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1.. INTRODUCTION 

JUSTICE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT STUDY 

TASK FORCE REPORT 

The Crime Control Planning Board (CCPB) received a discretionary 

grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and matching 

funds [rom the Minnesota Legislature for the Justice System Improvement 

Study (JSrs). Because the CCPB is one of the agencies being examined, 

these funds were used to hire a staff from outside the agency. The 

staff for the project reports to the Justice System Improvement Study 

Task Force which has authority over the staff activities, the direction 

of the project, and the recommendations contained in this report to the 

Governor and Legislature. 

I)uring this project, the staff prepared three documents for the 

Task Force: The Minnesota Justice System Improvement Study Research Design 

(August, 1980), the Minnesota Justice System Improvement Stooy Data Source 

Book (December, 1980), and the Minnesota Justice System Impl'ovement Study 

Staff F'inal Report (April, 1981). Each of these documents has been re

vi.ewed by the Task Force and authorized for release. The Staff Final Report 

and the responses to that report by criminal justice agen.cies were the 

primary sources of information upon which the Task Force based its 

recommendations. This report of the Task Force to the Governor and the 

L~gislDture presents the results of the Task Force's deliberations and 

serves as the executive summary of the Staff Final Re,port. 

II. PURPOSE AND PROCESS FOR THE JSIS 

The Justice System Improvement Study provides the Governor, the 

Legislature, and other decision makers with an objective analysis of 

executive branch criminal justice agencies in Minnesota. The goal of 

thls study is to identify organizational problem areas and offer 
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recommendations which would create a more integrated and coordinatcd 

criminal justice system at the state level. 

National studies in recent years indicate that state c~iminal jus

tice systems often have a number of problems with their organizational 

structures. These problems can include overlap, duplication, fragmen

tation; lack of coordination, cooperation, and integration; and mandated 

responsibilities without appropriate control over organizational resourceS. 

The Justice System Improvement Study is designed to determine whether any 

of these organizational problems exist in Minnesota's executive branch 

criminal justice agencies. 

The study identified twelve agencies in the executive branch of state 

government that can be characterized primarily as hnving criminal justice 

responsibilities. The programs of these twelve agencies focus on the 

traditional criminal justice functions of investigation, law enforcement, 

prosecution, defense, corrections, and the administrative functions asso

ciated with each line function. The twelve agencies examined in this study 

are: Attorney General, Board of Pardons, Department of Corrections, Cor

rections Board, County Attorneys Council, Crime Control Planning Board, 

Crime Victims Reparations Board, Ombudsman for Corrections, Peace l) r ( i co r 

Standards and Training Board, Department of Public Safety, Sentencing 

Guidelines Commission, and State Public Defender. The JSIS staff is stlrni 1)

istratively placed in the Crime Control Planning Board, an executive brnllch 

agency. The principle of separation of powers indicated that this study 

should not include judicial agencies 

authority allow the study to include 

in its scope. Nor did resources or 

criminal justice agencies at regional, 

county, or municipal levels of government. 

The JSIS staff's analysis of possible organizational problem nrvns 

focuses on the administrative services and support functions located Ln 

the twelve agencies. These are the functions that permit managers at nll 

levels of the system to design, study, appraise, control, and coordinate 

the delivery of criminal justice services to the public. Effective de

cision making concerning these services depends on the efficient usp of 

administrative service and support functions. 
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The study examines eleven administrative service and support functions: 

planning, policy development, research, evaluation, budgeting, personnel, 

training, auditing, accounting, data processing, and grants administration. 

EC[iclclll usc o[ these fUnctions requires that they be free of organiza

tional problem areas. These functions also should be located to give 

managers the service and support resources they need to carry out their 

mandated responsibilities. 

The JSIS staff interviewed function managers in each agency 

about the activities within their functions. Using a standard question

naire, information on each activity was gathered to answer questions on 

the following organizational dimensions: 

1) Impact and utilization--the organizational level for 
which the activity is performed; 

2) Resource interdependency--who controls the resources 
needed to perform the activity; 

3) Responsibility control--the organizational level at 
which the decision is made to p~rform the activity; 

4) Authority control--the kind of authority that controls 
the activity; 

5) Priority--a ranking of the activity's importance with 
respect to the purposes for which the function exists; 

6) Congruence--an evaluation of whether the activity is 
consistent with the miSSion, goals, and objectives of 
the agency; and 

7) Appropriateness--a determi~ation of whether the activ
ity is located in the appropriate organizational unit. 

Organizational problem areas exist if managers do not have administrative 

service and support capabilities commensur~te with their levels of re

sponsibility. Using the key dimensions of impact, responsibility control, 

lind n'source intel"dependency, the standard for the Justice System Improve

~ent Study is that responsibility control and resource control should be 

located at the organizational level upon which the activity impacts. 

In addition to the information gathered through interviews, the JSIS 

starr reviewed agency literature, mission statements, authorizing legis

lation, and budget documents. Each of the twelve agencies identified a 

liaison officer who assisted project staff in getting the documents and 

arranging the interviews needed for the study. Throughout the study, 

JSIS staff have been in frequent contact with agency liaison officers 



and activity managers to verify data, clear up ambiguities, and review 

staff findings. 

It is important to note that throughout this project the twelve 

criminal justice agencies have been kept informed about the project's 

progress and meetings of the Task Force. Drafts of each chapter Wer~ 

submitted to each affected agency for review and comment. Agency re

sponses were directed toward factual errors in the drafts, which the 

staff has corrected, and toward the agency's view of staff recommenda

tions. Agencies have submitted written responses on the drClfts to tlw 

Task Force. Moreover, representatives of each agency met ~ith the JS1S 

Task Force to review their comments and concerns. In a few cases in 

which earlier drafts were substantially revised, the affected agenC'i.0s 

were permitted additional opportunities to meet with the Task Force. 

The JSIS Task Force believes the reseatch design for this study Is 

sound, that the JSIS staff followed the design as closely as possible, 

and that the twelve criminal justice agencies have had ample opportunity 

to respond to drafts prepared by the staf: and hClve responded. Hence, 

the Task Force believes its recommendations are based on the best infor

mation availClble to the Task Force. 

III. TASK FORCE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based upon information presented to the Task Force and deliberations 

of its members, the Justice System Improvement Study Task Force finds: 

• That Minnesota needs systemwide, long-range crim,inal Jus·tico 
planning) policy development, and coordinatio~. . 

The lack of long-range, systemwide planm.ng and POI1Cy 
development, accompanied by the authority to implement de
veloped plans and priorities, is a major deficiency in Minne
sota's criminal justice system. Planning is the key to 
long-range, continuous improvement in the state's criminal 
justice system. The study finds that systemwide planning 
has been attempted by the Crime Control Planning Board. How
ever, with the exception of programs for which the board had 
Federal funds, the Crime Control Planning Board neVer has had 
the authority needed to implement its plans. Several agency 
respondents, including representatives of t~e Dcp~rtme~t"or 
Corrections and the Department of Public Safety, ldentlfled 
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systemWide, long-range planning as the major defiCiency in 
Mjnnesota's criminal justice system and supported the idea 
of a Justice System Advisory Council. 

• ~rhat Minnesota's executive branch criminal Justice agencies, 
in genera.I, do not have major problems in administrative 
service and support functions. 

In general, there is a lac~ of substantive overlap, 
t1upllcatlon, lack of coordination, or inappropriate manage-
rial control of resources among executive branch criminal 
justice agencies. More specifically, the Task Force finds 
that. the DCpcHtment of Corrections and the Department of 
l'uiJl.ie Safety, the two Cl.::partments in which organizational 
pr-obl('/lls nt-c' most likely to arise, have fewadministrativf' 
s(,t:vic(' Ilild support problems. The Staff Final Report is 
dlr-l'ctt'ci toward idcnt'tlying problems of overlap, duplication, 
II-o'.lgnlt'rll.:Jt ion; JAck or cooperation, coordination, and inte
gl"ilt'ion; und mAndated responsibilities \ITithout ap'propriate 
mnnagc'r- I a I controls over organiza tional resources. The staff 
r-pporl dot'S Identify some problems of these types and recom
mends solutions to these problems. 

A. 'J'he Justice System Improvement Study Task Force recommends that the 
f'fi{}/:.':/a.tu,rR amend statutes and enact laws to create a fully empowered 
Criminal Justice Council and a Department of Planning and Pol icy 
Development which will serve as staff to the council. 

1. 'l'he JSIS Task Force recommends that the Criminal Justice 
Coun.cil have authority to set goals and objectives for 
Minneso·ta's criminal justice system)' that the council have 
authori tlJ to plan for the criminal justice system and to 
monitor' plan implementation)' and thfl.t the Department of 
Plan.ning and Pol icy Development be responsible for devel
oping long-range, systemwide plans for achieving goals 
and objectives set by the Criminal Justice Council. 

The JSIS Task Force finds that the field of criminal 
justice in Minnesota would benefit from leadership and a 
clcurly defined decision making process and that it ex
hibits <1 hi.ghly fragmented planning, legislation writing, 
pol I(;y making, and budgeting process. These deficiencies 
prohibit a unified, coordinated approach to setting s!:ate
wide goals and priorities for the criminal justice system. 
Although the Crime Control Planning Board is in a position 
to provide leadership in criminal justice, it lacks author
i I Y to implement plans and priorities for the sy'stem. 

The JSIS Task Force recommends that the Criminal Justice 
Council set the long-range goals and objectives for Minne
sota's criminal justice system. The goals and objectives for 
criminal justice State agencies and departments should be direc
ted toward achieving the systemwide goals and objectives set 
by the council. 

The JSIS Task Force further recommends that the Depart
ment of Planning and Policy Development have responsibility 
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and staff [or conducting the planning, rcscarcll, and 
evaluation activities required for long-range, systemwide 
planning. The Executive Director of the Depar~m~nt of 
Planning and Policy Development should be appO,J.ntcd by 

the Governor. 
Establishment of the Criminal Justice Council and 

the Department of Planning and Policy Developm~ntalLows 
elimination of the current Crime Control plannIng Board. 

The JSIS Task Force recommends that the Criminal Jus t ice 
Council have authori ty for pol icy review, legislat iv(' 
review, and budget review. , 

Review of policies developed by state executIve 
branch cTiminal justice agencies is essential [or coor
dinating and monitoring criminal justice syste~ opera
tions. All policies developed by state executive brar~ch 
criminal justice agencies which would affect the publLc, 
other state agencies, or local units of government ,would 
be submitted to the Department of Planning and POliCY. 
Development for review. Three criteria are proposed lor 
policy review. First, does the policy accord,w~th the, 
systemwide goals and objectives set by the Crt.ml1:al .Jus
tice Council? Second, what impact would thE' polIcy \wve 
on the goals and objectives [or the system and on the 
operations of state and local agencies? Thi ~'d, has the' ~e 
been adequate review and comment by the publIC and Olh~1 
agencies affected by the policy? Th~ Pla?ni~gand Pol~CY 
Development Department \'lOuld report its [lndLngs Lo tIl< 
Council and to the agency or department which proposC'd the 
policy, The Criminal Justice Council must review the pol
icy and its impact before it is implemented. 

All legislation proposed by state executive brancll 
criminal justice agencies would be submitted to.the ~cpart
ment of Planning and Policy Development for leglslat1vC' 
review. Using the same ,set of criteria used in poliCY .l"~
view, the department would report its findin~s to the Crl,m~ 
'nal Justice Council. The Council would reVlew and comment 
~n legislative proposals before they arc submitted to the 

Governor or the Legislature. 
Executive branch criminal justice agencies would sub-

mit their budgets to the Planning and Policy Development 
Department for budget review. T~e budget review p~o~~ss 

Id be set by the Council and include th~ fullowlng. wou ., . 
a) Instituting a series of standards, crlterLa, ,or 

parameters each agency must follo~ in p~e~arlng 
its propnsed budget allocations, In nddltlon to 
those required by the Governor o[ every state 

agency; 
b) Examining proposed budgets before they go to the 

Department of Finance and the Governor and pro
viding an analysis of whether the proposed e~pen
diturcs accord with systemwide ~rimjnnl justice 

goals and objectives; 
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c) Meeting with agency executives to discuss the 
department'~ review and to resolve problems; 

d) Submitting the budget and the review to the Crim
inal Justice Council for review and comment; and 

e) Completing a separate report, showing how the 
agency's budget is related to systemwide goals 
and objectives, and submitting the Council's 
report on the proposed budget to the Department 
of Finance and the Governor. 

The JSIS Task Force renommends that executive branch crim-
inal justice agencies submit operational plans to the Depart
"~nt of Planning and Policy Development for review and comment . 

The Task Force recognizes the need for operational 
criminal justice agencies to be able to develop agency 
plans for agency operations. However, effective coordi
nation of the criminal justice system requires knowledge 
of what individual agencies are planning to do. The 
Department of Planning and Policy Development would re
view agency plans in terms of how they fit with system
wide goals and objectives and what impacts the plans may 
have on other state and local governmental units. 

'Phe JSIS 'l'ask Force recommends that the' Criminal Justice 
Council be representative of all aspects of the criminal 
justice system and include citizen r'epresentatives. 

The recommendations of this Task Force for a fully 
empowered Criminal Justice Council require that the Council 
membership be representative of all aspects of the crim
inal justice system and of the citizens of Minnesota. 
The Task Force recommends that membership on the Council 
Lncludfl the Attorney General, the Commissioner of Correc
ti.ons, the Commissioner of Public Safety, the Commissioner 
of Criminal Justice Services, the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court, the State Court Administrator, representa
t~ves of county or district court judges, county and muni
Cipal law enforcement, and citizens who have demonstrated 
an interest in maintaining a high quality criminal justice 
system in Minnesota. The Task Force further recommends 
that the Criminal Justice Council have no less than 15 nor 
more than 20 members. The Chairman of the Council should 
be a citizen member appointed by the Governor. 

'J'he JSIS Task Force recommends that a permanent criminal 
Ju~i'~ce da,ta ~rocessing advisory body be establ ished by the 
Cr~m"nal Just~ce Council and be staffed by the Department 
of Planning and Policy Development. 

Data processing in Minnesota's criminal justice system 
is fragmented and uncoordinated. This situation threatens 
t~ ne~ate the,potential benefits of developing criminal jus
tLce Lnformat~on systems. The Task Force recommends that 
the Criminal Justice Council establish a permanent advisory 
body which will plan the development of the state's criminal 
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justice information systems. This advisory body, which would 
report to the Council, would be staffed by th0 Oepactmcnt of 
Planning and Policy Development. 

6. The JSIS Tas'". Force recommends that the Department of Pla.n.n in.cJ 
a.nd Policy Development be responsible for GO()T'(lin(J,/,7:n.!1 /;r'(dnin!l 
by e.r.ecutive branch criminal justice agencies. 

To enhance coordination of training and to assist traInIng 
units with improved record keeping, the JSIS Task Force J"('com
mends that the Department of Planning and Policy DeveLopmenL 
provide staff support for training coordination. The Task Foret' 
further recommcDds that the Legislature amend statutl's lo 1"l'1110V(' 

direct barriers to the coordination of training. 
Criminal justice training is provided by the Depdrtmeht of 

Corrections and the divisions of Bureau or Criminal Apprehension. 
Liquor Control, and State Patrol of the Department o[ Pub! ie 
Safety. The JSIS staff found evidence of overlap and dupl ica
tion in the training provided by these departments, as well us 
uncoordinated record keeping among agencies. Tht'rc is l'vidt'[Ict' 
that existing statutes inhibit efficient use of lht' stote's 
training resources. 

B. The Justice System Impr0Vell'ent Study Task ,F'orce recommends the of'{jo,n- . 
izational configuration presented in Figure 1 for M'~mwsot(1IS (':ceUI),
tive branch criminal justice agencies. 

1. The JSIS Task Force recommends that the Department oj Correc
tions rRmain a separate state department under tho Oornmis
sioner of Corrections IJJho reports to the Governor. 

The Task Force concludes that the Department of Cor
rections does not experience the kinds of administrative 
service and support problems which would warrant pl.acing 
this department in a reorganized, state department r or tll(' 
criminal justice system. The Task Force also recommends 
that corrections training continue as a function of the Dc
partment of Corrections, but that corrections training be 
coordinated with other criminal justice training through L1lC' 
Department of Planning and Policy Development. 

2. The JSIS Task Force recommends that the Depar1;ment of Pub} ic 
Safety remain a separ'ate department under the Commissioner' of 
Public Safety IJJho reports to the Governor. 

. ,,'. 

The Task Force concludes that the Department of Public 
Safety does not experience the kinds of administrative serv
ice and support problems which would warrant plaCing this 
department in a reorganized, state department for the criminal 
justice system. The Task Force recommends that law ('nlol"ce
ment and investigation training continue as a function of the 
Department of Public Safety and its divisions, but t hill: tht'fH' 

training activities be coordinated with oth~r criminal justice 
training through the Department of Planning and Policy Devclop
ment. While the Task Force recognizes tha t Erne rgency Serv let'S, 
Traffic Sarety, and Driv0r and Vehicle Servict's du nut clt'orly 
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FIGURE 1 

PROPOSED CONFIGURATION FOR STATE EXECCTIVE BRANCH CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES 
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fit the enforcement and investigative functions of t~0 r0st 
of the department, the JSIS staff has not shown that these' 
services could be continued in as an cffLcient or cosL
effective manner through reorganIzation. Hence, the Task 
Force concludes that the Department of Public Safety should 
continue with these functions. 

3. The JSIS Task Force recommends that the Legislature amend 
statutes and enact laUJs to create a neUJ Departmen·t of Crim
inal Justice Services under the Commis.~17:oncr of O"iminai 
Justice Services UJho repoT'ts to the Governor'. The 'l'o.r;/1; 
Force recommends that the Peace Officer Standa.r'ds and ']'r'(].in
ing Board, Crime Victims Reparations Board, Corrections 
Board, Ombudsman for Corrections) State Publ ic Defen,(i.er·) 
County Attorneys Council, Board of Pardons) a.nd SenU-uwing 
Guidelines Commission be placed a.dministratively in the /)0-

partment of Criminal Jus tice Services .. 
This recommendation does not change the way in which 

the director of each agency, board or commission within Lho 
Department of Criminal Justice Services is ."1ppointed. TIll' 
study reveals that independent, small stat0 agencies. Gourds, 
and commissions encounter problems with fiscal arfain;, per
sonnel, and management services. To alleviate the problems 
which small criminal justice agencies face, the Task FOI-ct· 
proposes that a new department be created and that thIs de
partment provide the Fiscal Affairs, Personnel Manageml'nt :llld 
Management Services for all the agencies, boards, and com
missions assigned to this department. The Commissioner 01· 

Criminal Justice Services should represent the interests of 
the department's components as well as those of the Governor. 

C. The Justice System Improvement Study Task Force does not sUjJpor,t "(J
organizing the executive branch criminal justice a.gencies inio a. 
Department of Justice. 

The Task Force recognizes that a Department of Justice would 
represent a major, significant change in the organization 01 execu
tive branch criminal justice agencies. Such a change should be 
based upon a finding that there arc serious probh'ms wi th tl1l' wily i.ll 
which criminal justice functions art' pcrformNI umlt-r tilt' (,lIrrt'nl 
state organization or on a demonstration that reorganizing Lite sys
tem into a Department of Justice ~.,ould resul t in a s i.gnl 1 i callt im
provement in the efficiency of the system or in significant cost 
savings to the taxpayers of the state. 

The Justice System Improvement Study did not identify organi
zational problems which would justify reorganization of. executiv(' 
branch agencies into a Department of Justice. This study was not 
designed to answer questions about efficiency (beyond ~hosc indi
cated by the problems identified in the study) or about potential 
cost savings. Therefore, the Task Force finds that this study does 
not support the need for a Department of Justice in Minnesota. 

The Staff Final Report for the Justice System Improvcint'nt study high

lights areas of overlap and lack of coordination within and among execulive 
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branch criminal justice agencies. This report, which analyzes the admin

istrative service and support problems for each of the twelve agencies 

studied, also identifies possible areas of improvement for Minnesota's 

criminal justice system. It emphasizes the need for systemwide planning 

and enhanced coordination of criminal justice functions. The Justice 

System Improvement Study Task Force recommends the Staff Fina; Report to 

the Governor, the Minnesota Legislature, and the agenCies which partici

pated in this study. The issues raised in the staff report should be 

addressed. The Task Force recommends the Staff Final Report as a good 

basis upon which a new Criminal Justice Council and Department of Plan

n.i ng and Po licy Deve lopment cou ld begin the ta·sk of systeinwide criminal 

justice planning. 
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