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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -. 
A. SUMMARY . 

This evaluati.on repori' provides a description of the Anoka County 
J.ail Treat~ent Program and includes an analYSis of its clients, service 
delive·ry';) costs and treatment effects • The report Covers the period 
from January 1, 1977, through March 31, 1979. 

\ 

Of the program's six goals concerning clients on 
ficient da~a exist to evaluate onlY 3 of those goals. 
Jail Treatment Program is meeting 2 'of thoSie goals and 
but falling just short of the third goal. . 

B. P.'INDINGS· 

work'release, suf~ 
The Anoka County 
is approaching 

• The number of effective treatment program staff has 
increased from 1.8 .in ·1977~to. 2.6 in 1979. This in-:. 
crease in personnel has kept the'program's staff to 
inmate ratios stable despite the increasing average 
daily population in the jail. Present program staff a 
levels appear to meet Minnesota Department of Correc­
tion standards. 

• Overcrowding'and the lack of adequate programming 
space in the Anoka County Jail has limited the types' 
of treatment se'rvices available and the efficiency 
of service delivery. 

• DWI and traffic offenses are the major reasons for 
.incarceration among bothyrogram clients and the in­
mate POpulation genera.lly. 

• A majority ofallpro~ram clients are in need of 
chemical dependency counseling. Between one­
qu~rter and one-third of all program client;:s are 

. also in need 6f education, vocational training, 
employment, and/or 'money management counseling. 

• Amon& cllents for Whom service data exist, those 
on ~ork release averaged 24.8 hours of treatment 
and ser~ices and ·those doing straight sentences 
averaged 21.2 hours of treatment and serVices. 
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• Sentenced offenders do:ng straight time and Hho 
are often employed have 'less access to treatment 
them do those who are pl~ced ,"ork release because 
they are employed at the "time of incarceration. 

• Expected cost necessary to, continue the jai 1 
treatment progiam ati ts pr:esent level of oper- ''?> 
ation excluding inflation amount to $2.71 per 
incarcerated offender day. 

Ii '" • The percentage Qf p:rogram cli'ents' on work re-
lease employed or enrolled in 'an educational 
program full time increased s l"lghtly from 88.7 
percent to 90.3 percent betweenjail intake and 
program termination. Therefore, the program is 
meeti~g its goal of having 80 percent of its 
work release c1,ien·ts employed or enrolled in an 
educational program, full time at the time of 

' tennination from the program. The percentage 
of program clients not on work relea,seemployed 
or enrolled in an educational program full time 
decreased, while such part-time activity in­
creased. This change produced a net increase 
in the percentage 'who were active' either part 
time or full time. 

.. Of those clients who had not completed high (./ 

school upon entering the jail, 5 (7.6 percent) 
obtained their GED while incarcerated. 

• Among work releas.f! clients, 20.8 percent have 
bep.n involved in incidents which resulted in 
ru'le and disciplinary violations. The pro­
gram is fall ing just short of its goal of 
keeping 80 percent of 'the c1 ients ,free oj 
major rule violations. 

• Among prog'ram clients on work release for wh,?m 
,f.ollow-up data exists, 81.8 percent t"ere employed 
or enrolled in an educational program' full time 

,o~k year &fter release from jail. ,Ther~fore) 'tha 
program is Tneeting its goal of f1c.v,ing 20 ~Dercent ' 
of the cl tent?;. empl oyed~" attend in:} School, 6ri:n 
vocational tro:ining .jor' ihe first ygar~ after re-
1 ease j'T'orn ja il. 

• Amol1g pr~gram clients on,.ro%rk rele.1se, l6. 7 per­
c~nt have been riincarce~ated within one year 
after release from j~lil. Of those program eli..., 
ents not on work release, 13.3 percent have been 
reincareerated within One yea~ aEter jail release .. 

J, 

" \\ 
,:"'. 

~, 
A~ 

, 

'. 

,,' 

\) 

, :.!:", 

...p., .'" 
~ r .' 

1·4'" /': 
.,'1"', 

, 
i~ , 

'r 

'1 

,-

."; 

-0 

C. RECOMMENDA,!IONS 

• Based on the ~rogres$ of the Anoka County Jail 
Treatment Program towa.rd its stated goals, 
we recommend that t~e program be refunded by 
Anoka County Board. 

• In order to provide more'treatment and service 
options to program clients not on work release, 
we 'recommend thgt the use of Huber pr..ivilege,s 
be expanded to i~clude education and treatment 
release. 

• Currently ohly about 1 percent of staff time is 
devoted to job placement. We recommend that the 
staff expand their job placement efforts for all 
program clients. The program staff should work 
with the judges to obtain work release for those 
unemployed clients whose primary.need is.emp~oy­
ment and provide the clientsass1stance 1n f1nd­
ing employment. We also urge that the staff 
devote more resources toward finding jobs for 
unemployed clients just prior to their release 
from jail. 

• If additional programming space can be found, 
greater use of gr'oup counseling should be made 
to improve program efficiency. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The 1973 Minnesota Community Corrections Act stimulated increased 

inte,rest' in the availability of local correctional services and facil-
(, 

,ities. 
'\~ .' , 

Pz;rt of this interest took the form of increased concern regard-

ing the physical condition of and lack of progrannning in local Hinnesota 

jails. 

. Th~ Governor's Connnission on Crime Prevention and Control I first 

responded to this problem through its Jail Study Report published in 

January, 1977, which analy~ed local secure facilities throughout Minne-

sota. This report ~aised a number of issues regarding treatment and 

counseling services available in ~innesota jails, pointing to a sig-

nificant number of such facilities where services to inmates were ei-

ther un~vailable or not adequately being delivered to those in need. 

'In addi,tion to the ,Jail Study Report, the Commiss ion began in 1976 

to award Law ,Enforcement Assistance AdministJ;,;ition (LEAA) funds to treat-
/;.'<-

--:.-::.:.;;..':' 

~ .• ~ ,-, "'(' mertt prO'grarns 'i:n county 'jail:s. LEAA funds are'tlsed as·v'Jseed .. money'l to" 

ctevelop and operate projects for tip to 36 months. These funds <",re sup-

p lemented,hy "matchingJundsl1
1 from state a.nd local units of government. 

In addition tOiilwardi.ng LEAA funds, the Crime Control Plamling Board is 

undertaking evaluation of these treatment programs to enable it to judge 
rJ' 

their impact. 

IThe Governor's COlluuis'sion on Crime Prevention and C(;mtrol,"Hs re­
placed on August 1, 1977, by a new state agency, the Crime Coptrol Plan­
ning Board. 
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This report on the Anoka County' Jail Tre'atment Program represents" 

f· the evaluation effort. part 0 t includes ,.a survey This evaluation repor 

and staff; jail inm~te and pro,;; of the program's background, structure, ~ 

, needs and service delivery; 'rofile,s; an assessri'tent 0'£ client gram client p, " 

of treat!U,' ent effects. . c'o'sts a
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II. PROGRAM'S TARGET PG'PULATION AND GOl\LS 
\\ 

A. TARGET POPULATION, 

o 

The target population of 'i:lij Anoka Cou~ty Jail Treat~ent Program;, 

are aU those incarceratp.d in the Anoka County Jail. T'he primary fOcus 

,of the program ,. is directed toward those sentence'd of,fenders who are on 
.,/,< ,'I \\ 1 

work release and r~side i.n the jaiH;'s Huber section. The program also .:! 

provides services and treatment to pre.,tr:fh 1 detainees and sentenced ofClo 
:1 c_-' ,-:_' _ , 

fenders who are in the cell block. 

\1 
Not everyone to wh\om thaT program has provided assistance is included 

j.n the evaluation. 
The evaluation is limited to those wh'o are on work 

" 

\ 

release or those in the ce,{:H block who have received t"reatment through 
j!,)' \j' 

the prograpl and who were incarcerated in the, ja:i,l for at, least 15 days. 

B. PROGRA~ GOALS 

Progr~11\ goals. ,are the absolute standards against whic'h program ef-

fectiveness ~s appraised. Op'erationalized progi:itin goals specify expected 

level of progra~ performance or program effectiveness. Program goals for 

Anoka County Jail Treatment; are: 

({j 

I. To keep 80 percent of theprogr~~ clients Eree of 
m,ajar rule violat iOilS during the\\ period f,r',m in take 
into the treatment pro~ram to rele~se fTom the jail. 

------------------------,------
1 . , 

Offenders q,n work release are serving, sentence under the BubeL LI:'H<1 

and ,re sometimes referred. to as H~ber inmates. At ~he discret~on of the 
,SentenCing judge, a sentenced offender may be granted HUber privileges 
whichpeLmit the offende<~ to leave the jail to w'ork, study, or receive trea tment." 

""j' . Cl" 
" , . .' .' (J'''. 
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The,'major discipline and rule'Violation.s are those 
which result ·in tK~ removal of" the prison~ir fro~ the 
Huber section arid the placing of that prisoner 1n 
the cell block"."or in any violation which results in 
a probat;ion revocation.,. 

2. 'To keep 70 percent of the clients chemically free 
during the periodfrom~intake into the treatmen~ pro­
gram to re lease from the,j ail. .. 

3. To have 80 percent' of the clients employed on a full­
time besis OJ;' attending 'schoo,l ,on a full-,timebasis 

. at the ti~e of their rere~se from the jail. 

4i) . T9 keep 70'percent of the pro~ram client~ L,ree f:-o: 
new convictions and/or probat1on revocat10ns d~rJ.no 
the first Yl.'!ar of follow-up· supervision followmg 
their release from jailor to the expiration ,pf 

,I'their sentence, whichever Comes first. 

5. 

6. 

To ,keep 70 percent of the chemica 11y dependent' c 1 i"- , 
Emts free of chemical abus'e f,or one year after, re- C I) 
lease from jail, or tb the expiration of the sentenceF 
"whiche"t,~rcomes first. 

To have 80 percent of the clients employed, atte,~d­
ing school or vocational training for ,the .. first yeclr 
after release from jailor to th~'exp1rat10n of the 
sentence, whi,chevercomes first. 

a 

These program goal~/ app ly only to those sentenced ·offenders in Ano.ka 

COurlty Jail on work 
, I' 

fenders in" ,,the te 11 

Jl r 
'I; 

t 
!f 

() 

release •. There are no program goa Is for those of-' 

JI()Ck"~Yho.hav~ participated in the prograM. 
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III. ANOKA COUNTY J'AIL TREATNENT P'ROGRMf: 
BACKGROUND, ENVIRONMENT, STRUCTURE, AND STAFF 

A. PROGRAM BACKGROUND 

The Ano(f1 County"Jail Treatment Program was first funded by the 

Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control and began operation 

On January 1, 1977. Federal funding for the program will end on Decem-

ber :31, 1979. Over a three-year peri.pd, $175,096 of LEAA fund have been 

1 awarded to the program (see Table 1). In addition to the LEAA funds, 

state and local matching f~nds that have' been p~ovided to the Anoka County 

Jail Treatment Program over the same period amount to $98,190. Part 6f 

·the first-year funds, $78,168, were used to remodel the jail including 

$32,898 for the Huber section. Of this remodeling money, $49,152 was 

~. . 
pr,pvided by Anoka County Community'Corrections. 

lFtam grants number 4519723877; 43291123878;' 43191123879; awarded to 
Anoka County fot the Anoka County Jail Treatment Program by the Minnesota 
Crime Control Planning Board. 
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. YEAR 

1977 
1978 
1979 

TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF FUNDING FOR THE ANOKA 
COUNTY JAIL TREATHENT PROGRAH 

LEAA 
AWARDS 

$ 6~,257 
52,587 
53,253 

('. 

MATCHING OTHER 
, FUNDS FUNDS .,-' 

$ 7,695 
2,922 
32,~ 

<~49 153a 
.:p " b" 

2,92l
b 2,958 

~ TOTAL c 
-AWARDS 

$i26 ,10~:"., 
58,430 
88,753 

'l'bTAL c $175,,096 $ 43,15'9 $55,032 $273,287 
,c~, • r,',:). a ' . 

. Fun4,s proyided by Anoka COUrit:y Commu-
n~ty!, Corrections. 

bMinnesota Legisl~_,tive Advisory C0mmi~~ 
teethtough the criminal justice con.,. 
t,ingency fund. 

CFigures may not total becausEhof r-o-und ... 
"r ing errors. 

i 
I 
I, . 
t 

1 
I , 

~ ......... 

B. PROGRAM ENVIRONMENT 

h treatment p' rOgra~~i,s located has The Anoka County Jail. where t e 

cqpacity for 62 inmates. This incfude~ 20ih the Huber section. Fif-, 

f or of fender,s on work r-e lease~ 'The ~~en of t~ese ~eds are l"ese~v~d 

remainder are 'for trustees. 

~., t. t. <', 

,- 1 . h ' a" sino"J.e ofE.ice aLong wit~i ~h~ 3 jail counse orss are, 

. W1"th t'h'e exc~ption ofth~cell block and the in-the )ail sergeant. , 

. s this,office terrogatlon ro~m", , is the o~ly "place ~vh<!H! the ja il cOlln-' 

selors can dO individual counseling. The only ~pace avnilable for 

" , 

area' of tIle remode led Huber section. 1 " is the small dining groupcoun~e_\ng ~ 

6 
o 

" 

. , 

o 

,-
" ." 

1. 'lI.. 

Not only does the jail lack space for programming and recreation, 

but also its capacity has proved inadequat~ to meet the county's needs. 

For a number of years the jail has operated at usage levels well above, 

the 60 percent recommended by the Ninne'sota Department of Corrections 

'Petentiqn Spe~iali~tl '(see Table 2). According to Thomas Foster, Pro-

gram Director of the Jail Treatment Program and Adult Hanager of Anoka 

County Court Services, overcrowding in ,~he jail has become very serious 

inr'ecent mgnths with the jail operating at or near capacity all of the 

time. :, 2 Not infrequently, the number of prisoners has exceeded capacity. 

Together, the lack of ~'pace for p-Togramming and the overcrowding 

in the jail have created serious constraints for the operation of the 

program. These constraints have limited the types of services and 

treatment which can be provided. ' 

-----~--------~---------\' 

IMinnesota, Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control, 
Jail Study Report (S,t. Paul: Govern~r's Commission on Crime Prevention 
and Control, 1977), ~. 95. 

2 
Telephone interview with the program director, May 8, 1979. 
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YEAR 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1971 
1978, 
1979 

" 

~q'ABLE. 2 

USAGE LEVEL FOR THE 
ANOKA COUNTY JAIL

a 

iWERAGEDAILY ';PERCENTbOF 
POP UL<\n ON US'AGE c 

47.8 
'40.3 
46~7 
43.0 
52.7 
62.0c , 

82.9 
70.7 
81.9 
69.4 
85.0 

100.0 

aTableconstructed from 
da~a ~rovided by Anoka 
County Court Services 
and from grant award num-
ber 4519723877, program 
application fil.ed Withlthe Ii.' 1 
Minnesot:a CrimeContro 
P;lanning Board. -! 

1& bTheperce~tages for 1974 , 
through 1976 are based on "! 
a jail capacity of 57. As t, 

a result of remodeling th~ 
work. .release section ·of the i 
jail in. 1977, th~ jail's ! 
cap3city expanded to 6?,. I 

·cEstima.ted number up to and ! 
'j ~ including Mareh 31, 1979. I L-____ ~ __ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ 

C. PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

o 

Q, 

,i>. 

The program s.tructure for the Anoka County. Jail treatment 'Program 

might be thought of as having two distinct~md' separate. tracks: on~ for 

those on work release and one for sentenced and nonsentencedoffenders 

\ncarcerated in the cell block. Although the structure for -the work "'" 
; . . ., (I Q 

release program is fairly"vlelLdefined, there 'is little [O,\rrT\al'prog:ram 

structure foro£fenders incarcerated in the cell bloc,~. 
t;; 

k . 1 'oor'au'" an l)Ff'.e.nc1er mu. st have In order to enter the wox re ease pr 0.' --

work release as all or' part o.f his sentence • The cour.t, in part" bases. 

its dec::isi;~ onJ·. the rjacommendations i(l the presentence i.nvestigatio.ns 

J 
II, 

8 

,. 

,~ -·,t 

> ' .. 

report (PSI) '. Generally, an offender m~~;ta1ready have a job to be con­

sidered for the program. The PSI recommendations also consider an of-

fender's family responsioi li ties, of.fense and previous criminal history: 

An offender sentenced' to. the work release progr~am: however, often 

does not. iri1rnediatelY,eTlter the jail. Because the Huber section of th~ 
'j 

. . - .,\j' 

jail isalinost a.h-lays full, the Offender must be placed on a waiting 

list until a ,vacancy;occurs. ·No precise data exist on the average length 

of time an offender must wait before beginning to serve his sentence in 

the 'jail. However, a delay of' 2 months has occurred on occasion •. Cur-

rently, only 6 offenders are ~aiting to serve work release sentence~, but 

it has been as high as ,22. This is the shortest waiting list in many 

months. The program director believes many judges are reluctant to sen-

tence offenders in Anoka'County to the work release program if the of-

1 fenders cannot begin serving ,their sentences at once. 

The jail counselors, who are also probation officers, make their 

first contact wit:.h the offender sentenced to work release while he is 

on the waiting list immediately after sentencing. The counselors ke.ep 

the client informed of his place on the,waiting list and make arrange-

ments for him to enter the jail when a vacan~y in the jail's Huber sec-

tionoccurs. 

Once an dffender sentenced to. work release enters the .~ail, he 

cind~rgoes'int~ke screehing. Dutingthis screening process, ~h~ client 

is assigned a jail counselor v.fith whom he Hill pr,i.marily work. Although 

the jail counselors work as a team, and althou&h a counselor may provide 

I' 
Telephone interview with the program director, May 8, 1979. 
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service to anyone in the jail, all major treatment programming decisions 

are made by the counselor responsible for a specific client. 

During intake screening a counseior conducts an assessment of client 

needs. At this stage a treatmen~t plan is developedfQrthe client which 

takes into considera.tionclient peeds and length of sentence. 1£ "client 

n~\eds 'suggest that specialized treatment available thr9ugh outsi,qe, agen-

cies may be useful, then appropriate referrals are made to thosl~ agencies .. 

A number of outside agencies are available for client referrals' by the 

Q . 
jail counselors and they provide a range of treatment programs including: 

psychi'atric counseling, chemical dependency counseling, behavior modifica-' 

tion, family counseling, <epd educational services. 

" In addition to treatment and counseling which a client may rece,ive 

from outside agencies, work releasees also receive treatment and setv-
1'1 

ices within the jail~ The jail counselors most frequently work with pro-

gram clients on an indiVidual basis. -Typical client problems with which 

the counselors try to deal include low self-esteem, chemical dependency, 
'I ,<:;\ ' 

poor money management, marital and family pr.oblems, as well as other dif-
'II I ,f 

ficultie,swhich require behavior change. All clients who have not com-

pleted h,igh schoo,! are. encourage'd to pursue aGED. 

. . - fi\' " ;\' 

The jail counselors also ,sometimes work with work reJease c1:i..encs in 

gro\lps. ijowe~er, ,the possibilities for group counseling are severely re-

stricted by the lack of programming space within the jail. IHch the ex-

cepH~n, of the l:iuber a~ea, the\r.°e is no space at all in the jail fOl: groups 

to meet. The Huber area, unfortunately, affords groups little privacy"to 
It\t " 

deal with sensitive person,al problems. Presently~inost group c~lInseling 

sessions at'e limited to dealing \<lith i<lork-re1ated problems. These 

10, 
ii, it 

Ii 
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generally include 1 emp oyer-employee 1 
re ationships, interpersonal rela-

tions among employees, personal 
hygiene as weil as 

Cleaning' and mainten-
ance of the Huber section. 

Hany new inm t 
. a e~ need aSSistance in 

adjusting to incarceration. 

In .~ddition to _}heir efforts with work 
release prisone_rs, h 

t e jail counselors, also 'd prOV1 e treatment anci 
services to 11 ° 

~ d .. . a. 1ncarcerated of-
.~en ers in' the J'a1.1. -, 

Generally this work _ .:'ii 
takes the form of crisis coun-seling. 

ASSistance to the 
inmates I 'families is 

also available upon request. 
those in the cell bl Among 

ock, there is no clear 
distinttion between program 

cli~nts and nonprogram clients. " 
Par~icipation in the t ~ 

reaLment program is entirely voluntary. Any inmate h ' 
w 0 Wishes to \vork with the 

jail counselors is c"onsidered in th'e program. 
For evaluation purposes ,"data are 

collected on inmates who are . 1ncarcerated for 

received substanti 1 . " a counseling. 

mOre than 15 days in the 'jail and have 
,I 

Do. PROGRAM STAFF 

also maintains. 
communication with fundino aD ' 

• '" cents and~~sponJ5 
from them reoar' dO '" 1ng conditio,ns fo~. - . , [unding, e -l . XPenuic.:JC"~s, and pr-ogram eV:lI-

for 

The program staff currently ° . I d 
1nc u es a one-fifth time 

program direc-tor and" 3 J' a1' '1 Counselors. 
The program direc;:tor is a. Iso 

Adult Manager 
for Anoka County Court 

'I Services. ,All of the staff 
are employees of Anoka 

'"" :fJ)C:Oju'!.l~ty ,Cou,rt."Se~v:i.«.e.,s'.' 
"The pr0 0 17am ,d ° '. . ° 

"'1rector·ls·responsib~e 
i ; "aU direction r 

. , ·D.l:the. jail trea tm~ n t p rogra. m 
~ and -itssr:-aff. 

to providino . 0 • 

. '" C!1,xect ,supervis;i.on 
to ,the jail COunsalo~: -h. 

-- ..... - -'~. L ~\t:: 

In Qddition' " 

di rector cQor-.· 
dinates the programs aC~ivities 

wir:h those of his d 
ep~l.::;tmenL. 'the di. rec tor' 

to directives 

\lation. 
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The jail counselors are responsible for c~rrying out the jail treat­

ment program activities. Not only are th, counselors resporisible for 

providing direct services and treatment to all ja,il prisoners, they also 

monitor the activities of those on "work release to ensure the s.mooth oper~ 

ation of that aspect of the program. This monitoring entai.ls. employment 

verification of work releasecl,ients, follow-up 9il,Jpervisic;>n of former cl;i.-

As ents, an4 supervision of clients waiting for work release~lacement. 

probation officers 'the counselors a.lso do county court presentence inves-

tigation and bail screening for nonsentenced itlmates incarcerated in 'the 

jail. 

According to the program director, approximately 45 percent of staff 

time is devoted to counseling cell block and ",work relea.se inmates, pro-

vidino referrals for specialized treatment, job placement, and release 
o , , ~ 

planning. Monitoring the work 

stafft1.me, bail screening and 

release program requir,e~\ 20 percent of 

presentence investigatio~=take'l5' perce~,t 

adm';n';stration and record l.~ee·ping demand 20 of staff time, while. program ...... 

percent of staff time.
l \1 

F h b fl.·oou· res. it is clear that not all of the staff time . rom·.t e a 0lve • 

is devoted to the treatm~nt aspect of the jail progrjm. Although bail 

sc;r:eening .<Ind presentence" investi:f:~tions are .sometimes the first steps 

...' " h 15 perc ... '.~:_h,',:,!,~:,)", 0.£ stafE time devoted to these ac-leac:li~g}t() treatment, t e . ,.:),," . 

tivities are not directly related to treatment.. If one prorat.es admin":' 
'. /., ..' 

~s·tration sta. ff ti,me to treatment and non treatment' a~gict~ of the pro-... ",,, . ;y 

"1 " " l' t . ot- a·dnlinl."stration si~ff time ot 5 pe~-gram, approximate y one-quar er "- .. 

Q 
cent of total staff time went toward administratiOn of nontreatment 

1 1" h "t " with ·.p.rogram direct""b~, June, 1978. Te ep one 'In erVlew ~ 

, II 
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program act~vities. \\ , ( { 
Therefore, .20 perc.jnt Ql staff time was devoted to 

nontreatment-related activities. 

. Using .8' as, the prop0:t",pon of effective staff time applied to treat-

,;ment-related activities, Table 3 summarizes the overall and effective 

staff ,io inmat,.eand staff· to client ratios. 
\\ On April 1, 1977, when the 

program b:gan accepting clients, the staff consisted of 2 full-time jail 

counselors and the pari~time program director. This level of staffing 

" 

provided the program with 2.2 overall staff and 1.8 effective program 

staff in 1977. Midway through 1978, the program hired a third full-time 

jail counselor on a 'temporary basis. This brought their overall staff 

to 2.7 in 1978 and 3.2 in 1979. Similarly, the effective treatment pro-, 

gr.am" staff increased to 2.2 in 1978 and 2.6 in 1979. As ca.n be seen in 

Table 3, thi.s increase in staff has kept the program's sta,ff to inmate 

andst,aff to client ratios stable despite the increasing average dai ly 

population in the jail. 

This leve 1 of treatment pro,gram staffing appears to comply with 

current Minnesota Department of Cor~ections regulations regarding staff-

i.-!lg ~pr jail treatment prog~amming. For jails with average daily pbpu-

,. 
-lations between 51 and 100, these regulations reqUire a miriimum of 2 fu11-

time staff persons to pLovi~e educational, vocational, social, a~d volun­

teer services.
l 

The effective 'jail treatment program staff level for 

Anoka Cciunty Jail is ~ell within ihis minimum assuming the chird jail 

~ounselor is retained. If the jail program does not retain the third 

counselor, the nontreatment-relat8d duties will probably have to be 

sh~ft~d to other court services staff to keep the program in co~pliancc 

1 . 
Minnesota Code o{ Agency Rules, Department of Corrections, p. 12. 
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with.these Department of Co~rections reg~lations. 

TABLE 3 

STAFF TO INMATE/CLIENT RATIOS FOR THE ANOKA,· 
. COUNTY JA1L TREATHENTPROGRAH 

OVERALL AVERAGE EFFECTIVE AVERAGE 
STAFF, TO IN}!ATE RATIOb 

EFFECTIVE AVERAGE 
STAFF. TO CLIENT RATIO~ . 

. ~ 
,1977

d 

1978 
197ge 

STAFF TO IN~iATE RATIOa 

1:1-9.6. 
1:19.5 
1:19.4· 

1:23.9 
1:23.9 
1:23.9 

, Ji 
1:10~6 
1 :07.9 
1:10.7. 

a .\ 
. Based on 2.2 staff during 1977 J 2.7 staff during 1978, and 3.2 

staff auring 1979 to averaga jail 'population •. 

b Based on 1.8 ti-E~atment program effective staff in 1977, 2.2 in 
1978, and 2.6 in 1979 to average jail popufation. 

cBased on 1.8 treatment program effective staff in 1977, 2.2 in" 
1978, and 2.6 in 1979 to average jail treatment program population. 

d Program began accepting clients on April 1, 1977. 

elpc1udes dat'a collected through March 31~ 1979. 
~ __________ . __ ~~ ______ ~J 

Although not directly within the sc';:'pe of this evaluation report; 

it should be noted that there is no staff pers:::mresponsible ·forrec.-

reational programtnin~ in the Anoka County ~ai1.' Hinnesota DepaJ,tment 

pf Corrections regulations reguire at least 1 full-time staff person 
/' ~. ' 

assigned to recreational programming for jails with average daily pop ... 

. . 0 1 
ulations exceeding 50. . Although the jail' saverage daily population 

has exceeded 50 since 197?" the lack of space in the jaiiforr~crea­
~ \:f 

\"" . . ~", 
tion. currently renders such a/position superfluous • Should space be 

.. 
found~n the future to &ffer r?creational ~rogramsJ the ~urrenQ level 

. .... \. , 

of jail program stlafHng wou~d=R~~abIY not be sufficient co assume 
" .,.'. 

thes~ additional responsibilities; Eicher addltio~alstaEf ~outd ~eed 

to be hired, oi the nontreai~~nt-rel~ted duties of the current staff 
¢ L 

would.have . to be shifted to enable' thew to take on these m!1;~ .. tasks. 

14 
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In summary, federal funding' for the Anoka C ounty Jail Treatment 

Program began "em Jan'uary '1, 1977 . . , and will end on December 31, 1979. 

The program began accepting clien~s on April 1 1977 , • The lack of space 

for pr.~gramming· and theoverc. rO"lvding in the JO a. 1°1 have . ~ placed constraints 

on the program by limiting the types of service. sand treatment which can 

be provided. Althou~h the ~ajor focus of the program is directed toward 

.. those onwor):< release, tr;eatme~t and services are provided to all those 
.... 

in the .jail who .~ish assistance. The current lnvel of staffing for 

.' trgatme.nt. p'~ogramm.ing in the jail seems to meet Ml° nnes.ota Dep~rtment "0f 

Correction~ standards for .~uch· t ffo 
o s a lng. " 

.' 
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IV. PROGRAM CLIEnT ,AND JAIL INHATE' PROFILES 

A. SOCIAL AND DENOGRAPHIC 9HlIRACTERISTICS 

Th{s section of the repor~ examines the social and demographic cha~-

,ateristics of the Anoka County Jail Treatment clients. Where data exist, 

comparisons are ma~e between program clients and the general inmate ppp­
is 

u1ation in the jail to determine which' inmates are most likely to be 

serv'ed by the program. Because of the program structure, differences in 

work release and nonwork release program clients are also examined. 

From April 1, 1977, when the program began working with clients, 

1 
until March 31, 1977, 180 clients have participated in the program. Of 

these clients, 158 (87.8 percent) have been on work release. The remain-

\ 
der of the prog~am clients are sentenced offenders doing straight time in 

the jail. 

Although the targe~,population includ~s all inmates incarceratSd in 

the jail whether sentenced or not vt,~e program population under evaluation 

comprises only sent~nced off~nders. Most pretrial detainees (96.1 per-

cent of 3,414 inmates) are in the jail for less than 15 days and \youid 

lAlthough the actual number of individuals who entered ehe pro~ram 
is 180, 6 of thes~ have terminated from the program upon release 1rom 
the Anoka County Jail and reenter~d the program after being incarcerated 
again. One oE the 6 entered the prog:a~ once again, after a third incar­
ceration. The analysis of treacmen~ client profiles, therefore, include~ 
the actual individuals in the program. For the purpose of the rcmaind~r 
of the repoct, however, each ti\me a client +:eenters th~ program, the cli­
ent will be considered a ne'.-T chent and accordingly be count~d again.' 

..-. .-.r-'-' .. ~-""" ---~(~ 
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not, therefore, be includ~d in the evaluation effort. l None of those 
~ ~ 

detained for more than 15 days have participated in the program. 

Welmen are also absent from the program popljlation,although they 

make up a small percent:'lge of the target population. Homen make up 

8.4 percent of those inmates awa:it:ing trial or baiL, 8.~4 pet-cent of i· , 

those u]rldei::.s~raight sentence,.and 11.3 percent of tho,se on work re-
. • ' • "' ._ f ,r~ 

. ~ . '. . 
lease. I.' Female senten!;:ed offenders, however, are (genera lly incarcer .... 

li{" 
. !\r _,:) 

ated. in;i'ilthe jail for much'shorter periods of timeiS'; than at'e men. Only 

25 pe7:c~\nt (10) of the women serving straight sentences in the jail are . '.' iiI 
I 

incarce~~ted for more than 15 days. 
• li:\ < None of those on work release are iii 

J' ailed £llDr more than 14 days'. 
• ii/ 

4· 
if I 

The ethnic compostion of the program clients is extremely homoge:-

neous. Only 2.2 percent (4), of the program clients ar.e grom minori.ty 

groups. All were on work release, and all were l;"esidents of Anoka 

County. Thus, 3.4 percent of the Anoka County residents in the pro-

gram were nonwhite. That such a small percentage of minorities should 

comprise the program population is not surpr~sing since less than 1 

. "' . .. ." 2 percen.t of the Anoka Coun/:y populad.o·n is also nonwhite. . 
'I) 

The majority (67.4 perce,nt of 178) of 'all treatment program eli..,.'! 

ents are re.sidents of. Anoka Cou~,ty (see table 4) • Near.ly one-quarter 
, r,:l ,", '/:,/_ 

.. . 

reside in Hennepin County •. Among programclie.nts, Anoka County resi;c, 

dents are slightly more likely to be on work rel~as~ than are no~resi-

.~.'/'.Y :/' . 
::[<.-: 

den ts.. 

------------------~--~~ 

IT~e data in this report on. inmates in the ,t\noka County Jail i~-' 
clude ail those inca~·rcerated·,for 1977 and 1978~ The tlata Here suppUed .,0 

by the Minnesota Department of Corrections (DOC)~ 

2~nited States' Department of Commerce~ Buteau of the Census". County 
and City Data Book, 1972 (A Statistical Abstract: Supplement), P,' 246. 
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TABLE 4 
Co.MPARISo.N OF Co.UNTY 0. 

RELEASE AND'N' • fRESIDENCE Fo.R IWRK 
o.F o.i".:wo.RK RELEASE CLI ENTS a 

THE ANo.KA COUNT" I 

,;:: L' JAIL TREATNENT PROGR:\~! 

COUNTY 

Anoka' 
Hennepin 
Ramsey 
o.l:hero, . 

TOTAL.; 

PERCENT WORK 

RELEASE 
. _ eN :: i57) 

68.2% 
21.7 
'4.s.' 
5.6' 

100..0.% 

PERCENT No.N­
WORK RELEASE 

eN :: 21) . 

61.9% . 
23'~8 ' 
9:.5 
4.8 

100..0.% 

PERCENT 
ALL 

(N = 178) 

67,ll% 
.21.9 

5.1 
5.6 

100.0.% 

• Program clients app. ear to be 
fairly stable in their place of resi-dents. 0 1 18 . 

n y .0 percen~ (32) of " the 
program clients have. lived in their 

respective ~Ounties for less,than one 
year. Among Anoka County r 'd 

mobility is even less; only 11 
.7 percent (14) have ll'ved 10n h . 

eSl ents, 

~ t e County for less than one year. 
Furthermore, among all program f 

straight tribe are less mobile than c'ients, those doing 

are tpose on work release. 
percent (1) of the k 

nQnwor release clients have 1 
Just 4.8 

residence for' less than one' .ived in their COunty of 

the release ~lients • 
year as compa.red wlOth 19 

.8 percent (31) of 

T~~se~ifferenc~s iri b' 
rna ilit~,~~tterns b~t~een wOMk 

... release and. nbnwork +~lease clients 
agpear to be rela .. ted to 

age differences between the two groups. . 
Those who are no t b'I 

age age c ' 
.I S mO,l e tend to be younger .. 

The 
,-or those prog"t.Jm c hents who have 

lived in thei.r.toun'ty of 
~ .r·esi-dence for less than one 

have lived in thei~ 
year is 25.4 as compared 'vi.th ?_ ~. 

_I. I for thos~ \;rhlJ 

county of residence for mdre than one 
year. 

19 
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Table ~~hows, program work release clients tend to be slightly younger 

than those doing straight time. The median age for a work release cli-, " 

ent is .24.2 years as <ompared witli 25.0 years for 0 the r. trea tment c Ii-
,~, ~, 

ents. The difference 'in the avera'ge ages, which are 26.6 and 31.9, 
. ". ,., . '. .... '. 

.. h. LI ,." ~ 

I • respectiv~ly, is 'somewha'tgreate:r: hebuse some' older client:~doiT!g '.' 

s t r a igh t. ~im" have s kewe d. t~ e mean upwa r~. . Th~ gene ra 1 i nm.a t e P 9Pula-

" 

••• • ' • ' '.' , _ _ _,: " • " H ' -

tion' doing straight time is. also somewhat' youngert},an no':'work re leas •. 
. , '. '. ',: I."·' :- ,. .",' ", , .. . . ." .. 

',' 

They a~erage 27.0 yeat's and have a median age of 23.9. 
program ·clients. 

TABLE 5 

COMPARISON OF AGE AT JAIL INTAKE OF WORK RELEASE PROGRAM CLIENTS. 
~ONWORK RELEASE, PROG~ CLIENTS,' AND ALL NONWO~ P£LEASE 

lln1ATES UNDER SENTENCE IN THE ANOKA COUNTY JAIL 
."5- . =-------

PERCENT tlOW..iORK RELEASE 

AGE 

20 or under 
21:"25 
26-30 
31.;.40 
41 or older 

PERCENT WO~~ RELEASE 
I 1 

Pl;ogram Clients 
(N = 158) 

17 .7"1. 
39.2 
20.3 
18.4 

4.4 

Program Clients 
(N = 22) 

13.6% 
40.9 
13.6 

4.5 
·27;3 

99.9i'. 

All Inmates 
Under Sentence

a 

(N ,.J 233) 

27.5% 
25.7 
23.6 
13 .8 
9.4 

100.0i'. 

'.tOTAL 
a

For 
comparison purposes, data include on1ym~n confined for 

, 15 days. or more ... The, data also exclude, t'hose sentenced for. 
'parole (or probation violations because they are not broken 
, down by workreleas'e and nonwork reieas.e •· Arllong work release 

?rogramclients, 3 are semtenced for pr'ooation violations. 
'. ' 

,ot."'· 

" .: p~spite the fact t·hat:'·w()rk,release clients are somewhat younger than' 
• "'~'}'_".'"' .... ' ,_._ .. , .--:-' ~ " ........ ', ', . .'...... o!,. 

, .... '.' "",~,~.' .. ,;,;. ,.' ., .. ~,.,\, ""',"; 

'.,nonwork,.;'release~lients, thefor;~ir are mor,e 
\~~"" 

'y 

likely to be~arried than 

Ithe l~tter(see Table 6). The age differenc:es b~tf,le.en the nIb grou?S ap-

the ,hi~her proportion 0 E nonwo1::k' re lease
c 

Hents 
;<.- " ~ • pear eo be ' ref!,lected in 

II " • who arB separated or divorced. This age difference in the two grollpS 

a Iso seems to exp la in the higher proportion oE dep'::'nde,nts among nonwot'k 

re lease clients. More ,than hal f (52~4 percen t oE ,121) of the nonwork re-

lease clients have d~pendents as compared with less than half (44.9 

20 . ~ . 

\" 
\" 

r.', /",-

.. , . 
< 

. , 
" 

o· 
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percent of 156) of the work release clients. 

TA~LE 6' 

COMPARISON OF I:iARI1'AL.. ,. 
FOR lWRK RELE'S'!O' AND" '!OS~:\TUS At JAIL INTAKE 

_ ~ ',. n Co I ." ~.~ORK RELE . 
Ot"' THE: A~,OK:" I' COU~T'{ 'JAIL ' r: .~:E CLIENTS 

, .,' T[LATNE~i1 PROGRAH 
." . 

I. PERCENT SENTENCED . .' 'PERCENT WORK 
,.' RELE'ASE 

XlI RIT~LSTATUS\'" 
. ,,(0, ., 

Never Marrr~d-" 
. Di,vorced/Sepai:~ted • ' 

·,·Married , .. ,' ,'. 

TOTAL 

(N ",'156): 

. '4S.7%' 
',20.5 

,30.8 
. , 

100.0'7 •. 

NONWORK RELEASE' 
(N = 21) 

,47.6'7 • 
28.6 
23.8 

100.0% 

PERC,ENT 
, ALL' 

(N = 177) 

48.6% 
21.5 
29.9 

100.0i' • 

In addition to beinoo 1· h s 19 tly younger th h an t eir straigh~ time 

counterparts, work release clients ar~ also slightly better educated 

(see .Table 7). Th e majority of work release clients have completed 

hight s~hool (59.6 percent of 156). Somewhat less than half of the 

nonwork releasees h ' ave done so (42.9 percent of 21). l-lork releasees 

average slightly more than 0.6 yeara of education than do nonw~rk ~e-

leasees. 

" s-~" ... , 

'. ~,-"'; 

TABLE 7 

COHPARISON'OF EDUCAtIO'" " INTAKJ,:: FOR W .iAL ACHIEVEHENT AT J",IL 

CLIENTS OF THE ~~;K:~E~~~~~yAND NONWORK RELEASE . , JAIL TREAl'HENT PROGRAM 

,EpU~ATIONAL' , , 'e 

• ACHIRVE~lENT .::-

, 10 y~ars or l'es~ 
, 11-12 ' ': ' 

1 year'colleg" "e ':-o"'r . . , . ", . ' more 
-." .\ .. 

.' TOTAL ' , 

PEE-CENT ,WORK 
~..Et.EASE ' , 

(-N~;=:lSH )' 

'27.27. 
'00..,;8 

'T;'O"" 

100,.0'?, 

PERCENT SENTENCED 
NONWORK RELEASE 

(N '-:= 22). 

36.47.··· 
59·1 
4.5 

lOO.OI~ 

PERCE~l' 

ALL 
(N ::L80) 

28.3% 
: .65.0 

6.7 

100.07. 

The dlsparityin the le"e1 of . " educa tiona 1 . . 3cnlevement can 1 1 c arge 'j 

be accounted for by the varying employment 10 rates between the two 

21 
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1 
groups. Because employment is generally a requir,ement to enter, the 

work relei~e program, the differences in the employment rates, which 

are shown in Table 8, are striking~ 

2), 

,O'nly"5.8 percent (9) ()f th~se admitted tqy tpe work release program 
," ... .>1, ' ..... , ,':~.-' ,:': .. ~.~~', .. ~~'."'. ... -' ..• " .... :-.. ' .. ~ >tr>~ ~'.:..':: .>,. "" ~ •• -, 

were 'tiC?t"working ~t jail intake. ,Of these 9 clients, only 1 was admitted 
:~'.' ... ~ 

,'. to .the "release" pro'grainf~~,e,duc'ai!-~nal p~rpos,es ."'Th~rteE;n ~(8.:3 p·~rce,~t..) 
,;<:~~ . " " : 

, '()£;the liid~k releasees'- were~'i;'~~u;~t:io~al, programs'~t' the' t'ime of infa:k~' 

into't.he jail, but were admitted to the ptogram because they were employed. 

TABLE. 8 

COMPARISON OF EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT JAIL 
INTAKE FOR WORK RELEASE AND NONI.fORK RELEASE 

CLIENTS OF THE ANOKA COUNTY JAIL TREATHENT PROGRAM 

EMPLOYNENT 
STATUS 

Full time 
Part time 
Irregular 
Not working 

TOTAL 

PERCENT HORK ,PERCENT NON- PERCENT 
RELEASE HORK RELEASE ALL 

(N == 156) (N = 21) !i;,{i (N = 177) 

88.5'7. 
3.8 
1.9 ' 
5.8, 

100.0'7. 

3'8. 1'7. 
4,.8 
0.0 

57.2 

100.1'7. 

82.5% 
4.0 " 
1.7 " 

11.9 

100.1'7. 

Be,cause employment is uS\lally :a criterion, for the work release pro-:--
, , 

gram, d'ifferences naturally exist in the work bist'ori,es between '-lork re~ 
l!:.) 

and nonwo~k, releas~~lients .app~ar ,9;0 va~:ylj.tt:le'.ith.r,egard to the 
• " ~ • , • T • , " , '. t' 

JAm(mg all program clien'ts, those employedaverage 0.4 more";lYE!<)is" 
education than those not \.jorking. There ;..Jere only minimal edLlcat'io'n~l 
differences bett.,reen ti10tk release and nomolcirkrelease cUents after con­
trolling for employment. The dis~repancie5 ,.,ere reduced t6 an average 
9f .09 years e~ucation among those employed and an average oE .19 years 
among those not working." 
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humber of months recently 1 d 
emp oye full time, wages received, or sta-

bility ~f. employment. Looking at the number of h 
~ont s recently em-

il 

ployedfu14 time and the stability of 1 
emp oyment for unemployed 

cl ients, work relea'sees hF,lve· somet-lhat 
~ better ~ork histories than do non-

workreleasees. However, both groups of employed 
clients have subs tan-

tially better work histories than either 
-, group of unemployed clients. 

TABLE 9 

'wORK HISTOI,)ms OF THE ANOKA COUNTY .rAIL TREATI1ENT 
P~.oGRA."f CLIENTS AT JAIL INTAK~ BY PROGRAM 

,POPULATION SUBGROUPS 

VARIABLE! 
SUBGROUP 

~l~mber months emp loyed, ,full 
t1me year .prior ,to intake: 

Employed lwrk release 
Employed nonwork release 
Unemployed work release 
Unemployed nonwork release 

Hourly wase at intake: 
, Employed ~brk release 

Employed nomwrR release 

Number ?f f~ll-time jobs in 
year pr10r to intake: 

Employed work release 
Employed nonwork release 
Unemp loyed '..rork re lease 
Unemp loyed non!.rork re lease 

I 

~ t-fEDIAN 

9.1 11.6 
9.29.3 
5.2 5.2 
3.1 3.5 

$5.76 
$5.86 

$5.35 
$5.00 

1.3 
1.9 
2.1 
0.8 

1.2 
1.4 
1.1 
0,8 

RANGE 

. 0~12 
6-12 
0-11 
0-:10 

N 

145 
9 

10 
10 

$2.00-13.50 142 
$3.00-11.62 8 

0-4 145 
1-5 9 
0-10 10 
0~2 10 

B. CORRECTIONAL H~STORIES 

The small majority of 
progr~m clients (53.9 percent) whether on 

work release 
te lease are incarce :--a'"l..e,l f" DT'I 

- u or N and other traf-
E.ic offenses (see Tab; e 1 )' , 0,' A somewhat smaller proportion (45.9 

of all senten~~d offend~rs not on work release 
are in j~il for simiLar 

offenses. Among pr6~.ram:,"(;1.ients, \-lork rele'a:se 1 
C ients are 1 k more.!.i-eLy to 

/1 ' 
,Ibe jailed for crimes - ' 

aga1nst persons and narcotic Violations while norr-

Wbrk release client~ include more property offenses. 
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TABLE 10 

COMPARISON OF OFFENSE TYPE FOR .PRESENT CONVICTION OF WORK RELEASE PROGRl\J.~ 
CLIENTS, NONWORK RELEASE PROG~~1 CLIENTS, AND ALL NONWORK RELEASE ' 

INMATES UNDER SENTENCE IN THE ANOKA COUNTY JAIL .il 

PERCENT HaRK RELEASE 
I , 

r 
PERCENT NONWORK RELEASE 

~... . I'rogram Clients 
(N :: 158) 

Program Clients 
(N = 22) 

All Inmates a 
Under Sentence 

(N :: 233) ., :-. 

OFFENSE TYPE 

Against person 
Property 
Morals and narcotics 
DWI 
Traffic~excluding DWl 
Otper, including public 

order 

TO'l'AL 

,13.3% 
19.6

b 9.5 
29.1 
24.7 

100.07. 

9.1% 
31.8 
0.0 

22.7 
31.8 

4.5 

99.9% 

6.4% 
16.7 
2.1 

18.0 
27.9 

28.8 

99.97. 

a
For 

comparison purposes, data include only men confined. for 15 days or 
more. The data also exclude those who are sentenced for parole or pro­
bation violations because they are not broken down by work release and 
nonwork release. These groups have considerable overlap with program 

clients. 

b All are narcotic violations. 

c . Three or 50, p~,rcent are sentenced for probation violations. 
--~------------~------------~ 

It is unclear precisely what difterences exist between nonwork 

release program clients and the sentenced inmates 'not on work release, 

; 

becuase bf differences in the methods for reporting offenses. The data 
. .,;-. ,:'. 

provided by the Department of Corrections probably categol:la.zed as "other" 
'1 

some offense which evaluation data categorized as person or pI;operty 

crimes. 

There also appear to be some important differences in the correc-

tional histories of those on work ~elease and those doing straight time 

in the jail. Although the two groups seem to vary little in their crim-

ina1 histories as juveniles (see Table ll)ldifferences do exist in adult ~ , ' . 

" 
criminal histories of the two groups. Those clients serVing straight 

sentences in the jail -have more misdemeanor and g,ros s misdemeanor convic-

tions and have served longer in a variety of correctional institutions 
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than those on work release. Al though few pr l' og~am c 1ents (16.2 percent 

of 173) are first-timeof£enders~ 'all but 1 of these clients are on work 

release. Further analysis revealed that these variations 1'n correctional 

histories existed regardless of the offense fQr which the client was in-
. I 

carcerated. 

TABLE 11 
COMPARISON OF CORRECTIONAr ~~D NO~VORK RELEA~E~C~i~;'TosRroEFs OF WORK RELEASE 

C ::.., THE A~OKA 
OUNTY JAIL TREATNcNT P,WGRAH 

VARIABLE 

Num~er times adjudicated delin­
quent, status offenses 

Number times adjudicated delin­
q~e~ti nonstatus offenses 

Age at first adjudication as de­
lill,.quent 

\t~,. 

Age at first conviction as adult 

N~mber misdemeanor and ross 
r:ll.sdemeanot',' convictions~ 
Number felony convictionsa 

Number months served under sen­
tence in jails and workhouses 

Number months·served under sen­
tence in adult state o~ federal 
correctional instit~ticns : 

Number months inresic!en::ial 
community treatr.1ent progracs . 

NU;:lber monthsse~t:enced'-. Lor 
present conviction 

aIncludes present conv:!:'ction. 

b ' 
0.949 • 

I WORK RELEASE CLlEN7S 

~ ~ Ranse .lL 

2.2 

0.6 

14.5 

21.7 

4.5 

0.7 

3.2. 

0.4 0-40 158 

0.2 Or18 159 

15.2 8-18 91 

19.5 17-52 159 

3.0 0-40 157 

0.5 0_7 159 

1.0 0-36 15.8 

0.6 0.2 0-12 158 

27.8 12.0 1-240 158 

I NONWORK RELEASE CLIENTS 

~ ~ Range N 

1.8 0.5 0-6 

0.5 0.2 0-5 

13.9 14.5 7-17 

21.7 19.3 17~55 

7.3 7.7 1-30 

0.7 0.3 0-3 

6.9 2.3 0-30 

7.7 0.2 0-74 

21 

21 

12 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

0.8 0.3 0-5 20 

23.7 n.9 1-120 22 

.1
0 oesnot include narcotic' violations because 

convicted of these offenses all pfogram client~ were on work release. 
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c. SUMNARY 

The program clients includeq in t~,is evaluation are allmah, sen-
, 

tenced offenders. The majority a,re residents of AnokaCoun~y and only 

a small fraction are nonwhite. 'Most have lived in their county ,of res-

idence for over one year. 

Among program clients,'there are important differences between work 

releasees and ,nonwork releasees. The most imp"rtant differences stem 
'I 

!' 

from the eligibility requirements to participate in the work release pro-

gram." ,Because work releasees must generally be employed at the time of 

incarceration, sharp differneces exist in 'employment between the two 

groups. Marital status and the number 'of dependents are also factors 

used in determining eligibility for work release. Therefore, work re,-

lease clients are more likely t~,be married than nonwork release clients. 

~,omewhat paradoxically, however, they are also less Hkely to have depend-
I" 

ents. This stems from the fact that the number of dependents and the 
1\ 

number of" previous convictions are both positively related to age. It 
.. / 
'ij' 

appears that nonwork release clients are more likely to receive straight 

time sentences because of their number of previous convictions despite' 

the fact that they may have dependents to support:. 

i,Because employment is' generally a criterion foi' entering the '",ark 

release program, it is not, surprising that work· release clients are 

slightly better educated and have better work histories thannonwork 

release clients. 

Among sent,encedorfenders doing straight:~t!(lne, program cLients are 

slightly younger than are nonprogram inmates. Among both groups, a large 

26 
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proportion are sentenc~d for DWI and traffic offenses. Whether signifi-

- , cant differences in offenses between program clients ane;l nonprogram in-

mates exist cannot be determined because of apparent differences in the 

reporting of offense data. 
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v. PROGRAM CLIENT NEEDS' AND SERVICE DELINERY 

A. PROGRAM CLIENT NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

The treatment and service needs of the program clients seem to be 

quite diverse_ According to diagnostics conducted by the Anoka County 

Jail Treatment staff, the majority of clients are in need of chemical 

dependency counseling (see Table 12). Not only is chemical dependency 

counseling the type of treatment required by most clients, but it is 

especially needed by those clients not on work release. Among all cli-

entshaving chemical dep~ndency problems, 76.0 percent (73 clients) suf-
"', 

fer from alcohol abuse. The remainder, who suffer from chemical depend-

ency, use drugs or drugs and alcohol both. Although chemic~l dependency 

exists among those convicted of all types of offenses, it is most pre-

valent among those convicted of mll aud other traffic offenses. Host of 

these traffic offenses involve driving with revoked or suspended licenses, 

most of which probably have been convicted of mn previously • 

Between one-quarter and one-third of all program clients are also in 
: " 

need of education, vocational training, employment, and/or money manage-

ment counseling. About one-fifth are in need of domestic relatio'ns .I;:oun-

seling. Somewhat more than one-twentieth are in need of mental health 

care. Work rele~se and nonwork release clients vary somewhat in their 

prograwning needs, however. For example, clients doing straight time 

are more, likely to be unemployed and, therefore, are in ne'ed of employ-

menta Similarly, nonwork release clients have somewhat less education 
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~ are more in ~eedof addition~l than do work retease cliel}ts and,thus, 

education. It is not clear why more work release clients should require 

counseling as compared with nonwork release clients. money management 

b an ,artifact of the differenrr empLoyment This 'discrepancy may simply e 

rates of the two groups. " The lack of money management s,kHls' ma,Y, be 

are employed than t:hose who, are not. easier to diagnose among those wh~ "" 

~ skills is most likely to be a m~jor 'Among the employe,d, the lack of suc h, ' 

I' , 
D ,Ma,'~, y', of, 'the unemplo',',',e, d may also lack cause for their financial problems. u oJ 

y. 

money management skills but th~ir ~ina~cial problems may stem from unem-
, I, 

rather than the lack of these skil1s. ployment 

B. 

TABLE 12 
COMPARISON OF TREATMENT N£EDS AT JAIL INTAKE "FOR WORK' , 

, RELEASE AND'NONWORK RELEASE,CLIENTS OF THE ANOKA 
COUNTY JAIL TREATHENT PROGRAM 

TREATME1'lT NEEDS 

Education 
Vocational training 
Employment 
Money management 

counselit:lg 
Domestic relations 

counseling 
Chemical dependency, 

counseling 
Mental health care 

. , /1 . 

HORK RELEASE NONiWRK RELEASE. 
i It 
Percent ~ ,:" Percent N 

29.0 
25.2 
22.8 

34.8 

21.3, 

, 56,,1, 
11.5 

45 
39 
35 

54 

33 

88 
11 

42.9 
28.6 
71.4 

20.0 

23.,8 

80.0 ' 
5.0 

5 

17 
1 

ALL 

Perr.ent N 

27.4 54 
25.6 45 
28.4 50 

33.1 58 

21.0 .37 

59 ~3 105 
6,.8 12 

DELIVERY OF SERVICES AND TREATHENT,' Ij':'W ,~.' 

(1 

has, provided a variety In urderto meet client needs~ the program 

of treatment and s~rvices to thecl ~,ents. These have beeri provided ei-

ther directly by the jail program sta ot y.ou ., Ef b ' tside aooencies as a 

• staff. Unfortunately, b~cause~of prob-result of,.ieferral by the pr6gram 

data on the amount of treatment and serv-<lems in data col'iectio:n,· precise I) 

. . not avai a ~ , 1 bi for':\ all the progr, am clients. " ices provided by the program are ~ 

" " .. ~ 

"r, 

,.' /t 

'. 

. .. ;: 

.. 

Howeve'r, completeda,ta on treatment and serVices were collected for":'53 

clients of the 150 who have completed the program. Of these 53 clients, 

43 were on work release and 10,w'ere 11oton ~"ork release. Although these 

53 clients can in n6 way be thought of as a random sample of the client 

population, they do not appear to differ greatly in their characteristics 

from the general program populatio'n. Therefore, these data Can be used 
" 

to give some indication of the type and amount' of treatment and services; 

given to jail program clients. 

As .hown in Table 13, the 43 work release cl~entshave averaged 24.8 

hours of ~reatment and services. The 10 nonwork release clients have av-

eraged 21.2 hours of treatment and serVices. The areas of chemical. depend-

ency -and employment have received the" greatest amount of attention. Almost 

60 percent of all treatment and servicea listed in Table 13 have been pro-

vided b'y prog'ram staff. ·Outs·ide agencies have furnished the remainder. 

The program staff members have been most involved i11 the areas of employ-

ment, money management and domestic relations counseling, release plan-

ning, individual~prgroup counseling, and other s~rvices. Outside ~gencies . {~)r 
1~_' 

have provided t'he majorit.Y of the service hours in che.mical dependency and 

in other program areas. 
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TABLE 13 

COHPARISON OF TREAT:-IENT AND SERVIC!.:S PRUVIDED TO 43 HORK 
RELEASE AND 10 NONI-lORK RELEASE CL!E~~TS OF THE ANOKA 

COUNTY JAIL TP.EAr.·::::~!T PROGR..AH 

WORK RELEASE NONWORK RELEASE r-- I I 
Average Number Number' Average Number· Number 

TREATIIENT PROVIDED of Hours Served of Hours Served 

Educ~~ion counseling 
Vocatibnal training 

15.3 8 1.0 1. 

counseling ~ 6.0 3 4.0 1 
Employment services 

and counseling 3.3 39 9.6 1 
Money management - , 

couns,eling, 12.0 2 0.0 0 
Domestic relations , . 

counseling 1.0 1 1.5 2 
Chemical dep,~ndency 

,31 16.2 8 counseling 12.9 
Mental health care 33.0 2. 0.0 0 
Release planning 1.0 3 4.0 1 
Individual and group 

43\~ 12.0 10 counseling 15.2 
Other, including 

21' ~~-~i' 2.2 6 .. medical and legal 2.3 

ALL TREATMENT 24.8 43 21.2 10 

0' . , 
I 

j 
r 
I 

! 
I 

Because of the ,nature of the treatmen,t and service data, it is ex-

tremely difficult to determine the i.'elationship between client needs and 

services.' A substantial portion of the treatment.and servic~sfor these 

53 clients was iecorded under the general ca~egory of "individual a'nd 

grollP counseling. 1I The counseiing received o,ften overlaps with the other 

categories listed in Table 13. This overlap, therefore, -makes it impos­

~sible to draw any conclusions' concerning the relationship between ne~ds 
and treatment for these 53 clien~~. 

Although.nonwork release clients receive neatly as many hours of 

treatment and services as do ~"ork release client;:;, fe\1 sentenced of.~ 

fenders doing straight time partiCipate in, the program. Only an estim-

ated 8.6 pe.rcent of the sentenced offender population not on work release 

II 

" 
~" 

,"0 

" .~ , 

"', 

.' 

1 " 1 are program c ~ents. As, Table 14 shows, there is a greater tendency for 

offenders with longer sentences to participate in the program. However, 

less than one-fifth of those incarcerated for more than 60 days elect 

to take part in the program. 

I 

TABLE 14 

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OF ANOK.A. COUNTY JAIL 
INMATES lINDER SENTENCE NOT ON WORK 

RELEASE WHO ARE PROGruu~ CLIENTS 
BY THE NUMBER OF DAYS IN JAIL 

DAYS IN JAI.,.. 

15-30 
3l~60 

61 or more 
ALL 

PERCENT 
(N =233)3, 

2.7'7. 
9.7 

19.6 
8.6 

aNumber of male sentenced inmates not on 
work release and who are incarcerated 
15 days ,or more. 

~----------------------~---I 

\ IThe sentenced inmate population not on work release and incarcer-
a\ited 15 days or more is based on 1977 and 1978 data. The client popula­
t;i.on, however, is based on the period from April 1, 1977, to Harch 31, 
1~7ge Since the a~erage daily population of the jail has been higher in 
1979, the estimates of the percentag~ of inmates who are program clients 
i~\ liJ<ely to be somewhat high. 
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VI. PROGRAM OCCUPANCY AND ,COST ANALYSIS 

A. PROGRfu'f OCCUPANCY 

, A total of 186 clients hav~ participated in the Anoka County Jail 

Treatment Program between April 1, 1977, when the program began accept-

ing clients, and March 31, 1979. Of these, 162 were work release clients 

and 24 were nonwork release clients'. Work release clients averaged 74.7 

days in the program and nonwork release clients averaged 83.0 days in the 

program. As of March 31, l50,clients have been, released from the Anoka .. 
County Jail, thereby terminating from the program. These include 130 work 

release clients and 20 nonwork release clients. 

The program cl.ients comprise only a small fraction (3.0 percent) of 

the total numbei of offenders incarcerated in the jail during this two-

year period. However, the program clients also make up 31.7 percent of 

the average daJly popula~i~n in the jail. 1 Therefore, the jail treatment 

program staff provided extensive treatment and services to nearly one-

third of those who are in the jail daily. Although the staff also pro-

vided treatment and serVices to many others, no data exist to document 

the number or extent of this contact. 

1 

The total number of incarcerated offenders for the two-year period 
under evaluation is an estimated 6,306. This figure is based on data 
supplied by the Minnesota Department of Corrections for 1977 and 1978. 
The first 3 months of 1979 ~vere estimated using average length of i!lcar­
ceration of all offenders for 1978 and assumed that the jail operated at capacity for 1979. 
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B. COST ANALYSIS 

Table 15 contains two sets o~ cost figure~ for the Anoka County Jail 

Treatment Program. In the first col~mn~ the cost of remodeling the jail's 

work release area is included .nd is prorated over the three-year period 

of the grant. This column rep~~sents the costs to set up and operate the 

program using funds awarded by "the Crime Control Planning Board. The sec-

ond column excludes the cost of remodeling the jail's work release area 

and represents, exp~cted expenditures ,pecessary to continue the jail treat-

ment program at its present level of operation excluding inflation. 

Each set of cost figures has;been computed first using gross total 

'cost~, and then net total costs which are the gross total costs minus 

" the revenue generated ftQm the increase in the use of work release which 
1 

occurred after the implement~tion of the jail treatment program. Al-

though these latter calculations assume that the increase in the use of 

work release resulted from the establishment of the lvork r:elease program, 

as a practical matter, it is ",j.mpossible to determine.' It seems reasonable, 

however, that a substant;ial pr9Portion of the increase did stem from the 

implementation of the jail treatment program. 

1 ' , The increase lvas determine'd us ing the number of work re lease days 
in 1976 "as a base. Work releasees ~.rere cbarged$2 .50 per'day J room and· 
hoard, until Harch 31, 1978. After that day, they ,,,ere charge'd $6.50 

per day. 
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TABLE 15 

COST ANALYSIS OF THE "'0" ~---===';'i~:':'-= ,,;. ~ .. A COU~:TY JAIL TREATHE~T PROGRAH 

I~CLUDING EXCLUDING 

COST 
RE:10DELING HORK RE}lODELING HORK 

RELEASE AREAa RELEASE AREA 
GROSS TOTAL COSTS 

,Per Day" 
$187.180.00 

256.41 
$128.554.00 

176.10 
Per Program Client-­

Prorated for effective 
average treatment ~tafEb 

Per Incarcerated Offender", 
Per Program Client Day-­

Pro,rated for effective 
average treatment staffb 

Per Incarcerated Offender Day 

805.07 
29.68 

10.62 
4.21 

552.n 
20.39 

7.30 
2.89 

NET. TOTAl. COSTSc\j 
·Per Day . 

$179.348.00 $120,339.00 

Per Program Client-;.. 
Prorated for effective 
average treatment staffb 

Per Incarcerated Offender 
Per Program CHent Day-... 

Prorated for effective 
average treatment staffb 

Per Incarcerated Offender Day 

245.68 

775.39 
28.44 

10.18 
4.04 

a ' 
Remodeling cost prorated over "the ' 3 . d entLre -year 
perlo of the' grant. 

164.85 

i517.59 
19.08 

'6.83 
2.71 

b 
Program c1ient:costs computed at 0.8 of total costs. 
Based on approximate percent of staff time devot d 
to treatmen~ ~ndservices excluding bal'l e 

d 
screening 

an presentence investigation. 

c 
Gross, tot.a1 costs minus additional re'iJenue 
f 

generated 
rom",l.ncreased uSe of Hork release. 

Because an estimated 20 percent of program staff tl'me ~ is ilevoted to 

bail scr~ening and presentence investi2.a r. i on, t'" _ ~ __ ac lVlties which are not 

directly related to treatment, t t rea nenC program costs per client are 

prorated at 80 percent of tota~ prog=am costs. By prorating treatment 

costs, the averaooecost per prooD.ram cl"e ~ ~8 ' 1 nL comes to ~ 03.07 includino 
'" 

remodeling and $552.92 excludin .. oo. ,', re,mocieJ.' ,_"no
c • Th e prorated per client 

day COsts come to $10.62 and $7.30, respectively . 
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Because these calculations do not include all who have received 

treatment and services in the jail, but only those program clients in-

cluded in the evaluation, these figures tend to overestimate the cost 

of providing treatment and services to program clients. Unfortuna,cely, 

there is no ~<Iay to c,ompute these costs for all program clients. 

Instead, a second set of cost estimates was computed to determine 

the cost of the program per ~ncarcerated offender, all of whom are poten-

tiallyeligible for the program. These e.stimatesprovide a basis for 
, , 

determining the cost of the jail treatment program relative:'to the total 

cost of the operation of the Anoka County Jail. These estimates also can 

be used to determine the increased cost of , operating the treatment program 

in tne face of a. rising average daily population in the jail. These esti-
,;;'. . 

mates include the bail screening and pJ;'esentence investigation aspects of 

the program since the inmate population included those awaiting bail, 

triai" or sentencing. ,',These costs per- incarcerated offender amount to 
'. 

$29.68 includ~~~e remodeling and-$20.39' excluding the remodeling. 

During the period inci~ded in the evaluation, all offenders were incarcer-
«( 

ated in the jail an a~er~ge of 7.1 days. This results in a per incarcer~ 

ated offender day of $4.21 and $2.89, respectively. 

If the revenue from room and board~\.generated from the increase in 

the use of work relqase is subtract~d l~om the total costs of the pro-

'gram,th] above cost ,estimates t<lill be reduced slightly (see Tab~e 15). 

For example, the per diem cost per offender !<Iil1 be either $4.04 pr 

l . • 
$2~7l depending on whether or not the remodeling costs are includ~d. 

H 
The continued operation of the jail treatment program in the Anoka 

County Jail will result in a ,small increase in the per inca,·rcerdted 
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offender day costs. the current per incarcerated offender day cost in 

the operation of the jail excluding the jail trea~ment program is $15.16. 

'Jihis figure includes food, medicine, supplies, building maintena.nce, and 

custody staff sa1aries.
1 

These cost estimates suggest that continued 

operation of the jail 'treatment program will increase overall jail net 

operating cost by at least $2.71 per day per incarcerated offender, a~ 

2 increase of 17.9 percent. 

These cost es~imates do notrepresen~ the total costs of the pro-

gram. Rather, they represent only ~he costs to operate the program in 

the jail. No data exist to estimate the costs of providing treatment 

to which inmates have been referred outside the jail. Nor is it pos­

sibl; to determine whether the program is cost-effective or whether the 

benefits accrued from the program are equal to or greater than the costs. 

The necessary baseline data for such analysis do ~ot exist. 

1 
Telephone interview with the pro~ram director, May 8, 1979 • 

2·, -, 
The budget for the program, howevElr, would come under Anoka County 

Court Services rather than the Anoka County Sheriff's Department. 
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VII. ANALYSIS OF TREATMENT EFFECTS: 
GOAL ATTAINrtENT llliILE IN PROGRAN 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Program goals provide the basis with which to evaluate program 

effectiveness. The program goals for the Anoka County Jail Treatment 

Program specify expected levels of program performance in three general 

areas: employment and education, chemical depenrency, and client be­

havior~ The~nalysis of treatment effects will focus on these three 

area;, both while clients were in the pTogram and during a po&tprogram 

follow-up period. 

B. EMPLOYHENT AND EDUCATION 

The work release program in the, Anoka County Jail is primarily 

designed to permit clients who are employed to continue to ,york ~.;rhile 

,incarcerated in the jail~ Because employment, is generally a condition 

of eligibility for work release, the vast majority of clients on work 

release (89.8 percent of 127 clienis) were employ~d full time prior to 

entering the jail (see Table 16). Thus, the increase in the number em-

ployed full time among work ~elease clients at termination from th~ pro-

gram was quite small (2.3 percent). A substantial drop in full-time 

employment (15.7 percent of 19 clients) Occurred bet~~an incarceration 

and release from the jail among program clients noc on work release. 

This drop undoubtedly ~eflects the negative effect of incarceration on 

employed off,enders doing straight time. HOt'H!Ver, nomlOrkrelease 
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clients also experience an increase in 'part-time employment. The net 

'effect produced a 10.6 percent drop in unemployment. Unfortunately, it 

is impossible to measure from the ,available data precisely to what degree 

the program staff ~lembershave assisted client employment. Currently, 

about one percent of staff time is devoted to job placement. It's likely, 

tbereEore, that much of this increase cannot be attributed t01tDhe direct 

efforts of the counselors. 

TABLE 16 

COMPARISON OF EMPLOYHENT AT JAIL INTAKE AND PROGRAM 
TERMINAngNFoR \.]QRK RELEASE AND NON\o/ORK 

RELEASE CLIENTS OF THE Al'iOKA COUNTY, JAIL TREATME~T PROGRAM 

. EHPLOYMENT 
STATUS 

Full time 
Part time 
Irregular 
Not working 

TOTAL 

" , 
" 

PERCENT ,WORK 
RELEASE 

(N = 127) 
J 
Intake 

89.8% 
3.1 
2.4 
4.7 

100.0'7. 

I 
Termination 

92.1% 
3.1 

, Q.O 
4.7 

99.9%· 

PERCENT NONwORK 
. RELEASE 
(N=' 19), 

I I 
lntake Termination 

36.8i. 
0.0 
0.0 

63 .• 2 

100.0i. 

21.1% 
15.8 
10.5 
52.6 

100.0'7. 

:"1 Not only ;were work releasees likely" toretafn their jobs while on, 

~ork release but they al~o increased their hourly wage. Among wDrk re-

lease clients.\-Tho were employed both at' program intake andt:ermination 

(N = 115), .theiraverage.hourly ~-Tage increased fi.om $5.56 to $5.86, and 

thairmedian;'hourly ~ageincr.e~SE!d from$,?35 to $$.49. This increase 

probably st,ems from inflation as \-Tell as additional u~.ork experience. 

This incr~ase in hourly wage, however, contrasts with the experience of 

the few no 'mol a rk release clients ,olhowe:re also employed at both jaiL in-
, 

take a.nd release (N = 4). Their' average 'hourly ~vage remained the sa'me, 
0" d~ 

It appears ~'therefore, th,~f~ and their meJIian wage dropped 'some'-1hat. 
, " 4.1)1 

Q" ilJJ, . 
client.s ,P,1l \.;ork release are less likely .to have their employmeI1t ,taree;rs 

'\~ 
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qisrupted than those 
not on work 1 reease, both in 

terms of their employment and thefr ... income. current 

Those . 
prCigramclients ~olho ar'e 

on work release and 
have Huber privileDes . ,who, therefore, 

,. o· are encouraged . 
to Continue 

gram in ~Yhich th ' anyeduca tiona 1 pro-
, eY,are currently enrolled. 

12) . Only about 
chose tO,do so. one-quarter (3 of 

Nevertheless 7 
. ' , .8 percent (10) of 

clients were enrolled in the work release 
... some form f 

o educational prOoDram 
they terminated from at the time 

the jail t reatment pro ( 
the number enrolled " . gram see Table 17)'. 

, 1n educational 

at the time 
programs among work release 

clients 

Thus, 

they were released 

the number enrolled at 
the time 

from the J'a1.'l . 1.S only 51' h 1 , .' :L~L t Y less than 
of incarceration. ' ~ 

eVer- a' . This experience 'h 
, ga:Ln ~ontrasts with h ' O~-T-

t at of cl' 
:Lents doing straight 

the fact that nonwork time. Despite 
release program cl~ . 1.ents have 

tion than d somewhat less educa-. a work release 
program clients, 

in an edUcational program 
only one cl' . . :Lent was enrolled 

at jail intake' d 

'( 

, ,an none were enrolled in ed-
time they ter.minated· from the program. 

, , TABLE 17 Ii' " , 
COMPARISON 0.- ·Enuc . \ . 

AN r . <\TIONAL E~RO ' 
, ,J;) PROGRAN TE~lI:-l'TTO,,'F • LL~[E:->T ,\T JAIL I"T\'lE 

RELEASE CL . "'_.4" OR WORK R- .. t '" 

:::: . IENTS OF THE ANOKA COU~" .t.LE,iSE ,~:\D NOm~O?K 
, .• T¥ JATL 'T'Rr:,\T"~" 

.-;. - J": +- -.. ".:;c.,T PRCGR:\~.1 
PERCEwr ~v'ORK I'::r-

RELEASE ?::~C2::r ~;C:-';:;GRK 
EDUCATtmt-\L ,(~l ",' 127) ?-ZL.EASE 
!?:~O!.L~fENTa (,; - 1 S) 

'Full t.be 
Part timeD 
Not en;::Ql1e(,l 

TOTAL 

2.nt.:l~ ~ -. r- . - - .. 
~e::;;;in:!ti6n ~~ Terminatio:: 

5. 5i~ 
3.9 

90.S 

100.Oi~ 

J • 9;~ 5 ,'., ----:.. 
3. 9 ·0:, 0.0:. 

9
0.0 0.0 

__ !.olf 100' 
. .0 --100.07. 100.0% 
100 .l~~~ a 

Includes acade~ic - School or 
b Vocational t:ainln D • 

In,eludes C" . ';:> 
...,D priJp·n'llti,on. 
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In addition to encouraging program clients with Huber privileges ~o 

continue their education, program staff members also encourage a~l clients 

who have not completed hig1:1 schooi to pursue a GED ~hile in the program. 

Of the 66 terminated client$ who had not completed high school upon en'ter-

ing the jail, 5 (7~6 percent) obtained their GED , .. hile incarcerated., 

Three were on work release and .t'-lower~ not. The combined ,effect of those 

who c(:mtinued their educati()n or complete,~ their GED while incarcerated 

raised the average education level of work release clients from 11.2 to 

d 
' 0 1 level of those ,not an, work release 

11.4 years. The average e ucat1on, 

increased from 10.8: to 11.0 years. 

One of the goals of the Anoka County Jail Tre::atment Program is to 
Ii 

have·80 percent of the clients with Hllh,er p:dvilegesemployed on j;a 
full-

, ' ' , , ;/ 

time basis or' attending school on a full,;-time basis at the time.' of 
their 

release froin the jail. Ta:ble 18 summarizes the education and employment 

attivitieS of client~ just prior'to jail ~ntake and release by describing~ 
their overaU activity statuS. A client is cOPS'idered "active full time" 

if he is enrolled in, academi~ school(g~ades ,1":12 or college) or full time 
" < ,,' >; 

in a vocational 'training program or if he isemp loyed full time. A client 

is "a'ctiVe part ti~e'J if he is involver.! o'n a patt":'cime: ba,sislrl academic 
~ ~ ,: , 

1 
'( 1 dO GED' )" 0' 10 n avo' cational,' tr~ining pro~ram or if 

schoo incu1ng .courses .' r -
;\' 

he is employed part time. 
A client Js "inactivel'if he' is neither a.ctive 
'"b ~ 

full time nor ~ct'ive 'part time. ,Sinoe ,9'0.3 percer:t of the clients were 

active full time at the time they were released) the prpgram, is Clearly 
Il 

.L'O 70+S g'oa'l' 'oJ A ~,aving' 8,0 percen,'t,,'oj its lJorkrel ease clients em-mee t- 7.ng _v H .-'\ c,' 

termina.tion. iAlthough ~"ork '", . ,: 

ployed or in an educational program at 

\-lhichmissing d':ftoiare handled in the con-
, sl'iO'ohtlY",lower than ('\ 

the perceRtage~:,are - - , 
!I', ' 

it ,.ith Table 16., (0 " 

1, ',: " 0 ' 

Because oLthe manner 1n 
0, sttuction of Table 18, some of 
,~,~,) , ,'0 

would be expected by compar~ng 
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release clients have a slightly' hiO'oher activity leve.l at ' program '/.:ermina~ 

tion than tbey did at JOail intake, h" 0 I ac ~e.v~ng tlis goal required merely 

keeping the client actiVity statl'S st'able. S ' ... omewhat more f~onwork release 

aS1S, ' ut there was a substantial clients were a~tive on a,' part' -tl.'me b . ' b 

drop in full-time activity between jail intake and t~~mination~ 

o re ," ect t e t:egative effects of mentioned earlier, th",is dro~ se'ems' t fl 'h 

'~'. r --:"-~ .. "-( 

, , 

incarceration· through the disruption of client employment patterns and 

educationa~ programs. 

TABLE 18 

COMPARISON OF ACTIVITY STATUS AT JAIL INTAKE 
AND PROGRAM TERHINATION FOR WORK RELEASE AND NONiWRK 

RELEASE CLIE,NTS OF THE ANOl\.." COU~TY ,JAIL TREAU1ENT PROGRAM 

ACTIVITY STATUS 

Full time 
P<J.:r:t time 
Inactive 

TOTAL 

C. DRUG ANO ALCOHOL USE 

PERCENT WORK 
RELEASE 

(N = 124) , 
I ,-. 
Intake Tcr~ination 

88.7% 
8.1 , 
302 

100.0% 

90.3'7. 
5.6 
4.0 

99.9% 

PERCENT NONHORK 
RELEASE 

Intake 

47.1'7. 
0.0 

5209 

/100.0% 

Ii 

(N == 17). 
I 

Termination 

23.5% 
29.4 
i.701 

100.0% 

uepen~ncy is a ma-Diagnosing and providing treatment for chem1.°ca'l rl d 

jor component of the fI~~aCounty Jail Treatment 'Program. Evaluating this 

aspect of the program is diffi~ult bec'_·,l.l~e O-L,r ~h ~ ,. ~ _ e nature or the ddt~. At 
iJ 

program tnlake, clients may ~ot'be frank with th~ '" p'ccogram staff concerning 

their past and'current u~e of chemicals. Thus, the' ~~~FC 1 d d ;>'-0.,,"- on y recor e . 

chemical depende.ncy data they were reasonably it ':"as accu-

rate. This explains the small number of ~ases in Table 19. Hhile clients 

are in the program, the jai. t' counse.lors rely on "'1..118t· '" 'o'·~n • - obse rvations ~ 

o 
'.the observations of the JOail staf'r-, and oc,ca"r.:1°onal '" . _ random t;~st ing 
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dete~miqe chemical use. If chemical use is suspected, the client i~ 

~iven a breathalyzer or urinalysis test. Although this testing does 

provide the project staff with hard .,data on the use of chemicals, it 

doe.shave important limitations. A breatha~yzer/urinalysis test ca~ 
'i ' 

only measure c~,ruical use at an isolated point in time. Unless' a c1li-

'l' ent is suspected of using chemicals or is selected randomly for tes~ing, 
:1 

: his use of chemicals may go undetected. 
\ 

The program staff, thereforl~, 
ii 

are uncertain concerning the use of chemicals on the part ~fa largel\, 

number of the clients and have ,O'nly recorded 'data they are re~s~nablli!: ... ' 
Iii, 

certain is accurate (see Table 19). "\:', 

(' 
, \:\ 

1,1 
III 

· 1] 
TABLE 19 

I· , 

I 

COMPARISON OF WEEKS CHEHICALLY FREE AT JAIL INTAKE 
AND PROGRAM TER.'1INATION FOR t~ORK RELEASE AND 

NONI.,ORK RELEASE CLIENTS OF THE ANOKA 
, F COUNty JAIL TREATHENTPI{OGRAt1 

}fean 
l-Iedian 

WEEKS 

WORK RELEASE 
(N ::: 34) ',-,-, 

Intllke 
y( 

Termination 

13.3 
2.5 

20.1 
12.2 

. ,} I 
NONWORK RELEASE 

(N i:.8) 
r 
Intake 

1.0 
'0.6 

\' I 
Termination 

6.8 
5.5 

\\ \, 

As Table 19 show~" program clients h~ve be~n free of chemicals 

substantially longer at program terminat'ion than at jaiiintake. In 

this instance, the medianmi~Jbe'r of weeks chemically free is ~probably 

a petter measure than the mean numb'~r of .weekschernicallY free. The, (/ 

small number of client's ~olho haVe been chemically Jreefor arlumber of 
. ,; 

yea'J;'stendsto Sk~t~_:,A:h~ mean upward aryd obscure the cl~;gree of, change' 
. !'. ,~, ~~'.~" (ji-: L '!if. ' 

ketw~eni) jff1ildiftake and program termination~- Spmeof,this increase in 

the nL!wber ofw~ekschemi,fallYJ)free canprob.abi1y no I: be attribut~d to 

t,;-. .' 
fhe effects of the tteatment program,. however. S6me of this increase 

~. 
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must be explained by incarceration alone. Program clients not on work 

release have little opportunity to obtain alcohol or drugs. \.Jork re­

lease clients, on the other hand, .still possess the opportunity to ob-

tain alcohol and drugs. However, the supervision reSUlting from their 

incarcer~tion may act as a deterrent for clients thereby reducing their 

alcohol and drug use. Unfo:;tunately, there is no tolay to determine the 

degree to tolhich incarceration and the resulting supervision may reduce 

alcohol and drug use. 

Nevertheless", there is eviden<:e which indicates that the chemical 

depe~dency counseling clients are receiving in the program does have 

some direct effect on the number of weeks the clients have been chem-

ica1iy free while in the program. For those clients for ~.,hom complete 

service data existed, the number of hours of chemic~l dependency coun­

. seling was correlat~d with the number of ~ee~s the clients were chem­

ically free' while in the program. Among clients with $ervice data, a 

moderately strong p8sitipe relationship U>:1.s fOUnd between the nwr>ber of 

hours of chemical dependency counseling and -the ninnber of weeks the cli­

ent had been free of alcQhOl and drugs while ,in the program" I 

I , 
The relationship had a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.57 and 

was statistic~lly significant at 0.01 (N = 20). bne should remember that 
t~e clie~~~" samp~a ~,;ith{~ervice :da~a ~olas not r::l~domly selected from the 
p~ogram popu1acl.on. H!""ever, l;t 1S a group ,·/tach does not seem co D,€: 
great lydif ferent fr.om'" the entire program population. 

t.,': 
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The relationship is even 'st'~onger fhr workrele.ase'Clients than 

1 
for all clients. Incarcerati6n is likely to affect the ability of non-

work release clients to obtain alcohol and drugs regardless of whether 

or not they have had chemical dependency counseling. Therefor~~ the 
'\3;\ ' 

corr'elation between. the hours of chemical dependency counseling and weeks 

chemically free is higher al)d probablY'more accurate when work release 

status is contrdlled for. 

Although the chemical dependency counseling does appear ,to 'have all 

imm~diate effect on chemical use, it is impossible to determine whether 

the program is meeting its goal of keeping 70 percent of the work releas~ 

clients chemically free during the period ~rom jail intake to release f~?m 

the faiL For 71.5 percent (93) of the clients, the riecessarydata are 

missing. Among those clients for whom the data are available, 73~0 per-.: 

cent (27) remained chemically free while in the program. Ther,~ is no ~V'ay 
I) 

to determine whether -this rate of success ,exists for work relea~eclients 

for whom the data ~re missing. 

D. CLIENT BEHAVIOR 

One of the objectives of work release in the Anoka County Jail Treat-

ment Program is the encout'k-gement of good work habits while d:i,ents are in 

the program which ,V'ill continue' after the clients have left thE:! jail. In 
t.l' 

order to 'achieve this objective, t~e p~~gram staff attempt td est~blish a 

IThe relationship ~had a Pearson correlation co~fficient of 0.66 and 
was statistically significant at, 0.01 (N ~ 15). It should be noted ho~- u 

ever, that there is a high correlation (0.86) between the number of,hours 
of chemical dependency counseling fo~ work release client~ and_t~~ ~umbe~ 
of days incarcerated. This suggests that there TQ,ly begreatdl.£.tlCulty ~n 
separating out the independent effects of such counsEding!~,froro the ~ffect,s 
of supe;rvision resulf ing from iTlcarcf.'lration. ,I' 

" 
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good rapport 'vith the clients I employers in' order to monitor their work 
" 

attendance effectively. Although there are a few instances where this 

cooperation with employers has be~n impossible to achieve, the program 

staff have gener.;tllY'found the employers helpful and cooperative.l 

Assuming, therefore, that the data supplied by the Anoka County Jail 

Treatment staff are accurate, attendance at work for those clients on 

work release appears to be fairly good. Only 12.6 percent (16) of the 

work release clients have had unexcused absences from work. Only 1 of 

these has had more than two absences. 

In addition to unexcused absences from work, 2 (1.5 percent) work 

rele~se clients have fled. This compares with 3 (15 percent) of the non-

work release clients who have also escaped. In these instances, the non-

tV'ork releases clients were all trustees. 

lJ 

Not only do the jail staf,f inembers try to assist clients in dealing 

with problems which have resulted in their incarceration and to prevent 

them,from bei~g reincarcerated, the program staff' members also hope that 

treatment programming wiU help curtail managemen,t problems in the jail 

by limiting the number of clients involved in incidents Hhich result in 

rule and disciplinary Violations •. In the Anoka C'ounty Jail, such viola-

tians for those on work release can result from returning to the facility 

iht6xicated, from behaVior w~ich constitutes a probation violation, or 
' U ~ 

from creating a'disturbance in the jail. Among Hork release Clients, 20.8 

pe~Cent (26) have been involved in incidents which resulted ,in rule arid 

disciplinary VIolations. Because the program's ''goal is to keep 80 percent; 

II . - . tl f·f A I 5 970 d nterv~e:\oJ' ,n ,l.program sta ,pri ,1 .,. _ 
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of the cl ients free of major rule viola.tions~ the progrQJTl, is approaching 

but falling just short o! meeting this goal. 

Disruptive cl,ient behavior whether it cpnsists of an escape from the 

facility or a major rule violation is clearly tied to the use of alcohol 

and drugs while incarcerated. Not only can intoxicatio~ or obviouschem-

. 0 

ical use result in a major rule violation, but othe'J:" disrtiptive behavior 

often appears to be related to alcohol and dru,g use as well.' Analysis 
:) 

revealed that of the 47 clients for whom ac:cu'rate chemical use information 

was available while they were in the program, 70 .. 2 percent (33) remained 

cbemicallyfree while in the program. Only 1 of those clients who remained 

chemically free was involved in' disruptive behavior. 
, j ;.. ,I 

As was ohserved above, there appeared to be a moderately strong re-

lationship with chemical dependency counseling and the number of weeks 

clients had been chemically frece while, in the program. However, there 

also appears to be a positive relationship between the amount of treat£;-
" ~' 

\ i 

\ ment and services provided and disruptivehehavior. 
''1; 

For exampl~", clients 

for whom service data exist and '07ho were not 'involved in disruptive be-

Q , 
havior averaged 9 .. 8 hours of che,mical dependency counse ling as, compared 

:(.i 
with, 23 .7 hours of chemical dependency couns,eling for clients who t.fi:!re 

, , 1 
involved in disruptive behavior. 

This ~pparent incongruity between the effec~iVeness of chemical de-

pendencycounse1ingl<:.~epingprogram clients free of alcohol and drugs 

while they are in the program and the disproportionate amount of .che!m-

, ~. >;." 

ical dependency ~ounselin~ which disruptive clients have rec~ived appears 
, , 

IDifference of means test not significant, Whow-ever. II 
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to be partly related to·the 1 
ength of time they . 

, are 1ncarcerated. The 
amount of chemical d d ' 

epen en~y counselino cl. 

~as moderately corrl t d 
- ~ a 1ents received in the program 

," e a e ,with the length of 
I time th~y wer~ in the pro-

gram. However, the lonoer 
<:> "clients were ip 

the. program and, thereby in­

the probability that clients would 
carcerated in the jail, the greater 

be involved in disruptive be4~vio.t • 
Nondis.ruptive clients (109) for 

example, averaaed 54 7 d 
" a ' .. ays 

~33)'averaged 122.4 days in 

in the program, while disruptive clients 

the program~ Th us, it appears that the 
10nger~1ients are in 'the 

program, the greater the 1 0 k 
1 elihood thae they 

will be involved in d· 
1sruptive behaVior despite 

the fact that they are 
likely to have received more chemical d d epen ency counseiing. 

"It ,is also Possible'that disiupt~ve b h ... e avior wh~ch ... stems from al-
cohol and drug use may ~esult in 

additional chemical dependency treat-
ment. Hence, disruptive clients 

could be expected to average more 
chemical deperidency counsel,ing, h 

t an nondisruptive clients. There is no 
way, however, to test th.:s h ., 

... ypothesis,directly. 

E. St:1'MMARY' 

The Anoka County Ja1·1 l' 'J reatment Progdlmis 

having 80 percent of the t070rk 
exceeding its goal of 

release clients employe~ on 
u a full-time 

basis or at~ending school on 
a full-time basis at the 

time of their re-
lease from the jail. The program {s 1 

~ a so approachinG b 
a '.It falling just 

short of keeping 80 
percent of the r.York releas' e 1 c ients free 0-1.- 0 major 

rule Violations. I . 
t 1S impossible to de~~rmine ~<lhether the program is 

Succeeding in keeping 70 p~rcen~ ot the' d 

work release clien~s h - c emica lly . 
was 

1 
The., re.lationship had a Pears0n -

st ttl" correlation coeffiCient of 0.5_? a IS 1Ca ly s~g~ificant at 0.0001, (N = 47). and 
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free because of the substantial number of chents for whom accurate data 

are not 'available. For those clients for whom accurate data exist, 70.2 

percent remained chemically free ,while in the program. The eviden.ce also 

suggests that" there is a dir~ct relationship between the. amo.'.lnt of chem­

ical dependency counseling received and the nuriiberof weeks chemically 

free while. ihcarcerated in the jai 1. 
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VIII. ANALYSIS OF TREATMENT;EFFECTS: GOAL ATTAINHENT 
DURING 6- AND. 12"':'HONTHFOLLOW UP PERIODS 

A. INTRODUCTION 

'For the analysis of treatment effects during the postprogram follow-

'. up pe1:iod, data were collected on clients 6 months .and 12 months after 

,. 
they t,rrminated from the program. ,As of. Ma,rch 31, 1919, 92 work release 

!i 

and 19: nonwork release clients had been released from the jail and "at-

risk"/in the community for 6 months. Sixty-eight work release and 15 
,,. 

nonwbrk release clients had been "at-r-lsk" in the community for 12 months. 

Unfortunately,it wasn'ot possible to collect follow-up data on all of 

)hese client:;;. Someclients'h.ad moved and, therefore, could not be .lo­

cated. Other~ refused to cooperate ~i~h the'jail treatment staff in 

supplyingt.he necessary: inform'}tion. GeneraiJy, data could only be col­

lected fl;'om those who were stitt on probation at the time of ~;hefollmY­
.:!i 

·up.Data were also collected on all those who recidivated during the 

follow-up period and were returned to the Anoka County Jail,. Consequen-

tly, data exist fo~ 35 work release clients and ~ nonwork release c11e~ts 
" 

who had been "at-risk" for 6.mqnths, and 22 work release clients and 3 

nonwork release clients Hho had been "at...,risk" for 12 months. 

B. POSTPROGR.I\H TREATMENT 

After leaving the Anoka County Jail', SOme progtam clients continue 

to be involveq in other types of treatment programs. lvo:d< release tli-

e.n.ts may have begun, their. p:rogram While s t ill incarcerated, or'may have 

o· .53 
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begun them after leaving the program asa result of referral by the jail 

treatment staff. Nonwork release clients ha~('>;'')egun their programs after 
\ ..... -./ 

leaving the jail as a result of referral by jail t:reatment staff. 

During the first 6 months after relea~e from the jai1~ i1.2 percent 

I) 

(7) of the work release clients participated in some form of treatment 

programming. Two (29.6 per~ent) of the nonwork release. clients also p:ar-
c 

ticipated in such programming. ". '. .' . ..\\ 
Durl.ng the second 12 months "at-rl.sk," 1 

work release client (4.5 percent) and" I non~ork release client: (33.3 per-

cent) participated in.treatment programs. 

C. EMPLOYMENT AND EDUCATION 

I,' 

"As ~as shown abo\fe, the vast lIlajC',',rity of work releasellients were 
j:.1' 

.' 
employed at termina.tion from the program and,:release from the jail. 

., 
Am'ong those cl~:ents for whom data are available, employment at the time 

{( 

of the follow..;up appears to be fairly, steady (see Table 20).. S~mede,.,.. 

cline in employment can be observed at the 6-month follow";up, but a 

slight increase can be seen at the 12-month follow-up. Employment: was 
, ' j\ 

generally lower for nonworkrelease. clients s 'but showed an increase be-

tween program terminat.ion and the time at foi1ow-l,lp. Because of the 

sma.!l number of cas.es, it isimposf'\ible to d£aw any conclusions' concern­
ii 

ing the 10rlg-term' effec t of incarceration on t~e employment'· of nonwork 

release cli~nts~ 

Some work release client's were also involved. :in educational a:c-

tivities{jduring the lIa~~risk" period. Two (5.9 percent) work release 

. .. '.. afl. 
clien.ts completed a vocationp'! educa~l.on prograro du::::ing the6-month 

'j,' a 
.v:~. ' 

'. "follqiw,;"up period. Thr.e .. e(8.6 percent) work release. clients~~e:t'e 
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VI 

I. 

EHPLOYHEN'f, 
STATUS 

Full time 
Part time 
Not working 

TOTAL 

I. 

C? 

'., .f .' .. 

" . 

TABLE 20 

COMPARISON OF EMPLOYMENT J.T PROGRAM ~rERMINATION, 6-MONTH FOLLOt.".;..UP, 
AND·12-MONTH FOLLOW-UP FOR WORK RELEASE AND NONWORt< RELEASE 

- CLIENTS OF THE ANOKA COUNTY JAIL TREATMENT PROGRAM' 

6-MONTII FOLLOW-UP 12-MON'l'i! FOLLOlv-UP 
i 

PERCENT WORK RELEASE
a , PERCENT NONtvORK RELEASE PERCENT WORK RELEASE

3 
PERCENT NONt-lORK RELEASE 

(N = 32) (N = 6), (N = 21) (N = 3) 
j i I. i I 1 I .1 

'l'crmil1iltion Fa I low-UE Termination ~11ow-U2 Termination Fa t lovl-:J!£ !£~1~ Fol1o\~-UE 

.93.8% 84.4% 16.7% 33.3% 85.7% 85.7% 06.7% 100.0'7. 
0.0 3.1 16.7 0.0 0.0 4.8 33.3 0.0 
6.3 i2.5 66.7 66.7 llh.3 . 9.5~ 0.0 0.0 

II--

100.l'Y. ioo.O% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.07. 

a Percentage employed at termination differ because.program clients for whom there 
are data only partially overlap. 
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involved in ed~cational'programs at the'timeof the 6-month follow-up_ 
;;' ~ 

= One (4.5 perce,nt) w'ork release. client was attending. school at the time 

of the 12-month follow-up. None 6f the nonwork release clients attended 

school or vocational educational progr:ams during the 6- 'hor l2:"month 

follow-up periods. 

The employment and educa'ti'onalactivities of work release clients 

. 1 
are summarized in Table 21. , At'\the time of t.he 6-month follow-up, , .' j . . ' [1-

'f. 
87 ~5 percent (28) were active full time and~-atlthe12-month follow-up, 

,~ -~ "-

81.8 perc'ent (17) were active full·dIne. Therefore, the Anom (Jou:nty 
" " 

Jail Treatment Program is meeting its goal of having 80 percent of the· 

clients employea .. attending school » " , or vocational training for the first 
,/ 

Y.f3o.:-/-af te -r rel ease from Ja il. 

i\ 

TABLE 21 

COt-ll?ARISON OF ACTIV.ITY, STATUS AT PRQGRAM TERH,INATION ~ 
6-MONTH FOLLOW ... UP, ~ND 12",.~lONTH FOl.LOW-UP 

, FOR WORK RELEASJ:;"",GllIEN'i's OF TilE, ANOl<A 
COUN.x;'{~jXfL .TREATHENT PROGRAM;l' 

6-MONTU FOLLOtv-UP 
(N ;" 32) 

I~----~~~~~--~'I 

12-}10NTH FOLLOW-UP 
(N:: 21),: 

ACTIVITY 
STATUS 

P~rcent P,~rcent 
Ter.mi na't; ion Follow-Up 

Per~ent' P~rc'nt 
Termination I) Follow-Up 

Full time 
'Part time 
Ina,cti,.:ye 

TOTAL 

93.3% 
'3.1 
3;1 

100.0% 

87.57.' 
3.1 
9.4 

100~O% 

77 .3% 
,4.5 
18 •. 2 

100.0% 

81.8% 
9.1 . 
9.1 -_._-

100.0'7. 
:. . it j'", " 

aNoriwork re:ease c1i~tlts werenot.i~cluded because 
noneVere ~nvotved ~n any educatlOL\a1prQ~ram at 
termi,nation, the 6-month follo~ ... -up, 0'1;" the 12-
~onth follow':"up. Therefore, th~ir activity sta­
tus was the same as 'that shown for employment in 

:Table'19. jl 

" , II 

'\ 

\1 

\1\, 

\ 
il 

See page 44fqr a definit~on 
II 

IThiS table is similar to Table 18. 
II ,; 'I 

it 

of terms. 
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D. DRUG AND ALCOHOL USE 

Another goal. 'of the 'Anoka County Jail. Treatmen't Program is to keep 

70 percent of the, chemically dependent cli(mts free of c~;~mical abuse one 
, CO) 

year a·fter ).:~~il.ease from the jail. The lack of aC'curate dcita concerning. 

chemical" abuse by program clients after they have been released from the 

jail precludes evalu.ating the' progr~ss of the program in meeting this 

goal. 

c ~ 

E. RECIDIVISM WHILE "AT-RISK" 

Unfortunately, it is not possible to determine whether the Anoka 

County Jail Treatment Program is succeeding ~.n keeping 80 percent of the 

program clients free from new convictions and/or probation revocations 

during the first year f,allowing their release from jail. The recidivism 
" 

data are too incomplete to provide an effective measure of client recid-
(~ 

ivism. Data do exist, however, on the rate of return of program clients 

to the Anoka County Jail. Because f.ollow-up data are ayailable for all 
,j 

program clients who have been returned to the jail' because,of new con­
jl 

victions or probation revocations, the r'eturll rate is based on all cli-
, ' /-~ .. 

h ),~ b 
ents W 00'lave een "at-risk" for 6 to 12 months, not just those for whom 

.i.) 

follow-up data are available (see Table 22). 

TABLE 22 

COMf,AR1S0N OF JAIL RETURN RATES A'r 6-NONTH AND 12-NONTi{ 
FOLLOW-UPS ,FOR. HORK RELEASE ANoNONWORK R.El..EASE CLI2NTS 

OF THE ANOKA COUNTY ):\IL, TRE!\TNENTPROGRflN 

RELEASE STATUS 

Work release 
NOn!vork re lease 

PERCENT' RETU~NED: rO'J,AU 
AT 6-HONTH,FOLLOW-UP 

'~,,9. S (N = 92) 
10.5 (N = 19) 

57 
II, 

I)) j) 

PERCENT RETURNED TO \bAIL 
AT 12-NONTli FOLLOW~UP 

16.7 (N = 68), '\ 
13 .. 3 (N = 15) 
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The return rate of ' work release clients at the time of the l2':'month 

follow-up is 16.7 percent. "This is' slightly higher than the return rate 

for nonwork release clients for the same period "at'::'~i,~k." Of the 14 

clients who were returned to the jai'i, 78.6 percent had been previously 

convicted of DWI or an agg1!'avated traffic offense. It should. be noted 

that this figure undoubtedly exagge.rates the proportion ofDHI and'traf-
, II " ,-, 

fie offenders T .. h~·"'recidivat:e as compared with those committing person 

and property crimes. Many of the fatter who recidivate probably are not 

returned to the jail but sentenced t.O a state facility instead. It does 

suggest, however, that successfully treating DWl and tra£:lic offenders 
\) 

can produce substantially lower return rat:2::;forthe jail and thereby 

conj;cribut-;, to lowering the average daily populaJ:ion. 
II" . 

(I Further analysis o~ the available follow-up data revealed t~~t those 

und\:~rg~:ing tre;~t;~'t after release from the jail were more likely to be 
\\~'. '." . 

ret\lrned to th~ facility th~n were thO~~ no .. t in treatment. Durin~the 
L. .). 

6-mdrkth follow-up period, only 16.1. percent (5 of those not involved in 

post~rogram treCitment wer~ r~turned to the'An;ka County Jail. Thi s com- <r, 
/1 

pares with a return rate of 66.7 percent (6) for those involved in post-

program treatment ~ In all likelihood~ those involved in postprogram 

tre~tm;nt .included those' with the mas t seri~Qus types of problems. . These 

clients, therefore, would be more likely to recidivate regardless of' 
, 

whether or not they were involved intreatme.nt. These results, there~ 

fore, cannot be COhst~ued~osugg~$tthat the ~ost~rogram treatment cli-

e.nts are re.c~f,ving is,. ineffective. Unfor?tunatel'y; fe~" data exist which 
\' . 

can be tlsed;",to eVCl'lua\:e ,the, e ffectiv~nes!:l o£treatment pl;ograms ,after 
.'".1 

clients ha~e been releCl.sed from the j;:iiL 
;;. 

It ~an oolybe noted that of 

. ,,' the 2 client$ involveq,\ in treatment bet~.,een thei''r 6-and. 12-monfh 
\:) 'tj \) 
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follow-up, neither ./Jas returned to the jail. 
I~ more data were available~ 

it migh,t be possible to determine whether 
continued participation in post_ 

program treatment would result in reduced return rate. 

Analysis also revealed that clients who were 
unemployed and not in-

volved in any educational program at the time ." 
they terminated from the 

jail treatment program were mare -likely to be 
returned to the faCility 

than were those h 
w 0 were employed or active in some educational 

program. 
Just under half (44.4 

percent of 9 clients) who were not employed or 

attending school were t d 
re urne to ,the jail as compared ~ith 25 0 .• percent 

of 40. clients who were employed or attending 
scho,ol full time. Further-

mor:, these figures' probably underestimate the relationship 'between full­

time activity and the lack of recidivism, b 
ecause the activity level of 

those for whom the f II' 
o ow-up data exist is lower than f or all those who 

have terminated from the program. 

F. SUMMARY 

Approximately one-quarter ()f all program cl;ents 
... participate in 

Some treatment programming upon release from the jail. 
The program is 

exceeding its goal of having 80 
percent ·of its clients employed, attend-

ing school or vocational t .. 
ra~n~ng for the first year after release from 

jail. 
InsuffiCient data precl~ded determining whether the 

~ program is 
succeeding il1'keeping to £ 

percent 0 the chemically d,ependent I-e lents 
free of chemica~ abuse 

one year after release from the jail, Nor is it 

possible to determine whether the proo-am is 1 • 80 
. . 0" Keep~ng percent of its 

cli.ents free of recidivism for one ye-ar following .their 
reLease from 

jail. Data do exist on tha jail return rate of 
work release clients, 

however, and show that 16.7 percent of the work releasees are being 
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reincarcerated in the Anoka County' Jail. Although the jail return rate 

is undo~btedly lower than the actual recidivism rate, it is impossible 

to determine how. much lower. 
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'1\" SUMMARY ,AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Of the SiX,gOal~l"IhiCh have bee~ established for the Anoka County 

Jail Treatment Program, sufficient data exist to evaluate only three of 

those goals.' The program is exceeding its goals of having 80 percent, of 

the work release clieno;s employed or in s~hool at the time of release .;; .. ;-:.,;<:,,\ 
"",/' )\ 

from the jail and one yt}.:!..r, after release from the jail. The program is 
,ifi 

approaching but falling just short of keeping 80 percent of the work re­
\\ "'~-~~\ 

lease clients free of d~sciplinary reports while in the program. Al-

thOllgh it is. impossible 'to evaluate program goals ,related to ,chemical 

dependency, the evidence s'uggests that chemical dependency counseling 

is havi~g'a direct effect~in keeping program clients chemically free 

while incarcerated in thepai 1.. 

'Based on the progress of the Anoka County Ja~l Treatment Program 

.in attaining its stated goals, we recommend that the program be refunded 

by the Anoka County Board. 
", 

If the capacity of the Anoka County Jail i~ 
9 

expanded, thereby causing the jail's average daily population to rise, 

additional staff wiil be needed to continue the same level of operation~ 

Although the jail treatment program is intended to serve all or-

fenders in the jail, "the original program goals ~"ere directed primarily 

at the work release program. As a result, I.;or~ r.elease clients appear 

(!J 

to be fairly well served by the variety and extent of services and 

treatment available t~ them both insid~ and outside the jail, despite 

the,)progra~ing limitations imposed because of a lack of spaci;!. Nomfork 
·r;~ 
'''<! 
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release clients, however ,are not 'adequately served. Only 8.7 percent 

of the sentenced offenders incarcerated in~he jail for ~ore than 14 

days and serving s!:raight time decided to participate in the program. 

Furthermore, because of the lack of programming space in the jail apd 

because nonwork release inmates lack Huber privileges, they also h~ve 

fewer programming options open .to" them. Given the cu:!;,rent operations 

and limitations of the jail treatment program, the requirement that an 

inmate be employed in order to qualify for Huber privileges,.means that 

unemployed' offender.s have less access to treatment than do employed of-

fenders. 

In order to provide adequate access:'t,o treatment and services to 

non';ork release inmates ,we recommend that the jail treatment program, 

staff work -with the judges to expand the use of Huber privileges to 
, ' 

include education and treatment release for those who would benefit 

from such activi.ties and would present no threat to public safety. The., 

" use of these privileges should be especially targeted for those nonwo~k . , , 

release offenders serving rel_tive1y long sentences (i.e· w 60 days or 

more). 

There are a number of reasons to expand the, use of Huber priv-

Heges. Non'Work release clients ge~erally ha~e less eduC£idon than 

work release ¢lients bot:h. at jail intake and release and yet have. fewer 

educational opportunities ';olhile incarcerated. Furthermore,non~o£ t.hc 

". 

clients doing time were enrolled in any educational program, sL.ralght 

(, . C d 
when released from. the jaJ.l or during the £oUow.,.up p~riod. Use 01- e -

II 

ucational release fo.'r unemployed clients needing additional. ~ducation 

would increase the ·educational opportunities for ilOnwork rel~ase clie.nts 
(, 

I: " 
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while incarcerated, and hopefully increase the likelihood of nonwork 

release clients continuing their education after release from the jail. 

!he evidence also suggests that many nomlOrk release inmates coul·d 

benefit from the use of Huber privileges for, the purpo.se of O.l".:r,.in:Lng 

treatment o~tside the jail. The evidence clearly demonstrates that 

crlemicaldependency is the largest single problem, both ampng program 

clients and other jail inmates. Much of the current chemical depend-

• ency counseling is being provided by outside agencies. Nonwork release 

clients whose chemical dependency .proble~s require intensive primary 

treatment and who are not security risks, could begin this treatment 

while incarce'rated. Furthermore, although the evidence is quite weak, 

, . 
it appears that clients involved in postprogram treatment are more 

likely to recidivate during the first.6'months while "at-risk" than the 

second 6 months. Assuming that such treatment is effective, participa-

tion in primary treatment while incarcerated may improve the client's 

chances for successfully 'completing a primary treatment program. 

Finally, ~lients requiring, long-term,postprogram' treatment other than 

chemical dependency cou:>e'ling could als'o benefit from treatment release • 

The Anoka County Jail Treatment staff also sho\ltll expand their job 

placement efforts for all p'rogram clients. Currently, only about 1 per-

cent of the staff time is devcited to job placement. The program staff 

should iolork ~olith the judges to obtain work releases for those unemployed 

clients iolhose primasy need is employment and are not threats to public 

safety. These,. unemployed clients generally have ~.,rorse \olork histories 

than do employed clients. Since one of the objectives of the work re-

lease progrcim in the Anoka County Jail is the encouragement of good 
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work habits, the program should serve more of those clients lvho ar,~ most 

in need of worle release-~the unemployed. 
" 

In addition, nonwork release clients experience a sharp decline in 
,. 

full-time employment between jail intake and release. In order to mini-

mize the negative consequences of incarceration,for.those clients who 

canno~ qtialify for Huber pri~ileges~ additional job placement assistance 

should be provided prior to release from the jail. Additional job place-

ment combined with expanded use of work. release for unemployed clients 

land educptional release for those needing additional education may,help 

reduce the return rate to the jail. The evidence shows that those em-

ployed full time or in an educational program full time are less likely 
o 

to ~ reincarcerated in the jail. 

Other improvements coul,d be made in the treatment and services pro-

vided to inmates without Huber privileges if adequ~te programming space 

cpuld be found within the jail. The efficiency of the program could be 

improved, for example; if greater use were made of groupcounseliug as 

opposed to ind;vidual counseling, especi~al1y. in the area of chemical de-

pendency. Educational programs within the jail could also be expanded 

" ,through the PTE programs for incarcerated 'persons under the age' of 2J a", 

administrated by'the MInnesota 'Department of Education • 

. the expanded u$.e of Huber privileges {.,auld incr.ease the prog,t:"8wmi.ng 

options for ''i number DE nortwork rel~a5e inmates. Hopefuqy, the addi-

tiona! availabilityot se'rvices and treatment {"HI encout.age additional 
f _,' , ~; 

" nonwor~ rel~ase clients to participate. Further improvements in program-
\'1 

ming which ,.,ould become possible if additio'nal space in the. jail ~"ere 

found may also. encouragemor~ nonwotk relea:;,;e clients to p'::,rticipate. 
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