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I. INTRODUCTION

PROJECT HISTORY

During the past- ten years, several national study commissions have
investigated and reported on methods of developing more effective state
criminal justice systems. Some of the studies have recommended stand-
ards for improving all aspects of crime control activity. 1In every
study, however, recommendations relating to unification, consolidation,
and integration of criminal justice functions and administrative
services can be found. These recommendations were based on conclusions
drawn by the studies that state criminal justice systems often exhibit
the characteristics of fragmentation, overlap, duplication, and a lack
of coordination.

Several members of the Minnesota Legislature, after informing
themselves of the conclusions reached by the national study commissions,
introduced a bill to create a state level department of justice (SF 1563,
HF 1692) in May, 1977. This bill was subsequently amended to set up a
special advisory committee which would study the criminal justice system
in Minnesota and make recommendations on the feasibility of establishing
a state department of justice. Action on this bill was delayed.

In December, 1977, the Legislature requested that the Crime Control
Planning Board (GCPB) draft alternative proposals regarding formation
of a study commission. An amended version of the May, 1977, advisory
committee bill, modified to enlarge the scope of the commission to
include review of county and municipal criminal justice agencies, was
introduced in February, 1978. This amended bill died in the appropria-
tions committee as funds were not available for a thorough reorganiza-
tion study. No action was taken when this bill was reintroduced in the
1979 session (SF 319, HF 923) because of continued budgetary constraints.

The funding problem was rectified in the latter part of 1979 when
the CCPB received a Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)
Discretionary. Grant of $61,628. Matched with $12,000 from the Minnesota
Legislature for a total of $73,628, the purpose of the grant was to

1Daniel L. Skoler, "Governmental Structuring of Criminal Justice
Services: Organizing the Non-System' (Washington, D. C.: National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1978), p. 5.
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study Minnesota's state executive branch criminal justice system and to
determine the feasibility of creating a state department of justice.

Receipt of the grant led to the hiring of a project director in
December, 1979. To initiate the project, the CCPB contracted with a
consultant from the Center for Creative Institutions and the Wharton
School of Finance in Pennsylvania to conduct a two-day workshop and
orientation seminar on December 10 and 1ll. Among the objectives of
the seminar were the following: Have rhe project director meet with
interested persons in Minnesotra's criminal justice system and allow them
an oppbrtunity to become aware of the project, help all participants
gain an understanding of existing ideas concerning present and future
criminal 'justice configurations, discuss participants' opinions on the
causcs ‘and effects of problems in the precsn: system, develop partic—
ipanis'® conceptions on the characteristics «. an ideal criminal justice
system, ‘and consider organizational design components and their
implicgtions for managing interdependencies among agencies.

PURPOSE AND GOALS

From the beginning of the Republic, American government has been
under continuous study and analysis. This investigation has often led
to the reorganization of governmental structures and processes. Some
of the most important structural changes on the federal level were
consequences of reorganization studies published in 1937, 1947, and
1955.1 In the last half of the twentieth century, state governments
have also experienced extensive restructuring. Forty-two states went
through structural reorganization from 1965-1979, and 29 of these were
reorganized twice during the same period.2 These state level activ-
ities reflect a growing commitment by elective and administrative
officials to the achievement of an effective and efficient structure
for state government, particularly on the executive branch side.

Impetus for reorganization in the criminal justice field has come
from the recommendations of four recent national study commissions:
President's Commission on . Law Enforcement and the Administration of

L
e

e .

B _‘,' S
quEgrt of the President's Committee on Administrative Managemant *
(1937); U. S. Commission on the Organization of the Executive Branch
of Government (1947); William K. Devine, "The Second Hoover Commission
Reports,' Public Administration Review 15 (Autumn, 1955): 263-269.

2Council of State Governments, Reorganization of State Corrections
Agencies: A Decade of Experience (Lexington, KY: Council of State
Governments, 1977), p. ix.
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Justice (1967),1 the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
(1971),2 the Committee for Economic Development (1972),° and the National
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (1973). In
addition, Daniel Skoler has made important contributions on the problems
of the criminal justice ‘''non-system.”

These efforts have identified a number of organizational problem
areas in the criminal justice field: overlap, duplication, fragmenta-
tion, lack of integration, coordination, and cooperation, and mandated
responsibility without appropriate managerial control over available
scarce resources. As a result, these studies of criminal justice
structures and functions have supported the concepts of integration,
coordination, and appropriate managerial control over resources devoted
to criminal justice functions and activities.

.

The basic purpose of the Justice System Improvement Study is to
determine whether Minnesota's 12 state executive branch criminal justice
agencies exhibit characteristics of the organizational problem areas
identified by the national studies, and to recommend organizational
changes which would provide for a more integrated and coordinated state
criminal justice system, with executives, managers, and supervisors
exercising control over resources commensurate with their levels of
responsibility.

In order for the JSIS to identify organizational problem areas and
to make recommendations which would correct them, five goals must be
achieved. The first goal is to describe the programs, functions, and
activities of Minnesota's 12 executive branch criminal justice agencies.
The second goal is to identify organizational problem areas within these
agencies. The third goal is to suggest a number of recommendations to
the Governor and the Legislature which would correct any identified

lPresident's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration
of Justice, The GChallenge of GCrime in a Free Society (1967).

2Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, State and
Local Relations in the Criminal Justice System (1971).

3Committee for Economic Deveélopment, Reducing Crime and Assuring
Justice (1972).

4National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals, A National Strategy for Reducing Crime (1973).

5Daniel L. Skoler, Organizing the Non-System: Governmental
Structuring of Criminal Justice Systems (Lexington, Mass.: D. C.
Heath and Company, 1977). ‘
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organizational problem areas and create a more integrated and coor-
dinated criminal justice system. The fourth goal is to determine the
political feasibility of implementing the organizational changes
recommended by the JSIS. A final goal, not directly tied to resolving
problem areas but important to decision makers nonetheless, is to
collect expenditure information on the administrative service and
support costs of delivering criminal justice programs. The five goals
will be realized through the tools, steps, and procedures outlined in
the following chapter on methodology.
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IT. METHODOLOGY

SCOPE

To imprqve the'criminal justice system of the State i5f Minnesota,
one mightt expect that all components of the system, state and local,
would be subject to analysis. The JSIS, however, has chosen to study
the 12 state executive branch criminal justice agencies: Attorney
General, Board of Pardons, Department of Corrections, Corrections
Board, County Attorneys Council, Crime Control Planning Board, Crime
Victims Reparations Board, Ombudsman for Corrections, Peace Officer
Standards and Training (POST) Board, Department of Public Safety,
Sentencing Guidelines Commission, State Public Defender. These agencies
focus almost entirely on the traditional executive branch criminal jus-
tice functions of investigation, law enforcement, prosecution, defense,
and corrections. The reasons for narrowing the study to 12 agencies are
outlined below.

Even though a large proportion of criminal justice services are
performed at the city and county level, these entities have been excluded
from the study's identification of organizational problem areas for legal
and practical reasons. The JSIS is not operating under an executive
order promulgated by the Governor, has mot been empowered by the Legis-
lature to perform an analysis of the entire criminal justice system, and
does not possess clearly defined authority through the CCPB's enabling
statute, to probe the structure and operations of criminal justice at
the local level: local police, county sheriffs, prosecuting attorneys;
public defenders, courts, and corrections programs. Beyond the legal
reasons for not examining local criminal justice agencies, the JSIS
simply does not have the staff resources to do a thorough study of. the
local component of Minnesota's criminal justice system.

The JSIS has further decided that the judicial branch of the state
criminal justice system, as well as its attendant court services and
programs, will not be investigated. This conclusion rests on the
independent constitutional status of the courts. Because of the separa-
tion of powers principle, they are also outside the jurisdiction of this

project.

In parts of the executive branch, there are agencies housing organ-
izational units with separate responsibilities related to criminal
Examples of these agencies, and their units with criminal

justice.
Department of Public Welfare: Income Maintenance;

justice functions, are:

NS, R AR



Department of Revenue: Income, Sales, and Use Tax Management; Property
and Special Taxes Management; Department of Commerce: FExamination and
Supervision of State Chartered Financial Institutions; Investment
Protection; Regulation of Insurance Companies; Department of Natural
Resources: Enforcement of Natural Resources Laws and Rules; as well

as other programs within the Department of Economic Security, Department
of Education, etc.

The reason these agencies are excluded from the study is related
to the fact that each of the aforementioned organizational units is
central to the purpose for which the agency exists. Removing any
criminal justice functions may hinder the agency's ability to carry
out its tesponsibilities. For instance, the Department of Public
Welfare (DPW) exists to provide emergency and financial assistance and
medical care to low-income persons; to provide social services to
families, children, and adults; and to provide rehabilitative and
residential services to the mentally ill, mentally retarded, chemically
dependent, physically handicapped, etc. Obviously, some units within
DPW will need to engage in activities similar to those performed by
traditional criminal justice agencies. The Fraud and Residence Review
Section investigates and prosecutes client fraud among the income
maintenance programs administered by the Department. The Surveillance
and Utilization Review Division investigates and takes corrective
action necessary for administration of the Medical Assistance Program.
These criminal justice. functions are essential to achievement of DPW's
programmatic purposes.

DEFINITIONS

Executive branch criminal justice duties and responsibilities can
be classified in terms of a number of functional areas. These functional
areas are grouped in two ways: criminal justice line functions and
criminal justice administrative service and support functions.

Executive branch criminal justice line functions, five in number,
consist of the organization of people and other resources to investi-
gate crime, prosecute and defend the accused, correct the offender, and
enforce the law. These functions are provided in the main by state and
local governments, and have an impact primarily on the public. Listed
below are precise definitions for these line functions: :

1. Investigation - methodically inquiring into ‘the facts after
there has been an apparent violation of the criminal code
and other statutes which involve state mandated sanctions.

2. Law Enforcement - compelling observance of, and compliance
with, the criminal code and other statutes which involve
state mandated sanctions.
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3. Prosecution - conducting criminal proceedings in court
against those persons accused of violating the criminal
code and other statutes which involve state mandated
sanctions.

BT

4. Defense -~ provision of legal representation and services
to those persons accused of violating the criminal code
and other statutes which involve state mandated sanctions.

5. GCorrections - the community's official reactions to the
apprehended offender, whether adult or juvenile. The
process of confinement and treatment of adult felons,
and the care, custody, and treatment of youthful .
offenders and juveniles.

Criminal justice administrative service and support functions
essentially permit managers to design, study, appraise, control, and ;
coordinate the line functions of criminal justice agencies. Sometimes,
administrative service and support functions are offered to the public,
or are provided by one public agency to another. Listed below are
more precise definitions for the criminal justice administrative
service and support functions:

1. Planning - a grouping of related activities which lays out,
within identified resource constraints, how the organiza-
tional unit will achieve its purposes, duties, and respon-
sibilities. The function includes techniques of looking
into the future and establishing goals, policies, and
procedures.

2. Policy - a grouping of related activities which sets out
a process through which guidelines for decision making are
established. Proper policy should exhibit the following
characteristics: 1) Policy should relate to the goals and
objectives of the public agency. 2) Policy should bhe
easily understood and written down. 3) Policy should
prescribe limits and yardsticks for future action.
4) Policy must be capable of being easily changed.
5) Policy must be reasonable and capable of accomplish-
ment. 6) Policy should allow some discretion.

3. Research - a grouping of related activities which inquire
and investigate for the purpose of discovering new facts
and their correct interpretation; the revision of accepted
conclusions, theories, or laws in the light of newly dis-
covered facts, or the practical application of such )
materials. Research may also be operational -- to help
the agency organize its resources more efficiently to
achieve its purposes, or to obtain new facts about the
subject matter over which the agency exercises control.
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4. Personnel — a grouping of related activities which are
concerned primarily with the selection, placement, train-
ing, firing, and retiring of employees; and with the
formulation of policies and procedures which define the
relations between management and employees.. The gereral
purpose of the personnel function is to effectively
utilize manpower to obtain optimum efficiency of human
resources.

5. Training - a grouping of related activities which develop
particular skills or groups of skills in public service
employees.

»

' .

6. Budgeting - a grouping of related activities which involve
financial forecasting and planning, acquiring funds, and
making decisions on how funds are spent.

7. Auditing - a grouping of related activities which involve
the formal and official examination and verification of
books of account (as for reporting on the financial or
programmatic conditions of a public agency or program).

8. Accounting - a grouping of related activities which
classify, record, and summarize public programmatic and
financial transactions in books of account, and analyze;
verify, and report the results. A process to provide
a statement of programmatic and financial transactions
during a fiscal period showing the resulting balance.

9. Data Processing — a grouping of related activities which
involve the logical arrangement and manipulation of data
in electronic systems, the purposes of which are to
increase the speed and accuracy of data retrieval regard-
ing effective and efficient organizational decisions,
operations, and management. The systems utilize computer
hardware, software, and a data base.

10. Grants Administration - a grouping of related activities
designed and maintained to ensure the efficient and.
effective conduct of a grant program within the program-
matic and fiscal parameters set forth by the funding
authorities.

11. Evaluation -~ 'a grouping of related activities which involve
the application of scientific methodologies for the purposes
of answering questions about the management, efficiency,
and effectiveness of agency (or agency-sponsored) programs.
Evaluation, therefore, may be performed to help the agency
make management decisions about the operation, continuation,
or reorganization of its programs.

It is on the administrative service and support functions, located
in the 12 executive branch criminal justice agencies, that the JSIS will
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focus. The reason for centering our analysis on administrative service
and support functions is that they are the keys to effective decision
making.

- Effective decision making requires knowledge of the subject matter
for which the agency exists. Knowledge is accumulated by the agency
to determine the programs necessary to help achieve mandated purposes
(research function). Knowledge is also accumulated by the agency to
determine whether the programs have achieved their mandated purposes
(evaluation function). Knowledge concerning the programmatic and finan-
cial transactions in books of account; and periodic formal and official
examination and verification of buaks of account, is essential for
manageriall accountability and responsibility (accounting function and
auditing function). The manner in which accumulated knowledge is made
available, the form that the knowledge takes, and the ease of access to
the knowledge, all facilitate the decision-making process (data process-
ing function).

Effective decision making requires proper planning, budgeting,
and personnel. Planning involves creation of goals, objectives,
policies, and procedures which lay out how the agency will achieve its
mandated purposes, duties, and responsibilities (planning function).
Budgeting involves forecasting the resources which will be necessary
to achieve the goals and objectives of the agency, going about the
process of acquiring the funds, and making decisions about how limited
resources are spent (budgeting function). Efficient use of resources
appropriated to the agency to help achieve its goals and objectives
requires selection and development of public employees (personnel
function and training function). Essentially, the planning, budget-
ing, personnel, and training functions are management tools for
effective decision making.

Some of the duties of state executive branch criminal  justice
agencies are undertaken through grants programs. Managers need
administrative capability to obtain grants and to determine who
receives grants, to assure the proper execution of their respon-
sibilities (grants administration function).

A final key for effective decision making is found in the activ-
ities in which an agency engages to set up guidelines for effective
decision making (policy function). The processes which agencies
jdentify for making public policy, whether internal tc the agency or
affecting the public outside the agency, require that the aforemen-
tioned administrative service and support functions be located close
to managers.

lSee Peter F. Drucker, Management: Tasks, Responsibilities,
and Practices (New York: Harper and Row, 1974), pp. 512-516.
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Effective decision making, then, depends on the efficient use of 5. Duplication - when the functions and activities of one
administrative service and support functions. Efficient use of these rganizational unit are copied or made double by the func-
functions in turn requires that they not exhibit the characteristics 3 tions and activities of another organization unit.
of organizational problem areas, and that they be properly located
within the organizational framework. Proper location of administra-
tive service and support functions will be explicitly defined in the
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Lo ‘ Example: Organizational unit X engages in
| functions and activities A, B, C,
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concluding section of this design on Dimensional Activity Analysis. % ;? Zzgag;soziaztizzi22:1a321:czivities
é e A, B, C, and D. Duplication occurs
i ' when units X and Y perform the same
Definiti . . . M3 it functions and activities.
efinitions for many of the terms in the previous sections, and }% ; dé

in sections of the ;esearch design to follow, are listed below: | 6. Cooperation - -organizational units are working together

for a, common purpose.
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1. State.exeiutlvedbr?n;? cr;mlnal JU?tlcg agen01§s ~ those 3 7. Coordination - bringing about common organizational action,
n x L . .
agencies ocat? within the exechlve ranch o st?te Lo movement, or conditions, and harmony of organizational work,
government, which are concerned with the apprehension and e Y :

through administrative service functions (planning, research,
. evaluation, monitoring, management, etc.) and other political,
; legal, and organizational means.

—
przmacy

disposition of persons who violate the criminal code and
other statutes which involve state mandated sanctions.
These laws are executed through state public agencies
engaged in the functions of investigation, law enforce-
ment, prosecution, defense, corrections, and justice plan-
ning, research, evaluation, monitoring, and management.

P
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Integration - the act of uniting, incorporating, combining,
and centralizing similar functions and activities into a

S i

“a {” single organizational uhit.
s [
j . , e 1 42
2. System - 1is a set of parts coordinated to accomplish a é% o Example: Similar functions and aCtlYltleS Al, é ,
set ot goals (Churchman, C. West. The Systems Approach. and A3 are placed into a single organiza-

tional unit. (For our purposes, integra-
tion is a synonym for unification and
consolidation).

New York: Dell Publishing Co., Inc. 1968).
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3. Fragmentation - when a function or activity is exclusive
to an organizational unit, and that function or activity

is also performed by many other organizational units. g? l ﬁ 9. Organization -~ the systematic coordination of thel€u;ctlons
. . . . L.s i and activities of two or more people for the accomplishment
Example: Funct?on or act%v%ty A is the only i of a set of goals, with written regulations, relative
function or activity performed by o oy nd a hierarchical structure.
organizational units X, Y, and Z. jé ' ﬁﬁ permanence, a
. R, , .
) L =’ d . izational Hierarch — the vertical ranking of functions
4. Overlap - when some functions and activities of one b 10 Organiiivizies —=e ai organization
o and a '

organizational unit extend over and cover some functions
and activities of other organizational units.

frrsny
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11. Organizational Unit - components within an organization,
from the smallest to the largest, which are engaged in one or

Example: Organizational unit X% engages in

functions and activities A, B, G, and It more functions or activities required to accomplish the goals
D; organizational units Y and Z engage # of the organization.

in functions and activities C, D, E, ‘ Lo

and F. Overlap occurs when organiza- ’ - 12. Function - the grouping of a number of related activities
tional units X, Y, and Z perform ' g? for the purpose of achieving a goal or objective.

functions and activities C and D. Example: Function X is comprised of activities X,

X%, and X3, grouped for the purpose of
achieving goal or objective K.

lSee Donald R. Dwight, Robert H. Marden, and Robert C. Casselman,
Massachusetts Government: The Management Problems and an Approach to §§
Their Solution (Massachusetts: Executive Office for Administration i 0o,
and Finance, 1969), pp. 8-17. +
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13. Activity - the organizing and supervising of a number of

related, specific tasks or duties for the purpose of perform-
ing a function.
Example: Activity x! is comprise?cof tasks or
duties XlA, X B, and X~~, organized for
the purpose of performing function X.

14. Task - a specific, assigned piece of work, often to be com—

pleted within a certain time, for the purpose of performing an
activity.
Example: Task XlA is a piece of work assigned_ for

* . the purpose of performing activity X".

RESEARCH INSTRUMENTS

In order to achieve the purpose of the Justice System Improvement
Study, it is necessary to describe the various programs of Minnesota's
state executive branch criminal justice agencies. Not only must
administrative service and support functions be closely examined, but
executive branch criminal justice line functions must be studied as
well if the system is to be understood. The following research instru-
ments will be used to describe the functions and activities of
Minnesota's state executive branch criminal justice agencies.

1. Statute Research Instrument

One of two legal documentary research instruments, the
statute research instrument is a tool to extract descriptive
information from the Minnesota Statutes. There are two
categories of information we want to secure from the statutes:
the statutory jurisdiction of state criminal justice agencies,
and a breakdown of organizational units as far as is possible.
If we define the first of these, jurisdiction, as the sphere
of authority, and authority as the legitimate power to take
action, then we can interpret the jurisdiction of state
criminal justice agencies as the sphere in which an agency
has legitimate power to take action.

Jurisdiction, therefore, encompasses all the powers,
duties, responsibilities, and activities mandated to an agency
by state law. Analysis of the entire statute is essential,
as no single section of a statute will comprehensively and
definitively outline these stipulations. The researcher will
have to exercise some discretion based on the purpose of the
statute research instrument and the researcher's past experi-
ence with the staftutes.
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The need for a thorough investigation is exemplified
by the enabling statute for the Crime Control Planning Board,
Chap. 299A.03. Major powers and responsibilities are found in
subd. 6 through 14, although only subd. 9 clearly delineates
its contents with the title "additional powers and duties."
The researcher should also be aware that at times the powers
exercised by an agency may not be outlihed entirely in the
chapter for that particular agency. The Commissioner of
Corrections, for example, has general powers outlined in
Chapter 241, but is also granted specific pdwers with respect
to the Corrections Board in Chapters 242 and 243. These cir-
cumstances indicate the necessity for a careful reading of
all relevant statutes.

ooy

The second desired category of information’ from the
statutes is a breakdown of organizational units within an
agency. Since the majority of agency sub-units are not
mandated by law, they may not be found in the statutes. The
Guidebook to State Agency Services will furnish a list of
sub-agency units; when checked against the units that are
mentioned in the statutes, the researcher should be able to
list the powers and duties of these units. However, some
units described in the statutes may not explicitly be out-
lined in the Guidebook. The Correctional Psychiatric Unit
described in the statutes, 241.69, is not mentioned as a
discrete unit in the Department of Corrections section in
the Guidebook, to illustrate.

The initial step in implementing the statute research
instrument should be to contact and work closely with Bob
Kittle (296-0218), the courts and criminal justice person
in the Revisor of Statutes office. He will execute two
activities for the researcher. The first will be a com-
pilation of all statutes relevant to a designated criminal
justice agency, an important step as frequently even
divisions within an executive branch department are not
found in the same Chapter of the statutes (Public Safety
is a prime example). He will also be able to use the word
processing capability of the Revisor's office to obtain
statutory material related to key words the researcher
deems crucial to his or her purpose: power, duty, respon-
sibility, etc. The researcher should recognize, of course,
that much of the desired information on jurisdiction will
not be labeled as such.

The format for presentation of the narrative data
gleaned from the statutes is to head a page with the name
of the agency, list its general powers and duties, and then
specify sub-agency units (if found in the statutes) and the
powers and duties granted to them. In summary, the Statute
Research Instrument will give the JSIS vital information
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from agency enabling statutes listing the powers, ‘duties,
and responsibilities of each agency. In addition, the
staff will begin to identify organizational problem areas
based on the legal information accumulated. These results
should give the Justice System Improvement Study a compre-
hensive account of the statutory jurisdictions of state
executive branch criminal justice agencies.

After the report is completed, the researcher should
prepare a summary of organizational problem areas, based
on his or her interpretation of the foregoing jurisdictional
analysis pof the 'statutes. This preliminary identification
will mpid us in further classification of organizational
problem areas from other research instruments.

Minnesota Code of Agency Rules Research Instrument

The Minnesota Code of Agency Rules research instrument
is a tool to extract descriptive information from the
Minnesota Code of Agency Rules (MCAR). This tool will
provide only limited information on the organizational
structure and processes of Minnesota's executive branch
criminal justice agencies. What will be obtained from the
MCAR is a further delineation of an agency's functions,
powers, duties, and responsibilities, thereby serving as a
complement to the statute research instrument.

The MCAR will be of limited value for the purposes of
the Justice System Improvement Study for two reasons. The
first relates to the statutory publication requirement for
state agency information. Chapter 15.047, subd. 1 of the
Minnesota Statutes (part of the Administrative Procedure
Act) mandates that ''the commissioner of administration shall
publish a manual of state agency rules, which shall include
all agency rules currently in effect." A '"rule" is defined
in a separate section of the same act as follows (note in
particular the types of information exempt from the publica-
tion requirement), Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 15.0411,
subd. 1:

"Rule'" includes every agency statement of general
applicability and future effect, including the
amendment’, suspension, or repeal thereof, made to
implement or make specific the law enforced or
administered by it or to govern its organization

or procedure, but does not include (a) rules
concerning only the internal management of the
agency or other agencies, and which do not directly
affect the rights of or procedure available to the
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public; or (b) rules of the commissioner of cor-
rections relating to the internal management of
institutions under his control and those rules
governing the inmates thereof prescribed pursuant
to section 609.105; or (c) rules of the division
of game and fish published in accordance with
section 97.53; or (d) rules relating to weight
limitations on the use of highways when the sub-
stance of such rules is indicated to the public
by means of signs; or (e) opinions of the attorney
general.

' iEssentially, the MCAR is required to contain only those
rules which are similar to the laws a legislature passes
affecting the general public. We cannot expect to find
information on an agency's organizational structure from this
source, inasmuch as internal management rules are exempt from
the rule publication mandate. (As will be noted below, how-
ever, some internal rules do seem to be included in the MCAR
for certain agencies.)

The second reason the MCAR is of little value for the
JSIS is that agency rules are undergoing a recodification
which will not be completed until the latter part of 1980.
MCAR therefore cannot be heavily relied upon by the JSIS as
a documentary source because it does not embrace the organiza-
tional and structural information required by the study, and
because the information it does ccntain is not completely
accurate.

This is not to say that the MCAR is without utility to
the JSIS. It does provide another means of gaining a broader
comprehension of an agency's functions, powers, duties, and
responsibilities. This can be achieved by ascertaining the
categories in which the agency promulgates its rules, a
valuable task even though the precise rules within the
categories may no longer be valid.

For example, the POST Board issues rules on the certif-
ication of police officers, training institutions, and
instructors. It is important to know that the POST Board
has powers in these areas if we are to fully appreciate its
functions, duties, and responsibilities.

Also, the MCAR does in some cases contain rules and
standards for internal operations that agencies have chosen
to publish although apparently not required to do so by the
Administrative Procedure Act. The Department of Corrections,
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to illustrate, promulgates personnel standards for its
officers at correctional institutions ahd publishes them
in the MCAR.

The JSIS also recognizes that there can be little
hard evaluation or pinpointing of organizational problem
areas from this source. We are using it because we want
good descriptive data for a thorough determination of the
functions, powers, duties, and responsibilities of
Minnesota's executive branch criminal justice agencies.

“ iThe staff has already collected the MCAR for those
agencies we want to examine, and will collect the recodi-
fied versions as they become available from the Office of
the State Register. Presentation of the descriptive data

gleaned from the MCAR involves listing and briefly describ-

ing the categories of rules and standards promulgated by
each agency, based on the examples outlined above.

In summary, the Statute and MCAR Research Instruments
will furnish the JSIS with a descriptive analysis of
Minnesota's executive branch criminal justice agencies
from a legal standpoint: the statutory powers, duties,
and responsibilities, and the categories of legal rules
promulgated by each agency. It is acknowledged that these
documents primarily stress line functions, rather than the
administrative service and support functions receiving th
central focus of the study. The intention of the :
JSIS, however, is tc attempt a preliminary identification
of organizational problem areas (overlap, duplication,
fragmentation, and lack of coordination and integration)
from the two legal documentary research instruments.

Dimensional Activity Analysis

a. Intreduction

Dimensional Activity Analysis is designed to gather
empirical data which will characterize activities within

administrative service and support functions through

seven dimensions. An organizational standard will per-

mit the JSIS to identify organizational problem areas
and to make recommendations as to whether activities

within functions, or the functions themselves, should be

reassigned.
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Contact with each agency's JSIS liaison officer
will initiate the analysis. The first task of the JSIS
researcher is to.read and become familiar with internal
agency documents. Consisting of work plans, organiza-
tion charts, job descriptions, budget materials, and
other evidence of organizational structure, these
documents should make possible the creation of a single
organization chart that is current and reflects all
organizational units. Existing charts will be modified
if necessary to conform with the researcher's document
review.

t Agency documents should also identify the 11 admin-
istrative service and support functions within the
agency: Who is responsible for their performance, and
where are they located? Informal discussions with agency
personnel will be used to confirm or refute the docu-
ments' accuracy, as well as to discover those functions
not readily apparent in the documents.

In advance of this portion of the research, manage-
ment literature, experts ir their respective functional
areas, and practitioners in the field will be consulted
on development of a preliminary list of the basic activ-
ities associated with each function. Persons identified
as being responsible for the functions within the 12
agencies will be asked whether this tentative list
accurately reflects the work of their function, to modify
it if necessary, and to return them to the liaison for
review by the JSIS. When the lists have been returned
from all 12 agencies, the JSIS will prepare a final,
comprehensive list of the basic activities within all 11
administrative service and support functions. These
activities are the subject of the questionnaire dis-
cussed below in section (c), and will serve as the
foundation for the remainder of the analysis.

Line Function Analysis

The primary focus of the JSIS, as noted throughout
this design, is on administrative service and support
functions. The justification for this focus has already
been discussed on pages 8-10 of this design. Line func-
tions of executive branch criminal justice —— law
enforcement, investigation, prosecution, defense, cor-
rections —— must, however, also be analyzed, if only to
a limited extent. Solid understanding of the managerial
role played by administrative service and support func-
tions is futile without an understanding of the line
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function context in which that service or support is
provided. Analysis of administrative service and
support functions, then, necessitates at least a brief
inquiry into the line portion of criminal justice.

This inquiry will partially be satisfied by the
construction of a detailed organization chart. Structure
and functions (line and administrative service and sup-
port) will be found on this chart, permitting a general
understanding of the agency's operations. and arrangement
of functions. Additional inquiry into line functions
will .occur when administrative service and support func-
tion managers are asked to characterize the activities
within their functions through seven dimensions
[section (c) below]. The questionnaire will be supple-
mented by asking whether there are conflicts between the
services provided by the agency's line functions and the
organizational placement of the functions. Although this
probe is highly subjective, resulting comments will be
addressed in terms of the topics deserving more extensive
analysis in other studies. The primary purpose of this
line function analysis, however, is that it will familiar-
ize the JSIS with the environment in which administrative
service and support functions are provided, and will make
the principal intent of this research design ——
Dimensional Activity Analysis —- more significant.

Framework for Dimensional Activity Analysis

This section is the most important part of the JSIS
research design. For reasons previously cited, the scope
of the study has been narrowed to an analysis of 11
administrative service and support functiomns, each of
which is carried out through a number of activities. The
administrative service and support functions are located
in 26 program areas housed in the 12 state executive
branch criminal justice agencies. The 12 agencies and
26 program areas are as follows:

Attorney General

1) Criminal -

Board:of'Pardons

1) Board of Pardons
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Department of Corrections

1) Institution Services
2) Community Services
3) Policy and Planning

4) Management

Corrections Board

1) Corrections Board

‘County Attorneys Council

1) County Attorneys Council

Crime Control Planning Board

1) Planning, Research, and Evaluation
2) Law Enforcement Assistance

3) Administration

Crime Victims Reparations Board

1) Crime Victims Reparations Board

Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission

1) Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission

Ombudsman for Corrections

1) Ombudsman for Corrections

Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) Board

1) POST Board

Department of Public Safety

1) Criminal Apprehension

2) State Patrol

3) Driver and Vehicle Services
4) Fire Marshal

5) Liquor Control

6) Emergency Services

7) Planning and Analysis

8) Fiscal and Administrative Services
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State Public Defender

1) Legal Advocacy Project
2) Legal Assistance to Minnesota Prisoners

3) Public Defender Operations

To summarize: Administrative service and support
functions, and the persons responsible for their per-
formance, will have been identified in the 12 agencies
and their 26 program areas. Lists of the activities
found within each of the functions will have been revised.
At this point, the JSIS will be prepared to begin the
critical phase of Dimensional Activity Analysis. The
steps outlined below will systematically identify organ-
izational problem areas and lead to recommendations which
could correct them.

Administrative service and support function managers
will be asked to inspect the revised activity lists, and
to select those activities in which their functions are
engaged. Questions tied to seven dimensions will then be
posed to managers on each of the activities which they
have selected. The seven dimensions are: impact, respon-
sibility control, resource interdependency, prioritv,
authority control, congruence, and appropriateness.”

1) The impact dimension has two purposes. First, it
will determine at what organizational level the
performance of the activity primarily impacts (or
the level for which it is performed). We have
identified three organizational levels upon which
an activity could impact.

Level A — impacts on the program in
which the activity is located

Level B — impacts on other programs
within the same agency

Level C — impacts outside the agency

Second, the impact dimension will elicit
responses from function managers as to where, upon
whom,; or for whom the activity specifically impacts
or is utilized. A sheet will be kept for each
activity, upon which will be found information on
the exact impact -~ which program, which agency,
or which public (Legislature, Governor, citizens'
group, etc.).

*
Please see appendix.
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The responsibility control dimehsion also has two
purposes. First, it will determine at what organ—
izational level the responsibility lies for making
the primary decision to perform the activity. We
have identified three organizational levels at
which the decision could be made to perform the
activity, -

Level 1 —+ within the program in which
the activity is located

Level 2 -» within other programs of
the same agency

. . +

Level 3 -+ outside the agency

Second, the responsibility control dimension
will also elicit responses as to where (organiza-
tionally) and with whom the primary respon;ibility
lies to make the decision that the activity will be
performed. A sheet will be kept for each éctivitv
upon which will be found information on the exact}’
source of responsibility for the actual decision
making -- which program, which agency, or which
public (Legislature, Governor, citizens' group,
etc.).

Information from the impact and responsibility
control dimensions yields the following combinations
of possible outcomes:

Responsibility

Impact Control

QO 0O W W W o> P
N = W N = WO N

(@]
w

The dimensional combination A 1 means the activ-
ity impacts within the program and the responsibility
for deciding to perform the activity lies within the
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program. The dimensional coembination B 5 means the f% ? R | The dimensional combination A 1 Y means the
activity impacts on another program within the agency " £ activity impacts within the program, the respon-
and the respon51b11%§y fgr deciding ;0 gerformhtgi . E sibility for deciding to perform the activity lies
activity rests outside the agency. o far we have, }3 ; within the program, and the activity is dependent
through the first two dimensions, begun to define L ; on someone outside its program for the resources
the organizational characteristics of each adininis- ; needed to execute the actiQity. The dimensional
tratége service and Sugpoit f;nlegn ?Ctlvigzew;EEEZh gf ? :E combination B 3 Y means the activity impacts on
th? >0 program areas o the le state execu ran &; Dok another program within the agency, the responsibil-
criminal justice agencies. | ity for deciding to perform the activity rests
i boa outside the agency, and the activity is dependent
ﬁ* f g on someone outside its program for the resources
3) The resource interdependency dimension has two pur- e { - needed to execute the activity.
poses. *First, it will determine if the control of (. ‘ o
* t the resources needed to perform the activity ig found ? ! ?é Cy
in the program in which the activity is located or if i ! &d On the basis of the information collected by
the control of resources lies outside the program, R the JSIS thus far on the activities within adminis-
+ i.e., in another program.ins%de t§€ agency or 0“t51d? My L + trative service and support functions, preliminary
the agency. A YES on this dimension means the activity 5 ! Qs decisions may be made on whether to recommend that
is dependent ansomeone oztsige iti.pyggramAfgg the ! activities be subjected to procedural coordination
resources needed to execute the activity. ! on - s for more efficient execution, or that recommenda-
this dimension means the resources needed to execute %{4 i i} tions be made for activity reassignment. The
the activity are co?trolled within the program in [ standard which the JSIS will use to make reorgan-
which the activity is located. . - ization decisions is that responsibility control
4 gg and resource control should be located at the
Second, the resource interdependency dimension = ' organizational level upon which the activity impacts.
s ¢ The reason for using this standard to analyze admin-
will also elicit responses as to where and with whom 3 g istrative and suppoit functions is that, aZ we have
the control of the resourcesfto perﬁorm an activity & A already indicated, these functions, when emploved by
11?5- é sheet will ?efkept Lor eac hact1v1zy, ugz: managers at all organizational levels, can be used
which will be found 1nlormat;?nhon the exach_iﬁu 6, | i for more efficient management of, and effective
of the resou;?ehcongi? z; W'ti tPrOgr?m’ Z ;r i gﬁ decision making within, the 12 executive branch
agency, ?r which pu ;c egislature, Governor, » criminal justice agencies.
citizens' group, etc.).
il
¢ * ig Administrative service and support functions
Information from the resource interdependency , can have an impact (or be used) at the program
dimension, added to the impact and responsibility : ‘? % leve]_’ the agency level, or at a level outside the
control dimensions, yields the following combinations i i ég agency. If administrative service and support
of possible outcomes: . functions are to be used for effective decision
T Doy making, managers at each of the levels where the
AlyY A1lN {& | 5[ function is employed should also have control over
A2 Y A2N s b the decision to execute the activity, and control
. . over the resources necessary to execute the activity.
A3Y A3N ) § %g 1f, for example, an activity within an administrative
B1lY B 1N . é paL service and support function impacts within the pro-
ﬁ gram, and the responsibility control and resource
B2Y B2N } i interdependency are also found within the program,
B3Y B 3 N 3 é LE then effective decision making through use of that
¢ 1 | activity can occur.
cly N B
c2yY C'2N f% : ;
‘ = There is a dimensional combination of activity
c3yY C3N ; characteristics which applies the standard to each
[
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activity at the three levels (A, B, and C) of organ-
izational impact: A 1 N, B 2 N, and C 3 N. The
activities described by these dimensional combinations
are considered to have met the standard, and will not
be subjected to further analysis by the JSIS.

Two points must be kept in mind as one looks at
the activities described by these dimensional combin-
ations. First, the A 1 N dimensional combination
means that the impact of the activity is within the
program; the responsibility control for the activity
is within. the program, and the resources devoted to
the activity are controlled within the program.
Obviously, the level of impact is commensurate with
the responsibility control and the resource control.
The activity with these characteristics will have met
the standard. Second, some activities will undoubtedly
be performed for many programs within the agency.

B 2 N means, in this instance, that even though the
activity is performed by one program, its impact is

on many programs within the agency, the decision to
carry out the activity is commensurate with the level
on which the activity impacts, and the program housing
the activity possesses the resources to execute the
activity. The same logic applies to C 3 N.

Any characteristics different from these dimen-
sional combinations of A1 N, B 2 N, and C 3 N will
guide the JSIS in making reorganization recommendations.
These recommendations will be either to coordinate,
integrate, decentralize, upwardly integrate, or
eliminate the activities being analyzed. Additional
dimensions, to be discussed below, will give us further
indications of the recommendations on organizational
improvement.

Activities labeled A 1 Y, B 2 Y, and C 3 Y, which
impact on an organizational level at the same level of
responsibility control, but where there is resource
interdependency at a different level, are candidates
for coordinating mechanisms. The only problem in this
situation is that the control over the resources is
separate from the impact and the responsibility control.
The JSIS would not recommend organizational location
changes for these activities; instead, we would recom-
mend coordinating mechanisms or procedures which would
provide for more effective coordination between the
specific activity's resources and the actual execution
of the activity. The recommended coordinating mech-
anisms and procedures will be worked out by the JSIS
and presented in the final report.
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In contrast, activities lakeled A 2 Y, A3 Y,
B1Y,B3Y,C1lY, and C 2 Y have responsibility
control and impact at different levels, and there is
resource interdependency. Since these activities
stray as far as is possible from the standard, they
are prime candidates for integration (see definitibn).
These activities exhibit a serious organizational
problem, and recommendations concerning uniting, com-—
bining, or centralizing these activities would rest
on the specific information coming from the activity
information sheets.

Activities labeled A 2 N, A 3 N, B1N, B3N,
C1lN, and C 2 N exhibit dimensional combinations
which indicate that serious organizational problems
exist. However, additional information must be

obtained before reorganization recommendations can
be made.

The priority dimersion will give administrative
service ‘and support function managers an opportunity
to rank each activity within their functions with
respect to priority. Function managers will be asked
to attach a priority rating to each activity by
responding to an intensity scale.

Low priority High priority
1 2 3 4 5

Responses of 1 and 2 will be coded as 'low"
priority for an activity, while responses of 4 and 5
will be coded as "high" priority for an activity,

It is expected that function managers will generally
seek to protect their function by maintaining that
all activities have a high priority for them. The
exception is when they believe that an activity does
not belong in their function, and in fact diverts
attention and resources from activities of higher
priority. Thus, activities which the manager deems
a high priority will likely receive a 4 or 5, and
those deemed a low priority will likely receive a

1 or 2. A response of 3, then, would seem to
indicate relative uncertainty about the priority

of an activity, enough so that it may be valid to
call a 3 a "low" priority response.

Priority Scale

Low priority High priority
L1 2 3, 4 3,
¥ ¥
”].OW” Hhighll
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Given the results of this dimension, the JSIS
will have more of a basis on which to recommend
decentralization, upward integration, or elimina—
tion of an activity that does not meet the standard.
The possible outcomes from adding in the priority
dimension would be:

The JSIS will determine the feasibility of remov-
ing from its present location any activity which is
selected for integration, upward integration, decen-
tralization, or elimination. Specifically, how
difficult would it be to alter the organizational
location of a particular activity if that activity

Pl ———
boxmmnen ? H

t A

High Low g{ , Fﬁ wer a candidate for reassignment? Three dimensions
A2 NH « Qﬁ will provide answers to this feasibility question:
A2NL | . .
: authority control, appropriateness, and congruence.
A3 NH A3JNL gﬁ b The authority control dimension offers information
B1NH B1NL i i g& on the legal and.practlcal feas%blllty of activity
’ reassignment, while the appropriateness and congruence
! B3 NH B3NL . . dimensions provide insight into the political feasibil-
ClNGH C1NL ( g‘ t ity of activity reassignment.
: C2NH C20NL
?? ?} 5) The authority control dimension consists of two con-
L} JJ cepts: the extent to which an activity is required to
1f the dimensional combination is A 2 N H, : be performed in its present organizational location,
A3 NH, or B3 NH, then the JSIS would recommend {3 a1 and the resultant difficulty of relocating an activity.
that the activities be decentralized. The dimen— i§ , ﬁ} If an activity is mandated by statute to be performed
;ional combinations suggest that the activities j in a particular location, legislative enactment would
ave an impact below the current level of res N ; be necessary to move the activity. If an activity is
. . ; pon- e )
sibility, there is no resource interdependency, g% mandated by agency rule or regulation, statutorally
and thLe activity has been given a high + 1ed 2 ; defined procedures of notice and comment must be
. - gh priority p
rating. Since an activity should be controlled ) i followed to change the rule. If an activity is man-
at the level of impact, the responsibility control _ 53 g dated by agency policy, the major decision makers in
should be moved down in the organization. Exactly qg ﬂ the agency must change the policy or be convinced that
Whire organizational decentralization should occur the activity should be reassigned. If an activity is
will depend on the qualitative information T £ d b di ti
we ; ; performed by a program manager on a discretionary
gather on the activities. ‘g ; }i basis, however, there are no legal requirements that
g

the activity be performed in that program. Conse-
quently, there are varying degrees of practical
feasibility (and degrees of difficulty of activity

Activities labeled B 1 NH, C 1 N H, and 4
o reassignment) within the authority control dimension.

C 2 N H are those where the impact of the activity
is at a higher level than the current responsibility

e
=3

Authority Control

control level, with no resource interdependency, . Lg {1
but a high priority rating. These activities are %! : gj Feasibility of Activity Reassignment
cendldates for upward integration or centralization,
since responsibility control of activities should 77 | Most feasible Least feasible
always be placed at the level of impact i b (least difficult) (most difficult)
pact. L i
. P sy Activit Activit Activit Activit
Finally, the activities labeled A 2 N L, A3NL | i o ? LEty . y FVAty X b
B1NL,B3NL, C1 ’ 8 | is done is is is
X 1’ Coo N L, and 9 2 N L are those i on a mandated mandated mandated
glven ow priority by the function manager, the ] discretionary by agency by by
impact of the activity is different from the respon-— 5 B basi ' 1i tatut
sibility control d th . - &1 i asis policy agency statute
y s and there is no resource inter-— A 1 rule
dependency. The manager would need to demonstrate -
?SZ Eﬁzsrgigivitzfshould continue to exist, in order 11
d sta not to recommend elimination { t . . .
) Because activity reassignment will always depend
on the source of authority control, regardless of any
.3 political feasibility factor, authority control is the
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key dimension in determining activity reassignment
feasibility. For the purpose of later detetrmining
the feasibility of activity reassignment based on all Not congruent Congruent
three dimensions, we will now assign the following ) o -

point outcomes to the four aspects of authority con- 2 L1 2 3, (4 5,
trol: mandated by statute = O, mandated by rule = 4, : : + +
mandated by policy = 8, discretionary = 12. ' ""no"! "yes"

T
Eogtemes

Congruency Scale

K it

For the purpose of later determining the feasibil-
ity of activity reassignment based on all three dimen-
sions (congruence, appropriateness, and authority
contro;),_we will assign the following point outcomes

6) and 7) The appropriateness and congruence dimensions describe
"~ the '"'political' feasibility of activity reassignment:
How much opposition will a recommendation to move an
activity engender? With regard to appropriateness,

E g0
e
|

o

t  the function manager performing the activity will be ﬁg ¥ F“ , C to each response on the appropriateness and congruence
asked to indicate whether the present organizational i Jﬁ dimensions: ''yes'" on congruence = O, 'mo'" on congruence
location is appropriate for the activity. With regard ’ ' = 1; "yes'" on appropriateness = O, 'no" on appropriate-—

. to congruence, the function manager will be asked to 1 P . ness = 2.
indicate whether there is congruence between the gé ﬁ

activity and the mission, goals, and objectives for

which the agency exists. It has already been stated that authority.control

is more crucial in determining activity reassignment
than is either congruence or appropriateness. The

Function managers will be requested to respond to ‘ question then becomes: Which is more crucial,

4
LS
bp:.—:-**}

e

an intensity scale of congruence and appropriateness. . g& congruence or appropriateness? Although the ranking
, ) L g} at this point is admittedly somewhat arbitrary, the
Not congruent Congruent appropriateness dimension will be designated the more
, crucial.,
1 2 3 4 5 gf ﬂ
Not appropriate Appropriate . Congruence is a rather abstract concept, leading
2: B to perhaps not always conclusive responses in terms of
1 2 3 & 5 3 b political feasibility. On the appropriateness dimen-
tion, however, the function manager will be able to
. ! - declare resolutely that the activity should remain
Responses of 1 and 2 will be coded as a "no" i g where it is. A "yes" or '"no'" response on this dimen-
response (not congruent or not appropriate), while B o

sion will indicate the intensity of opposition, or
lack thereof, to a reassignment or elimination
recommendation.

responses of 4 and 5 will be coded as a '"'yes'" response
(congruent or appropriate). A response of 3, exactly
in the middle and not an unambiguous 'yes' or 'mo," '
will be coded as a "no.'" We assume that there is an
inherent bias on the part of all function managers to f
maintain the status quo and their turf by stating that %
all activities are congruent and appropriate by respond-
ing with a 5 (or at the very least a 4). A response of
3, then, would seem to indicate relative uncertainty
about the appropriateness or congruence of the activity,
enough so that it may be valid to call a 3 a '"no" .
response (not congruent or not appropriate).

{tﬁ:’:’i’.“

In summary, the point outcomes which have been
applied to the various aspects of each of the three
dimensions reflect the relative importance of each
dimension in determining activity reassignment
feasibility. When applied to the possible combina-
tions of the three dimensions, these point outcomes
yield a feasibility determinant which signifies the
relative feasibility of integrating, upwardly
integrating, decentralizing, or eliminating an
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Appropriateness Scale

. ‘ activity.
Not appropriate Appropriate ,% %, H
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p% i difficulty, legally and politically, in attempting
:  Appro- }@ ‘f; to reassign an activity with a feasibility deter-
Authority Control :priateﬁeés:Congfueﬁéé T minant of 15. Simply stated: the lower the
: . . i i feasibility determinant, the lower the feasibility
Mandated Mandated Mandated : : %% ;} of activity reassignment.
by by by  Discre-: : B [
Statute Rule  Policy tionary: Yes No : Yes No N i l
: : Wi ' -
0 4 8 12 . 0 2 . 0 1 E\ ! A scientific method for analyzing complex public organ-
. ;§ ‘ izations, with a series of objective (and perhaps even.
o vw‘§1$ mechanical) procedures which may lead to reorganization
&% : recommendations, has been outlined in this research design.
o No recommendations will be made, however, before two very
Combinations of Activity Characteristics Feasib%lity . g ?i important steps have been taken.
Based on the Three Dimensions Determinant g oy
. - T . First, administrative service and support function
- riate - congruent 0 . ’ PP
mandated statute appropria 8 o ol managers will be asked to analyze and critique the data for
mandated statute - appropriate — not congruent 1 E% | their area of responsibility. This is to assure that no
- not opriate - congruent 2 i factual and interpretive errors have been made in gathering
mandated statute — mot approp B . [B the data upon which recommendations will be based. Second,
mandated statute - not appropriate - not congruent 3 %@ ! these findings of fact and the preliminary recommendations
nandated rule _ appropriate - congruent 4 : gﬂ Zi;;egi presented to the 12 agency heads for review and
mandated rule - appropriate - not congruent 5 %% JL
- riate — congruent 6 8 )
mandated rule not appropria 8 a The data from Dimensional Activity Analysis is a guide
mandated rule - not appropriate - mot congruent 7 3 f%% to where organizational problem areas exist and how they
. _ opriate — coneruent 8 E. might .be corrected. Human judgment and practical experience
mandated policy approP B . o will still be the crucial factors in finalizing recommenda~
mandated policy appropriate - not congruent 9 i ; }'}ﬁ tions of the Justice System Improvement Study.
7 Uk
mandated policy - not appropriate - congruent 10 %j ‘
mandated policy - not appropriate — not congruent 11 ; ﬁg 4. Expenditure Information Instrument
discretionary - appropriate - congruent 12 E{i |
discretionary - appropriate -~ not congruent 13 - i; Separate from Dimensional Activity Analysis, but integral to a
. . — not opbriate — congruent 14 - g ég comprehensive analysis of administrative service and support func-
discretiomary not approp & gﬁ : tions, is the Expenditure Information Instrument.. It will survey
discretionary - not appropriate — not congruent 15 T %

administrative service ‘and support expenditures from a variesty of
perspectives, and will be organized so that expenditures may be
analyzed relative to each of the 26 executive branch criminal
justice programs and from a system-wide perspective. A detailed
form, which will be filled out by budget officers in each of ‘the

12 agencies, has been developed to collect this expenditure
information. :

Ca——l
T

The two extreme feasibility determinants, O and 15,
represent polar opposites of feasibility. The O indicates
that an activity is mandated by statute to be performed;
the function manager believes the activity is appro-
priately placed and is congruent with the purpos? ?f the
function. In such a situation, removing the activity
would be extremely difficult, both legally and polit—.
ically. The other extreme, 15, indicates th?t an activ- |
ity is performed in the program on a discret%o?ary. g@ ;
basis; the function manager believes the activity is not
appropriately placed and is not congruent w%th the'pur—
pose of the function. There would be relatively little

|
L:Jm'n‘ix“.?!
=

Comparative analysis will be done in the following areas:

{..
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a. Categorical (line item) expenditures. This will detail
the type of éxpenditure as well as the ratio of labor to
capital costs.

.,_.,,
KogeerRinest W
-

;
i3

ST
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b. Number and composition of agency staff.

c. Source of expenditures: Federal vs. State.

PR s e
o

d. Allocation of expenditures to sources of impact outside
the programs: . State vs. local government and program ' . ‘ o

specific vs. non-program specific. “E k%;» o
! : APPENDIXES
e. Allocation of expenditures to the five executive branch s i ,
criminal justice line functions: investigation, law g
enforcement, prosecution, defense, and corrections. |
" '
|| B
f. Average cost of delivering administrative service and J i o

support functions per program dollar. This is an indicator
of potential scale economies.

Information from these six categories will be displayed in a . e
series of bar graphs and average cost curves accompanied by appro- % H %I
priate expenditure tables. Bt 5

This approach permits a number of objective and uniform Li
expenditure comparisons among functions, programs, agencies, and =
areas of impact. We will know, for example, what it costs to 3 '
provide data processing in each of the 12 agencies, what the total
costs of providing the 11 administrative service and support func-
tions are for the 12 agencies, or what it costs the State to . . ;
provide administrative service and support functions for any one gg {
of the five criminal justice line functions. Information such as » |
this will be useful not only to the JSIS in making reorganization
recommendations, but also to the Governor,; the Legislature, and g}
other decision makers interested in the level and flow of adminis- B
trative service and support expenditures within the criminal ]
justice system.* . S =4
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Please see appendix. i{
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i
l Justice System lmprovement Study ) j
i Activity Questionnaire
v
; !l !
1 " Dhee -
L
%‘ ) Ipterviewer
L
L a:
§ 1
[ Respondent
s
ol
i Agency
{ .
i
o Program
n
i Function
" Functional
i Subject Area
i _ .
Iy Activity
i
)
i i
i
i
T .
3 % Introduction
. The Justice System Improvement Study is examining activities
i within administrative service and support functions. This question-
L 9] naire will tap your professional knowledge to produce descriptive '
! data about each activity within your function, based on seven
oo organizational perspectives.
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Organizatiorial Perspectives

1. The First organizational perspective is impact and utilization.

1I.

This perspective will determine the organizational level for
which the activity is performed.

A. Please check the number that best describes the organiza-

tional level for which the activity is performed.

1. ' Activity is performed for your program.

2. Activity is performed for other programs
K in your. agency.

3. Activity is performed for someone outside
your agency.

B. For whom is the activity performed, and where are they

located?

The second organizational perspective is responsibility control.
This perspective will determine the organizational level at
which the primary decision to perform the activity is made.

A. Please check the number that best describes the organiza-
tional level where the primary decision is made to perform
the activity.

1. Decision making power lies in your prpgram;.

2. Decision making power lies in other programs
of your agency.

3. Decision making power lies outside the agency-

B.  Where, and with whom, does the decision making power lie to
perform the activity? .
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The third organizational perspective is resource interdependency.
This perspective will determine where the primary control of the
resources needed to perform the activity is found.

A. Please check the answer that best describes where the
primary control of the resources needed to perform the
activity is found.

1. The activity is dependent on someone outside
+  your program for the resources needed to
execute the activity.

2. The resources needed to execute the activity
] -’ + are controlled in your program.

B. If you checked 2.__ on part III. A., please proceed to
Part 1V. 1If you checked l.__ on part II1I1.A., please
answer the following questions: If the control of the
resources is found in another program in your agency, who
specifically has control? If the control of the resources
is outside the agency, where, and with whom, are the
resources controlled?

e e Smaazie

‘The fourth organizational petspective is authority control.
This perspective will determine what kind of authority controls

the activity.

A. There are four possible sources of authority controlling
operation of the activity. Please check the number
indicating the source of authority that controls the

activity.

1. Statute requires that the activity be performed
and located in your program/your agency.

2. Minnesota Code of Agency Rules (MCAR) requires
that the activity be performed and located in
your program/your agency.

3. __ __ Internal policies at the agency level require

. that the activity be performed and located in
your program area.

4. Activity performance is at the discretion of

the program manager.
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V.

V1.

The fifth organizational perspective is priority.
tive asks you to rank the activity's importance with respect to

the purposes for ‘which the function exists.

A,

B.

Please circle the number indicating the priority that you
assign to the activity. :

low priority high priority

1 2 3 4 5

If you would like, please explain the priority ranking
given to the activity.

.
»

The sixth organizational perspective is congruence. This
perspective asks you to indicate whether the activity is con-
sistent with the mission, goals, and objectives for which your
agency exists.

A,

Pledse circle the number which you feel indicates the
degree of consistency between the activity and the
mission, goals, and objectives of your agency.

not consistent consistent

1 2 3 4 5

If you would like, please explain the consistency
ranking given to the activity.

This perspec-
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VII.

The seventh organizational perspective is appropriateness. This
perspective asks you to indicate whether you feel the activity
is located in its appropriate organizational position.

C.

Please circle the number which you feel indicates the
degree to which the activity is appropriately located.

not appropriate
1 2 3 4 5

appropriate

If you feel that the activity is not located in its appro—
priate organizational position, where could its service
best be performed?

What would be the result if the activity were no longer
in existence?
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JUST1ICE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT STUDY

PERIOD: FISCAL 1980 -
7/1/79 - 6€/30/80

AGENCY :

EXPENDITURE: TOTAL AGENCY

EXPENDITURE INFORMATION
QUESTIONNAIRE

BLOCK A: Total Agency Expenditures Broken Down
by Program and Expenditure Category

Page 1

AGENCY PROGRAMS

Object
Codes
0] Personal Services/
Salaries & Wages
10| Rents & Leases
11} Advertising
12} Repairs Services
- 13| Bonds & Insurance
14| Printing & Binding
z 15 Consultant Services

16| Professional &
Technical Services

EXPENDITURE CATEGORIES
Expenses & Contractual Services

17| Data Processing &
System Services

18| Purchased Services

20| Communications

21| Travel & Subsistence
~ In-State

22| Travel & Subsistence
- OQut—of-State

23{ Utility Services

24| Care of Persoms

25] Hospital Care
26) Freight and Express

27| Student Travel

29{ Other Contractual
Services

Supplies and Materials

Equipment

Real Property

Debt Service

Claims & Grants

(o BRI BN o 08 RE B P - g R ]

Non-Expenditure
Disbursements

Redistribnted Expenses

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Identify Program:

(n

B
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45 Page 2
i Page 3a
% EXPENDITURE: TOTAL PROGRAM . .
i EXPENDITURE: ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE AND SUPPORT
i : FUNCTION:
: AGENCY PROGRAMS
i BLOCK Al: . A.S.S. Function Expenditures Broken Down
% by Program and Expenditure Category
. AGENCY PROGRAMS
B BLOCK B: Source of Revenues by Program Object \
4 Codes
0 Personal Services/
: ‘ Salaries & Wages
p Portion of Total
; Expenditures from 10 Rents & Leases
! Source Federal Sources 11 Advertising
R of Portion of Total - . S : 12 Repai Servic,
evenues Expenditures from . epairs ervices
. ‘ State Sources B { 13 Bdnds & Insurance
TOTAL EXPENDITURES ‘ = |14 Printing & Binding i
. 5 . A{ 15 Consultant Services
BLOCK C: Allocation of Total Expenditures by Program g: g ol 16 Professional &
to Criminal Justice vs. Non-Criminal Justice Activicies y § Technical Services
E 17 Data Processing &
: e @ 0 System' Services
i Portion to Criminal — )
{ Aiéo;zi:?n Justice Activities N 5 g 18 Purchased Services
j Expend- Portion to Non- ‘ ‘ ) 2] § 20 - Communications
i itures to Criminal Justice ] é u 21 Travel & Subsistence
Activities | Activities : ] 218 - In-State
TOTAL EXPENDITURES h S || 22 Travel & Subsistence
. W | w - Out—of-State
| X g4
2 BLOCK D: Number of Staff in Full-Time~Equivalents by Program B} g] 23 Utility Services
: . Mt 2 1 8l 24 care of Persons
W e
H X o % 25 Hospital Care
Managerial g s 26 Freight and Express
! Class—-A: Professional . R 27 stod )
q P Class=B: Skilled Tradeg . | Student Trave
% ! s n Service - ; a 29 Ot;lsler Contractual
1N b ervices
i ¥ © Technical i -
" E: g Office - 3| Supplies and Materials
i = e ol N :
= ] © Operative " - 4] Equipment
(7]
! Labor ‘ 5] Real Property
TOTAL F.T.E. 6| Debt Service
i x . 7] Claims & Grants
| § ! g_‘ 8| Non-Expenditure
i : : Disbursements .
x : . . 91 Redistributed Expenses
21
” U TOTAL EXPENDITURES . ‘ v : '
:
Wil :
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Page 3b

EXPENDITURE: ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE AND SUPPORT

FUNCTION:

AGENCY PROGRAMS

BLOCK B: Source of Fumction Expenditures by Program

Portion of Function
Expenditures Total

Source from Federal Soukrces
\
Revzf e Portion of Function
nues Expenditures Total
from State Sources N
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
BLOCK C: Allocation of Function Expenditures by Program
to Criminal Justice vs. Non-Criminal Justice Activities
Allocation Port?on to 9t1m1na1
Justice Activities
ot Function
Expend- Portion to Non-
itures to Criminal Justice
Activities Activities

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

BLOCK D:  Number of Staff in Full-Time-Equivalents by Program
for Function Expenditures

Number of .
Staff in F.T.E.

Manapgerial

Class-A Professional

Class-B Skilled
Trades

Service

Technical

Office

CLASS C

QOperative

Labor

TOTAL F.T.E.

(RPN

S

o
S

T S eyt

EXPENDITURE: ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE AND SUPPORT

FUNCTION:

Page 3c

BLOCK E:

Allocation of the Criminal Justice Portion of the
Function Expenditurcs by Agency Propram to Sources
of Impact Qutside of the Agency

AGENCY  PROGRAM

Direct

to
Local
Government

Identify
Program (1)

Identify
Program (2

Program
Specific

Identify
Program {3)

Non-Program
Specific

Subtotal

T
wf
W
Ll

[ gy |
i

Direct

to
State
Government

Identify
Program (4

Identify
Program (5

Program
Specific

Identify
Program (6)

Non-Program
Specific

Subtotal

PR

Criminal Justice Activities

System-wide

£

TOTAL ALLOCATION

T
i
[I
]

BLOCK F: Allocation of Criminél Justice Portion of the Function
Expenditures by Agency Program to Criminal Justice Line

Functions

AGENCY PROGRAMS

M,.,,.»
o

e

Criminal Justice

Line Functions

Law Enforcement

Defense

Prosecution

Investigation

Corrections

Other (Identify) (7)

Non-specific/
System~wide

TOTAL ALLOCATION

Identify Programs:

1) (5)
(2) (6)
(4)
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