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I. INTRODUCTION 

In 1973 Minnesota enacted the Community Corrections Act. The Act, representing the 
state's most far reaching criminal justice policy, has restructured Minnesota's cor­
rectional services and policies. It has brought about changes in correctional 
administration, services offered, and sentencing practices. The intent of these 
changes is to achieve improvements for both society and offenders. 

A major theme of the Act assumes that lower severity offenders should be retained in 
the community. To this end the Act calls for increased correctional services for 
offenders and provides a subsidy to support these services. The Act also encourages 
the retention of lower severity offenders by charging counties if such offenders are 
sent to state prisons. 

The Act, therefore, holds expected benefits for both society and the offender. Society 
may benefit in terms of costs and public protection and offers the offender the benefit 
of more equitable or appropl iate sanctions. It is the latter with which this section is 
concerned. While the offender is the beneficiary of this goal, it should be noted that it 
is society that defines what is appropriate. The goal of appropriateness of sanctions 
represents a social concern for doing "right" things for offenders. It is not a goal 
articulated by offenders themselves~ 

While appropriate sanctions interests were not spelled out in the Act, testimony 
surrounding its enactment and the opinions of practitioners associated with the Act all 
pointed to this unexpressed goal. Various attempts by the evaluation's Advisory Group 
and research staff to define this goal have included the concepts of humaneness, 
equity, fairness, justice and compassion. A primary theme has been that different 
types of offenders deserve different sanctions. Serious offenders may deserve 
institutionalization, but less serious offenders do not. While the rehabilitation 
argument suggests that a prison environment might make less serious offenders worse, 
the concern here is that it is not "right" or fair to subject less serious offenders to the 
severe sanction of prison. Interwined with this concern is the notion of equity, each 
type of offender should recebe equal treatment. Because some county areas have 
lacked alternatives to incarceration, less serious offenders might receive prison 
sanctions. In a neighboring county with more resources, a less serious offender might 
be kept in the community. These various lines of arguments seem to be summarized in 
the label "appropriateness of sanctions". 

II. ISSUES 

The central question in this section of the evaluation is: What is the effect of the 
Community Corrections Act on appropriateness of sanctions. Appropriate sanctions 
are evaluated primarily in terms of commitment-noncommitment. 

For adults, two analyses are conducted on appropriateness of sanctions. The first 
analysis focuses on the initial sentence. The second includes a two year follow-up 
period to incorporate sentence changes. This second analysis takes into account the 
sanction that offenders eventually experience rather than just the initial sentence. 
This distinction is important. The CCA might bring about changes in initial 
sentencing, but later revocations may reverse this change. 
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The eventual sanction experienced is considered more important in evaluating this goal 
than the sanction imposed at the time of sentencing for a number of reasons. First, 
the goal is to benefit the offender. If sentencing practices change as a result of the 
CCA, but these new, perhaps more appropriate, sanctions are closely followed with 
revocations to prison, there is no lasting change for the offender. For example, a 
lower severity offender may be placed on probation and later have that probation 
revoked for a technical violation. The eventual sanction, prison, would not be 
appropriate for the offense or offender. The wider range of community sanctions 
afforded by the CCA (more probation options, treatment facilities, jails and jail 
programs) should allow judges to impose additional sanctions without having to resort 
to the inappropriately severe sanction of prison. If initial sentencing changes, but 
subsequent alterations obliterate this change, the goal of appropriate sanctions is not 
being achieved. 

For juveniles, only the initial sanction can be probed because of various data collection 
problems noted in the Minnesota Community Corrections Act: Research Design. The 
juvenile section of the analysis is adapted from the Retaining Offenders in the 
Community analysis, since any community sanction is assumed to be more appropriate 
for juveniles. All of the remaining issues in this section will therefore refer only to 
adults. 

There are a number of supporting analyses in this section. The first examines the 
effect of the CCA on types and durations of community sanctions imposed at 
sentencing. While the principle analysis focuses on the appropriateness of commit­
ment-noncommitment, there are clearly implications for appropriateness in terms of 
community sanctions. The distribution of sanctions within the community (probation, 
jail, fines, etc.) may be changing due to CCA. With the increased range of community 
sanctions available (more probation options, treatment facilities, jails and jail pro­
grams), there is expected to be a corresponding increase in the range of community 
sanctions ordered. The length of probation and jail time may also be changing due to 
the CCA. Information on all of these facets of community sanctions will be of use to 
both county personnel and decision makers in other states who are considering 
community corrections legislation. Changes in community sanctions are not included 
in the measure of the goal of appropriate sanctions for a number of reasons. First, it 
is not considered central to assess the Act's impact. Second, rankings of sanction 
severity are open to debate. Third, the relative merits of any observed changes in 
community sanctions are also arguable. Therefore, findings on changes in the 
distribution of com munity sanctions are presented descriptively. Readers are left to 
draw their own conclusions as to the merits of any observed changes. 

A second related question examines the effect of the CCA on sanction changes. This 
analysis will be used to explore any differences between the appropriateness of 
sanctions at sentencing and two years after sentencing. Specific analyses planned 
include CCA effects on frequencies of court ordered sanction changes, ranges and 
levels of sanctions received after sanction changes, and reasons for sanction changes. 

A third supporting analysis addresses the location of inappropriate cases. There are two 
ways a sanction can be inappropriate. Offenders appropriate for prison can be kept in 
the community, and offenders appropriate for the community can be sent to prison. 
Each reduces levels of appropriateness. This analysis examines the nature of the 
inappropriate cases before and after eCA entry. Inappropriate cases are examined 
both at sentencing, and two years after sentencing. Should the goal of appropriateness 
of sanctions, not be met results from this analysis will be particularly useful. Results 

,'''' 

3 

will indicate where inappropriate cases are locate(i, and, therefore, which categories 
of offenders need to be relocated (e.g., community cases to prison or vice versa). 

A fourth supporting analysis is: Can the chargeable provision of the Act contribute to 
the achievement of appropriateness of sanctions? The chargeable provision of the Act 
has been considered an important incentive to retain lower severity offenders in the 
community. The Act specifies that CCA counties' pay per diem expenses for certain 
adult offenders sent to prison. The Act defines these offenders as those whose 
statutory maximum sentences are five years or less. The chargeable prOVision of the 
Act may be seen as an initial attempt by the Act's authors to define who should be 
kept in the community and who should not be. This section of the Act has been 
repealed effective 1981 with the advent of the Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines 
legislation, which is a recent legislative effort to define which offenders should be 
imprisoned and which should not be. While the Minnesota CCA will no longer have this 
provision, the analysis continues to be relevant as the chargeable provision may have 
affected the achievement of the goal of appropriateness of sanctions during the time 
period of analysis. In addition, the usefulness of the chargeable prOVision of the Act 
continues to have policy relevance for other states contemplating community correc-
tions legislation. . 

III. METHODOLOGY 

The analysis of appropriateness of sanctions for juveniles is entirely separate from 
that for adults. Therefore, there are separate methods sections for each. 

A. Adults 

1. Measurement of Appropriateness of Sanctions 

To determine appropriateness of sanctions one requires two measures: a standard for 
what sanctions offenders "ought" to receive and information on sanctions actually 
received. By comparing these two, one can determine whether a sanction is 
appropriate or not. 

a. A Standard for Appropriateness 

How does one decide what offenders "ought" to receive? Ought is a very relative 
term. An offender'S idea of what he or she "ought" to receive may be very different 
from a victim's. Different segments of society have a wide range of opinions as to 
what offenders "ought" to receive. There cannot, therefore, be an absolute definition 
of what sanctions Gffenders "ought" to receive. Three efforts have been made 
recently in Minnesota to define the kind of offender for whom a specific sanction 
might be appropriate. The first effort was the chargeable provision of the Act. It 
specifies that counties pay a daily charge for imprisoned offenders whose statuatory 
maximum sentence was five years or less. While this decision rule is simple and 
legislatively expedient, it does not capture the complexities of appropriateness. 
Legislative testimony speaks of keeping non-serious, non-habitual offenders in the 
community, but the 0-5 rule does not take into account prior criminal history. Also, 
many lower severity offenses have sentences greater than five years, while some 
higher severity offenses have five year sentences. The chargeback provision was 
designed to encourage appropriate sanctions, but was never meant to be an adequate 
definition of appropriateness. While the research group does not believe the 
chargeable provision of the Act is an adequate operationalization of the concept of 
appropriateness, others disagree. Therefore, corroborating analyses are conducted 
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using the chargeable nonchargeable categories as a standard for what offenders ought 

to receive. 

A second recent attempt in Minnesota to define what offenders nought" to receive is a 
parole release matrix designed to aid the Minnesota Corrections (Parole) Boaro in 
determining length of stay for imprisoned offenders. This instrument combined 
offense severity, as defined by the Corrections Board members and others, with "risk 
of failure," which is an index composed largely of prior criminal history elements. The 
matrix recommends prison time based on these two dimensions. The chief disadvan­
tage of this instrument as a standard for what sanctions all offenders ought to receive 
is that it only recommends length of prison time, rather than who should go to prison. 
It, therefore, is of limited value when applied to all offenders and is not used here. 

A third attempt in Minnesota to define what sanctions offenders ought to receive is 
sentencing guidelines developed by the Sentencing Guidelines Commission. These 
guidelines represent a concerted effort to define appropriate sanctions applicable for 
all felons. The Guidelines Grid (Figure 1) has two axes: offense severity and prior 
criminal history. Offense severities were ranked by Commission members and others, 
and were then grouped into ten categories ranging from lowest to highest severity. 
The prior criminal history index is based on the extent of prior convictions and the 
custodial status at the time of the current offense. Offenders can be placed on the 
grid based on their prior criminal history and the severity of their offense. Offenders 
whose grid placement falls above and to the left of the dark line should be kept in the 
community. Offenders whose grid placement falls below and to the right of the dark 
line should be imprisoned. The grid boxes also indicate the number of months to be 
served if offenders are imprisoned. These guidelines, therefore, provide a standard for 
what sanctions offenders ought to receive, according to correctional values prevalent 
in Minnesota. For additional information on the development and use of the 
sentencing guidelines refer to Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines: Report to the 
Legislature (1980). . 

Three criticisms could be made for using the sentencing guidelines as a measure of 
appropriateness. One objection is that there are justified deviations from the guide­
lines that cannot be taken into account in its use as a research instrument. A second 
concern germane to Minnesota is that the guidelines may be altered. Another 
criticism is that it is unfair to apply a 1980 standard to sentencing practices in the 

70's. 

First, justified deviations from the guidelines, indeed, cannot be taken into account in 
this research. However, one would expect the percentages of justified deviations to be 
the same before and after a county enters the Act. This error should not affect 
changes in appropriateness and, therefore, would not affect conclusions on CCA 

impact. 

The same logiC applies to the effect of potential changes to the sentencing guidelines. 
One would not expect any changes to systematically benefit cases sentenced either 
before or after a county area enters the Act. For example, if a group of offenses are 
moved in the grid from community sentences to prison sentences, individual offenders 
will experience a change. Appropriateness levels may also change. However, they 
would be expected to change equally before and after CCA entry and would therefore 
not affect conclusions on CCA impact. 

In response to the third issue, no standard could be developed today that could take 
into account changing values over time. If a change has been going on across all CCA 
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Figure 1: Sentencing Guidel ines Grid 

Presumptive Sentence Lengths in Months 

Italicized numbers within the grid denote the ... 
wIthout the sentence being deemed a departure. range wIthm WhICh a judge may sentence 

CRIMINAL HISTORY SC ORE 
SEV ERITY LEVELS OF 
CONVICTION OFFENSE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more 

Unauthorized Use of 
Motor Vehicle I 12* 12* 12* 15 18 21 24 

Possession of Marijuana 

Theft Related Crimes 
($150-$2500 ) II 12* 12* 14 17 20 23 27 

Sale of Marijuana 25-29 

Theft Crimes ($150-$2500) m 12* 13 16 19 22 27 32 
21-23 25-29 30-34 

Burglary - Felonv Intent: 12* 
Receiving Stolen Goods IV 

15 18 21 25 32 41 

($150-$2500) 
24-26 30-34 37-45 

Simple Hobbery V 
18 23 27 30 38 46 54 

29-31 36-40 43-49 50-58 

. 
Assault, 2nd Degree VI 

21 26 30 j 34 44 54 '65 
33-35 42-46 50-58 60-10 

Aggravated Robbery vn 24 32 41 49 65 81 
23-25 30-34 

97 
38-44 45-53 60-70 75-87 90-104 

Assault, 1st Degree 43 5/~ 
Criminal Sexual Conduct, VIII 

65 76 95 113 
41-45 50-58 

132 

1st Degree 
60-70 71-81 89-101 106··120 124-140 

Murder, 3rd Degree IX 
97 119 127 149 176 205 

94-100 116-122 
230 

124-130 143-155 168-184 195-215 218-242 

Murder, 2nd Degree X 
lJ6 140 162 203 243 284 

111-121 133-147 
324-

153-171 192-214 231-255 270-298 309-339 

fi~~ ~:;:::c~urder is excluded from the guidelines by law and continues to have a mandatory 

*one year and one day 
, 
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areas that cUlminates in the 1980 sentencing guidelines, one would expect increases in 
appropriateness after CCA entry. However, if values were changing over time, one 
may expect this change to affect all counties in the same way. The evaluation design 
incorporates the use of non-CCA county comparisons to control for this. If a change 
is, indeed, going on statewide, its effect will not be attributed to the CCA. Finally, 
there are strong indications that the sentencing guidellnes have much the same intent 
as the CCA. The gUidelines, therefore, provide a useful independent standard by which 
to assess the CCA. 

The eventual sanctions experienced by offenders are considered of more importance in 
this evaluHtion than sanctions imposed at the time of sentencing. While the sentencing 
guidelines are the standard for determining the appropriateness of the initial sentence, 
additional factors need to be considered in determining the appropriateness of the 
eventual sanction. Both the CCA and sentencing guidelines indicate that revocations 
should not be a matter of course. The Act provides no exceptions to the per diem for 
a particular chargeable offense. Whether a judge imprisons a chargeable offender at 
the time of sentencing, or revokes him a year later, makes no difference for imposing 
a per diem. ,The guidelines have no presumptive language regarding revocat~on and 
subsequent commitments. They do include suggestions that indicate revocations 
resulting in commitment should not be reflexive. 

The only way the appropriateness of a sanction can change in this eValuation is if the 
offender receives a revocation to prison. If an offender is appropriate for prison and is 
kept in the community, any revocation is considered appropriate. For comlJ'unity­
appropriate offenders, the decision is ,not so clear. Researchers needed clear decision 
rules to decide which revocations are appropriate. 

A number of different rules could be adopted to define appropriate revocations. 
Researchers discussed various indicators: new felony convictions, new misdemeanor or 
gross misdemeanor convictions, new arrests, one or more attempts to retain an 
offender in the community before revoking him to prison, grid placement (sentencing 
guidelines indicators), and various combinations of these. The consensus of research­
ers on indicators for appropriate revocations were: 

1. A severe new felony conviction, or 
2. Repeated attempts by the community to retain the offender, coupled with 

some conviction after the conviction offense (felony, misdemeanor, gross 
misdemeanor ). 

Since the sentencing guidelines are used as a standard to determine appropriate 
sanctions in the evaluation, researchers also paid attention to the Guidelines (non­
presumptive) suggestions on appropriate revocations. Guideline indicators are: 

1. A new felony conviction for whic~"! the Guidelines would recommend 
imprisonment, or 

2. Despite use of more onerous conditions the offender persisted in violating 
conditions of the stay of execution. 

The only substantive difference between the two sets of indicators was the 
researchers' requirement that some sort of conviction be obtained for a revocation to 
be considered appropriate. Researchers chose to use the sentencing guidelines (non­
presumptive) indicators. This choice affected less than 25 cases out of 4300 cases. 
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While sentencing gUidelines also suggested less forbearance was in order for the more 
severe community-appropriate offenders, this was not used as an indicator since the 
guidelines suggested that even then a revocation not be reflexive. 

b. A Measure of Sanctions Received 

Data have been collected on sanctions received by samples of adult offenders 
sentenced both before and after CCA entry. While one only needs to know if an 
offender was kept in the community or sent to prison to assess the appropriateness of 
that sanction, additional information on community sanctions has been collected. A 
seven point ordered scale of sanctions was constructed and includes: 

1. Unsupervised probation/diversion, 
2. Fine, 
3. Supervised probation/diversion with no additional conditions, 
4. Supervised probation/diversion with additional conditions otIier than listed 

in this seven point scale, 
5. Supervised probation/diversion with the condition of residential treatment, 
6. Jail, and 
7. State incarceration 

The order of these sanctions is the severity scale used in the evaluation. For data 
collection, the three most severe sanctions imposed at initial sentencing have been 
recorded. 

In addition, incarceration arid probation time ordered, incarceration time served, type 
of residential treatment program ordered, and any additional conditions of probation 
have been coded. Sanction changes received in subsequent court appearances are alSo 
recorded in the same detail and include the reason for the sanction change. The 
reader is referred to the Technical Report: Adult Offender Sample (1980) for the 
exact wording of each item. Only court-ordered sanctions and sanction changes are 
recorded (e.g., parole revocations and probation officer actions are excluded). If more 
than two court-ordered sanction changes occur, the first and last sanction changes are 
coded. 

c. A Measure of Appropriate Sanctions 

The appropriateness of a sanction is determined by comparing the sanction received by 
an offender with his or her placement on the sentencing guidelines. For example, if 
an offender's grid placement is in the community and the offender is sentenced to the 
community, the sanction would be appropriate. If a sanction change moves an 
offender from the community to prison, the appropriateness of that sanction will 
change too. Therefore, two measures of appropriateness are computed. The first 
measure is for the time of sentencing. The second one includes the highest sanction 
received within two years after sentencing. This time limit is necessary so that pre­
and post-CCA cases will have an equal time for sanction changes to occur. The time 
limit also eliminates the recent participants from this second measure, because cases 
do not have the necessary follow-up time for sanction changes to occur. 

Measuring appropriateness of sanctions using the chargeable provision of the Act 
follows the same steps as above. The chargeable category (statuatory maximum 
sentence of five years or less) indicates that an offender should be kept in the 
community. Offenders who do not fall in this category are then considered 
appropriate for prison. While the latter is not the intent of the Act, it is a necessary 
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assumption for research purposes if the chargeable provision is to be used as a 
standard of appropriateness for all offenders. 

A two year follow-up has also been conducted using the chargeable provision as the 
standard for appropriateness. The correct rule for appropriate revocations using the 
chargeable provision is: If an offender is on probation for a chargeable offense and is 
convicted and sent to prison for a non-chargeable offense, the probation for the 
chargeable offense may be revoked at no cost to the county. However, this is not 
taken into consideration in the data analysis because it is expected to affect fewer 
than 30 cases of 4300 and would also require additional data collection. This 
assumption is based on the lew n~ of cases that were altered for the primary 
analysis of this question (using the sentencing guidelines). 

2. Subjects and Sampling 

The evaluation of appropriateness of sanctions requires information on sanctions 
received by adult offenders before and after CCA entry. Since the measurement of 
appropriateness of sanctions for this eValuation is based on whether the right people go 
to prison, only people who can be sent to prison are included in the study. Therefore, 
the relevant population of adult offenders is defined as persons diverted for or 
convicted of felony level offenses. 

Before one draws a sample, one first needs a listing of the population of interest from 
which to sample. Such a sampling frame is available for all CCA areas (except Rock­
Nobles) from July 1972 through 1978. Rock-Nobles is excluded from the design since 
there is insufficient post-CCA time to study. Non-CCA areas are excluded from the 
design due to lack of a sampling frame and resources. However, this does not preclude 
the use of non-CCA comparisons, since recent participants can be used as non-CCA 
comparisons for early participants (and vice versa). 

Independent random samples were drawn for each CCA area, using up to three 
different time frames needed for various comparison purposes. Since the primary use 
of the samples is to compare cases before and after CCA entry, one requires samples 
drawn before and after each county area's eCA entry date. For example, for 
Hennepin County one requires samples drawn before and after its entry date of 
January 1, 1978. The second use of the samples is when counties with recent entry 
dates are used as comparisons for early participants (or vice versa). One then requires 
samples in these comparison counties that are drawn before and after the entry date 
of the early participants. For example, if Hennepin County is used as a comparison for 
Ramsey, one requires samples drawn before and after July 1, 1974. A third use of the 
samples includes a follow-up period of two years so that sanction changes can be 
incorporated. Therefore, the post-CCA period has to be cut off earlier for sampling 
than it does for analyses based on sentencing information. In summary, samples were 
drawn in such a way to provide samples that met three requirements: 

Pre X Post, where X = CCA entry date 
Pre - Post, where - = CCA entry date of comparison county, and 
Pre X Posta' where Posta = shortened Post period to enable a follow-up. 

Finally, researchers made decisions on several elements of a sampling formula used to 
select sample sizes needed to estimate population proportions: The confidence level 
desired, the level of precision desired, and estim ates about the distribution of the 
variables to be measured. Without knowing the distribution of one of the major 
variables (the appropriateness of sanctions), researchers decided to select the propor-
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TABLE 1: Sample Sizes for Adult Offenders in each CCA Area 

AREA YEAR 

CODGE - F I L U4)RE -0 LMSTED 

Felony Dispositions 
Diversions 
10tal 

RAr\1~EY ---
Felony Dispositions 
Diversions 
Total 

CROW 'til NG-MORR I SON 

Felony Dispositions 

RED LAKE-POLK-NORMAN 

Felony Dispositions 

TODD-WADENA 

Felony Dispositions 

,ARC 
Felony Dispositions 

ANOKA 

Felony Dispositions 
Diversions 
Total 

. 
. " 

28 

28 

68 

68 

23 

II 

5 

50 

24 
7 

31 

42 

42 

95 

95 

41 

27 

21 

53 

37 
15 
52 

.' ' 

" 

1974 

39 
4 

43 

83 
2 

85, 

40 

24 

7 

55 

43 
14 
57 

. ,~J ____________ ~ __________________________________________________________ ~~ ____ ~~~ ________ ~ - .~ ~ . 

1975 

43 
7 

50 

68 
8 

76 

44 

37 

18 

57 

50 
5 

55 

1976 1977 

39 41 
10 5 
49 46 

68 69 
5 7 

73 76 

43 40 

50 49 

23 27 

86 116 

69 106 ' 

69 106 

1978 

75 
7 

82 

202 
14 

216 

73 

46 

19 

97 

88 

88 

~: .' 

Total 

307 
33 

340 

653 
36 

689 

304 

244 

120 

514 

417 
41 

458 

/. 
I' 
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TABLE 1: Sumple Sizes for Adult Offenders in each CCA Area - continued 

,A.REA 

REGION 6W 

Felony Dispositions 

BLUE EARTH 

Felony Dispositions 

HENt~EPJH. 

Felony Dispositions 
Divorsions 
Total 

'dASH ItJGTON 

Felony Dispositions 

TOTAL 

.. \ 

17 

17 

83 
9 

·92 

31 

.... 

18 

36 

108 
12 

120 

49 

YEAR 

1974 1975 

18 

33 

91 
10 

101 

47 

. • ... i 

28 

36 

73 
13 
86 

45 

1976 1977 

22 

34 

73 
16 
89 

47 

30 

23 

73 
15 
88 

51 

1978 

26 

33 

223 
40 

263 

84 

Total 

159 

212 

724 
115 
839 

354 

4,233 

o 
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tion that generated the largest sample size (.5). Researchers chose a confidence level 
of ninety percent and a precision level of +.05. This means that researchers can be 
ninety percent confident that a proportion resulting from sample data is within +.05 of 
the population value. Higher confidence levels would be preferable, but this yieided a 
sample that was much larger than evaluation resources could allow. Table 1 presents 
the final sample sizes required for each CCA area. Detailed information on the 
population and sampling is presented in the Technical Report: Adult Offender Sample. 

3. Research Design 

The primary design used evaluating the !:!.ppropriateness of sanctions is a standard 
pretest-posttest design comparing proportions of appropriate sanctions before and 
after CCA entry. Since early, middle and '.'ecent participants use different designs, 
each is discussed separately. 

a. Early Participants 

The strongest design for the analysis of the appropriateness of sanctions is available 
for the counties that entered in 1974. One is able to use the recent participants, 
which joined in 1978, as non-CCA comparisons. While it would be ideal to have 
strictly non-CCA comparisons, this is not possible due to resource limitations and the 

-lack of comparable non-CCA counties. Most of the larger, more urban counties have 
already joined the CCA. The availability of non-CCA years in the recent participants 
allows one to deal adequately with the rival hypothesis that changes occurring in CCA 
counties are occurring elsewhere without the eCA. 

Three recent participants are availab~ as comparisons for Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted 
and Crow Wing-Morrison. Region 6/1Wt!C$'Blue Earth and Washington counties joined the 
CGA approximately January 1978. Their 1972 through 1977 observations can be 
treated as comparison data for the two ~~arlier participants. 

Ramsey and Hennepin counties are the only two heavily urbanized counties in 
Minnesota and are analyzed separately. The 1972 through 1977 data for Hennepin, the 
recent participant, can be treated as comparison data for Ramsey county, whose entry 
date is 1974. 

While data are available from 1972 through 1978, adjustments need to be made when 
recent participants are used as comparisons for early participants. The later 
participants' post-eGA observations (1978) are removed in order to eliminate their 
GGA effect. Because the 1978 observations are removed from the comparison county 
data, they are also removed from the CGA data to ensure that the time periods are 
comparable. For example, if 1978 observations remained in the eGA data but were 
removed from the comparison data, and something other than the eCA was affecting 
appropriateness in 1978, one might mistakenly infer a change in appropriateness post­
CCA as due to the CCA. 

In summary, when recent participants are used as comparisons against the early 
participants, the recent participants' CCA year (1978) is removed from both early and 
recent participants. Figure 2 illustrates this. 

b. Middle Participants 

Four county areas entered the CCA in approximately 1976. Because the entry dates of 
both the early and recent parti.cipants are so close to 1976, neither can be used for 

---,--- ~--- -------
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FIGURE 2 .. Research Des i gn for the Earl y Part ic i pat i ng Count i es -- Pretest-Posttest 
Design with Non-equivalent "Control Group 

CCA County: 

Dodge-Fi Ilmore­
Olmsted 

Crow Wing­
tv'orr i son 

Compari sons: 

6W 

BI ue Earth 

Year 
1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

x 

x 

x . . 

x 

x 
Wash ington 

CCA County: 

Ramsey x 

Campa rison: 

Hennepin x . . . 

x = Area IS CCA Entry 

= Time Period based on Early Participants' CCA Entry 

= Comparison Time Period based on Early Participants' CCA Entry 

= Time Period EI iminated from Analysis to remove CCA Effects 
from the Compari son Data and to Make the eCA and Compari son 
Periods Comparab Ie 
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comparison purposes. Therefore, the design used is simply a pretest-posttest design 
without a control group. This design is weaker than the one described above because 
of the lack of comparisons to assess rival explanations. There is a possibility that any 
changes or lack of changes discovered might be due to factors other than the CCA, but 
without comparison data that possibility cannot be ruled out. 

c. Recent Participants 

Four CCA areas, Region 6 West, Blue Earth, Hennepin and Washington all entered the 
CCA around 1978. A pretest-posttest design with non-equivalent control groups is the 
primary analysis, as it was for the early participants. The early participants, Dodge­
Fillmore-Olmsted, Ramsey and Crow Wing-Morrison are used as comparison counties. 
It shoUld be noted that the design for the recent participants is not as strong as that 
for the early participants, since there is only one post-CCA year to analyze. There 
are only six months of data available for Washington county. 

Again, since Hennepin and Ramsey are the only heavily urban counties, they are 
analyzed separately, with Ramsey used as the control county for Hennepin. 

Adjustments again need to be made in the samples when the earlier participants are 
used as comparisons for the recent participants. The pre-CCA observations of the 
early participants (1972 through mid-1974) are deleted when the early participants are 
used as comparisons. This is done to eliminate the effects of the CCA, so that the 
only effects detected in the early participants are those that occur above and beyond 
the CCA. To make the recent participants comparable to their early participating 
control counties, the same periods, 1972 through mid-1974, are also deleted. This is 
illustrated in Figure 3. 

It is clearly problematic to use counties that have already joined the CCA as controls. 
It could be that the CCA in some way insUlates a county from state-wide changes. 
One might also find that the CCA affects counties in such a way that fUrther changes 
are not possible. If this is the case, it would not be legitimate to use early 
participants as comparison counties. If this appears to be the case in any early 
participant, it is not used for comparison purposes. 

4. Decision Rules 

When one is using comparison county results, one needs to decide before hand how 
those results will be taken into account. What if an early participant shows a change, 
and one, two, or all three of the recent participants show the same change? Where 
does one draw the line? Researchers need objective decision rules as to how the 
comparison county findings will be employed. Researchers, with the agreement of the 
CCA evaluation Advisory Group, came up with three basic decision rules that dictate 
how comparison county data will be used. They are: 

Rule 

1. When a county has one comparison 
county, the results in the CCA 
county must be significantly 
different from the comparison 
county to conclude that the 
CCA results are due to the CCA. 

Applicable to 

Hennepin compared to Ramsey 
Ramsey compared to Hennepin , 

, I I I . 
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FIGURE .3: Research Design for Recent Participating Counties -- Pretest­
Posttest Design with Non-equivalent Control Group 

Year 
CCA County: 1972 1973 '.974 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

6W • •• _ e _ •••••• _ • _ ••• 
____________ X __ _ 

Blue Earth 

Washington 

Campa r i sons: 

Dodge-'F i I I mo re­
Olmsted 

Crow Wing­
tvbrri son 

CCA County: 

Hennepin 

Compa ri son: 

Ramsey 

· - -.......... -... . 
· .... -... -....... . 

· ................ . 

................. 

................. 

X = County's CCA Entry 

_____________ x 

____________________ X 

x ---------------------------

x ---------------------------

-------------------------- X ----

X --------------------------

___ = Time Period based on Recent Participants' CCA Entry 

= Comparison Time Period based on Recent Participants' CCA Entry 

= Time Period EI iminated from Analysis to Remove CCA Effects from 
the Comparison Data and to Make the CCA and Comp.arison Periods 
Comparab Ie 

,(,."" 

2. When a county has two comparison 
counties, the results in the 
CCA county must be significantly 
different in the same direction 
from both comparisons 
to conclude that CCA 
results are due to the CCA. 

3. When a county he.s three 
comparison counties, the 
results in the CCA county 
must be significantly 
different in the same direction 
from two of the 
three comparisons to 
conclude that the CCA results 
are due to the CCA. 
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Region 6 West, BIue Earth 
and Washington compared to 
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted , 
and Crow Wing-Morrison 

Dodge-Fillm ore-Olmsted and 
Crow Wing-Morrison compared 
to Region 6 We:,t, Blue Earth, 
and Washington. 

The third decision rule is probably the most open to debate. It permits one to conclude 
that the CCA has had an impact when one comparison county demonstrates similar 
results. Researchers discussed several i·"ternatives and eventually brought them to the 
evaluation's Advisory Group for consideration. This third decision rule might lead one 
to conclude that the CCA has had an impact (positive or negative) when in fact it has 
not. More stringent rules (for example, requiring that the comparison counties all 
show a different result from the CCA county) might err in the direction of concluding 
that there is no impact (positive or negative) when in fact there is. Research staff 
preferred the above third decision rule, which was unanimously accepted by the 
Advisory Group. 

5. Statistical Significance 

This section is included for readers who have no background in statistics. While the 
Results and Discussion section assumes a knowledge of statistics, the intention is that 
the non-technical reader can follow the inferences made. To this end a brief 
introduction to the statistics used is offered. 

A primary step in interpreting results obtained from a sample is to test if the 
differences in those results are large enough to represent real differences in the 
populations from which the samples are drawn. For example, when one finds a 
difference in appropriateness pre- to post-CCA in the sample, one wants to test 
whether this is likely to represent a real difference in the populations from which the 
samples were drawn, or if it is simply due to chance. The very nature of working with 
a sample (rather than with the whole population) requires this. Statistical inference is 
concerned with coming to conclusions about the popUlation from which the sample is 
drawn. 

Researchers come to conclusions about whether a sample difference is large enough to 
report by using the following rule: Is the observed sample difference large enough that 
it would occur by chance less than 5 times out of 100? There are a number of 
statistical tests, some quite complicated, that test for this. Only four basic statistical 
methods are used in this section: the difference of proportions test and its companion, 
the difference of difference of proportions test, the t-test for difference of means, 
and the Chi-Square test. 
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a. Difference of Proportions Test 

The difference of proportions test checks to see if the difference observed in the 
sample proportions is likely to represent an actual difference in the populations from 
which the samples are drawn. For example, this test is used to test if the middle 
participants' changes in appropriateness of sanctions pre- to post-CCA are significant. 

b. Difference of Difference of Proportions Test 

This is a generalization of the difference of proportions test to two samples. It can be 
used to take into account comparison county changes. For example, if Ramsey is 
increasing pre- to post-CCA in appropriateness of sanctions and its comparison county, 
Hennepin, is increasing during the same time period, one would want to assess whether 
Ramsey's increase is significantly greater than that observed in Hennepin. 

c. T-Test of Significance of Means 

When one obtains average or mean scores for pre- and post-CCA, one wishes to test if 
the differences observed are likely to be due to real differences in the population, or 
just flukes of the sample. The t-test uses the difference between the two averages, 
the variability in the samples and the sample sizes to generate a significance level 
that is treated in the same manner as significance levels described in the preceding 
tests. 

d. Chi-Square Test 

The Chi-Square test helps determine whether a systematic relationship exists between 
two variables. This is done by tabling the data and comparing the cell frequencies 
expecte~ if no relationship exists between the variables with the cell freqencies 
observed in the sample. The resulting significance level is used in the same manner as 
those obtained using the previous tests. 

B. JUVENILES 

The Act implies that the appropriate sanction for the vast majority of all adjudicated 
juveniles is a community sanction. The incentive to retain lower seVerity adults in the 
community (the chargeable provision) applies to all but a very small number of serious 
adjudicated juveniles. Since this exception affected only a very few number of 
juveniles in 1978 it is not taken into account in the analysis. The evaluation of 
appropriate sanctions for juveniles is adapted from the juvenile analysis in the 
Retaining Offenders in the Community section. If the assumption is correct that any 
community placement is the appropriate one for the vast majority of juveniles, then 
any decrease in juvenile commitment rates can indicate an increase in the appropri­
ateness of sanctions. 

While it would be ideal to extend to juveniles the research design employed for adults 
in the Appropriateness of Sanctions section, this is not possible. First, a comparable 
study looking at juveniles would have consumed the entire evaluation budget; a 
sampling frame of all adjudicated juveniles was not available as was the case for 
adults. Second, access to juvenile court, probation and diversion files is not clearly 
legally mandated as it is for adults. Since a data set comparable to the adult one is 
not available for juveniles, researchers made inferences from the commitment rate 
analysis in the Retaining Offenders in the Community section. It should be noted that 
the design for juveniles in this section is therefore weaker than that for adults. 
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~o evaluate the impact of the CCA on the appropriateness of sanctions, one needs 
fIrst to assess whether changes have occurred arid then to rule out rival explanations 
~or ~y observed changes. The Retaining Offenders in the Community design for 
Juvemles uses two data sets: juvenile commitments to state correctional institutions 
from 1970 through 1979 and juvenile population-at-risk figures. Juvenile commitment 
rates are calculated for all CCA areas and for the rest of the state by year from these 
two data sets. 

Forecasti?g techniques are used to estimate commitment rates without the CCA. In 
the technlque used here, pre-CCA commitment rates are pooled with the commitment 
rates for the rest of the state. A trend (slope) is calculated from these and is used to 
estimate commitments in each CCA area after it begins participation in the Act. All 
non-CCA d~ta points avail~ble go i,nto the estimate, thereby controlling for non-CCA 
effect;; durmg ~he same time perIOds. By comparing the forecasted estimate of 
commItments wlth?ut the CCA with what is observed in each CCA area after it joins 
the Act, one can mfer the effect of the CCA on commitment rates. For a more 
comprehensive discussion of this methodology, the reader is referred to the Technical 
Report: Retain"lng Offenders in the Community. 

It shOUld be noted that the design employed for juveniles in appropriate sanctions is 
weaker than that used for adults. The 'data on juvenile commitments are used because 
they are the only data available. The juvenile study on appropriateness of sanctions 
has the following limitations: 

1. 

2. 

The inferences from the juvenile data are more problematic than those for 
adults. There is a clearly defined and enumerated adult target population 
of the CCA. Fron this adult target popUlation representative samples are 
drawn. from which inferences can be made to the target population. 
ExtenSIve data are collected on sanctions. Inferences can be made from the 
adult sample results on sanctio,QS to the target population. Because of 
carefUl sampling there is a small but known element of error that can be 
considered in this inference. The juvenile situation is far less satisfactory. 
The target popUlation is not clearly defined. It is believed to be larger 
than the adult target population but certainly not as large as the total 
population-at-risk. Because there is not a clearly defined and enumerated 
target population, it is not possible to draw samples of juveniles. As a 
result the data that are used are county-level aggregate commitment rates 
based on the total population-at-risk. The inference is from the total 
Popul~tion-at-risk to an ambiguous target popUlation. The degree to which 
commItments are accounted for by the target population and whether this 
degree .changes over time ?-I'e unk~own. The degree to which the target 
Popul~tlon and ~he populatIon-at-fIsk overlap and whether this degree is 
changmg over-time are unknown. The extent of error is unknown and 
cannot be considered in interpreting results. Thus inferences to juveniles 
in the target population from aggregate data based on the population-at­
risk may contain errors. 

Commitment data provide an imperfect indicator of the concept being 
eval~ated. For adults the sample data indicate what type of offender 
receIves what type of sanction. For juveniles, however it is not known if a 
decrease in commitments represents the same amount of increase in the 
use of more appropriate community sanctions. 
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3. The evaluation of appropriateness of sanctions for juveniles uses only one 
data set. Moreover, the commitment data subject to some error. The 
commitment data in the early 19701s are affected by some problems in data 
entry. The inclusion of all non-CCA areas should help to control the 
effects of the data errors. In contrast intercoder reliability tests were 
conducted to assure the accuracy of the adult sample data. Additional 
data are also available to provide corroborating evidence for the adult 
analyses. 

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Results are presented for adults and juveniles separately. 

A. Adults 

1. What is the Effect of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions? 

a. Initial Sentencing. 

Tables 2 through 5 present sample data on appropriateness of sanctions at the time of 
sentencing. Ten of the eleven CCA areas maintain appropriateness of sanctions with 
CCA participation. The eleventh area, Red Lake-Polk-Norman, increases appropriate­
ness of sanctions with CCA entry. While two early participants, Crow Wing-Morrison 
and Ramsey, also show an increase in appropriateness of sanctions with participation, 
this increase is not significantly different from that observed in recent participants 
during that same time period (Tables 2 and 3). There appears to be a significant 
increase in appropriateness of sanctions during the 1970's in a number of counties that 
is not caused by participation in the CCA. 

One middle participating county area, Red Lake-Polk-Norman, shows a twenty-eight 
percent increase in appropriateness of sanctions, which is highly significant (Table 4). 
Red Lake-Polk-Norman's appropriateness level is the lowest before entry and almost 
the highest after CCA entry. In probing for reasons, researchers noted that this CCA 
area had a limited quantity of correctional programs before it entered the Act and a 
very large increase in programs after entry (Technical Report: Local Correctional 
Programming). At the time of CCA entry, Red Lake-Polk-Norman opened a regional 
correctional facility which provided a much wider range of sentencing options within 
the community. While this facility was planned and built before the area came into 
the CCA, it could not have been staffed and run without CCA funds. It is, therefore, 
appropriate to attribute the possible effects of this facility to the CCA. 

None of the recent participants show a significant increase in appropriateness with 
C(;A participation (Tables 3 and 5). This same pattern is observed in the early­
participating areas during the same time period. The findings for the recent 
participants on appropriateness are based upon a much shorter time period than that 
for the earlier and middle participants. Therefore these findings are not as conClusive, 
particularly for Washington County which is based on only six months of dispositions. 
However, the same pattern emerges. The conclusion for the recent participants is 
maintenance of appropriateness of sanctions at the initial sentence. 

b. Two Years After Initial Sentencing 

Tables 6 through 8 provide data on the appropriateness of sanctions two years after 
the initial sentence. These data reflect the effects of any changes in the original 

" : . " 

19 

sentence. Seven of the eleven CCA areas have been in the Act long enough to allow a 
two-year follow-up measure. The conclusion for six of these early and middle 
participating areas is maintenance. For the seventh CCA area, Red Lake-Polk­
Norman, the conclusion again is an increase. While there are significant increases 
observed in Crow Wing-Morrison and Ramsey counties, these increases are again 
observed in the recent participants during the same time period. 

Pre-CCA levels of appropriateness two years after sentencing range from sixty-three 
percent (Red Lake-Polk-Norman) to ninety-five percent (Todd-Wadena). Post-CCA 
levels of appropriateness range from seventy-six percent (Anoka) to ninety-six percent 
(Red Lake-Polk-Norman). . 

c. Corroborating Analyses 

An ~l1:alysis of appropriate sanctions has also been conducted using the chargeable 
prOVISIon of the Act as the standard for appropriateness. Very similar findings 
~merge. , The only, difference is that Crow Wing-Morrison also shows a significant 
m~rease m approprIateness. In general the levels of appropriateness are lower using 
thIS standard rather than the Sentencing Guidelines. However, the changes attributed 
to. the CCA are remarkably similar. These findings are highly corroborative of the 
prImary analyses. Whether one uses sentencing guidelines or the chargeable provision 
of the A?t a.~ a measure of ~ppropriateness the same statewide findings emerge. The 
CCA mamtams but does not Improve appropriateness of sanctions for most CCA areas. 

A Co~ro,borating analysis has. also ?ee~ eonducted using Sentencing Guidelines 
CommIssIon data. The Sentencmg GUIdelines Commission collected similar data on 
random samples of felons sentenced during fiscal year 1978 in all Minnesota counties. 
(Refer to Minnesota Sentencin Guidelines: Report to the Le islature for information 
on samples and data collection. While these data do not allow comparisons before and 
after C,CA entry, they do provide researchers with the opportunity to compare 
approprIateness levels across CCA and totally non-CCA counties. These data 
therefore provide a totally non-CCA comparison group. The later participating areas 
are ex?luded, from Utis analysis entirely as they entered the CCA during the data 
collection perIOd. Ramsey county has an appropriateness level of 81.0% (N=371). The 
other early and middle participants have an average appropriateness level of 86.3% 
(N=454). The non-CCA counties (the sixty counties which had not joined the CCA by 
the end of 1978) have an appropriateness level of 83.9% (N=767). A difference of 
difference of proportions test indicates that there is no significant difference between 
the CCA areas excluding Ramsey and the non-CCA areas (Z=1.13, p .05). There is a 
significant difference between Ramsey county and the other CCA areas (Z=2.06 p 
.05), but this is not interpreted as a CCA effect. The non-CCA areas do not diffe; in 
appropriateness from the CCA areas. These data support the finding that the CCA 
does not increase appropriateness of sanctions. 

d. Conclusion on the Effect of the Community Corrections Act on the Appropriateness 
of Sanctions 

The findings on appropriateness based on the initial sentence are the same as the 
f~ndings based on a two-year follow-up measure (Table 9). Supporting analyses using a 
dIfferent standard of appropriateness are highly corroborative. Whether one uses the 
sentencing guidelines or the chargeable prOVision of the Act as a standard of , 
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appropriateness, and whether one bases findings on initial sentencing or incorporates a 
follow-up period for revocations, the results are strikingly similar. The Communit,Y 
Corrections Act maintains but does not increase appropriateness of sanctions for most 
CCA areas. 

2. What is the effect of the CCA on Types and Durations of Community Sanctions 
Imposed at Sentencing? 

a. Types of C'Jmmunity Sanctions Imposed 

Tables 10 through 13 provide information on community sanctions imposed before and 
after CCA entry. While community sanctions are of primary interest in this analysis, 
the percentage of cases receiving prison sentences are included. This allows one to 
inspect whether changes in community sanctions are associated with reductions in 
prison use. In tbe firgt analysis, only the most severe sanction is used. For example, if 
an offender recdves jail and probation sanctions, only the jail sanction is used because 
it is considered the more severe of the two. Probation with additional conditions 
includes conditions other than fines, jail, and residential treatment. The severity 
ranking of sanctions is included in section III. A. 1. b. (pages 6 and 7). 

There is a significant change in the most severe sanction imposed at the initial 
sentence in eight of eleven CCA areas (Tables 10-13). In general, this change is an 
increase in the use of jail as the most severe sanction. Although some changes in the 
distribution of sanctions are occurring in comparison counties during the same time 
periods, the changes found in the CCA areas are not duplicated. While comparison 
areas do show slight increases in jail use, these percentage increases are small. 
Moreover, the increases in jail use noted in two of the earlier participants, Dodge­
Fillmore-Olmsted and Crow Wing-Morrison, may be a continuing CCA effect. There­
fore their use as comparison counties is suspect. While the data are open to some 
interpretation one may conclude that there is a significant increase in jail use that is 
due to t~e eCA. This is not explained primarily by a decrease in prison use, whi,.h 
indicates that offenders traditionally kept in the community are receiving more seVbt'e 
sanctions as a result of the CCA. 

The above analysis examines only the single most severe sanction imposed at 
sentenCing. While jail use is increasing, one wants also to know if probation use is 
actually decreasing. The answer is no (Table 14). The imposition Of jail sanctions is in 
addition to probation. Therefore, the change in community sanctions is actually a 
shift from probation to probation with a condition of jaiL Again, this increase is not 
observed to the same extent in comparison areas, with the exception of Blue Earth 
county. 

b. Jail Time Served 

Tables 15 through 18 present average jail days served as a result of initial sentencing. 
There are no significant differences before and after CCA in nine of the eleven areas. 
In two CCA areas, Ramsey and Region 6 West, jail days do increase significantly. 
These two increases are not observed in comparison counties. In general, however, the 
CCA has not had an effect on the length of jail time served. 

c. Probation Months Imposed 

Tables 19 through 22 present probation months imposed in CCA areas before and after 
CCA entry. There are no significant differences with CCA participation in eight of 
the eleven areas. Supervised probation months significantly increase in two CCA 
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areas Anoka and Todd-Wadena, and significantly decrease in one area, Ramsey. In 
gener~l, the CCA does not affect probation months imposed at the time of sentencing. 

d. Conclusion 

The Community Corrections Act has significantly affected the distribut~on of cO.m­
munity sanctions imposed at sentencing. In general, there is a decrease m pro~atIOn 
use and an increase in probation with a condition of jail. Although some changes 111 the 
distribution of community sanctions are occurring in comparison counties during the 
same time periods, the changes found in the CCA areas are not duplicated: This la~k 
of parallel change ill comparison counties leads one to conclude that ~~e I,ncrease m 
the use of jail is indeed due to the CCA. On the other hand, length of JaIl time served 
and probation time ordered do not change systematically. as a res1:llt of CCA 
participation. While available analyses may be open to some mt~rpretatI~:l, one m~y 
conclude that the CCA has increased the severity of communIty sanctIOns. ThIS 
increase in severity is not explained primarily by a decrease in prison use, which 
indicates that offenders traditionally kept in the community are receiving more severe 
sanctions as a result of the CCA. 

3. Is There Any Difference in Sanction Changes Before and After CCA? 

There are no differences in the frequencies with which sanctions change after CCA 
entry. The number of cases receiving sanction changes in the adult offender. sample is 
so small that it is \,;. 'tually impossible to make inferences and draw conclUSIOns about 
ranges and levels of sanction changes and reasons for those sanction changes. 

4. Where Are the Inappropriate Cases? 

As noted in the Introduction, there are two ways a sanction can be inappropriate. 
Offenders appropriate for prison can be kept in t~e commu~:lity, an~ offen~ers 
appropriate for the community can be sent to prIson. ThIS analYSIS prOVIdes 
information on the distribution of inappropriate cases in CCA areas. 

The reader is reminded that the evaluation1s measure of appropriate sanctions cannot 
be pel.'fect. Justified deviatiops from sentencing guidelines grid placement cannot be 
taken into account. Thus, some cases measured as inappropriate may in fact be 
appropriate, while some cases measured as appropriate. m~y in fact be inapp:opriate. 
Since grid placem ent is used only as a research mdlcator of approprIat:-ness, 
proportions of appropriateness before and after eCA entry are expe~ted to contam the 
same amount of error. If justified deviations are constant, the dIfference between 
proportions before and after CCA entry should be an accurate measure of change. 

Table 23 presents proportions of offenders incongruently placed in the community. and 
prison at the initial sentencing before and after CCA entry. The percentages gIven 
are percentages for the er.tire sample. For example, before en.try, 34. 7 perce~t of :rted 
Lake-Polk-Nornlan's sample is inappropriate. Offenders mcongruentl~ 111 prIs~n 
comprised 26.4 percent of the sample. There is a 28.4 percent mcrease 111 

appropriateness with CCA entry as noted in the change column. The preponderanc.e ~f 
inappropriate cases at initial sentencing is community ~ases sent. to prIson., and It IS 
primarily changes in this category that account for the mcreases m approprIateness of 
sanctions. The major exceptions to this appear .to be some of the m?l'e rece~t 
participants, Region 6 West, Blue Earth and Hennepm, where the pre-CCA mapproprI­
ate state percentages are already quite low. 
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The same pattern for the earlier and middle participants is ~een two. yeru:s after 
sentencing. However the percentages of inappropriate commumty cases In prIson are 
rrreater both before ~id after CCA entry (Table 24). This finding reflects the fact 
that most sanction changes resulting in commitment are incongruent with the 
sentencing guidelines using decision rules noted in Section III. A. 4. (page 13). 

5. Can the Chargeable Provision of the Act Contribute to the Achievement of 
Appropriateness of Sanctions? 

As noted in the Introduction, the chargeable provIsIon of the Act provides a 
disincentive for CCA areas to imprison certain lower severity offenders. CCA areas 
are charged a per diem for imprisoning offenders who have maximum sentence leng~hs 
of five years or less. Table 25 presents the relationship between chru.:geabl~ c~tegorH:s 
(maximum sentence length over or under five years) and the sentencIng gUidelines grId 
placement which is the primary standard for appropriateness in this eValuation. The 
percentag~ agreement between these two measures provid.es an indication of ~ow 
much the chargeable provision can contribute to the achievement of approp~lI~.te 
sanctions. The higher the percentage agreeI?ent, the .more th~ ~hargeab~e pr?VISI~n 
can contribute to the achievement of approprIate sanctlOns, as It IS operatIonalized In 
this evaluation. 

Average agreement (of where an off~n~er ought to go) bet~een ~he. char.geable 
provision and appropriate sanctions as IndIcated by the sentencIng gUIdelIn~s IS over 
eighty percent. This ranges from a low of seventy-three percent for Hennepm Co~~ty 
to a high of ninety percent for Washington Coun~y. Clear~y, the chargeabl~ provIsIon 
could contribute to the achievement of appropl'late sanctlOns. However, It may be 
more helpful in some CCA areas than others. 

There are two ways the chargeable provision may not c?ntribute to the ac~ievement. of 
appropriate sanctions. The first is when a CCA area IS charged for th~ IncarceratIOn 
of state-a.ppropriate offenders. This happens when a state-approp~Iat7 offender's 
maximum sentence length is five years or less. To the exten~ that thIS disagree~ent 
happens, the chargeable provision is directly hindering. the achIevement of approprIate 
sanctions. This happens less than five percent of the tIme (Table 25). 

The second way the chargeable provision may not contribute to appropriate sanctions 
is when there are no charges for the incarceration of community-appropriate o~fend­
ers. This happens about fifteen percent of the time. Two CCA areas, HennepIn and 
Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted, each had over twenty percent of their cases in this .c~tegory. 
To the extent that community-appropriate cases are not chargeable, the prOVISIon does 
not contribute to the achievement of appropriate sanctions. 

There is a difference between the two ways the chargeable provision cannot contribute 
to the achievement of appropriate sanctions. The first is an error of commission and 
as such directly hinders the achievement of appropriate sanctions. The second is an 
error of omission. The five year maximum sentence length used by the chargeable 
provision of the Act does not cut in the same place as the sentencing g~idclines in:out 
line. The chargeable prOVision, therefore, misses a number of commumty-approprlB.te 
offenders. 

In summary the chargeable provision of the Act can contribute to the achievement of 
appropriate'sanctions about eighty percent of the time and wi.ll. directly hinder it less 
than five percent of the time. However, the chargeable prOVISIOn does not encourage 
the retention of some community-appropriate offenders. • 
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B. Juveniles 

1. What is the Effect of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions for Juveniles? 

The commitment rate analysis for the Retaining Offenders in the Community 
objective indicates that nine of the eleven CCA areas decreased their state commit­
ments for juveniles (Table 16). The commitment rate analysis compares the actual 
number of juveniles committed to state correctional institutions with a predicted 
number of juveniles committed. This predicted number is based on the CCA area's 
actual commitment rate at the time of entry adjusted for the statewide juvenile 
commitment trend, which is an increase. One infers that a decrease in comitments 
from a CCA area represents an increase in the number of juveniles retained in the 
community. Since the appropriate sanction for the vast majority of juveniles is in the 
community, any decrease in commitments should represent an increase in appropri­
ateness of sanctions. One may therefore infer an increase in appropriate sanctions for 
nine of the eleven CCA areas. 

While the effect of the CCA on percentage change in juvenile commitments is quite 
large, this represents a small change in appropriateness for the target popUlation of 
juveniles. The juvenile target population of the Act is not clearly defined, but is 
considered larger than the population of adjudicated juveniles and smaller than the 
population as a whole. For perspective, if one limits the target population to 
adjudicated juveniles only, one finds that the increase in appropriateness would be 
from approximately 97.9 percent to 98.5 percent. If all juveniles in the community are 
included in the target population, this increase in appropriateness would shrink. 
However, the conclusion is that the CCA increases appropriateness of sanctions for 
juveniles. 

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. Adults 

There are five primary conclusions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The CCA maintains but does not increase appropriateness of sanctions in 
the majority of CCA areas. Levels of appropriateness increase in a number 
of areas but this is not a CCA effect. 

The CCA appears to increase the severity of community sanctions. In 
general there is a decrease in the use of probation and an increase in 
probation with a condition of jail. This is not explained primarily by a 
decrease in prison use, indicating that offenders traditionally kept in the 
community are the recipients of these increased sanct10ns. 

The CCA does not affect the frequency of sanction changes. The low 
frequency of sanction changes in the sample did not allow a more detailed 
analysis of the CCA's effect on ranges and levels of sanction changes and 
reasons for those changes. , 

,) , . 



,-

fl' 

.. , 
1 

24 

4. Inappropriate cases are more likely to be community cases committed 
inappropriately to prison than prison cases inappropriately retained in the 
community, both before and after CCA entry. 

5. The chargeable provision of the Act can contribute to the achievement of 
appropriateness of sanctions, but is an imperfect instrument of encourage-
ment. 

B. Juveniles 

1. The CCA improves appropriateness of sanctions in the majority of CCA 
areas for juveniles. While juvenile results are potentially positive, they 
should be interpreted with caution. In particular, the juvenile design for 
appropriate sanctions is weaker than that used for adults. The observed 
increased in appropriateness are also small. One cannot be confident that 
findings for appropriateness would be equally positive if a study compar­
able to the adult study were feasible. Researchers therefore feel that the 
adult findings for this section should be stressed. However, the limited 
data available for juveniles suggest that the impact of the CCA on 
appropriateness of sanctions for juveniles is positive. 
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TABLE 2: Impact of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions at 
the Initial Sentencing in Early Participating Counties 

CCA AREA 

Dodge- F i I I me re-O I msted 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Crow Wing-tvbrrison 
Percent 
Sample Size 

COMPARI SON AREA 

Region 6 West 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Blue Earth 
Percent 
Sampl e Size 

Washington 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Is CCA Change 
Significantly 
Di fferent from 

Pre- Two of Th ree 
App rop ri ateness Leve I 
Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

Post Comparison 
Change Counties?a 

88.0 
(98) 

70.7 
(94) 

91.1 
(49) 

74.7 
(63) 

69.3 
( 101) 

9.l.4 + 3.4 
( 161) 

81.6 +10.9 
( 139) 

89.3 - 1. 8 
(89) 

85.5 +10.8 
( 117) 

83.6 +14.3 
( 169) 

No 

No 

Concl usion 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

a. A dLfference of difference of proportions test has been used to determine 
whether the eCA change is significantly' differen~ from a change in a· comparison 
area. Z-scores of + 1.96 were requireo. . 
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TABLE 3: Impact of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions ·at the 
Initial Sentencing in Ramsey and Hennepin Counties 

CCA AREA 

Ramsey 
Percent 
Sample Size 

COMPAR I SON AREA 

Hennepin 
Percent 
Sample Size 

CCA AREA 

Hennepin 
Percent 
Sample Size 

COMPARISON AREA 

Ramsey 
Percent 
Samp Ie Size 

Is CCA Change 
Significantly 

Pre- Different from 
Appropriateness Level Post Comparison 
Pre-CCA Post-CCA Change C~o~u~n~t~y~? ______ _ 

76.0 
(213 ) 

77.6 
(270) 

81.2 
(307) 

86.8 
(262 ) 

86.8 
(262) 

+10.8 

81.2 + 3.6 
(307) 

78.3 - 2.9 
(263) 

87.1 + 0.3 
(217 ) 

No 

No 

Concl us ion 

MA INTA IN 

MAINTAIN 

a. A difference of difference of proportions test has been used to determine 
whether the CCA change is significantly different from a change in a comparison 
a rea. Z-scores of + 1.96 were requ ired. 
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TABLE 4: Impact of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions at the 
Initial Sentencing in Middle Participating Counties 

CCA AREA 

Red Lake-Po I k-Norman 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Todd-Wadena 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Arrowhead Regional 
Co rrect Ion s 

Percent 
Sample Size 

Anoka 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Pre­
Appropriateness Level Post 
Pre-CCA Post-CCA Change 

65.3 
( 102) 

97.4 
(60) 

84.4 
(252) 

73.1 
(238) 

93.7 +28.4 
(153 ) 

88.8 - 8.6 
(61) 

89.0 + 4.6 
(264) 

80.6 + 7.5 
(225) 

Is 'CCA Change 
Significant?a 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

'Concl us ion 

INCREASE 

MAINTAIN 

" . 
MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

a. A difference.of .proportions test has been used to determine whether a. pre­
post change is significant. A Z-score of + 1.96 was required. 
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TABLE 5: Impact of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions at the 
Initial Sentencing in Recent Participating Counties 

CCA AREA 

Region 6 West 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Blue Earth 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Washington 
Percent 
Sampl e Size 

COMPAR I SON AREA 

Dodge-Fi I lmore-Olmsted 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Crow Wing-Morrison 
Percent 
Samp I e Si ze 

Appropriateness Level s 
Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

89.3 
(89) 

85.5 
( 117) 

85.4 
(201) 

91.4 
( 161 ) 

81.6 
( 139) 

85.8 
(47) 

83.3 
(48) 

94.2 
( 52) 

89.0 
(82 ) 

82.2 
~ 73) 

Pre­
Post 
Change 

- 3.5 

- 2.2 

+ 8.8 

- 2.4 

+ .6 

Is CCA Change 
Significantly 
Di fferent 
from Both 
Compari son 
Countiesa 

No 

No 

No 

Conc I us ion 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

a. A djfference of difference of proportions test has been used to determine whether 
the CCA change is significantly different from a change in a comparison area. 
Z-scores of + 1.96 were required. 
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TABLE 6: Impact of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions Two Years 
after Sentencing in Early Participating Counties 

CCA AREA 
Appropriateness Levels 
Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

Pre­
Post 
Change 

Is CCA Change 
Significantly 
Di fferent from 
Two of Three 
Comparison 
Counties a , Conclusion b 

Dodge-Fi limore-Olmsted 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Crow WI ng-Morrl son 
Percent 
Sample Size 

COMPARISON AREA 

Region 6 West 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Blue Earth 
Percent 
Sampl e Size 

Washington 
Percent 
Sample Size 

84.7 
(98) 

63.7 
(94) 

87.4 
(49) 

69.4 
(63) 

67.3 
(101) 

85.3 
( 179) 

81. 7 
( 168) 

88.5 
(89) 

84.6 
( 117) 

83.3 
( 193) 

+ .6 No t-1A I NTA I N 

+18.0 No MAINTAIN 

+ 1. 1 

+15.2 

+16.0 

a. A difference,of differeoce of proportions test has been used to determine 
whether the CCA change Is significantly different from a.change in a 
comparison area., Z-scores of + 1.96 were required. . 

b. This measure lncorporai'<3s sanction changes received within two years of the 
Initial sentence. 
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TABLE 7: Impact of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions Two 
Years after Sentencing in Ramsey and Hennepin Counties 

CCA AREA 
Appropriateness Level 
Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

Pre­
Post 
Change 

Is CCA Change 
Significantly 
Different from 
Comparison 
County?a Conclusion b 

Ramsey 
Percent 
Sample Size 

73.4 
(213 ) 

85.4 
(336) 

+12.0 No MAINTAIN 

Hennep in 
Percent 
Sample Size 

73.4 
(270) 

81. 7 
(307) 

+ 8.3 

a. A difference of difference of propor:tions test has been used to determine 
whether the CCA change is significantly different from a change in a 
comparison area. A Z-score· of + 1.96 was required. 

b. This measure incorporates sanction changes received within two years of the 
initial sentence. 
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TABLE 8: Impact of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions Two 
Yea rs after Sentenc lng in Ml dd I e Part i ci pat i ng Count i es 

CCA AREA 

Red Lake-Po I k-Norman 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Todd-Wadena 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Arrowhead Regional 
Co rrect Ions 

Percent 
Sample Size 

Anoka 
Percent 
Sample Size 

Appropriateness Level 
Pre-CCA Post~CCA 

63.5 
(102 ) 

95.0 
(60) 

81.3 
(252) 

70.4 
(238) 

96.1 
( 114) 

90.5 
(51 ) 

84.5 
( 194) 

76.1 
(154) 

Pre", 
Post 
Chans~ 

+32.6 

- 4.5 

+ 3.2 

+ 5.7 

Is PreMPost 
Change a b 
Significant Conclusion 

( ; , , 

Yes INCREASE 

No MAINTAIN 

No MAINTAIN 

No MAINTAIN 

a. A difference of proportion test has been used to determine whether- a pre­
post change is significant. A Z score of + 1.96 was requir~d. 

b. This measure incorporates sanction changes received within two years of the 
initial sentence. 
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TABLE 9: Impact of the CCA on Appropriateness of Sanctions __ 
A Summa ry 0 f Fin din g s 

Findings for Fin din g s fo r 
In itial Two Years after CCA AREA Sentencing Sentenc i ng a 

Dodge-Fillmore-Olmsted MAINTAIN MA INTA IN 

Ramsey MAINTAIN MAINTAIN 

Crow Wi ng-Morr i son MAINTAIN MAINTAIN b 

Red La ke-Po I k-No rman INCREASE INCREASE 

Todd-Wadena MAINTAIN MAINTAIN 

Arrowhead Regional 
Corrections MAINTAIN MAINTAIN 

Anoka MAINTAIN MAINTAIN 

Region 6 West MAINTAIN N/A 

BI ue Earth MAINTAIN N/A 

Hennepin MAINTAIN N/A 

Washington MAINTAIN N/A 

Conclusion 

MAINTAIN 

MA INTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

INCREASE 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

MAINTAIN 

~1AINTAIN 

a. This measure incorporates sanction changes received within two years of the 
initial sentence. 

b. If the chargeable provision of the Act is used as a standard of appropriateness 
instead of the sentencing guidel ines, Crow Wing-Morrison shows an increase. 
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Table 10: Impact of the CCA·on Most Severe Sanction Imposed at Initial Sentence in Early Participating Counties 

CCA Area 

D:>dge-Fi I I rore­
Olf'ls-red 

Percent 
Number 

Crow Wing­
~brri son 

Percent 
Number 

COMPARISON AREAS 

Regio., 6 \~est 
Percent 
Number 

81 ue Earth 
Percent 
Number 

Washington 
Percent 
Number 

Most Severe Sanction 
Probation & 

Proba!lon, 
Fines 

Addltional b Conditions 
Pre Post Pre Post 

13.5 17.8 34.1 18.9 
13 29 33 3c) 

25.6 26.3 24.2 29.5 
21 37 23 41 

50.8 20.9 41.2 %.7 
25 19 20 50 

.1.7 4.8 :l4.1 51.2 
1 6 34 59 

27.3 25.9 12.9 33.5 
28 44 U- 5'7 

Probation & 
Residential 
Treatment 
Pre Post 

18.1 10.0 
18 16. 

11.0 3.6 
10 5 

1.8 9.6 
1 9 

7.3 4.4 
5 5 

7.4 4.0 
7 7 

JaT I, 
~ Wor\<:house Prison Total 

Pre Post' Pre Post Pre Post 

25.8 46.9 8.5 6.4 100- 100- 16.8 p< .005 
2.5 75" 8 10 98 161 

6.0 20.5 33.2 20.1 100- 100- 17.0 p< .005 
6 ~ 3"1 2i3 94 139 

7.6 6.3 5.1 100- lOO- N/A 
0 7 3 5 49 89 

ioo- c 
9.0 32.6 28.0 7.0 100- 22.4 p<.OOI 
6" 3'7 TIl e 63 115 

12.2 15.7 40.2 21.0 100- 100- 20.7 p<.OOI 
12 26 41 35 101 169 

~Thls category Includes no conditions, fines, unsuper.vlsed probation and supervised probation without additional conditions. 
A~dltional conditions Include conditions other than listed in (a). 
~ is based on collapsed ce! Is. 

Percentages and totals may not add up due to weIghting • 

.'f;"" r'.' 

" 

,\. : 

Is CCA Change 
Different f~ Two 
of Three Comparison 
Count! es? 

Yes 

Yes 
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Table 11: Impact of the eeA on Most Severe Sanction Imposed at Initial Sentence in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties 

ti 

Most Severe Sanction . Probation & Probation & 
Probation, Additional

b 
Res i denti a I 

Finesa Conoitions Treatment 
CCA Area Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Ramsey 
---Percent 16.0 14.1 17.6 28.4 4.0 6.7 

Number 34 37 Yl ~ 8 ;: 18 

CO)"F'AR I SON AREA 

He'lneDin 
Percent 23.2 9.8 23.7 32.2 9.3 9,6 

,:"':" Number ~ 3D 64 99 25 29 

CCA Area 

Hennepin 
Percent 9.8 5.3 32.2 28.5 9.6 7.6 
Number 30 14 99 75 29 20 

COt~PAR I SON AREA 

Ramsev 
-Percent 14.1 12.0 28.4 25.8 6.7 6.9 

Number 37 26 75 56 18 ;5 

~This category includes no conditions, fines, unsupervised probation 
Additional conditions Include conditions other than listed in (a) . 

CX2 is based on collapsed eel Is. ' 

O· 
cPercentages and totals may not add up to weighting. 

. , 

~, 

f I I< 

__ ~~~\i __ -.-:...-..~------___ ~~.L __ ------'-'-

L\t.'_ 

J ai I, 
Workhouse Prison 
Pre Po~;t Pre 

25.4 3: .1 37.0 
54 81 ~ 

18.4 25.5 25.4 
50 78 68 

25.5 32.3 22.9 
78 85 70 

31.1 36.9 19.8 
81 80 52 

and su perv i sed probation 

... 

Post 

19.8 
~ 

22,9 
70 

26.2 
69 

18.4 
40 

without 

Total 
Pre 

100", 
213 

JOO-
269 

100-
307 

100-
262 

additional 

" 1,-< 

Is CCA Change 
Oi fferent from 

~ 
Comparison 
Count~? 

Post 

100 .. 21.8 p<,OOJ Yes 
262 

100- 23,4 p<.OOl 
307 

100- 7.9 p>.05 No Change 
263 

100- 2.0 p>.05 
217 

conditions. 
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Tab!e 12: Impact of the eeA on Most Severe Sanction Received at Initial Sente~fe in Middle Participating Counti~~ 

eeA Area 

Red Lake-
Po I k Norman 

Percent 
Number 

Todd-Wadena 
Percent 
Number 

Arrowhead 
Regional 
Co rrect ions 

Percent 
Number 

Anoka 
--Percent 

Number 

~bst Severe Sanction 

Probation, 
Fi nesa 

Pre Post 

19.6 5.5 
2() 8 

19.0 28.1 
11 17 

21.0 17.7 
53 47 

23.6 '11.7 
36- zg-

Probation & 
Additional b 
Conditions 
Pre Post 

27.0 
27 

76.1 
4i5 

26.9 
68 

32.9 
78 

21.6 
33 

47.4 
zg-

22.5 
60 

29.2 
66 

Probation & 
Res i denti a I 
Treatment 
Pre Post 

6.8 
7 

o 

.8 
2 

4.5 
11 

2.0 
3 

o 

1.2 
3 

9.9 
n-

Jai I , 
Workhouse 
Pre- Post 

17.8 60.6 
-;a 93 

8.7 22.3 
~ 50 

Prison 
Pre Post 

28.8 
zg-

4.9 
3 

21.1 
53 

30.3 
72 

10.3 
16 

8.1 
5 

14.1 
37 

26.9 
61 

Total 
Pre Post 

100 
102 

100 
60 

100 
252 

100 
238 

100 
153 

100 
61 

100 
265 

100 
225 

52.7 p<.OOl 

N/A 

12.14 P <.01 

29.0 P <.001 

~his category Includes no conditions, fines, unsupervised 'probatlon and supervised probation without additional conditions. 
Additional conditions Include conditions otherthan listed in (a). 
~X2 is based on col lapsed cel Is. 

Pzrcentages and totals may not add up due to weighting. 
eX based on community cases only Is significant at p < .001. 

Is CCA Change 
Significant? 

Yes 

Yes e 

Yes 

yes 
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Table 13: Impact of the CCA on Most Severe Sanction Imposed at Initial Sentence in Recent Participating Counties 

CCA Area 

Region 6 West 
Percent 
Number 

61 ue Earth 
Percent 
Number 

I'/ash i ngton 
Percent 
Number 

COMPARISON AREAS 

Dcdge-Fi Ilmore­
Olmsted 

Pe;rcent 
Number 

Crow ':Ii ng­
fvbrri son 

Percent 
Number 

r-bst Severe Sanction 
Probation & 

Probation, Additional b 
Finesa Conditions 
Pre Post Pre Post 

20.9 21.4 56.7 36.1 
19 10 50 17 

4.8 4.2 51.2 20.8 
6 2 ~ 10-

24.1 21.2 34.3 23.1 
48 11 69 12 

17 .8 7.3 18.9 15.9 
29' -6- 30 13 

26.3 15.1 29.5 32.9 
37 11 41 24 

Probation & 
Residential 
Treatment 
Pre Post 

9.6 14.2 
9 7 

4.4 10.4 
5 5 

3.9 9.6 
8 5 

10.0 9.8 
16 8 

3.6 
5 0 

Jai I, 
~ \~orkhouse Prison Total 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

7.6 14.2 5.1 14.2 100 - 100 - 7.6 p>.05 
7 7 5 7 89 47 

32.6 45.8 6.9 18.8 100 - 100 - 10.2 p<.Ol 
3"1 zz- -8- -9- 114 ' 48 

16.7 34.6 21.1 11.5 100- 100 - 13.0 p<.05 
~ 18 42 6 201 52 

46.9 46.3 6.4 2C.7 100- 100- 14.5 p<.Ol 
75 38 TO -,.;- 161 82 

20.5 28.8 20.1 23.3 100- 100 - 4. 3c P >.05 
28 21 28 17 139 73 

a 
bTnis category includes no conditions, fines, unsupervised probation and supervised probation without additional conditions. 
cA~ditional conditions inciude conditions other than listed In (a). 
dX Is based on eoflapsed eel Is . 
Percentages and totals may not add up due to weighting. 

,t. ." ' 

Is CCA Change 
Di fferent from 
Both Compari son 
Areas? 

No' Change 

Yes 

Yes 
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TABLE 14: Impact of the CCA on Jai I and Probation Sanctions 
Received at Sentencing 

CCA AREA 

Dodge-Fi I I more-Olmsted 
Percent 
Number 

Crow Wing-Morrison 
Percent 
Number 

Ramsey 
Percent 
Number 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman 
Percent 
Number 

Todd-Wadena 
Percent 
Number 

Arrowhead Regional 
Correct ions 

Percent 
Number 

Anoka 
Percent 
Number 

Region 6 West 
Percent 
Number 

Blue Earth 
Percent 
Number 

Hennepin 
Percent 
Number 

Wash I ngton 
Percent 
Number 

Sanction 
Probation~ 
Fines 
Pre Post 

75.2 49.6 
60 80 

91.0 74.4 
57 83 

59.7 61.3 -- --
80 129 

75.0 32.5 
54 45 

100 82.2 
57 ~ 

61.7 48.1 
123 110 

87.5 69.5 
1~ 114 

92.0 83.5 
78 34 

64.9 43.6 
69 17 

67.0 56.2 
159 109 

78.8 60.9 
125 28 

Jai 1-
Probat ion Jai I 
Pre Post Pre Post 

23.8 47. 1 1.1 3.4 
--rg- 76 1 5 

5.3 24.7 3.7 .9 
3 27 2 1 

23.9 32.7 1 16.4 6.0 
32 69 22 13 

25.0 65.8 1.7 
18 90 0 2 

o 

36.8 
73 

11.0 
1"8 

8.0 
7 

35. 1 
37 

2)0. 1 
71 

19.7 
31 

16. 1 
9 

50.6 
115 

29.3 
48 

16.5 
7 

51.3 
20 

40.7 
79 

37.0 
17 

o 

1.5 
3 

1.5 
2 

0 

0 
0 

3.0 
-7-

1.5 
2 

1.7 
1 

1.3 
3 

1.2 
2 

0 

5. 1 
2 

3. 1 
6 

2.2 
1 

Total b 
Comroun ity 
,Sanctions 
Pre Post 

100- 100-
80 160 

100- 100-
63 111 

100- 100-
134 211 

100- 100-
72 137 

100 ... 100-
57 56 

100- 100-
199 227 

100- 100-
166 165 

100- 100-
84 40 

100- 100-
106 39 

100- 100-
237 194 

100- 100-
159 46 

a. This category Includes no conditions, fines, unsupervised probation, and supervised 
probation without additional conditions. 

b. Percentages and totals may not add up due to weighting. 
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TABLE 15: Impact of the CCA on Jai I Time Served 
in Early Participating Counties 

Mean Ja i I Days Served 
CCA AREA Pre-CC/\ Post-CCA 

Dodge-Fi I I more-OI msted 
Mean 118.6 94.0 
Sample Size (21) (72 ) 

Crow Wing-Morrison 
Mean 30 121.8 
Sample Size (1) (25) 

COMPA R I SON A REA 

Region 6 West 
Mean 34.0 
Sample Size ( 0) ( 6) 

Blue Earth 
Mean 110.8 103.4 
Sample Size (4) (25) 

Washington 
Mean 73.4 115.9 
Sample Size ( 6) <18 ) 

Pre~Post 

Change 
Significant?a 

No 

N/A 

N/A 

No 

No 

a. At-test is used to determ i ne whether the pre-post change is 

Is CCA Change 
Different from 
Two of Three 
Compari son 
Count ies? 

No Change 

No Change 

significant. 
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TABLE 16: Impact of the CCA on Jail Time Served 
in Ramsey and Hennepin Counties 

Mean Ja i I Days Served 
CCA AREA Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

Ramsey 
Mean 93.9 157.6 
Sampl e Size (31) (59) 

COMPAR I SON AREA 

Hennepin 
Mean 131. 6 99.5 
Sample Size (45) (65) 

CCA AREA 

Hennepin 
Mean 99.5 93.1 
Sample Size (65) ( 67) 

COMPAR I SON AREA 

Ramsey 
Mean 157.6 108.9 
Sampl e Size (59) ( 61) 

Pre-Post 
Change 
Significant?a 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

a. At-test I s used to deterrn i ne whether the pre-post change is 

- .. ~ ¥ . " .. ~"~. "-..- ... .....-.. 

Is CCA Change 
Di fferent from 
Compari son 
County? 

Yes 

No change 

1·'-

I 

significant. 
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TABLE 17: Impact of the CCA on Jai I Time Served 
in Middle Participating Counties 

Mean Jail Days Served 
CCA AREA Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

Red Lake-Po I k-Norman 
Mean 
Sample Size 

Todd-Wadena 
Mean 
Sample Size 

Arrowhead Regional 
Correct ions 

Mean 
Sampl e Size 

Anoka 
Mean 
Sample Size 

109.0 
( 14) 

(0) 

172.5 
(67) 

119.4 
( 17) 

106.5 
(77 ) 

104.5 
(9) 

207.6 
( 107) 

120.5 
(44) 

I s Pre-Post 
Change 
Significant?a 

No 

N/A 

No 

No 

a. A t-test is used to determine whether the pre-post change is significant. 

41 

TABLE 18: Impact of the eCA on Jail Time Served 
in Late Participating Counties 

Mean Ja i I Days Served 
CCA AREA Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

Region 6 West 
Mean 34.0 207.3 
Sample Size (6) (5) 

Blue Earth 
Mean 103.5 89.7 
Sample Size (25) ( 15) 

Washington 
Mean 102.5 106 
Sample Size (23) (71 ) 

COMPAR I SON AREA 

Dodge-Fi I lmore-OI msted 
Mean 94.0 118.8 
Sample Size (72 ) (33) 

Crow Wing-Morrison 
Mean '121. 8 98. 1 
Sample Size (25) ( 16) 

Is CCA Change 
Pre-Post Di fferent from 
Change Both Comparison 
Significant?a Counties? 

Yes Yes 

No No Change 

No No Change 

No 

No 

a. A t-test Is used to determine whether the pre-post change is significant. 
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TABLE 19: Impact of the CCA on Probation Time Ordered in 
Early Participating Counties 

Probation Pre,,·Post 
Months Ordered Change 

CCA AREA Pre-CCA Post-CCA Significant?a 

Oodge-F i I I rnore-O I mste~ 
Mean 60.2 48.1 Yes 
Sample Size (87) ( 139) 

Crow Wing-Morrison 
Mean 51. 6 59.2 No 
Samp I e Size ( 57) (96) 

COMPARI SON AREA 

Region 6 West 
Mean 31.3 44.3 Yes 
Sampl e Size (43) (83 ) 

Blue Ea rth 
Mean 58.8 38.4 Yes 
Sample Size (43) ( 106) 

Washington 
Mean 48.7 50.7 No 
Sample Size (57) ( 124) 

()' 

a. At-test is used to determine whether the pre-post change 

Is CCA Change 
Oi fferent from 
Two of Th ree 
Comparison Counties 

Yes 

No Change 

is significant. 

----- --------~-------------------------.":"':··.~"'·\tJ.'~. -~,_..~~ v. ~ _~ _____ .~. 

TABLE 20: Impact of the CCA on Probation Time Ordered in Ramsey 
and Hennepin Counties 

Is CCA Change 
Probation Pre-Post Oi fferent from 
Months 0 rdered Change Comparison 

CCA AREA Pre-CCA Post-CCA Slgnificant?a County? 

Ramsey 
Mean 45.0 34.6 Yes Yes 
Sample Size ( 101 ) ( 191 ) 

COMPAR I SON AREA 

Hennepin 
Mean 30.4 32.0 No 
Sampl e Size ( 187) (224) 

CCA AREA 

Hennep: n 
Mean 32.0 36.4 No No Change 
Samp I e Size (224) (184) 

COMPAR I SON AREA 

Ramsey 
Mean 34.6 36. 1 No 
Sample Size ( 191 ) ( 159) 

a. A t-test is used to determine whether the pre-post change is significant. 
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TABLE 21: Impact of the CCA on Probation Time Ordered in 
Middle Participating Counties 

CCA AREA 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman 
Mean 
Sample Size 

Todd-\~adena 
Mean 
Sample Size 

Arrowhead Regional 
Corrections 

Mean 
Sample Size 

Anoka 
fv'lean 
Sample Size 

Probation Months Ordered 
Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

52.3 
(71) 

45.5 
( 51) 

30.4 
(168) 

46.8 
( 158) 

50.4 
(133) 

54.6 
( 51) 

31.2 
(208) 

58.4 
( 160) 

Is Pre-Post Change 
Significant?a 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

a. A t-test is used to determine whether the pre-post change is significant. 

t--'-'-'-'~""""'''''"'-''-''"4'''''''''''.-'''''~'''''''','' """',." ' ... 
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TABLE 22: Impact of the CCA on Probation Time Ordered in 
Late Participating Counties 

CCA AREA 

Region 6 West 
Mean 
Sample Size 

Blue Earth 
Mean 
Sample Size 

Washington 
Mean 
Sample Size 

COMPAR I SON SIZE 

Dodge-Fi limore-Olmsted 
Mean 
Sample Size 

Crow WI ng-Morr i son 
Mean 
Sample Size 

Probat ion 
Months Ordered 
Pre-CCA Post-CCA 

44.3 
(83 ) 

38.4 
( 106) 

51.1 
(149) 

48.1 
( 139) 

59.2 
(96) 

38.6 
(34) 

42.1 
(37) 

47.6 
(45) 

43.2 
(60) 

63.9 
(55) 

Pre-Post 
Change 
Significant?a 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Is CCA Change 
Oi fferent from 
Both Comparison 
Counties? 

No Change 

No Change 

No Change 

a. A t-test is used to determine whether the pre-post change is significant. 

, 
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TABLE 23: Distribution of Cases Incongruent with Sentencing Gu i del ines Distribution of Cases Incongruent with Sentencing Guidel ines Placement 
,J Placement at In iti al Sentencing TABLE 24: 
1 Two Years after Sentencing 

~ I Incongruent Change in ~ j 

:f; CCA Area Placement Percent Pre Percent Post Appropri ateness Incongruent Change in 1'1 

Dodge-F I I I more·- Community 3.5 4.7 - 1.2 CCA Area Placement Percent Pre Percent Post Appropriateness 

Olmsted State 8.5 3.9 + 4.6 
Total 12.0 8.6 + 3.4 

Dodge-F i I I mo re- Community 3-.5 . 4.4 .9 
Crow Wing-Morrison Community 4.4 2.7 + 1. 7 Olmsted State 11.8 10.3 + 1. 5 

State 24.9 15.7 + 9.2 Total 15.3 14.7 + .6 
Total 29.3 18.4 +10.9 

Ramsey Commull ity 2.1 5. 1 - 3.0 Crow Wing-Morrison Community F 4.5 2.4 + 2.1 
State 21.9 8. 1 +13.8 State _31.8 15.9 +15.9 
Total 24.0 13.2 +10.8 Total 36.3 18.3 +18.0 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman Community 8.3 3.4 + 4.9 
State 26.4 2.9 +23.5 Ramsey Community 2.7 4.7 - 2.0 
Total 34.7 6.3 +28.4 State 23.9 9.9 +14.0 

Total 26.6 14.6 +12.0 
Todd-Wadena Commun ity 2.6 4.7 - 2. 1 

State 0.0 6.5 - 6.5 
Total 2.6 11.2 - 8.6 Red Lake-Polk-Norman Community 8.3 1.8 + 6.5 

State 28.2 2. 1 +26.1 
Arrowhead Regional Commun ity 1.7 3.9 - 2.2 Total 36.5 3.9 +32.6 
Correct ions State 13.9 7. 1 + 6.8 

Total 15.6 11.0 + 4.6 
Todd-Wadena Community 2.6 1.4 + 1.2 

Anoka Community 4.4 2.8 + 1.6 State 2.4 8.1 5.7 
State 22.5 16.6 + 5.9 Total 5.0 9.5 - 4.5 
Total 26.9 19.4 + 7.5 

Reg ion 6 West Commun ity 5.6 6. 1 .5 Arrowhead Regional Community 1.7 5.0 - 3.3 
State 5. 1 8. 1 3.0 Corrections State 17.0 10.5 + 6.5 

- Total 10.7 14.2 - 3.5 Total 18.7 15.5 + 3.2 

BI ue Earth Community 12.3 2. 1 +10.2 
State 2.2 14.6 -12.4 Anoka Community [ 3.9 2.7 + 1.2 
Total 14.5 16.7 - 2.2 State 25.7 21.2 + 4.5 

Total 29.6 23.9 + 5.7 
Hennepin Community 8.9 6.1 ==l + 2.8 

State 9.9 15.6 - 5.7 
Total 18.8 21.7 - 2.9 

Washington Community 3.9 5.8 - 1. 9 
State 10.7 0.0 +10.7 
Total 14.6 5.8 + 8.8 

\ 
, 
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TABLE 25: Sentencing Guidel ines Grid Placement 
by Maximum Sentence Length Post-CCA 

CCA Area 

Dodge-Fi Ilmore­
Olmsted 

Crow Wi ng-Morri son 

Ramsey 

Grid 
Placement 

Community 

State 

Community 

State 

Commun ity 

State 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman Community 

Todd-Wadena 

Arrowhead Regional 
Correct ions 

State 

Community 

State 

Community 

state 

Statutory Maximum 
0-5 Years >5 Years 

72.2 
( 116) 

'.4 
(9) 
77.6 

( 125) 

75.6 
( 105) 

1.5 
(2) 
77.1 

( 107) 

68.7 
( 180) 

2.4 
(6 ) 
71.1 

( 186) 

75.8 
( 116 ) 

3. 1 
(5 ) 
78.9 

( 121) 

85.4 
(52) 

4.8 
(3 ) 

, 

20.7 
(33) 

1.8 
(3) 
22.4 

(36) 

17.4 
(24) 

5.6 
(8 ) 
23.0 

(32) 

14.6 
( 38) 
14.4 

(38) 
29.0 

(76) 

13.4 
(20) 

7.7 
( 12) 
21.1 

(32 ) 

8.3 
(5) 

1.6 
(1) 

90. 1 9.9 
(55) (6) 

72.3 16.8 
( 191 ) (45) 

1.5 9.4 
(4) (25) 
73.8 26.2 

(195) (69) 

92.9 
(149 ) 

7.1 
(11) 

93.0 
(129) 

7. 1 
( 10) 

83.3 
(218) 

16.8 
(44) 

89.2 
( 137) 

10.8 
( 17) 

93.6 
( 57) 

6.4 
(4) 

89. 1 
(236) 

10.9 
(29) 

Gri d 
CCA Area Placement 

Percent 
Agreement Anoka Community 

State 
74.0 

Region 6 West Community 

State 

81.2 

Blue Earth Community 

State 

83.1 

Hennepin Community 

State 

83.5 

Washington Community 

State 
87.0 

81.7 

.... 
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Statutory Maximum 
0-5 Years >5 Years 

66.3 20.7 
(149) (47) 

4.6 8.4 
( 10) ( 19) 
70.9 29.1 

(160) (65) 

72.9 
(34) 

4. 1 
(2) 
77.0 

(36) 

79.2 
(38) 

4.2 
(2) 
83.3 

(40) 

57.0 
(175 ) 

5.9 
( 18) 
62.9 

(193) 

78.8 
(41) 

5.8 
(3) 
84.6 

(44) 

14.9 
(7) 
8. 1 

(4) 
23.0 

( 11) 

14.6 
(7) 
2. 1 

(1) 

(8) 

21.2 
(65) 

15.9 
(49) 
37. 1 

( 114) 

3.8 
(2 ) 

11.5 
(6) 
15.4 
( 8) 

< . 

(TABLE 25 ~ continued)' 

87.0 
( 196) 

13.0 
(29) 

87.8 

12.2 
(6) 

93.8 
( 45) 

6.3 
(3) 

78.2 
(240) 

21. 8 
(67) 

82.7 
(43) 

17.3 
(9) 

Percent 
Agreement 

( , 

7if·.7 

81.0 

81.3 

72.9 

90.3 

\ 

I 
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TABLE 26: Expected and Actual Juveni Ie Commitments by County a Areas 

Average 
Expected Actual Number Retained 

County Area Commitments Commitments Reta i ned Per Year 

Oodge-Fi I I more-Ol msted 55 13 42 8 

Washington 21 7 14 9 

Region 6 West 17 6 11 5 

Crow Wing-Morrison 67 32 35 7 

Red Lake-Polk-Norman 16 8 8 2 

Arrowhead Regional 
Corrections 183 117 66 19 

Ramsey 299 199 100 18 

Anoka 21 15 6 2 

Todd-Wadena 5 4 

Hennepin 226 234 (8) (4) 

BI ue Earth 16 18 (2) (1) 

Total 926 653 273 65 

a. This table is adapted from Table 1 Technical Report: Retaining Offenders in the Community. 
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