U) on the graph represent the current
CCA areas (excluding Heﬁnepin, Ramsey, and Rock-Nobles). For each data
point (CCA area) we know the population and total community corrections
expenditures budgeted for CY 1980.2 It is apparent that there is a
relationship between population and expenditures, i.e.; as population
increases so do expenditures. The diagonal line A'A" illustrates the
form of this relationship. This line can be represented mathematically

as an equation that can then be used to predict total expenditures for

1Assuming hypothetically that they were participating in the CCA
in CY 1980.

See Table 1 on page 6, and footnote ! on page 8.



FIGURE 1

POPULATION AND PREDICTED EXPENDITURES
FOR COMMUNIT¥ SUREZETIONS

b

EXPENDITURES
(millions)

B
2 — o0 L
- L/ 0 200
Y._JKIS 37 10
ay3
POPULATION
(thousands)

13




any county simply by knowing the county's population. For example, if
a county has a population of 100,000, we would predict total expendi-

tures of about $1.1 million.

The '"range of experience' we have on which to base any predictions
includes only nine of the twelve current CCA Areas, those with popula-
tions from about 37,000 to just under 300,000. Within this range, we
can estimate the probability of error and the size of that error. A
problem arises when we try to predict beyond the '"range of experience,"
i.e., for counties with populations below 37,000. To predict below
37,000, we assume that the line A'A'" can be extended below 37,000 to
become AA'". The line AA"™ crosses the horizontal axis near the 15,000
population mark. Therefore, the predicted expenditure amount for any
county with a population below about 15,000 will be negative. For
example, a county with a population of 5,000 would have a predicted

expenditure amount of about Y.

Practically, of course, a negative expenditure amount is impossi-
ble. Any county or area with a community corrections system obviously
will have some expenditures. For example, every community corrections
area is required to provide for evaluation and training. Other costs
are also unavoidable, such as providing for a minimum administrative
structure and continuing probation énd parole operations formally super-
vised by the state. A more realistic depiction of costs, therefore,
would be similar to that represented by line BA'A". 1In this case, there
are certain costs that every CCA county or area would have. In addition,
the smaller counties would be unlikely to have significant costs above

these basic ones.
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There are two options, therefore, for avoiding the problem of nega-—
tive predictions for small counties. One option would be to determine what
costs are likely to be incurred by any county of any size. Since costs
are related to services, the task would be to determine what services are
likely to be present in any community corrections system and then to actu-
ally build a cost base. A good indication of what these services are could
be gained by examining the service and program makeup of the current CCA
areas and by identifying common services. Doing this would allow reason—
ably good estimates to be made of community corrections costs in small
counties. Time and resources necessary for such an approach, however, were
lacking. 1In addition, this approach was not well received by the CCA Fund-
ing Committee on the basis that identifying common services suggested an

undermining of local control over the choice of programs and services.

The second option, and the one selected, for avoiding the problem of
negative predictions was to combine two or more small counties to obtain
a total population closer to the '"range of experience'" for the current CCA
Areas——A'A" on the graph. (How tﬁese combinations were made, and additional
justification for making them, has been described previously.) Although it
was not always possible to obtain total populatiomns of 37,000, each combin-
ation was sufficient to result in a positive predicted expenditure amount.
(With the example shown here, this would mean that the total population of

any county or combination of counties would equal or surpass 15,000.)

Other problems and deficiencies in using this approach have been pre-
viously discussed. Given the guidelines established by the CCA Funding
Committee, however, project staff believed this approach to be the most

appropriate.
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A.

GUIDELINES/POLICY STATEMENTS WHICH SERVED AS THE
BASIS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
CONCERNING CCA FUNDING, THE CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA,
AND APPROPRIATE OBJECTIVES FOR THE CCA

PURPOSE OF THE CCA

That for the purpose of more effectively protecting society

and to promote efficiency, economy, social justice, and more
humane treatment of offenders, the State will provide grants

to assist the counties in the development, implementation,

and operation of community-based corrections programs includ-
ing, but not limited to, preventive or diversionary correctional
programs, probation, parole, community corrections centers, and
facilities for the detention or confinement, care, and treat-
ment of persons convicted of crime or adjudicated delinquent.
The Corrections Advisory Boards should be encouraged to be
active in supporting the availability of social services to
offenders and their families and services for victims and wit-
nesses which are funded by sources other than the state CCA
subsidy.

To assert the primary purpose of the Community Corrections Act
as being to establish a working partnership between the state
and local areas in providing correctional services, with an
appropriate sharing of fiscal and service responsibilities.
The nature of the partnership to be such that the local areas
are the prime service providers (serving the majority of offen-
ders) and the state serves as a backup in providing services
for serious offenders. The Community Correction Act serves

to define this partnership and is intended to develop and sup-
port improved services locally as well as to encourage compre-
hensive planning and research in the local corrections system.

That correctional services provided in each and every county
benefit the entire state. Control and prevention of crime
enhances public safety for all residents of the state. Con-
sequently, the state should rightfully bear a substantial
responsibility for funding community corrections.

That the CCA should provide incentives to county participation
such that all counties would be encouraged to voluntarily par-
ticipate by 1985, and incentives to promote achievement of the
objectives of the Act by participating counties. All 87 coun-
ties should be considered in determining the common objectives
of the CCA.




B. PRINGCIPLES RELATED TO STATE CCA FTUNDING

1. That in developing funding recommendations for the CCA, state
financial resources must be given serious consideration.
However, given recent increases in the crime rate and given
the high priority which the public places on crime control
and appropriate correctional services, adequate funding of
local correctional services should be given high priority by
the Legislature.

2. To retain the authority for each Community Corrections Act
County or group of counties to exercise discretion within the
provisions of law as to how the subsidy monies will be allo-
cated to correctional services within their respective juris-—
dictions. Subsidy funds, however, should be used to provide
programs or services, and new construction or renovation in
excess of five percent of a county's eligibility should be
prohibited unless the prior approval of the Commissioner of
Corrections has been obtained.

3. That originally, the CCA defined appropriate versus inappro-
priate state commitments of offenders on a chargeable/non-
chargeable basis. The implementation of the Minnesota
Sentencing Guidelines have now by law replaced the original
definition. Therefore, all adult offenders for whom community
corrections programming is appropriate will now be retained
in the local areas. Accordingly, full CCA subsidy eligibility
should be appropriated in ordar to ensure that all needed local
services will be provided.

4. That the State should acknowledge responsibility for juveniles
who have committed serious offenses by establishing chargeable
and nonchargeable categories for juveniles committed to the
state. The Juvenile Release Guidelines developed by the Depart-—
ment of Corrections could provide the basis for the juvenile
catagories. For juvenile offenders appropriate sanctions are
the least restrictive alternatives consistent with public safety.

5. That the requirement-that each CCA Area spend 5% of its state
CCA subsidy for training and education, and 4% for information
systems and evaluation, should be retained. However, the CCA
should provide that the DOC shall promulgate guidelines there-
fore, and that DOC shall have the discretion to waive said
percentage spending requirements if CCA Areas meet said guide-
lines although spending l=ss than the state percentages.

C. GUIDELINES RELATED TO FORMULA AYD APPROPRIATIONS
DEVELOPMENT

1. To acknowledge that

t inal CCA subsidy amount appropri-
ated for community co

ns was not based on an actual
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estimate of total local co tions expenditures, but was an
arbitrary figure related only to the DOC budget and has since
been increased only by a percentage of the actual inflation
rate.
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That the total state CCa subsidy for 87 counties be increased
each year to account for the 1
corrections costs.
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APPENDIX H: SECTION ONE

METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING THE INFLATION RATE 1IN
THREE CCA COUNTIES

The purpose of this paper is to describe the approach taken in
assessing the impact of inflation on the cost of providing community
corrections services. Before describing the actual approach taken,
some issues which complicate the larger issue Qf inflation will be
presented. By first understanding the complexity of the problem the
reader will then better understand the rationale and limitations of

the research approach described later.

A. Problems Encountered in Predicting Inflation Rates

Since 1976 annual or biennial adjustments (increases) have been
made to the base amount of state funding for the Community Corrections
Act (state CCA subsidy); These increases in the state CCA subsidy
were made to compensate for the affect of inflation on the purchasing
power of operational community corrections systems. The inflation
factors applied by the state for fiscal years 1976 through 1981 were
8%, 8%, 10%, 6%, 7% and 7%, respectively. The process employed in the
selection of appropriate inflation factors has not always been totally
objective. This is due in part to the fact that CCA appropriations
are made in the context of a biennial budget process and that infla-
tion must be predicted before its occurrence. Projections of the

inflation rate are of necessity, speculative. The result is that



inlation has become a matter of negotiation as well as a question of

fact.

The purpose of the methodology is to describe the actual impact
of inflation on community corrections costs since the CCA was implemented.
This analysis will provide some basis upon which the future impact of

inflation can then be predicted.

The prices of different goods and services increase (or decrease)

at different rates. For example, the rate of increase in personnel

costs differs from the rate of increase in travel costs.

Each community corrections system has different patterns of pur-

chases. No two community corrections systems are alike in terms of the
programs and services offered. The composition of total purchases,
therefore, is different for every system. Differences in the purchase
patterns of different CCA Areas represent differences in the impact of
inflation. GCA Areas which purhcase more of those goods and services
that are increasing at higher rates are affected more adversely than
are those areas which purchase relatively less of the high inflation

items.

The purchase pattern of any particular community corrections sys-—

tem may change from one vear to the next. Special needs and obliga-

tions arise every year which may or may not be repeatéd in succeeding
years. 1In addition, changes in program emphasis - the development of
new programs or the modification or termination of established programs
— may occur. Such changes are almost certain to alter the composition

of the purchases for a particular community corrections system.



The price of any particular good or service, at any given time,

may vary among community corrections systems. Personnel costs, for

example, can vary substantially around the state. Areas with relatively
low personnel costs may experience greater inflation due to pressures to
equalize salaries while areas with relatively high personnel costs may
experience less inflation due to the same equalizing tendencies. This
is important in that comparisons between systems stated in terms of per-
centage increases may not reflect signifcant absolute differences which

should be recognized.

Changes in the price of goods or services do not reflect any change

in quality or productivity. This fact represents one of the greatest

potential pitfalls in examining inflation. Concern over increases in
the cost of a single probation officer, for example, may be unjustified
if that probation officer is able to maintain a greater caseload with no

decrease in quality of supervision.

The impact of inflation can be "hidden" if systems change their

patterns of purchases to avoid more inflationary goods and services.

The appearance, therefore, may be one of less inflationary pressure al-
though, in fact, inflation may have resulted in changes in program em—

phasis which might not otherwise have occured.

These issues should demonstrate that inflation is an immensly com-
plex and difficult issue to examine. The research objective presented
here is descriptive in nature. In other words, the task was to describe,
as well as possible, past inflation in the cost of providing community
corrections services. It probably is not possible to state, without

significant error, exactly how much of the increase in the cost of



providing community corrections services can be attributed to inflation
alone. 1t was possible, however, to examine important components of
community corrections and describe changes in costs of several categor-

ies of goods and services.

The first step in doing this was to document the purchasing patterns

of three community corrections systems since they began participation in
1 . o
the Community Corrections Act. Budget data collected in association
. . . . . . 2 -
with the major CCA evaluation assisted in this task. By examining
this data, it is possible to show what proportion of total expenditures
was spent on five broad categories: personnel, travel, food, per diems
3 . .

(chargebacks),  and other expenses. Based on increases in the costs for
these categories over the years, an ''inflation index' was developed,
which may be used to project increases in costs for fiscal years 1981

through 1983.

1Because of the scarcity of time and resources, it was not possible
to include any more than three of the CCA Areas in the analysis. It is
likely, however, that inflationary increases in the costs of community
corrections goods and services are not significantly dissimilar in the
other nine CCA Areas. In addition, several of the CCA Areas have begun
participation in the CCA very recently, rendering it impossible to deter—
mine inflationary increases over time in those areas.

The major CCA evaluation, a joint project of the Department of
Corrections and the Crime Control Planning Board, was recently completed.
The purpose of the study was to determine whether CCA objectives were
being met.

Per diems (chargebacks): Adult and juvenile chargebacks are deducted
from each CCA Area's state CCA subsidy before the CCA Area receives ity i.e.,
the CCA Area receives only the 'net" subsidy remaining after chargebacks are
deducted. Adult chargebacks are per diem costs for adult offenders sentenced
to state penal institutions who were convicted of offenses for which the pen—
alty provided by law is five years or less. Chargebacks have been eliminated
by the Minnesota Legislature (see rider to an appropriation bill: Session
Laws 1980, Chapter 614, Section 28, Part (c) "for adults sentenced to the
Commissioner of Corrections for crimes committed on or after January 1, 1981."
Presently participating CCA Area's will continue to lose a portion of their
CCA subsidies to adult chargebacks (after January 1, 1581) (which will decline
over time) until none of the specified class of adult offenders sentenced in
their counties remain in state penal institutions. Juvenile chargebacks are

per diem costs for all juvenile offenders sentenced to state penal institutions;
these remain in effect.
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The inflation index was studied by the CCA Funding Committee in the
course of development of the Committee's recommendation to the State Legis-—

lature concerning annual inflationary increases in the state CCA subsidy.

B. Methodology

The research objective is to describe past inflation in the cost
of providing community corrections services.

The first tgsk in accomplishing this objective was to identify the
purchasing pattern of three CCA Areas. The three community corrections
systems examined were: Crow Wing/Morrison, Dodge/Fillmore/Olmsted, and
Todd/Wadena. These areas were selected for no other reason than that
detailed and complete expenditure data were readily available for each.
Identical analyses could be performed for other CCA Areas although at
considerable gime and expense. As previously mentioned, expenditure
data for this analysis were collected in association with the major CCA
evaluation.

Six categories of expenditures were used in identifying patterns
of purchases for the systems examined: administrative and regular per-
sonnel, clerical personnel, travel, food, per diems for the use of state
institutions, and the balance of remaining expenditures. In most cases,
the first five categories accounted for between 80 and 90 percent of
total expenditures. In other words, between 80 and 90 percent of all
expenditures were included in those categories. The remaining portion
(balance) of tota; expenditures was for the purchase of numerous different
goods and services. The patterns of purchases for the three areas ex-
amined were then determined for each year of participation in the Act.

The results are presented in Tables 1, 2, and 3.

Community corrections expenditures data were obtained from annual
comprehensive plans and quarterly financial status reports submitted by
the CCA Areas to the Department of Corrections (DOC).



Administrative
and regular
personnel
Clerical
Travel

Food

Per Diem

Balance

Administrative
and regular
personnel
Clerical
Travel

Food

Per Diem

Balance

Proportions of Total Expenditures by
Crow Wing/Morrison CCA Area

TABLE ONE

Expenditure Categories:

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
44 .61 .61 .58 W41 45
.05 .06 .06 .05 .06 .07
.04 .04 .03 .04 .03 .04
01 .01 .01 .04 .00 .00
<23 .26 .14 .23 .28 .26
.27 .02 .15 .06 .22 .18

TABLE TWO
Proportions of Total Expenditures by
Expenditure Categories: Dodge/Fillmore/Olmsted GCA Area

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
.61 .60 .59 .53 .59 .63
.09 .10 <11 .07 .10 .10
.02 .04 .03 .02 .02 .04
.06 .04 .02 .01 .02 .02
.02 .04 .08 .09 .13 .15
.20 .18 .17 .28 14 .06




TABLE THREE

Proportions of Total Expenditures by
Expenditure GCategories: Todd/Wadena CCA Area

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
Administrative
and regular
personnel .57 47 , .61 A1 .46
Clerical .14 .10 .13 .10 .10
Travel .08 .04 .05 .04 .06
Food .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Per Diem .06 .07 .07 .29 .13
Balance .15 .32 .13 .16 .25

The next task was to determine what the inflation rate for each cat-
egory was for each year. As explained in the previous section, the prices
of different goods and services increase (or decrease) at different rates.
It is necessary, therefore, to know the particular inflation rate for each
category of goods and services. Ideally, it would also be desirable vto
know the annual inflation rate for each category for each CCA Area. As
mentioned earlier, inflation rates can vary across community corrections
areas. The time and resources needed to gather this infdrmation, however,
would be immense. Such a task would require no less than a wage and price
survey of each CCA area for each year of participation in the Act. Be-
cause this was not possible, data provided by the United States Bureau of
Labor Statistics (B.L.S.) were used instead. The actual B.L.S. inflation
factors employed are shown in Table 4. Each factor represents the per-—
centage increase in price from the previous year. A complete explanation

of each factor can be found in the appendix to this report.



TABLE FOUR

. a
Annual Inflation Factors by Expenditure Category

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1981b

Adminsistrative and

regular personnel .102 .078 .050 .081 .084 .080
Clerical .090 .076 .077 .084 .085 .080
Travel .099 .100 .101 .066 .126 <199
Food .079 .047 .063 .186 . 140 .073
Per Diem® .000 425 .100 .060 .070 .070
Balance .102 .061 .064 .108 .133 <127

aDetermined by the United States Department of Labor (except for
per diems).

Inflation factors for professionals/technical personnel and
clerical personnel were not available at the time. A factor
of .08 was simply assumed.

c
The inflation rates for per diems were computed based on actual
increases in costs each year for the three areas.

C. Results of Analysis

Once the inflation factor for each category and the proportion of
total expenditures represented by each category in a particular CCA Area
are known then the inflation rate for each year can be calculated. This
is done by summing the inflation factors after they have been weighted
according to the proportion of total expenditures they represent. These
results are presented in Table 5. These rates represent the percentage
change in the price of the goods and services purchased in a particular
year from the previous year. For example, the same goods and services
(included in the six categories shown in Table 4) purchased by the Todd/
Wadena community corrections system in 1978 cost nine percent more in

1978 than they did in 1977.



TABLE FIVE

Annual Inflation Rates by
CCA Areas for Calendar Years:

CY1975 CY1976 CY1977 CY1978 CY1979 CY1980
Todd/Wadena — 9.5% 6.3% 8.2% 8.6% 9.8%
Dodge/Fillmore
Olmsted 9.7% 9.1% 6.1% 8.8% 8.8% 8.6%

b
Crow Wing/Morrison 8.2% 19.6% 6.2% 8.2% 8.8% 9.1%
State Inflationary } ) FY1976 ¥FY1977 FYi978 FY1979 FY1980
ncrease in CCA

Subsidy ——— 8.0% 8.0% 10.0% 6.0% 7.0%

a
Inflation rates were claculated for calendar years because CCA Area
expenditures data obtained from annual comprehensive plans and
quarterly financial status reports are for calendar years.
b
One of the major reasons for the very high inflation rate for
Crow Wing/Morrison in GCY1976 was a large increase in travel costs.
The inflation rates for the three CCA Areas shown in Table 5 were
calculated for calendar years 1975 through 1980. These inflation rates
were also calculated for fiscal years 1976 through 1980. The method used
to convert calendar year inflation rates to fiscal year inflation rates

will be illustrated by an example.

Example: To convert GY1977 inflation rate to FY1977
inflation rate for Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted

CCA Area.
CY1976 inflation rate 9.1%
plus
CY1977 inflation rate 6.1%
= 15.2%
15.2% + 2 = 7.6%
Dodge-Fillmore-
Olmsted FY1977
inflation rate = 7.6¢

(Inflation rate for the last half of 1976 plus inflation
rate for the first half of 1977 equals inflation rate
for FY1977. TFY1977 began July 1, 1976.)
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Based upon the method described above for conversion of CY to FY

inflation rates, inflation rates for FY1976 through FY1980 for the three

CCA Areas are presented in Table 6.

TABLE SIX

Annual Inflation Rates by

GCCA Area for Fiscal Years:

FY1976 FY1977 FY1978 FY1979 FY1980
Todd-Wadena 9.5% 7.9% 7.3% 8.4% 9.2%
Dodge~Fillmére—Olméted 9.4% 7.6% 7.5% 8.8% 8.7%
Crow Wing—Morriéon 13.9%° 12.9%2 7.2% 8.5% 9.0%
State inflationary in- _ FY1976 FY1977 FY1978 FY1979 FY1980
crease in CCA subsidy 8.0% 8.0% 10.0% 6.0% 7.0%

a

One of the major reasons for the very high inflation rates in
FY1976 and FY1977 for Crow Wing-Morrison was a large increase
in travel costs.

D. Conclusions

As stated earlier, the increases in the state CCA subsidy due to
inflation for fiscal years 1976 through 1980 were 8%, 8%, 10%, 6%, and

7%, respectively. Comparing FY inflation rates for the three CCA Areas

with inflation rates used by the state to increase the state CCA subsidy
for those same fiscal years:

1. In fiscal years 1976, 1979, and 1980, the inflation rates
used by the state to increase the state CCA subsidy were
less than the inflation rates experienced in all three
CCA Areas for those fiscal years.

2. In fiscal year 1977, the inflation rate used to increase
the state CCA subsidy was nearly the same as the inflation
rate experienced by Todd-Wadena and Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted,
and less than the inflation rate experienced by Crow Wing-
Morrison.

10



3. 1In fiscal year 1978, the inflation rate used to increase

the state CCA subsidy was substantially larger than the
inflation rates experienced by all three CCA Areas.

The results were similar when comparing calendar year inflation rates
experienced by the three CCA Areas with fiscal year inflation rates used
to increase the state CCA subsidy, except in comparing CY1977 inflation
rates for the three areas with the FY1977 inflation rate used to increase

the state CCA subsidy, in which case the inflation rate used to increase

the state CCA subsidy was greater.

Another very significant problem for the CCA Areas, in terms of
budgetary impact, is the trend toward greater relative expenditures on
per diems. Each of the three CCA Areas examined has increased the pro-
portion of total community corrections expenditures spent on per diems,
as Tables 1, 2, and 3 indicate. Greater relative expenditures for the
use of state penal institutions results in less being available for com-
munity-based programs. (Concerning per diems (chargebacks), see footnote

3 on page 4.)

A final conclusion must be considered regarding an appropriate assump-—
tion for inflation during the next biennium. It is impossible to know
without doubt what inflation will be during the next three years; It
seems reasonable to expect, based on past experience, that the annual
inflation rate for community corrections systems will be somewhere bé—

. . . . 1 . .
tween eight and ten perecent during this pericd. In estimating actual

1The CCA Funding Committee's recommendation to the State Legislature

concerning inflation is that the total CCA subsidy for 87 counties continue
to be increased each year to account for the impact of inflation on com-
munity corrections costs; and that the yearly inflationary increase in said
state CCA subsidy be calculated by using the inflation rate determined by
the price index, Government Purchased Goods and Services (P.G.S.L.)
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costs for the 1982-83 biennium, a range of combinations should be used.
For example, one estimate of costs would assume annual inflation rates
of eight percent for each year (1981, 1982, and 1983). Another estimate
would assume rates of ten percent for each year. A third estimate would
assume increasing inflation, i.e., eight percent, nine percent, and ten
percent. By taking this approach, the uncertainty regarding inflation
is recognized. At the same time, however, some knowledge is gained by

estimating the costs of different possible outcomes.

APPENDIX TO SECTION ONE

Inflation factors employed in this analysis were derived from the
CPI Detatiled Report published monthly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS) of the United States Department of Labor. 1In devising its consumer
price index? the BLS looks at a wide range of goods and services. Among
these are travel and food. 'The BLS takes monthly surveys of prices to
determine percentage changes. Until 1978, inflation factors were cal-
culated simply on a U.S. city average basis. Beginning in 1978, regional
surveys were conducted and average inflation factors for each region cal-
culated. The inflation factors, therefore, for food and travel for cal-
endar years 1975-1977 represent U.S. city average figures. The factors
for calendar years 1978-1980 are averages for the north central region,
of which Minnesota is a part. Percentage change in the consumer price
index, including all its component parts, was used as the inflation fac—
tor for the "balance" category in the analysis. The annual inflation
factors for the travel, food, and balance categories were calculated

from the month of May for each year.
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Inflation factors for personnel costs were derived from the annual
Area Wage Survey also conducted by the BLS. Several occupational types
were included in this survey, including clerical and professional/tech-

nical.

It is assumed that the survey for professional/technical employees
is an adequate approximation to the "administrative" and 'regular' cat-
egories used in the analysis. It should also be noted that the survey
for each year was conducted only within the Minneapolis-St. Paul standard
metropolitan statistical area. Wage surveys for out-state areas are not
available. The annual inflation factors for the two personnel categories
were calculated from the month of January —— the only month for which the

wage surveys were conducted.

The final category for which an annual inflation factor was calculated
was ''per diem'". This category represents deductions from CCA Area state
CCA subsidies by the state for the use of state institutions. Annual
per diem charges for adults and annual per diem charges for juveniles
established by the state were used in deriving the inflation factors.

It was assumed that half of all per diem charges resulted from adult com-
mitments to Stillwater. The remaining 50 percent were assumed to be spread
evenly among six other state institutions: St. Cloud, Shakopee, and Lino

Lakes (adult); and Red Wing, Sauk Centre and Willow River (juvenile).

1 )

The per diem charge for adults is the same regardless of which state
penal institution they are incarcerated in. The per diem charge for juve-
niles is the same in every case, also. (See footnote 3 on page 4).
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APPENDIX H: SECTION TWO

DISCUSSION OF STATE AGENCIES' USE OF GOVERNMENT
PURCHASED GOODS AND SERVICES (P.G.S.L.) INDEX 1IN
DEVELOPING THEIR BUDGET REQUESTS FOR THE 1981-83
BIENNTUMI

A. Projected Rates of Inflation

For the purpose of budget development the Department of Finance has
selected a single price index, Govermment Purchased Goods and Services
(P.G.S.L.), as most representative of the projected impact of inflation

on state agency costs.

The table shown below provides a forecast of the P.G.S.L. and rates
of increase for the 1981-83 budget period. As an index, the P.G.S.L.
focuses upon particular goods and services purchased by state and local
units of government. While the commonly used Consumer Price Index (CPI)
yields inflation rate estimates approximately one-half percent higher
than those of the P.G.S.L., we have rejected that index because it in-
cludes such items as mortgage costs and food prices which have little

relevance for state agencies.

1This paper was prepared by the State Department of Finance and sub-
mitted to State Departments and Agencies on July 22, 1980.
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Government Purchased Goods and Services

Fiscal Percent
Year PGSL Change
1679.0 a

1980.0 1.858

1981.0 2,022 8.83
1982.0 2.206 9.10"
1983.0 2.395 8.57

a .. .
Preliminary estimates of the actuals.

As indicated above, the allowable inflation factors to be used in
developing agency budget requests for selected non-salary items are:

FY1982 (9.1%) and FY1983 (8.6%). These are cumulative rates to be

applied against the FY1981 expenditure base.

All state agencies are to use the specified rates and procedures in
developing their budget request. Use of a single set of inflation fac-
tors on a statewide basis will permit consistent budget development and

analysis.

B. Application of Inflation Factors

The use of inflation factors in developing an agency's SAME/CHANGE
budget presentation is described in detail in the Agency Request section

of the Biennial Budget Instructions previously distributed to all agencies.

Allowable inflation increases are to be calculated in the following

manner in constructing your SAME level budget request:

FY1981 Original Budget + 9.1% inflation rate = FY1982 SAME Level

FY1982 SAME Level + 8.6% inflation rate = FY1983 SAME Level

15



The specified inflation rates apply to all Supply and Expense cate-

gories except:
~— Rents and Leases (object code 10)
-~ Data Processing (object code 17)
-— Utility Charges (object code 23)
-~ Fuel Costs (object code 30)
—— Equipment (object code 40)
—-— Grants and Subsidies (object code 71)

Specific guidelines for addressing cost increases for the above items

are provided in section (C) below.

The Biennial Budget System will be used to automatically factor the
allowed inflation rates into the Supply and Expense objects (except those
listed abovel) during the loading of FY1981 allotment data into the budget
system. Agencies manually preparing expenditure data must use the same

inflation factors in their calculations.

C. Manual Adjustments

1. Rents and Leases. Agencies should reflect actual 1981-83
rental rates in the SAME column. For agencies leasing state-
owned space, the Department of Administration will provide
the necessary information. Agencies housed in non-state fa-
cilities must secure documentation from their landlord of
anticipated 1981-83 rental rates. Cost changes attributable
to an increase in the amount of épace to be leased must be

reflected in the CHANGE column.

1BBS will also automatically apply the general inflation factors
to rents & leases and fuel & utilities. Each agency will, however, have
to compute its allowed "SAME'" level for these items in accordance with
Section (C) below.

16



Data Processing. Agencies should budget and explain data
processing requirements using the specific rates and instruc-

tions provided in the budget manual.

Utility Charges. Agencies should compute the SAME level of

utility charges by beginniﬁg with their actual FY1980 expen-

ditures and applying the FY1981, 82 and 83 cost increases

indicated on the attached schedule.

Fuel Costs. Agencies should follow the Utility Charges pro-
cedure. Note that we recognize that this will yield an FY1981
level which--in most instances--exceeds an Agency's FY1981
appropriation for fuel and utility costs. This should be re-
flected in the budget as an anticipated fuel and utility con-
tingent fund draw. Also note that we realize FY1980 was an
unusually mild winter and that fuel and utility rate develop-
ments vary significantly by region. For these reasons, a state-
wide fuel and utility contingent fund will be included in the

1981-83 budget.

Equipment. Equipment requests must be justified separately.
Agencies must use the specific price list and instructions
provided in the Budget Instructions. Those few agencies which
are provided "formula" or lump sum equipment funds may, however,
apply the general inflation factors to their FY1981 equipment

appropriation to determine a SAME level for FY1982-83.

Grants and Subsidies. The general inflation factors will not

be automatically calculated for this category. Inflationm
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adjustments, up tovthe PGSL rates, will be permitted only

in those cases where inflation has a demonstrable impact on

the cost of services underwritten by state grants. Items

such as scholarships and grant amounts set by law or formula
are not subject to the inflation adjustment. Agencies must
prepare and‘document the amount and rationale of any increases
for review by the agency controller and approval by the Depart-

ment of Finance.

D. Other Adjustments

In specifying inflationary guidelines, the Department of Finance
recognizes that a single index and rate will not accurately represent all
state agency expenditures. In addition to the guidelines already stated,
agencies may wish to review certain expenditure items (e.g., construction,
care of persons) where the guidelines may be inappropriate. In those

cases where a recognized index of specific costs indicates projected

price increases in excess of the allowable inflation rates, the Depart-

ment of Finance will review the possibility of permitting variations.

In all cases, these requests must be well documented and reviewed
with your agency controller prior to anticipating any additional price

increases in your budget calculations.
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61

1981-83 Biennial Budget
Projected Fuel and Electricity Prices

F.Y. F.Y. . F.Y.

1980 1981 80-81 1982 81-82
Fuel (dollars per gallon) Average Average Change Average Change
Regular Gas 1.08 1.30 20.4% 1.47 13.1%
Diesel 1.06 1.25 17.9% 1.46 16.8%
0il #1 .97 1.14 17.5% 1.34 17.5%
0il #2 .92 1.09 18.5% 1.28 17.4%4
0il #5 .58 .72 24.1% 1.02 41.7%
0il #6 .48 .58 20.8% .87 50.0%
Natural Gas ($/MCF) 2.90 3.66 26.2% 4,41 20.5%
Electricity (Index 1980.1 = 1.0) 1.001 1.115 11.4% 1.221 9.5%

aSource: Minnesota Energy Agency Forecasting — Revised 7-17-80.

b
Includes 4¢ federal and 9¢ state tax; and additional 2¢ state tax effective 5-1-80.

F.Y.

1983 82-83

Average Change
1.65 12.2%
1.65 13.0%
1.52 13.4%
1.46 14.1%
1.20 17.7%
1.04 19.5%
5.00 13.4%
1.274 4.3%
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STUDY OF CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA FACTORS

The discussion in this paper concerns the criteria by which to eval-

1
uate the appropriateness of measures of formula factors. A factor

should not be selected if it does not reasonably relate to the philoso-

phy of the CCA, or 1if the criteria indicate that the measure(s) of a

factor are not reasonably accurate. On the other hand, the more accu-

rate the measure(s), the more useful the factor, i.e., use of the factor

in the formula will do a better job of accomplishing its intended pur-

pose.

1. PoP
2. GR
3. 'DCC
4. DC
5. SUP

FORMULA FACTORS WHICH REMAIN UNDER
CONSIDERATION BY THE COMMITTEE

Total county population.
Crime rate, averaged for 3 years.
District court convictions.

Number of adult felons charged in district court (averaged
for 3 years). This factor was not averaged for 3 years for

the formulae.

Number of adult felons under supervision on March 31, aver-
aged for 3 years. This factor was not averaged for 3 years
for the formulae computer runs because data was not available
within a reasonable time. However, data can be obtained, and
should be averaged for 3 years hereafter if SUP is selected
as a formula factor, to avoid a subsidy decrease as a result
of an unusually small number of felons under supervision on
March 31 of a particular year.

1

The original draft of this paper was distributed at the October 16,
1980, CCA Funding Committee meeting. This draft, which includes revisions
and additional material, was mailed to Committee members on October 22, 1980.



6. PAR Population at risk, age 6 through 30.

7. Jp Juvenile population, age 5 throﬁgh 17.
8. PCI Per capita income, averaged for 3 years.
9. RI Per capita locally generated revenue/per capita income, i;e.,

the ratio of PCLGR to PCI (both averaged for 3 years).

CRITERIA BY WHICH TO EVALUATE MEASURES

Face Validity:

"Timeliness (cur-—
rency of data):

Variability:.

Comparability:

Stability:

Is the measure valid? That is, does it appear
reasonable to believe that the measure will ac-—
tually do what it is supposed to do? Or does
that measure mnot logically bear any reasonable
relationship to the factor it is supposed to be
measuring? '

This means that data required which constitute
the measure or to compute the measure are reason-—
ably recent, and that change in the data from the
time the measure is taken until the subsidy is
distributed will be minimal.

Variability across jurisdictions means that a
measure will reflect real differences, if any,
among counties. If there are no differences,
then the factor is not relevant. For example,
the factor "number of persons convicted of a
felony who are under supervision at year's end
multiplied by $350" does not measure differ—
ences in correctional expenditures because it
assumes the same dollar cost per felon in every
county, i.e., it does not reflect differences
amang the counties in costs per felon under super-
vision. It does not really measure corrections
costs at all. It actually measures relative num-
ber of felons under supervision at year's end.

A measure that is comparable across jurisdictions
is one that measures the same thing in all coun-
ties. For example, in Minnesota a measure of
Juvenile Court adjudications is not comparable
across jurisdictions in regard to measuring num-—
ber of juvenile offenders served. This is so be-—
cause there is great variation in the handling of
juveniles among the counties. Many who would be
adjudicated in some counties would be dealt with
informally in others.

A measure that is stable is one that will not
change greatly from year to year due to normal

[a]



random fluctuations or because of changes in the
measurement instrument. For example, population
is relatively stable. There would generally not
be a drastic increase or decrease from one year
to the next. There can be substantial changes
over a period of a few years, however.

Availability of Data: It is important that needed data are available
and that they are reasonably current (timeliness).
No matter how good one believes a measure to be,
if data cannot be obtained, obviously that measure
cannot be used. For example, staff and the Com-
mittee believe that "district court convictions"
is a better measure of '"number of offenders served"
than is "number of persens charged in district
court." However, data on district court convic-—
tions by county is not available at this time.
It will be available at some time in 1981, however,
(See section on district court convictions-—DCC.)
Staff has obtained DCC data for 1978 Wthh we will
use for formulae runs at this time.

The extent to which a measure satisfies the above criteria determines
whether or not it should be selected for use in the formula. It is highly
unlikely that any measure will satisfy all criteria. By using these crite-
ria to evaluate measures, however, those which best meet the criteria can

be identified, as well as those which should be rejected.

After the Committee has selected appropriatelfactors and measures for
those factors, they must assign appropriate relative weights to ea;h factor.
In assessing each factor, one must ask, '"How important is this factor rela-
tive to the other factors to be included in the formula?'" For example, if
two counties are alike on all measures but one, should the result be a small
or a large difference in the dollar amounts of the subsidies they receive?
1f, for a particular factor, the measure for a county increases or decreases
5% or 10%, but all other measures remain the same, how much chaﬁge should
there be in the subsidy eligibility? The answers to these questions will

be determined by the relative weights given to the formula factors.



A.

NEED

1.

Factor: POP Total Populacion of a County

Face Validity:

The question to be answered is whether the number of per-
sons residing in a ccunty has an important bearing on
corrections nseds in the county. Although number of of-
fenders served per 1,000 population varies among counties,
generally the larger the population, the more offenses
committed in absolute nuzmbers, and the more offenders
served. Obviously, a county with a POP of 200,000 will
have a larger number of offesnses, and offenders served,
than a county with a P02 of 50,000. 1In the present GCA
subsidy formula, and sir

milar alternatives, POP is
given a much greater wesight than other factors included.
This is so becausz of the way in which the formula 'works.
y
.

In this particular type of formula POP must be included,

so the other 'ceomputation factors" (AVS and dollar amount)
have a number to operate upon. The most important factor
in determining how much money a county needs to pay for its
Community Correcticns syscem is POP. Four of the formulae
(in simplified rerms

ply POP by a dollar amount giv-
ing the amount of the subsidy which would be based on POP
alone. Then that product is multiplied by the county's AVS
(average standarzd score on all factors—-other than POP).
The AVS is normalls elther somewhat more, or somewhat less,
than one. If more th the county's subsidy based on
POP alone would incre less than one, the subsidy
would decrease. s the formulae work, the effect of fac-—
tors (other than 207, which are based on either need, abil-
ity to pay, or efforz by the county to obtain revenue is

to either increass or decreass the subsidy based on POP
alone. Five of ths mulaze operate similarly to the Minne-
sota Social Services a

If a formula is szlsczed which includes POP only as a fac-

tor, all counzies treated '"equally,'" i.e., all would
receive exactly e number of dollars '"per capita," for
example, $5 for :a51d1ng in the county. A rela-
tively "poor" c
nor would a w2 X
So relative 'nzed’ w w*f 2 415Leoarded except to the ex;ent
that it was deci number of residents in a county--

+

solely——should :ead. Ability to pay and effort also
are not cons®dzrzd. & councy with a PCI of 37,000 will recetive
exactly the szme Soilar zzmount per capita (per resident in the
county) as =z =v 2z 2CI of $12,000.

Timeliness:

POP data is avai. the state demographer. Based on
the 1970 U.S. (10 wear. census, the state demographer has

Kt



estimated total county population for 1979.
Variability:
Same as for PAR.

Comparability:

The measure across jurisdictions is comparable. The same
thing——total population--is being measured in each county.

Stability:

In general, POP is relatively stable from year to year.
However, POP is declining at a somewhat relatively faster
rate in some counties. Over a period of a few years in
some counties there could be a substantial drop. The sub-
sidy of these counties would decrease as a result.

Availability of Data:

POP data is easily obtainable from the state demographer.

2. Factor: Number of Offenders Served

ae

CR Crime Rate

(1) Face Validity:

Although '"number of offenders served' is, to some ex-
tent, dependent on CR, the relationship is somewhat
tenuous. The two obviously are not synonomous. There
are many more offenses committed than there are offend-
ders served, because a large proportion of crimes are
never solved. Much better measures of "number of
offenders served' are available.

(2) Timeliness:

CR data is available from the state Bureau of Criminal
Apprehension (BCA) for a particular year about one
year after the end of that year.

(3) Variability:

CR does a poor job of reflecting real differences among
counties. Methods of reporting offenses vary greatly
from county to county. While 70% of all offenses may
be reported in one county, only 50% may be reported in
another. The police and sheriff in one county may rou-
tinely record all offense reports, while in another,
law enforcement personnel may fail to officially re-
cord what they believe to be '"insignificant' or '"un-
founded' offenses. In addition, CR does not measure
"number of offenders served'; it merely measures



(4)

(5)

(6)

DCC
(See

(1)

(2)

reported rzcoried offenses. No arrests, prosecutions,
0T convictions occur for many of these offenses, and
arrest, prosecution, and conviction rate (as a ratio
to CR) varies significantly among counties.

Comparability:

CR as a measure is not reasonably comparable across
jurisdictions for the reasons stated under (2) above.
Quality is poor as a measure of 'mumber of offenders
served.”

Stabilitvy:

CR probably is relatively stable from year to year,
i.e., there generally would not be large fluctuations
from year to year. An exception may occur in a county
where significant changes are made in offense report-
ing requirements. When a significant change does oc-—
cur, for example, as a result of a change in economic
conditions, it is likely to occur to a similar extent
in all or most counties. When a similar change occurs
for a factor in all counties, it would not affect the
proportionate CCA subsidy eligibility. ‘

Availability of Data:

CR is easily obtainable from the state Bureau of Crimi- ;
nal Apprehension.

District Court Convictions
section on DT-~adults charged in district court.)

Face Validicv:

DCC (discricc court convictionms, i.e., number of per-
sons convicted of felonies and gross misdemeanors——or
felonies only-—in district court) directly measures
"number of adult offenders served." These persons have
been convicred and therefore must be dealt with in some
way by "corractions."

Timeliness:

DCC data by county will be available for the first time

1 -
Because DCC data will! bz zwai

able at some time in 1981, the CCA

L
Funding Committee, at its Cczxber 16, 1980, meeting, chose to include
DCC as a factor in the CCA sui:zid~ formula, and to omit DC (felons
charged in district court). T
in October, 1980, 1973 DCC Zdaza
Sentencing Guidelines Commnission were used.

collected on a one-time basis by the




(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

DC

(L)

at sometime in 1981, from SJIS, and thereafter, for a given
year, shortly after the end of that year.

Variability:

SJIS will soon have accurate records of DCC. DCC will then
be a reasonably good measure of differences among counties

as to number of adults convicted in district court. DCC is

a better measure of '"number of offenders served" than is DC.
Because these persons are convicted, they must be dealt with
by the corrections systems. GCosts will be incurred. As for
DC, some persons who are ''charged" are not convicted at trial,
or the prosecutor may drop charges for a variety of reasons.
So some of those charged are never served by corrections pro-
grams, and the ratio of convictions to persons charged would
vary among counties. That difference would not be reflected
if DC is used.

Comparability:

The criterion of comparability is satisfied. The same thing

.will be measured across counties after accurate Supreme Court

data 1is available. However, one problem with DCC is that it
does not take into account ''prevention,' '"diversion prior to
being charged,'" nor '"diversion after charge but prior to ad-
judication of guilt.'" See, under DC, (4) Comparability, sec-
ond paragraph.

Stability:

DCC will be relatively stable. 1If DCC goes up as a result of
an increase in crime rate, it would likely occur statewide,
so the relative differences among counties would remain about
the same.

Availability of Data:

DCC will be obtainable from SJIS at some time in 1981.
Number of Adults Charged in District Court

Face Validity:

DC is a better measure of 'mumber of offenders served'" than
is CR. However, although there is an apparent relationship
between '"number of offenders served'" and DC (persons charged
with felonies and gross misdemeanors in district court), DC
includes some persons who are '"mot guillty,'" i.e., the pros-
ecutor drops charges before trial for various reasons, the
person is acquitted (found not guilty) at trial, or the
judge dismisses the case before trial. These persons, for
whom no '"'corrections costs'" are incurred, are counted in
"mumber of offenders served" if DC is a formula factor.

DCC (district court convictions, i.e., persons convicted of



felonies and gross misdemeanors-—-or felons only--in
district court) more accurately measures 'number of
offenders served'" than does DC, or CR.

(2) Timeliness:

District court charge data is now available from the
state Bureau of Criminal Apprehension (BCA) and the
state Supreme Court (State Justice Information System——
SJIS for a particular year approximately six months
after the end of that year. The first year for which
it is available is 1979.

(3) Variability:

At this time there is a problem with variability and
comparability in regard to DC. The BCA has DC data.
However, BCA estimates that approximately 18% to 20%

of adults charged in district court are '"missed" (i.e.,
not included) and that the percentage 'missed! varies
widely among counties. The reason for this is that BCA
does not receive a record of a 'DC'" unless that indi-
vidual was "fingerprinted." A large number never are
fingerprinted, particularly members of the upper-middle
and middle classes who have committed "white collar"
crimes, and often persons indicted by a grand jury.

The individuals in this ''missed" group, who are sen-
tenced to state institutions (not many are) are then
"picked up" by the BCA, i.e., the BCA will then get the
individual's record from the state institution. How-
ever, because a large number of DC's are missed and be-
cause the number missed may, for example, be 15% in one
county and 25% in another, it is apparent that DC does
not accurately reflect real differences among counties
as to relative numbers of adults charged in district
courts.

As previously stated, this is the situation as it exists
now. However, the Minnesota Supreme Gourt through its
State Justice Information System (SJIS) is now in the
process of setting up a comprehensive criminal justice
data base. 1In the near future (estimate, at Ssome time
in 1981) accurate and complete DC data will be available
from the SJIS. SJIS will maintain a complete record on
every adult charged in district court. (It will also
have a cocmplete record on all adults convicted in dis-—
trict court.)l

The DC data that we can obtain now (data we used for

"Information obtained from Ken Benfield, Director of Criminal Justice
Information, BCA, and Jim Rebow, Director of Information Retrieval System,
State Justice Information System (SJIS), Minnesota Supreme Court.



(4)

(5)

(6)

SUp

(L)

the formulae computer runs) is obviously, to some ex—
tent, defective. Because accurate data can be obtained
at some time in 1981, however, this factor is a viable
option. Averaging over a three-year period could not
be done, however, until 1983 or 1984.

Comparability:

The present problems described under '"Variability'" also
impair comparability. Once the information is avail-
able from SJIS, however, DC will be comparable across
counties, i.e., the same thing will be measured in all
counties——namely, number of persons charged in district
court.

One problem with this measure, however, is that it does
not take into account 'prevention' nor "diversion prior
to being charged." Prevention, however, would apply
for the most part to juveniles. DC does take into ac-—
count adult offenders diverted after being charged (in
district court) but before an adjudication of guilt.

An argument can be made by counties which have preven-
tion and diversion prior to charge programs that they
are penalized and counties which do not fund prevention
and diversion before charge programs are unfairly bene-
fited. However, there is no factor which would include
prevention and/or diversion prior to charge which rea-
sonably meets the five criteria (example: CR).

Stability:

Once the SJIS data base is set up, DC will likely be
relatively stable. There probably would not be large
fluctuations from year to year. 1If DC goes up as a re—
sult of an increase in crime rate, it would likely
occur statewide, so the relative differences among
counties would remain about the same.

Availability of Data:

DC is obtainable from the BCA and the Supreme Court.
Accurate DC data will be easily obtainable from SJIS
at some time in 1981.

Adult Felons under Supervision (at year's end)

Face Validity:

SUP is a valid measure of "number of offenders served."
It directly measures number of offenders who are pro-
vided correctional services, i.e., those who are on
probation or parole. It is underinclusive, however.

It does not include offenders to whom correctional



services are provided who may not be on formal proba-
tion or parole, i.e., persons who are "diverted' out
of the criminal justice system prior to being charged
or prior to an adjudication of guilt, but who never-
theless receive some type of correctional services.
It also does not include "prevention.!

(2) Timeliness:

Adult felons under supervision data are available from
the Department of Corrections (DOC) for a particular
year approximately three months after the end of that
year.

(3) Variability:

SUP is a reasonably accurate measure of real differ-
ences among counties, as to number of adult felons on
probation or parole. Reasonably accurate records are
kept. CCA Areas report this information to DOG. The
state provides adult probation and parole services in
the 60 non-CCA counties so the state (DOC) also has
data for those counties. Because SUP is at present an
indirect subfactor in the formula, CCA counties prob-
ably do not omit any persons under supervision.

It is possible for counties to '"manipulate'" this fac-
tor, however. A county could keep persons under super-—
vision for an unreasonably long period of time, thereby
increasing its caseload, with a resulting increase in
its state CCA subsidy. SUP aiso does not take into
account perscns who are diverted but not under formal
supervision, but may, for example, be in treatment or
participating in a project like Operation de Novo in
Hennepin County. In addition it does not take into
account prevention.

(4) Comparability:

The same thing is being measured in all counties—-—number
of adult felons on probation or parole. Therefore, SUP
does meet the criterion of comparability.

(5) Stability:
SUP is relatively stable. There are unlikely to be
large changes from year to year. If changes do occur,

they are likely to be statewide.

(6) Availabiiity of Data:

SUP data are easily obtainable from DOC.

,-4
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PAR

(1)

(3)

(4)

Population at Risk, Age 6 through 30

Face Validity:

There is a relationship between the proportionate num-
ber of persons age 6 through 30 in a county and the
number of offenders served in the county. Numerous
studies have shown that crime rate is much higher among
this age group than it is among the population over
age 30. Consequently, number of offenders served in
this age group is proportionately higher than in the
over 30 group. The measure is defective, however, in
that it cannot measure variations among counties in
"proportionate number of offenders served within the

6 through 30 age group.'

Timeliness:

PAR data are available from the state demographer. How-
ever, they are collected only periodically, i.e., by the
U.S. 10-year census. In between, they are estimated by
the state demographer. PAR being used at this time

by DOC is estimated for 1975 by the state demographer.

It may also be obtained from the Department of Educa-
tion. Staff could project PAR for 1979 for each county
by multiplying total 1979 county population by the per-
centage age 6 through 30 of total county population (based
on 1975 estimates of PAR by the state demographer).

Variability:

The ability of PAR to reflect actual differences of
population age 6 through 30 among counties is obviously
dependent on the accuracy of the U.S. census and the
estimates by the state demographer, which accuracy has
long been subject to dispute. It is impossible to de-
termine the accuracy of this data. If we assume it is
reasonably accurate, however, or that the error rate,

if any, is likely to be fairly consistent in all coun-—
ties, then PAR would reasonably reflect real differences
in population age 6 through 30 among the counties.

Comparability:

Comparability is met in the sense that the same popula-
tion--age 6 through 30--is being measured in all coun~
ties. However, this does not measure ''mumber of offend-
ers served'" accurately. This factor assumes that the
proportionate number of offenders served out of popula-
tion age 6 through 30 is the same for all counties.
Obviously, this is not so. There would be some real
differences among counties, but we have no measure which
would accurately reflect how small or how great those
differences are. For example, it is believed by many

11



(5)

(6)

JP

(1)

that the proportionate number of offenders served in
this age group is significantly greater in high-density
urban areas, in relatively low-income rural areas, and
in urban 'ghetto' areas, because a larger proportion of
this age group commit crimes in said areas. Because
the variation in programs and services among counties
is so great, some counties' ''corrections' programs
serve nonoffenders, and in some counties offenders are
served by '"moncorrections" programs, e.g., social serv-
ices, it is impossible to accurately measure actual
number of offenders served.

Stability:

In general, population is relatively stable from year

to year. 1In recent years, birth rate has been declin-
ing, however, so PAR will be decreasing. It will likely
decrease relatively uniformly across the state, however.
To some extent, some large urban and several rural
counties may have a problem with PAR stability. The
most recent U.S. census showed a declining population

in these areas. 1In areas where population age 6 through
30 is decreasing significantly (more than in other
areas), PAR as a formula factor for these areas will

be less proportionately (compared with other counties)
and will therefore result in reducing the subsidy eli-
gibility for these areas. The amount of such reduction
will depend on the relative decrease in PAR and on the
relative weight assigned to all of the factors included
in the formula.

Availability of Data:

PAR data is easily obtainable from the state demographer.

Juvenile Population, Age 5 through 17 (Included in all
formulae.)

Face Validity:

DCC is probably the best measure available of '"number
of offenders served" for adults. There is no compara-
ble measure for juvenile offenders which would measure
"number of juvenile offenders served" with reasonable
accuracy. Neither "number of petitions filed" nor
"number of adjudications' (in juvenile court) is satis-
factory, because of the great variation among counties
in their handling of juvenile offenders. Given similar
juvenile offenders and offenses, some counties file
many more petitions and adjudicate as delinquent (pro-
portionately) many more juveniles than do other coun-
ties. In many counties, a large number of juvenile
offenders, although never adjudicated delinquent, and
who are not formally placed under supervision, are

12



nevertheless provided with some type of ''correctional
services" (incurring correctional costs). Consequently,
JP (juvenile population, age 5 through 17 years) is
recommended as the only reasonable alternative factor
for measuring the juvenile offender population. A sig-
nificant flaw in the use of JP is that it cannot meas-—
ure the variation among counties of the proportionate
number of offenders among the juvenile population.
There would obviously be some difference among counties
in the proportionate number of their juvenile popula-
tion who receive ‘''correctional services." If it is
decided to include a "juvenile offender" factor in the
formula, JP is the best available.

(2) Timeliness:

The same as for PAR.
(3) Variabilicy:

The same as foerAR.

(4) Comparability:

The same as for PAR.
(5) Stability:
The same as for PAR.

(6) Availability of Data:

The same as for PAR.

B. ABILITY TO PAY

1. Factor: PCI PerCapita Income

ae

Face Validity:

The question to be considered is whether per capita income
is a good indicator of a county's ability to pay for its own
Community Corrections needs. More specifically, PCI is be-
ing evaluated as an indicator of "wealth"--the implicit
assumption being that greater wealth would indicate greater
county responsibility to pay for Community Corrections and
correspondingly less need for state subsidy. Although PCI
does reflect wealth of the residents of a county, there are
some limitactions on how much of that wealth is accessible

to county government.

Nearly all county-gesnerated revenue is derived by taxing
real property--not income. However, no matter what kind of
tax a county imposes, the residents of a county must pay the



tax out of their personal and business incomes (PCI). A
county is perfectly free to take into account the PCI of
its residents in deciding the amount of its tax levy.
Whether the county does in fact do so is irrelevant. The
point is that the county does in fact have the power to
do so.

There are certain state imposed restrictions on a county's
ability to increase its real property tax levy, however.
(See section on "Per Capita Taxable Value.") Of course, if
a county is taxing at its maximum limits (excluding special
levies), it cannot obtain more tax revenue, i.e., it cannot
increase the general levy beyond the limit even when PCI
rises. However, the state imposed restrictions do not apply
to the levy for Community Corrections.! The counties have
the power, under state law, to impose a ''special levy" for
Community Corrections, the amount of which is unlimited.
Since there are no restrictions related to market value,
taxable value, or the '"levy limit base,”2 and the county,
therefore, can levy any dollar amount it wishes for Commu-
nity Gorrections, and the ability of the residents to pay
real property taxes is based solely on their personal in-
comes,” a good argument can be made that PCI is a reasonable
measure of a county's ability to obtain revenue for Commu-
nity Corrections.

Within the limits of political feasibility, there is no
limit on the amount of local revenue a county can obtain
for Community Corrections. Since PCI measures wealth of
county residents relatively more accurately than does any
other factor, and the county is free to base the amount of
its levy for Community Corrections on PCI, it is reasonable
to use PCI as a measure of a county's ability to pay for
its own Community Corrections system.

Figure 1 shows the distribution of counties by PCI. The
average county PCI for. 1978 was $6,794. Over two-thirds of
the counties fell between $5,721 and $7,828.

b. Timeliness:

PCI data is available from the Regional Economics informa-
tion System, Federal Burea of Economic Analysis. Data for
a particular year are available approximately 18 months
after the end of that year. :

"This is true for other county services as well, e.g., '"public assist~
ance."

See section on "Per Capita Taxable Value."

3 - . P
The only source out of which real property taxes are paid is each
resident's personal (or business) income.
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Variability:
PCI is based on filed income tax returns of county residents.
Real differences in the PCI among counties are accurately

reflected in this measure.

Comparability:

Some people fail to report all of their income. To the ex—
tent that this practice may vary among counties, this meas—
ure is defective in terms of 'measuring the same thing"
across jurisdictions. Another problem is that wealth, meas-
ured solely by incomz, does not accurately reflect differ-
ences in the standard of living. For example, most farmers
raise or produce much of their own meat, fowl, dairy prod-
ucts, eggs, fruits, and vegetables on their farms. They
don't pay for most of these items out of their incomes as
reported on their income tax returns, and costs of farming
operations are deductible. They also have their housing on
their farms. However, urban dwellers must pay for all of
these items out of their incomes as reported on their income
tax returns. Consequently, when one compares a farmer and
an urban dweller having the same income, the farmer is actu—
ally "wealthier'" than the urban dweller, i.e., he has a
higher standard of living. Therefore, a largely rural county
will actually have a higher standard of living (compared with
a largely urban county) than is reflected in that county's
PCI. To this extent, comparability is defective. 1In addi-
tion, cost differences across jurisdictions impair the com-
parability of PCI amcng counties. However, there is no
factor, other than PCI, which--all things considered--more
accurately measures wealth and ability to pay for Community
Corrections.

Stability:

PCI can vary substantially from one year to the next, as Ta-
ble 1 indicates. This fact is significant for county resi-
dents who may carry a steadily increasing absolute real
property tax burden. The relative local tax burden for
county residents, thersfore, will change as PCI changes, un-
less the per capita tax levy (PCTL) changes relative to PCI
(which it probably does not, except by accident if ever).

In other words, a decrease in PCI will result in an increase
in the relative tax burden unless there occurs a correspond-
ing decrease in the PCTL.

Figures 2, 3, 4, and 5 indicate that PCTL is not adjusted
in response to changes in PCI.

-
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TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PER CAPITA INCOME
FOR SELECTED MINNESOTA COUNTIES

COUNTY 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978
Benton 12.0 2.1 16.1 12.6 11.0
Carver 11.3 4.4 7.3 17.3 9.5
Clearwater 3.8 2.2 1.8 13.4 10.5.
Dodge - 1.5 3.8 3.0 32.7 8.0
Goodhue 6.5 4.7 8.9 11.7 10.9
Isanti 3.1 8.5 10.1 16.2 6.7
Kittson -22.5 9.8 -36.9 34.4 24,6
Le Sueur 3.2 6.5 10.1 19.1 10.8
Marshall -10.6 -5.3 =30.3 34.4 20.1
Mower 4.9 8.9 5.7 17.0 9.5
Olmsted 5.4 14.0 10.7 11.4 12.2
Polk - 2.2 1.4 -22.6 21.0 23.4
Renville - 3.0 4.0 10.1 54.8 9.1
Scott 6.3 7.8 8.4 13.5 9.2
Stevens 2.4 1.7 -=20.5 47.2 11.0
Wadena 6.6 5.1 10.1 16.3 5.7
Winona 6.1 7.2 10.1 14.3 8.7
SOURCE: Regional Economics In-

formation System, Bureau
of Economic Analysis.
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FIGURE 2

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PER CAPITA INCOME
AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PER CAPITA REAL PROPERTY TAX LEVY
(16 counties)
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FIGURE 3

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PER CAPITA INCOME
AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PER CAPITA REAL PROPERTY TAX LEVY
(16 counties)
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PER CAPITA INCOME AND PER
CAPITA REVENUE GENERATED LOGCALLY

e

{ 4. s
Y

4

A

5

3,915

i
1

4,216

4,517

4,818

5,119

5,420

5,721

6,022

6,323

6,925 7,527
6,626 7,226 7,828

1978 PER CAPITA INCOME

8,129

(dollars)

8,430

8,731 9,

9,032

3

33 9,935
9,634



FIGURE 5
1978 PER CAPITA REVENUE GENERATED LOCALLY
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An implicit assumption in including PCI as a formula factor
is that the state subsidy for Community Corrections should
be responsive to changes and differences in relative wealth
For example, a county with a relative decrease in wealth
should receive an increased state subsidy so that the bur-
den on local resources will not be so great. Similarly,

a county with lower than average wealth should receive
greater than average state subsidy so that the tax burden
is somewhat equalized.

The validity of this assumption, however, is dependent on
the taxing behavior of county governments. State effort
to equalize tax burden is not effective if county govern-
ments do not adjust their taxing behavior to at least par-
tially reflect changes in wealth. TFigures 2 and 3 suggest
-that, at least in the short run, county governments do not,
in fact, adjust taxes in response to changes in wealth.
Figure 4 also suggests that there is no relationship be-
tween county wealth and taxing behavior. In other words,
above or below average PCI does not seem to play an impor-
tant role in determining whether a county will have a be-
low or above average tax burden. The assumption that ad-
justing state subsidy to PCI is a means toward equalizing
the tax burden does not appear to be valid.

Also to be considered are two requirements of the CCA:

(1) When a county begins participation, it cannot diminish
its "current level of spending' (amount spent by county for
corrections the year prior to entry), and (2) Beginning in
1979, if in any biennium the state subsidy is increased by
an inflationary adjustment which results in the county re-
ceiving more actual subsidy than it did in the previous
.calendar year, the county shall be eligible for that in-
crease only if the "current level of spending' is increased
by a percentage equal to that increase within the same bi-
ennium. In each of the two provisions, 'current level of
spending” has been interpreted by DOC to mean the amount
spent by the county for corrections the year before entry.
Therefore, (1) means that a county can never decrease its
expenditures below the amount spent the year before entry,
(2) means, beginning in 1979, in each year-—the county

must increase the amount spent in the year before entry by
the same inflationary increase (percentage) given the state
subsidy. For example, if County A entered in 1976, and
spent $300,000 for corrections in 1975 (base year), and for
1980, the stacte subsidy was increased by 7% (inflation rate),
in order for County A to receive the state subsidy infla-
tionary increase, it would have to increase its 1973,
$300,000 expenditure by 7% to $321,000 for spending in 1980.
If the state subsidy received another 7% inflationary in-
flationary increase for 1981, County A would have toc in-
crease the 3321,000 by 7% to $322,470 in order to be eligi-
ble to receive the state increase.

{
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c.

Factor:

1.

RI (ratio, revenue, income)

Counties which entered three or more years ago will be little
affected by (2) above, because their base year spending was
relatively small. Also, there were several years for which
they did not have to increase county spending for inflation.
However, counties coming in 1980 and thereafter must increase
each year on a relatively larger base. The pre-1976 counties
can avoid inflationary increases for sometime because they
probably already are spending much more than in the base
year. However, the recently entering counties will have to
increase every year for inflation. The pre-1976 counties,
therefore, could adjust their spending (and tax levy) to re-
flect changes in wealth (PCI). However, the recently en-
tering counties could not. If a county experiences decreas-—
ing wealth (PCI) the result would be an increase in state
CCA subsidy. The intent is that the state will equalize the
burden by paying for a greater share of the total corrections
costs. 1In fact, for a county which cannot decrease its local
corrections spending (under the CCA), and therefore cannot
decrease its levy for Community Corrections, the relative tax
burden on the residents of that county is actually increased.

The point here is that while PCI, as well as state subsidy
amounts can change substantially from one year to the next,
the realities of county government taxing behavior and the
said provisions of the CCA (in regard to recently entering
counties) do not permit the equalization of tax burdens. Re-
cently entering counties receiving real increases in state
subsidy cannot reduce county corrections expenditures accord-
ingly (unless they forego the state subsidy inflationary in-
crease). The tax burden, therefore, increases. County gov-
ernments, however, have not demonstrated a propensity to take
PCI into account when establishing tax policies. The said
provisions of the Act, therefore, may not be significant.

Availability of Data:

PCI data is easily obtainable from the Federal Bureau of
Economic Analysis.

Effort by the County to Obtain Revenue

Ratio of Per Capita Locally Generated
Revenue to Per Capita Income:
PCLGR/PCI

(See section om PCI.)

3.

Face Validity:

PCLGR/PCI, or RI for short, indicates only the amount of rev-
enue collected by a county in a given year. It does not nec-—
essarily indicate wealth or ability to pay for Community
Corrections. County governments are limited by state law to
annual general levy increases of 8% (6% for Hennepin, Ramsey,
and St. Louis counties). This fact restricts the ability of
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any county to impose substantial increases in the general
real property tax levy. This constraint, however, is
lessened somewhat due to the fact that counties may im—
pose a special tax levy for Community Corrections (and
for certain other county services)——which is unlimited.
Figures 4 and 5 shows how all Minnesota counties were
distributed according to 1978 PCLGR.

b. Timeliness:

PCLGR is available from the state auditor. Revenue data
is available for a particular year 9 to 12 months after
the end of that year.

c. Variability:

Real differences in this ratio will be reflected among
counties. However, the problems mentioned under RI, '"Face
Validity" and the sections on PCI and PCTV must be con-
sidered. Example, some counties may be taxing at the max-
imum limits—-taking political feasibility into account.

d. Comparability:

The same thing is being measured in all counties. However,
consider the same problems mentioned under RI, '"Variability."

e. Stability:

Revenue will probably increase steadily from year to year in
all counties. However, because of the levy limits, and
larger levies in the previous year for some counties, it will
go up faster in those counties than in others. PCI fluctuates
significantly; however, we will also do for PCLGR. The
greatest problem in terms of stability is the increasing dis-
parities among counties for PCLGR.

f. Availability of Data:

PCLGR is abtainable from the state auditor, PCI from the
Federal Bureau of Economic Analysis.

FORMULA FACTORS ELIMINATED FROM CONSIDERATION

1. CE Corrections expenditures.

2. SUP-COC Persons under supervision in the county who were convicted
outside of the county.

3. PCTV Per capita taxable wvalue.




A. NEED
1. Factor: CE Corrections Expenditures

"Corrections expenditures' as a factor was omitted because there
simply is no way to measure it. To take a unit of service and
assign a dollar cost and use that same dollar cost for that unit
of service in every county would be inadequate. For example, if
one uses ''number of adult felons under supervision multiplied by
$350," this does not measure the cost for a felon under super—
vision, nor does it measure differences in unit costs among
counties. This factor assumes that the dollar cost per unit is
the same in all counties, which is not true. This factor does
not measure correctional costs at all-—-it merely measures 'num-—
ber of felons under supervision,' which is a measure of ''mumber
of offenders served.'" For example, assume there are three coun-
ties in Minnesota: A, B, and C. First the relative proportions
of the costs per felon urder supervision will be computed; then
the relative proporiions of number of felons under supervision
will be computed. You will see that the relative proportions
for the three counties are the same for both measures. And
since a standard score is computed for each county based on its
relative proportion of the measure, the results are the same,
whether ''costs' or ''mumber' are used.

FELONS DOLLAR

UNDER COST TOTAL PROPOR-

SUPER- PER DOLLAR TIONATE

VISION UNIT COST SHARE
County A 50 x 8350 = $17,500 = 16.7%
County B 100 x $330 = $35,000 = 33.3%

County C 150 x $350 = $52,500 = 50.0%

County A 30 = 16.7%
County B 100 = 33.3%
County C 130 = 50.0%

It is inadequate and unnecessary to use such a measures. One will
have accomplished the same purpose by using some other factor
which measures ''‘number of offenders served,'" such as DC, DCC,

or SUP.

There is another tvpe of ''corrections cost' measure, for example,
"annual cost for probation officer salaries." This does, in fact,
measure costs, although it measures differences in costs among
counties very inaccurately.

oo easily manipulated by the counties.
eports of some counties counting as
P.0.'s, such personnel as social workers and clerks, for the pur-
pose of increasing their standard scores for this factor and
sta
t

This type of factor can Tz t
There have been frsgquent reo

thereby increasing their te CCA subsidies. This same type of
problem exists whenever "actual costs' for any unit of service is
used as a factor. A factor which cannot be manipulated is much
preferred. 1In addition, use of CE penalizes counties which spend



proportionately more of their correctional dollars on "prevention"
and '"diversion' or any correctional services provided to offenders
who are not formally under supervision. These counties would re-
ceive less state subsidy because of proportionately lower probation
caseloads, because they choose to spend relatively more of their
correctional dollars on other types of correctional services. On
the other hand, those counties which spend most of their correc—
tional dollars on '"supervision'" would receive larger state sub-
sidies. Counties would be encouraged to put all or most of their
money into ''supervision' in order to obtain a greater state sub-—
sidy, and discouraged from developing other innovative correctional
services.

The use of '"total correctional expenditures' has been suggested.
It is impossible to measure "total correctional expenditures'.
In some counties, offenders are provided services by noncorrec-
tions programs, e.g., social services. In some counties, non-—
offenders are provided services by corrections programs, e.g.,
victim-witness programs. It would not accurately measure dif-
ferences in costs among counties, since the unit costs differ

in all counties but this factor does not take differences in
unit costs into account.

More importantly, this measure would totally disregard need and
ability to pay. The fact that County A spends relatively more
for total corrections costs (i.e., a larger dollar amount per
capita) than County B does not necessarily mean that County A
has a greater need for a larger state subsidy or that it has
less ability to pay. It may be that County A is relatively much
wealthier than County B and can therefore easily afford to spend
much more on corrections. :

The population in the two counties, or number of offenders served,
may be very similar (in number), so the need would not be greater
in County A. 1In other words, there is no substantial evidence
which would support a conclusion that per capita corrections ex-—
penditures bears a reasonable relationship to need and ability to

paye

If we included '"total corrections expenditures' as a factor, then
in the last example of Counties A and B, we would reward County A,
a wealthier county with no greater need than County B by giving it
a larger state subsidy. We would penalize County B, a poorer
county, with a need as great as County A's.

Factor: SUP-COC Persons Under Supervision in the County Who
Were Convicted of Felonies! Outside of the

County.

a. Face Validity:

This group of offenders consists of persons who were convicted

1 . .
Or felonies and gross misdemeanors.
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of a felony (or a felony or gross misdemeanor) either in
some other Minnesota county or in a state other than Minnesota.
This is a valid measure of a specific class of offenders
served. Although these persons are convicted elsewhere, the
county in which they reside incurs costs in providing correc-—
tional services to them. These persons obviously would not

be included in DCC or DC. DCC includes only persons convicted
in the district court within the county.

DC includes only persons charged in the district court within
the county. If DCC or DC is the only factor included in the
formula which measures number of adult offenders served,
therefore, the class of SUP-COC would not be taken into ac—
count. Some counties may have a relatively higher propor-
tion of this class of offenders among their total offender
population than do other counties.

Timeliness:

Data needed to measure SUP-COC is not currently available.
Although county probation and parole officers in the 12 CCA
areas and state adult P.0O.'s and county juvenile P.0.'s in
the 60 non-CCA counties provide periodic reports on their
caseloads to DOC, these reports do not now designate whether
a person under supervision was convicted within or outside of
the county in which he/she resides. Donald Selger, Community
Corrections Administrator at DOC has stated that such infor-
mation could be obtained from the P.O.s. The data could be
available by the time DOC recomputes the counties' state CCA
subsidy eligibility in 1982 (for the 1983-84 bienrium). The
information would be available for a particular year within a
few months after the end of that year.

Variability:

SUP-COC would reflect differences among counties as to the
proportionate number of their offender population who are
in this class, assuming P.0. records will be reasonably
accurate and up-to-date.

Comparability:

The measure is comparable across jurisdictions. It would
include the actual number of SUP-COC's in each county. None
of this class would be excluded, nor would members of any
other class be included, in any county.

Stability:

At this time, there is no way to know to what extent this
factor may fluctuate in any county, or for all counties. It .
has not previously been measured. Conceivably, it could
fluctuate considerably in some counties. However, because
this class would probably be relatively small in number in
all or most counties in proportion to the number of offenders




B.

convicted in the district court within the county, it should
be given a lesser weizht than DCC. Given a lesser weight,

fluctuations in SUP-COC would result in relatively small in-
creases or decreases in the county's CCA subsidy eligibility.

e. Availability of Data:

Data could be available from DOC in the near future. (See
"Timeliness'').

NOTE: TIf SUP-COC is included in the CCA subsidy formula, it
is intended that it be included in a formula which
also includes DCC, and that SUP-COC be substituted in
place of SUP. A formula could, of course, include all
three factors, but inclusion of SUP is not recommended
by staff, (See section on SUP).

ABILITY TO PAY

1.

Factor: PCTV Per Capita Taxable Value

a. Face Validity:

PCTV represents the per capita county tax base. It does
not necessarily reflect personal wealth of the residents.
(One may own a homestead with a very high taxable value
but have a very low peronal income, in which case it would
be a great hardship to pay the property tax.) Is PCTV

a good indicator of a county's ability to pay for its own
Community Corrections needs? This factor is included in
the present formula and has been the most controversial

of the four factors (in addition to POP) included. Until
1980, PCTV varied greatly among counties because PCTV was
based on assessed values which ranged, in 1978 from 34.1%
to 81.9% of true market value.l 1In addition, by state
law, assessed value was limited to increases of no more
than 10% from the previous year. Consequently, the coun-
ties which were far below market value could never 'catch up"
to market value because inflation increased market value
at a greater rate than the state imposed limit on in-
creases in assessments. So the disparities in assessed
values became greater as did PCTV which was based on
assessed value.

The state law has changed, however. Beginning in 1980 (for
real property taxes payable in 1981) all counties must
assess real property at 100% of market value._ The 10%
limit on assessment increases was eliminated. Since PCTV
will now be computed on the basis of full market value of

1 . : ; . .
Market value is determined bwv the price at which comparable property

in the area has sold for recently.

The use of "limited market value'" for the purpose of determining prop-—
erty tax payable was declared unconstitutional in 1979 by the Minnesota

Tax Court.
9
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property in all counties, the comparability among counties
has increased dramatically.

There are other problems with the use of PCTV, however. Be-
cause people must pay their property taxes out of their per-
sonal incomes, it is their personal incomes (PCI) which re-
flect ability to pay by the residents, not PCTV. Neither the
market value nor the taxable value (which is less than market
value) of a property tells us anything about the owner's
ability to pay his/her property tax. The owner of a homestead
with a market value of $75,000 may have a personal income of
$5,000 per year, or $200,000 per year. He may have bought the
house 40 years ago and paid $5,000 for it at the time, the
huge appreciation resulting from inflation. The appreciation
in value in no way increases the owner's ability to pay prop-
erty taxes (unless it is 'income' property and rental income
increases as a result of appreciation in value of the
property).

Unfortunately, the counties apparently do not take PCI into
account when determining the amount of their tax levy. They
determine how much revenue they wish to obtain, and set the
mill rate accordingly. Taxable value is computed using var-
ious formulae established by the state. The formula varies
according to the '"use' of the land. There are different
classifications, such as 'agricultural homestead', with each
classification having a different formula for computing tax—
able value. Taxable value must be computed separately for
each property. (Taxable values for all properties in the
county are then summed, and the total sum divided by the to-
tal number of persons residing in the county. The quotient
is PCIV). The county then determines how much revenue it
wishes to collect and sets the mill rate so that amount of
revenue will be obtained.

State law has established a '"levy limit base'' which is the
real property general tax levy in 1970 for property tax pay-
able in 1971. From 1970 to 1980, counties were limited to 6%
levy increases from year to year based on the 1970 "levy limit
base' for each county service for which a levy was imposed in
1970. The total county '"levy limit base'' is the total 1970
levy minus all special levies (e.g., public assistance, social
services, bonded indebtedness). 1In regard to the levy for
most county services (general levies), state law, beginning

in 1980, now limits 84 counties to an increase in the levy
from one year to the next to 8% (previously 6%). In Hennepin,
Ramsey, and St. Louis counties, that levy limit is 6%. How-
ever, certain county services are exempt from the 8% or 6%
limit on levy increase. The counties have the power to impose
"special levies' on these services, for example, the levy for

Lo, .. . . .

This injustice is alleviated to some extent by the state 'homestead
credit", property tax rebate from the state for low-income persons, and the
real property tax 'freeze' for senior citizens.
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Community Corrections and Public Assistance. The county is
free to obtain any dollar amount of revenue it wishes for
Community Corrections——there is no limit of any kind on this
special levy. Obviously, as previously stated under the sec-
tion on PCI, the county has the power to base the amount of
the special levy for Community Corrections on the PCI in the
county, i.e., the average amount of its residents' personal
(and business) incomes.

Much information concerning market value, limited market value,

taxable value, and PCTV, and the variation among counties
could be set forth here. However, it would not be useful be-
cause of the drastic changes which will result from the new
state law which requires that all counties assess at 100% of
market calue. To a great degree, the disparities which pre-
viously existed will be eliminated or greatly reduced. Even
if assessors in a particular county continue to assess below
market value, the state (Department of Revenue) will "equal-
ize'" market values among counties by comparing assessed val-
ues with selling prices of comparable properties in the area,
and will increase assessed values which are below market
value.

As a result of the changes in state laws, PCTV will be (begin-
ning in 1980) a relatively better indicator of a county gov-—
ernment's ability to pay for its own Community Corrections
needs. However, counties with previously very low assessed
values and, therefore, very low PCTV, will suffer because for
general levies, they are limited to an 8% (or 6%) increase in
levy from the previous year. Counties which previously were
assessing at close to market value will do much better. How-
ever, this is irrelevant in regard to Community Corrections;
for which the amount of the levy is unlimited, except in re-
gard to political feasibility.

Timeliness:

PCTV is available from the Minnesota Department of Revenue,
Local Government Aids and Analysis Division, and Property
Equalization Division. Taxable valuation data is available
approximately six months after the original assessments
(which are done in the year before taxes are payable, e.g.,
the assessment in 1980 is for taxes payable in 1981). Real
market value adjustments are available approximately 17
months after the original assessments.

Variability:

Under the new laws, PCTV will do a mucl better job of re-—
flecting real differences among counties, because all coun-
ties must assess at full market value, and PCTV is based on
market value. So the differences among counties will be
"real'" differences, rather than artificial ones. One prob-
lem which still exists is that the rise in ''real market



value" is dependent upon the number of sales of real proerty
in the county. The state bases real market value of property
in a county upon the sales in the county, i.e., the selling
prices of comparable property in the area. Therefore, in a
county with relatively more sales, real market value will
rise at a faster pace.

Comparability:

As previously stated, problems coricerning comparability have
been greatly alleviated. We are measuring the same thing

across jurisdictions when we measure PCTV now. The problem
is——for general levies-—the counties are limited to an 8% (or

6%) increase in the levy, so PCTV does not really reflect the
relative differences in counties' ability to obtain revenue.

For example, County A, having a PGTV of $100 million (real

market calue), imposed a levy of $5,000,000 in 1980. County B,
having a PCTV of $100 million (real market value), imposed a

levy of $7,500,000 in 1980. Each county in 1981 can increase

its general levy 8%. County A can levy $5,400,000 in 1981

(an increase of $400,000); County B can levy $8,100,000 (an
increase of $600,000). It can be seen that the counties which
have been imposing relatively low levies will never 'catch up."
Also, the disparities between counties will become greater so
long as the law limiting levy increases remains in effect. Again,
it must be remembered that there is no state imposed limit on the
dollar amount a county can levy for Community Corrections.

Stabilitx:

Market values and therefore PCTV, will continue to rise state-—
wide for an indefinite time because of inflation. Because the
increases will be statewide, the relative differences in PCTV
among counties will remain reasonably stable.

Availability of Data:

PCTV is readily obtainable from the Department of Revenue.
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