
 
 

 
Implications Wheel Exercise – Review of Proposal to Use Community Based 
Chemical Dependency Interventions to Reduce Incarceration 
 
Background: 
In March of 2009, the Public Strategies Group (PSG) issued a report entitled “Minnesota’s Bottom Line.” 
The report, prepared at the behest of the Bush Foundation, the Minneapolis Foundation, the Northwest 
Area Foundation, the Minnesota Community Foundation and the St. Paul Foundation, offered proposed 
changes to the delivery of state services, not just to account for the state’s budget crunch, but to 
improve the outcomes of those services while reducing the costs over the short and long term.  
 
The task at hand for the Futures Task Force was to assess the recommendations of chapter six, “Staying 
Safe: Shifting Resources from Prisons to Community Interventions.” The report suggests that shifting 
resource to community interventions, in particular those focused on treatment for chemical 
dependency (CD), will save incarceration costs upfront and benefit the state in the long‐term through 
reduced recidivism and safer communities. The benefits, both financial and societal, were calculated 
based on some assumptions of how such a proposal would work. One of those assumptions, the first 
step to implementing this plan, is the subject of our analysis of its implications. What are the 
implications of the State of Minnesota diverting 1,650 non‐violent inmates with CD issues from state 
incarceration to evidence‐based community interventions? 
 
Implications Wheel Results: 
The Implications Wheel exercise was conducted with a diverse group of county commissioners, state 
corrections people, county corrections people, county attorneys and a few others. The resulting wheel 
had many positive and negative implications. As might be expected, the positives focused on the 
potential for cost savings from reduced incarceration, the larger societal benefits of greater CD 
treatment, and the anticipated reduction in crime from the increased availability of treatment. Negative 
implications were also somewhat predictably related to the upfront costs of establishing alternatives, 
the political difficulty of reducing incarceration further in a state that already has low incarceration 
rates, and the potential for new crimes to be committed those released early to a community treatment 
program. The attachment to this summary lists all of the first order implications as well as select second 
and third order implications and identifies whether the group considered those to be positive or 
negative. 
 
Next Steps: 
Because of the extremely broad scope of issues and effected parties involved with a recommendation 
such as this, it is unlikely that counties will take the lead in promoting this initiative. However, should 
there be a movement in this direction, the impact on counties will be substantial. In an effort to prepare 
counties to respond to this or a similar proposal, a summary of the report’s conclusions as well as the 
Implications Wheel data will be presented to AMC’s Public Safety Policy Committee at their fall meeting. 
This summary and the full Wheel will remain available as a reference document that can inform the 
counties’ response, positive or negative, and also guide counties in ensuring that the biggest areas of 
concern are addressed. 



 
 

 
Implications Wheel Exercise – Review of Proposal to Use Community Based 
Chemical Dependency Interventions to Reduce Incarceration 
 
Below you will find the first order implications for all of the arcs that were scored the day of the 
exercise. The bullets below each implication represent a sampling of the second and third order 
implications. This summary is not comprehensive but is representative of the diversity of issues, both 
positive and negative, that were identified by the group. 
 
Positive First Order Implications – One implication is…: 

 The need for prison beds is reduced. 
o Expansion or new construction of prisons is delayed. Positive 

 Local communities lose short term economic impacts of prison construction 
jobs. Negative 

 Local communities lose long term economic impacts of prison jobs. Negative 
 Millions of dollars can be diverted to other programs. Positive 
 

 Members of the public will strongly endorse the offender diversion program. 
o Community members are more willing to employ offenders. Positive 

 Stronger family units. Positive 
 Less demand on welfare programs. Positive 

o Community members’ expectations will go above the level of county financial support. 
Negative 

 

 New investments are made to increase community supervision capacity. 
o County jails not previously utilized to full capacity will be utilized. Positive 

 Employment will increase at the county level. Positive 
 The inappropriate use of jails will occur. Negative 

o Investments won’t be adequate to get the job done properly. Negative 
 Additional funding burden will land on the counties. Negative 
 Projected decrease in recidivism will not occur. Negative 
 

 Additional county collaborations are created to provide evidence based community treatment 
programs. 

o New chemical dependency resources become available in the county. Positive 
 Better trained police for dealing with CD offenders. Positive 
 CD clients switch to other addictions. Negative 

o Not enough CD clients are found and the effort fails. Negative 
 Needy clients are not served. Negative 
 No budget increase for the county. Positive 
 
 



 The State contracts with counties to accept inmates in their last 6 months of incarceration to 
provide substance abuse interventions. 

o County jail bed space may not match demand. Neutral 
 Collaboration between counties solves the problem. Positive 
 Increased construction of jail facilities. Negative 

o Counties need additional resources to implement. Positive 
 Property taxes go up. Negative 
 Efficiencies are developed. Positive 

 
Neutral First Order Implications – One implication is…: 

 Local correctional facilities lack the capacity to accommodate the state inmates who are part of 
the diverted offender program. 

o State mandates that counties follow the program. Negative 
o Local facilities expand bed capacity. Negative 
 

 There are increased caseloads within the existing probation system. 
o Less general supervision. Negative 

 Opportunity to assess the systems and come up with new solutions. Positive 
 Offender does not get the services they need and falls through the cracks. 

Negative 
o Eliminate supervision for low level categories of offenders. Neutral 

 Decreased recidivism. Positive 
 Lower caseloads. Positive 
 Citizens think you are soft on crime. Negative 

 
Negative First Order Implications – One implication is…: 

 Counties must leverage substantial additional funds to divert existing community based 
offenders from incarceration. 

o State diverts savings to help fund county costs. Positive 
o Property taxes increase. Negative 
 

 There will be disparate sentencing between counties that have community based interventions 
and those that do not. 

o Will result in more regionalization. Neutral 
 Creates economies of scale. Positive 
 Results in a consistent way of doing business. Positive 

o Offenders in counties without community based programs will spend more time in 
prison. Neutral 
 Counties will have to provide more services to inmate’s families. Negative 
 Creates less burden and cost to counties. Positive 
 

 A few of the diverted offenders will become involved in high profile crimes. 
o Public reaction causes legislative hearings or bill introductions. Neutral 

 Hearings result in increased taxes to continue program. Negative 
o Clarify program outcomes for tracking diversion effectiveness. Neutral 

 Assist in accurate program evaluation. Positive 
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1.1.1: 
increased media 
output  to inform 
the public about 

corrections

1.1.2: 
funding for 

the program will
be reduced

1.1.3: no 
desire to continue
the program so no

cost savings 
are seen

1.1.4: elected 
officials, judges, 
attorneys drop 

support because 
politically 
unpopular

1.1.5: 
volunteer 

participation in 
program will 

increase by true
believers

1.1.6: may 
decrease support 
for other diversion 

programs in 
other areas

1.1: public 
support of the 
program will 

diminish

1.2.1: assist 
in accurate 

program 
evaluation

1.2.2: 
enhance the data
management for 

the overall 
system

1.2.3: may not
take the time to 

accurately 
measure the 

outcomes

1.2.4:
may expand
the criteria for 
early release

1.2.5: identifies 
ineffective practices
and enhances and 
promotes effective 

practices

1.2.6:
outcomes 

reflect high 
recitivism 

1.2.7: 
identifies 

gaps in services 
for offenders at 

the local 
level

1.2: it will 
identify program 

outcomes for 
tracking diversion

effectiveness

1.3.1:
might increase
opportunities for 

education of public 
and legislators of 

best practices

1.3.2: outcome
of hearings may 

result in increased 
taxes to continue

the program

1.3.3: a
knee-jerk 

resolution to 
solve the 
problem1.3.4:

may provide 
increased 
funding for 
corrections

1.3.5:
MN census 

guidelines change
to reflect longer 

incarceration 
dates

1.3: 
public reaction

causes legislative
hearings or bill 
introductions 

1.4.1:
may result 
in longer 

sentences

1.4.2: may 
slow the growth

of prison 
population

1.4.3: 
increased 

clarity on transfer
policies between

DOC and 
counties

1.4.4: might 
solidify public 
support of the 

program

1.4.5: 
cause an 

increase in the 
analysis of the

offender

1.4.6: 
could lead to 

the development
of an effective 
assessment 

tool

1.4.7:
may result in 

going back to the 
times when a parole
board to make the

decisions

1.4: bring a 
new perspective

or criteria for 
early release

1.5.1: the new 
county attorney may 
reject the evidence 

based model and push
for keeping offenders

locked up  longer

1.5.2:
increased 

voter turnout
at the poll

1.5.3: reduces
support level for 
the program by 
other elected 

officials

1.5.4: a good 
attorney following the
program is wrongly 

accused of being too 
lenient on offenders 

is lost

1.5.5: other 
effective officials 

are voted out 
along with the 

judge

1.5: public will
blame the county
attorney and will 

replace the 
individual

1.6: bring 
stakeholders 

together to stress the
positive aspects of 

the program

1: that
a few of the 

diverted offenders
become involved 

in high-profile 
crimes.

the State of 
Minnesota diverting 

1,650 non-violent inmates 
with chemical dependency 

problems from state 
incarceration to 
evidence-based 

community 
interventions.
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2.1.1: Prisions
now have more 
capacity with no 
more bricks and

mortar.

2.1.2:
Legislature 

would have to 
mandate a new 

direction.

2.1.3: Would
create a need to

increase bed 
space. M1

2.1.4:
Will create a 

recognition for 
increased 
community 
resources.

2.1.5:
Will identify

problem 
sentencing 

areas.

2.1: 
Void created

will be filled by 
disparate 

sentencing.

2.2.1:
Creates 

economy of
scale.

2.2.2:
Will result in a
consistent way 
of conducting 

business. 

2.2.3:
Will have a 

larger core group
of stakeholders 

to supply 
services.

2.2.4: Will 
reduce staffing 
requirements.

2.2.5: Shifting 
of costs to 

regional center will 
harm counties 
economically.

2.2.6:
Distance will
be a barrier to 

receive 
services.

2.2: Will 
result in more 
regionalizati

on.

2.3.1: 
Counties will 

have to provide 
more services to 

inmates 
families.

2.3.2: Will 
promote more  

community based 
intervention 
programs.

2.3.3:
Will create 

less burden or 
cost to 

counties.
2.3.4:

Offender 
outcomes won't 

improve.
2.3.5: Will 

reinforce the 
"Just Dessert"

attitude. 

2.3: Prisioners in
Counties without the 

community based 
programs will spend 
longer time in prision 

out of the 
community. 

2.4.1: Beds 
and programming
reserved for the 

badest of the 
bad.

2.4.2:
No change 
in prision 
funding.

2.4.3: More 
dollars available

for other 
programs.

2.4.4: Will 
decrease the 
state deficit.

2.4.5: 
Development of 

community 
resources.

M2
2.4: 

Decrease in 
the state prision

population.

2.5.1:
Continued 

vicitmization.

2.5.2: 
Increased 

local and State 
incarceration.

2.5.3:
Community
out cry for 

safety.

2.5.4: Will 
fund more think 
tanks to develop

solutions.

2.5.5:
Prision bed
space was 

wasted.

2.5: Lack of 
community based 

interventions results 
in no decrease in 

recidivism.

2.6: 
Sentencing 

guidelines will 
become more 

directive. 

2: that 
there will be 

disparate sentencing 
between counties that 

have community-based 
interventions and those

that do not. 

the State of 
Minnesota diverting 

1,650 non-violent inmates 
with chemical dependency 

problems from state 
incarceration to 
evidence-based 

community 
interventions.

M1: J, -1, Increase in Community Resources will cost the taxpayers money.     M2: Matt
& J, -3, Some citizens have a punishment mentality and are concerned about safety.     Page 2 of 14
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3.1.1: 
counties with 

smaller returnign 
prison populations begin
a collaboration proceess 
to assist each other to 

create viable 
programs

3.1.2: Counties
will have different 
treatment delivery 
methods that may 

not be best 
practices

3.1.3: Cost 
per individual 

varies widely from
county to 

county

3.1.4: Private 
companies 

specializing in 
treatment step in to 
provide contractual 

services for 
counties

3.1.5: in
counties with 

too small a prison 
population, 

incarceration may be 
the most cost 

effective option

3.1: 
Some counties 

will have too small a 
population of prisoners 

to have a viable program,
overhead expenses too

high, no economies
of scale

3.2.1: Counties
may continue the 

program even without 
state funding, if it 

works (saves money,
is effective)

3.2.2: Case 
loads could grow

if staff have to 
do more with 

less 

3.2.3:
local levies

increase

3.2.4: Prisoners
may be put on the 
street early with no 

intervention or 
placement 
alternatives 3.2.5: 

Small population
counties will drop 

the program without 
funding, putting the 
burden back on the

state

3.2.6:
Volunteers 

are identified to 
help with the 
intervention

M1
3.2: 

Past evidence 
says contracting 

with the state doesn't
mean funds are 
available in the 

long term

3.3.1: Prisoners
are put out on the 

street early with little 
or no intervention or

placement 
alternatives

3.3.2:
dramatic 

increase in out
of county jail

costs

3.3.3: 
community 

based 
alternatives 

happen

3.3.4: 
collaboration 

between 
counties solve 
the problem

3.3.5: 
increased 

construction of
jail facilities 

3.3: County 
jail bed space 
may not match

demand

3.4.1: larger 
percent of the 

general population 
understands the 

incarcertation 
problem

3.4.2: 
counties 

contract to 
provide the 

services

3.4.3: more 
uniformity 

statewide on 
treatment of 

prisoners

3.4.4:
costs are 
prohibitive

3.4.5: lead 
time is too short

to create 
program

3.4.6:
different 

approaches for 
training are 
developed 

3.4: 
most counties

will need to 
create a properly 
trained delivery

system

3.5.1: 
Public safety 

increases 

M2
3.5.2: state 

saves money and
overall cost to 

taxpayers 
decreases 3.5.3: 

quality of life 
increases in our

communities

3.5.4: 
county jail 

and probation 
staff 

decreases

3.5.5:
union jobs
eliminated

3.5.6: 
state prison 

population drops
and Appleton 
prison closes

M3
3.5: 

Program is 
successful and

recidivism 
drops 

3.6.1: 
outsourcing 

is less 
expensive to 

counties

3.6.2: 
outrsourcing 

is more 
expensive to 

counties

3.6.3: more 
difficult 

prisoners filling
jails 

3.6.4: inmates
housed further 
from family and 

support

3.6.5: 
transportation 

costs for 
outsourcing 

increases - staff,
gas, vehicles

3.6.6: new 
companies 

created to offer 
services

3.6: County 
inmates displaced
by state  inmates 

cost money to 
outsource

3.7.1: county
wage and 

benefit costs
go up3.7.2: 

increased job 
growth at local 

level - more people
working, paying 

taxes 

M4
3.7.3: program
implementation 
(up front costs) 
takes years to 

recoup

3.7.4: further 
stretches county 

gov't support 
systems -  space,

IT, HR, etc. 

3.7: counties 
need to hire more

employees to 
support program

well3.8.1:
property 

taxes go up
3.8.2: other 

gov't services and
good projects are

shelved or 
cancelled

3.8.3:
county can't
provide the 

service

3.8.4: 
new jobs 

and professions
are created

3.8.5:
efficiencies

are 
developed

3.8: 
Counties 

need additional 
resources to 
implement

M5
3: the 

State contracts 
with counties to 

accept inmates in their 
last 6 months of 

incarceration to provide
substance abuse 

interventions.

the State of 
Minnesota diverting 

1,650 non-violent inmates 
with chemical dependency 

problems from state 
incarceration to 
evidence-based 

community 
interventions.

M1: Dennis, Bill, -50, lots of experience with unfunded mandates     M2:  Dennis, -5, 1, This focuses on the state - if state saves, will spend
saving elsewhere     M3: Dennis Fink, +50, less than 7, Lots of other factors - besides the criminal justice system - may influence the 

outcome,      M4: Dennis, Bill, -4 or 5,  likely, whole new program      M5: Janelle, Dennis, Joan, Chris, -1,2, not likely     Page 3 of 14
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4.1.1: 
Some faith 

based orgs. find 
they can't get the 

funds due to 
gov. regs.

4.1.2:
Volunteer 

numbers double 
for the 

faith-based 
orgs.

4.1.3: Fin'l. 
struggling 

ministries are 
infused with new

money

4.1.4:
Faith based
orgs. push 

their agenda
too far.

4.1.5: Aethist
org. protests 
strongly at 
courthouse

4.1.6:
Newspaper 

runs front page 
investigation 

regarding faith 
based funding 4.1.7: 

Success rates 
exceed non-faith

based results
4.1: 

Faith-based 
programs become
some of the funded

collaborations

4.2.1: Other 
departments 

share services

4.2.2:
Not enough 

clients for the 
collaboration 
and the effort

fails 

4.2.3: It's 
discovered that 

some collaborations 
fail because of turf 
issues & funding

4.2.4:
Huge tax 
savings 
result

4.2.5: AMC 
studies results 
and promotes 

across MN and
beyond

4.2.6: 
County border 
turf protection 

diminishes

4.2.7: More 
funding from state
because they like

collaboration

4.2: The 
collaborative effort
model fosters other 

collaboration 
in/between 

counties

4.3.1: 
Increased 

awareness of 
trends by system 

professionals 

4.3.2: Turf 
issues between

agencies are 
resolved

4.3.3: 
Acknowledge 

success and study 
communication success

elsewhere in criminal 
justice system to make

even better 

4.3.4:
New ideas 

are developed 
and services 

improved

4.3.5: 
Communication 

improves quality of 
care  & success of 

program

4.3.6: All hell 
breaks loose 
between two 
departments

4.3: Communications 
systems are 

strengthened between 
coll. partners

4.4.1: Better 
trained police for
dealing with CD

offenders

4.4.2:
Decreased 

cost of 
treatment by

3%
4.4.3: Cost of 
transportation 
increases for 

moving 
offenders 4.4.4:

Municipal 
liquor sales

slump.

4.4.5: Chem.
Dep. clients 

switch to other
addictions

4.4.6:
CD persons

attracted from 
neighoring 
counties

4.4.7: 
New programs

are motivated by 
greed rather than

sincerity

4.4: 
New chem. 

dep. resources 
become avail. in 

the county

4.5.1:
Lower 
taxes

4.5.2:
Co. treasurer 

absconds funds -- 
tempted by 

increased account
balance

4.5.3:
Jobs are 
lost from 
county

4.5.4: Less 
financially 

needy clients 
are served

4.5.5:
Taxpayers 

throw a party 
for co. board

4.5: 
Financial 
resources 
saved as a 

result

4.6.1: Co. 
board choose to

dump 
programs

4.6.2:
Other dept.

budgets are
reduced

4.6.3:
Board 
raises 
taxes 4.6.4:

Newspaper
publishes story

on increased 
budget

4.6.5:
Becomes 

an unfunded
mandate

4.6.6:
Unpopular 

commissioner is
dumped by 
electorate

4.6: Increased
costs cause short 
term co. budget 

increase

4.7.1: Creates 
skepticism by 
public officials 

about innovative 
ideasj

4.7.2: The 
public is turned off
to thinking outside

the box ideas.

4.7.3: 
Recidivism is 

back on track and
jail numbers 

increase 
significantly

4.7.4:
No budget 

increase for 
county

4.7.5:
Needy 

clients are 
not served

4.7: 
Not enough 
chem. dep. 

clients are found
and the effort

fails

4: that additional
county collaborations
are created to provide 

evidence-based 
community treatment

programs.

the State of 
Minnesota diverting 

1,650 non-violent inmates 
with chemical dependency 

problems from state 
incarceration to 
evidence-based 

community 
interventions.
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5.1.1:
Additional 

burden to fund 
will land on the

counties

5.1.2:
Projected 

decrease in 
recidivism will 

not occur

5.1.3: 
Insufficient 
funding of 

mandate will strrain
the county 

budget

5.1.4: 
Community 

will search for 
creative solutions 

to adequatedly 
fund 

5.1.5: 
Initiatve will 

not be 
implemented 

properly

5.1: 
Investments won't

be adequate to 
get job done 

properly

5.2.1:
Non-profits

will be involved
and strengthed

5.2.2:
There will 

be an increase 
in state tax 

revenue

5.2.3: 
Employment 
expectations 

associated with the 
investment will not

be be realized

5.2.4: Less 
strain on county 
and state social 

welfare 
programs

5.2.5:
Will improve 
the public's 

attitudedtoward 
corrections

5.2: New 
investments in 

employment with 
stimulate the local

economy 5.3.1:
The per diam
rate for county 

prisoners will be 
lowered

5.3.2: 
Employment will
be increased at 

the county 
level 5.3.3: Some 

counties will be 
encouraged to 

expand 
capacity

5.3.4: The 
inappropriate 

use of jails will
occur.

5.3.5: 
Increase use

will put a strain 
on the probation

system

5.3: County 
jails not 

previously utilizing
capacity will be

utilized

5.4.1: More 
support will be 
available for 

offenders

5.4.2:
Lower 

recidivism

5.4.3:
Working at 

cross purposes
will increase 
recidivism 

5.4.4: There will
be an increased 

understanding at the 
community level of 

offender 
population

5.4.5: The 
quality of life will 

be increased 
trhough helping

others

5.4: More 
people will be 

available to work 
with the offender

popululation

5.5.1:
Tax payers
will oppose

5.5.2: More 
deserving capital
projects will be 

put aside

5.5.3:
Offenders will
end up in jail or 
community that 

should be in 
prison

5.5.4: Will 
increase 
economic 

development

5.5.5:
Will increase

employment at 
the community 

level

5.5: 
will need to
expand jail 

capacity 

5: that there are
new investments 
made to increase 

community 
supervision 

capacity.

the State of 
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6.1.1:
Employee 

burnout due to 
increased 
workload

6.1.2: 
permission to 
make positive 

changes

6.1.3: 
less advocacy

on the part of the 
supervisor for the

offender

6.1.4: less 
accountability and

oversight by 
caseworkers of 

their clients

6.1.5:
crime goes

up 6.1.6: schools 
increase 

programs to help 
train 

caseworkers 6.1.7: focus 
on monitoring 

rather than 
behavior 
change

6.1: There is
a shortage of 
case workers

6.2.1: 
jail population 

increases due to
more revocations

and violations

6.2.2: 
supervisory 

program 
expanded to 
handle more 

clients

6.2.3: able 
to better 

impliment 
EBPs

6.2.4: 
shortage of 

funds to pay for
caseworkers

6.2.5:
decrease in
recividism

6.2.6: 
decrease in 

the reliance of 
technology to

monitor

6.2: there is 
an increase in 

community 
supervision 

agents

6.3.1:
loss of faith 

in community
supervision

6.3.2: 
opportunity to 

assess the 
systems and come

up with new 
solutions

6.3.3: 
the cost of 
providing 

supervision is 
reduced

6.3.4: offender
does not get the 

services they need
and falls through

the cracks

6.3.5: fewer
technical 
violations6.3: less 

general 
supervision

6.4.1:
reduce 
payroll 

expenses

6.4.2: 
new and 

more energized
workers are 

hired

6.4.3: talented
people leave and 

less motivated 
people remain 6.4.4: 

increased 
recruitment and 

training 
expenses

6.4.5:
additional 

time away from 
client needed to 

train new 
staff

6.4.6: loss of 
history and 

experiences of 
senior staff

6.4.7: local 
unemployment 
agencies see 
increase in 
workload

6.4: 
employees leave 
due to increased 
caseloads and 

over work

6.5.1: lack of
qualified staff to

fill open 
positions

6.5.2: 
additional 

expenses to 
pay for the 
positions

M1
6.5.3: would 

reduce need to 
invest in 
prisons

6.5.4: 
creates hope

in the field and 
higher morale

6.5.5: more 
local professional 

jobs create a 
stronger 

community

6.5.6: smaller 
caseloads allow 

for more personal
attention

6.5: more 
field supervisory

jobs are 
created

6.6.1:
decreased
recividism

6.6.2:
citizens 

think you are 
soft on crime

6.6.3:
have more
money in 

corrections 
budget

6.6.4:
lower 

caseloads

6.6.5: 
enhanced 

supervision for 
other levels of

offenders

6.6: eliminate 
supervision for 

low-level 
categories of 

offenders
6.7.1: cost

savings
6.7.2:

better fit 
with younger

offenders

6.7.3: 
increased 

growth industry to
manufacture 

needed devices

6.7.4: 
technology fails 

and less tolerance
for failures in 
technology

6.7.5: public 
perception of 

big-brother and 
loss of privacy

6.7.6: Public
expects the 

use of 
technogy

6.7: 
more use of

non-personal
supervision

6: that there are
increased 

caseloads within the
existing probation 

system. 

the State of 
Minnesota diverting 

1,650 non-violent inmates 
with chemical dependency 

problems from state 
incarceration to 
evidence-based 

community 
interventions.
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9.1: 
property 

taxes 
increase

9.2: county 
proactive to assess 
the use of non-local 

money i.e. use of 
veterans serices

9.3: 
state diverts 
savings from 

prisons to help 
fund county 

costs

9.4: the
county diverts 

funding from other
programs to cover 

these costs

9: that counties 
must leverage 

substantial additional 
funds to divert existing 

community-based 
correction offenders 
from incarceration

the State of 
Minnesota diverting 

1,650 non-violent inmates 
with chemical dependency 

problems from state 
incarceration to 
evidence-based 

community 
interventions.
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10.1.1: 
There will be an
increase in tax

revenue

10.1.2: Less 
likelihood that 
offender will 

re-offend

10.1.3: Less
demand on 

welfare 
programs

10.1.4: 
Stronger 

family units

10.1.5: The 
offender will take 

away employment 
opportunities from 

deserving members of 
thee community.

10.1: 
Community 

members are 
more willing to 

employ 
offenders

10.2.1:
Offenders will

be better able to 
integrate into 

community life

10.2.2: By 
taking a chance on

offenders community
opens itself up to 
risk of recidivism

10.2.3:
Reduce 

homelessness by
allowing 

offenders to 
rent 

10.2.4:
Reduces 

housing and 
rental 

vacancies

10.2.5: 
Foreclosed home 
in community will 

be purchased

10.2: 
Community 

members are more
willing to allow 

offenders to live in 
the community

10.3: 
Community 
members 

expectations will go 
above the level of 
county financial 

support

10.4: 
Community 

support for the 
criminal justice 
system will be 

increased

10.5: 
There will be 
greater social 
acceptance of 
the offenders

10: that many 
members of the 
public strongly 

endorse the offender
diversion 
program.

the State of 
Minnesota diverting 

1,650 non-violent inmates 
with chemical dependency 

problems from state 
incarceration to 
evidence-based 
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interventions.
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11.1: 
Commissioners
are lobbied hard 

not to move forward
with the program

11.2: 
Requires 

more meetings 
to educate the

public 

11.3: Attention
by county board 

diverted from 
other important 

issues

11.4: Chamber
members join 

ranks against the 
offender diversion 

program

11.5: 
The offender

diversion 
program is 
cancelled.

11: that many 
members of the 
public strongly 

oppose the offender
diversion 
program.

the State of 
Minnesota diverting 

1,650 non-violent inmates 
with chemical dependency 

problems from state 
incarceration to 
evidence-based 
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interventions.
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13.1: 
Local facilities

will release 
offenders earlier.

13.2: Local 
facilities expand

bed capacity.

13.3: 
Requires 

development of 
local 

resources.

M1
13.4:

Offenders 
remain in State

prisions.

13.5: State 
mandates that 
counties follow 
the program.

13: that local 
corrections facilities 
lack the capacity to 

accommodate the state 
inmates who are part of 
the diverted offenders 

program.

the State of 
Minnesota diverting 

1,650 non-violent inmates 
with chemical dependency 

problems from state 
incarceration to 
evidence-based 

community 
interventions.
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14.1.1: local 
communities lose 

economic impact of 
short term employment

from construction 
jobs 

14.1.2: 
millions of dollars
will be diverted to

other programs

14.1.3: local 
communities lose 

economic impact of 
long term jobs from 
prison employment

14.1: 
expansion or 

new construction
of prisons is 

delayed

14.2: dept. of
corrections 

prison staff is 
reduced

14.3.1: cost 
savings to the 

counties

14.3.2: 
decreased case
management at 

the local 
level

14.3.3:
less jail 

management is
needed at the 

local level

14.3.4:
decreased 
funding for 

counties that want to
house short-term 

offenders

14.3: 
fewer short 

term offenders 
will be housed 

by counties

14.4: 
economic 

development is 
decreased 
significantly

14.5: 
could result in
the closing of 
one part or an 
entire prison

14.6: 
provides an 

opportunity to 
update current

prisons
14.7: 

increases the 
availability of 

dollars for 
intervention 
programs

14.8: 
excess funding
is absorbed to 

cover other state 
budget issues

14: that the 
need for prison 

beds is 
reduced.

the State of 
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