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TABLE A.1

COMMllliITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Crow Wing-Morrison

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb
TOTAL EXPENDITURESI I

TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT
TOTAL CCA TURES FROM CO~TY OF from State f of for Community for FROM OTHER OF

YEAR EXPENDITURESc CONTRIBUTIONS TOTALe Contributions Tota1e
= Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCESg TOTALe

1974
h ----

$ 70,100 $ 8,200 11.7% $ 29,200 41.7% $ 20,900 $ 8,300 $ 32,700 46.6%
1975 356,400 26,100 7.J 241,100 67.5 155,600 85,500 89,200 25.0
1976 371,600 19,900 5. [~ 304,100 8l.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
1979. 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%j $ 1,539,700 $600,100 $240,300 9.27)

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 Bob
Er1anson, Corrections Administrator, Crow Wing­
Morrison Community Corrections.

NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the speci­
fied funding source; they do not necessarily repre­
sent total funding from that source.

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

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

CAll sources. Includes chargebacks and any carry-over from
previous year.

dShould include intra-CCA Area per. diem housing receipts.

epercentages are percentage of total community corrections
expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nea~est

tenth of a·percent.

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

gExample: 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 eCA Area, if any.

hSeptember through December, 1974.

i
The 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).
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TABLE A.2

COMM'JNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Dodge-Fillmore-Glmsted

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb
TOTAL EXPENDITURESI I

TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT
TOTAL GGA TURES FROM COUNtY OF from State f of for Community for FROM OTHER OF

YEAR EXPENDITURESc CONTRIBUTIONS TOTALe Contributions Totale
= Programs + Chargeb acks FUNDING SOURC~Sg TOTALe

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 1 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
1980J 861,900 147,400 17.1 666,900 77 .4 553,500 113,400 47,600 5.5

TOTAL $ 4,624,500 $ 639,900 13.3%k $3,410,500 73.7%k $ 3,037,200 $373,300 $574,100 12.4%k

SOURCE: epercentages are percentage of total community corrections
expenditures for the ~pecified years rounded to nearest
tenth of a percent.

gExample: 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.

NOTE:

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 Loren
Weisbrod, Financial Officer for Dodge-Fil1more­
Olmsted Community Corrections.

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

+
~Expenditures from the State CCA Subsidy.
carry-over.from previous year, if any.

Includes state
~

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

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

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

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

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

iIncludes $39,866 special county funding for jail remodeling.

jThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

kpercentages 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).
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TABLE A.3

COMMJillITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Ramsey

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

I I
TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures

TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUNlY OF from State f of for Community for
YEAR EXPENDITURES

c
CONTRIBUTIONS TOTALe Contributions Tota1e

= Programs + Chargebacks

1974
h $ 3,843,700 $ 1,423,400 37.0% $ 431,500 11.2% $ 384,200 $ 47,300

1975 5,426,200 3,590,400 66.2 1,835,800 33.8 1,506,608 329,200
1976 6,826,300 4,010,800 58.8 2,815,500 41.2 2,047,100 768,400
1977 7,416,200 4,276,500 57.7 3,014,700 40.7 2,205,400 809,300
1978 7,675,600 4,781,300 62.3 2,791,100 36.4 1,952,900 838,200
1979. 8,803,100 5,621,200 63.9 3,059,700 34.8 2,305,100 754,600
1980J 9,162,000 5,826,800 63.6 3,312.000 36.1 2,412,000 900,000

TOTAL $49,152,500 $29,530,400 60.1%k $ 17,260,300 35.1%k $12,813,300 $4,447,000

TOTAL EXFENDITURES
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

FROM OTHER
FUNDING SOURCESg

$1,988,200 i

o
o

125,000
103,200
122,200
23,200

$2,361,800

PERCENT
OF

TOTAL
e

51. 770
0.0
0.0
1.7
1.3
1.4
0.3

4.8%k

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

cAll sources. Includes chargeback and any carry-over from
previous' year.

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

epercentages 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) 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.

iFederal revenue sharing.

jThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

kpercentages refer to percentage of total community correc­
tions expenditures, e.g., $29,530,400 (coun~y contribution)
is 60.1% of $49,152,500 (total community corrections expend­
itures).

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

NOTE:

SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre­
hensive plan submitted by Area to th~ State Depart­
ment of Corrections (DOC); all other financia1'data:
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC and from Ralph
Nelson, Ramsey County Community Corrections Finan-
cial Officer. .
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TABLE A.4

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Red Lake-Po1k-Norman

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

I I
TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures

TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUNJY OF from State f of for Community for
YEAR EXPENDITURES

e CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL
e

Contributions Tota1e
= Programs + Chargebacks

1976 $ 431,200 $ 127,900 29.7% $ 139,400 32.3% $ 128,200 $ 11,200
1977 557,000 224,800 40.4 203,300 36.5 175,100 28,200
1978 658,400 162,600 24.7 271,000 41.2 237,700 83,300
1979h 669,900 195,200 29.1 260,600 38.9 229,700 30,900,
1980 723,600 226,600 31 1 333,000 46.0 281,300 51, 700~----

TOTAL $ 3,040,100 $ 937,100 30.8%j $1,207,300 39.7%j $1,052,000 $155,700

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

FROM OTHER
FUNDING SOURCESg

$163,900
128,900
224,800
214,100
164,000

$895,700

PERCENT
OF

TOTA.L
e

38.0%
23.1
34.1
32.0
22.7

29.5%j

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.

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

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

cAll sources. Includes chargeback and carry-over from pre­
vious year.

d
Should 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).

epercentages 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.

gExamp1e: federal and state grants. Includes grant~carry­
over from previous year, if any. For 1978,
1979, and 1980, also includes work-release re­
ceipts, rent, school district receipts, and con­
tract housing'receipts from DOC. May include
per diem housing receipts from outside Qf the
CCA Area, if any.

hThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

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

jpercentages refer to 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).



TABLE A.5

COMMt~ITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOu~CEa

CCA AREA: Region 3 (Arrowhead)

'f J

TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT
TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUN1Y OF

YEAR EXPENDITURES
c CONTRIBUTIONS TOTALe

1976h $ 1,852,000 $ 905,300 48.9%
1977 4,216,200 2,062,000 48.9
1978 4,328,500 2,137,600 49.LL
1979. 4,213,200 1,879,800 44.6
19801. 4,366,800 2,053,500 47.0

TOTAL $18,976,700 $ 9,038,200 47.6%j

... ~

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONS
b

\ I
Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures

from State f of for Community for
Contributions Tota1e = Programs + Chargebacks

$ 465,400 25.1% $ 361,900 $ 103,500
1,647,800 39.1 983,400 664,400
1,499,900 34.7 1,109,800 390,100
1,822,300 43.3 1,403,800 418,500
1,905,600 43.6 1,669,600 236,000

$7,341,000 38.7%j $1,812,500 $1,812,500

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

FROM OTHER
FUNDING SOURCESg

$ 481,300
506,400
691,000
511,200
407,700

$2,597,600

PERCENT
OF

TOTALe

13.7%
12.0
16.0
12.1
9.3

13.7%.i

),

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 aDd from Kurt
Soderberg, Region 3 Community Corrections.

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.

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

CAll sources. Includes chargeback. Includes any carry-over
from previous year.

dShou1d include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

epercentages 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.

gExamp1e:. school district receipts, federal and stat~
(non-CCA) grants. May include per diem housing
receipts from outside of the CCA Area, if any.

h
July through December, 1978.

i The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

jPercentages refer to percentage of total community correc­
tions expenditures, e.g., $9,038,200 (county contribution)
is 47.6% of $18,976,700 (total community corrections ex­
penditures).
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TABLE A.6

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Anoka County

),

TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT
TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUNaY OF

YEAR EXPENDITURES
c

CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL
e

1976
h

$ 551,200 $ 248,200 45.0%
i977 1,241,600 245,700 19.8
1978 1,613,900 291,000 18.0
1979. 1,908,700 337,900 17.7
1980J 2,178,900 538,100 24.7

TOTAL $ 7,494,300 $1,660,900 22.2%k

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

I I
Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures

from State f of for Community for
Contributions Total e = Programs + Chargebacks

$ 218,600 39.r/" $ 217,000 $ 1,600
713,100 57.4 656,400 56,700
984,500. 61.0 849,400. 135,100

1,101, 500 l. 57.7 923, 9OO l. 177 ,600
1,282,900 58.9 1,062,700 220,200

$ 4,300,600 57.41'0 $3,709,400 $ 591,200

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

FRON OTHER
FUNDING SOURCES8

$ 84,400
282,800
338,400
469,300
357,900

$1,532,800

PERCENT
OF

TOTAL
e

15.3%
22.8
21.0
24.6
16.4

20.5%k

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 Mary
Sorenson, Anoka County Community Corrections.

epercentages 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.

NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the speci­
fied funding source; they do not necessarily repre­
sent total funding from that source.

gExample: school district receipts, federal and state (non­
GGA) grants. May include per diem housing re­
ceipts from outside of the CGA Area, if any.

aExpenditure information is from secondary sources as re­
ported by CGA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflation.
Amounts are rounded t~ nearest $100.

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesot:t.

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

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

hSeptember through December, 1976.

iIncludes $342 other state funds (non-CCA).

jThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

k .
Percentages 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).
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TABLE A.7

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY·FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Todd-Wadena

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb
TOTAL EXPENDITURESI I

TOTAL EXPENDI- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures FROM CONTRIBUTIONS PERCENT
TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUNaY OF from State f of for Community for FROM OTHER OF

YEAR EXPENDITURES c CONTRIBUTIONS TOTALe Contributions Total e = Programs + Chargebacks FUNDING SOURCES g TOTALe
-

1976h
$ 51,300 $ 19,300 37.6/0 $ 32,000 62.4% $ 28,400 $ 3,600 $ 0 o.m:.

1977 216,100 47,700. 22.0 111,800 51.7 97,200 14,600 56.600 26.2
1978 241,100 50, 200 l. 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
1980J 507,400 52,200 10.3 414,500 81.7 312,900 101,600 40, /00 ~

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
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 Kar~n

Wedstein, Todd-Wadena Community Corrections.

epercentages are percentage of t0ta1 community corrections
expenditures for the specified year, rounded to nearest
tenth of a percent.

fExpenditure$ from the State CCA Subsidy. I~cludes state
carry-over from previous year, if any.

('

NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the speci­
fied funding source; they do not necessarily repre­
sent total funding from that source.

gExamp1e: school board receipts, federal and state (non­
CCA) grants. May include per diem housing re­
ceipts from outside of the CCA Area, if any.

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

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

CAll sources. Includes chargeback and carry-over from
previous year.

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

hJuly through Dece~,er, 1976.

i Includes $16,850 special county funding.

jThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

kpercentages 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).
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TABLE A.8

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES 3Y FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Region 6W

TOTAL CCA
EXPENDITURES c

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

I I
Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures

from State f of for Community for
Contributions Totale = Programs + ChargebacksYEAR

1977h

1978
1979,
1980~

TOTAL

$

$

TOTAL EXPENDI­
TURES FROM COUNaY

CONTRIBUTIONS

40,100 $ 13 ,200
210,500 55,800
306,000 56,300
394,700 61,800

951,300 $ 187,100

PERCENT
OF

TOTALe

32.9%
26.5
18.f-!-

~­
19.7%j

$ 26,900 67.1/0
151,400 71.9
237,000 77 .5
332,900 84.3

$ 748,200 78.7%j

$ 25,500
136,600
187,300
274,400

$ 623,800

$ 1,400
14,800
49,700
58,500

$124,400

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

fROM OTHER
Fm~DING SOURCESg

$ 0
3,300

12,700
o

$ 16,000

PERCENT
OF

TOTALe
----

0.0%
1.6
4.2
0.0

1. 7%j

SOURCE: 1980 budgeted financial data: from annual compre­
hensive plan submitted by Area to th0 State Depart­
mene of Corrections (DOC); all other financial data:
from Community Corrections Financial Status Reports
submitted quarterly by Area to DOC and from Douglas
Oxenreider, Corrections Administrator, Re~ion 6W
Community Corrections.

NOTE: The financial data are expenditures from the speci­
fied funding source; they do not necessarily repre­
sent total funding from that source.

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

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

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

dShould include intra-CCA Area per diem housing receipts.

epercentages 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) grants. Incluaes
grant carry-over from previous year, if any.
May include per diem housing receipts from out­
side of the CCA Area, if any.

hThe 1977 amounts are for last 3 months of year only.

i The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

jPercentages refer to percentage of total community correc­
tions expenditures, e.g., $187,100 (county contribution)
is 19.7% of $951,300 (total community corrections- expendi­
tures).
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TABLE A.9

COMMm~ITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA Area: Hennepin

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

I I
TOTAL EXPEND1- PERCENT Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures

TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUNTY OF from State ~ of for Community for
YEAR EXPENDITURESc CONTRIBUTIONS TOTALe Contributions

r Total e = Programs Chargebacks+---
1978 $ 18,855,600 $ 13,921,400 73.8% $ 3,289,300 17.4% $ 2,412,300 $ 877 ,000
1979h 22,638,900 15,058,000 66.5 5,349,900 23.6 2,821,400 2,528,500
1980 26,861,300 18,799,200 70.0 5,776,200 21.5 2,457,100 3,319,100

TOTAL $ 68,355,800 $ 47,778,600 6.9.9% $14,415,400 21.1% $ 7,690,800 $6,724,600

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

FROM OTHER
FUNDING SOURCESg

$ 1,644,900
2,230,900
2,285,900

$ 6,161,700

PERCENT
OF

TOTAr:

8.7"10
9.9
8.5

9.0%

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
Richard Mons, Hennepin County Financial Of:icer,
and David Sterry, Hennepin County Pla~ning Depart­
ment.

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

total funding from that source.

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

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

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

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

epercentages 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) grants, if any.

hThe 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

iInc1udes $97,000 special state funding. This originally
appeared in "Total Expenditures from State Contribution" and
"Expenditures for Community Programs." It was subtracted
from those columns and added to "Total Expenditures From
Contributions From Other Funding Sources." See footnote f.

jPercentages refer to percentage of total community correc­
tions expenditures, e.g., $47,778,600 (county contribution)
is 69.9% of $68,355,800 (total Community Corrections expe:1.d..;.·
itures).
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TABLE A.10

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Blue Earth

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

I I
Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures

from State f of 0 for Community for
Contributions Total~ = Programs + Chargebacks

~~.
TOTAL EXPEND1- PERCENT

TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COU~Y OF
YEAR EXPENDITURESc CONTRIBUTIONS TOTAL

e

1978 $ 381,400 $ 167,000 4::>.8%
1979h

558,100 145,600 26.1
1980 519,800 148,900 28.6

TOTAL $ 1,459,300 $ 461,500 31.6%

$ 176,600
323,000
275,100

$ 774,700

46.3%
57.9
52.9----

53.1/0

$ 128,100
221,200
201,900

$ 551,200

$ 48,500
101,800
73,200

$ 551,200

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

FROM OTHER
FUNDING SOURCESg

$ 37,800
89,500
95,800

$ 223,100

PERCENT
OF

TOTAL
e

9.9%
16.0
18.4

15.3%

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.

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

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

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Hinnesota.

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

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

epercentages 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-eeA) grapt~. Includes
grant carry-over from previous year, if any.
May include per diem housing receipts from out­
side of eeA Area, if any.

h
The 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).
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TABLE A.11

COllliUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Washington

),

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

r I
Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures

from State f of for Community for
Contributions Tota1e = Programs + Chargebacks

TOTAL EXPEND1- PERCENT
TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUNTY OF

YEAR EXPENDITURES
c

CONTRIBUTIONSd TOTALe

1978 $ 223,700 $ 125,300 56.0%
1979

h 739,100 241,600. 32.7
1980 1,005,600 252.000~ -ll.._1_

TOTAL $ 1,968,400 $ 618,900 3L4%k

$ 70,800
380,600
657,900

$1,109,300

31.6%
51.5
65.4

56.4%k

$ 66,700
329,400
501,200

$897,300

$ 4,100
51,200

156,700

$212,000

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

FROM OTHER
FUNDING SOURCESg

$ 27,600
116,900.
95,700 J

$ 240,200

PERCENT
OF

TOTALe

12.3%
15.8
9.5

12.2%k

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.

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

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

bWherever "State" appears, it refers to Minnesota.

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

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

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

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

gExamp1e: federal and state (non-CCA) grants; school dis­
trict receipts. Includes grant carry-ov~r from

. previous year, if any. May include per diem h~us­

ing receipts from outside of GGA Area, if any.

h
The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

iInc1udes $15,500 special county funding.

JInc1udes $19,630 budgeted conditional funds for per diem.

kpercentages 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).
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TABLE A.12

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCEa

CCA AREA: Rock-Nobles

)

I --1
Total Expenditures Percent Expenditures Expenditures

from State f of for Community for
Contributions Total e = Programs + Chargebacks

EXPENDITURES FROM STATE CONTRIBUTIONSb

TOTAL EXPEND1- PERCENT
TOTAL CCA TURES FROM COUNIY OF

YEAR EXPENDITURESc
CONTRIBUTIONS TOTALe

1979h $ 105,100 $40,000 38.0%
1980 235,683 40,000 17 .0----

TOTAL $ 340,783 $80,000 23. 5~~

$ 65,100
195,683

$ 260,783

61.9%
83.0

76.5/0

$ 45,300
127,284

$172,584

$ 19,800
68,399

$ 88,199

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

FROM OTHER
FUNDING SOURCESg

$0
o

$0

PERCENT
OF

TOTALe

0.0%
0.0

0.0%

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.

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

aExpenditure information is from secondary sources as reported
by CCA Area. Amounts are not adjusted for inflation. Amounts
for 1979 are rounded to nearest $100.

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

cAll sources. Includes chargeback and carry-over from pre­
vious year.

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

epercentages are percentage of total community corrections
expenditures for the specified year, if any.

fExpenditures from the State eGA Subsidy. Includes stat~
carry-over from previous year, if any.

gRock-Nobles received no funding for corrections from other
sources for 1979 and 1980. This category would include,
for example, federal and state (non-GGA) grants, school
district receipts, and per diem housing receipts from out~

side of the GGA Area, if any. It would include any~grant

carry-overs from the previous year, if any.

h
The 1980 amounts are budgeted, not actual.

ipercentages refer to percentage of total community correc­
tions expenditures, e.g., $80,000 (county contribution) is
23.5% of $340,783 (total community corrections expenditures).



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

TIME PERIODb
including FUNDED /Y FUNDED BY OTHER FUNDING

CCA AREAa c
SOURCES

echargeback) STATE CCA AREA

Ramsey 1974-1980 $49,152,500 35.10% 60.10% 4.80%
Crow Wing-Morrison 1974·-1980 $ 2,609,300 82.00% 8.80% 9.20/0
Anoka 1976-1980 $ 7,494,300 57.40% 22.20% 20.50%
Dodge-Fillmore-01msted 1974-1980 $ 4,624,500 73.70% 13.80% 12.40/0
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-vladena 1976-1980 $ 1,328,800 67.50/0 16.30% 16.00%
Red Lake-Folk-Norman 1976-1980 $ 3,040,100 39.70% 30.80% 29.50%
Region 6W 1977-1980 $ 951,300 78.70/0 19.70/0 1. 70/0
Blue Earth 1978-1980 $ 1,459.300 53.10% 31.60% 15.30%
~.Jashington 1978-192.0 $ 1,968.400 56.40/0 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.

aThe 12 CCA AReas are comprised of 27 counties in Minnesota.

bExpenditures data for 1980 arp budgeted, not actual~

CIncludes chargebacks. See individual eCA Area Tables A.I
through A.12.

dState CCA Subsidy. Includqs chargebacr~.

eExamples: federal and state (non-CCA) grants, school district
receipts, and per diem welfare receipts.

<;'



See individual CCA Area tables and footnotes (Tables A.l through
A.12). (Hereafter, State refers to Minnesota).

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

NOTE:

SOURCE:

'l'AIlLE A.lIt

ANNUAL COHMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES AND ANNUAL AMOUNT
AND PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR [)j~CREASE IN COMHUNITY

CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES FUNDED IlY CGA AREAa

_____ ~__~_L~_1i __l2.__~ _~__ ._~"_~ A R

CCA AREA
tJ 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

Crow Wing-Horrison:
Expenditur-;C-- d

8,200 $ 26,100 $ 19,900 $ 30,600 $ 50,400 $ 44,800 $ 49,200
$ Increase or Decreased +$ 17,900 -$ 6,200 +$ 10,700 +$ 19,800 -$ . 5,600 +$ 4,400
% Increase or Decrease Ee

+218% - 24% + 54% + 65/0 - 11% + 10%

Dodge-Fil1more-01msted:
ExpenditureC

d
66,700 $ 83,100 $ 71,000 $ 80,300 $ 115,'300 $ 76,100 $ 147,(,OO

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 16.400 -$ 12,10Q +$ 9,300 +$ 35,000 -$ 39,200 +$ 71,300
% Increase or Decrease E

e
+ 25% - 15% + 13% + 44% - 34% + 94%

Ramsey:
c $1,423,400 $3,590,400 $4,010,800Expenditure

d
$4,276,500 $ 4,781,300 $ 5,621,200 $ 5,826,800

$ Increase or Decreased +$2,167,000 +$ 420,400 +$ 265,700 +$ 504,800 +$ 839,900 +$ 205,600
% Increase or Decrease Ee +152% + 12% + 7% + 12% + 18% + 4%

Red Lake-Polk-Norman:
Expenditurec

d
127,900 $ 224,800 $ 161,600 $ lQS,1nrl $ 'Z16.6nn

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 96,Qoo -$ 61,100 +$ 12,fiOO +$ 11,L,on
% Increase or Decrease Ee

+ 76'10 - 28"/. + 'Zo'/" + f 16'/

~ion 3: cExpenditure
d

905,300 $2,062,000 $ 1,117,6()() $ 1,879,8on $ 1 J)'}1 ,5nn
$ Increase or Decreased +$1,156,700 +$ 75,hon -$ 157,800 +$ 171,700
% Increase or Decrease Ee +128% + 4a;" - 12"10 + qat,

Anoka: c
~enditure d

248,200 $ 245,700 $ 1Ql,ooO $ 1'37,qno $ 51~, 100
$ Increase or Decreased -$ 2,500 ~$ 4'},30n +$ 4fi,QOO +$ 100,200
% Increase or Decrease E

e 1% + 1R% + 16% + 59'1.,

Todd-Wadena:
Expenditure

c
$ 19,300 $ 47,700 $ 50,200 $ 47,300 $ 52,200

d
$ Increase or Decreased +$ 28,400 +$ 2,500 -$ 2,900 +$ 4,900
% Increase or Decrease Ee

+147'7. + 5% 6% + 10%

Region 6W:
Expenditure

c 13,200 $ 55,800 $ 56,300 $ 61,800
d

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 42,600 +$ 500 +$ 5,500
% Increase or Decrease E

e +323% + 1% + 10%

Hennepin: c
Expenditure d $13 , 921,400 $15,058,000 $18,799,200
$ Increase or Decreased +$ 1,136,600 +$ 3,741,200
% Increase or Decrease Ee

+ 8% + 25%

Blue Earth:
Expenditure

c
$ 167,noO $ 1/.5,non t, 14R,900d

$ Increase or Decreased -$ 1l.4Qf) +$ 3,300
% Increase or Decrease Ee - 1~'i + 2"!.

Washington:
cExpenditure

d
125,300 $ 241,600 $ 252,000

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 116,300 +$ 10,400
%, Increase or Decrease Ee

+ 93% + 4%

Rock-Nobles: c

'"
Expenditure d $ /.0,000 $ 40,000
$ Increase or Decreased 0
% Increase or Decrease Ee ('0%

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

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

cThe first line for each CGA Area shows expenditures for each year.

dThe second line for each CCA Area shows the dollar amount of increase
or decrease in expenditures fro~ the preceding year to ,the specified
year, The third line shows the percentage of increase or,decrease from
the preceding year. The large increase between the year of entry and
the following year for some CCA Areas results because expenditures tor
the year of entry may be for less than a full year. Hinus (-) equals
decrease; plus (+) equals increase.

e"E" indicates the year of entry into the Community co~_re_,c~t~~_s_A_c=~ _



'fAilLE A.15

ANNUAL COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES AND ANNUAL AMOUNT
IAND PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE IN CON~lUNITY

CORRECTIONS EXPENDITUlmS FUNDED BY STATE a
I

._______g. JU;,_.A_~l2-!U~ y E A R
-I

b
,._._--------_._--_..

eCA AREA 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980----.._-
Crow Wing-Morrison:

Expendi ture c
d $ 29,200 $ 241,100 $ 304,100 $ 330,800 $ 377 ,000 $ 371,300 $ 486,300

$ Increase or Decreased
Be

+$ 211 ,900 +$ 63,000 +$ 26,700 +$ 46,200 -$ . 5,700 +$ 115,000
% Increase or Decrease +7261'0 + 261'. + 9% + 14'70 21'0 + 31%

.Dodge-Fi Ilmore-O1~ ted:
Expenditure c

d
146,400 $ 314,100 $ 441,200 $ 526,500 $ 688,900 $ 626,500 $ 666,900

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 167,700 +$ 127,100 +$ 85,300 +$ 162,400 -$ 62,000 +$ 40,400
% Increase or Decrease Ee

+115% + 40% + 19% + 31% 9% + 6%

Ramsey: c $1,835,800 $2,815,500Expend iture d $ 431,500 $3,0114,700 $2,791,100 $3,059,700 $3,312,000
$ Increase or Decreased +$1,404,300 +$ 979,700 +$ 199,200 -$ 223,600 +$ 26o,600 +$ 252,300
% Increase or Decrease Ee +325% + 53% + 7% 7% + 10% + 8%

Red Lake-Po1k-Norman:
Expenditurec

d
139,400 $ 203,300 $ 271,000 $ 260,600 $ 333,000

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 63,900 +$ 67,700 -$ 10,400 +$ 72,6.00
% Increase or Decrease Ee + 46% + 33% 4% + 28 GI"

Regi~~: cExpenditure
d

465~400 $1,647,800 $1,499,900 $1,822,300 $1,905,600
$ Increase or Decreased +$1,182,400 -$ 147,900 +$ 322,400 +$ 83,300
% Increase or Decrease Ee +254% 9% + 21% + 5io

Anoka:
~enditure

c 218,600 $ 713,100 $ 984,500 $1,10 1,500 $1,282,900
d

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 494,500 +$ 271,400 +$ 117,000 +$ 181,400
% Increase or Dee-rease Ee +226% + 38io + 12% + 16%

Todd-Wadena:
Expend i ture

c 32,000 $ 111,800 $ 134,400 $ 203,800 $ 41Lf,500
d

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 79,800 +$ 22,600 '. +$ 69,400 +$ 210,700
% Increase or Decrease Ee +249% + 20% + 52% +103%

Region 61-1: c
Expenditure d

26,900 $ 151,400 $ 237,000 $ 332,900
$ Increase or Decreased +$ 124,500 +$ 85,600 +$ 95,900
% Increase or Decrease E

e
+463% + 57% + 40%

Hennepin:
cExpend iture d

$3,289,300 $5,349,900 $ 'j. 770 .ZOO

$ Increase or Decreased +$2,060,600 +$ 4~0.30n

%'Increase or Decrease Ee + 63% + 8"{,

Blue Earth:
Expenditure

c 176,600 $ 323,000 $ 27'5.100
d

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 14fl,6.00 -$ 47.900

% Increase or Decrease Ee
+ fl3°1. - 1 ')01..

I-Iashington:
cExpenditure

d
70,800 $ 380,600 $ 657,900

$ Increase or Decreased +$ 309,800 +$ 277 ,300
i. Increase or Decrease Ee

+438% + 73%

Rock-Nobles:
Expenditure c 65,100 $ 195.683

d$ Increase or Decreased +$ 13(;,533
% Increase 01' Decrease Ee

+Z01%

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

NOTE: See individual eeA Area tables and footnotes (Tables A.l through
A.12). (Hereafter, State refers to Minnesota,)

aTable indicates community corrections expenditures funded by the State
(eeA 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.

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

cThe first line for each eCA 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 specified
year. The third line shm.,s the percentage' of in-crease or decrease from
tllP. preceding year. The large increase betl/een the year of entry and
the following year for some CCA Arens results because expenditures for
the year of entry may be for less than a full year. Hinus (-) equRls
decrease; plus (t) equalD increase.

----_._-_._-----------,-----------------_-.:-_----------------------



TABLE A.16

PERCENTAGES OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
PAID BY CCA AREAS, STATE CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FUNDING

SOURCES EACH YEAR FROH 1975 THROUGH 1980
(including chargebacks)

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY FROh CONTRIBUTIONS COMMUNITY

CALENDAR CORRECTIONS FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS
eCA AREAa YEAR EXPENDITURESb CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPEND ITURES CONTRIBUTIONSc = EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPEND ITURES

Crow Wing-Morrison 1975 $ 356,400 $ 26,100 7.3"1, $ 241,100 67.6"1, $ 89,200 25.0%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1975 515,300 83,100 16.1"1, 3lt+,100 61.0"1, 118,100 22.9%

TOTAL 1975 $ 871,700 $ 109,200 12.5%d $ 555,200 63.7%d $ 207,300 23.8%d

Crow Wing-Morrison 1976 $ 371,600 $ 19,900 5.4% $ 304,100 81.8% $ 47,600 12.8"10
Lodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1976 642,300 71,000 11.1% 441,200 68 7'1, 130,100 20.3';'

TOTAL 1976 $ 1,013,900 $ 90,900 9.0"l,d $ 745,300 73.5"1,d $ 177,700 17.5"1od

Crow Wing-Morrison 1977 $ 402,800 $ 30,600 7.6% $ 330,800 82.1% $ 41,400 10.3%
Dodge-Fil1more-Olmsted 1977 701,300 80,300 11. 5"1, 526,')00 75.1% 94,500 13.5"1,
Fed Lake-Polk-Norman 1977 557,000 224,800 40.4% 203,300 36.5% 128,900 23.1"1,
Fegion 3 1977 4,216,200 2,062,000 48.9% 1,647,800 39.1% 506,400 12.0%
Anoka 1977 1,241,600 245,700 19.8"1, 713,100 57.4"1, 282,800 22.8%
Todd-Wadena 1977 216,100 47,700 22.1"1, 111,800 51.7% 56,600 26.2%

TOTAL 1977 $ 7,335,000 $ 2,691,100 30. 71~d $ 3,533,300 48.2%d $ 1,110,600 15.0%d

Crow Wing-Mcrrison 1978 $ 435,600 $ 50,400 11.6% $ 377,000 86.5% $ 8,200 1.9"1,
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1978 946,900 115,300 12.2% 688,900 72.8% 142,700 15.1%
Bed Lake-Polk-Norman 1978 658,400 162,600 24.7% 271,000 41.2"!. 224,800 34.1%
R"gion 3 1978 4,328,500 2,137,600 49.7% 1,499,900 34.7% 691,000 16.0%
Anoka 1978 1,613,900 291,000 18.0"1, 984,50(, 61.0"1, 338,400 21.0%
T::>dd-Wadena 1978 241,100 50,200 20.8';' 134,400 55.71, 56,500 23.4'1.
Region 6W 1978 210,500 55,800 26.5% 151,400 71.9% 3,300 1.6"1,

TOTAL 1978 $ 8,434,900 $ 2,862,900 33.9%d $ 4,107,100 48.nd $ 1,464,900 17 .4"1,d

C:ow Wing-Morrison 1979 $ 437,300 $ 44,800 10.2% $ 371,300 84.9% $ 21,200 4.8%
DJdge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1979 72 L,,400 76,100 10.5% 626,500 86.5% 21,800 3.0%
R2d Lake-Polk-Norman 1979 669,900 195,200 29.1% 260,600 38.9% 214,100 32.0"10
R'=gion 3 1979 4,213,200 1,879,800 44.6% 1,822,300 43.3% 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"1,'
Blue Earth 1979 558,100 145,600 26.1"1, 323,000 57.9% 89,500 16.0"1,

W~shington 1979 739,100 241,600 32.7% 380,600 51. 5~~ 116,900 15.8%

TOTAL 1979 $ 9,369,600 $ 3,024,600 30.6"1, d $ 5,326,600 54.0% d $ 1,518,500 15.4%d

,>'



TABLE A.16

PERCENTAGES OF COMMUNITY CORREGTIONS EXPENDITURES
PAID BY CGA AREAS, STATE CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FillJDING

SOURCES EACH YEAR fROH 1975 THROUGH .1980
(continuca)

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
COHMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COM~1UNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY FROM CONTRIBUTIONS COMMUNITY

CALENDAR CORRECTIONS FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS
CCA AREAa YEAR EXPEND ITURESb CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS

c
= EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPEND ITURES

Crow Wing-Morrison 1980 $ 535,500 $" 49,200 9.2% $ 486,300 90.8/. $ 0 0.0%
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1980 861,900 147,400 17 .1% 666,900 77 .4% 47,600 5.5%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1980 723,600 226,600 31.1/0 333,000 46.0/0 164,000 22.7%
Region 3 1980 4,366,800 2,053,500 47.0% 1,905,600 25.1% 407,700 9.3/0
Anoka 1980' 2,178,900 538,100 24.7% 1,282,900 58.9% 357,900 16.4/.
Todd-Wadena ~ 1980 507,400 52,200 10.3/0 414,500 81. 7% 40,700 8.0%
Region 6W 1980 394,700 61,300 15.5% 332,900 84.3% 0 O.O~~

Blue Earth 1980 519,800 148,900 28.6/0 275,100 52.91. 95,800 18.4%
Washington 1980 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 0.0%

TOTAL 1980 $ 11,329,883 $ 3,569,200 31.5%d $ 6,550,783 57.8%d $ 1,209,400 10.7%d

SOL~GE: Same as source for Tables A.l through A.12.

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.1 through A.12) and
footnotes. (Hereafter, "State" refers to Minnesota.)

8Hennepin and Ramsey GCA 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 eGA Areas.
The information shown above for the 10 eCA Areas is sho~m in Ta-
ble A.17 for Hennepin and Ramsey. Expenditures for che year of entry
(into the GGA) for each of the 10 GGA Areas are not included because
for many CGA Areas, the year of entry was for less than full year
so proporcionate 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 GGA Area is chat Area's second y~ar of
participation in the CCA.

blncludes chargebacks.

crncludes chargebacks.

dpercent of total community corrections expenditures for the specified
year for all GGA Areas listed under that specified year •

., ~ .'
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TABLE A.17

PERCENTAGES DF 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)

COMMUNITY
CALENDAR CORRECTIONS

CCA AREA
a

YEAR EXPENDITURES

Ramsey 1975 $ 5,426,200
1976 $ 6,826,300
1977 $ 7,416,200

.) 1978 $ 7,675,600
1979 $ 8,803,100
1980 $ 9,162,000

Hennepi-l 1979 $ 22,638,900
1980 $ 26,861,300

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES PERCENT OF
TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY FROM CONTRIBUTIONS COM:-1UN ITY

FROH CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS
CONTRIBUTIONS b = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS c = EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPENDITURES

$ 3,590,400 66.2% $ 1,835,800 33.8% $ 0 0.0/0

$ 4,010,800 58.8% $ 2,815,500 41.2% $ 0 0.0%
$ 4,276,500 57.7% $ 3,014,700 40.7% $ 125,000 1.71.
$ 4,781,300 62.3% $ 2,791,100 36.4% $ 103,200 1.3/0
$ 5,621,200 63.9% $ 3,059,700 34.8% $ 122,200 1.4%
$ 5,826,,800 63.6% $ 3,312,000 36.110 $ 23,200 0.3%

$ 15,058,000 66.5% $ 5,349,900 23.6% $ 2,230,900 9.9/0
$ 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.12.

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

aSeparate tables for Hennepin and Ramsey CCA Areas have been constructed
because these two counties are unique in that they pay a much larger
pl:oportion 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.16 for the other 10 CCA Areas. Expenditures for the year of
entry (into the eCA) 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 Are~'s second
year of participation in the CCA.

b Includes chargebacks.

cIncludes chargebacks.

--'" ",,"' , l
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TABLE A.18

PERCENTAGE OF CO~lliUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES PAID BY CCA AREAS, STATE
CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FUNDING SOURCES EACH JEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980

(excluding chargebacks)

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES PERCENT OF
Cm1MUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY FROM CONTRIBUTIONS COMMUNITY

CALENDAR CORRECTIONSb FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER CORRECTIONS
CGA AREA

a
YEAR EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS

c = EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPENDITURES

Crow Wing-Morrison 1975 $ 270,900 $ 26,100 9.6% $ 155,600 57.4% $ 89,200 32.9%
Dodge-Fi11more-01msted 1975 503,100 83,100 16.5 301. 900 60.0 118,100 23.5

TOTAL 1975 $ 774,000 $ 109,200 14.1%d $ 457,500 59.1%d $ 207,300 26.5%d

Crow Wing-Morrison 1976 5 293,100 $ 19,900 6.8% $ 225,600 77.0% $ 47,600 16.2%
Dodge-Fil1more-01msted 1976 620,000 71.000 1l.5 418,900 67.6 130,100 21.0

TOTAL 1976 $ 913,100 $ 90,900 1O.0%d $ 644,500 70.6'7od
$ 177,700 19.5%d

I
Crow Wing-Morrison 1977 $ 336,300 $ 30,600 9. 1'/~ $ 264,300 78.6% $ Lt1,400 12. 3~~
Dodge-Fi11more-01msted 1977 647,800 80,300 12.4 473,000 73.0 94,500 14.6,

I Red Lake-Po1k-Norman 1977 528,800 224,800 42.5 175,100 33.1 128,900 24.4

I Region 3 1977 3,551,800 1,062,000 58.1 983,400 27.7 506,400 14.3

I
Anoka 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. 7'7od $2,649,400 44.1%d $1,110,600 17.2%d
I
I

I. Crow Wing-Morrison 1978 $ 336,900 $ 50,400 15.0% $ 278,300 82.6% $ 8,200 2.4%
I Dodge-Fi11more-01msted 1978 857,900 115,300 13.4 599,900 69.9 142,700 16.6
I Red Lake-Po1k-Norman 1978 575,100 162,600 28.3 237,700 41.3 224,800 - . 39.1

I Region 3 1978 3,938,400 2,137,600 54.3· 1,109,800 28.2 691,000 32.3

I
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 56,5/,;0 24.9
Region 6\v 1978 195,700 55,800 28.5 136,600 69.8 3,300 1.7

I
TOTAL 1978 $ 7,609,800 $2,862,900 37.6%d $3,332,000 43.8%d $1,464,900 19.3%d

I
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TABLE A.18

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

(continued) -.

:;

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES
COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMMUNITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES COMJ.'1UNITY FROM CONTRIBUTIONS

CALENDAR CORRECTIONS FROM CCA AREA CORRECTIONS FROM STATE CORRECTIONS FROM OTHER
CCA AREAa YEAR EXPENDITURESb CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONS c = EXPENDITURES SOURCES

Crow Wing-Morrison 1979 $ 316,300 $ 44,800 14.2% $ 250,000 79.1% $ 21,200
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 1979 647,500 76,100 11.8 549,600 84.9 21,800
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1979 639,000 195,200 30.5 229,700 35.9 214,100
Region 3 1979 3,794,700 1,879,800 49.5 1,403,800 37.0 511,200
Anoka 1979 1,731,100 337,900 19.5 923,900 53.4 469,300
Todd-Wadena 1979 262,300 47,300 18.0 153,200 58.4 61,800
Region 6w 1979 456,300 56,300 22.0 187,300 73.1 12,700
Blue Earth 1979 456,300 145,600 31.9 221,200 48.5 89,500
Washington 1979 687,900 241,600 35.1 329,400 47.9 116,900

TOTAL 1979 $ 8,791,400 $3,024,600 34.4~d-- $4,248,400 48.3%d $1,518,500

Crow Wing-Morrison 1980 $ 393,900 $ 49,200 12.5% $ 344,700 87.5% $ 0
Dodge-Fil1more-Olmsted 1980 748,500 147.400 19.7 553,500 73.9 47,600
Red Lake-Polk-Norman 1980 671,900 226,600 33.7 281,300 41.9 164,000 ('"

Region 3 1980 4,130,800 :!,053,500 49.7 1,669,600 40.4 407,700
Anoka 1980 1,958,700 538,100 27.5 1,062,700 54.3 357,900
Todd-Ivadena 1980 405,800 52,200 12.9 312,900 77 .1 40,700

. Region 6W 1980 446,600 61,300 18.2 274,400 81.6 0
Blue Earth 1980 446,600 148,900 33.3 201,900 45.2 95,800
Washington 1980 848,900 252,000 29.7 501,200 59.0 95,700
Rock-Nobles 1980 167,284 40,000 23.9 127.284 76.1 0

TOTAL 1980 $10,108,584 $3,569,200 35.37od $5,329,484' 52.7%d $1,209,400

SOl~CE: Same as source for Tables A.l through A.12.

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.1 through A.12) and foot­
notes. (Hereafter, "Statell refers to Minnesota.)

PERCENT OF
COMMUNITY

CORRECTIONS
EXPENDITURES

6.7%
3.4

33.5
13.5
27.1
23.6
5.0

19.6
17 .0

17.3%d

0.0%
6.4

24.4
9.9

18.3
10.0
0.0

21.5
11.3
0.0

12.0%d
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TABLE A.18

PERCENTAGE OF CO~1UNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES PAID BY CCA AP~AS, STATE
CGA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER FUNDING SOURCES EAGH.YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1979

(continued)

'l1

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
GGA Areas, the year of entry was for less than a full year so propor­
tionate expenditures from State, CGA Area, and o~her funding sources
for the year of entry would have distorted the r~suits. The first
year shown for each GCA Area :.S that Area's second year of participa­
tion in the CCA.

bExcludes chargebacks.

cExcludes chargebacks.

dpeycent of total community corrections expenditures for the specidied
year for all CGA Areas listed under that year.
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TABLE A.19 I
PERCENTAGES OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES PAID BY HENNEPIN I

AND RAMSEY CCA AREAS, STATE CCA SUBSIDY, AND OTHER I
F~NDING SOURCES EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980

)

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 EXPENDITURESb CONTRIBUTIONS = EXPENDITURES CONTRIBUTIONSc = EXPENDITURES SOURCES = EXPENDITURES

Ramsey 1975 $ 5,097,000 $ 3,590,400 70.4% $ 1,056,600 20.7% $ 0 0.0%
1976 $ 6,057,900 $ 4,010,800 66.2% $ 2,047,100 33.8% $ 0 0.0%
1977 $ 6,606,900 $ 4,276,500 64.7% $ 2,205,400 33.4% $ 125,000 1.9%
1978 $ 6,837,400 $ 4,70_,300 69.9% $ 1,952,900 28.6% $ 103,200 1. 5%
1979 $ 8,04c;,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%

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

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.1 through A.12) and foot­
-- notes. (Hereafter, "State" refers to Minnesota.)

aSeparate tables for Hennepin and Ramsey eeA 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 eCA Areas. Expenditures for the year of entry (into
the eCA) 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, CCAArea, 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.

b
Excludes chargebacks.

cExcludes chargebacks.

<'



TABLE A.20

PERCENTAGE OF CO~lUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
FOR ALL TWELVE CCA AREAS BY STATE CCA SUBSIDY

EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980

COHMUNITY CORREC- PERCENT OF COHHU-
TIONS EXPENDITURES NITY CORRECTIONS

CO~UNITY CORREC- OUT-OF-STATE EXPENDITURES FUNDED
TIONS EXPENDITURES CCA SUBSIDY BY STATE CCA SUB-

CALENDAR (excluding b (exc 1uding c SIDY (excluding
CCA AREAa YEAR chargebacks) chargebacks) chargebacks)

Crow Wing-Morrison 1975 $ 270,900 $ 155,600 57.4"/0
Dodge-Fi11more-01msted 197 'i 503,100 301,900 60.0

SUBTOTAL (2 Areas) 1975 $ 774,000 $ 457,500 59.1%e

Ramsey 1975 5,097,000 1,056,600 29.6

TOTAL (3 Areas) 1975 $ 5,811,000 $ 1,964,100 33.0%e

Crow Wing-Morrison 1976 $ 293,100 $ 225,600 77.0%
Dodge-Fi11more-Olmsted 1976 620,000 418,900 67.6

SUBTOTAL (2 Areas) 1976 $ 913,100 $ 644,500 70.6%e

Ramsey 1976 6,057,900 2, Ol~7 ,100 33.8

TOTAL (3 Areas) 1976 $ 6,971,000 $ 2,691,600 38.6%e

Crow Wing-Morrison 1977 $ 336,300 $ 264,300 78.6%
Dodge-Fi11more-Olmsted 1977 647,800 473,000 73.0
Red Lake-Po1k-Norman 1977 528,800 175,100 33.1
Region 3 1977 3,551,800 938,400 27.7
Anoka 1977 1, 18ll, 900 656,400 55.4
Todd-Wadena 1977 201,500 97,200 l~8. 2,

SUBTOTAL (6 Areas) 1977 $ 6,451,100 $ 2,649,400 41. l%e

Ramsey 1977 6,606,900 2,205,400 33.4

TOTAL (7 Areas) 1977 $ 13,058,000 $ 4,854,800 37.2%e

Crow Wing-Morrison 1978 $ 336,900 $ 278,300 82.6%
Dodge-Fi11more-Olmsted 1978 857,900 599,900 69.9
Red Lake-Po1k-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 6hT 1978 195,700 136,600 69.8

SUBTOTAL (7 Areas) 1978 $ 7,609,800 $ 3,3~2,000 43.8%e

IRamsey 1978 6,83',400 ________~2952,900 28.6

TOTAL (8 Areas) 1978 $ 1l~,447 200 $ 5,284,900 36.6%e

Crow Wing-Morrison 1979 $ 316,300 $ 250,300 79.1%
Dodge-Fil1more-Olmsted 1979 647,500 549,600 84.9
Red Lake~Polk-Norman 1979 639,000 229,700 35.9
Regi~m 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 l~7. 9

SUBTOTAL (9 Areas) 1979 $ 8,791 ,400 $ 4,248,400 48.3%e

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%e



TABLE A.20

PERCENTAGE OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
FOR ALL TWELVE CCA AREAS BY STATE CCA SUBSIDY

EACH YEAR FROM 1975 THROUGH 1980
(continued)

COMNlTNITY CORREC- PERCENT OF CO~fU

TIONS EXPENDITURES NITY CORRECTIONS
COMMUNITY CORREC- OUT-OF-StATE EXPENDITURES FUNDED

TIONS EXPENDITURES CCA SUBSIDY BY STATE CCA SUB-
CALENDAR (excluding b (excluding c SIDY (excluding

CCA AREAa YEAR chargebacks) chargebacks) charge:.>acks)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%e

Ramsey 1980 8,262,000 2,412,000 29.2
1fennepin 1980 23,542,200 2,457,100 10.4

TOTAL 1980 $ 41,912,784 $ 10,198,584 ~4.3%e

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

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.l through A.12). (Here­
after, "State" refers to Hinnesota.)

This table shows the percentage of community corrections expendi­
tures (excluding chargebacks) paid by the State each year from
1975 through 1980:

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

4. Totals for all Areas (including Hennepin and
Ramsey) listed for each sp~cified year.

aThere are 12 CCA Areas in Minnesota compr:..sed of 27 ( of the 87) Minne­
sota counties.

bCommunity corrections expenditures paid out of: 1) total CCA Subsidy
eiigibility less adult and juvenile chargebacks (the amount of CCA Sub­
sidy actually received by the Area, since the State deducts chargebacks
and the Area receives only the net amount); 2) CCA Area funding; and
3) other funding sources.

cCommunity corrections expenditures paid out of: "net" State CCA Sub­
sidy (total subsidy eligibility less adult and juvenile chargebacks).

d f' .Percentage 0 communlty correctlons
Subsidy. To obtain the percentage,
column of dollar amounts is divided
column of dollar amounts.

expenditures paid out of: net CCA
the dollar amount in the second
by the dollar amount in the first

epercentage of total community corrections expenditures paid out of net
CCA 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 specifi~d year).
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I TABLE A.21

I· PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE IN COMMm~ITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
BETWEEN SECOND CALENDAR YEAR CCA AREA PARTICIPATED IN CCA AND 1980

(including chargebacks)a

STATE OR CO~lliUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE INCREASEd DECREASEd
CCA AREA I I

Cal end a r Yea r I I I I
FUNDING I I . Do lIar Dollar

CCA AREAb SOURCE 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
c

Amount Percent Amount. Percent

Anokae State $ 713,100 $ 1,282,900 $ 569,800 . 79.90%
CCA Area $ 245,700 $ 538,100 $ 292,400 . 119.00%

Blue Earthe State $ 323,000 $ 275,100 $ 47.900 15.00'10
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 $ 49,20-J $ 23,100 88.50%

Dodge-Fillrnore-01msted State $ 314,100 $ 666,900 $ 352,800 112.00%
CCA Area $ 83,100 $ 147,409 $ 64,300 77 .40%

Hennepine 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 80.40'10

.~eCA Area $ 3,590,400 $ 5,826,800 $ 2,236,400 62.30%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman State $ 203,300 $ 333,000 $ 129,700 64.00 % I

GCA Area $ 224,800 $ 226,600 $ 1,800 1.00%
Region 3 State $ 1,647,800 $ 1,905,600 $ 257,800 15.60'10

GGA Area $ 2,062,000 $ 2,053,500 $ 8~500 0.40%
Region 6w State $ 151,400 $ 332,900 $ 181,500 120.00%

f GGA Area $ 55,800 $ 61,800 $ 6,000 10.75%
Rock-Nobles State $ 195,683

CCA Area $ 40,000
Todd-Wadena State $ 111,800 $ /}14,500 $ 302,700 270.70%

CCA Area $ 47,700 $ 52,200 $ 4,500 9.40%
Washington State $ 380,600 $ 657,900 $ 277 ,300 72.85%

CGA Area $ 241,600 .$ 252,000 $ 10,400 4.30%

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

NOTE: Charge backs are included in the expenditures out of State eCA
funding. (Hereafter, "State" refers to Minnesota.)
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eNote that Anoka, Blue Earth, and Hennepin are the only GGA Areas for
which the percentage of increase of expenditures out of GGA Area funding
was larger than the percentage of incr0ase of expenditures out of State
GGA funding between the second year and 1980. For Blue Earth, expendi­
tures out of the State CGA 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.

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

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

cAmounts 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 CGA
Area was participating and 1980. The percentage of increase or decrease
shown is obtained by dividing the dollar amount of the differ~nce by the
expenditure amount in the second calendar year the CGA Area participated.

a 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 second calendar year that
each Area participated in the CGA, 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 (T2bles A.l through
A.12).

r
TABLE A.2l 1

PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE IN COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES 'I'

BETWEEN SECOND CALENDAR YEAR CCA AREA PARTICIPATED IN CCA AND 1980
(including chargebacks)a

i I

I
I
I
I

I

I
I
!
!

i
I

I
I
j

I
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DECREASEd
r--

Dollar
Amount Percent

TABLE A.22

PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR DECREASE IN COHMUNITY C.ORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES
BETWEEN SECOND CALENDAR YEAR CCA AREA PARTICIPATED IN CCA AND 1980

(excluding chargebacks)a
- --~-

STATE OR COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS EXPENDITURES BY FUNDING SOURCE INCREASEd
CCA AREA I I

Calendar Yea r I ~

CCA AREAb FUNDING I I Dollar
SOURCE 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980c Amount Percent

Anokae State $ 656,400 $ 1,062,700 $ 406,300 61. 90%
CCA Area $ 245,700 $ 538,100 $ 292,400 119.00%

Blue Earthe State $ 221,200 $ 201,900
CCA Area. $ 145,600 $ 148,900 $ 3,300 2.00 010

Crow Wing-Morrison State $ 155,600 $ 344,700 $ 189,100 121.53%
eCA Area $ 26,100 $ 49,200 $ 23,100 88.50010

Dodge-Fi11more-Olmsted State $ 301,900 $ 553,500 $ 251,600 83 .34~~

CGA Area $ 83,100 $ 147,400 64,300 77 .40%
Hennepine State $ 2,821,400 $ 2,457,100

CCA Area $15,058,000 $18,799.200 $3,741,200 24,801'0
Ramsey State $ 1,056,600 $ 2,412,000 $1,355,400 128,2870

CCA Area $ 3,590,400 $ 5,826,800 $2,236,400 62,'30%
Red Lake-Polk-Norman State $ 175,100 $ 281,300 $ 106,200 6J.651'0

CCA Area $ 224,800 $ 226,600 $ 1,800 1.00%
Region 3 State $ 983,400 $ 1,669,600 $ 686,200 69,78%

GGA Area $ 2,062,000 $ 2,053,500
Region 6W State $ 136,600 $ 274,400 $ 134,800 100.88%

f 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~~

GCA Area $ 241,600 $ 252,00 $ 10, l~OO 4.301'0

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

NOTE: See individual CCA Area tables (Tables A.l through A.12).

$ 19,300

$364,:500

<"

$ 8,500

8.73%

12.91%

0.40%
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TABLE A.22

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

(excluding chargebacks)a
(continued)

'f

aThe table shows the dollar amounts of community corrections expenditures
out oE state (CCA) funding and community corrections expenditures out of
CCA Area funding, ,for each CCA Area for the second c~lendar 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 GGA Areas are comprised of 27 counties in Minnesota.

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

dThe dollar amount of increase or decrease (in expenditures) sho~m is the
difference between the expenditure in the second calendar year the CGA
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.

eNote that Anoka, Blue Earth, and Hennepin are the only CCA Areas for
which the percentage of increase of expenditures out of eCA Area funding
was larger than the percentage of increase of expenditures out of State
CGA funding between the second year and 1980. For Blue Earth, expendi­
tures out of the State CCA subsidy (excluding chargebacks) decreased
3.73%. For Hennepin, expenditures out of the State GGA 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.
L 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 GRAWl'S RECEIVED BY TilE COUNTIES IN fISCAL YEAR 1979

COMPARED WITH FISCAL YEAR 1979 CCA SULlSIDY ELIGIBILITY
.!':2~ TH~._~g!y !!9Ji-CCA COUtiI!.~L IN ~lI_NN ESo.:f:Aa

STATE CORRECTIONS GRANTS
RECEIVED IN FY 1979

COUNTIES
h

Becker
Beltrami
Benton
Big Stone
Brown
Carver
Cass
Chisago
Clay
C1ean,ater
Cottonlvood
Dakota
Douglas
Faribault
Freeborn
Goodhue
Grant
Houston
Hubbard
Isanti
Itaska
Jackson
Kanabec
Kandiyohi
Kittson
Lake of the Woods
Le Sueur
Lincoln
Lyon
HcLeod
Hahnomen
Harshall
Hartin
Heeker
Hille Lacs
Hower
Hurray
Nicollet
Otter Tail
Pennington
Pine
Pipestone
Pope
Redl"ood
Renville
Rice
Roseau
Scott
Sherburne
Sibley
Stearns
Steele
Stevens
Traverse
Wabasha
Waseca
Watonwan
Wilkin
Winona
Wright

TOTAL

ADULT PROBATION
AND PAROLE

SERVICES PROVIDED
BY THE STATE
m FY 1979c

39,378
32,400
22,431

1,495
21,43 l1
31,403
27,914
28,412
71,280
9,471
7,975

197,390
25,42)
11,963
33,397
46,357

2,991
10,468
9,969

20,437
72,775
5,982
7,477

35,391
5,982
4,985
8,972
1,495

29,409
23,428
6,480
5,483

20,437
11 ,465
19,440
35,391
5,982

27,415
36,886
13 ,458
29,908

8,972
6,480

10,468
3,988

39,877
7,975

52,837
13,957
5,982

83,741
22,431
4,486

498
12,960
18,941

5,982
8,474

37,385
33,397

$1,439,058

Juvenile
Probation
Officer
SalarYd
~~

17,028
17,113
19,156
3,838

35,742
44,772
17,148
17,711
49,776

5,416
8,202

144,197
21,789
18,490
26,088
23,984
3,524
8,514
3,754

18,027
23,957
9,600
8,194

18,443
1,999
1,241

16,303
o

9,321
20,718
4,020
3,079

30,943
16,088
14,051
45,694

2,272
29,357
48,931

5,696
23,469
2,327
9,384
8,915

11,190
47,253

3,654
38,953
14,999

8,929
51,719
21,650
5,804
3,186
9,793

20,068
9,674
4,801

42,061
32,554

$1,184,559

Group Hume
Subsidy:

8,060

°458

°675

°o
o

5,286
o

°6,219. °
°°2,696
o
G

1,657
480

o
o
8
o

718
o

°°°7,439

°674

°o
2,220
2,9'39

o

°15,246
o

°°170

°°7,045

°722
1,875

o
3,726

°o
720

o
o
o
o

3,102
o

72,136

Total
Subsidy

25,088
17,113
19,614
3,838

36,417
44,772
17,148
17,711
55,062

5,416
8,202

150,416
21,789
18,1190
26,088
26,680
3,524
8,514
5,411

18,507
23,957
9,600
8,202

18,443
2,717
1,241

16,303

°9,321
28,157
4,020
3,753

30,943
16,088
16,271
48,633

2,272
29,357
64,177

5,696
23,469

2,347
9,554
8,915

11,190
54,298
3,654

39,675
16,874
8,929

55,445
21,650

5,804
3,906
9,793

20,068
9,674
4,801

45,163
~554

$1,256,694

TOTAL ADULT
PROBATION

AND PAROLE
FUNDING PLUS

TOTAL SUBSIDY

64,446
49,513
42,045
5,333

57,851
76, 175
45,062
46,123

126,342
14,887
16,177

347,806
47,210
30,452
59,485
73,037
6,515

18,982
15,380
38,944
96,732
15,582
15,679
53,834
8,699
6,226

25,275
1,495

38,730
51,585
10,500
9,236

51,380
27,553
35,711
84,024
8,254

56,772
101,063

19,154
53,377
11,299
10,03'1
19,383
15,178
94,175
11,629
92,512
30,831
14,911

139,186
44,081
10,290

4,404
22,753
39,009
15,656
13,275
82,548
65,951

$2,695,732

FY 1979 CC:t
ELIGIBILITY'

156,273
229,016
124.B25
33,107

146,200
164,441
117,119
117,063
304,108

49,532
56,212

770,084
133,329
94,789

180,880
154,336
27,456
97,529
60,777

100,295
195,848
56,980
67,506

156,236
21,639
27,632

114,076
35,241

119,289
134,903

29,508
47,765

116,184
94,975

110,890
222,198
47,924

136,612
260,944

73,962
121,3'18

43,991
53,370
74,702
77,387

235,566
70,969

198,900
130,314

69,782
550,757
140,866

49,606
20,274
91,695
72,285
57,147
33,942

258,524
200,243

$7,750,387

NOTE: The dollar amounts shmm 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 each
county, however, for the following reason: the state has estab­
lished 26 adult probation and parule offices located at scattered



TABLE A.23

ADULT PROBATION AND PAROLE SERVICES FUNDED l.IY STAFF IN FISCAL YEAR 1979 PLUS
STATE CORRECTIONS GRANTS RECE IVED BY THE COUNTIES IN FISCAL YEAR 1979

COMPARED HITIl FISCAL YEAR 1979 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY
FOR TilE SIXTY NON-CCA COUNTIES IN MINNESOTA

(continued)

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 usipg the following
method: Total number of cases for the 60 counties (adults under
supervision in FY 1979) (2,887) was divided into the total st~te
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
o~ adults under supervision in the county on March 31, 1979. For
example:

Houston County:

ADULTS UNDER SUPERVISION
(March 31, 1979)

21

COST PER CASE

$498.46

STATE FUNDED
ADULT SUPER­

VISION
SERVICES

$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.

aAll raw data contained in this table was obtained from the Minnesota De­
partment of Corrections (DOC). The 60 non-CCA Minnesot2 counties receive
from the state the juvenile probation officer (P.O.) salary subsidy (50%
of the Juvenile P.O. sa laries). The counties among these 60 which have
group ho~es receive the group home subsidy from the state. The state
provides adult probation and parole services in the~e 60 counties; these
services are fully state funded. The two subsidies and adult P.O. serv­
ices are all administered by the DOC. The 12 CCA Areas (comprised of 27
Minnesota counties) pay for adult probation antt parole services, juvenile
p~obation services, and group homes (as well ~s all other correctional
services) out of their community corrections funds (state CCA subsidy,
county funding, and funding from other sources).

brhere are 87 counties in Minnesota.
munity Corrections Act; 60 do not.
non-CCA counties.

Of these, 27 participate in the Com­
The 60 counties listed here are the

c ln the 60 non-CCA counties, adult probation and paro Ie' services are pro­
vided and funded by the state. Adult probation and parole agents are em­
ployees of state (DOC). 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
shO\v the dollar amounts "received" by the counties directly or indirectly
for corrcctinns, The total received by a county for the juvenile P.O.
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 GCA in 1979. (Once a county--or group of
counties--comes into the CGA, it no longer will receive either of the two
subsidies, nor will the state fund adult supervision services.) If 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 sufff­
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 CGA 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 evaluation, 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 co~ts. There are probably few or no
counties ~lich would not receive a substantial financial benefit if they



ADULT PROBATION AND PAROLE SERVICES FUNDED BY STAFF IN FISCAL YEAR 1975 PLUS
STATE CORRECTIONS GRANTS RECEIVED BY THE COUNTIES IN FISCAL YEAR 1979

COHPARED IHTH FISCAL YEAR 1979 GCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY
FOR THE SIXTY NON-CGA GOUNTIES IN MINNESOTA

(continued)

joined the CCA, a lthough joining with one or more othe- counties ma,y be
necessary. One must also take into account the fact that juveni le
chargebacks would be deducted from each newly entering CCA Area's state
CCA subsidy.

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

eNon-eGA counties which have group homes receive a state subsidy for
operating costs of the group home.

f The dollar amount in the "FY 1979 eGA Eligibility" column for each county
is the amount of that county's total GGA eligibility in FY 1979, i.e., if
that county had begun participation in the eGA on January 1, 1979, it
would have received the dollar amount shown (less chargebacks, if any).
It can be seen that everyone of the 60 counties would receive more stat~

money for corrections if they participated in the GGA. For example,
Dakota County "received" in FY 1979 a total of $347,800 (directly and
indirectly from the state) but would have received a GCA subsidy of
$770,08 l l (less chargebacks, if any). CottomlOod "received" $16,177 but
would have received a eeA subsidy of $56,212 (less chargebacks, if any).
Juvenile chargebacks (deducted from total GeA subsidy eligibility), how­
ever, could reduce a newly entering GGA Area's subsidy to less than the
county (or counties) was receiving (directly or indirectly from the state)
pre-GGA,- ___J



I TABLE A.24

I
CURRENT CGA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)

FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY fLIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS
! AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985d

!
TOTAL NET Toc:AL TOTAL NET :rOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET

CY 1980 CY 1980 FY "981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985
CCA CGA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA eCA CGA

CGA AREAS b SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY
ELIGIBILITYc ELIGIBILITyd ELIGIBILITye ELIGIBILITyf ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILIT~ ELIGIBILITyi ELIGIBILITyj ELIGIBILITyk ELIGIBILITyl ELIGIBILITyID

Crow Wing-Morrison n $ 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% 1.86/0 1. 7870 1.82"!o 1.93% 1.82"!0 1.9710 1.Sn 1. 98~~ 1.Sn 1.99%

Dodge-Fi11more-01ms~ed $ 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% 2.611'0 2.581'0 3.51% 2.58% 3.541'0 2.58% 3.52% 2.58% 3. 51 'i~

Eamscy n $ 2,901,500 $ 1,983,661 $ 2,9J9,618 $ 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% 12.461'0 1l1.65% 12.46% 15.20;; 12.46% 15.50/0 12.46% 15.7710

Rea 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 columnn 1.28% 1.92% 1. 28% 1.21% 1. 69/0 1.21/0 1.65% 1.21% 1.58% 1. 21~~ 1.52%

Region 3 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 co1ua~ 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 $ 1,164,971 $ 1,425,184 $ 1,312,007 $ 1,524,947 $ 1,453,974 $ 1,631,6n $ 1,609,387
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 $ 262,896 $ 291,136 $ 257,501 $ 316,174 $ 285,797 $ 338,306 $ 312,384 $ 361,938 $ 3"'-1,293
Percent of column 1.11% 1.62% 1.11/0 1.13% 1.57% 1.13% 1.55% 1.13/. 1.50% 1..13% 1.47%

Region 6W n $ 313,599 $ 268,703 $ 324,205 $ 316,188 $ 279 r 452 $ 343,380 $ 316,783 $ 367,417 $ 353,187 $ 393,136 $ 393,136
Percent of column 1.37'i'o 2.00% 1. "37';(, 1.23% 1. 7170 1. 23% 1.7270 1. 23/0 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. 36% 21. 49'%' 17.01% 21.49% 18.80% 21.49/0 20.17% 21. 49% 21.42"1,

Blue Earth $ 284,593 $ 176,173 $ 2Q4,217 $ 325,992 $ 218,661 $ 354,028. $ 249,364 $ 378,809 $ 27g 550 $ 405,326 $ 312,740
Percent of columnn

1.24% 1.31% 1.24% 1.26% 1.331'0 1. 26% 1.35% 1.26% 1.35% 1.26% 1:34~0
i'lashington n $ 607,655 $ 477,590 $ 6n,203 $ 721,246 $ 607,013 $ 783,274 $ 689,264 $ 838,103 $ 769,662 $ 896,770 $ 857,9LQ

Percent of column 2.66% 3.55% 2.'i6% 2.79/0 3.71% 2.79/0 3.73% 2.79% 3.7l°!. 2.7970 3.63%
Rock-Nobles $ 170,728 $ 136,124 $ 176,501 $ 171,778 $ 140,296 $ 186,551 $ 159,172 $ 199,609 $ 177,601 $ 213,582 $ 197,830

Percent of cc1wm1n 0.75% 1.01% __0_,!.2L- 0.67% 0.86% 0.67'i'o 0.86% 0.67'i'o o. 86~~ 0.67% a.SY!'

CCA AR~~ SUBTOTALo
$ 13,760,345 $ 8,601,600 $ 14,225,667 $ 15,605,765 $ 10,343,781 $ 16,947,868 $ 12,717,050 $ 18,134,213 $ 14,613~787 $ 19,403,6 IJ3 $ 16,713,753

PERCENT OF COLUMNn 60.14% 63.96% 60.14% 60.47"10 66.19% 60.47'i'o 68.87% 60.47% 70.38% 60.4770 71. 7 5~~

27 CCA COUNTIESb

Aitkin $ 69,598 $ 48,093 $ 71,951 $ 78,774 $ 60,295 $ 85,549 $ 70,892 $ 91,538 $ 81,645 $ 97, or'5 $ 93,556nPercent of column 0.30% 0.36% 0.30% 0.31% 0.37% 0.31% 0.38% 0.31% 0.39~~ 0.31% 0."'-0%
Anoka $ 1,092,197 $ 917,595 $ 1,1:~9,131 $ 1,312,324 $ 1,164,971 $ 1,425,184 $ 1,312,007 $ 1,524,947 $ 1,453,974 $ 1,631,6)2 $ 1,609,387

Percent of columnn 4.77/0 6.8n 4.77% 5.08% 7.11% 5.08'70 7.11% 5.08% 7.00% 5.08% 6.9170
BliJe Earth $ 284,593 $ 176,173 $ 294,217 $ 325,992 $ 218,661 $ 354,028 $ 249,364 $ 378,809 $ 279,550 $ 405,3~6 $ 312,740

Percent of co1~
n

1.24% 1.31% 1.24% 1.26% 1.33% 1.26% 1.35% 1.26% 1. 35°/. 1. 26i~ 1.34%
Carlton $ 189,909 $ 1lfO,307 $ 1%,331 $ 212,399 $ 169,777 $ 230,666 $ 196,859 $ 246,812 $ 233,995 $ 264,019 $ 253,965n

Percent of column 0.83% 1.0"'-% 0.83/~ 0.82% 1.04% 0.82°;' 1.07% 0.82% 1. 08i~ 0.8n 1.09%
Chippe1.<1a $ 83,330 $ 75.550 $ ~)1,317 $ 95,109 $ 84,652 $ 103,289 $ 95,718 $ 110,519 $ 106,469 $ 113,255 $ 118,255n

Percent of column 0.39% 0.561'0 0.39% 0.37"!c 0.52'70 0.37% 0.52% 0.37% 0.51% 0.37% 0.51%
Cook $ 25,903 $ 19,486 $ 2.6,779 $ 31,684 $ 26,170 $ 34,408 $ 30,035 $ 36,817 1 33,866 $ 39,394 $ 38,085n

Percent of column 0.11/0 0.14/0 0.]1% 0.12% 0.16/0 0.12% 0.16/0 0.12% 0.16% 0.12% 0.16~'o



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 1985a
(continued)

$

NET
FY 1985

eGA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITym

$ 256,775
1.15'7',

84,425
0.367,

134,800
0.58%

$ 4,990,622
21.427,

154,039
0.66'7,

73,788
0.3n

$ 143,821
O.62/~

196,680
0.84/0

138,306
0.591',

66,909
0.2n

597,365
2.56'7,

$ 245,177
1.0S~:

$ 3,674,115
15.7T/,

$ 42,737
O. 18!~

$ 59,524
0.26'70

2,018,347
8.66%

106,378
0.467,

$ 218,407
0.947,

$ 122.886
0.53~('

$ 857,940
3 .63,)~

$

$

336,199
-I. 05~~

85,776 $
0.27%

137,0:J7
0.43%

6,895,;39
21.49/,

160,234
0.50%

73,738 $
0.23%

148,636
0.46%

246,371
0.77%

148,852 $
0.46%

73,343
0.23%

606,101. $
1.89%

269,202
0.84%

3,999,676
12.46/,

46,365
0.14°f.,

64,729
0.20%

$ 2,095,021
6.53%

106,378 $
0.33%

231,531
0.72%

130,406
0.41~;

896,770
2.79/0

$

TOTAL
FY 1985

eeA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyl

769,662 $
3.71~~

0.54%

236,737
1.14%

75,398 $
0.36/,

120,255 $
0.58%

4,188,824 $
20.17%

135,790 $
0.65'70

66,015 $
0.32%

128.061
0.62%

174,805 $
0.84';'

124,378 $
0.60%

61,916 $
0.30%

535,616 $
2.58%

226,839 $
1.09~

3,218,918
15. 50'/,

39,593
0.19'7,

531,222
0.26/0

1. 785,159
8.60%

95,921
0.46%

199,928
0.96%

112,455

$

$

$

NET
FY 1984

eCA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyk

314,205
1.05%

80,165
0.27/,

128,044
0.43%

6,444,618
21. 49%

149,752
0.50/,

68,961
0.23%

138,912
0.46°(,

230,253 $
O.77°i,

139,114
0.46%

68,545 $
0.23/,

566,449
1.89%

251,591
0.84%

3,738,016 $
12.46/,

43,332
0.14%

60.494 $
0.20%

1,957,964
6.53%

99,419
0.33%

216,431
0.72/,

121,875
0.41%

838,103
2.79%

$

$

TOTAL
FY 1984

eGA
SUBSIDY .

ELIGIBILITyJ

209,489
1.13%

67,191
0.::06/,

107,036
0.58'7,

3,470,575
18.&0%

119,269
0.65/.

58,943
0.32/,

113,748 $
0.62'/,

154,951
0.84% .

111,681
0.60%

57,290
0.31%

479,391
2. 60°/,

209,850
1.14%

2,807,555
15.20%

36,678
0.20%

47,490 $
0.26%

1,573,844
8.52%

86,377
0.47%

182,933
0.99%

102,863
0.56%

689,264 $
3.73%

$

$

$

$

$

NET
FY 1983

GGA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITy i

$

$

$

$

293,650
1.05%

74,920
0.27/,

119,667
0.43%

6,023,009
21.49%

139,955
0.501.

64,449
0.23%

129,824
0.46%

215,190
0.77/,

130,014 $
0.46%

65,061
0.23%

529,392'
1.89/,

235,132
0.84%

$ 3,493,474
12.46/,

40,497
0.14%

56,537
0.201.

1,829,873
6.53%
92,915
0.337.

202,272
0.72°/,

113,902
0.41°/,

783,274
2.79%

$

$

TOT"T~

FY 1983
GeA

SUBSIDY
ELIGIBILITyh

182,069
1.11%

58,855
0.36%

93,632
0.57/,

2,786,702
17.01%

102,791
0.63'1.

51,740 $
O. 32~~

99,274 $
0.61%

134,928
0.82·;'

98,638
0.60%

52,223
0.32%

421,920 $
2.58%

191,254 $
1.17%

2,400,344
14.65/.

33,475
0.20%

41,657
0.257.

1,362,167
8.31%

76,526 $
O. 47/~

164,841
1.01%

':12,660
0.57%

607,013
3.71%

$

$

$

$

NET
FY 1982

CeA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyg

270,395
1.05/,

68,987
0.27/,

110,191
0.lf3%

5,546,047
21.49%

128,872
0.50/,

59,346
0.23%

119,543
0.46%

198,149
Q.77·;'

119,718
0.46%

58,988 $
0.23%

487,469
1.89%

216,511
0.84%

3,216,826
12.46%

37,290
0.14%

52,060
0.20%

1, 68 l f, 966
6.53%

85,557
0.33%

186,254 $
0.72%

104,882
0:41/,

721,246
2.79%

$

$

$

"

TOTAL
FY 1982

CCA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILIT/

236,749
1.00%

73,241
o. HI,

117,602
0.50%

5,100,618
21. 56'~

133,396
0.56/,

65,801
0.28/,

93,321
0.39~r.

1:33,537
0.78%

122,219
0.5n

54,101
0.23/,

425,416 $
1.80%

2LO,484
0.89/,

2,999,618 $
12.68%

39,066 $
0.1n

-54.282
0.23%

1,b/'S,::'04
6.127,

86,924 $
0.37/',

170,585 $­
0.72%

92,311
0.397.

628,203
2.66/~

$

$

$

$

$

$

TOTAL
FY 1981

eGA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITye

138,119
1.03%

58,795
0.44'/0

9/+,061 $
0.70%

2.029,667
15.09%

98,681
0.73%

54,353
0.40%

66,681
0. 50/~

112,481
0.84%

95,051
0.71%

45,646 $
0.34%

333,537
2.48%

178,635
1.33%

1,983,661 $
14.75%

34,017
0.25%

41,073
0.31%

1,025,272
7.62%

73,043
0.54%

142,073
1.06%

76,203
0.57%

477,590
3.55%

$

$

$

NET
CY 1980

CCA
SUBSIDY d

ELIGIBILITY

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

229,005 $
1.00%

70,846 $
0.31/,

113,755
0.50%

$ 4,933,776 $
21.56%

129,032
0.56/,

63,648
0.28%

90,269
0.39/,

177,534
0.78/,

118,221
0.52%

52,332
0.23%

411,500
1.80%

203,599
0.89%

$ 2,901,500
12.68%

37,788 $
0.17%

52,507
0.23%

1,400,930
6.12%

84,080
0.37%

165,005 $
0.72%

89,292 $
0.39/,

607,655 $
2.66%

$

$

TOTAL
CY 1980

CCA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITYC

Fillmore

41 eCA COUNTIESb

Percenc of co1umn
n

Hennepin n
Percent of col~mn

Koochiching n
Percent of column

Lac Qui Parle
Percent of columm

n

Lake
Percent of co1umn

n

Horrison
Perce~t of co1umn

n

Nobles
Percent of co1umn

n

Norman
Percent of co1umn

n

Olmsted
Percent of co1umnn

Polk
Percent of co1umn

n

Racnsey . n

Percent of column
Red Lake

Percent of co1umn
n

Rock
Percent of co1umn

n

St. Louis
Percent of co1umn

n

Swift
Percent of co1umn

n

T0dd
Percent of co1umn

n

Wadena
Percent of co1umn

n

Wa:hington n
Percent of column

Crow Wing n
Percent of column

Dodge n
Percent of column



TABLE A.24

CURRENT CGA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)
FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985a

(continued)

TOTAL
FY 1984

eeA
SUBSIDY .

ELIGIBILITyJ

75,744 $
0.41%

13,760,345 $
60.14%

TO~:AL

FY 1981
CCA

SUBSIDY
ELIGIEILITye

80,163
0.34%

137,146
0.59:;

230,641
0.99%

33,814
0.157.

28,585
0.1270

789.101
3.39%

103,602
0.44%

81,756
0.35%

133,707
0.57%

131.6621
0.57~~ I

70,860
0.307.

0.74%

$

NET
FY 1985

eCA
S1:JESIDY

ELIGIBILITr

$ 94,712
0.41;;

$ 16,713,753
71. 7 5%

82,276
0.35'7,

$ 206,324
0.89'70

$ 141,078
0.61%

$ 32,46.4
0.14;;

154,273
0.66~~

171,905

94,712
-0.30%

249,0J2 $
0.780/0

342,880
1.07%

208,C25
0.65%

49,591
0.15%

242,661 $
0.76%

314,890 $
0.98%

181,552 $
0.57%

209,626
0.65%

451,590 $
1.41%

83,747
0.26%

90,181 $
0.28%

1,419,511
4.42%

217,208 $
0.68%

132,977 $
0.41%

263,964 $
0.8n

260,477 $
0.81'/.

19,403,6J3
60.47%

$

$

$

TOTAL
FY 1985

eCA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyl

84,781 $
O. 41 ~~

76,893 $
0.37%

192,826
0.93%

131,848 $
0.63%

30,321
0. 15i~

144,180 $
0.69%

160,659
0.77%

66,224 $
0.32%

128,174 $
0.6270

215" 552
1.04%

31,601 $
0.15%

26,714 $
0.13%

737,478
3.55%

96,825 $
0.47'70

76,407 $
0.37%

124,960 $
O. 60~~

123,049 $
0.59/0

14,613,787
70.38%

$

$

$

NET
FY 1984

eeA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyk

88,516
0.30%

232,712
0.78%

320,449
1.071.

194.416
0.65%

46,347 $
0.15%

226,786
0.76%

294,289
0.98%

169,675 $
0.57%

195,912
0.65%

422,047
1.41%

78,268 $
0.26%

84,281
0.28/.

1,326,64 6
4.42%

202,998 $
0.68%

124,278 $
0.41°1,

246,695
0.8n

243,436
0.81%

18,134,213
60.471.

$

$

$

$

$

71,863
0.39/0

180,212
0.98%

123,223
0.67%

28,337
0.15/.

134,748 $
0.73%

150,149
0.81%

61,891
0.34%

119,789
0.65"10

201,451
1.09%

29,534
0.16%

24,967
0.1.4%

689,232
3.73%

90,490 $
0.49%

71,409
0.39%

116,785
0.63%

114,999
0.62%

12,717,050
68.87%

NET
FY 1983

CCA
SUBSIDY .

ELIGIBILITY~

217,488
0.78%

299,485 $
1.0n.

181,697 $
0.65/.

43,315 $
0.15%

211,950 $
0.76%

275,037
0.98°10

158,574
0.5n.

183,095
0.65/0

394,436
1.41/0

73,148 $
0.26%

78,768 $
0.28%

1,239,857
4.421.

189,718
0.68%

116,148 $
0.41%

230,556
0.82%

227,510 $
0.81%

$

$

$ 16,947,868 $
60.4n.

TOTAL
FY 1983

CCA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyh

82,725
0.30%

74,145
0.45%

172,917 $
1.06%

11 4 ,461
0.70%

27,090 $
0.17%

125,074 $
0.76%

142,245
0.87%

61,973
0.38/0

111,299
0.68%

190,481 $
1.16%

30,185
0.18%

26,976
0.16%

650,597
3.9n

88,307
0.54%

66,751
O~41%

112,519
0.69%

108,882
0.66%

$

$ 10,843,781
66.19%

NET
FY 1982

GCA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyg

66,532
0.41%

200,265 $
0.78/0

275,769
1.07%

167,309 $
0.65%

39,884 $
0.15%
,195,166
0.76%

253,257
0.98%

146,017 $
0.57%

168,596 $
0.65%

363,201 $
1.41%

67,355 $
0.26%

72,530 $
0.28/.

1,141,672
4.42%

174,694
0.68%

106,950
0.41%

212,299
0.82%

209,494
0.81%

15,605,765
60.471.

$

TOTAL
FY 1982

CGA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyf

76,174
0.30%

187,134
0.79/0

263,347
1.11%

154,290
0.65%

43,789 $
0.19'%

191,907
0.3110

227,877
0.96/,

126,046
0.53/.

147,071 $
0.62%

341,260 $
1.44%

54,515 $
0.23%

70,027
0.30%

996,561
4 '217,

154,543
0.65%

102,907 $
0.44·10

200,955 $
0.85%

183,220 $
0.77%

14,225,667
60.14%

$

$

$

$

65,412 $
0.49/.

160,459 $
1.19%

100,803 $
0.75/0

30,628 $
0.23%

121,383
0.90%

118,670
0.88%

44,889
0.33%

89,743
0.67%

171,784 $
1.28%

18,662 $
0.14%

25,982
0.19%

513,849 $
3.82%

70,306
0.521.

62,694
0.47%

102,924
0.77%

85,007 $
0.63%

8,601,600
63.96/.

$

$

$

NET
CY 1980

'CCA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyd

65,757
0.49%

181,013 $
0.79%

254,733 $
1.11%

149,..243
0.65%

42,356
0.1910

185,629 $
0.81/0

220,423
0.96%

121,923 $
0.53%

142,261
0.62%

330,098 $
1.44%

52,732 $
0.23/0

67,737
0.30%
963,96l~ $

4.21%
149,488 $

0.65%
99,541

0.44%
194,381

0.85/.
177,227

0.77%

77,541
0.34/0

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

TOTAL
CY 1980

CCA
SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITYc

E.ecke~-

Percent of co1umnn

Beltrami
Percent of co1umn

n

Benton
Percent of co1umn

n

Big Stone n
Percent of column

Bro'N!l
Percent of co1umn

n

Carver
Percent of co1umn

n

Cass n
Percent of column

Chisago n
Percent of column

Clay . n
Percent of column

Clearwater
Percent of co1umn

n

Cottonwood
Percent of co1umn

n

Dakota
Percent of co1umn

n

Douglas n
Percent of column

Faribault
Percent of colurnn

n

Freeborn
Percent of co1urnn

n

Goodhue
Percent of co1urnn

n

27 CCA COUNTIESb

Yellow Medicine
Percent of co1umn

n

CCA COUNTY SUBTOTALo

PERCENT OF COLUMNn

60 NON-CCA COUNTIES
b



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

I FOR TOTAL fu~D NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 G~A AREAS
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985a

I (continued)

I ----_.__ ......_._----_ ..... - ---_.._--------_ .._- - - --------- ...._----_ ... -------

TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
GY 1980 CY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985

CCA CCA eGA CCA eGA eGA eGA CGA CCA CeA GCA

60 NON-GGA COUNTIESb
SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBS IDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITYc ELIGIBILITyd ELIGIBILITye ELIGIBILITyf ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILITyh ELIGIBILITyi ELIGIBILITyj ELIGIBILITyk ELIGIBILITyl ELIGIBILITr

Grant
n $ 36,579 $ 23,669 $ 37,816 $ 35,473 $ 21,389 $ 38,524 $ 22,146 $ 41,220 $ 23,696 $ 44,1')6 $ 25,355

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

n $ 102,597 $ 77,220 $ 106,067 $ 114,158 $ 86,472 $ 123,975 $ 92,826 $ 132,654 $ 99,324 $ 141,939 $ 106,277
Percent of column 0.45% 0.57% 0.45% 0.44% 0.53% 0.44% 0.50% 0.44% 0.48% 0.44% 0.46/,

Hubbard
n $ 81,160 $ 21,019 $ 83,904 $ 78,750 $ 13,137 $ 85,523 $ 6,691 $ 91,509 $ 7,159 $ 97,915 $ 7.660

Percent of column 0.35% 0.16% 0.35/', 0. 31~r.. 0.08% 0.31% 0.04'1. 0.31% 0.03;; 0.311', 0.03~i,

Isanti
n $ 135,296 $ 38,803 $ 139,B71 $ 155,632 $ 50,358 $ 169,016 $ l,4,948 $ 180,847 $ 48,094 $ 193,506 $ 51,461

Percent of column 0.59% 0.29% o 59/, 0.601', 0.31/'. 0.60% 0.240/0 0.60/', 0.23% 0.60% O. 22~~
Itasca

n $ 233,203 $ 104,499 $ 241,089 $ 264,685 $ 124,270 $ 287,448 $ 129,545 $ 307,569 $ 138,613 $ 329,019 $ 148,316
Percent of column 1.02% 0.78% 1.')2/, 1.03% 0.76"10 ' 1.03"1, 0.70% 1.03% 0.67% 1.03% 0.64%

Jackson $ 65,777 $ 5,434 $ 68,002 $ 68,332 $ 2,499 $ 74,209 $ -"'-,861 $ 79,403 $ -5,202 $ 8"'-,962 $ -5,566
Percent of col~mn

n 0.29% 0.04"1, 0.2901. 0.26'/, 0.02% 0.26% -0.031'. 0.26% -0.037, 0.26% -0.027,
Kanabec $ 78,954 $ 56,880 $ 31,624 $ 84,751 $ 60,669 $ 92,040 $ 64,805 $ 98,483 $ 69,341 $ 105,377 $ 7"'-.195

Percent of column
n

0.35% 0.42% 0.35% 0.33"1, 0.37"/, 0.33% 0.35~(' 0.33% 0.33% 0.33% 0.32"~

Kandiyohi· n $ 174,946 $ 50,774 $ 180,862 $ 202,083 $ 66,612 $ 219,462 $ 60,435 $ 234,825 $ 64,666 $ 251,252 $ 69,192
Percent of column 0.76% 0.38% 0.76% 0.78% 0.41% 0.78% 0.33/', O. 78~(' 0.31% 0.78% O. 30~~

Kittson n $ 30,043 $ 14,949 $ 31,('59 $ 29,961 $ 13,494 $ 32,538 $ 13,573 $ 34,816 $ 14,523 $ 37,253 $ 15,539
Percent of column 0.13% 0.11% 0.1301. 0.11.% 0.08/', 0.121'. 0.07% 0.12"1. 0.07/, 0.121'. o.on

Lake of the Woods $ 28,212 $ 15.591 $ 29,166 $ 29,584 $ 15,815 $ 32,128 $ 16,093 $ 34,377 $ 17,220 $ 36,734 $ 18,425
Percent of columnn 0.12% 0.121'. 0.12% 0.11% 0.10% 0.11% 0.09/'0 0.11% 0.081', 0.11% 0.03~~

Le Sueur $ 122,474 $ 90,804 $ 126,615 $ 131,149 $ 96,598 $ 142,428 $ 103,823 $ 152,398 $ 111.091 $ 163,066 $ 118,867
Percent of co1~~

n
0.54% 0.68% 0. 54~~ 0.51% 0.597, 0.51% 0.56% 0.51% 0.54% 0.51% 0.51%

Lincoln $ 43,347 $ 35,457 $ :+4,813 $ 39,692 $ 31,084 $ 43,105 $ 32,675 $ 46,123 $ 34,963 $ 49,351 $ 37,410
. Percent of columnn

0.19"1, O. 26~i. 0.19% 0.15"10 0.19% 0.15% 0.181', 0.15% 0.17% 0.157, 0.16%
Lyon n $ 132,966 $ 75,053 $ 137,463 $ 142,659 $ 79,476 $ 154,928 $ 03,064- $ 165,773 $ 88~879 $ 177 ,377 $ 95,100

Percent of column 0.58"10 0.56% 0.58% 0.55% 0.49% 0.55% 0.45~' 0.551'0 0.43% 0.55% 0.41~;

HcLeod $ 160,632 $ 83,469 $ 166,064 $ 177 ,007 $ 92,823 $ 192,230 $ 96,477 $ 205,686 $ 103,230 $ 220,084 $ 110,456
Percent of column

n
0.70% 0.62% 0.70/, 0.69% 0.57% 0.69/', 0.52% 0.69% 0.50~i, 0.69% 0.47%

Mahnomen $ 36,795 $ 19,900 $ 38,040 $ 40,213 $ 21,781 $ 43,671 $ 22,572 $ 46,728 $ 24,152 $ 49,999 $ 25.842
Percent of column

n
0.16% 0.15% 0.'..6% 0.16% 0.13% 0.16"1. 0.12% 0.16% 0.12% 0.16~; 0.11%

Marshall n $ 68,453 '$ 52,822 $ "/0,768 $ 65,972 $ 48,919 $ 71,646 $ 52,044 $ 76,661 $ 55,687 $ 82,027 $ 59,585
Percent of column .30% 0.39% 0.301; 0.26% 0.30"1, 0.26% 0.28% 0.26/', 0.27% 0.26% 0~26%

Hartin $ 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

n
0.62% 0.447, 0.62% 0.58% 0.37"/., 0.58% 0.32'1. 0.58% 0.31;; 0.58~; 0.291•

}1eekc!' n $ 103,862 $ 50,731 $ 107,374 $ 122,820 $ 64,855 $ 133,382 $ 66,103 $ 142,719 $ 70,730 $ 152,710 $ 75,681
Percent of column 0.45% 0.38% °.f+5/, 0.48% 0.40% 0.48"1, 0.367, 0.48% 0.347, 0.48% O.32i;

Mille Lacs $ 116,752 $ 29,886 $ 120,700 $ 137,586 $ 42,815 $ 149,418 $ 37,839 $ 159,877 $ 40,488 $ 171,069 $ 43.322
Percent of column

n
0.51% 0.22% O. 51 ~~ 0.53% 0.26% 0.53"1. 0.20~i, 0.53% 0.19% 0.53% 0:19'7.

Ho'....er
n $ 252,870 $ 162,451 $ 261,<;21 $ 278,101 $ 179,455 $ 302,018 $ 193,806 $ 323,159 $ 207,37 '2 $ 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~r.



I TABLE A.24 I
! CURP~NT GCA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH I~LATIONARY INCREASES) I

"

FOR TOTAL AND NET CGA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS I
AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985a II (continued)

TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1930 CY 1930 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985

CCA CCA eCA eCA eeA eCA eeA eCA CCA eCA eeA
SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY h SUB SIDY. SUBSIDY. SUBSIDY k SUBSIDY 1 SUBSIDY

60 NON··eeA eOUNTIESb ELIGIBILITYc ELIGIBILITyd ELIGIBILITye ELIGIBILITyf ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITY~ ELIGIBILITY] ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILI~-Y- ELIGIBILITyrn

Murray $ 54,689 $ 40,040 $ 56,539 $ 52,423 $ 36,442 $ 56,932 $ 38,494 $ 60,917 $ 41,188 $ 65, l81 $ 44,072
Percent of co1urnn

n
0.24i'. 0.30% 0.24i'. 0.20% 0.22% 0.20"10 0.21% 0.20% 0.201. 0.20% 0.19'",

Nicollet $ 164,311 $ 75,567 $ 169,868 $ 181,801 $ 84,982 $ 197,436 $ 86,879 $ 211,257 $ 92,961 $ 226,045 $ 99,468
Percent of co1urnnn 0.72% 0.56% 0.72% 0.70% 0.52% 0.70% 0.47% 0.70% 0.45% 0.70% 0.43%

Otter Tail $ 323,576 $ 88,232 $ 334,518 $ 338,331 $ 81,571 $ 367,427 $ 65,858 $ 393,147 $ 70,468 $ 420,667 $ 75,401
Percent of co1umnn 1.41% 0.66% 1.41% 1.31% 0.50% 1.31% 0.36% 1.31% 0.34% 1.31% 0.32%

Pennington $ 89,911 $ 64,362 $ 92,952 $ 96,300 $ 68,427 $ 104,582 $ 73,229 $ 111,903 $ 78,356 $ 119,736 $ 83,840
Percent of co1umnn 0.39% 0.48% u.39% 0.37% 0.42% 0.37% 0.40% 0.37% 0.38% 0.37% 0.36%

Pine $ 139,908 $ 41,770 $ 144,639 $ 163,878 $ 56,811 $ 177,972 $ 54,120 $ 190,430 $ 57,909 $ 203,760 $ 61,962
Perceht of co1umn

n
0.61% 0.31% 0.61% 0.63% 0.35%' 0.63% 0.29% 0.63% 0.28% 0.63% 0.27%'

Pipestone $ 57,612 $ 14,341 $ 59,560 $ 57,856 $ 10,648 $ 62,832 $ 6,152 $ 67,230 $ 6,583 $ 71,936 $ 7,044
P~rcent of column

n
0.25% 0.11% 0.25% 0.22% 0.06% 0.22% 0.03% 0.22% 0.03% 0.22% 0.03%

Pope n $ 64;713 $ 42;284 $ 66:.902 $ ~~:,599 S 4::130 $ ~~:499 $ _ ~?;,8l,.3 $ ?~;~71L, $ _ ~'?:,122 $ ., ~~.~294 $ ,,~~:630
Percent of colum."1 0.28%' 0.31%' 0.2Si. O.L.I/. 0.2;!', O.L'h, I).,~.J,. 0.//;, \,)o!-':, \~~':i.. _' •.c.

0':
$ 87.22J

0.
61. ~·42 $

O .. t

90.1"7') '} '=, ~ C'-~) 2. I·;

2.1.;2

Percent of co1umn~

Rice
Percent of columnn

Roseau
Percent of columnn

Scott
Percent of column

n

Sherburne
Percent of column

n

Sibley
Percent

Stearns
Percent

Steele
E'ercent

Stevens
Percent

Traverse
Percent

Wabasha
Percent

Waseca
Percent

of colurnn
n

n
of column

n
of column

of co1urnn
n

n
of column

of co1urnn
n

of co1umn
n

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

0.42%
292,194 $

1. 28i'.
79,510 $

0.35%
253,500

1.11%
137,975 $

0.60%
77,030

0.34%
640,642

2.80%
152,285

0.6n
62,698 $

0.27%
30,457 $

0.13%
101,110 $

0.44i'.
93,690 $

0.41i'.

O.56~~

146,864 $
1.09%

48,698 $
0.36%

129,016
0.96%

100,749 $
0.75%

55,724 $
0.41%

443,907 $
3.30%

89,021 $
0.66%

33,225 $
0.25%

19,658
0.15%

46,385
0.34%

48,286 $
0.36%

O.4n
302,075

1. 28%
82,198 $

0.35%
;62,073

1.11%
142,641

0.60i'.
79,635 $

0.34%
662,306 $

2.80%
157,434 $

0.6n
64,818

0.27%
31,487

0.13%
104,529 $

0.44%
96,859 $

0.41%

0.37%
330,292

1.28%
79,381

0.31%
286,973

1.11%
165,495 $

0.64'/,
80,080 $

0.31%
730,975 $

2.83%
175,309

0.68%
61,663

0.24%
27,6~4

0.11%
111,815 $

0.43%
112,842 $

0.44%

O. 4L~7.
171,738 $

1.05%
45,765

0.28%
151,161 $

0.92%
124,883

0.76%
56,835

0.35%
516,337 $

3.15%
106,288 $

0.65%
29,508

0.131.
15,853 $

O.lO'l.
52,110 $

0.32%
63,307 $

0.39%

0.37%
358,698

1.28%
86,208 $

0.31%
311,653

1.11%
179,728

0.64%
86,966

0.31%
793,839 $.

2.83%
190,386

0.68i'.
66,966

0.24%
30,011

0.11%
121,431

0.43%
122,547

0.4,+%

0.427,
177 ,849

0.96i'.
46,454

0.25%
158,750 $

0.86%
134,540 '$

O. 7 3~~

60,641 $
0.33%

551,001 $
2.98i'.

112,182 $
0.61%

28,799 $
0.161.

16,134
0.09~~

51,180 $
0.28%

67,670 $
0.37%

0.37%
383,806

1. 28%
92,243

0.31%
333,468 $

1.11%
192,309 $

0.64%
93,054

0.31%
849,407

2.83%
203,713

0.687,
71,654 $

0.24%
32,111 $

O.l1i,
129,931 $

0.43%
131,125 $

0.44i'.

0.40%
190,298 $

0.92%
49,706 $

0.24%
169,862 $

0.82"'/.
143,958 $

0.69%
64,886 $

0.31%
589,571 $

2.847.
120,035 $

0.58i',
30,815 ~

O.lY~

17,264
0.08'/.

54,763 $
O. 26~t.

7?407 $
0.35%

O.37/~

410,673. $
1.28%

98,700
0.31'/.

356,811 $
1.11%

205,771 $
0.64'/,

99,568 $
0.31%

908,('66 $
2.83'7,

217,';'72
0.68%

76,1::70 $
0.24~:

34,:;59 $
0.11%

139,026 $
0.43%

140.304 $
0.44%

O.38:;~

203,619
0.87%

53,186
O.23~~

181,753
0.78%

154.035
O.66~~

69,428
0.30",

630,8L:.l
2.71i:

128,437
O.5Y~

32,9i2
O.14~~

18,472
O.08"~

. 58,596
0.25'i<

77,475
0.337.
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TABLE A.24

CURRENT eCA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)
FOR TOTAL M~D NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 eCA AREAS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985a

(continued)

TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOT1>.1 NET
CY 1980 CY 1980 IT 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 IT 1985

CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA
SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITYc ELIGIB!LITyd ELIGIBILITye ELIGIBILITyf ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILIT~ ELIGIBILITyi ELIGIBILITyj ELIGIBILITyk ELIGIBILIU1 ELIGIBILIT"?

CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY M10UNTS

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

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):

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

Projectio~5 for total and net CCA suhsidy amounts for the 12 CCA Areas,
the 27 CCA ~ounties, and the 60 non-CCA counties for the years, FY 1982
through FY 1935, using both the current and the new formulae, I,ere done
by Hennepin County Of~ice of Planning and Development staff Ising 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 1932--9.1 percen~:

FY 1983--8.6 percent: FY 1984--7 percent: and FY 1°85--7 percent. The in­
flation rate applied to 1982 an~ 19R3 is hased on the current DOC budget
request, and the 7 percent rate applied to 1981, 1984 and 1985 is based on
past DOC practice.

a The CCA suhsidy 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 ~1innesota 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 ne~

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,.

66,005 $ 63,846 $ 39,789 $ 69,336 $ L~2,128 $ 74,190 $ 45,077 $ 79,333 $ 48,233
0.28i, 0.25'1. 0.24% 0.25i, 0.23% 0.25io 0.22% 0.25% 0.2170

46,017 $ 44,829 $ 23,370 $ 48,685 $ 24,297 $ 52,092 $ 25,998 $ 55,739 $ 27,818
0.19'% 0.17% 0.14'1. O.ln 0.13/, 0.17% 0.13% o.17~~ 0.12/,

297,692 $ 319,528 $ 173,659 $ 347,008 $ 179,935 $ 371,298 $ 192,531 $ 397,239 $ 206,008
1. 26% 1.24% 1.06'1', 1.24/', 0.97% 1.24% 0.93/', 1.24% 0.88/',

253,'194 $ 323,267 $ 174,576 $ 351,068 $ 177,684 $ 375,642 $ 190,122 $ 401,937 $ 203,431
1.J7%_ 1.25i, 1.07/, 1.25/', 0.96% 1.25"1. 0.921', 1. 25~~ 0.87%

9,430,550 $ 10,202,938 $ 5,538,7,77 $ 11,080,395 $ 5,747,784 $ 11,856,020 $ 6,150,128 $ 12,685,937 $ 6,580,635
39.86% 39.53% 33.811~ 39.53% 31.13% 39.53i, 29.62°/, 39.53% 28.257,

23,656,217 $ 25,808,704 $ 16,382,559 $ 28,028,264 $ 18,464,835 $ 29,990,233 $ 20,763,915 $ 32,089,5+1 $ 23,29 4 ,388
100.00% 100.00% 100.JO/', 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100. 00/0 100.00% 100.00%

$

$

$$ 63,846 $ 41,795
0.28io 0.31%

$ 44,512 $ 24,842
0.19°1. 0.18%

287,955 $ 154,252
1. 26% 1.15%

$ 245,686 $ 109,397
__1~ 0.81°1.

9,122,075 $ 4,846,948
39.86% 36.04%

22,882,420 $ 13,448,548
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 th~ 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 9rojections
for the years 1982 through 1985. One can also compare the state
CCA subsidy appropriation required for the 12 particip,lting CCA
Areas under the current formula and under the new formula in each
year 1982-1985 (based on projections).

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.

NON-CCA COUNTY SUBTOTAL
o

PERCENT OF COLill1Nn

TOT!~P
PERCENT OF COLUMNn

Haton~ran

Percent of columnn

Wi 1kin
Percent of column

n

Winona
Percent of column

n

Wright n
Percent of column

60 NON-CCA COl~TIESb

[

,I
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TABLE A.24

eURRENT eCA SUBSIDY FORMULA: PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES)
FOR TOTAL AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA A-~AS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985a
(continued)

I
!

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 ,er- .
cent. The first two are based upon the DepaLtment 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 countie~)

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 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 th~se 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 adult
probation and parole (now paid for by state i~ non­
eCA counties) and less amounts paid to non-CCA
counties by the state for the juvenile probation
officer subsidy and the group home subsidy.

bThe 12 CCA Areas presently participating in the CCA in Minnesota are: 1) Crow Wing­
Morrison; 2) Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted; 3) Ramsey; 4) Tri-County Corr~unity Corrections
(Red Lake-Polk-Norman); 5) Arro1Vhead Regional Corrections (Region 3: St. Louis-Cook­
Lake-Koochiching-Aitkin-Carlton); 6) Anoka; 7) Todd~vadena; 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.

cTOTAL CY 1980 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents the total amount of money each county, or eCA i.rea, is eligi­
ble to receive in CY 1980 (using 1978 formula factor data for the current formula),

'using the current formula.

dNET CY 1980 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents the amount of money each county, or each eCA 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 non-CCA counties).

eTOTAL FY 1981 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

This column represents projections of the total amount of IT-oney 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

This column represents projections of the total amount of money each county, or
eCA 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 current formula.

gPROJECTION: 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 deductions.

hpROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1983 CCA SUBSIDY E~IGIBILITY

Same as footnote f except for FY 1983.



CCA AREA DEDUCTIONS

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 1985a

(continued)

ipROJECTION: NET FY 1983 CCA SUBISDY ELIGIBILITY

1. Adult and juvenile charg~back 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 of the
total for the area.

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

mpROJECTION: NET FY 1985 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

Same as footnote g except for FY 1984.

lpROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1985 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

2. Chargeback estimates for years 1982-1985 assumed con­
stant court commitment practice and a 25 percent re­
duction in adult chargebacks per year beginning i~ 1982
and no chargeback deductions in 1985. Adult ~harge- .
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.

Same as footnote except for FY 1985.

NON-CCA COUNTY DEDUCTIONS

1. Projections for 1982-1985 (and estimate for 1980) of
juvenile chargeback billings were based upon juvenile
co~~itments 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 one.

2. 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.

3. The state service and subsidy amounts deducted from
total eligibility to arri~e at net subsidy are based on
Committee staff estimates arrived at by dividi'lg the
1979 DOC 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 to each county for the juvenile p~obation

officer salary and group home subsidies. .

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 Subtotal"
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 sho~~ in the
last horizontal column in Table A.24.

°CCA Area Subtotal: The SUIT of subsidy eligibilities for all 12 CCA Areas.

CCA County 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-CGA
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 87 counties.
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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 1985a

TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1980 CY 1980 FY 1181 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985

eCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA eCA CCA CCl·.
SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY

CCA Jl..REASb ELIGIBILITYc ELIGIBILITyd ELIGIBILITye ELIGIBILITyf ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILITyh ELIGIBILITyi ELIGIBILITyj ELIGIBILITyk ELIGIBILITyl ELIGIBILIT-r

Crov Wing-M~rrison $ 406,539 $ 250,600 $ 420,286 $ 504,140 $ 352,592 $ 547,496 $ 403,095 $ 585,820 $ 452,904 $ 626,8~8 $' 507,712
Percent of columnn 1. 78% 1.86% 1.78% 1.95% 2.15/0 1. 9510 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 $ 740,422 $ 838,676 $ 826,382
Percent of column n 2.61% 3.62% 2.61/0 2.61% 3.55% 2.61% 3.59% 2.61% 3.5710 2.61'10 3.55';~

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 $ 4,066,6.':,3 $ 3,741,092
Percent of column n 12.6870 14.75% 12.E.8/0 12.67% 14.98'/0 12.67% 15.52% 12.67% 15.80% 12.6770 16.06%

Red Lake-Polk-Norman $ 293,719 $ 258,298 $ 303,651 $ 359,724 $ 323,887 $ 390,660 $ 35'+.790 $ 418,007 $ 382,887 $ 447,20 $ 413,179
Fe!'cent of column n 1. 28% 1.92% 1.: 81'0 1.39% 1. 98% 1.39% 1.92% 1.39% :'.84% 1.39% 1. 777.

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 $ 2,481,8L1 $ 2.378,316
PercenL of column n 8.33% 10.40/0 3.33% 7.73% 9.5n' 7.73% 9.87% 7.73"10 10.05% 7.73% 10.21/;

Anok<: $ 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 $ 1,712,9E4 $ 1,690,679
Percent of column n 4.7n. 6.82% 4.7710 5.34/0 7.51% 5.34% 7.49% 5.341: 7.37% 5.34% 7.26/0

Todd-h'adena. $ 254,297 $. 218,276 $ 2f2,896 $ 208,941 $ 175,306 $ 226,910 $ 196,533 $ 242,794 $ 216,871 $ 259,789 $ 239,094
Percent of columnn 1. 11/0 1.62% 1.11% 0.81% 1.07% 0.81% 1.06% 0.81% 1.04% 0.81% 1.03%

Region 6H $ 313,599 $ 268,703 $ 324,205 $ 274,894 $ 238,158 $ 298,535 $ 271,938 $ 319,432 $ 305,203 $ 341,792 $ 341,792
Percent of column n 1.37% 2. OOi~ 1.::n 1.07% 1.45% LOn 1.47% 1.07% 1. 47~{ l.On 1.47%

Hennepin $ 4,933,776 $ 2,029,667 $ 5, lCO, 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 co1umn n 21.56/0 15.09/0 21.-"67, 23.65~t. 20.41% 23.65/0 22.07% 23.65% 23.29% 23. 65~t. 24.39%

Bl'J2 Eal.-th $ 284,593 $ 176,173 $ 294,217 $ 268,229 $ 160,898 $ 291,297 $ 186,633 $ 311,687 $ 212,428 $ 333,505 $ 240,920
Percent of columnn 1.24% 1.31/. 1.24/0 1.04% 0.98/0 1.04% 1.01% 1.0410 1.02% 1.04% 1. 03'70

\~ashington $ 607,655 $ 477,590 $ 6<'8,203 $ 745,797 $ 631,564 $ 809,936 $ 715,925 $ 866,631 $ 798,191 $ 927,295 $ 888,465
Percent of co1umnn 2.66% 3.55% 2.66% 2.89% 3.86% 2.89/0 3.88i. 2.89% 3.84% 2.8n 3.81%

Rock-Nobles $ 170,728 $ 136,124 $ 176,501 $ 204,051 $ 172,569 $ 221,599 $ 194,220 $ 237,111 $ 215,103 $ 253,709 $ 237,957
'Percent of co1~~nn 0.75% LOll. __0.7~ 0.79/0 1.05/0 0.79% 1.05/0 0.79% 1.04% 0.79% 1.02°:'

CCA AREA SUBTOTALo
$ 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,OlJ.8 $ 17,183,199

PERCENT OF COLID-INn 60.14/.- 63.96% 60.14% 61. 95"1, 68.52% 61. 95/0 71. 1270 61. 95% 72.52% 61.95/. 73.79%

27 eeA COUNTIESb

Aitkin $ 69,598 $ 48,093 $ 71,951 $ 77,975 $ 59,496 $ 84,681 $ 70,024 $ 90,609 $ 80,716 $ 96,951 $ 92,562
Percent of columnn 0.30% 0.3670 0.30% 0.30% 0.36/0 0.30% O. 38~~ 0.30% 0.39% 0.30i~ 0.40'7,

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,%4 $ 1,690,679
Percent of co1umnn 4.77% 6.82% 4.77% 5.34% 7.51/0 5.34% 7.49/0 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 co1umnn 1.24% 1.31% 1.24°1" 1.04/0 -0.987, 1.04% 1.01% 1.041', 1.02% 1.04% 1.03%

Carlton $ 189,909 $ 140,307 $ 196,331 $ 206,192 $ 163,570 $ 223,925 $ 190,119 $ 239,600 $ 216,733 $ 256,372 $ 246,248
Percent of columnn 0.83% 1.04/0 0.83% 0.801. 1.00% 0.80/0 1.03% 0.80% 1.04% 0.807. 1.0610

Chippewa $ 88,330 $ 75,550 $ cl,317 $ 86,865 $ 76,407 $ 94,335 $ 86,764 $ 100,939 $ 96,888 $ 108,OC4 $ 108,004-
Percent of co1umnn 0.39% 0.56% 0.39% 0.34 $ 0.47% 0.34% 0.47% 0.34% 0.47% 0.34% 0.46%
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TABLE A.25

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL

j
fu~D NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985a

! (continued)
I
! TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET

"I CY 1980 CY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 IT 1985 IT 1985
! CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA eCA

I
SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY h SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY k SUBSIDY SUBSIDY

27 CCA COU~TIESb ELIGIBILITYc ELIGIBILITyd ELIGIBILITye ELIGIBILITy f ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITyi ELIGIBILITy j ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILI'IY
1

ELIGIBILITr------

I Cook $ 25,903 $ 19,486 $ 26,779 $ 34,631 $ 29,117 $ 37,609 $ 33,236 $ 40,242 $ 37,290 $ 43,C59 $ 41,750

I Percent of columnn 0.11% 0.14/0 0.11/0 0.13% 0.18% 0.13% 0.18/e 0.13% 0.18% 0.13% 0.18%

I Crow Wing $ 229,005 $ 138,119 5; 236,749 $ 323,045 $ 234,718 $ 350,827 $ 266,666 $ 375,385 $ 297,917 $ 401,661 $ 332,237
I Percent of col~~nn 1.00/0 1.03% 1.00% 1.25/0 1.43/0 1.25% 1.':'4% 1.25% 1.43% 1.25% 1. 4370

I
Dodge $ 70,846 $ 58,795 $ 73,241 $ 75,018 $ 64,886 $ 81,470 $ 73,741 $ 87,173 $ 82,406 $ 93, L7 5 $ 91,926-

Percent of colurnnn 0.31% 0.44% 0.31% 0.29% 0.40% 0.29% 0.401'0 0.29% 0.40/0 0.29% 0.39%
fi Ilmore $ 113,755 $ 94,061 $ -17,002 $ 103,340 $ 86,782 $ 112,227 $ 99,596 $ 120,083 $ 112,294 $ 128,489 $ 126,282

I Percent of columnn 0.50% 0.70% 0.50% 0.40% 0.531'0 0.40% O. 54~~ 0.4070 0.54/0 0.40/0 0.5'"-7.

I 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 colurnnn 21. 56°/, 15.09% 21.56% 23.65/0 20.41/0 23.65% 22.07% 23.65/0 23.29% 23.6570 24. 39~~

! Koochiching $ 129,032 $ 98,681 $ 133,396 $ 136,889 $ 110,808 $ 148,661 $ 127,975 $ 159.068 $ 145,106 $ 170,202 $ 166.,007

I Percent of columnn 0.56% 0.73% 0.56/0 0.53% 0.68% 0.53% 0.69/0 0.53% 0.70% 0.53% 0.70%
Lac Qui Par"le $ 63,648 $ 54,353 $ 65,801 $ 56,739 $ 49,133 $ 61,618 $ 56,112 $ 65,932 $ 1)2,986 $ 70,547 $ 70.547

! Percent"of co1umnn 0.28/0 0.1+0% 0.2870 0.22% 0.30"/, 0.22'10 0.30"/' 0.22'10 0.30% 0.22% 0.30~~

! Lake $ 90,269 $ 66,681 $ ~3, 321 $ 85,357 $ 65,088 $ 92,698 $ 76,621 $ 99,186 $ 88,336 $ 106,130 $ 101,315l
I Percent of columnn 0.39% 0.50% 0.39% 0.33% 0.40% 0.33/0 0.4l</' 0.33% 0.43/0 0.33/, 0.43%

Harrison $ 177,534 $ 112,481 $ 133,537 $ 181,094 $ 117,873 $ 196,669 $ 136,429 $ 210,435 $ 154,987 $ 225,166 $ 175,L:.74
Percent of columnn 0.78% 0.84% 0.78% 0.70/0 0.72/0 0.70/. 0.74<;0 0.70/, 0.75/, 0.7010 0.7570

Nobles $ 118,221 $ 95,051 $ 122,219 $ 150,317 $ 129,237 $ 163,244 $ 144,912 $ 174,671 $ 159,935 $ 186,898' $ 176,351
Percent of columnn 0.52% 0.71/0 0.52% 0.58% 0.79'% 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 ,422 $ 70,988
Percent of columnn 0.23% 0.34"1, 0.23% 0.2410 0.34% 0.24% 0.33/0 0.24% 0.32% 0.2'"-% 0.30°1,

Olmsted $ 411,500 $ 333,537 $ 425,416 $ 496,16 4 $ 430,614 $ 538,834 $ 483,833 $ 576,553 $ 545",720 $ 616,911 $ 608,175
Percent of columnn 1.80/0 2.48% 1.80% 1. 92/. 2.63% 1.92% 2.65% 1.92/0 2.63/. 1.92% 2.617:

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 columnn 0.89% 1.33/. 0.89% 1.02% 1.'"-5% LOn 1.41/. 1.02/, 1.35/0 1.02% 1.307,

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 columnn 12.68% 14.757. 12.68"/0 12.67% 14.98/0 12.67% 15.52% 12.67% 15.80% 12.67% 16.06i,

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 co1umnn 0.1770 0.25% 0.17% 0.13% 0.19/0 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 $ 61,605
Percent of co1urnnn 0.23% 0.31% 0.23% 0.21% 0.26°/, 0.21% 0.27% 0.21% 0.27% 0.21% 0.26i;

St. Louis $ 1,400,930 $ 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,lJ5 $ 1,732,431
Percent of columnn 6.12% 7.62% 6.12/, 5.64"1, 6.917~ 5.6410 7.17% 5.647", 7.31/. 5. 64~r. 7 .44~~

Swift $ 84,030 $ 73,0~3 $ 36,924 $ 58,116 $ 49,085 $ 63.114 $ 56,575 $ 67,532 $ 64,034 $ 72,259 $ 72.259
Percent of columnn 0.37% 0.54"/, 0.3rt. 0.23% 0.30/, 0.23% 0.317. 0.23/0 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 $ i50,133
Percent of columnn 0.72% 1.06% 0.72% 0.51% 0.67% 0.51% 0.67% O.5li'o 0.66% O. 51~1, 0.64!;



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

I
1

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

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985a
I

! (continued) I
·1 TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET -I
I CY 1980 CY 1980 FY '.981 FY 1982 IT 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1934 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985

CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA eCA eCA eCA ceA GeA

I
SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY

27 eGA COUNTIESb ELIGIBILITYc ELIGIBILITYd ELIGIBILITye ELIGIBILITyf ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILITyh ELIGIBILITyi ELIGIBILITy j ELIGIBILITyk ELIGIBILITy l ELIGIBILITr
I W2dena $ 89,292 $ 76,203 $ 92,311 $ 77,597 $ 65,375 $ 84,270 $ 73,232 $ 90,169 $ 80,749 $ 96,q81 $ 88,960

I Percent of columnn 0.39% 0.577. 0.39% 0.30% 0.40% 0.30% 0.40% 0.30% 0.39% 0.30% 0.38?;

1

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 columnn 2.66% 3.55% 2.66% 2.89% 3.86% 2.89/0 3.88;; 2.8n 3.84/0 2.89% 3.81%

YelloH Hedicine $ 77 ,541 $ 65,757 $ 80,163 $ 73,173 $ 63,531 $ 79,466 $ 72,485 $ 85,029 $ 81,294 $ 90,981 $ 90,981
Percent of columnn 0.34% 0.49% __0.34%__ 0.28% 0.3970 0.28/0 0.39% 0.28"10 0.39% 0. 28°/, 0.39/,

eGA COU~TY SUBTOTALO $ 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 , 0 4.8 $ 17,188, 199
?ERCENT OF COLUMN n 60.14/0 63.96% 60.14% 6L 9510 68.52% . 61. 95/0 71.12% 61. 9 5"10 72.52% 61. 95% 73.79"1,

60 NON-eCA CO~TIESb

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 columnn 0.79"/0 0.49% 0.79% 0.73"1. 0.37"/, 0.73% 0.31% 0.73% 0.30% 0.73% 0.28'70

Beltrami $ 254,733 $ 160,459 $ 263,347 $ 223,560 $ 120.707 $ 242,786 $ 123,512 $ 259,781 $ 132,158 $ 277,955 $ 141,409
Percent of columnn 1.11% 1.19% 1.11% 0.8710 0.74% 0.87% 0.67% 0.8710 0.64/0 0.87% 0.61;:

Eenton $ 149,243 $ 100,803 $ 154,290 $ 176,986 $ 124,138 $ 192,207 $ 133,732 $ 205,661 $ 143,093 $ 220,057 $ 153,110
Percent of columnn 0.65% 0.7S'/, 0.65% 0.69% 0.76"10 0.69% 0.72% 0.69% 0.6n 0.69"1, 0.66%

Big Stone $ 42,356 $ 30,628 $ 43,78': $ 37,391 $ 24,596 $ 40,606 $ 25,629 $ 43,449 $ 27,423 $ 46,490 S 29.343
Percent of columnn 0.19/. 0.23% 0.19% 0.14/0 0.15"10 0.14% 0.14/0 0.14% 0.1310 0.14% O.lY';'

Bror",'TI $ 185,629 $ 121,383 $ 111,907 $ 162,370 $ 92,278 $ 176,334 $ 99,132 $ 188,677 $ 106,071 $ 201,885 $ 113,6.96
Percent of columnn 0.81i~ 0.90% 0.81"/. 0.63% 0.56% 0.63% 0.54% 0.63% 0.51% O. 63~~ 0.49%

Carver $ 220,423 $ 118,670 $ 227,877 $ 194,292 $ 83,280 $ 211,001 $ 86,113 $ 225,771 $ 92,141 $ 241,575 $ 98,591
Percent of columnn 0.96% 0.38% 0.96% 0.75% 0.51% 0.75% 0.47'70 O. 75,~ 0.44~ 0.75% 0.42":

Cass $ 121,923 $ 44,889 $ 126,046 $ 109,795 $ 25,751 $ 119,237 $ 22,554 '$ 127.584 $ 24,133 $ 136,514 $ 25.822
Percent of columnn 0.53% 0.33% 0.53"!" 0.43% 0.16/, 0.43% 0.12% 0.43/0 0.12% 0.43% 0.11'%

Chisago $ 142,261 $ 89,743 $ 147,071 $ 174,624 $ 117,328 $ 189,642 $ 126.336 $ 202,917 $ 135,179 $ 217,121 $ 144,642
Perce:1t of columnn 0.62% 0.67% 0.52% 0.68/0 0.72/0 0.68'/, 0,68% 0.68% 0.65'f~ O. 68;~ 0.62%

Clav $ 330,098 $ 171,784 $ 341,260 $ 327,869 $ 155,149 $ 356,066 $ 163,080 $ 380,990 $ 174,496 $ 407,659 $ 186,710
P~rcent of co1umnn 1. 44?; 1.28% 1.·+4% 1.27% 0.95% 1. 27'70 0.88% 1.27% 0.847. 1.27% 0.80

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 cc1umnn 0.23% 0.14/0 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 $ 93,903 $ 32,306
Percent of columnn 0.30% 0.19/. 0.30% 0.29% 0.18% 0.29% 0.15% 0.29'/0 0.1570 0.29i; O.14~~

Dakot.q $ 963,964 $ 513,849 $ 9~6,561 $ 981,768 $ 490,692 $ 1,066,200 $ 515,575 $ 1,140;834 $ 551,665 $ 1,220,692 $ 590,282
Percent of columnn 4.21% 3.82"1, 4.21% 3 .80/0 3.00% 3.80% 2.79/0 3.80% 2. 56~r. 3.80/0 2.53%

Douglas $ 149,488 $ 70,306 $ 154,543 $ 176,326 $ 89,939 $ 191,490 $ 92,262 $ 204,894 $ 98,720 $ 219,237 $ ~OS,631

Percent of columnn 0.65% 0.5210 0.1)5/0 0.68/0 0.55% 0.58/0 0.50% 0.68% 0.48/0 0.68% 0.45%
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$
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TABLE A.25

I NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:

I
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
P~D NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIG~JILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985 3I (continued) I

TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET II CY 1980 CY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 FY 1985 !
! ~A C~ C~ C~ C~ C~ ~A C~ C~ ~A C~ 'I

I
SUBSIDY SUBSIDY d SUBSIDY SUBSIDY f SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY. SUBSIDY. SUBSIDY SUBSIDY 1 SUBSIDY I

60 NON-CCA COUNTIESb ELIGIBILITY
c

ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITy
e

ELIGIBILITY ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILITyh ELIGIBILITY~ ELIGIBILITY] ELIGIBILITyk ELIGIBILITY- ELIGIBILITym I

\

!
I

I
I
I

I
. 51. 1 -- II

o ?~;. ~a /1
~2~:'338

0.537~ . I'

32.18i.
0.14% I

10:,429 I
0.04;0

102,310
0.4.6.%
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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 1985a

(continued)

TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
CY 1980 CY 1980 FY ] 981 FY 1982 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1985 IT 1985

CCA CCA GCA CCA CGA CGA GGA CCA CGA CGA eCA
SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY

60 NON-CCA COm~TIESb ELIGIBILITY
c

ELIGIBILITyd ELIGIBILITye ELIGIBILITyf
ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILITyh ELIGIBILITyi ELIGIBILITyj ELIGIBILITyk ELIGIBILITyl ELIGIBILITytJ

~·reeker $ 103,862 $ 50,731 $ 107,374 $ 119,103 $ 61,138 $ 129,346 $ 62,067 $ 138,400 $ 66,412 $ 148,038 $ 71,060
Percent of co1umnn 0.45'1, 0.38'1, 0."-5% 0.46'1, 0.37% 0.46% 0.34% 0.46% 0.32% 9·46% 0.31~1,

Hille Lacs $ 116,752 $ 29,886 $ 120,700 $ 142,035 $ 47,265 $ 154,250 $ 42,671 $ 165,047 $ 45,658 $ 176,6Jl $ 48,854
Percent of co1umnn 0.51% 0.22% 0.51'1, 0.55% 0.29% 0.55% O. ·3% 0.55% 0.22'1, 0.55?, O. 21~(.

t·lower $ 252,870 $ 162,451 $ 261,421 $ 275,206 $ 176,559 $ 298,874 $ 190,661 $ 319,795 $ 204,008 $ 342,180 $ 218,288
Percent of co1umnn 1.11% 1.21% 1. 11% LOn 1.08% Lon 1.037, Lon 0.987, 1.07% O. 94,)~

Murray $ 54,689 $ 40,040 $ 56,539 $ 68,829 $ 52,848 $ 74,748 $ 56,310 $ 79,981 $ 60,252 $ 85,":,0 $ 64,470
Percent of co1umnn 0.247, 0.30% 0.24% 0.27% 0.32% 0.27/, 0.30% 0.27% 0.29/, 0.27/, 0.28%

Nico llet $ 164,311 $ 75,567 $ I t,9,868 $ 137,752 $ 40,933 $ 149,599 $ 39,042 $ 160,071 $ 41,774 $ 171,2"'6 $ 44,699
Percent of columnn 0.72./, 0.56% 0.72% 0.53% O. 25~~ 0.53% 0.21% 0.53% 0.20/, 0.53% 0.197,

Otter Tail $ 323,576 $ 88,232 $ 314,518 $ 313,996 $ 57,236 $ 341,000 $ 39,430 $ 364,870 $ 42,190 $ 390,410 $ 45,14 3
Percent of columnn 1.41% 0.66/, 1.41/~ 1.22% 0.35% 1.22% 0.21/, 1.22/, 0.20'1, 1.22/, 0.19%

Pennington $ 89,911 $ 64,362 $ 92,952 $ 112,659 $ 84,786 $ 122,348 $ 90,995 $ 130,912 $ 97,365 $ 140,0~'6 $ 104,180
Percent of co1umnn 0.39% 0.48% 0.39% 0.44% 0.52'f, 0.44°/, 0.497, 0.44% 0.47% 0.44% 0.45%

Pine $ 139,908 $ [,1,770 $ 144,639 $ 139,835 $ 32,767 $ 151,861 $ 28,009 $ 162,491 $ 29,970 $ 173,865 $ 32,068
Percent of co1umnn 0.61% 0.31% 0.61% Q.54% 0.20% 0.54% 0.157, 0.54% 0.14% 0.56./0 0.14~1,

Pipestone $ 57,612 $ 14,341 $ '>9,560 $ 54,543 $ 7,334 $ 59,233 $ 2,554 $ 63,380 I. 2,732 $ 67,8:'6 $ 2,924'"Percent of co1umnn 0.25% O.ll°/, O. 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 S 72,423 $ 40,760

Percent of co1umnn 0.28/, 0.31% 0.28% 0.23'1. 0.21% 0.23% 0.19% 0.23/, 0.18% 0.23/0 O.ln
Red'"lood $ 87,220 $ 61,442 $ 90,170" $ 95,942 $ 67,819 $ 104,193" $ 72,569 $ 111,486 $ 77,649 $ 119,290. $ 83,084

Percent of co1umnn 0.38% 0.46% 0.38% 0.37/', 0.41°/, 0.37% 0.39% 0.37% 0.3710 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 co1~nn 0.427, 0.56% 0.427, O. 38/~ 0.45'1, 0.38% 0.43% 0.38% 0.41'(., 0.387. 0.39%
Rice $ 292,194 $ 146,864 $ 302,075 $ 253,163 $ 94,609 $ 274,936 $ 94,087 $ 294.181 $ 100,673 $ 314,774 $ 107,720

Percent of co1umnn 1.28% 1.09% 1.28'1. 0.9870 0.58% 0.987, 0.51% 0.98% 0.48/, 0.98% 0.46%
Roseau $ 79,510 $ 48,698 $ 82,198 $ 85,946 $ 52,330 $ 93,337 $ 53,584 $ 99,871 $ 57,334 $ 106,862 $ 61,348

Percent of co1~~nn 0.35/. 0.36% ~ 0.35% 0.33% 0.32% 0.33'1, 0.29"1, 0.33% 0.287. 0.33% a.26~(,

SCO':t $ 253,500 $ 129.016 $ 262,073 $ 322,435 $ 186,624 $ 350,165 $ 197,262 $ 374,676 $ 211,070 $ 400,903 $ 225,845
Per~ent of co1umnn 1.11% 0.96% 1. 11% 1.25% 1.14% 1.25'10 1.07% 1.25% 1.02% 1. 25/0 0.97%

Sherburne $ 137,975 $ 100,749 $ 142,~41 $ 188,211 $ 147,598 $ 204,397 $ 159,209 $ 218,705 $ 170,354 $ 234,0:'4 $ 182,279
Percent of co1umnn 0.60% 0.75% O.t,O/, 0.73% 0.90% 0.73"/, 0.86% 0.73% O.8n 0.7370 0.78%

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 co1umnn 0.34% 0.41% 0.347, 0.321, 0.37% 0.32°/, 0.35°/, 0.327. 0.33"1, o. 3 2i~ O. 3 2i~

Stearns $ 640,642 $ 443,907 $ 662,306 $, 617,478 $ 402,840 $ 670,581 $ 427,744 $ 717,521 $ 457,686 $ 767,74 8 $ 489,723
Percent of co1umnn 2.80% 3.30'1, 2.H07, 2.39% 2.46% 2.39% 2.32% 2.39% 2.20% 2.39"10 2.10%

Steele $ 152,285 $ 89,021 $ 157,434 $ 168,364 $ "9,343 $ 182,843 $ 104,639 $ 195,642 $ 111.064 $ 209,337 $ 119,802
Percent of co1umnn 0.67% 0.66% 0.6n, 0.'65% 0.611:, 0.65% 0.57/; 0.65"1, 0.56."1, O. 65~~ O. 51 ~~

Stevens $ 62,698 $ 33,225 $ (,4,818 $ 50,263 $ J.8,108 $ 54,586 $ 16,419 $ 58,407 $ 17,568 $ 62,496 $ 18,798
Percent of co1umnn 0.27% 0.25% 0.:'7% 0.19/, 0.11% 0.19% 0.09% 0.19% O.O8~(, o.19~~ 0.08i;



TABLE A.25

NEW CCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOM}IENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL

AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CGA AREAS
fu~D 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985 a

(continued)

TOTAL NET TOTAL TOTAL
CY 1980 CY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982

GGA CCA CGA GGA

60 NON-eCA COUNTIES
b

SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBS my SUBSIDY
ELIGIBILITYc ELIGIBILITyd ELIGIBILITye ELIGIBILITyf

Traverse $ 30,457 $ 19,653 $ 31,487 $ 28,288
?ercent of columnn 0.13% 0.15"/, 0.13% 0.11"1.

!'/al,:t'dFJ $ 101,110 $ lJ6,385 $ J{:4.529 $ 9<) ,370

PerC:E:r:t of co1umn n 0.44% 0.34% 0.44"1. 0.3Y%
T,laseca $ 93,690 $ 48,286 $ 96,859 $ 119,749

Percent of co1umnn 0.41% 0.36% 0.41% 0.46/',
'...'atonwan $ 63,846 $ 41,795 $ '6,005 $ 71,762

Percent of c01umnn 0.28% 0.31% 0.28,: 0.28'/.
Wilkin $ 44,512 $ 24,842 $ L.:6,017 $ 65,940

Pe~cent of co1umnn 0.19/'0 0.18/'0 0.19% 0.26%
,Enana $ 287,955 $ 154,252 $ 2S7,692 $ 265,294

Percent o~ co1uronn 1.26% 1.15% 1.26% 1.03%
Hright $ 245,686 $ 109,397 $ 253,994 $ 339,663

Percent of c01umnn 1.07% 0.81/'0 1. C7/~ 1.32%

NON-eCA COUNTY SUBTOTA1o
$ 9,122,075 $ 4,846,948 $ 9,430,550 $ 9,821,355

PERCENT OF COLUMNn 39.86/', 36.04"/. 39.86% 38.05%
-----

TOTALP $ 22,882,420 $ 13, "'-48 , 548 $ 23,656,217 $ 25,808,704
PERCfu~T OF COLUMNn 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 CGA Areas and the 87 counties
(in Minnesota) under the CGA cormula currently in use (data shown
in Table A.24) and under the new formula recommended by the Com­
mittee (data sho~~ in Table A.25), based on projections for fis­
cal years 1982 through 1985. One can also compare 'the state GCA
subsidy appropriation required for the 12 participating GGA 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 the qualifications stated below
in the use of all projection data in Tables A.24 and A.25.

CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY A}IDUNTS

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

NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET TOTAL NET
FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1984 FY 1935 FY 1985

CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA CCA
SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY SUBSIDY

ELIGIBILITyg ELIGIBILITyh ELIGIBILITyi ELIGIBILITy j ELIGIBILITyk ELIGIBILITy1 ELIGIBILITr

16,507 $ 30,721 $ 16,844 $ 32,871 $ 18,024 $ 35,1"72 $ 19,~85

0.10";' 0.1170 o. 097., O. II"/., 0.09'/" a.ll"/.. 0.08',
'3'),665 $ 107. Y16 $ J 7,665 $ 115,/,70 $ 4l).301 $ I~J, 5:,2 $ i~ ~1 , 123

0.247, 0.3970 0.20'10 0.]\)'); a.ln 0.39:, 0.19'7,
70,214 $ 130,048 $ 75,170 $ 139,151 $ 80,432 $ 148,8S2 $ 86,063

0.437, 0.46% 0.41% 0.46% 0.39% 0.46% 0.37%
47,705 $ 77,933 $ 50,725 $ 83,388 $ 54,276 $ 89,2L6 $ 58,075

0.29% 0.287, 0.27% 0.28% 0.26% 0.28% 0.25%
44,481 $ 71,611 $ 47,224 $ 76,624 $ 50,530 $ 81,988 $ 54,067

0.277. 0.26% 0.267, 0.26% 0.24% 0.26;1, O.2n
119,425 $ 288,110 $ 121,037 $ 308,177 $ 129,510 $ 329,857 $ 138,575

0.73'10 1.03% 0.667. l.037, 0.627, 1.03% 0.S9l;
1SiO, 972 $ 368,874 $ 195,490 $ 394,695 $ 209,175 $ 422,323 $ 223,817

1.17% 1.32'1, 1.06% 1.327, 1.01/', 1. 32/~ 0.96"/,

5,157,194 $ 10,665,996 $ 5,333,385 $ 11,412,613 $ 5,706,721 $ 12,211,4S2 $ 6,106,189
31~ 38.05'1, 28.88% ~05/', 27.48~~ 38.05% 26.21~;

--- ---
16,382,559 $ 28,028,264 $ 18,464,835 $ 29,990,233 $ 20,763,915 $ 32,089,541 ,$ 23,296.,388
100 .OO~~ 100.007. 100.00% 100.00% 100.00/'. 100.007, 100.00%

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

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

Inflationary increases were added to the total state GGA subsidy for 87
counties each 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 perccnt 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
P~D NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

AND 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985
a

(continued)

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

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

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 populatio~--not new
census results.

2.

c. District court convictions are based upo~ t; e 1978
Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines statewiae 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.

bThe ,2 CCA Areas presently participating in the CCA in Minnesota are:
1) Crow Wing-Morrison; 2) Dodge-Fi11more-01msted; 3) Ramsey; 4) 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 (S'vift-Lac Qui Par1e­
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.

cTOTAL 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) usin~

t'he 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 "No~e"

above for explanation of deductions for CCA Areas/counties, and for non­
CCA counties).

NET SUBSIDY N10UNTS

The net subsidy amounts for participating areas (and counties) and
nonparticipating counties represent different ca1culat~ons and are
intended for different purposes.

1. 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.

2. 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 con~itted

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 probation and parole ~n0W paid
for by state in non-CCA counties) and less amounts paid

eTOTAL FY 1981 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

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

fpROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1982 ~CA SUBSIDY 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 eCA Area,
is entitled to receive in FY 1982 after subtracting deductions.



except for FY 1984.

CCA County Subtotal: The sum of subsidy eligibilities for all 27 CCA
counties.

Same as foot~)te ~ except for FY 1985.

Same as footnote

Same as footnote g except for FY 1983.

'Same as footnote f except for FY 1985.

Same as footnote g except for FY 1984.

lpROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1985 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

°CCA Area Subtotal: The sum of subsidy eligibilities for all 12 CCA
Areas.

Same as footnote f except for FY 1983.

ipROJECTION: NET FY 1983 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILI7Y

mpROJEC!ION: NET FY 1985 eCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

npercentage of subsidy eligibility for all 87 counties (percentage of
vertical column). 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 percent of CCA<subsidy eligi­
bility for 87 counties. The "27 CCA County Subtotal" plus the ":.on­
CCA County Subtotal'l equa~s 100 percent of CCA subsidy eligibility for
87 counties. (Do not sum all three subtotals.) Totals for subsidy
amounts and percentages (100 percent of subsidy eligibility for 87
counties) are shown in the last horizontal column in Table A.25.

jPROJECTION: TOTAL FY 1984 eCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

kpROJECTION: NET FY 1984 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY

to non-CCA counties by the state for the juvenile Fl'oba­
tion officer salary subsidy and the group hom~ subsidy.

3. The state service and subsidy amounts deducted from total
eligibility to arrive at net subsidy are based on Commit­
tee staff estimates arrived at by dividing the 1979 DOC
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

1. Projections for fiscal years 1982 through 1985 (and esti­
mate for CY 1980) of juvenile chargeback billings were
based upon juvenile commitments to state instit~tion from
January, 1930, through September, 1980 (DOC Information
System), and again extrapolated to a one-year estimate by
the addition of one-third of the total for each county.
Any values of zero during this period were changed to
scores of one.

2. The commitment scores were used in the DOC's chargeback
formula to arrive at billing projections. These projec­
tions also assume constant juvenile court practices and
no increase in the average length of stay in ftate insti­
tutions.

1. 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 wsre extrapolated to a one-year es­
timate by the addition of a third of the tota', for the
area.

2. Chargeback estimates for fiscal years 1982 through 1985
assumed constant court commitment practice and a 25 per­
cent reduction in adult chargebacks per year beginning in
FY 1982 and no chargeback deductions in FY 1985. Adult
chargebacks will diminish as a result of adult felons
sentenced for crimes committed prior to January 1, 1981,
being discharged from state penal institutions.

NON-CCA COUNTY DEDUCTIONS

CCA AREA DEDUCTIONS

!
TABLE A.25 I

NEW eCA SUBSIDY FORMULA RECOMNENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE: I
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIOP'RY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL I

AND NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS I

M1D 87 COUNTIES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985a I
(continued) I

I 'PROJECTION' TOTAL FY 1983 CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY "I

I
I

I

I
I

I
I
!

I
I
I

I
I
!

I
I
I
I
I



TABLE A.25

NEW eCA SUBSIDY FORHULA RECOMMENDED BY CCA FUNDING COMMITTEE:
PROJECTIONS (WITH INFLATIONARY INCREASES) FOR TOTAL
M~D NET CCA SUBSIDY ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 CCA AREAS

AND 87 COlmTTES FOR YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1935a

(continued)

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 entitled "Non-CCA County Deductions.")

PThe amount of total and net GGA subsidy eligibility for each year for
all 87 counties.

to each county for the juvenile probation officer salary
and group home subsidies.

aThe 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 co~nties. The
current formula is the one described in the Community Correc:ions Act
(CCA) and currently in use (see Table A.24). It is described in detail
l~App~ndlx D. The new formula, recommendrd by the eGA Fundlng Cummit­
tee, is described in detail on pages 17 through 25 in the text of this
report and in Appendix D.

I
I

I
I

I

____~::::::....::~------=~=-=~~~------------- Ii
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TABLE A.26

GAINS AND LOSSES TO 87 COUNTIES AND 12 CCA AREAS
RESULTI NG FRO ~1 USE 0F !i [I.J CCp\ SUBSID Y F0Ri·1ULA

INSTEAD OF CURRENT FORMULAa

CCA Areas b .

Crow Wing-Morrison
Dodge-Fillmore Olmsted
Rams ey
Red Lake-Polk-Norman
Region 3
Anoka
Todd-Wadena
Regi on 6~~

Hennepin
81 "Earth
Ha .... /i ngton
Rock-Nobles

TOTAL

Aitkin
Anoka
Blue Earth
Carlton
Chippewa
Cook
erOyl Wi n9
Dodge
F more
Hennepin
Koochiching
Lac qui Parle
Lake
r·10rri son
Nobles
Norman
Olmsted
Polk
Ramsey
Red Lake
Rock
St. Louis
Swift
Todd
Hadena
~Jash i ng ton
Yel'!ovi t'1edicine

TOTAL

F.Y. 1982c

+ $ 35,595
+ 7,875
+ 53,867
+ 46,934

260,182
+ 65,380

82,195
41,294

+ 556,543
57,763

+ 24~551

+ 32,273

+ S381,584d

F.Y. 1982

- S 799
+ 65,380

57,763
6,207
8,244

+ 2,947
+. 52)650
+ 6,031

6,851
+ 556, 5l l·3
+ 8,017

2,607
34,186
17 ,055

+ 30,599
+ 3,280
+ 8,695.
+ 46,247
+ 53,867

2,593
+ 1,674
- 229,954

27,441
54,910
27,285

+ 24,551
__3-=....,QOl

+ $381,58Se

F. Y. 1933c

+ S 38,656
+ 8,553
+ 58,500
+ 50,970

282,558
+ 71,003

89,264
44,245

+ 604,406
62,731

+ 26,662
+ 35,048

+ $414,400d

F. Y. 1983

- S 868
+ 71,003

62,731
6,741
8,954

+ 3,201
+ 57,177
+ 6,550

7,440
+ 604,406
+ 8,706

2,831
37,126
18)521

+ 33,230
+ 3,563
+ 9,442
+ 50,223
+ 58,500

2,816
+ 1,818
- 249,730

29,301
59,633
29,632

+ 26,662
__3~).259_

+ S414,39Se

69

F.Y. 1984c

+ $ 41,361
+ 9,151
+ 62,595
+ 54,539

302,336
+ 75,973

95,512
47,985

+ 646,714
67,122

+ 28,528
+ 37,502

+ $443,40Sd

F. Y. 1984

- S 929
+ 75,973

67,122
7,212
9,580

+ 3,425
+ 61,180
+ 7,008

7,961
+ 646,714
+ 9,316

3,029
39,726
19,818

+ 35,557
+ 3,812
+ 10,104
+ 53,739
+ 62,595

3,014
+ 1,946
- 267,211

31 ,887
63,807
31,706

+ 28,528
__~87

+ S443,40Se

F.Y. 1985c

+ $ 44,287
+ 9,791
+ 66,977
+ 58,356

323,500
+ 81,292
- 102,199

51,344
+ 691,984

71,821
+ 30,525
+ 40,127

+ S474,445d

F. Y. 1985

- $ 994
+ 81,292

71,821
7,717

10,251
+ 3,665
+ 65,462
+ 7,499

.8,518
+ 691,984
+ 9,968

3,241
42,506
21,205

+ 38,046
+ 4,079
+ 10,810
+ 57,501
+ 66,977

3,225
+ 2,081
- 285,916

34,119
68,273
33,925

+ 30,525
3,731--

+ $474,447e



TABLE A.26
"

I

GAl NS AND LOSSES TO 87 COUIlT IES AND 12 CCA ARE/\S
RESULTING FRm'1 USE OF tlE~'J eCA SUBSIDY FORr'iULA

INSTEAD OF CURRENT FORnULAa
(continued)

Non-eCA Count~esf F.Y. 1982 F.Y. 1983 F.Y. 1984 F.Y. 1985

Becker 12,820 13,923 14,897 15,940
Beltrami 52,209 56,699 60,668 64,915
Benton -I- 9,677 + 10,510 + 11,245 + 12,032
Big Stone 2,493 2,709 2,898 3,101
Brown 32,796 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
C1 r:la rV/a tel" 16,172 17,563 18,793 20,108
C com-lOad + 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
Fari ba.ul t + 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-
lS..a.nt.i 23,726 25,766 27,569 29,499
Itasca + 76,030 + 82,56b -I- 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 + 54,146
Kittson + 13,334 + 14,535 + 15,552 + 16,641
1~ke 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 + 27,412 + 29,331
~icLeod + 6,126 + 6,652 + 7,118 + 7,616
r'iahnomen 5,945 6,456 6,908 7,392
r1a rsha11 + 16,555 + 17,978 + 19,237 + 20,584
t'iarti n + 31,022 + 33,690 + 36,048 + 38,571
~leeker 3,717 4,036 4,319 4,622
t~i 11 e Lac s + 4,449 + 4,832 + 5,170 + 5,532
t10wer 2,895 3,144 3,364 3,600
t"lurray + 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
RedvlOod + 5,940 + 6,451 + 6,902 + 7,385
Renvi -11 e + '1,103 + 1,198 + 1,281 + 1,371
Rice 77,129 83,762 89,625 95,899
Roseau -I- 6,565 + 7 ,12-9 + 7,628 + 8,162
Scott + 35,~62 + 38,512 + 41,208 + 44,092

70



TABLE 1\.26

GAINS .f\~1~1 LOSSES TO 87 cou:n E:5 r,,:i~) 12 CC!\ Af<EAS
RESULTING FRm'l USE OF ;;E"'l CCf\ SUBSIDY FORt·1ULA

Ir~STEAD OF CUR,REin FO~>IIJLAa

(conti nued)

Non-CCA Counties f 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
Habasha 12,445 13,515 14,461 15,474
vJaseca + 6,907 + ~ 7,501 + 8,026 + 8,588
}Ja tonvJan + 7,916 + 8,597 + 9,198 + 9,843
Wilkin + 21,111 + 22,926 -1- 24,532 + 26,249
vIi r~ ""ta 54,234 58,398 63,021 67,432
Hr. .it + 16,396 + 17,806 + 19,053 + 20,386- -

TOTAL - $381,578g - S41~",406g - $443,407 g - $474,4479

NOTE: All data in Table A.26 are ~h estimates ..l\ll of the qualifications described in
the II NOTEII to Tab1eA. 24 and the II NOT EII toT2 b1eA. 2'5 apply tothe use 0 f the data "i n
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 studytng Tables A.26 and A.27.

aA plus sign (+) indicates a gain. A minus sign (-) indicates a loss. Each dollar amount of
~ and loss shO\'Jn in Table A-26 for each Cc'~,::reG, 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
r 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 Appendix 0,)

bEach dol "I ar aiT] 0 Untis tile to ta 1 9d -j n 0 (' lossin subsidy e1-j 9oj b"11 i ty for the s pee i fied f i sea1
year -- prior to the application~f the hold harmless ~rovision 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 pa,ticipating Cc.~ 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
~ to the 12 CCA areas. The sum of all increases less the sum of all decreases equals
net~.

eS ame as footnote d, except applies to individual CCA counties lrather than CCA areas).

fEach dollar amount is the total ga'in or loss in subsidy eligibility for the specified fiscal
year. The ~QJj__ harmles~vi-?ior~ (r1entioned in fcotnote b) does not apply to the 60 non-CCA
counties (see page in the text of the report).

gTatal _~~.,J_C2-~ to the 60 non-CCA counties fo)' the s;:;ecified fiscal year. Under ~he r!e\',.formula~
subs 'i cIY e"\ i 9 i bi 1i t Y for s0men 0 n-CC!\ c0 untie s ~ f: C r:: ~ ses; fen" 0 ~ ~1 r non -CCAe0 unt 1eS 1 t 1 ncreases
Total decreases, hm'/ever, exceed total -inCre3S€:s. -ihE'(cfo((!, there is a ~~t.l9_ss_. to thE~ 60 non·,
CC1\ count -j es . The surn 0 f all dec rca ses 1esst':::: s ,-, :-'l 0 fall inc rea seseq U3 1s !~J:'._-lQ2~ .
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TABLE A.27

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

F.Y. 1982 F. Y. 1983 F.Y. 1984 F. Y. 1985
25% of 50:~ of 75% of 100;£ of

CCA Area Total Gainb Total Gain b Total Gain b Total Ga'in b

Crow Wing-Morrison $ 8,899 S 19,328 $ 31,021 $ 44-) 257
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 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
\~ashi ngton 6,138 13,331 21,396 30,525
Rock-Nobles 8,068 17,524 28,127 40,127

TALSc $ 205,756 $ 446,900 $ 717,273 $1,023,309

25% of 50;~ of . 75% of
d 100~~ of

CCA Area Total Loss d Total Lossd Total Loss Total Lossd
----- --------

Region 3 $ 65,046 S 141,279 $ 226,752 $ 323,500
Todd- ~Jadena 20,549 44,632 71,634 102,199
Region 6W 10,324 22,423 35,989 51,344
Illue Earth 14,441 31,366 50,342 71,821

TOTALSe $ 110,360 S 239,700 $ 384,717 $ 548,864

Net Gain to 12 CCA Areas
After Application of Hold
Harmless Provision f , $ 95,396 $ 207,200 $ 332,556 $ 474,445

Net Gain to 12 eCA Areas
After Application of Hold
Harmless Provisiong

1982-1983
Biennium

$ 302,596

1983-1984
Biennium

$ 807,001

NOTE: All data in Table A.27 are rough estimates. All of the qualifications described in the
"NOTE" to Table ,L\.24 and the "NOTE II to lable 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.

aplease study the hold harmless provisiq.Q. described on pages through in the text of the
report. For explanation of .9c'ins and losses" see footnote a in Tabl'e A.26.

bEach of the specified eight CCA areas has a gaiJ.l in each f'isca'i year 1982 through 1985. The
gain is the difference between eCA subsidy eligibility under the current formula and subsidy
eligibilfty under the nevv formula. Under the b,QJiJ~~rml_essJ2r'.9_visi0Q.,each gaining CCA area
_\'1 i 11 r ecei veon1y 25~.~ 0 f 'j t s 9() i n i n F. Y. 193 2, 50-: afit s 9ai n i n F. Y. 1983) 75(\ 0 fit s 9() -j n
; n F. Y. 1984, ancl 100 ~-'> afit s 9a i n i n F. Y. 192, J . The arn 0 IJ nt S 0 f 9a -j n \,/hieh e()ch ofthe ei 9ht
are aS VI i 1'I rea 1i ze'J aftera pp1i cat -j 0 n 0 f the h0 1cI hann'l ess r 0 vis 'j 0 n are sh0 VIn for each f i sea 1
year 1982 through 1985. 73



TABLE A.27'

APPLICATION OF HOLD HAR~lLESS PROVISIO:1 TO TOTJ..L G,:;UlS /\ND LOSSES
TO TWELVE CCA AREAS IN FISCAL YEARS 1982 THROUGH 1985a

, (conti nued)

CTotal gains for the eight eCA areas in each fiscal ye2r 1932 through 1985, afte~ application
of the ho·ld ha~~mless provision.

dEach of the specified four CCA areas has a loss in each fiscal year 1982 througtJ 1985. The
loss is the difference between CCA subsidy eligibility under the current formula and subsidy
eligibility under the new formula. Under the hold harnless orovision, 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 \'lill suffe}n, after application of the hold ha.rmless provision, are shown for each
fiscal year 1982 through 1985.

e1 11 losses for the four eCA areas in each fiscal year 1982 through 1385, after application
of the hold -harmless provision.

f Net gain to the 12 eCA areas is computed by subtr'acting total losses to the four losing eCA
areas from total gains 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 th~ appropriation (for the specified fiscal year) for the eCA subsidy to the 12
currently participating eCA areas.

gSame as footnote f, except amounts shown are for the 1932-1983 biennium, and for the 1984-1985
bi"ennium.
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SECTION ONE: COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACT
ill~D RELATED LEGISLATION

A. COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS ACT
1

Section

401.01

401.02·

401.03

401.04

401.06

401.07

401.08

401.09

401.10

401.11

401.12

401. 13

401.14

401.15

401. 16

Purpose and definition, assistance grants

Counties or regions; services included

Promulgation of rules; technical assistance

Acquisition of property; selection of administrative
structure; employees

Fiscal powers

Comprehensive plan; standards of eligibility

Existing single jurisdiction counties or groups

Corrections advisory board; members; duties

Other subsidy programs; purchase of state services

Corrections equalization formula

Items included in plan pursuant to regulation

Continuation of current spending level by counties

Charges made to counties

Payment of subsidy

Procedure for determination and payment of amount;
biennial review

Withdrawal from program

lMinnesota Statutes § 401.01 eta seq., Chapter 401.
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401.01 PURPOSE AND DEFINITION; ASSISTfu~CE GRP~TS.

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 or com­
prising all the counties within a region designated pursuant to sec­
tions462.38l 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 in 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 4bl.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
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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 STRUCTURE;
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
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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 corne 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 PLk~; 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.
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401.08 CORRECTIONS ADVISORY BOARD; HEHBERS; 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 represe~tative from a social service agency, public or pri-
vate;

(e) an ex-offender;

(f) a licensed medical doctor or other representative of the he~lth

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.
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Subd. 2,. Members of the corrections advisory board appointed by the
chairman of the board of county commissioners shall serve for terms of
t~~o 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. ~vhere two or more counties combine to come within the pro­
visions of sections 401.01 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. If 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; PURCa~E 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 EQUALIZATIO~ FOPu~UL~.

To determine the amount to be paid participating counties the
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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 percent 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.
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(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 401.01 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 PL~~ PURSUfu~T TO REGULATION5

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 COUNTIES.

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 anyone year under the pro­
visions of sections 401.01 to 401.16, the commissioner shall retain the
surplus, subject to disbursement in the ·following year wherein such
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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 TERtlINATION 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 actu~lly 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
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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 I

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, o~

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 40l~ 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 4, 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) ttvO 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 FI~&~CING; STUDY COM­
MITTEE EXTENSION.] Notwithstanding the provisions
of Laws 1979, Chapter 336, Section 4, Subdivision 4,
the committee created to study the financing of cor­
rectional services and the Community Corrections
Act in Minnesota may concinue to meet until it has
completed its report to the legislature, but not
after January 1, 1981.

C. STATE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS RULES
GOVEfu~ING THE IMPLE~mNTATION p~D OPEP~A­

TION OF THE CO~frfUNITY CORRECTIONS ACTl

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Rule
11 MCAR § 2

§ 2.001
§ 2.002
§ 2.003
§ 2.004
§ 2.005
§ 2.006
§ 2.007
§ 2.008

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.

IMinnesota Code of Agency Rules (MC~~) §§ 2.001 through .012.
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Rule
11 MCAR § 2

§ 2.009
§ 2.010
§ 2.011
§ 2.012

County assumption of state probation and parole cases.
Use of existing cowmunity resources.
Program relevance to correctional objectives.
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. For the purposes of these rules:

1. The ilCommissioner" 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 "Communi ty Correc t ions Sys tern" sha 11 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
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counties subject to the provisions of Hinn .. Stat .. § 401 .. 01, subd. 1 which
has been designated by the Commissioner to receive funds under Minn.
Stat. §§ 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, probation/parole services, court service activities, jail 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 Hinn. 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 Plane

b. Subs idy funds 1;.;rhich exceed $5,000 or 5/0 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

13



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 \Vas 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 Fiscal Management. A county shall design~te 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 \vith 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 County assumption of state probation and parole cases.

A. Each county participating under the Ac~ shall provide service
to all interstate and intrastate probation and parole clients.
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B. The Commissioner will provide necess~ry orientation training for
counties to assume probation a~d parole services previously provided by
the State.

§ 2.010 Use of existing communicy 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 Co~unity Corrections System shall, in planning its total range of
correctional programs and projects, establish a presumption in favor of
resources already existing in che 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 thac this access is consistent with the
demonstrated needs of the progra~ 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 correct{onal objectives. Programs for which no direct relation­
ship can be demonstrated bet\~een 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 Correc:ions 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. ~hat all programs (other than conven­
tional probation and parole 5up~rvision) shall develop and make available
to appropriate referral sources a written policy establishing client eli­
gibility criteria. The Co~~u~i~: Corrections System shall regularly ad­
vise courts and sentencing judges' of the extent and availability of
services and programs within its system to permit proper sentencing de­
cisions and realistic evalua~:on of alternatives.
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2. Client 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 rulesQ Modifications
shall be noted in subsequent comprehensive plans.
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SECTION TWO: ORIGINAL OBJECTIVES OF THE CCA

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

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

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

D. To reduce the populations of state correctional institutions--thereby
reducing costs, with the goal of eventually closing one or more such
institutions.

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

F. 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.

G. 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.

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

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

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

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

L. 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 institutional pro­
grams for the habitual or dangerous offender.

M. 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

. 2
Department of Correctlons 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,
• Overlapping correctional jurisdictions (e.g.,

adult/juvenile; county/state), and
• Lack of correctional services deliv8ry stand­

ards.

Recommendations from the study committee and the task forces

concerned:

• Regionalization:
areas as service

appropriate geographical
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

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

2Members of the study committee \Vere: judges, legislators, legis­
lative staff, county government officials, county probation staff,
state agency personnel, Department of Corrections staff, and police
department personnel.
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the developmen: of an equitable funding for­
mula to dist~iju:e L~e state CCA subsidy.

Final recornrnendatio:1s of the task forces \-lere incorporated into a

draft of the Community Cor~ectic:1s. Act ~"hich was then reviewed by a num-

ber of legislative, professional and citizen groups and ultimately en-

acted into law by the state legislature in 1973. See Community Correc-

tions Act and related legislation, and original objectives of the CCA

in Appendix B.

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

and individuals involved O~ interested in corrections, supported the

development of community co~rectiorrs in Minnesota. These premises are:

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

o The local co~~uniLies should be free to determine
their own correctional needs and to be innovative
in developing local corrections programs. The
state should p~ovide financial and technical
assistance and establish guidelines to assist the
counties in developing and operating their cor­
rections systeills.

Community corrections would greatly reduce frag­
mentation in the ad8inistration of correctional
services. Frag2entation in the administration of
correctional services, both at the governmental
level--county, region, state--and within juris­
dictions as well--adult/juvenile, probation/
parole, institutio~sicommunitycorrections pro­
grams, existed in the 27 eCA counties prior to
their participation in the Act (and still exists
in the 60 non-eCA counties). The establishment
of a local corrections authority would facilitate
development of a Bore efficient correctional de­
livery system and innovation in the development
of local progra~s.
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• 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 CCA 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 increase the number and quality of community-based

corrections 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
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three pilot
1

areas. In 1975, the legislature appropriated more than

$7 million to continue the program in the three pilot areas and for

expansion to include seven CGA Areas (a total of 18 counties) during

2
the 1976-77 biennium). The 1977 legislature appropriated $13.6 million

to fund the GCA in a total of 12 CGA Areas (27 counties) during the

3
1978-79 biennium. The eGA appropriation for fiscal years 1980-81 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 GGA and DOC rules and guidelines.

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

scribed below.

A. CORRECTIONS ADVISORY BOARD

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,

1
Crow Wing-Morrison, Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted, and Ramsey.

?
-Red Lake-Polk-~orman (Tri-County Community Corrections), Todd-Hadena,

Carlton-Cook-Aitkin-Koochiching-St. Louis-Lak~ (Region 3: Arrowhead Re­
gional Corrections), and Anoka were added.

3
Swift- Lac Qui Parle-Yellow Medicine-Chippewa (Region 6W Community

Corrections), Hennepin, Blue Earth, Washington, and Rock-Nobles were
added.
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and lay citizens. The advisory board is responsible for developing an

annual local correctional plan, for revie\ving progress under the plan,

and for providing necessary coordination among the various elements of

the local 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

specifies correctional needs and describes programs designed to meet those

needs. The corrections advisory board is responsible for developing the

plan subject 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 Commissioners

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

l The CCA Funding Committee has concluded that the current formula,
however, is not equitable, and that a neH CCA subsidy formula should be
enacted into law by the L€gislature. See pages 13 through 25 in the
text of the Committee's report to the Legislature and Appendices D and I.
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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 (\vithin requirements of the Act

and DOC rules and guidelines), the discretion to develop programs of their

choice to meet their particular correctional 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. CO~~lITMENT CHARGES

With the purpose of discouraging inappropriate commitments to state

institutions, participating CCA Areas are charged per diems ("c hargebacks")

for all adult offenders for whom the statutory maximum sentence is five

years or less j and per diems for all juveniles committed to state insti-

. 1
tutlons.

F. TRAINING AND EDUCATION: INFORHATION
SYSTEMS AND EVALUATION

DOC rules and Session Laws 1979, Chapter 336, Section 4, Subdivision 4,

l 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.
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require that participating CCA Areas spend no less than 5 percent of

the state CCA subsidy for training and education, and 4 percent for

1
information systems and evaluation.

G. MINIMUM POPULATION REQUIRE~lliNT

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 \vithin 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. ~llien 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 FU\fD I:IG

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 4, Subdivision 4).

1
See discussion of this requirement on pages 37 and 38 in the text

of this report.

2provision in an appropriations bill enacted by the 1979 Legislature.
It will expire at the end of fiscal year 1981 unless it is enacted into
law by the 1981 Legislature.
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APPENDIX D: SECTION O~E

ORIGINAL (CURRENT) CO~frruNITY CORRECTIO~S ACT SUBSIDY FORrIULA

The current CCA subsidy formula is defined in Minnesota Statute

401.10 (Community Corrections Act):

401.10 CORRECTIONS EQUALIZATIO~ FOID~~LA

To determine the amount to be paid pa~ticipating counties the

commissioner of correctiollS \·rill apply the follmoling formula:

(1) All 87 counties ~ill be scored in accordance with

a formula involvi~g fou~ factors:

(a) per capita inco~e;

(b) per capita taxable value;

(c) per capita expenditure per 1,000 population

for correctic~s purposes; and,

(d) percent of cc~nty populacion aged six

through 30 years of age acco~ding to the

most recent federal cens~s, and in the inter­

vening years between ~he caking of the fed­

eral census, according ro the' State demo­

grapher.

"Per capita expenditure per 1,000 pc:?u.l3.~iofl" for each county

is to be determined by multiplyi~g ~2e ~u~ber of persons con­

victed of a felony under supervisioE in each county at the end

of the current year by $350. To the prci~:~ thus obtained will

be added:

(i) the number of prese~tence inve5~igations com­

pleted in that county for the current year

multiplied by $50;

(ii) the annual cost to the county :or county proba­

tion officers' salaries fer the current year; and,

(iii) 33 1/3 percent of such annual cost for probation

officers' sala~ies.

The total figure obcained ~y addi~g t~2 foregoing items is then

divided by the total coune; populatic~ according to the most re­

cent federal census, or duri~g [De in=2~ve~ing years between

federal censuses, according to the Sta:e demographer.
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(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 is
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 COMMUVITY CORRECTIONS~ pages 204

through 206 c'
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CCA Subsidy Equalization Fo~m~la

a. Factors

Chapter 401.10 of the Co~u~ity Corrections Act provides that the
eligible subsidy for each ccu~ty 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 ror 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 ~uQ~er 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 countyJ~ expenditure for correctional pur­
poses. 1

b. Example

The following example will serve to illustrate the computation
method used:

--Factor: Per Capita Corrections 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 pre-sentEnce investigations (PSI) completed
during the year Dul:iplied by $50.00 (estimated cost
of service)

- PLUS -

1DOC does not take into acco~nt adult probation and parole officers'
salaries, juvenile or misdeoe~a~: presentence investigations, nor overhead.

3



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

65 P.S.I. 's x $50.00

Probation Officers Salary

One-third Probation Officers Salary

Total Corrections Expenditures

$78,413 (Total Corroections Expen­
ditures)

35,145 (County population)

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

=:; $33,600

$ 3,250

$31,172

$10,391

$78,413

$ 2.23 (Per capita
corrections
expenditures)

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.

4



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 Inco8e

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 (Couney per capita income)

--Factor: Per Capita Taxa~le Value (Real Estate)

1. Ingredient

.775 (Standardized
score for
this factor)

The county's per capita taxable property value

2. Method

Each 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)
2,617.66 (County per capita

Laxable value) 1.016 (Standardized
score)

Standard scores for each county on each of the factors are then summed
and divided by 4 [0 arrive at the computation factor for that county.

5



Example

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

1.016 (Taxable value)

4.162 4.162 = 1.040 (Computation factor)
4

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

NE~v CCA SUBS IDY FORJ.'1ULA RECOMHENDED BY THE COHMITTEE
1

The recommended CCA subsidy formula is defined belo~v in sample

2
statute form:

Each county shall receive in fiscal year 1981:

(1) An amount equal to $1,795.79
3

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 $7.69
3

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) Plus an amount equal to $1.94
3

times the number of
persons residing in the county as determined by the
most recent data of the State Demographer.

1See pages 17 through 2S in text of report.

2Using data available in 1980; computation for fiscal year 1981.

3Each dollar amount is termed a "dollar value".
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The computations described a~o~e are performed individually for each

of the 87 Minnesota counties. ~~e Einal sum computed is the county's

total (gross) eCA subsidy elig:bi:ity (p~ior to deductions for charge-

1
backs).

An example of the mechanics of the operation of the recommended

formula is shown below.

Recommended CCA Subsidy Eguilizatio~ Formula

2
a. Factors

1. Number of persons conv:cted of felonies or gross misdemeanors
in state district court in the county in one year (latest
data available).

2. Juvenile population (n~8ber of juveniles age 5 through 17
years residing in the coun~y) (latest data available).

3. Total county populatio~ (latest data available).

b. Example

The follO\ving example ~'iill i2.2.ustrace the method of computation:

The total number of state CCA subsidy dollars to be
distributed to 87 coun:ies (TAD) in fiscal year 1981
is $23,656,005.

Each one of the three for~ula factors is given a weight
of one-third; therefore each factor will distribute one­
third of TAD--$7,88S,335.

Dollar values for the chree factors are computed as follows:

District Court Convictions (JCCi

Total number of persons cc~victed in district courts (1978
data) is 4,391 (total for 87 counties).

1 .
For explanatlon of chargebacks, see foccnote 13, Chapter I, page 43

of the text of the report. A c=~ Area ac:ually receives only the net
subsidy: gross subsidy less c~2rgebacks = net subsidy.

?
-For a discussion of the :~ree factors in the recommended formula,

see pages 17 through 20 in the cex: of the report.



$7,885,335

$1,795.79
a

Dollar Value (DV)
for DOC

Dollar Amount To
Be Distributed
By Each Factor (DAF)Height TAr)

1/3 of $23,6.56,OG5

DAF Dec

$7,885,335 -+ 4,391

Juvenile PODulation (lP)

Total number of juveniles age .5 through 17 residi~g in all 87
counties (1979 data) is 1,025,210.

DAF lP DV For lP

$7,885,335 -+ 1,025,21.0 $

Total eou~~v Population (TP)

DAF IF DV For TP

$7,885,335 -+ ·to.,070~6CG $ 1.94
a

a
$1,795.79 dollar value per pe~son convicted in district court.

$ 7.69 dollar value per juvenile age 5 through 17 residing in
the county.

$ 1.94 = dollar value per perso~ residing in the county.

CCA subsidy eligibility for Anoka County (CCA Area) for FY1981 is

computed below to .illustrate the wechanics of operation of the recommended

formula.

lveights Factors Dollar Values

1/3 Dec
231 tises $1,795.79

1/3
plus

JP
62,9 L O times $ 7.69

Subsidy Eligibility -- FY1981

1/3
plus

$1,305,848

T?

209,800 tiQE:S $ 1.94



It can readily be see~ ~hat the computation method for the current

formula is much more complex and therefore more difficult to comprehend

than is the computation nethod for the recommended formula.

The Committee studied eight alternative formulae
1

(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~ g=i~, co the twelve CCA Areas, and concomit-

?
antly, the least dollar amount of r-st loss to the sixty non-CCA Counties.-

1
The method of cOGputat~o~ :or 3 of these formulae Ivas similar to

that of the current formula. Ihe method of computation for 5 of these
formulae was similar to that 0: =he rfinnesota Social Services Formula:
Minnesota Statutes 256E.01 e~. seq., 256E.06.

?
-Gain 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 forre~la. The su~sidies for some CCA Areas increase under
the recommended formula; subsidies for other CCA Areas decrease. The
amount of total increases for :he 12 CCA Areas, however, exceed the total
amount of decreases. Therefore, [here is a net gain to the 12 CCA Areas,
and a corresponding ~~~ iC22 to :he 60 non-CCA counties. (Some non-CCA
counties realize a gain; c:hers suffer a loss. Losses exceed gains--so
there is a net 10s3 to the ~J no~-CCA counties). See explanation of the
hold harmless provis~~r- O~ pages 21 through 25 of the text.
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UNMET CO~fr1UNITY 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. Parole,
7. Other Community Corrections Programs or Serv­

ices (not included in other six categories).

Also asked ~vas the question, "Are the described needs unmet because: a)

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

c) 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 OiJE: OVERALL RESULTS OF THE----_.__.~--,--_.~~_._. __._.__._--_.__._----
SURVEY FOR 'filE TI'/ELVE CCA AREAS

Including all estirru-[ted. " unme t community corrections needs" in

1



calendar year 1980 for which specific esti7nated dollar costs were stated,

total estinuted unmet needs for all 12 eeA Areas were $13,011,193. This

fig urein c 1ud e s a 11 s tat edes t i ma ted unme t cap ita 1 cos t s, a s Ive 11 a s a 11

stated estiT{!O.,ted unmet operating costs, for ,vhich dollar estimates were

Total stated estimated unmet operating costs for the 12 eeA Areas

for CY 1980 are shown in Table 1.

-----------------------..
TABLE 1

STATED ESTIMATED UNMET OPERATING
COSTS FOR THE 12 CGA AREAS

FOR GY 1980

CCA AREAS--.,-.----
Crow Wing-Morrison

·Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted
Ramsey
Red Lake-Polk-Norman
Region 3
Anoka
Todd--Hadena
Region 6\0/
Hennepin
Blue Earth
Hashington
Rock-Nobles

TOTAL

STATED UNMET
OPERATING _

COSTS
d

$ 33,000
208,500

1,433,000
170,000
9lf8,473
450,000
210,500
161,500
702,970

55,000
46,000

__~.200

$!r,432,943

aFar w~ich dollar esti"~tes
were specified. All 12 GCA
Areas included stated esti­
n~ted unlilet ope.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 tab~e nor in
T2ble 4 on page 5; therefore,
the total in this table is a
low estimate of unmet operat­
ing costs. J

Total stated estimated unmet capical costs for the 12 eCA Areas for

1
F0 ·C i nd i V i d 1.1aleCA Are a unm e t nee cl s d a t a, see Tab 1e Lj. 0 n p d ge 5.

2



CY 1980 are shown in Table 2.

r--------------------------.
TABLE 2

STATED ESTIMATED UNMET CAPITAL COSTS
FOR THE 12 eeA AREAS FOR CY 1980

eCA AREAS

Ramsey
Red Lake-Po1k-~orman

Region 3
Region 6'.>/
Hennepin

TOTAL

STATED U1~NET

CAPITAL
COSTS a

$3,000,000
200,000
410,000

1,768,000
3,200,250

$8,578,250

afor which dollar estimates were
specified. five CCA Areas in-
c 1u de d s tat edes t i r.c t eli. unm e t
capital costs. Seven areas did
not include unmet capital costs.
These seven areas, although
having unrnet capital costs,
either did ~ot includ~ them in
their responses to the ques­
tionnaire or did not specify
the dollar estimated cost
therefor. Corrections profes­
sionals in those areas which
did not include estimated un­
met c2pital costs stated that
they did have unmet capital
costs but had not realized cap­
ital costs ~ere to be included.
Corrections professionals in
those areas \·;hich stated esti­
llated un;;;et capital c.osts in
response to the questionnaire
but did not specify a dollar
amount the~2for, stated that
reasonably a~cur3te estimates
of unmet capital cases (e.g.,
costs to build a facility) were
not possible unless studies
were conducted to estimate said
costs. Therefore, the total--­
$8,578,250--~s a low estimate
of unmet capital costs.

Tab 1e 3 s how s the s tat e des t irfi.f1 ted, unme top (\ r cl ting cos t s [ 0 r Ii]11 i ch

do~~ar estimates were specified for each of the seven categories of

3



community corrections programs or services.
1

Amounts include all CCA

Areas which specified dollar estimates in the particular category. (See

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

TABLE 3 -JI'\SEVEN CATEGORIES OF C0l-2'1U:aTY CORRECTIO~lS PROGRANS/SERVICES:
STATED ESTnL!>.TED l!S~'iET OPERATT>~G COSTS

I

CATEGORY

Diversion
Detention
Probation
Conununity-Based Corrections

Programs
Local Correctional Insti­

tutions
Parole

Other Community Corrections
Programs or Services

TOTAL

EXPA~SIO:ia +

$ 138,800
221,200
765,000

441,000

721,970
Included

in Pro­
bation

158,000

$2,445,970

$ 78,000
32,000
70,000

587,000

1,044,973
Included

in Pro­
bation

~2_,000,

$1,986,973

TOTAL

$ 216,800
253,200
835,000

1,028,000

1,766,943
c

333,000

$l~,432,943

a
"Expansion" means expansion of a comrnunity corrections
program or service which was opera~ing in CY 1980.

b"Newl1 means a prograr:l 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."

E;STIHATES OF c-:::'ET CA?TTAL COSTS

CATEGORY EXPA~iS I 0>1 + };c~., TOTAL------ -------
Local Correc-

tional Insti-
tutions $6,300,250 $2,273,000 $8,578,250

Shown in Table 4, individually for each of the 12 GGA Areas, are

the f 0110"1 ing:

For each of the seven categories of community corrections programs

or services (for which needs were unmet in GY 1980) included in the sur-

vey, dollar costs to meet the unmet needs estimated for CY 1980 are

shOl·Jn . Read the footnotes to the table for an explanation of the t::ablc.

1
See footnote c in Table 3.
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TABLE 4

EST IMATED CY 19BO DO;,LAR COSTS F()R UN>ll:T Cm'L'iU~: ITY COR1;;::CT!(I:-:S NEEDS
FOR TIlE n,ELVE tlI>1NESC"'A cownn:rTY cnERSCTJ(';!:-i ACT (CC:\i J\I~E,\S

(Results of SUJ:'vey of County Community Corre<.:tions Profes",ional,;)

C:.:.. ;'3£A5

TYPE
0;'­

COST

n:::VERSIO>;a
I (
EXOension ~ew

DETENTION a PR03ATIONa
r- - t I I
Exoansion ~ew Exp~nsion ~cw

CO~iXU:,TTY-BASED
CORRECTIO:\S

PROCRAHS.1
I 1
Expansion ~

OIllE? 1~(,L':"~1J::11,(

CO;';.R:=:'~71C':-)
LOG.'.L CORRECTIO~lAL ??:,r;r,!-.'<':

INSTITUTIONS u PhRO~Ea O? SER~;CE~~
I I I I ~

Expansion NeW'" Exp.:in.sion ~.:-.-{ EX[lansion ~

:~O_ ~ir.b-Morrison O?~rating

C'-'?ital
J~c3~-fill~ore-olms~ed O?erating

C<l?ital
::'.:J.::.;;?y Opc:ra ti ng

Capi~a.l

~~C Lake-Polk-~oroa~ O~erating

Cap i t.'ll
?i';ic,~ 3 O;Jerating

Capita 1
A~0~a Op~rating

CJpital
7~dd~~,dena OpC'rati~g

C:;pltal
2-'::;;1(:'1 6:,; Op'-'J:'3ting

Capi ta 1
~:'"_r::-.e?in O;:h'L-ltin b

Ca?i [:.21V1
:-"::.1.:: !:'.Jrth

',.'.:; :.:-.i. ~ ...:,ton

?Ci(.k.-~;ob les.

Cycrat ng
Caj:Jita

Opcrac ng
Ca? ita
Operdt ng
C"pi t<.i.

33,000

7,500

38,000d $ 40,000

$24,000 $18,000

$ 40,000 $ 80,000

300
j $24,000 $ 1,200

k

85,OOOP

20,000 $20,000 $ 15,000

7t $10,000 $ 7
u

$ 7
v

$14,0007 Y

20,000

300,000

$40,000

252,000

100,000

33 ,000

24,000 $30,000

36,000

$ 20,000 $ 65,00Ob $ 36;0007
c

~ 60,000

$225,000 $ 80,000e ;; 750,OOO~ See Probation
$2,500,000 $ 500,000
$ 70,000 $ 13,000
5; 200,000

$ 75,C·:~f:$194,000 $ 200,000 $ 227,473
$ 400,OO~h $ 10,000

$200,000 $ See Probation S 30~OOO

27,500
i

See Prob::ltion $ 50,000 $~Cro,GCC

2,000
1 $ 40,000 $ 40,000+?m See Probation Sce Probation

~.1

$1,768,0000

?q$202,000 ~ 415,970 $ -,'

?s
$3,200,250

7
w :: ?"-

::;:rTE.: For eaC.1 footnoted dollar amount, se.: resu:t~; of the survey for the
-- individJal CCA Arc;, I Section T\vu. 1\11 d~lllar .:1mounts shown in ta­

ble as )pcrating CustS are estimated CY 1~80 costs ii thQ expansion
OJ:' ~cw ?rogr~m had operated for all of 1980. All dollar amounts
sho;..,Tl. i;1 tabl.;; .as capital costs (..ire estimated costs for construc­
tio~ or remodeling if done in iS80. "Expansion" mQans needed ex­
pansion of a preexisting prograr.J or service. "New" ml:.lnS a needed
new pro;rar.J or sCJ:'vice which previously did not exist.

3Seven cate;ories of cor.~unity corrections programs or services included
i ,. <i 'lues t ion ',<1 i re subr.ti t ted to each of the 12 CCA Areas. Each J\rea was
asked if, in che ir Area, UIlr.1Ct community corrections ncc>ds indudeu a
r.0cd to expani one or ~ore presently op0rating programs and/or a need to
~~plement one or more new programs, along with the estimated CY 1980 costs
tterefor, in each of ehe seven cotegoJ:'ies. Also asked was the question,
"Are the described needs u;-;met because: a) t.he State (hereafter State
=cfc;-~ to X~nic~ota) eeA zubsidy is inadequate; b) county funding is in­
adequate; or c) both a a~d b?" All 12 questionnaires were returned by
October 9, 1930. -

k Yor Dcc.cntion--Exp'lnsio , f.1.egion 6'irJ' st3Led the fullc'.-Jing ef:.t.ir.-"ttl"·ci CI)sts;

$1,200 for 11.:1 contract. or a secure detent.ion !ucili.t:l tt"''Ir juve-
niles" (i.ncluJcd by sta f in t.:lblc ; $0 [or "6 additional ern<~~~.;.ency /10[1­

sccure detention fo,teJ:' homes for juvcenile,," (Is this funded by "<le1-
lare ll '!)--rcicrral for cstiJntltcd cost to 5: L0!.:a1 Co-;:-re~ti011iLl

IrlstitutiotlS (sec results of survey [or Region Section Two).

lRegion 6w stated as estim::lted costs for "addition.ell pro[cssiona 1 juveni le
foster care horlics,1I and "per dlems for adult luster care.,ll $1,530 to
$2,500. Staff "split the difference" and included $2,000 in the tatle.

mThis is $40,000 for additional staff for new program~ in L~c Qui Parle
county jail. Region 6W did not include estimateG operating costs for an
additional proposed new jail (s"e footnote "0" belo"').

nRegion 6',1 states a need for a "Treatr.tent for Juveniles Budget." However.
no e5timated cost therefor is stated (see results of survey for Region 6W,
Section Two).



TAnLE "4

ESTiMATED CY 1980 DOLLAR COSTS FOR UNMET COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS NEEDS
FOP. TJIE TVE1..Vr-: MINNE~.;OTA C:OM:l1iNlTY CORRECTIONS ACT (CCA) AREAS

(continued)

1;1\1" .. Enrlh :;Ittl":; ~ 11l'<,d for ., "cOml'r"hl'n,llvc Juv'.'nl!\' lrOillnlr'lIf. !:1':lllly"
!Jut II: ,,,,,,I> 1" to "'"llm"r." r 11l' elll'(.

r ll "lIn"l'ln brllpv("5 th.:rp if; an unmf't neeo for "the m<'ncally rt:r:"rdcd cor­
r"ct lon.tl ,,{f'·Tll.!er" but i:< ulwbl., to docurn.:nt the n{'"d .:II. tid" time.

tiN,'"'' lor 11 r'7!Jionn.l ""r'H" t1,·tClItlOll r"ctlity for Juv"ntl,,!' \01111,.11 ",,,,,1<1
t..erve \Jl.\',hll1gtull Ltlld ~dlrl'ullIHIlllg C\JUlllJe-~. \";J~hl11gtnn bti1t~~ ~t~rLl dplldf
C (l'. t!\ ..

°1'his incl;.des estimated costs of $68,000 to remodel Lac Qui Parle j~il to
meet standards, and $1,700,000 for building a ne'W jail (study now under­
way).

footl1ote "u" "bov'.'.v !).lfnt~

tHe';.f. i I III ,nl1 ;J~ :i <11V1 1 t Qtnn f l-tllll 1\1"etnllf~ (otlt't l ttl tJt1 (~1 r·du( dr ttl'l l1f1d

1 Illtll1lllnil y Il\tt~"ni'f inll 1IP(t.JPf'11 {l~C"t)f·tpn (dOI\'t tlC"t "~rH.lrI1y f1~('d n<1dif \(",,:1.1
Ih·l~llllllt·l)t 'Jt1~llltlgt~)1I ptalc"d 'I_t!lll ut)llal' lObltl.

qHennepin believes there is a need for expanding the number of halfl.,'ay
houses for women released from prison but is unable to document need at
prcGcnt.

PHennepin Adult Detention Center, overcro'Wding, a need for 1 or 2 aCdi­
tional detention modules needed in this facility. (Funds not available
at present for renovation/operation costs.) Stated estimated costs are
$85,000 for staff costs only per moGule. Staff included in table person­
nel costs only for one module ($85,000).

r'I~,l\()rt_tt'rlU dt..'1~lll\I~.rlt ,11\\1 flt'.1{llli'II(. IIl'llE.l<lll\ fdl' '!ie:rluu:l' .1tJv(·llllt: llcltl1-

q\Jrllt~ in;\ ~.. ~·'1:rl' ';Pt'.lllP..lt f':~t.lrnittrrl (_n~{l 11 (~)<I;.tillf, Jllcllirv I~ mndi-
I .~d lr;. ~"ion,U{)()~ '.fot{ { I'll ludl'd thl·-. ;II11U\lltt {t\ the l:tl,lp .. (l~:~ititl':lt,_~d

Il".! it ""\J LnililY 1,1 Lulll [~$I,iO(I.[}UlJ,) I·;~lilll•• ( .. tl UllIlllll1l1l'd),,[llln
",·,t,. ·.. ·.·r" S·)·;t.l,t)()(.' to ~.I,()'.Iu,\\tll1 (t.]'; I,)j.')() p.:r tJL':m l"t· 2U I" '\0 b,'dr,).
:~rH!f "~plit tl1," Jl!f(·r(,·t\c\~~" i.e., in<.:luul'd ~.IJO,UtJO {OTo Opt'I-HcinF. ctJ:;l:j.

bEstio.lted cost. was $50,000 to $80,000. Staff "split the differen.ce."

cThis estir::ated cost is fo "2 additional jailers" [or Olmsted County jail
to ~eet standards for nat onal accreditation. There is a question as to
•...hether this is a "co!D'rnun ty corrections" expense, if these jailers 'Would
be perfo:-rr.ing "custodial" services only.

dTb " tota 1 do 11.1, costs 1istcd by R.lmsey under Divers ion--Exp.:lnsion 'Were
$-'13.000. The t"ble includes $38,000 for "adult pretrial diversion."
H':-I.,'C'v<,r, $60,000 to $75,000 for it "status offender program" nnd $200,000
f,.>:- ;} "juvenile shC'lter pr0gram" \oIcre not included because Ramsey staeed
thut tllese ~t:rvices .:;rc H.i hclf.:1r<! D~p..'lrtmcnt r ...., sponsibility.lI

"'Thl' te'Cll dol1.1r costs listl'd hy R"msl.'y ur~der Communlty-Ba~;ed Cor:-ecl~ons
I~"'I,.\~·.l~lfIls-Ne'''''' \"'('T'(.' $)"Jl',t't)l) .. Thl' t:lhl(' illl-lud .... 5 ~BO,000 {(.I[' tl pnr r:ll;I!Il! of

_.:~rVi(l· lOIltr·.-!i,."r';. tor ddult ~!t11tt-:;l'rvlet' ~t·tlrcr Ic'r {lIfO!) UflU WUlllt.·\\ IIlInue-
!';,'.Il\;lnt off(\l\df'r·.• t' HO',.Jt'vt·r t _t)~]UIU()~) IOJ ".Juv(.'nill.' (;ri~.i~j Jtllt~rVt'llLi()n

'H' ~.h ... lt."r u.,·.I"," Jllld ~.'l"),()(11) ("I ".,,11111 ·,1,..11"1 -tYII" r.·r:ld'·111.1111 pr"(',ll1m
{l'I" 111t'nf:tlly li'!.:.ttc!(·d .ld1l11 P!!-t-·lhlt·l· ... " Wt'lt.' Itpl lfH'l\1dt.'d btl(".1tlr:t· HJJlll'a'y

'.[,,11'11 th.,! tl, .. ·.,· ".·lvl,,·,. 1I,·t't! "W,,!I"rl' lUlldlll~.-···!,·drr"l, :,[ltl", flilli

1....,1 ...

1..)\

~~l!.Jl, .. r pr",;r;lm o\lt5;<1 .., of CO\lnt Y Jell 1. E'H !\lI:llt·d CO'lt" [,(Ill.ed by ]{",\[on
....... ·re: $75,000 fot~ "·~t~lrt-t1p" lund~:; alltl $t)O~OOO tor "opt.rlltlon." St.:l[r

included in the table $75,UOO ($50,000 (or operatlon and $25,000 of the
5~d,t-UP tunds).

hAnoka stated that prcsent Local Correctional Institutions arc "inadequate,"
and that county is presently in the process of planning a new facility,
~ut that the cost cstimat~ is unkno~~ at this time.

i J il program in local jail facilities. Todd-Wadena estimated costs at
$ 5,0'.)0 to $30,000. Staff "split the difference" and included $27,500 in
t e table.

....Wel!~hlnston stntc's zero ooll.~r cost/; (flee rer-ultfl of t.h,' survcy for WiJsh­
ington CI)'lnty, Section Two).

XZero dollar costs arc stated (see results of the survey for Washington
County, Section r ....o).

YRock-Nobles states for Detcntion--Ne.... program: "Certification of th~
jail as an 8-day detention hold facility is a necessity." Estimated cost
is $14,000. It is not stated what must be done in order to get the ~ail

certified. Is this a community corrections cost, or does it involve cus­
todial care only?

jpublicl:r.e Lac Qui Parle Juvenile Program. Cose estimate by Region 6W was
:;200 to $400. Staff "split the difference" anri included $300 in the table.



Estin~ted 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), In each of these two subcategories, estimated

costs are stated separately for: 1) opernl-ing 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. .Qptions for Inclusion of ynmet Needs. ~n Total CY 1980 Needs

The following options were available to the Committee in deciding

vJhether to include any estimated costs for unmet communi ty corrections

needs in the lltotal minimum estimated CY 1980 community corrections

needs for 87 counties" (see footnote on page 8).

~tion---.l: Include all dollar amounts as stated for all cate·­
gories and subcategories by all 12 CCA Areas .

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

.QE-t ion 3: Include 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.

Same as 1, 2, or 3.above, but make possible changes
in f 0 0 t not e d doll a ram01..1 n t S (f 0 r \\1h i chal t ern a t i v e
dollar arnounts \,,'erc stated, or ranges Here stated),

.Qption_--2: To any of the four options stated above, add:

Add costs estimated hy the Committee in
each instance where a CCA Area has stated
a lwed, but \,,'3S unable to estimate tl1e
dollar '·::o:;t (indicated by a dcdJar sign
and 3 question mark in Table 4) .

.QJ2.0on 6: Exclude all estimated costs for unmet needs. (In­
clude in 11CY 1980 minimum Community Con__ ections
neeus for 87 counties ' ! only th(~ 1980 hucl.~l'll'd

7



expenditures for the 12 CGA Areas, the estimated
expenditures for the 60 non-GGA 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

1
repor t) •

SECTION TWO: RESULTS OF UNMET NEEDS
SURVEY FOR INDIVIDUAL CCA AREAST---

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

lrotal budgeted CY 1080 community corrections expenditures data were
collected for all 12 CGA Areas (see Appendix A: Tables A.l through A.12).
Based on said datn, COill111Unity corrections expenditures \<Jere 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 expenditures for the 12
Areas (see AppendiX F). The Comnittee 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 somewhat subjectively calculated by corrections professionals for
their own areas, however, and not by a scientifically conducted needs
assessment, the Committ<?e decided not to add the stated dollar amount of
estilr'i.ated unml,,~t needs to the tota.l figure calculated for CY 1980 commu­
nity corrections expend i.tures for 87 counties for the purpose of deter·­
mining "minimum tota 1 community corrections needs for 87 counties for
CY 1980,11 The CommitteE' h,cts recommended that an inflationary increase
be added each year to the total CCA subsidy for 87 counties, hO'dever
(see pages 33 and 34 of th~ text of the report).

2There are 12 CCA Areas in l'lj nnesota,
1,<1hich 70C

/0 of the state popu~ation resides.
questionnaire.

8

comprised of 27 counties, in
All 12 returned the survey



shown separately. The fcr~a~ is as follows:

CATEGORY

1. Diversion:

a. Expansio~ of presently
operat~n; program

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTU1ATED

COST

Progra~ and needed ex-
pansion described $ _

b. ~ew progra~ ~ot pres­
ently ex:"stin;

Needed new program de­
scribed

c. The reaso~ chs need is
unmec is sta:ed (~tate

CCA subs:"dy inadequate,
councy funding inade-
quate, or 20th) $

2. Detention:

CRO~"T T.':L,;C;-~'lY:z::nS =~~; COal-lUl\; ITY CORRECTIONS
( Cr 0 ',,7 ,,-,- _i :::' and ~·1 0 r r i son co un tie s )

CATEGORY
-----------

1. Diversion:

None.

2. Detention:

a. Expansion of pres2nI~Y operating program:

None.

b • Ne \" prog r a r:1 :

Preadjudica:~on ciecenc:"on. Utili~e local
res ide n t i ale e :- c 2. r s as;.=:' rea d j udie a t ion h 0 1. d­
ing unit~. ~his pro;ra~ would supplement the
state approved 8-dav detention in 10cd1 law

9

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

COST



CATEGORY
.~------------

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

COST

enforcement center. Clients 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 ~~£~~sion of ~aff

and sOlTle remodel.i~.8. would be necessary to im-
plement this program. $33,000

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

3. Probation:

None.

5. Local Correctional Institutions:

None.

6. Parole:

None.

7. Other Cornmllni,Sy Corrections PrografTls or Services:

Not spec:ified.

nODCE-FT LLHORE-OLUSTED COt.fI"IUNITY SYSTEH
oc1ge, Fillmore, Olmsted

--_._--_.----_.~----------- ------~-----

.Al\1NUAL CY 1980
ESTHIATED

CATEGORY COST

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

Present program: A pretrial release or (ROR)
component to the Jail Pro~ram. It is not
suf ficient ly forma 1ized to alloT,'7 adequate

10



CATEGORY---------
supervision and f01101.\I through. Need expan-­
sion of present Volunteer Program to provide
formal screening, recommenel3tton to court on
release and supervision of pretrial release
defendants. One half-time position to coor­
dinate these efforts needed.

None.

c. The need is unmet because:

Not stated.

2. Detention:

None.

3. Probation:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

Al\fNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

COST

$7,500

Due to incr<.~asing number of probationers, one
additional probation officer is needed. $20,000

b. Ne\\f progr<lm:

None.

c. The need is unmet because:

Not stated.

4. Communit sed Corrections P oms:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

There is Cl necd to provide additional social
H 0 r k sup p 0 r t too u r g r 0 u p h 0111 e s . l'~ e e d () n e
additioJ1Rl social vlOrker to providi''-: group and
family counseling through the' group homE's. $20,000

b. Ne\\I program:

A day t rea Lrn e n t pro g ram j s 11 2 e d ed, Tb i s pro .-.
gram could he combined \lit11 the nonsecure dc-­
tention effort referred to under Category 7.
I teou 1d a 1 ~; 0 s c r v e a you t 11 bur caut ypep ur­
POSE:~ •

11

$50,000 to

$80,000



CATEGORY

c. The need is unmet because both the State CCA
subsidy and cou~ty fu~ding are inadequate.

5. Local Correctional Institutions:

a. Expansion of presenc"y operating program:

The Olmsted County ':ail is seeking national
accreditation. ~o 2eec those standards for
the jail, two additional jai:ers are needed.

b. Ne\!J program:

None.

c. The need is un~e: be.:a~se bot~ ehe State eCA
subsidy and COUTICY f~~d~~g are inadequate.

6. Parole:

None.

ANNUAL CY 19S(
ESTIMATED

COST

$36,000

7 • Other Communit ra~s or Services:

a. Expansion of prEse~:_y operat program:

There is pr-esently c.:<y 0;-""1e detention option,
the 8-day detention :apacity in the Olmsted
County Jail. Host: j·...:·;2::-1i~es are not appro­
priate for this dete~:ion option. A 24-hour
nonsecurc detencion ~~D~ram is needed. This
option would prcvide. for- police a place to
take juveniles at ni;~t for fureher disposi­
tion and referral.

b. Ne\\T program:

None.

c. The need is Ull:lF~L bc:a·_1.:';2 'cotn the State CCA

subsidy and county f~~cii~g are inadequate.

ApproximCltely
$60,000

Comment about the

These responses on needs on~',- ::E:flE::':' t the vi 0.',-1 of 3
professionals. Ii this \'12S ~j- :coilghly iscussed by
our Advisory Board, thE: resu~Is mi : be different.
Our cost estimaLes h<]\72 to be '::O:1sidered tentative.
The actual cost HouLl depe:1c OI, '.-,1[--:2;:-. cO:ll!Jination of
services could he put tcg2t~er- un~er one program.

1 L



David Rooney--Community Corrections Administrator.
Lee Blenkush---Director of PORT.
David Griffin--Director of Court Services.
Pete Huus--Director of Jail Program.

RANSEY COUNTY COHNUNITY CORRECTIOnS

CATECORY----
1. Diversion:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

1) The main unDet need for Juvenile Court
area is expansion of services for status
offenders (a 1'!elfare Department respon­
sibility). This includes needs for more
adequate shelters. Presently only 1
staff person for entire county, Shelters
are not adequate fur minimal needs. At
least 3 to 4 additional staff arc needed
for handling status offender program;
shelter [or boys 14 through 17 is ur­
gently needed.

Status offender program.

Shelter program.

2) Pretrial diversion ill Earnsey County is a
deferred plea:. i.e., no p}ea program
d eali n g I\d t h m Ls cl e ilh" iHl ant s a 11 c1 f e Ionsat
the a d u 1 t ] E' \7 e 1 • Th '-, rea reS cJ i v e r s jon
co U n s e 10 r- sea r -( y j Ii g cas e loa d S 0 f 50+ per
co 1.1 n s (-' lor . Cas c loa cl s are t+ -; "i' f e_ Ion y 0 f ­
fenses. Need for xpansion is evid~nced

by repented requests for additional di-
version s laC f pro j C:' c t d 11- C' C' tor , and a
cas e 1Od d co u n t \\' h L' h VC:'L" i fie s eh at t h
3 5 cas e m .:-i :d mU !Tl for e a c h c () u n ::~ C:' 1o:r T,,' C1 S

exceeded ~) years 2g, The llPccJ is cur­
r e n t 1y it) r 2 )E' \\' d i \ r s i (\nco U1! Se lor s
\vitb a third to be ,:tdded in 1 S:?-83 as
c a ~. e 10 it d ] I Ufi~b C' r s eli;;, h h

i\ c1u 1t P r (' t r i 8 1 d i vcr ;; i (In •

b. NeH progr3m:

None.

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTH1ATED

COST---

$60,000 to
$75,000

$38,000



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

CATEGORY CO---------,----
c. The need is unmet because the State CCA sub­

sidy is inadequate.

2. Detention:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

1) Jail screening is operative 16 hours a
day--7 days a week. This is a release
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. $10,000

2) Conditional Release program---';'Jorks ';lith
detainees in custody who have made one
court appearance and are not released,
except under special supervision and con­
ditions. Felony offender release 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 court appearance. $20,000

3) Pretrial I.A.S.C. (Treatm~nt Alternatives
to Street Crimes) chemical assessment for
serious offenders with verified drug
problems, referred by court, prosecutor,
or defense counsel. These persons are in
custody--detention. Need resources to
expand specific treatment contracts with
residenti81 and nonresidential treatment
facilities in chemical dependency facili­
ties--small expansion of dollar resources
produced large federal resources for
treatment costs. $10,000

b. Nc\·! program:

None.

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



CATEGORY

3. Probation:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTH1ATED

COST

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. $145,000

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. $65,000

3) Resticurion--both monetary and service-­
a responsibility of prohation. Service
res tit uti () n r e qui res C 0 !TlTI1 un i t yin t: e r pre­
tation, recognition [0 volunteer agencies
and clerical and equipment suppurt plus
basic: permanent staffing. $90,000

b. Ne\'l program:

None.

c. The needs are unmet b caU3e both the State
CCA subsidy a~d COUDe} fLnding are inadequate.

4. Communi sed Corre tions Pro rdms:

a. Expansion of presently o;>erating program:

1) For juvenlles needing specialized resi­
den t i alp 1a eli] e iH ;n ::-1 y p r ~ v Ct t [ a c.: L1i tie s
are Ct\-ai ~ab e, 1..-'lJt r::2:1Y are not located
in 0 r n ear Pa TIl s eye 0 'lU l Y t 0 (1 d l' q 11 ate 1y
serve needs of child and fami~y. ~e~d to
develop v8riety of specialized residen­
tial tr'?at.Jilel-.t progral"ls fur jU\'211il.es-­
located i~ or very near Ra~sey County.

For prc1l.!vt.iC';ll2. d2\-e~1)pliie~1[ costs 0111y---

results.

2) Adult Purchase of Service progra8s--prcs-
en t 1Y us ",-0 :2 110 n r f' c; i d·~ i1 t i a J_ and Sf 12 sid "') n-
t i alp r cJ:; r.::m: s for d '/e L- ted c~ n d c 0 f, \' i L C' d

1 r­
L )

$25,000



CATEGORY ----------

offenders. ~eed add~:iQnal nonresiden­
tial progra~s for WQ~2n offenders. Need
emergency shelcer care for both men and
\Vomen offenders.

b. New programs:

1) (Juvenile~ crisis intervention on shelter
basis--with e~ergency housing provided.

2) (Adult) multi-servi~e center for men and
women misdemeanant cffe~ders.

Purchase of service contra ts.

3) (Adult) shelLer ~y?e residential program
for mentally re:arded offenders--adult.

c. The needs are u~~et b2ca~se:

b.2) The State CCA sc~sidy is inadequate.

b • 1 ) , 3 ) 1'1 e e d s l' ',: e 1:: a::.' e ,. f 1] n d i L g (f e de. r aI,

sta I.e"

5. Local Correctional Ins[i:u~icn5:

a. Expansion of present:y cperating program:

Ivorkhouse--minimc:", se::urity for misclemeanants
and f e Ion s - - ':~' i 1:: L s:: :,'J,'g ~,. s. j ,) r i [ Y 0 £ ins titu­
tions "clays" by feloT'.y c,f=·enQers; capacity
175 men--average popu:a:ion 140 to 150 men.
Has several progra~s including s2hool; G.E.D.
training, alcohol ar:d d.r'J5 depe.ndency, shop~

as \vell as farm) l:i'J.i1cr:,', e;::c.--,,;ith case1;oJork
s t a f f a f 4 per son s . ~ ; 2 e d a i,; a x i :TI1~!1Tl S '2 cur i t Y
unit for apprcxi~at2_Y 30 t 50 men--mainly
felony offenders ~ho h~~e a sen:ence up to 1
year--for better 2on~ro: a~d for improved
living arrangemen:s. (This is not so much an
expansion as a ~odi~i:3=iQn of existing fa­
cility; intenc WQU~~ ~o: be to ~ncrease the
capacity of the i~5ti:~=i n to any signifi­
cant degree.) EXCi':: ;~2ed has :lot been as-
s e ssed and f U 11 d i 5 ;,; (J~": ~ ci n e 2 d L:l b e s h are d by
5 tat e and loa J, go ',r 2 -c :~~,e~"';:: •

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

COST

$200,000

$250,000

$80,000

$200,000

Estimate for 1:.. 0 $2.5 rnillion

16



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIJvlA.TED

CATEGORY COST

b. NevJ program:

Several groups have studied need for a short­
term diagnostic and treatment program for
'l ser io1Js" juvenile delinquents in i:l secure
setting; opinion is that such a facility is
needed for juvenile delinquents 14 to 17 who
have failed in other programs, including open
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 stelff. Quite
costly. Costs should be shared by state and
counties involved.

Estimate if existing facility could be modi·­
fied.

Estimate if new facility is built.

Estimated annual operating costs ($75 to $90
per diem).

c. The need is unmet bee.Bust' both the Slate eCA
subsidy and county funding are inadequate.

6. Parole:

ci. Exp:iJlsion of pre ently operating program:

Nee (1 e c1 • A] leumli1 l' n ::: son Pro bat ion a 1so a pply
to ParoJe.

b ,. NC'\,'/ program:

None.

$500,000

$3.5 million

$550,000 to
$1 million

7 • Other ComTIlunit Cor:cection3 Pr or Services;

a. Expansion of presently operat

None: •

b • 1~ C h T pro g r a [fI :

None.

17
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CATEGOFzY--------------._--.------ _._-~--------_._----------_._--._--

A~';>;UAL CY 1980
ESTH1ATED

COST

about the ire:

Very difficult to comp~et with accuracy. Also having
3 staff from Correctio~s complete the survey does not
ne2essarily give a broad or represen[ative view of
needs. Nearly impossible to give accurate assessment
of costs--not defined (e.g., construction cost/operat­
ing cC1sts).

Robert A. Hanson--Director, Adult Probatio~/Parole

D~vision.

Arthur Cavara--Director, Juveni12 Servi22 Center.
Eu~,en'2 H. BlJrns--Dire:tor, Comrnur~=y Corre:,tions Dc­

par ,.1 nen t ( R<.1 ms eye 0 "In t Y

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTI~\iA'iED

CATEGORY COST

1. DivE:rsion:

a. Expansion of pressnt:y 0p2rati~g program:

None.

b. NeH program:

Diversion prog~~2 IGr adults ~~o~ discrict
court. Pret'L-ia~ :;crcenilig 3n:i £ollo~,,7-up Sll·­

pervision si~~ lar to Hennepin County's GpeTa­
t ion De ~; J V 0 • O'·c '? f u 1 ~ - t i '1': e F ,~, :=; i t i (ll1 e qui \' E\ -­

lent to probatiJ~ officer. O~e ha f-t
clerical flo:::_ci $24,000

c. The need is U~~2: be ause b th the Scat2 cc~

sub sid y and :::. t) U ' i t Y fun d ~ .--.. ~ eli: s i j ia ci qu Cl t e .

Detention:

a . Expan s i () 11 c:: ?}- s }, t ~ \' 0 P :c d !~ j :; ~. pre is :r ZllCt :

:-;on •



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

CATEGORY COST---

b. Ne\\T 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
.p r c2.g r 31:2 •

3. Probation:

a. Expansion of presenc1y operating program:

None.

b. NeH program:

Adult misdemeana~ts are not receiving ade-
qua t cpr 0 b d t ion 5 e r ': ice 5 • 1'; e e cl t \; 0 P.O. s t 0

supervise misd endnts and provide service
to the county court. One h31f-ti!~le clerical
position.

c. The need is unmet because both the State CCA
sub s i c1 y an cI co U ,-1 t Y f 1J 11 d are ina cl ...=qua t e .

$40,000

4. Cornrn~Jn i

None.

rarllS:

5 • L0 cal Cor r e c t jon ~(1 I :-i S til. iJ t ~ ,) n s :

a . Expan s i (1 n 0 f p r ,,' s e i-: t I, Y 0 per a tin g pro g r Cl Tn S :

T11 e 1',: 0 r t~ 11 \\T co S L P ,~ ion ale 0 r ret i 011 sec 11 t e r has
capacity of" 23. It ~1::=;~ s bc!th prel-r." al and
un d e r sen t L' 11 C t' ,J cl u ~ t :::; ) t h ;na 1( Ci, n d f (LL3 1C' •

It <:1.] so h3nell. s jU",C2i-ii~es fOi~ <1 maxirn 1Jrn of 8
days. The <1b Ii ty E"xist;:.; te, provide e,xten­

sivc pro LHnTnir!~, The- C,::.'nt2r ltdS been o\'er-"
cro','.'c1ed in be'L;"! pr trlE! dC'L n ion and under
s (' n ten C~ co • fJ uri n g L F,:i :-~ L 3 y e Cl r 5 ,

been an ovcra of:O [,J J 2 p rc;on
t ria 1_ \\7 i t. h C;J it ::. '. <..' 1 <:'. Ie}, a:=;

thore has
;::l\','d:i [j 1Ig

Le n liCC-

e S S (I r y t 0 uti 1i z :.' C ~ ~ a :C' J S 111,1 n:l.] "" 1y use d
for those undcl- SCl!:::.en~c:~. The [o[,:d f2.:':~ility

bas a \l t:' rag I.:' cl 0 ",: '': r ~ 11 r::' (: ,{ r Ci:::': i t Y 0 £ 28 £ 0 r t b c
par; t 3 y C li r 5} r I,: a c h ~. n ]-,: S (, f 3 S t 0 {j 0 •
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ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

CATEGORY COST

There is a neei:: 2xpa~d ch~ ~enterls capac­
ity by approxi~a=e~y 1J b~ds, by adding a new
work re lease d ["::. '",-~: ~c ',';cu~d =ree up other
areas.

Annual exper:.s25.

Constructio~ cos:;.

b • Ne \,y prog ram:

None.

c. The need is un~~: t~~a~s~ bach che Stare CCA
subsid y and C (10:-, :: :: :: '.! ,; C ::.. :-; 5 a r 2 inade qua t e .

6. Pa'ro1e:

None.

$70,000

$200,000

7 • Other Communit Corr~::~~~s -~

Admin:istratic;:': :::-:-_5-:::-': U::- 1 Admillis·-
t rat 0 r / Dire c [ Cl r; .5 0: a C::-_ =- ~ s:: r d. tic) 11 0 f s y stem,
50% Director cf :rr~:c~ ~s enter; Adminis­
trative Ass~s:a:-.:: ~~.'.-:'~'--:::-: ""~=::' udgets, in­
surance, fi~a~ces. ~ r~::"~~2~ icr system and
Cor r eel i () n s C2 n : 2 r; _ _r.::. ::.. " ::.. r' ~.:.: \'a ~ II d t jon Co-
ordin a tor, L: c _ 2: ~ :- _a ~ ::::: r Ll i ~ 11 ::;) 1'-1 J S ,
e val u a t i 0;1, ;; r 3 ~- ~ -,-1;-::": - , .:.: l- 0' b c~ r'l::~ i ve P 1a n :-

Advisory Board, ~:~ ~::r~i_ a:~on; 2 half-
time clerica~ ::;:a:-'" L: 2::.- ::: d ;lec~cl to add
one f ull- t i r-,.: p s.' =- ~ ~ ~_ - b. '. (: ~ ~ p ~ ann i 11 g ,

training, and ad ~::

b. Ne\\T p:cog r a:~l:

NOlle.

c • T11 e n e c~ dis t.le".:~:::: D -::: ::: e-. t.2 S· 2 :::: 1: t~ 5 cat e CCAs u b ­
sidy is inad c_~.

$l8,OOO

tioflllajre

Hare. y Nc 1son .-- -- /\ d:11 "i. n :i. .:: :: ;: "'- : --::~ ~:i.:- \.. :. :::,: l~ l ~: () r :;:,
g i. C! n a 1 Cor n~ C' t ions C. ::: ~ ::: ',':: -.-

st R.e-

1
Rr'cent 1y

t;- d to:r •
bee;] m",' ,', ~.(J'~·!;Tlunity Corrections Aclulini.s-,



ARROHHEAD REGIO~~AL COREECTIONS
(R;gion 3: St. Louis, Cook, Lake~

Koochiching, Aitkin, Carlton counties)

CATEGORY

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

None.

b. Ne'i'l program:

None.

2. D~tent:ion:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

None.

b. NeH program:

None.

3, Probation:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

COST

1) Juvenile restitutiG~--presentlygranc
funded. Soe atl3ch2d description ~descrip­

tion was ttach d to re pons~ to question­
naire but is not in,:ludc:d in this appendi.x].
Pro v i d C:' s f Oi r (' :", tit uti on s e r \' i. c e 5 [ o.c j uv e­
nile CourL--botL fj:',ancia1 2;,d C(II;!!!1unity

service rc ..:t:itutiol1. Crant nl1~::; out after
198 1 ~l n c1 \.vL 11 not b t: a b 1e to fun cl • J uve-
n} 1e Court, part icularly Duluth. using
more and more C();"lJ:l1unity st:\r'.'i~:e as a 011--

sequcnc(\ for del~-tquc:nt b ·'.'ior. $6J,OOO

2 ) 1\ t P r L' sen t \.,1 e h a\' C' aPr 0 b;J t i:) n ,: 5 i a 1
Service. lealll Proje t. The . O. a-ld so-
c i a 1 '1-70 r k r \',TO r k. t c; C' t b '.':' r as Cl [. cat 0

prev \.:~ n t res i cl n 1~ i. a, l t rea t '.! e l-l ;~ P ~ ace ;n t' i1 ;:: s

of juvcni.le ld fenders thrDu ;'H~)' iI1-
t e r v C' II t i 0: t ',',' j t 11 cl i sin t c g rat. i. : :=; a1'1 i 1 i .", 5

I"TiLl! die:'1inquC7"lt yout.h, n-,l.')' t[(~rf!p[ 1..0

develop ,l cl uLilize inCh)Vati'.' n:c;:.hocL;
IY i t h 1 a!ll ilL Eo :::; 2 !, oj Y(, u t It r ~( r It (' r [ h a '1 t 0

use () rtl y [l"il d i t i (" 11 a ~_ apr r .~ ;. 1~:; • This
Has cHI C X P r i i L,:1 1 P r () g l' c.l fi! de> S ~ned [0

provjc1e earl'/ er-',T2ilti c"l:, to p,'?(;.'d

up proccssi,:g Cd cas C'
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ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTH:1ATED

COST

successful, but casc~l 3d number in pro­
bation make it unlikely I·j·e' Clll continue

,\dthout an rtdditional position. $25,000

3) lye have a Thnnen's Restitution Project-­

purpose is to provide an alternative to
the usual sentence of fine or incarcera-
tion for adult female offenders. Clients
are referred by county and District
Courts. Grant funding--LE:\A. Hith end
of LEAA, prcigram l'lill C0dse. This is
only program d signed specifically for
wowen offC'llch:~r:;. $]64,000

None.

c . 'Ih e nee d s are u 11 II! e t b 02 C a u :c. b c1(~ h the S tat e
CCA subsidy anel coun y fundinf:, are inadequate.

4. COmnnlJ1 i

a. Expnnsion of pr cnt:.l) ope-Toting program:

1) S.\'J.A.T.--intt'lls ~vc cor.'I:t",.,iL\' ciJ.tcrn,]tive
to i 11 S tiL u f: i 0; 1;3 J i z a t i 011 • C]ient~~ Elust be

un c1 c r 18 y t' a r S 0 ~ c1 and mt ' s~: h :n c bee 11 i n ­
v 0 ] ve din c T iin i i 1::d a t i v L[ t: h .'i tor d i 11 a r­
i ] y r (' s u 1 t sin C O:t1iTl i Ln C' n t t: 0 C1 S l ate
filcility. rovides into i",e interventiol1

an cl III 0 II i lOLL 11 c=; (; f j 11 \! (' 1': i 1e :', . S . \,r • i\. T •
prcsc·ntly only s 'ryes Du~uth, Hibbi.ng, and
Vir g j 11 i a , N C' edt 0 e x p r; d toe II C (\:np () S S

In 0 reo fEe g jon • S co l:' Cl t a CII d g ran [ a p p 1i-
c3[:io11 I"dltch \'1~1S rt'_'cently turncd c1o\0'n
[gr;lnt appl Lat:l.'JIl 'vTc1'; [i~ached Lo rl'-­

spon~~e to que ti<JTln irE~ bu is not in-
cluded in this Appendix_). O-'J2Lll1 budget
probleiils co'~l1d p ;1;: S.\·.. A.T. prCl::..~ranl in

jeopardy.

2) Community Y uth ~;n'::,JJ-':li:1 ( .Y.P,)- ..-dc' igJwd
Lop r 0 v 1. d l' t red Lrl C' n t ~ lui n g g J- C> \l r" in--
d i, vi d Ll;1 1.1 and fa lil} 1)' C C \i', ; ,'~ " d \' ~ (\ P '"

rnelltal gllid:1ii':'(' ;l::d V1iYs c .• !~ cUI;'1~~ti(\IJillg

for delinquent' youth \\,1:,,) ;~': i: o7:Jll'n,TisC'

r c qui rei 11 S 1~ i t U L L,) n l /~ a ~~~. ::. 1'< (-, ('}- r t' d
Juvcni le, Court. l-:':-i 1 ([tid f cn} 25. h'Cl1;l

1) 11 ] \ i t h L1 rca C, y • p . ---- t h " 1'':' j S n () n.:' e cl l u

22

Hinimum
$lLl-S,OOO



CATEGORY----------

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

COST----

expand, but rather :0 continue with what
we have. Program is seen as significant
to juvenile court 1 Duluth. -Hithout ad-
ditional funding, program is in jeopardy. $49,000

b. Ne'\y program:

None.

c. The needs are unmet because:

Not stated.

5 . L0 cal Cor r e c t ion a 1 I n s tit uti c :", :

a. Expansion of presently cperating program:

The Northeast Regional :orrections Center
Currently houses 100, ~3S built for 71 and
should be expanded to a capacity 130 based on
present needs and projec:ions. It houses
minimum security fe~ons 2~d misdemeanants
with the typical offeTIder being an 18 to 21
year old, first time f2~~~Y offender. The
center operates a fan::, ed 11cational/voca-­
tional and group therapy program. The Center
has been in excess of ra:ed capacity since
1976. Board action SEC a maximum of 100 res­
idents in 1973. This ~i:-:-;.:'.t riBS been reachl'cl.
A recently proposed ad~.:'.:.:'.on would provide
living, sanitary, and pr ~ra~ spa e for 59
Cl cl d i t iona 1 r l' sid en::: s •...-:-1 ~ =_ h i',7 () u 1. d me <2 t S tand­

ards for an additioTIa~ 3 residents. (See
at t a c he cl Iv':r i t C - up. I 5 c -c: s c t i (\ 11 ' '~.; 0 r the as t
Regional Corrections (e"'-;:2r."J

To build.

Per year to operate.

b. Ne,\y program:

Short--tc~rm j1Jveni~e res':c:enti. facility. See
a t t a c h e d pro g ram d >2 S C :c i p : i () n e 71 :.: i t J e c1 II Ar r 0'.'_'-

11 e· ., (1 ,J '1 \! C> 1·11' 1e C(' ]1'- (' r '. -. "-, ;:., X I 1 [ 1-) '-- I") iJ. -:- n ":Tt 0'1"-U .... L '- ~ L ~ _ 1::'_ l ~ :. ~ ........ ~ ~ " L_ 0 ~ U l,- \.. •

scription was attached tJ r ~p 5e to ques­
t i 011 n air e but i 5 r: <) L i ::: ~: 1d ::- d i J.l t.. his 8. P P (~ 11­

dix,.J Need [nr mediu::: 5,C:' u,-ic:y j'acili.ty for
juveni 10. offenders '\diD to I'.C'~.' ha'.re bC('1l

placed in rcsidC'lltia~ t:c 'j r1(~'Lt facilities.
Top r 0 v ide a c (n r e c t i 1.-2 e' _ .. i r (I :1:' e n [ £ (I r

$400,000

~) 200,000



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTHIATED

CATEGORY COST

adjudicated delinquen<::. Y'='11L:hs a.i:ned aL: pro<­

vicling immediate consequenCf!S for r:tisbehav-
i 0 r, a 1sot 0 pro\' i cl ere 5 tit u t 10 n toe 0 fr!m un i t Y
and victims, and to provide medium secure 24-·
h 0 u rcaret 0 res i. den ~ 5 t.,!11 0 are dee rne cl cl a n g e r .-
ous to themselves or com~unity. ~ou1.cl pro-
viele education~ cons queIld:'s f,Jl- bad conduct,
behavior contracts, lncli.'.'iclua1 security sta-
tus. $237,496

c. The needs are un~et because both the State
eCA subsidy and COULty funding are inadequate.

6. Parole:

a • Expan s ion 0 f pre e n t l v 0 P .2 rat i n g prog r C1 TTl :

None.

b. New program:

None.

a. Expansion of presently c'perating prograrn:

None.

b. New progra:n:

Hub e r p r () g r.3 r:l 0 U [ sid 'c' 0 f COLI ;'1 t Y j 2 i 1. 1 It eli .-
v i cl u a 1. son Jj u b e r d <) ::l 0 t nee d Tn a >: i. L: \J U ::: '2 cur i t Y.
Program cO'-lld bC' ci':'VE.:lop oj to hou:-=(? lluflf'rs in
less ~_~ccure E'J1vi ronr:-:'2nt, ',',-he they 1,','OU Id

help pay for progra .

Start--up fuc.ds.

Uperotion,

c. The need is unn ~ be aus

Additional Cornllients:

Rea 1 j s tic cd] y, s pea k ; 11 g ~ t],", ,"J r c)"il, ,~l c1. R':" i (' n I i ~ T1 a :1-

cia 1 p <) b 1 ems a r en 0 t 5 0 nll.l ':.' h a c1 d i. t i (\;: 'YC C' X;J 1 :--: c,',

too ur s y s l e 1TI 3 but rae Ii r ','.' h :'l t ;;,] e p::- c sen t L

2'

$75,000

$50,,000



CATEGOny

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,

Gary Dosser--Director of Arrowhead Juvenile Center.
Dan Lawrence--Director of Northeast Regional Correc­

tions Center.
Pat Heaslip--Director of Court and Field Services.
David Gustafson--Director of Arrowhead Regional Cor­

rections.

NORTHEAST EEGIONA.L CORRECTIONS CENTER: I

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

COST---

The problem of ove rowding 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 b st solution was to expand the residential facilities
at N.E.R.C.C. The study also concluded there were preselltly no funds
t 0 l~ i the rca n s t r u c tor 0 p rat e a n a c1 c1 i t ion,

In August of 1978, Hit'h the daily average population continuing to
climb, the ArrO\~J1lead Region;]l Corrections Boal'd placed a population
limit of 100 on the facility. This \\Tas a some\~7hat arbi rary number
that exceeded the ra cd cap3city (71) by 29 and it was felt this limit
\VQuld not be reached in the foreseeable future. The limit ,vas reached
b l' i e f 1yin 1'1arc 11 0 f I 9 7 9 . Th 2 pop 1..1 1a t ion h ci S beenat 0 r n ear I 0 0 for
all of calendar year 1980,

The population of th~::> St ,. Louis County Jai 1 reached critical proportions
in £'\ugust of 1980, '['hi s prl..Jmptcd several me.etings betl.\)cen various mem-
1.1 e r s 0 f t 11 c c ri min a 1 j \l S tic e s y s t em, i. c . ,\ Jus, She r iff ~;, J ail 0 r j

County Attorney, Defender, and Corrections Several alternatives to in­
carcCraL-LOll or shorter sentences v)cre discusscdo The consensus \\Tas t1'laL
all of th se alternatives were inappropriate and that expansion of
N.E,R.C.C., 'ilas tIle only' viable solution.

'1'b1s topic bas b('2n discussed at the last t\\TO A.p.e, Boarclmcetingf"
There is gioncrill a~]/ I-:,'I)ent of the need [or 311 addition, hQl.·)(>ver, stj1]
n 0 fu n cl s f 0 1- con s L rue t ion 0 r 0 p C· l~ (( t ion .. Bee <OW s e Cl f t 11 eSE' c1 i s c u s S ion s
an architcc \va.'::; hired and rough plans for Cl 6,600 sqUclrC foot ndditLon
\vas de\Tc·]opc·cL The' c51 i.lnclted c:on:3truction costs are $!iOO,OOO.OO and
the anlluJ.l operating bu et, bClsed Oll 1980 figures, js $1\.)0,000.00, ThLs

1Doc 11 rn (~11 tenc los (' d \.; i t. 11 /\.1' 1 0 '.vhe (\ d Reg ion's res p 0 n set0 the q u C' s t ion-·
najr .

2')



addition would bring X.E.?:. -. into c08p1iance with Minnesota Jail
Standards for a 130 bed f2:~_~:Y, provided it is adequately staffed.

In the midst of ali OT ~~~3 =~e ~.R.=. Board has been prep~ring a law­
su : against Grand Lak~ ~~;:5~:P ~cr the past two years. Grand Lake
ZO;:i:lg prohibits adu>:. c::- j'_:-.-::::,~~,::: facilities from being built in the
To ':':21':', hip . A. R. C. i s C ~, 2 ~ ~ c: :-: ;: ~ n 2 t:. :1 .:J. t CJ r d ii-t alL e and the t ria 1 iss e t

ror October 24, 1,;;'80. ~l\~ C"_-,=~C'::lE: of that suit \'1il1 be significant for
N . E , I(. C • C. I S pIa E s f c· r x p a :-. 5. ::.. :J :-1 •

CATEGORY

l.. Diversion:

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

COST

a. Exp(Jn~ion .:\~. ':.) ·.C :::. 5 :=: :-.:: _ iv~
- -

At pre sen:: 'c-;:" L -,: -= :-: h a ~ ~ tiE; e p 2. r :::, o!1 t 0 \y 0 r k

with the st2:~S 2~~2n~E:r in an at:empt to
divert [he~ ~::-~~ :~2 sys~em. The need is for
an additio~ (~ ;:.. 5:a~f pE:rsons to provide in-
tensive S'.lP-=::-'::_5~::-.. g::-:\',:p support s ssions. $LJO,OOO

None.

a. --:- ,- 'Cl~ ng pro ram:

I) At pre s - .~

..... - ,- _2-._ T:ce:=Jt nc Pro~~ram

CJ n Y i; r : -- i =- -e:::o :=:: ':..-,,~ :::. :-. ~ n~; £0 r m i. s dan (1 n t: s
aft e r ::.. L ~; :::.- : --. ~ -:: ~ a - ::i PP 2 a .r 811 ,p r 0 v i d C' ~;

c r i s i..:; c ~.;:~ c,= ~ ~ :~, ~, =: 'c' C E' 11 'b 1u c k p r i s () ,-, e r.c; ,
pres _ ;:::;,:,~= ~:-_~.-~. :_i.~:3tiCln servi es ror
eel r) ~:: ~: :r.- ~ := : :-:~.:: r:: a rd p r CJ \' j~ des t 11 e

trf'a;~=-(:2:-._ ::::::::.:.::: .:.c·r h7,Jri~ rf2Jeas pl-O,,;CCllll.

Pres

n2c"d
ment

:::':2->':: stat f members, The

--;5~::-; c,f the' J3':'; lreat-

,i r pris-
=.~ [),li or pc'rsonal r\."­

c' ~ i:: t b (' a d c1i. c' '1 0 f 2
1n cu.

2 ) At p:...- , p -rO"\T i



CATEGORY

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 super'-i:~ion level up
to meet state standards is ~eded.

b. NeY\l program:

None.

c. The needs ar,-~ unlT1et because:

Not stated.

3. Probation:

a. Expansion of present y operat_ ing program:

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTH1ATED

COST

1) Tbe progra'11 presently offe:cc;d by the Adult
Division includes parole and probation su­
pervision, presentence investigation for
the District and County courts. The need
is to increase staff by three: a~ 1 pro­
bation officer to reduce ratio of offend­
ers to probaEion officer from 95-1 to 70-1.
Five years ago ratio was 55-1; b) 1 full­
time person co coordinatc. tht:=.: contract
presencence in:estigation a;ents. Law re­
quires a presentence invescigation on
every [elo;-, coup:e '..7ith the sentencing
guidelines requirements for presentence
investigat:-ons; c) 1 probation officer in
are a 0 [ C0 '-1 nyC 0 u r t . Pre s e 11 t 'C:' IV': e i n v e s .­

tigations average LOO per YE:~lr i.:hi e Li

years aso they aV i2r 100 [H,')" year,
Legislative action mandated counties to

provid aLoha Po eSS!Tlt~nt [or a 1 3JcO-'
hol 1:(, a;:ed (,fte 5e~.S60,OOO

2 ) T11 e s (~ r ': ice pre s ~ 1v 0 [ [ ere d by t 11 J 1..1 V C'­

nil e Di \' i s :- (' :-, i 11 C 1u (ltc· spa r ole <J. n c1 pro b d-

t ion 5 up e r- -.' i s -L C! nan d p r c' sen t. II f: i 11 V C' s t i·­
gat ion s f 0 L' the c: 0 u n t yeo \LC t (oj u V I::' n L1e s :1 ,

Th e r i..' i 5. an,? edt 0 i 11 ere a s e p r t' S E' n t s t a f f
by 2, "\'~1 h l:/o11ld CO::lp,::n'e \,'i tll ~;tdl1\hrd

casel('c-Id in o~hl::'r Com:niJnity (orr\:' t1_('115
councies. At present there a)"e 3 prob.J.­
t i 0 II 0 fir s t (I ;.-; up e r vis e 550 c i.,{ s e S ,

Case]oads average .Jp?roximately 70 c,'lses.

Ther ha h n no staff inere,,"'!s!:' in the



ANNUAL CY 1980
EST1NATED

CATEGORY COST

past 4 years. This addition would de­
crease caseloads to approximately 50
cases.

b. 1':2\'1 program:

l~one .

c. The needs are unmet because:

Not stated.

$Ll-O,OOO

4. Communit TalTts:

a. Expansion of pres ntly operating programs:

NOil(' •

b. New program:

1'; e c c1 for a C 0 mm un i t Y- bas e d g r 0 up home for 10
boys having .'1 \\7':'1+ experience componerJt \vithin
thE progral11. $200,000

c, Th need is unmet because ])oth the State CCA
s u L s 1. cl y and C 01J ;1 t: y fundare ina cl e qua t e •

5 . ale c, n' e c t i (\ II a) J It S 'c. i ~ 1J t ion s :

a. n ion of prc:sently operating program:

Ou present fc{ci i L_~': is described as being
dCl CjW11C', The CC'JJi~Y is presently :l.n the
p 1.' I) (. l' S 0 [ p lenl nL n :c.; a n c \,,r f a c: i 1.i. t y •

C1 • EX P:I IJ S i 01 0 f pre S l: 11 L 1y 0 P t=~ rei L i Jl g pc U g l' am :

in--

Cost estimate
unknO\vn at
thiE, time

Add [' l' ~,; L, din ( L rv 3: Probatjon,



C,l\TEGORY

b . Ne IV program:

None.

c . Th e needis unn 2 t b -2 C 2. U .s e :

Not stated.

a. Expansion of presen:ly operating program:

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

COST

Present funding daes GO: oeet the needs of
individualistic per£orn~n:e-based training
needs nor extensi~e depart~ental changes.
Both additional funds 82d manpower would be
necessary to G2et a~l 0: ~he specific train­
ing needs of correc:~ona staff. Present
allocation of fu~di~g l~~its Deeting specific
training needs a: ~easc 60% of identified
needs. $30,000

Additional Comments:

In summary, the majority of :~e needs of Anoka County
is [or additional funds i~ crder co meet the demands
as a result of new legis~a:i f~r existing programs
(staff allocation),

stionnaire

~\; 0 t s tat e d •

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTUJATED

CA1~GORY COST

1. Diversion:

a. Expansion 0 pre52~:~Y ~perating program:

None.

b • Ne1'7 pro g ram :

None.

')



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTH1ATED

CATEGORY COST

2. D2tent:ioll:

a • ExP [J n s ion 0 f pc (' sen t 1y (1 per a i ~-I g pro g r a III :

None.

b. Ne'l'! program:

None.

3. Probation:

a. Expansion of presently operat program:

There is a need for one additional adult pro­
bat ion off ice r for dis t r i t:=J :-1 d c (\ un t~ yeo'.1 r t s
in Todd and \·:adena COUilt i S (il .... d one hal f·-time
secrctary.

b. Nc\v prograrn:

None.

c . Tb C II e e dis un Hi e t bee;] u S te' b 'J '.:. h the S tat c CC l\

subsidy and county funding arE::' ilJac1cqu~Jt .

$33,000

Communi sed Cor:ct..'c t ions P

a . Ex pa11~; j 01l 0 [ pre s l~ 11 t 1y 0 per a t in~; pro g ram:

None.

5 L () cal Cor [ \:' (' t i 01 I it] J nc; t· L I.' to,) :

C1 , ExP it n ~; i 0 11 0 f: P 1 e s (' ;; L 1yep r 8 ~ _.) (, pro g J- ,1 !T1 :

NOlle,

b N(' \oJ pro[', r cun :

Jail prograrn in 10 Ctl. j:,l' i:l:"'ilities. ~; 1 1),000 t(1

$JO,OOO



ANNUL\L CY 1980
ESTIMATED

CATEGORY COST

6. Parole:

a. Expansion of presen:~y (,perating program:

None.

b. NeH program:

(See category 3: Proja:~on.)

7. Other Comrnun C :::'1('11 S rams or Services:

a. Expansion of presen~ Y c?erating program:

Juvenile Group HODes.

b. NeH program:

We need adult resid~~:i~~ program.

c. The needs are un~e[ b~c~~se both the State
CCA sub sid y an c1 c~,'-': ~ :. :; : ''''::, d i 11gar e ina de­
quate.

$50,000

$100,000

Wayne W Wendel--Director, r_ ~icy Corrections.

,.;= ~),'~.r- ':U TY c:nFRECTIONS
----,.,,-,----- -------,-------,--~.-

S'..Ji f :::. ~ - ~,i Par ~ e , YL'. 110\'1

Medici ~, C~ippewa counties)

C~.1EGORY

1. Diversion:

ANf\;UAL CY 1980
ESTlf'JATED

COST

a. Expansion of pr 5 :?~rating program:

Lac QLd Parle Cou~~':.y _It'.' eli 1 e. Prograrn---School
an cl L. E . Ih e E' xis :: ~ :--, S s:: ~c 1.1: l: urei S 11 0 t use d ;
pro g r ,1111 i s U 11 (1 c~ l- U =i ~ ~ z - '1' 1-! t:.: rei san e e (1 t 0

hove rrogra~ be:t ~ ':~~_~z d: p~lblish infor-
rna t ion broc h11 r CO : :::: • '::: :-:. -:- ::- ~ in g s ',.' i t hac tor sin
d i v e r s ion; c: r f '" .':e pro gram, $200 t 0 $400

Adult div~rsio~ i~ ~ r3 does not exist.



CATEGOF.Y

ANNUAL CY 1980

ESTIH/\TED
COST

m i s d ern can 0 r 0 f f (' ndrs . Pro b [) 1y h j r e c,' d i -
version officer for [j- counties. $24,000

c. The needs are untnet because the State CCA
subsidy is inadequate.

3. Expansion of presently operating program:

1) He 11Q1.,) have 2 emergency nonsecure de_ten--
tion foster hernes fer juveniles. The use
patterns are sporadic--around the school
year breaks our need is largest; midsum-
me 1- it is Im,.'ost. 1\,,0 h·:'-lmes meet summer
n <? t.: d s, n () t (I L~1 0. r s . Hen c' e d s Lx add i -
t ionale rn erg c l~ C )' 11 0 n sec 11 red c ten t i 011 f 0 s -
tel' homes. ~~O

2) \oil' need ('I nCClrb) secure detention facil-
i ty for juveni les. COllLrcIct wi th Lyon

Co U n L y for S OIll e cl e tell t ion in the n C'I.V j Cl i 1
I'J 0 U 1d 1) ':: I p) but isS0 t 0 100 mil e s a \0] a y .
1\ conl raet for secure clC;Lent j on is not

nOh' a v 3 j 1n b 1e -- ---1-;-1 U s t con [ c r bet He e n Ly Cl 11

Cuunt) and t-hrough Boards of the !-I-county
art' <'l , $1,200

3) T\'JO counti ~ IF1\-t~ conJC';nl1ed j;1i_ls (elS of
JanuCiry 1_, .s 1,;. Onc' C aunt)' ha~; never

h cl cJ a j ,ej i 1. 0ncou n t y h s a 14- c1 a y fa -
c iIi t Y. \.; C Hi U L 11.:lV e i:l cl u 1. L d l' Len t ion! A
st rc-:gJ il!S co,,;L of (-(,nstruction ver--
sus C 0]1 t r 01: t i 11 ~ i S 11 0\) U, "(1 e r I'.' a. y • Con--

struc'tiol! :~ nor- Ukely in 1981. For cosL J sec
category 5:
LocCll Correc­
tional In tL-·-·
tutioTls

b , ;'~ Co P r l) ;, r :} J'l ;

c • 'f }1 ned a r (' u t b (' cal i s bot 11 t 11 ~; t: d t

c: u b:: i cJ :,- <111 r1 :::: I) un t ':/ f lll-t d L II (1 rei n d c1 ..
qu i'

..) ()

-~



CATEGORY

3. Probation:

a. Expansion of pres2n~~y operating program:

Currently, one adu t fe~on probation officer
superv} ses 97 LO ~oc c ~:2nts per month. lye
need one additional adu~t felon P.O. to cut
the caseload to ~S or 50.

b. New program:

We need misdemeanor prejation services. We
have 4 juvenile P.O.s providing some limited
services to the CG'J'1::2~. Judges will uti­
lize misdemeanor servi:es more if they were
available (1980 n22~ s~u ).

c • Th e nee d s are un:1,c ~ ';:-J e ::: a 'J s e bot h t 11eSt ate
CCA subsidy and CG~~ty ~~~ding are inade­
quate"

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTJlvlATED

COST

$24,000

$30,000

4. r .uommunl

a. Expansion of prese~:~~ 'perating program:

We need rnor~ m0~e~ for re professional ju-
venile foster car~ ~o~e~, and for per diems
for adult foster :::ar~.

b. NOH prograTl!:

We need a Hujer L2~ fa_~litv--a place in
Granite Falls (".- ~,~::.:: '.'~:::1 0 ',,'he e "Huber Len)
Re loa se" 0 f [ C 1. d -= r 5; :. a" '=::: 11:)usedan ci sup E~ r·-
vised. C;ot,- ,,_ "~ b',,:::':cl ng purchase.)

$1,530 to
~; 2, 500

$40,000

c. The needs ar
subsidy is lIut

the SLitc eCA

a. Expansio~ of pr2~2~::Y ~?~rating program:

NOl1(~ •

b. NeH program:

1) We need a ja~l 0 2ra~: Huber La':</' and
correcLi
no jail--r er iore.

~T1 lZJ le.;, TherE' is
pr:,graiils, Ju s



ANNUAL CY lY30
ESTIHATED

CATEGORY COSl

won't commi [ ffenders to ~~ IH.'.-terrn "dead
time" in j 3 i ~ s (~q 0 S t 'J d Y Jus are
pressing the COU~[y to buil 2 jail with
a program for a 3- to ll-~onth term, and
program for fe.IT,a 12 pTi cners and juveni 12
detention. One jai: (Lac Qui Parle Coun­
ty) exists for adu.lt. det'2nticn in the 4-
county area. It:. ha~. reo program: no Huber
Law Re 1e a s e J n 0 f e ,T, a : 2 c r j!j': e Il j led e t Eo fl'--

tion. To provide adequace facilities (not
counting addicional depucy or matrons)
would not be expensi~e.

Remodel jail to G'2et stan~ards.

~~40,OOO

2 ) \oJe needan e '...' j d i' \',- ~ -= L ~~:

Cost depends on siz~

ties participati~~.

\\lay,

3~C ~U2D2r of coun­
:'. s t :.; ci y i;:, no',,' uncle r

$1.7 million

c • Tit e nee d s are un r:::: ~ ';-j e: a '.1 ,':; '" ~ , ,. c. h E' S t (1 t

CCl.~ sub sid y and c ,~) 'j ,', ::. ': :;= '.1,', d i ;; ,'1:' i ,[ a d e _.
qua.te.

6. Parole:

(See category 3:

a, Expansion of pres:: :::. - "": ---=,

None,

b • Ne \.v pro g r d rn :

C C,l.111--

1p" d~.\:)

en coun~)'

c-elir
tlL'2 p(1)ment

y::;Jth in

Th c re an::' Ilh;1 rd'! l' 2 C .. :. ~ e

boa [c1 sand j u d :; I.' .".. 0.

tor S D. 11 (1 I) r 01) t i~ C) :', <~,' 2: :. ~ +:- ?-- s -..) ~._.r ~

for p 1ac eme n t 0 ~ t ~_ "~ 'j. ~. cl (.' r f. d
f 0 S t~ e r or t r Cl '~ :.. _co.... :- ~ ::.

tie S :J r Cl ] 0 () \ (I 'I.' (~'c' " '" ~ :!' "".. i:, p.,"l C.

chi 1cl r en cat c ,~H..,. , !. -::~ ;-j (: f' :.:C
t 11ell b 1;:w: (; I I f (\ r r ..

for the'LL' lar;::.e
t r E' a t me n t [a c i l .. _c

Cor r e c t i 0 11 S ct c<' :<

.Y~~2_i.J e c;. b II dget !

,',,J. :-::oJ. <2 :J

.\ 21. - do..C '::

for Ju
t.he'y

3



CATEGORY

'dant the control over recommendations and su­
pel"vis ion.

c. The: needs are unmet because both tbe State

CCA subsidy and county funding are inade­
quate, and because of the conf li.ct described
in b above.

Rose Lens--·-Adrninistrative Assistant.
Douglas Oxcnreider--Program Director.
}fa r del 1 U1man - - Ad vis 0 r y B 0 <:1 r c1 / E x e cut i vee 0 mm j t tee .

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIt\1ATED

COST

ITY CORRECTl()~\S

C\TECOR'{

1. Diversion:

:\one,

2 , J) C' t C' n ;~ i 0 11 :

a. ansion of presently operating prosram:

Sin c c 1978 t it e n umbe r 0 [ f e 10 n y b 0 cJ;\: ~ II g S j the
a v e r tl g C ] eng Lh 0 f s t a y, and the a \' '.' r :.1. g (; d a. i 1y
pop u 1 a t ion 11 a \I c' 0 n tin u d t ,') i ,~r l' a s e cl t the

Adult DctC'ntjon Cent r. Con is~C'nt c.v.:'r--
c r 0 \./ d j n g h:} s res u 1ted·- - d uri n g 19 7 ';J t 11 e 1\ d u ~ t

De ten t ion Cc n t~ e r 1•.,' J S 0 Vc, r c r 0 <.: cl t~ d tot} 0 f

120 days, E1 for[~s arc under v7ay to reduce
t h c: 0 v r c r O\\uJ i n g t 11 r 0 U pro c e d u r a l / r 0 ;. icy
Cl!(1;)~;C\ ; l:u~.,,('vC'r:, all additiond~ on to t<.·;o
detent jon lTi()du1('~, should bE::~ opelh'c1, Fund~-;

not a \' ail b 1 C ,') t pre s n t for t h r "" n 'J '::1 L i 0 ,) /

o p (' rat ion cos t s for t 11 ism:' c d d e a ;[ son ,

S t a f f cos '[ S 0 11 1 Y P t? r 1:10 d u 1 (' ,

~'~ ()1, C Q

c, 'Ih nec'c1 is unm,:·t hC'(,a both L;'~' S a e cell.
sub.sid)' and county [Ullr]:LIlg L1I:e j.~:J(Jl·qU:itc,

') C
J )

A~~NUAL CY J. 980
ESTIi-1.A.TED

COST

$85,000



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTliv1ATEIJ

CATEGORY COST

3. Probation:

':, Expansion of presently operating program:

No major unmet needs at this time.

At this time there exist no major unmet
need s. There may be a need to inc rea se the
number of district court probation officers
one year from nOTJ depending upon crime rate
and/or Sent.encing Guidelines imp<''lct. There
is a general sense that more probation offi­
cers arC'. needed~ but tllis canllot be docu­
mented unti 1. '..lC in'plernent th ~..,'isconsin Case
Classification System.

b. Ne\\T pro[',ram:

None.

Cor:mlun :L rans:

a • Exp an s ion 0 f: pre sen t 1Y 0 P rat in g pro g r Ll m:

.NOJl~: •

b. Ne\'J program:

1 ) \\1 i t 11 t 11 eel (l S c1reo f P r (1 j tElani n 1'1 a :c C 11 ,

19(10, tller no J.onger exi:-;ts 3. cOilllilunity-
based res Lei nt ia CO-::TCC ~':')]1a 1 pro::'Tdrn

for R d u 1 t f 0 £ fen (1 e r s . Th l' P r 0' S C' n t
options
ation.
£ e nc1 e r ~j

should

are ej ther proba~ on or incarct~'r­

A 5j x--m:)rd~h pro r for' \'JorrJCrI of-­
and cb ir chi lclr'211 is needed nd

r (' e 5\.- '..' r c [ e ITLd,:; fro nl IT! 'c' t r 0 :lr e FJ ,

Six to ei _ women. $92 300:J

2) Then' ext t,c;

for girls,
accept: boy
h C) ill(' S h 0 U ] c1
existing r
C:t[ j ('ria 1 ,

no c:orrec t iC1 ncll t',rc1up ]IOI!lI::

II.::-j elilab I.e' c and Fre ('p ort He s t

only. A corr ctional group
h cdc V 2 10 j.J ,~, j 0 U 11 (' 0 l t h ('

'-: r ( e s h 0 U 1 ...1 b C' III ;:](1 t' C 0 c d u

F i ftC' (' n t () !~.\T::: r" t y gi r 1s .

c . TlJ 11 e e d;::; 3 r C U :-11 'I e b C .J U ;c; C' b (> t: h the S t cl t ('

C(: ;\ S iJ I) ~; LUY R Jl cl C 0 U I ) t ) fun c.l i n ~: '::1 r E' j n:1c:ll' -­

qua t l' ,

$]10,000



CATEGORY --------_._----------

5. Local Correctional Insti~u[i~~s:

a. Expansion of present~y operating program:

1) Program and ser~ices space and activities
at the Adult Corr2:~:ons Facility are
grossly insufficie~t. Medical services,
chapel, and volu~te2r coordinator are lo­
cated on the seco~i ~~oor o~er the main
entry corridor. Educational, vocational,
and primary:::ou~-.:ce1i:-,g are using "found
spa c e ' 1 ben e 3 [h t ::-l e c i :-, i r: g roomin \\711 a t
was formerly a ro:t _Eller. Both areas
are far undc~sized, are inaccessible to
women and the ha~ii:2?ped, and do not
meet minirnu~ require~2nts for fire pro­
tection and life s3~e:y. The dining room
is shared by such i~_ atible functions
as weight lifti~? a~~ b2s~etball, con-
e e I' t sand IT: 0 \' i e 5 -..;!:-: i ::--: 2 rea 1s () not
available to '..:o;~.eT". _:_'.ld~ in the Homen's
Unit there is n~ ~ed::a[ed program and
services spa.::e. -~':-.2 ::o:)s~ru=[ion/op ra­
tion of a progT a~: 5 rvices building
on the AdulL:. Ccn-i.-e::i::i:S Facility grounds
is needed.

Constructio~ cos::~.

Operating ccst::.s.

2) Since 1978. - ~_'J-.:~-: ;ic),-~e School has
been avai12b~e c~~y ~=r boys. As a re­
sult the nu~t r J~ ;ir~s CO~~itLCci to
Sauk Centre -[ re.:;:"c ~l:::i::::tl treatment cen­
ter's had d U~)l2d, 0.:-,:' ~e;iti;113te gues-
t ion s T <:: gaT din g 2-:; ,j . p :: (l c e c t i on and
e qU:'1 1 ace t: S 5 5 b cc' e
raised. T,,( n: of a girls I

cottage at t _ O~~:Y Hc~p School is
needed.

None,

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTU1ATED

COST

$3>200,250

$220,000

c, T11 e nee c1 s a r u ;-l::,:': t ,_ cas e
CCA subsidy and co~~:v IU

qllat(-~.

both tbc State
illgar e i n 3 c1 E' --



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIl'JATED

CATEGORY COST

6, Parole:

None.

7. Other Communi

None.

Correction r~ms or Services:

Additional Comments:

\','02 be 1ieve there is an "unmet need" for the mentally
retarded correctional offender yet cannot document
this need at this time.

\'J e fur the r bel i eve t hat the :c e 111 a y be a nee d t: (1 e xpn n c1
the numher of IJ.:dh,Tay houses for 1:':-'i11:=;l coming out: of
prison (at present there :1S only one such program),
but 1'7e cannot document th.is need cIt pre~~,ent,

Ken lC)U ~j rC'ctDr }]cnnc~pi n County Court Ser\' ices ,.
S _L F i 1) e - - S \ IP i? r i n t c J) d C 11 t, /\d u 1 t Cor r e c t i () n ~; Fit C :i 1-·

it),

FZl c k :-'L:n) s -- -- Cor r C' c t ion s Bu cl get An a 1 y ~, t .

Jan SlIJ;11-'y,-ColliliJunity Corr(:ction:-; l\ct 1\c1rllinistrator.

CATECORY

Divcrsicm:

a , Ex P ,'I n 1 0 11 0 f p r (:: s c' n t 1y 0 p r ,'1 (-_ i li g prog r a In :

N~NUAL CY 198e)
ESTIpji\T:~ I)

COST

Youth l' _ •
01VC;rSl()n: T11 e {.j an k ,~I C' Pub 1 i DC'f nd-

c r 's j u V l:' 11 j 1e II [ fie r, 1\7h i '_ > }! a SOl.' ~. j: CJ [ d for
10 YCclrs~ i~; b in d scar, jnut:~cl j-Li ; n(br
y l'ar ] C) [\ 1 , \,J (' a \/ ti c j fJ .::r t e g ttl n g n·2.1 r 1y a 1 ]
o [ t h () ~; C' 1 C C:'r iJ 1~; fro ;-n t h s _Ii (\ (\ } 1,/11 i c h
!H'(?\110usly,,:eill to thr:: P.U j:,I\'(2,1 le' of:fi ('[.

'';l' Cll'cd to lXj!dilcl YD;lLll Dj Sj(J:!, ~1?O,O()O

b. t'~eV! pro~~r;Jrn:

Acll1] t di \1 C r S 1,HI :

adult cJjversLuII

vE::ry bC'ncficicll

Court.

1:7cpr S (' il t 1 Y h a ve (; l' Lonna 1
p T I) r a Pi , 1,': l' reli L I'J (llJ 1d be

C' ~; P t_' cia 1 y j n l'lt s d eo (~a n d_ n t

$:20,000



Cf\TEGORY

c. The needs are un~2t becau e both the State
CCA subsi and county fu~d are inade-
quate.

2. Dentention:

a. Expansion of presently operating programs:

Al~NUAL CY 1980

ESTll-1ATED
COST

Shelter care facilities for status offenders.
Though state statutes per~it secure detention
for certain ;,ients ',d,o have commi.tted status
offenses, there is Doth requiring secure
detention. Therefore, most facilities able
to secure~y h ~d stacu3 offenders will not. $15,000

b. NeH progra:-:t:

None.

c. The need is un~ct becaus b th the Stace CCA
subsidy and :o~n:y fundi~; ar~ inadequate.

3. ~):cobation:

a. Expansion of pre e:lt~y e,?e:catirlg prograrn:

l-,r 0 p r c:: s C' 11 [ e d : 13 a s i:' a . 1 y, '..J e ::: a n hand 1e
the prese~t caseload. If it expands, we wi
have to exp ~d our p~oba:ion staff as well. $0

None.

C:orn~ltiJnit

a. Expansion of p

None.

b • I'; e \'J p r \) g r a f:l :

C0 1TIP r i.' h E' .1 S i -', 2 j t: en::'~, '2 ;:: 2- .::: <l. t 1 h rei s Ct

need [ClJ.- ,;1 .::-(>;,0 .... :.>ns-'·,''2 jcJ\:(~rd >::: tr(c2t~'-!ell;'::

fete i ty tei i Jude be\c}, :'::1,t'[])J.':: dep nde:-: y
and beno-, ie) a~ iTiC'2 ::JC Z:~O:-l \;hi..::b 1.,,Jould in-,
c 111 d c~ d b -:>1. \' y C' :;', ~ ~-. a s i:; 0 :-, f a;i I i yeo 'J 11 :; e: n g ,

c. The need is U;-,'i!c·t b CaUS'2 [FILh Lh S.::atc CCA
;:; u b sidy a; de.::, u ,.- " f U ','.L ;', ; a r fU (1 0::: q '.l3 t: ~ •

')
..J



CATECOFZY

5. Local Correctional fnstitutions:

l'~one .

6. Parole:

None.

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATED

COS']'

7. Other Communi

None.

Correi_~ t ions rams or SE-'rvices:

e tionnajre

Not stated.

A1\::-JUAL CY 1C)80
EST 1Nl\TED

C!\1TGORY COST

1,. Divc]'sic)11:

a Expa;!sjon of pr ontly operating pr~J8r

Re ''; tit uti c> n (I.s

court is bel
3 diver
h ,I nell d

i () n fl' (; ;;] j U \i " ; ; i l e
on cl n -( 11 f 0 niL{ b sis

b y 1u c: a 1 arc a p i) 1 i c l' cl (' P :l r t 1:1 e [) t san j t: 0 S (\;11 C'

ext C' n t 'j' 0 U t 11 S (, \' l C ,,-, r, I. I :lUs, F(, ;'l L :i 0 n

and/or cxp11Jsi(;:1 I); Lhi IYIJ of p:c,-,g :11"1

1·,101Jld bc' uf fJI- b-21lt> it: t \,.'dsh:in~~tlil

C0 U II t Y d u tot It h i 1. 11 ci cL-· Ii C t:' () f p r q.... r t y

o 1 f l~ 11 " esc 0 imn i l t C' c1 b Y .i uv (' n ] (~ s • E '-~P n ion

ned c cl i S 11 ' l n ,-, (~S 21 r i 1y i 11 t c r 1[1 S (1 r per SOIl­

ne1 !Jut in the a eel of cclue [-jen 31lcl CI,)Fi!.-l1]-

11 1_ t Y i 11 t r [i c,:· bet \-1 (' l' ; 1 as::, c n c ,~. r (, lTl d i i·

z t iC\f! (1 [ tlli ;-j typ progcl;:: n t 2ke p 1 c
01'11 1'71th;'1 Cur_I-! rati\'C' C' Ln- on tll,· pdct of
f.> 0 1 i. C l' .C1;1 d s r \' i c (' (] g~' i 1~' i (' U: [[ (,
P Ii i J (J:, up 11 i (' -j nth \' 8. r j \H! are i1 ! i1 a k (. t his

cl j f fi c u 1 l toe n 1- cl j ;-\ r

The' (' j s a l)('I'cl f r ;] P (,:::;r '_'P Ii .. d
s lJ U (l 1 r (I r j U \i t~ n _i } f~ ,; C' X h j L i ;1~; Ii ell) 1

ha"io;- in th,ll ~-;cttjn,> T~-li lL'u:c) 1.1

c i i cally cli m(: d a t.. t h l' t rt.1 alit c 11 i Ll a

p r (J \' i cl cpr u g r a mIll i T: ':711 i C 11 '.7:J·! J cl ]: ,:, i-\ L

o f Ie n e 0 II l- 0 f j U \I e nil c (Yllj- ~ ,

s

,-11

Lc'-

~;10,()O('



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIl'-1ATED

CATEGORY COST

School Program (b): The need is unmet be­
cause the State CCA subsidy is inadequate.
Juvenile diversion-c2stitution: See a a1)ove.

2. Detention:

a. Expansion of presently operating program:

1,'H t h pre sen t j ail s t a ;1 dar d 5 our sec u r e j uv e ­
nile detention faei ity ~s limited to a 48­
hour holding facility. The number of juve­
niles requiring secure d tention does not
j 1.1 S t i f yeo s tinvol vedin b u i 1din g a n e \-J fa-­
cility or updating the present facility to
increase the length of co~fine~ent. Space
limitations do not perm~: educational and
recreational prclgrc1rTl.r:; necessal-y to become
an 8- day h old in g [ a c i 1 =- L :,- •

There is a need for a r ;ianal secure deten­
t ion f a c iIi t y \-1hie h c Cl ~J ~ .J s e r v e not a n I y t his
CCA arC' a but .s '..1 L:'- (\ U n cl i :1 g C 0 un [ i e s v,,j t h s i mi

lar needs. This fa i~i v ~ould have a lim-
i ted n umb e r 0 f b e c1 s a i") ...: 0 ·.1 1d ace e p ton] y
those j uv e n iJ l' S \,,;l"l() h 2<1 a 1 ~ e g e cl J y c omm itt (c.' d
felony offenses. $0

Same ClS a abo'."e.

CCA subsidy ncl ourtty f·..::-.ding are inadc-
qUClte.

3. ·(oba t ion:

a , Expan 5 ion 0 £ p r t:' S ie' n t 1:;: (, ~J 'ie' :c a t j i1 :; pro g :c d m:

Currently there are 43J odu ts bein super-­
vised by this Departmen:... There are 5 proba­
tion officers 2ssi [:) the Adult Division;
[he cascload u ra s 8~ p2r P.O. In ~dd~-

$?

tion to care sup ~vi i ) they are rcspunsi-
b 1e fur a b (] t2 j ':=' I) p":.- :::' 5 c' :- c:; n c: e i n v (' s t t i (J n s
per yea r • C1.1:. r c: n ~ y P -!.- -:.. j 2 .:: t ion:::; i i1 d :i cat e t h c:
ne(Jd [or 2 ad::1 i:-.i ,"I p:r a ion officers if
anD v C' rag c cas e 0ado f SO s t 0 b 111 a in-­

tained.



CATEGORY

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

COST

h • Ne IV prog ram:

None.

Communit sed Correctic):;)s

a. Expansion of prese~[ly opsra[i~; program:

None.

b. NeH program:

My reaction to this q es:ion is not what pro­
grams are needed. Ihis subsidy is based on
services that ':,T(' IT,'_:SC pr:.'\'id :_l:';Y';C1':--i. e. ~

juvenile probation a:,d I-.S,:':.' TLe act in
theory says do 10 ~~ pr8~ra ~g. But pro-
vides no subs f.::: r d)i:,£~ 'C~ 3':" Dr grain. The
cur r en t f 0 nn 1.1 13 P r :1 t c:: ::: ~h: S L -=_i S quo rather
t 11ani n nova t i v e ;10' 5.3 • I Lis c..:; -: b ~ e t 0

S pea1\ t 0 S Pe i [ i C '-1 :-::~, e t p r I) g ::.- dT, ;-: e e d S '.-Jhen a
v e hie 1 E: £ 0 r p 1- ,)"- j d i ,""l g d, - ::C e p r c; .; r a I:lsis not
provided. $?

c. The needs arc unm~[ ~e.::: ~5e ~~ Scate CCA
subsidy is inad q1",1.:.e.

5 • L0 c a] Cor r e c L iona 1, 'I iJ S t i -= '': -= i::. :',::-> :

:~one •

6. Parole:

7.

ct. Exp Cl ns:i on 0 f p r='.:' E:-.::: >:

The}'f=> is a ne d f ::. ,

1 t 1 S

1: Fi r 0 g r (1111

,~" pro·-
tL 5;1_Ci-

~. C12 c--l i

:-1_:: ~;c1>' is

t

g r a IIIsis no L p r C)' ~ :C

grain,

tus quo raLl

i rnpus s Lb 1co t ,:', :; IJ
n P L' d S \dl (. 11 a

Hay--,i.e" ju\'c
T11 c: act i 11 L JI f:' U '"l ::

But pro\! idL~S TiCl::'"

Tll C' C I ~ r r ~:.

grams , ~Iy re
T:Jhat pr\...Jgr,]]ns dr



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIMATEO

CATEGORY COST---

b . NevI p rograrn:

None •

.9uestionnaiFe Completed by:

Russell A. Reetz--Juvenile Division Supervisor.
Thomas Zoet--Adult Division Supervisor.

ROCK-NOBLE S CO~'~':UJ:<;1 1':( CORRECTIONS
~--(Rock an.d ~~ob les count ies )--

CATEGORY

1. Diversion:

,Tl\one.

2. Detention:

a. Expansion of present2y operating program:

None.

b. NeH program:

Certification of the jail as an 8-day deten­
tion hold facility is a necessity.

c. The need is not un~e= as a resu t of inade­
quate funding.

3. Probation:

~';one .

ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTIHATED

COST

$ lLl·, 000

Communi

None.

sed Correc[ic~5 Pro rams:

5. Leeal Corre.ctions Instir::.u::~

:'7one.

5 :

6. Parole:



ANNUAL CY 1980
ESTJHAL'ED

CATEGORY COST

7. othe r Cororn un:i t ections Pro ra~s O~ S?rvi:es:

e ionnaire

Jay P. Klein-··-Director, COrJ.FHlJlity Correc.tiol-,S.
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METHODOLOGY FOR DETEID1INING ESTI~~TED COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS
EXPENDITURES FOR CY 1980 IN THE SIXTY NON-CCA COUNTIES 1.

TOTAL ESTIMATED CY 1980 CO}frfUNIrt
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 countye 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 needse First, the time and resources needed to support such an

effort were not availablee 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 CCAo Experience has shown,

however, that attempting to deal with this problem by making temporary

assumptions regarding county-level resource allocation, even if ~n1y 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 herea 1~hat is important is that it was necessary

to employ a less than optimal method to estimate a base funding need.

lAssurning hypothetically that they were participating in the eCA in
CY 19800
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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

1
CCA Areas to the total estimated C~ 1980 community corrections expendi-

tures for the sixty non-CCA counties~ The result at this stage was

"total minimum 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

2
and p~ges 33 and 34 of the report.)

lExpenditures from three funding sources: 1) State CCA subsidy;
2) CCA Area funding; and 3) other funding sources.

2The 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.)
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To accomplish the tasks set forth above, the strategies described

below were employed:

1. Total CY 1980 Budgeted Community Corrections Expenditures for

- ,I the 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, including 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 CCA Areas. Total CY 1980 budgeted corrections expenditures

for each CCA Area were summed to arrive at the "total CY 1980 budgeted

community corrections expenditures for all of the 12 CCA Areas." The total

is $47,333,600
1

for CY 1980. (See footnote 6 on page 8.)

2. Estimate of Total CY 1980 Community Corrections Expenditures for

60 Non-CCA Counties 2

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.

1
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.
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The task was to identify variables that are useful in flexplaining" total

expenditures in current GCA Areas and which could then be used to predict

total "estimated" expenditures for non-GGA counties. These variables

must therefore be common to GGA and non-GGA counties alike.

Variables identified that are together successful in "explaining"

total expenditures in current CGA Areas can be included in a single

equation. Total expenditures can then be predicted for the non-CGA

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-GCA counties

exist, the accuracy of the predictions for these counties cannot be ver­

ified.

The task was to "explain" budgeted expenditures for CY 1980 in terms

of one or, more independent variables. Several variables'were examined

for their association with~total expenditures., Among these were: 1979

crime rate, offenses cleared 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, and aver­

age population density. The most important variable in explaining total

expenditures budgeted for the current GGA Areas in CY 1980 was popula~

tion. Gontrolling for population, the next most important variable was

geographic area. Controlling 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

4



GY 1980 expenditures for current GGA Areas is possible. The equation is:

EXP = 355,134 + 7.47 POP + 242 AREA + l,873 DENS

where EXP equals predicted total expenditures; POP equals estimated 1978

population;l AREA equals acres; and DENS equals average population per

square mileo 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 total expenditure amounts for GGA areas with

actual GY 1980 total budgeted amounts. This comparison is shown in

Table 1 on page 6.

The percentage error for predictions for individual GGA Areas ranged

from .004 percent to .49 percent. (Smaller areas are . also more :likely to

have a greater percentage error.) These errors, however, are distributed

such that the total of all predictions for the nine GGA Areas included in

the regression analysis is less than one-tenth of 1 percent off the total

GY 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 GGA

Areas individually.

lSOURGE: Population Estimates for Minnesota Counties 1978, Office
of State Demographer, State Planning Agency, July 1979.
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TABLE 1

TOTAL COHHUNITY CORRECTIm~S EXPL~DITURES FOR NINE
eCA AREAS: ACTUAL CY 1980 TOTAL BUDGETED A}fOUNT
AND TOTAL PREDICTED AHOIJNT; ,i~m PERCENTAGE ERROR

IN TOTAL PREDICTED A~OL~Ta

CCA AREAL

Crow Wing-Morrison
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted
Red Lake-Polk-Norman
Reg:ion 3
Anoka
Todd-Wadena
Region 6W
Blue Earth
Washington

TOTAL

TOTAL EXPENDI­
TURES BUDGETED

FOR CY 19BO
c

$ 535,500
861,900
694,300

e

4,366,893 ­
2,178,900

507,400
394,700
519,800

1,005,600

$11,064,993 f

TOTAL EXPEND1­
TlJRES PREDICTED

d

$11,060,122

PERCENJ
ERROR

.0004%

8Budgeted CY 1980 community corrections expenditures
for the other three eCA Areas. are:

Fennepin
Ramsey
Rock-Nobles

TOTAL

$26,861,300
9,162,000

235,683

$36,258,983

bHennepin and Ramsey counties were not included in the
regression analysis because of their many unique qual­
ities. Rock-Nobles eCA Area was omitted because
CY 1980 budgeted expenditures data for Rock-Nobles were
not yet available at the tilli~o

CSOURCE: Corr~unity Corrections Financial Status Reports
and CY 1980 Comprehensive Plans submitted to DOC by the
CCA Areas"

dAs to reason predicted dollar anounts and percentage
error were not included in the table for each CCA Area
individually, see discussion on pages 5 and 7 and foot­
note 1 on page 7.

eDue to errors in data, $694 ,300 is an incorrect amount.
The correct amount is $723,600~

f Due to errors in data, $11,064,993 is an incorrect
amount. The correct amDunc is $11,094,200 (a differ­
ence of $29,207). Use of the correcc amount in the
regression analysis would have changed the total pre­
dicted amount proportionately, resulting in the same
percentage error sho·wn in the third column (TOTAL).
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Obviously, this approach cannot be used to accurately predict expendi­

tures for individual GGA or non-GGA counties,.l

Predictions for total GY 1980 community corrections expenditures

for non-GGA counties were made using the methodology described above.

One problem was encountered as individual county predictions were cal-

culated. Gounties 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 GGA.

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 Gounty 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 GGA counties. There was no available

non-GGA county with which to combine Big Stone.) This method for com-

bining counties is only one of many possible alternatives. The total

predicted amount for all sixty non-GGA counties (plus Region 6W and

ITherefore, one cannot compare GY 1980 budgeted expenditures with
predicted (estimated) expenditures for the 9 individual GGA Areas. Only
the totals for the 9 Areas can be compared. To avoid possible c9nfu-:
sion and 'unwarranted comparisons, predicted (estimated) expenditures
for individual GGA Areas have purposely been omitted from this paper.
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1
Rock-Nobles GGA Areas), and the county combinations, are shown in Table 2.

For the total predicted amount for the 60 non-GGA 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 GY 1980

actual budgeted amounts for ten of the twelve current GGA Areas,

$46,693,593,3 (including Hennepin and Ramsey, but not including Region 6W

and Rock-Nob1es),4 the sum is $57,613,980. This figure represents an

estimate of total expenditures for community corrections for GY 1980 if

all of the eighty-seven Minnesota counties were p~rticipating:in the GGA.

It should be noted that the current twelve CGA Areas would account for

approximately 82 percent of this total ($47,224,629)&6 lIn other words,

if everyone of the sixty nonparticipating counties were to enter the

GGA, total expenditures for community corrections would increase by

lExpenditures were estimated for Rock-Nobles GGA Area, along with
the 60 non-GGA counties, because GY 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-GGA coun­
ties plus estimates for Rock-Nobles and Region 6W GGA Areas. See Table 2
on page 9., The predicted amount for the 60 non-GGA counties only is
$10,259,574. See footnote b to Table 2 on page 9.,

3Due to errors in data, $46,693,593 is an incorrect amount. The cor­
rect amount is $46,722,800.

4
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
GGA counties, and why the budgeted amount for Rock-Nobles was omitted
from the CY 1980 budgeted amounts for the GGA Areas (see Table 1).

5Due to errors in data, $57,613,980 is an incorrect amount. The
correct amount is $57,645,187.

6Due to errors in data, $47,224,629 is an incorrect amount. The
correct amount is $47,353,183 (total GY 1980 budgeted community correc­
tions expenditures for the currently participating 12 GCA Areas).
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TABLE 2

TOTAL PREDICTED CY 1980 COHHUNITY CORRECTIONS
EXPENDITURES: SIXTY NON-CCA COUNTIES

COUNTY/AREA

Becker
Beltrami-Lake of the Woods
Benton-Sherburne
Brown
Carver
Cass
Chisago-Isanti
Clay
Clearwater-Mahnomen-Hubbard
Co~tonwood-Murray-Jackson-Redwood

Dakota
Douglas
Faribault-Waseca
Freeborn
Goodhue-Wabasha
Grant-Traverse-Wilkin
Houston-Hinona
Itasca
Kanabec-Mille Lacs
Kandiyohi
Kittson-Roseau
Le Sueur-Sibley
Lincoln-Pipestone-Lyon
McLeod
Marshall-Pennington
Hartin-Vlatonwan
Meeker-Renville
Mower
Nicollet
Otter Tail
Pine
Pope-Stevens
Rice
Scott
Stearns
Steele
Wright b
Rock-Nobles
Lac Qui Parle-Swift-Chippewa­

Yellow Medicine-Big Stone b

TOTAL

PREDICTED CY 1980
EXPENDI.TURES a

$ lO,920,387
b

a See 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.

b .
When 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.)
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approximately 22 percent, from $47,224,629
1

to $57,613,980.
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

bet\~een 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-GGA 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

CGA 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-CGA counties would fall.

The most important weakness in this approach, however, is the

assumption that current practice in CGA areas provides a good indication

of need in non-CCA areas. This approach does not assess needs in each

lDue to errors in data, $47,224,629 is an incorrect amount. The
correct amount is $47,353,183 (total GY 1980 budgeted community correc­
tions expenditures for the currently participating 12 GCA Areas).

2Due to errors in data, $57,613,980 is an incorrect amount. The
correct amount is $57,612,757.

CY 1980 budgeted expenditures
for 12 CGA Areas

CY 1980 estimated expenditures
for 60 non-CGA counties

TOTAL

$47,353,183

$10,259,374

$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 ror the 60 non-GGA counties for CY 1980).

10



individual non-GGA county; it simply extends current practice to all

Minnesota counties. It also assumes that the amounts budgeted to be

spent in GGA 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-GGA counties.

For the purpose of comparing results, Donald SeIger, DOG Com-

munity Corrections Administrator, with assistance from DOG staff, used

an alternative method for estimating total GY 1980 community correc-

tions expenditures for the 60 non-GGA counties. For each of the 60-non-

GGA counties, the county's GY 1980 GGA subsidy eligibility was added to

the juvenile probation officer salary subsidy to which the county would

b . 1 d . f .... h GGA 1e entlt e 1 not partlclpatlng ln t e • The amounts computed for

all 60 counties were then summed. The two methodologies produced re-

sults (estimated CY 1980 community corrections expenditures for the 60

2
non-GGA counties) which were remarkably close.

1
See Table A.23 in Appendix A.

2 .
Assumlng the 60 non-GGA counties were participating in the GGA.
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SUPPLEMENT TO REPORT ENTITLED: HETHODOLOGY
FOR DETERMINING ESTI~~TED GO~n1G~ITY COPJmG­
TIONS EXPENDITURES FOR CY 1980 IN THE SIXTY
NON-GGA COUNTIES!

I. Explanation of the Prediccion of Estimated Negative Expenditure

Amounts for Certain Non-GCA Counties

The task is to explain the method used in estimating GY 1980 com-

munity corrections expenditures for the sixty non-GGA counties and,

particularly, to explain ho~v it is possible to predict a negative amount

for certain individual counties.

A simplified version of 'i.;rha~ ;;.ras actually done Hill 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 \~as used in the original analysis. The

graph (Figure 1) on page 13 \~ill be referred to frequently throughout

the discussion.

The data points (M through U) on the graph represent the current

CGA areas (excluding Hennepin, Ramsey, and Rock-Nobles). For each data

point (GGA area) we kno\v 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 eGA
in GY 19800

2
See Table 1 on page 6, and footnote 1 on page 8.
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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 Hhich to base any predictions

includes only nine of the twelve current GGA 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 M" 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 Hould 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 and parole operations formally sup'er­

vised by the state. A more realistic depiction of costs, therefore,

would be similar to that represented by line BAJA". In this case, there

are certain costs that every GGA 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 ,vould 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 ,vould 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. In 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-' Ali on the graph. (How these combinations 'Here made, and additional

justification for making them, has been described previously.) Although it

was not always possible to obtain total populations 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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GUIDELINES/POLICY STATEMENTS WHICH SERVED AS THE
BASIS FOR DEVELOP}lliNT OF CO~lliITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCERNING CCA FUNDING, THE CCA SUBSIDY FO&~ULA,

AND APPROPRIATE OBJECTIVES FOR THE CCA

A. PURPOSE OF THE CCA

1. 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.

2. To assert the primary purpose of the Community Corrections Act
as being to establish a working partnership bet\veen 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.

3. 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.

4. 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.
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B. PRINCIPLES RELATED TO STATE eeA FC:DI~G

1. That in developing fu~ding reco&~endations 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 eCA defined appropriate versus inappro­
priate state co~~it8ents of offenders on a chargeable/non­
chargeable basis. The implementation of the Minnesota
Sentencing Guidelines ha~e now by law replaced the original
definition. Therefore, all adult offenders for whom community
correc t ions programI:ling is app ropria te 1;vi 11 nmv be re ta ined
in the local areas. Accordingly, full CCA subsidy eligibility
should be appropriated in order 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 eGA Area spend 5% of its state
CCA subsidy for training and education, and 4% for information
systems and evaluation, should be retained. However, the eCA
should provide that the DGC 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 less than the state percentages.

C. GUIDELINES RELATED TO FOR.:·r;':LA _~;D APP?-O?RIATIO~IS

DEVELOPHENT

1. To acknowledge that the orig:nal CCA subsidy amount appropri­
ated for community corrections ~·las not based on an actual

2



estimate of total local correccions expenditures, but was an
arbitrary figure rela~ed o~lJ to the DOC budget and has since
been increased only bv a ?ercentage of the actual inflation
rate.

2. To develop a subsidy al~oc2tion for8ula whose factors and
operation are clearly u~derstandable and \vhich contains limi­
ting provisions designed to prevent large fluctuations in a
county's subsidy from year to year.

3. That the total state CCA subsidy for 87 counties be increased
each year to account for c~e i~pacc of inflation on community
corrections costs.
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APPENDIX H: SECTION ONE

}1ETHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING THE INFLATION RATE IN
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 of 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 eCA 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
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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 eeA 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 eGA Areas represent differences in the impact of

inflation. eeA 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 year to the next. Special needs and obliga­

tions arise every year which mayor may not be repeated in succeeding

years. In 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.
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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 othenvise 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

3
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providing community corrections services can be attributed to inflation

alone. It 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
the Community Corrections Act. Budget data collected in association

with the major CCA evaluation assisted in this task.
2

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 !linflation index ll was developed,

which may be used to project increases in costs for fiscal years 1981

through 1983.

IBecause of the scarcity of time and resources, it was not possible
to include any more than three of the eCA 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.

2 .
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 "HaS to determine 1;vhether CCA objectives Here
being met.

3
Per diems (chargebacks): Adult and juvenile chargebacks are deducted

from each CCA Area's state eCA subsidy before the CCA Area receives it; i.e.,
the CCA Area receives only the "net" subsidy remaining after charge backs 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. 11

Presently participating CCA Area's will continue to lose a portion of their
eCA subsidies to adult chargebacks (after January 1, 1981) (which will decline
over time) until none of the specified class of adult offender.s 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 task in accomplishing this objective was to identify the

purchasing pattern of three CCA Areas. The three community corrections

systems examined were: Crow 1iing/Morrison, Dodge/Fillmore/Olmsted, and

Todd/1vadena. These areas were selected for no other reason than that

detailed and complete expenditure data \Vere readily available for each.
1

Identical analyses could be performed for other CCA Areas although at

considerable time 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 portioh

(balance) of total expenditures \vas 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.

lComrnunity 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).
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TABLE ONE

Proportions of Total Expenditures by
Expenditure Categories: Crow Wing/Morrison CCA Area

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

Administrative
and regular
personnel

Clerical

Travel

Food

Per Diem

Balance

044 ,,61 .61 .58 .41 ,,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 T1.JU

Proportions of Total Expenditures by
Expenditure Categories: Dodge/Fillmore/Olmsted CCA Area

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

Administrative
and regular
personnel

Clerical

Travel

Food

Per Diem

Balance

.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
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TABLE THREE

Proportions of Total Expenditures by
Expenditure Categories: Todd/Wadena GGA Area

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

Administrative
and regular
personnel

Clerical

Travel

Food

Per Diem

Balance

.57 .47 .61 .41 .46

.14 .10 .13 .10 .10

.08 .04 .05 .04 .06

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00

.06 .07 .07 .29 .13

.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 to

know the annunl inflation rate for each category for each eGA Area. As

mentioned earlier, inflation rates can vary across community corrections

areas. The time and resources needed to gather this information) however)

would be iTTlJnense. 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.
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TABLE FOUR

a
Annual Inflation Factors by Expenditure Category

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1981 b

Adminsistrative and
regular personnel

Clerical

Travel

Food

Per Diem c

Balance

.102 .078 .050 .081 .084 .080

.090 .076 .077 • 08L~ .085 .080

0099 .100 .101 .066 .126 .199

.079 .047 0065 .186 .140 .073

.000 .425 .100 .060 .070 0070

.102 0061 .064 .108 .133 .127

a
Determined by the United States Department of Labor (except for
per diems).

b
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 kno\YTI 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 sho~~ in Table 4) purchased by the Todd/

Hadena community corrections system in 1978 cost nine percent more in

1978 than they did in 1977.
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TABLE FIVE

Annual Inflation Rates by
CCA Areas for Calendar'Years:

a

CY1975 CY1976 GY1977 GY1978 GY1979 GY1980

Todd/Wadena

Dodge/Fillmore
Olmsted

Crow Wing/Morrison

--- 9.5% 6.3/0 8.2% 8.6/0 9.8%

9.7% 9.1% 6.1% 8.8% 8.8% 8.6%

8.2% 19.6%b 6.2/0 8.2% 8.8% 9.1 %

8.0%

FY1976State Inflationary

n.crea s e in GCA I.
~ubsidy

______-l-- --J

FY1977

8.0%

FY1978

10.0%

FY1979

6.0%

FY1980

7.0/0

aInflation rates were claculated for calendar years because CGA 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 GY1976 was a large increase in travel costs.

The inflation rates for the three CGA 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
CGA Area.

CY1976 inflation rate

plus

GY1977 inflation rate

15.2% + 2

Dodge-Fillmore­
Olmsted FY1977
inflation rate

9.1/0

6.1%

15.2%

7.6%

7.6¢

(Inflation rate for the last half of 1976 plus inflation
rate for the first half of 1977 equals inflation rate
for FY1977. FY1977 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

CGA Areas are presented in Table 6.

TABLE SIX

Annual Inflation Rates by
CGA Area for Fiscal Years:

FY1976 FY1977 FY1978 FY1979 FY1980

Todd-Hadena

Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted

Crow Wing-Morrison

9.5/0 7.9% 7.3% 8.4% 9.2%

9.4% 7.6% 7.5% 8.8% 8.7%

13.9/o
a

12.9%a 7.2% 8.5% 9.0%

State inflationary in­
crease in CCA subsidy

FY1976 FY1977 FY1978

__8_0_0_%_-+--__8_.0_'%_0--'C--- 100 0'%

FY1979

6.0%

FY1980L 7 •O"/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:

10 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 yearso

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-Hadena and Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted,
and less than the inflation rate experienced by Crow Wing­
Horrison.
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3. In 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 ,viII be somewhere be­

tween eight and ten perecent during this period.
1

In estimating actual

l The 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 \yould assume annual inflation rates

of eight percent for each year (1981, 1982, and 1983). Another estimate

\yould 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 Detailed Report published monthly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics

(BLS) of the United States Department of Labor. In devising its consumer

price index) the BLS looks at a \yide 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 ~lage SUr'vey 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. 1vage 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

,,,as "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

1
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 Still\vater. 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 GOVE~YMENT

PURCHASED GOODS AND SERVICES (P.G.S,L.Y INDEX IN
DEVELOPING THEIR BUDGET REQUESTS FOR THE 1981-83
BIENNIUMl

A. Projected Rates of Inflation

For the purpose of budget development the Department of Finance has

selected a single price index, Goverwnent PU7~chased Goods and Services

(P.G.S.L.)) as most representative of the projected impact of inflation

on state agency costs.

The tafule 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.) \ve have rejected that index because it in-

eludes 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

1979.0
1980.0 1.858

a

1981.0 2.022 8.83
1982.0 2.206 9.10 .
1983.0 2.395 8.57

a p l' . estimates of the actuals.re lmlnary

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 SA}lE/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 S~~IE level budget request:

FY1981 Original Budget + 9.1% inflation rate ~ FY1982 SAME Level

FY1982 SAME Level + 8.6% inflation rate ~ FY1983 SAME Level
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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 \vill be used to automatically factor the

allowed inflation rates into the Supply and Expense objects (except those

1
listed above) 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 space to be leased must be

reflected in the CHANGE column.

1
BBS will also automatically apply

to rents & leases and fuel & utilities.
toe 0 mp ute its a I I 0\.;1 e d " SAHE " 1eve I for
Section (C) below.
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2. Data Processing. Agencies should budget and explain data

processing requirements using the specific rates and instruc­

tions provided in the budget manual.

3. Utility Charges. Agencies should compute the SAHE level of

utility charges by beginning Hith their actual FY1980 expen­

ditures and applying the FY1981, 82 and 83 cost increases

indicated on the attached schedule.

4. 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 \vill be included in the

1981-83 budget.

5. 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, hO\vever,

apply the general inflation factors to their FY1981 equipment

appropriation to determine a SANE level for FY1982-83.

6. Grants and Subsidies. The general inflation factors will not

be automatically calculated for this category. Inflation
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adjustments, up to the 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 allolvable inflation rates, the Depart­

ment of Finance will revielv 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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1981-83 Biennial Budget
aProjected Fuel and Electricity Prices

F.Y. F.Y. F.Y. F.Y.
1980 1981 80-81 1982 81-82 1983 82-83

Fuel (dollars per gallon) Average Average Change Average Change Average Change

Regular Gas
b

1.08 1.30 20.4% 1.47 13.1% 1.65 12.2%

b
1.06 17 • 9/0 1.46 16.8%Diesel 1.25 1.65 13.0%

Oil #1 .97 1.14 17.5% 1.34 17.5% 1.52 13.4%

Oil #2 .92 1.09 18.5% 1.28 17.4% 1.46 14.1/0

Oi 1 115 .58 .72 24.1/0 1.02 41.7% 1.20 17.7%

Oil #6 .48 .58 20.8% .87 50.0/0 1.04 19.5%

Natural Gas ($/MCF) 2.90 3.66 26.2% 4.41 20.5% 5.00 13.4%
~

\D

Electricity (Index 1980.1 = 1.0) 1.001 1.115 11.4% 1.221 9.5% 1.274 4. 3~~

a
Source: 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.
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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 factorse A factor

should not be selected if it does not reasonably relate to the philoso-

phy of the CCA, or if 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.

FORMULA FACTORS WHICH REMAIN UNDER
CONSIDERATION BY THE CO~~1ITTEE

1. POP

2. GR

3. DCC

4. DC

5. SUP

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.

lThe original draft of this paper was distributed at the October 16,
1980, CGA Funding Committee meeting. This draft, which includes revisions
and additional material, was mailed to Committee members on October 22, 1980.
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6. PAR Population at risk, age 6 through 30.

7. JP Juvenile population, age 5 through 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 ,{HICH 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 ;;-lhat it is supposed to do? Or does
that measure not 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
among 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. Nany 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
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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 persons charged in district
court-" However, data on district court convic­
tions by county is not available at this timet
It will be available at some time in 1981, however.
(See section on district court convictions--DCC.)
Staff has obtained DCC data for 1978 which 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 appropriate factors and measures for

those factors, they must assign appropriate relative weights to each factoro

In assessing each factor, one must ask, "Ho,;" 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?

If, for a particular factor, the measure for a county increases or decreases

5% or 10%, but all other measures remain the same, ho\" much change should

there be in the sub~idy eligibility? The answers to these questions will

be determined by the relative weights given to the formula factors.
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A. NEED

1. Factor: POP Total Popu~aLion of a County

a. Face Validity:

The question to be a25~ered is whether the number of per­
sons residing in a ccunty has an important bearing on
corrections needs 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 abso:ute nusbers, and the more offenders
served. Obviously~ a COUTILy with a POP of 200,000 will
have a larger number of offenses, and offenders served,
than a county WiLD a PO? of 50,000. In the present CCA
subsidy formula, and si~ilar alternatives, POP is
given a much greater weig2t than other factors included.
This is so because of the -..lay in which the formula "works.
In this particular type of formula POP must be included,
so the other "computation factors" (AVS and dollar amount)
have a number to operate upon. The most important factor
in determining how 2uch Doney a county needs to pay for its
Community Correctio~s SYSL2~ is POP. Four of the formulae
(in simplified Ler::JS. 8'..l1:::'ply POP by a dollar amount giv­
ing the amount or the subsidy which would be based on POP
alone. Then that p~odu~t is 3ultiplied by the county's AVS
(average standard score on all factors--other than POp).
The AVS is norma~~y eicner so~ewhat more, or somewhat less,
than one. If ~ore chan o~e, the county's subsidy based on
POP alone wou~d i~crease; if less than one, the subsidy
would decrease. As Lue for~ulae work, the effect of fac­
tors (other than ?OP) which are based on either need, abil­
ity to pay, or efforc by the county to obtain revenue is
to either increase or de~rease ~he subsidy based o~ POP
alone. Five Jf t~e =cr~~~ae operate similarly to the Minne­
sota Social Services forn~la.

If a formula is selec=ed ~6ich includes POP only as a fac­
tor, all councies -:~-J·.l~d tie treated "equally," i.e., all Hould
receive exact~y cr~e S3.::ie n~mber of dollars "per capita," for
example, $5 far e~=h perso~ residing in the county. A ~ela-

t i vel y tl poor! . ce",: :: :::. y -;,,;) 'J ~ d ~0 t get a 1a n se r sub sid y per cap ita,
nor would a "~.;ea=-::2y" cO;..?:l':Y get a lesser subsidy per capita.
So relati-,le ":-lee::" ~~'::l~d ~e disregarded except to the extent
that it was decided tha~ nu~berof residents in a county-­
solely--shou~~ ~e~le~t ~eed. Ability to pay and effort also
are not conside~ed. A cO~:lcvwith a pel of S7,000 will receive
exactly the S~=C d~~~2~ ~=ou~t per capita (per resident in the
county) as 2 co~~~v ~ ?CI o~ 512,000.

b. Timeliness:

POP data is avai:aj~e ~rcm the state demographer. Based on
the 1970 u.s. (lJ year. census, the state demographer has



estimated total county population for 1979.

c. Variability:

Same as for PAR.

d. Comparability:

The measure across jurisdictions is comparable. The same
thing--total population--is being measured in each county.

e. 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.

f. Availability of Data:

POP data is easily obtainable from the state demographer.

2. Factor: Number of Offenders Served

a. CR Crime Rate

(1) Face Validity:

Although "number of offenders served" is, to some ex­
tent, dependent on CR, the relationship is some\-lhat
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
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reported re~oT~ed offenses. No arrests, prosecutions,
or convictions occur for many of these offenses, and
arrest, prosecution, and conviction rate (as a ratio
to CR) varies significantly among counties.

(4) 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 "number of offenders
served.!!

(5) Stability:

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 tounties. When a similar change occurs
for a factor in all counties, it would not affect the
proportionate eCA subsidy eligibility.

(6) Availabi~ity of Data:

CR is ~asi:y obcainable from the state Bureau of Crimi­
nal Apprehension.

b. DeC D· '. ~ C . . IlstrlcC 00urt onvlctlons

(See section on DC--adults charged in district court.)

(1) Face Validicv:

DCC (discri:t court convictions, i.e., number of per­
sons convicted of felonies and gross misdemeanors--or
felonies on~y--in district court) directly measures
"number of adult offenders served." These persons have
been convicced and therefore must be dealt with in some
way by llco:-rec t ions.!!

(2) Timeliness:

DCC data bv county will be available for the first time

IBecause DCC data wll~ be available at some time in 1931, the CCA

Funding Committee, at its Cc:~~er 16, 1980, meeting, chose to include
DCC as a factor in the eCA 5~~5idy formula, and to omit DC (felons
charged in d~strict,court). Fer for~u1a computer runs done by staff
in October, 1980, 1978 Dec d~:~ collected on a one-time basis by the
Sentencing Guidelines COffi~is5io~ ~ere used.
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at sometime in 1981, from SJIS, and thereafter, for a given
year, shortly after the end of that year.

(3) 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. Costs will be incurred. As for
DC, some persons ~7ho aTe "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.

(4) Comparability:

The criterion of comparability is satisfied. The same thing
will be measured across counties after accurate Supreme Court
data is 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.

(5) Stability:

DCC will be relatively stable. If 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.

(6) Availability of Data:

DCC will be obtainable from SJIS at some time in 1981.

c. DC Number of Adults Charged in District Court

(1) Face Validity:

DC is a better measure of "number of offenders served" then
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 1;-7ho are "not guilty," 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 b~fore trial. These persons, for
whom no "corrections costs" are incurred, are counted in
"number of offenders served" if DC is a formula factor.
DCC (district court convictions, i.e., persons convicted of
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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
comparabil{ty in regard to DC. The BCA has DC data.
However, BCA estimates that approximately 18% to 20%
of adults charged in district court are lImissed" (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 TH"as "fingerprinted." A large number never are
fingerprinted, particularly members of the upper-middle
and middle classes Hho have committed lIwhite collar ll

crimes, and often persons indicted by a grand jury.
The individuals in this Ifmissed" group, who are sen­
tenced to state institutions (not many are) are then
"p icked up!l by the BCA, i. e., the BCA 1;'1i 11 then ge t 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 Court through its
State Justice Information System (5JIS) is nmv in the
process of setting up a comprehensive criminal justice
data base. In the near future (estimate, at some time
in 1981) accurate and complete DC data will be available
from the S]15. 5JIS will maintain a complete record on
every adult charged in district court. (It will also
have a ccmulete record on all adults convicted in dis­
trict cour~.)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 Rebo~v, Director of Information Retrieval System,
State Justice Information System (SJ1S), Minnesota Supreme Court.
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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.

(4) 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
fi ted. Hm.,ever, there is no factor which would inc lude
prevention and/or diversion prior to charge which rea­
sonably meets the five criteria (example: CR).

(5) 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. If 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.

(6) 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.

d. SUP Adult Felons under Supervision (at year's end)

(1) 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
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services are provided who may not be on formal proba­
tion or parole, i.e., persons who are "diverted rr 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 trprevention.1I

(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 DOC. 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 flmanipulatetl 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 also does not take into
account persons 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 ic 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 cricerion 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) Availabi~icy of Data:

SUP data are easily obtainable from DOC.
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e. PAR Population at Risk, Age 6 through 30

(1) 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.1f

(2) Timeliness:

PAR data are available from the state demographer. How­
ever, they are collected only periodically, i.e., by the
U.s. lO-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).

(3) 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.

(4) Comparability:

Comparability is met in the sense that the same popula­
tion--age 6 through 30--is being measured in all coun­
ties. HO"deVer, this does not measure "number 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
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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 "noncorrections" programs, e.g., social serv­
ices, it is impossible to accurately measure actual
number of offenders served.

(5) Stability:

In general, population is relatively stable from year
to year. In recent years, birth rate has been declin­
ing, however, so P~R 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. In 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.

(6) Availability of Data:

PAR data is easily obtainable from the state demographer.

f. JP Juvenile Population, Age 5 through 17 (Included in all
formulae.)

(1) Face Validity:

Dec 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" \vith 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
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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) Variability:

The same as for PAR.

(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

a. 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 "t.vealth"--the implicit
assumption being that greater wealth \vould 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 limitations on how much of that wealth is accessible
to county government.

Nearly all county-generated 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

1 ')
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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 Co~munity Corrections. l 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,n2 and the county,
therefore, can levy any dollar amount it wishes for Commu­
nity Corrections, and the ability of the residents to pay
real property taxes is based solely on their personal in­
comes,3 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 CO~ilunity 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 'Hell, e.g., "public assist-

ance."

2See section on rIPer Capita Taxable Value."

3 The only source out of which real property taxes are paid is each
resident's personal (or business) income.
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FIGURE 1

1978 PER CAPITA lNCOME DISTRIBUTION OF COUNTIES
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PER CAPITA INCOME
(dollars)

Mean $6,794; Standard Deviation $1,118.



c.. Variability:

PCl is based on filed income tax returns of county residents.
Real differences in the pel among counties are accurately
reflected in this measure.

d. 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 income, 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 excent, comparability is defective. In addi­
tion, cost differences across jurisdictions impair the com­
parability of PCI among cou~ties. However, there is no
factor, other than pel, which--all things considered--more
accurately measures ~.,realth and ability to pay for Community
Corrections.

e.. 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, therefore, will change as PCI changes, un­
less the per capita Lax levy (PCTL) changes relative to PCI
(which it probably does not, except by accident if ever).
In other words, a decrease in pel will result in an increase
in the relative tax burden unless there occurs a correspond­
ing decrease in [he peTL.

Figures 2, 3, 4, a~d 5 indi~ate that peTL is not adjusted
in response to changes in pel.



TABLE 1 I
PERCENTAGE CHfu~GE IN PER CAPITA INCOME I

IFOR SELECTED MINNESOTA COUNTIES 1

COUNTY 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 I
--

IBenton 12.0 2.1 16.1 12.6 11.0
Carver 11.3 4.4 7.3 17.3 9.5

IClearwater 3.8 2.2 1.8 13.4 10.5
Dodge - 1.5 3.8 3.0 32.7 8.0 IGoodhue 6.5 4.7 8.9 11.7 10 .. 9
Isanti 3.1 8.5 10.1 16.2 6.7 I
Kittson -22.5 9.8 -36.9 34 .. 4 24.6 \

I
Le Sueur 3.2 6.5 10.1 19.1 10.8 IMarshall -10.6 -5.3 -30 .. 3 34.4 20.1 I
Mower 4.9 8.9 5.7 17.0 9.5

IOlmsted 5.4 14.0 10.7 11.4 12.2
I·

Polk - 2.2 1.4 -22.6 21.0 23.4 1
~Renville 3.0 4.0 10.1 54.8 9.1
1Scott 6.3 7.8 8 .. 4 13.5 9.2 1

Stevens 2.4 1.7 -20.5 47.2 11.0 I
Wadena 6 .. 6 5.1 10.1 16.3 5.7 i

3

Hinona 6.1 7.2 10.1 14.3 8.7
I

SOURCE: Regional Economics In-
formation System, Bureau
of Economic Analysis.
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FIGURE 2

RELATIONSIIIP BETWEEN PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PER CAPITA INCOME
AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PER CAPITA REAL PROPERTY TAX LEVY
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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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FIGURE 4

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PER CAPITA INCOME AND PER
CAPITA REVENUE GENERATED LOCALLY
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FIGURE 5

1978 PER CAPITA REVENUE GENERATED LOCALLY

"I"

.,..

.

..
-

l r I
49 61 73 85 97 109 121 133 145 157 169 181 193 205 217 229

PER CAPITA REVENUE GENERATED LOCALLY
(dollars)

Mean = $121; Standard Deviation = $32.6.



An implicit assumption in including PCI as a formula factor
is that the state subsidy for Co~munity 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. Figures 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 PCl does not seem to play an impor­
tant role in determining Hhether 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 t\~-o 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 5300,000 for corrections in 1975 (base year), and for
1980, the stace 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 1975,
$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 to in­
crease the 321,000 by 7% to S322,~70 in order to be eligi­
ble to rece ve the state increase.
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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. In 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.

f. Availability of Data:

PCI data is easily obtainable from the Federal Bureau of
Economic Analysis.

C. ~actor: Effort by the County to Obtain Revenue

1. RI (ratio, revenue, income)

(See section on PCI.)

a. Face Validity:

Ratio of Per Capita Locally Generated
Revenue to Per Capita Income:
PCLGR/PCI

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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1. CE

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 sa~e 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.

FORNULA FACTORS ELI:II~~ATED FROM CONSIDERATION

Corrections expenditures.

2. sUP-COC

3. PCTV

Persons under supervision in the county who were convicted
outside of the county.

Per capita taxable value.
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A. NEED

1. Factor: CE Corrections Expenditures

"Corrections expenditures't as a factor 'Ivas 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 "number
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 ur~er supervision will be computed; then
the relative proportions 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 "nuDber lf are used.

FELO~IS DOLLAR
USDER COST TOTAL PROPOR-

SUPER- PER DOLLAR TIONATE
VIS lOX UXIT COST SHP:.RE

County A 5') x $350 $17,500 16.7%
County B 100 x $350 $35,000 33.3%
County C 150 x $350 $52,500 50.0%

County A 50 16 • 7/0

County B 100 33 .3/0
County C 150 50.0/0

It is inadequate and un~ecessary to use such a measures. One will

have accomplished the sa~e purpose by using some other factor
Hhich measures "number of offenders served," such as DC, DCC,

or SUP.

There is another type of "corrections cost ll measure, for example,
"annual cost for probatio:1 officer salaries." This does, in fact,
measure costs, although it measures differences in costs among
counties very inaccurately.

This type of factor can ~e too easily manipulated by the counties.
There have been frequent reports of some counties countirtg as
P.O.'s, such personnel as social workers and clerks, for the pur­
pose of increasing their standard scores for this factor and
thereby increasir.g their state CCA subsidies. This same type of
problem exists Hhenever 'Iactual costs" for any unit of service is
used as a factor. A factor which cannot'be manipulated is much
pref~rred. In 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" \'TOuld 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.
lt 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. In 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
pay.

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.

2. Factor: SUP-COC

a. Face Validity:

Persons Under Supervision in the County Who
Were Convicted of Felonies l Outside of the
County.

This group of offenders consists of persons \-1ho Here convicted

lOr 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 \vhich they reside incurs costs in providing correc­
tional services to them. These persons obviously would not
be included in DeC 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-CDC 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.

b. 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.O.'s and county juvenile P.O.'s in
the 60 non-CCA counties provide periodic reports on their
caseloads to DOC, these reports do not nm.; designate Hhether
a person under supervision was convicted within or outside of
the county in Hhich 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 biennium). The
information would be available for a particular year within a
few months after the end of that year.

c. Variability:

SUP-CDC would reflect differences among counties as to the
proportionate number of their offender population \vho are
in this class, assuming P.O. records will be reasonably
accurate and up-to-date.

d. Comparability:

The measure is comparable across jurisdictions. It would
include the actual number of SUP-CDC's in each county. None
of this class would be excluded, nor would members of any
other class be included, in any county.

d. 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
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convicted in the district court within the county, it should
be given a lesser weight 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 Dat~;

Data could be available from DOC in the near future. (See
"Timeliness").

NOTE: If SUP-COC is included in the CCA subsidy formula, it
is intended that it be included in a formula which
also includes DeC, 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).

B. 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 O'iffi a hOQestead 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 forwula 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 oarket value. l In addition, by state
law, assessed value was limited to increases of no more
than 10% from the previous year. Consequently, the coun­
ties \vhich 'i'lere far belm.; 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 assess~ent increases was eliminated. 2 Since PCTV
\vill now be comD~~ed on the basis of full market value of

I
Market value is determined by rhe price at which comparable property
in the area has sold for recently.

?
-The use of "limited market v3.lue" for the purpose of determining prop-
erty tax payable was declared unconstitutional in 1979 by the Minnesota
Tax Court.



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 (\vhich ·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

~:~;:~:~).rs a result of appreciation in value of the

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 nroperties 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 PCTV). 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 la\v has established a "levy limit base" \vhich 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). In regard to the levy for
most c6unty 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 increas.e. The counties have the power to impose
"special levies" on these services, for example, the levy for

lThis injustice is alleviated to some extent by the state "homestead
credit", property t~x 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 \vhich requires that all counties assess at 100% of
market calue. To a great ,degree, the disparities which pre­
viously existed \vill 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 I s ability to pay for its o~vn 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.

b. 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.

c. Variability:

Under the new laws, PCTV will do a muc~ 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

30



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.

d. Comparability:

As previously stated, problems concerning 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 PCTV 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 la,y limiting levy increases remains in effect. Again,
it m~st be remembered that there is no s~ate imposed limit on the
dollar amount a county can levy for Community Corrections.

e. Stability:

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.

f. Availability of Data:

PCTV is readily obtainable from the Department of Revenue.

31




	APPENDIX A
	APPENDIX B
	APPENDIX C
	APPENDIX D
	APPENDIX E
	APPENDIX F
	APPENDIX G
	APPENDIX H
	APPENDIX I



