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I have attached a plan for the Voluntary Transfer of Court Probation Staff
to the Michigan Department of Socjal Services.

This plan is submitted in compliance with the legislative requirement of
the Office of Children and Youth Services, Michigan Department of Social
Services stated in Section 116(3) of public Act 87 of 1978.

The purpose, approach and recommendations are summarized in the Synopsis
(pages 1-3) and Sunmary of Recommendations (pages 9-12). The suggested
legislative changes necessary to implement the plan are detailed in the
Recommendations section (pages 47-57).

In brief the plan suggests specific revisions of the Social Welfare Act as

a means of gradually eliminating the dual system of juvenile justice service
delivery in Michigan. This would be accomplished through a voluntary transfer
of all services currently provided by the juvenile courts to the Michigan
Department of Social Services.

This plan has my full support. It would clarify the relationship between
the Judicial and Executive Branches of government to the benefit of both
and would gradually eliminate a fundamental obstacle to the delivery of
efficient and effective services to Michigan youth.
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SYNOPSIS

This plan has been developed in compliance with a legislative mandate that
the Office of Children and Youth Services, Department of Social Services

develop a plan for the voluntary transfer of juvenile court probation staff

to the Department.

Because probation staff in the courts do much more than just provide proba-
tion services, uncertainties arose about how to apply this mandate to the

system of juvenile justice as it now exists.

We could have adopted a literal interpretation of the legislation, and
outlined proceduires for a transfer of probation staff. However, because

we were convinced that this approach would create additional confusion, we
have focused instead on what is believed to be the intent of the legisiature

in requesting this plan.

This document is based upon two central themes:
1. Any transfers from the courts to the Department must be voluntary on
the part of local officials.
2. Any voluntary transfers must include a transfer of all services currently

provided or purchased by the courts.

A draft of this plan was forwarded to members of a review committee of
non-departmental representatives. Their comments and questions on the

final draft are summarized in Appendix G of this plan.

The responsibility for the direct provision or purchase of services for the
prevention, control, and treatment of delinquency and neglect has been in

question for some time. This responsibility is currently divided principally




between the juvenile courts and the Michigan Department of Social Services.

Each agency is organizationally and constitutionally autonomous.

A number of studies of the Michigan juvenile justice system over the past
quarter of a century have examined problems associated with our current
system and advocated a single services system to replace Michigan's dual
system. Better coordination of services and a reduction in the disparity
of services from county to county are principal reasons which have been

advanced for bringing together these services within one organization.

We presume the legislature's request for a plan for the voluntary transfer

of probation staff from the courts to the Department to be an outgrowth of

the findings of these studies, i.e., a concern for increasing equity, consistency
and accountability of services to youth, while insuring local involvement in

decision making.

We are recommending a gradual elimination of Michigan's dual system of service
delivery and the unification of those services within the Executive Branch of
government through the following legislative changes:
1. Distinguishing between Judicial and Executive responsibilities.
2. The instigation of negotiations upon the request of local officials
to transfer the following services, staff and facilities on a county
by county basis: pre-dispositional investigation, probation, adoption,
foster care, diagnostic evaluation and treatment, purchased residential
care, shelter care, detention, protective care, prevention and diversion
services, and other services that may beﬁbffered in individual counties.
3. The integration of the transfer process with the state appropriation

process.




4. The provision of the authority for both local and state officials
and the Tegislature to stop any transfer at any point in the
negotiation process.

5. The payment by the State of 60% of the costs of transferred services,
with the exception of detention.

6. The elimination of the county juvenile officer system.

7. The repeal of legislation which permits the court to require the
Department to provide services without a court commitment to the

Department.

The courts are and have been providing high quality, professional services

to Michigan youth. These recommendations for unification are not being
presented because it is thought that the Department currently provides better
services, but because unification is critical to Michigan's ability to advance
its service delivery system. A unified system of services, where account-
ability is clear and the relations between programs can be established,

would be an improvement regardless of what entity administers those services.
The Executive branch of government is both constitutionally and logically the

appropriate point of unification.

It is our contention that legislative action to unify services and clarify the
responsibilities of the Executive and Judicial branches of government would
result in the improvement of both services to youth and the performance of
judicial functions by the courts.

Roger Lewis, Acting Director
Office of Children & Youth Services




INTRODUCTION

Purpose
This plan is submitted in response to the legislative mandate in Public Act
87 of 1978, which states in Sec. 116(3) that the Office of Children and Youth
Services, Department of Social Services:

no shall deveblop a plan which pemits the voluntary Fransfer uf

county juvenile cournt probation staff to the department {vf svcdal

servdices) L.

The act states that the plan must:1

7. Require the joint concurrence of the County Board of Commissioners
and the Probate Court in order to begin transfer procedures.

2. Set forth procedures for negotiation between the State, the
County and the Probate Court.

3. Afford juvenile court probation staff who are transferred the
opportunity to be employed in the State Classified Civil Service.

4. Enable the court to maintain sufficient staff to perform all
duties required of it by law.

5. Be submitted to the legislature not later than 18 months after

the effective date of the subsection, i.e., by October 1, 1979,

Overview

The responsibility for the direct provision or purchase of services for the
prevention, control, and treatment of delinquency and neglect has been in
question for some time. This responsibility is currently divided principally
between the juvenile courts and the Michigan Department of Social Services.

Each agency is organizationally and constitutionally autonomous.

1 see the Appendix, Section A, for the specific language used in the Social
Welfare Act of 1939 as amended in 1978. 4




A number of studies of the Michigan juvenile justice system over the past
quarter of a century have examined problems associated with our current
system and advocated a single services system to replace Michigan's dual
system, Better coordination of services and a reduction in the disparity
of services from county to county are principal reasons which have been

advanced for bringing together these services within one organization.

Although these studies differ in their approaches, the major issues which

have been identified can be summarized as follows:

1. The delivery of services is fragmented between and among judicial,
executive and private groups.

2. There are serious inequities in the method of delivery and amount
of services available across county lines and between major service
delivery agents.

3. There is no consistent method for establishing accountability for
services rendered. Therefore, questions of inefficiency, and in-

effectiveness remain unresolved.

— s e i

We presume that the Tegislature's request for a plan for the voluntary transfer
of probation staff from the courts to the Department to be an outgrowth of the

findings of these studies, i.e., & concern for increasing equity, consistency,
and accountability of services to youth, while insuring local involvement in

decision making.

158ues

The legislature's general intentions noted above seem clear. However,

upon careful examination of the language of the mandate and its possible

consequences, the Department became concerned that implementina the section

as written would have a reverse effect from the one intended. It would increase

the fragmentation of the system, and reduce the ability of either the courts




or the Department to offer equitable, high-quality services to the youth of

Michigan.

Probation staff in mahy counties perform duties other than the preparation

of pre-dispositional reports and the supervision of youth on probation. Pro-
bation officers nmay be responsible for: 1) screening of cases at intake;

2) placement of youth out of their own homes; 3) recruitment, screening, and
use of family foster homes; 4) holding of preliminary hearings (referee); 5)

administration and supervision of juvenile court programs and services; and

6) other duties as assigned by the judge.

As written, the legislation leaves open the question as to whether or not these

services - excluding judicial functions, intake screening and monitoring - are

The legislation speaks only to the transfer of staff. Presumably, some, all,
or none of these services could transfer with the staff depending upon the

outcome of negotiations in each county. This action would increase the frag-
mentation, inefficiency and inequitable distribution of services that appear

to be the target of the original Tegislation.

Approach

Faced with this situation (legislative language that could have the opposite
effect from its presumed intent), the Department decided to suggest modifica-
tions of the approach described in the legislation, draft the plan based on

these modifications, and submit the plan to the legislature for consideration.

As will be described in the body of this plan, the major modification made

is the translation of a voluntary transfer of staff into a voluntary transfer

of services from the courts to the State.




The Tlegislation requires procedures for the voluntary transfer of probation

staff. This plan describes procedures for the voluntary transfer of court

services as well as the staff necessary to continue those services within the

Department of Social Services.

Method

The following activities were completed in developing and finalizing this report.

1.

3.

The collection of information on the number, location, responsibilities and

cost of current staff in the juvenile courts.

This information was gathered fraom existing sources within the Department
and the State Court Administrative Office. Because of differences in
collection procedures and wide variations in local practice this informa-

tion must be regarded as generally descriptive rather than exact.

The review of previous transfers of staff within Michigan and in other states.

Because staff transfers have either been completed or are being completed
on a fairly regular basis in Michigan, the Department of Civil Service has
established a fairly definitive 1ist of procedures for completing such

transfers. These procedures are described in the text.

Transfers and methods of delivery used in other states were also reviewed
and are described in the text. However, the methods used by other states
seem to have little application to Michigan's current situation.

The review of previous studies of Michigan's juvenile justice system.

A number o7 studies of the Michigan juvenile justice system have been
completed within the last ten years. These studies were reviewed for
relevance to the issues dealt with in this plan.

The _formation of a_representative group from other parts of the system

e m m ke R e e e G e B T




The

to review issues stemming from the legislation.

The 01/ ice assemhled a group of non-deparimental representatives to
review drafts of this plan. The people were selected because of
their knowledge of the system and because they were an effective point

of contact with the major groups that would be affected by the plan.

When members of this group reassembled to review the final draft, a
number of those present disagreed with the approach. A summary of
the comments and questions raised by those members of tha review

committee who wished to comment is presentad as Appendix G to this plan.

remainder of this plan covers the following areas:

A summary of recommendaticrs for legislative action.

A review of the current situation.

A suggested approach for distinguishing executive from judicial functions.
A description of procedures for the negotiation and implementation of
transfers.

A discussion of the fiscal and programatic implications of transferring
court services.

Presentation of recommendations for legislative action.




SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION

A revision of the Social Welfare Act is suggested as a means of implementing

each of the following recommendations.

Please see the Recommendations section of this plan for the specific language

proposed for each revision.

Recommendation 1: The State should establish a long range policy of unifying

juveniie justice services through a transfer of services currently operated

by the probate courts to the Executive branch of government.

A revision of Section 116 of the Social Welfare Act is suggested as a means
of implementing a gradual, voluntary transfer of services to the Department

of Social Services.

The proposed revision lists services now provided by the courts and would:

a. Restrict transfers to a transfer of all juvenile justice services.

b. Empower the Office of Children and Youth Services, in conjunction
with the State Court Administrative Office, with the authority
to settle differences about whether a particular activity is a
judicial function or a service as defined by law.

c. Provide the Department with the authority to initially determine
the State's best interests regarding state operation of detention

services in compliance with the Regional Detention Plan submitted

to the legislature by the Department in April, 1979.

Recommendation 2: A transfer of services should be completed on a county by

county basis and be begun only upon the request of local officials. Extensive

local involvement will be required to determine the details of each transfer,

and to balance the state's interests in consistency with a recognition of the

unique characteristics_of each county.

9




A revision of the Social Welfare Act is suggested as a means of stipulating

both the procedures and expected results of negotiations between local and
state officials in each county that expresses an interest in a transfer of

services.

The following is expected to occur as a result of this negotiation process:

a. Those interested in a transfer, or concerned about its effects will
be able to influence the outcome.

b. Negotiation in each county will insure that the unique character-
istics of the county can be taken into account during the development
of a transfer plan.

c. Those involved in the negotiations will gather the information they
need to make an informed, final judgment of whether such a transfer
could be expected to meet their own interests.

d. The transfer agreement that is completed during the negotiations will
be coordinated with the State budget process. This written agreement
will provi@e the legislature with the detail necessary to determine
the expected fiscal and programatic implications of such a transfer

in each county.

Recommendation 3: Each major party at interest in each county transfer shouid

have the authority to stop any transfer at any point in the negotiation process,

up to legislative. and gubernatorial approval.

A number of groups have been suggested for inclusion in the negotiation process:
Law enforcement, private children's agencies, Department of Management and
Budget, employee associations, etc. However, oniy the following are suggested
as having the authority to veto a transfer before it is finalized: The Depart-
ment of Social Services, the county board of commissioners, the chief judge of

probate, the county board of social services, the legislature and the Governor.

10




Under current Michigan law the Civil Service Commission must also review

and approve transfer agreements before they are implemented.

A final subsection would allow the stoppage of a transfer after legislative
approval under extenuating circumstances, but would eliminate any question of
a previously approved transfer being rescinded by such things as changes in

personnel after the process is complete.

Recommendation 4: The State should assume 60% of the costs of any transferred

services, with the remaining 40% to be charged back to local government. .iny

services not transferred should continue under current reimbursement formulas.

If services are to be unified under the Executive branch of government as
specified in Recommendation #1, the legislature must determine how those

services will be financed and include that decision in any new legislation.

The Department recommends that the State assume 60% of the cost of any transferred
services with the exception of detention (detention costs are suggested as
continuing at present 50% state, 50% county costs). The cost of administering

these programs is to be assumed by the state.

The total cost of such a transfer will vary depending upon specific circum-
stances in counties and upon legislative decisions regarding the parameters

for such transfers. However, if all counties wished to transfer and county

Jjuvenile officers and detention programs also transferred, the current state

share of the cost of the staff would increase by an estimated $7,837,141 and

county costs would decrease by approximately $6,109,921.] Because of the

recommended equal sharing of detention costs, the state's actual share of
the cost of transferred staff salaries and fringes would equal 56 per cent
of the total costs for these staff.

! The difference betweer the State increase and county decrease is the result of

expected improvements in fringe benefits for staff under state Civil Service
provisions. 1




The 60%/40% formula is designed to strike a balance between the need to

encourage counties to consider consolidation of services without providing
so much fiscal incentive that the voluntary nature of the transfer is clouded

by its fiscal advantages.

Recommendation 5: Eliminate the County Juvenile Officer System.

Two alternative methods of eliminating the County Juvenile Officer System are
suggested. Either of these methods would have departmental support. The

alternatives are:

a. Approve Senate Bill 674 submitted on September 24, 1979 by Senator

Sederburg.
If this option is selected an additional subsection {(described in

the Recommendation section) should be added to this bill in order to

Tink this approach with the voluntary transfer process.

b. Make persons employed as County Juvenile Officers or Assistants

employees of the State Court Administrative Office.

If transferred to the State Court Administrative Office, these
émp]oyees should remain in the courts and be assigned to the
maintenance of court functions in counties where services have

been transferred.

Recommendation 6: Eliminate the current court option of requiring the Depart-

ment to provide services to court wards without a commitment to the Department.

The Department recommends that Section 400.55(h) of the Social Welfare Act be

repealed.

This subsection provides no particular advantage to Michigan youth, yet resuits
in complex record-keeping and inefficiency. 1t also reducces the Department's
ability to predict and prepare for future changes in its workload.

12




CURRENT SITUATION

It would not be accurate to say that Michigan currently has a "system" for the
delivery of juvenile justice services to youth. Instead there is a dual
service delivery system which involves both the Executive and Judicial
branches of government. In addition, both of these entities purchase some

services through private organizations and agencies.

The Juvenile Division of the Probate Court is responsible for screening (intake)

and for making the legal determination for disposition of the individual case
(judicial); the court is also responsible for assuring that the orders of the

court are carried-out (monitoring).

In addition, the seventy-nine juvenile court jurisdictions presently administer
a combination of probation services, secure detention facilities, non-secure
detention services, in-home detention services, foster care, purchased residen-
tial care, runaway services (both residential and non-residential), youth
service bureaus, shelter care, casework for dependent and neglected chilidren

. . 1
and adoptive services.

County juvenile court services are staffed by both county paid employees
and by employees whose salaries are state subsidized through the County Juvenile

Officer system.

The State Department of Social Services provides services to dependent, neglected

and abused youth and to adjudicated juvenile delinquents who are committed to
the Department by the juvenile court. These services include investigation,
continued supervision in the community, residential care in a variety of
institutions, camps, halfway houses, group homes, shelter homes, and after-
care (parole) supervision. Diversion services are offered in some counties and

the Department contracts with private providers for runaway services in eighteen

1 See P.A. 288, 1939 and P.A. 54, 1944, The Probate Code, Ch. XIIA, Juvenile

Division, 712A-712A.28 and The Michigan Juvenile Court Rules, The Michigan
Supreme Court, 3/1/79. 13




counties, plus five centers in Wayne County.

Within the Department, the Office of Children and Youth Services is responsible
for planning and programming for Tocal delinquency and neglect services. However,
the actual delivery of the services is the responsibility of the 83 local DSS

offices, under the supervision of the Department's Field Services Administration.

When a youth is identified by the juvenile court as needing services, those
services may be provided by either the court itself or by the Department of
Social Services. Frequently, a youth may initially receive services from the
court and at some Tater date, be committed to the State in order to qualify for

DSS services.

There are no standard criteria for a judge to determine whether to refer a

youth to a court operated service or to commit to the Department of Social
Services. This decision may include consideration of some, or all, of the
following factors: the committing offense, the youth's age, background

and family history, the need for secure placement, the availability of community-
based services, the treatment needs of the youth, the current court caseload,

monetary considerations, the treatment philosophy of the court, public opinion,

etc.

Effects of Dual System 1

This dual delivery system has some negative effects on the quality, effective-
ness, and availability of services to youth. Because no single entity is
responsible for services delivery there is a lack of statewide planning, coor-

dination, monitoring or accountability for the delivery of services.

1 The effects of the cual service delivery system were examined recently in

detail in the Michigan Comprehensive Plan for Juvenile Justice Services,

Office of Juvenile Justice Services, 1977. The reader is referred to that
document for a more complete discussion and analysis of this subject. Some of the
information contained herein is basically a summary of the Comprehensive

14




No specific goals and objectives for juvenile justice services have been
developed and adopted by all the service providers. For example, there is

no common system-wide interpretation of the two primary guiding philosophies

in juvenile justice: the protection of "the best interests of the child" and
"the best interests of the public." While individual courts, programs and
workers must strive to achieve these goals, there is no common agreement about
what the goals really mean, which programs best meet those goals, how goal
achievement can best be measured, or what resources are needed to help achieve

those goals.

With two basic services delivery units (the court and the Department), there

is no comprehensive planning to insure statewide availability of quality

services at reasonable costs. Some counties have extensive community-based
programs for their youth; other counties have less to offer locally. In addition,
there is little coordinated exchange of information between and among the various
courts and DSS offices regarding what services are available and which may be

worth replicating.

Further, there is no uniform objective mefhod for measuring the effectiveness of
various services offered, nor even agreement about what "effectiveness" means.
There is no system-wide method of monitoring. The courts and the department are
usually responsible for evaluating their own programs, if evaluation is to be

done at all.

This scattered responsibility is problematic for several reasons: some programs
are never evaluated; some courts lack sufficient evaluation capability to conduct
evaluations; and program evaluations are often incompatible with one another,

thus hindering program comparisons.

15




Another troublesome problem which may be largely attributable to the dual
service delivery system, is the lack of accountability for the failures of

the system to adequately help many youth. There is temptation for the courts
and the Department to "second guess" each other's treatment efforts, but no
clearly defined mechanism exists for resolving disagreements or for identifying

and resolving problems.

Via the Child Care Fund, the State has a significant dollar investment in

court delivered services programs but little direct control over the quality

or effectiveness of the services offered. Likewise, via the charge back system,
the courts participate financially in state-operated residential programs with-

out direct control over the particular service offered a particular youth.

In addition to a dual system of services, the court has dual options for refer-
ring youth for DSS services. The court may either commit a youth to the Depart-
ment as a state ward, or it may require the Department to provide supervision

or foster care to court wards who are not committed to the Department.

Section 400.55 of the Social Welfare Act requires the Department:
"(h) To investigate, when requedted by the probate cowrt matters
pertaining to dependent, neglected, and delinquent children and
wayward minors, under the jurnisdiction of the probate court to

provide supervision and foster care as provided by cournt crder..."

Some courts have argued that this subsection provides distinct advantages to
the court, in that it permits the court more direct control over the quality
and type of services provided by the Lepartment. Others have said they beljeve
this subsection to be advantageous to youth in that being a court ward is less

stigmatizing than beinz a DSS ward.

The use of this section by the courts, plus the dual system of service delivery,

results in three different classifications of youth: 1) court wards being served

16




by the courts, 2) court wards served by DSS, and 3) DSS wards served by DSS.
With the exception that DSS residential facilities may only be used for DSS
wards, these classifications have no practical meaning when one examines the

type of youth served in each group and the nature of the services provided.

This 1issue has been of serious concern to the Department for some time, because
of the potential it poses for an overload of departmental services. As fiscal
pressure on local courts increases, a court could, if it wished, invoke this
subsection and require the Department to immediately provide services for all
youth now being served by the court. In effect, this subsection now permits

the transfer, without advanced notice, of the responsibility for all services

to DSS without any transfer of the staff, equipment, supplies or facilities

necessary to fulfill that responsibility.

In conclusion, it can be seen that the dual system of services delivery results
in unequal availability of services and in fragmented planning, evaluation and
accountability for juvenile justice services. The best interests of children

would be better served with focused singular responsibility for each major step

in the juvenile justice system.

Other States

Other states have also considered the issue of the most appropriate mechanism
for the delivery of juvenile justice services. Florida and South Carolina

transferred all juvenile justice services to state administration.

In New York State, probation services (both adult and juvenile) are administered
as a branch of local government rather than by the courts. The state subsidizes
all Jjuvenile servicés, including probation. In order to qualify for the subsidy,
probation departments must hire from a stete register of eligible candidates.

The regjster is compiled by competitive testing on a geographic basis and local

probation employees must also participate in state staff training programs as a

17




condition of the county's continued eligibility. The New York State subsidy
closely resembles Michigan's Child Care Fund subsidy to counties for the out-
of-home placement of wards, except that New York also includes probation and

other services of the probation department.

Alabama studied the desirability of such a transfer through legislative
committees and decided that the administration of probation services should
remain at the county level because of the burgeoning administrative respon-

sibilities of state government.

None of the above action was of a voluntary nature and staff members of the
various state and local offices have reported differing opinions as to the

effectiveness of their respective delivery systems.

County Juvenile Officer System

Any revision of the current juvenile justice system must address the County
Juvenile Officer system. Currently. each county in the state has at least one
state-subsidized court worker who operates under the title of County Jduvenile
Officer (CJ0). This position was formerly known as the "County Agent." The
County Agent position was originally created 106 years ago and was administered

by the State Board of Corrections and Charities.

At that time, services to wards, both delinquent and dependent/neglected, on
probation, in institutions or who were indentured, were provided solely by the
state and by volunteer court probation officers. In 1909, Act 310 provided
that judges could appoint county-paid probation officers as employees of the
court (in addition to the state paid county agent). This system of staffing

for juvenile courts has remained virtually unchanged for the past 70 years.

The CJO appointment and retention system itself is complicated. The County

Juvenile Officer is appointed by the Governor upon the recommendation of the

18




Jocal juvenile court judge, and works directly for the local juvenile court
judge. The CJO enjoys neither full-fledged state Civil Service employee
status nor county employee status. His or her state salary is established

by statue --- thus, requiring action of the legislature to improve salaries.
In some instances salaries are supplemented by local county funds; county
fringe benefits may be supplied as well as the state fringes. In other cases,

the CJO is totally dependent upon state salary.

Funds for the County Juvenile Officer positions are administered through the
Child Care Fund. The state funds are appropriated for these positions accord-

ing to the guide shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1

Legislative Formula for Determining the Number
of County Juvenile O0fficers in Each County

Source: P.A. 377, 1978 (effective October 1, 1978)

Ccunty Population # of CJO's Salary (state)
to 40,000 1 $12,443.60
40,000 to 75,000 ] 13,112.64
75,000 to 150,000 1 13,801.68
1 Ass't. CJO 12,068.64
150,000 to 250,000 1 14,511.60
2 Ass't. CJ0's 12,381.84
250,000 to 500,000 1 15,221.52
4 Ass't. CJO's 12,674.16
500,000 + 1 15,952.32
. 6 Ass't. CJO's 12,987.36

County Juvenile Officers provide many different services to Tocal courts,
CJO's may provide probation services, may serve as court administrator or

as assistant administrator, may serve as referees, or may perform any court-

related duty assigned by the juvenile court judge. In Wayne County, tor example,
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£J0's are usad as process servers and legal file clerks.

Appendix E describes in detail the alignment, salary, and duties of the CJ0's

in each of the counties.

County, State Funding of Service Delivery

The dual system of service delivery has contributed to the development of an
extremely complex, fragmented system of county, state and federal funding of

juvenile justice services in Michigan.

The various sources of funds for services use different combinations of criteria
to determine eligibility for funds. These criteria can include:

1. Family financial status (example: Aid to Dependent Children in Foster Care).

2. Placement (example: Community Residential Care funding).

w

Age (used by most funding sources).

Legal status (example: State Ward Board and Care Account).

[ .-

Type of staff (example: County Juvenile Officers).

Some of these funding sources are based on shared state/county responsibility.
These may take the form of repayments by the state to the county for services
rendered (such as the Child Care Fund) or repayments by the county to the
State for services the state has provided county residents (such as State

Ward charge back).

Some of the funding of services is based upon 100 per cent state or county
payments, with no cost sharing (for example: Adoption subsidies are 100%

state costs, while court probation services, unless directed toward in-hone
detention, are 100% county costs). Others are based on shared county/state

costs (for example: Detention is shared 50% state, 50% local).
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The above is not intended to provide a description of current funding sources.
It is presented to exemplify the current complexity and fragmentation of fund-
ing that exists in Michigan.

Because of multiple sources of funds and distinctions in the application of
these funds on a county by county basis it is currently impossible to accurately
identify the total cost of services now being provided at all level of govern-

ment. The best that can be done is to attempt to approximate these costs.

Number and Cost of Current Court Service Staff

The following mater‘al is drawn from a variety of sources and is an attempt
to estimate the cost of services now provided through juven11é courts as

accurately as possible.

Most of the cost associated with the provision of services is for staff salaries.
The following material describes the number, type and cost of staff now working

in courts in primarily service rather than judicial functions.

County Jjuvenile court staff, including County Juvenile Officers, were identified
through information obtained from the State Court Administrative Office. The
positions were first identified by each Probate Court-Juvenile Division and

were reported by the Administrative Office in the 1979 Court Employees Compensa-

tion Survey.

Table number 2, which follows, lists the number of positions in courts by type anc
source of funds. With the exception of County Juvenile Officers (CJC's) all of
these staff are tentatively identified as staff performing service functions

in the courts. This listing, therefore, excludes positions such as: Judges,

referees, probate registers, probate clerks, traffic hearings officers, etc.

Since CJO's are handled separately in the narrative, all CJO and ACJO positions
are included regardless of their function in the courts. [If clerical positions

PPt St

juvenile rather than probate division, they are included as services staff.
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TABLE 2

Estimated State Total of CJ0's, ACJS's and
Court Staff Working in Non-Jdudicial
Court Functions by Number, Source of Funds and Cost

Source: 1979 Court Employees Compensation Survey, State Cuurt
Administrative Office
Child Care Resources Division, Office of Children and
Youth Services
Salary plus Fringe 6
State County
Position Number Source of Funds ~ Share  Share Total
2
County dJuvenile 137 1 " Child Care CJ0, ACJO $2,068,634 | $ 627,828 $ 2,696,4
Officers Fund
* CCF Basic Grant
* Some County Salary
Supplements
County Juvenile 716 * County Funds (unknown)*| 14,816,213 14,816,2
Court Services * Some Costs Shared
Staff by State
‘ 5
Detention Employees 768 5 " Shared State/County 6,069,585 6,069,585 12,139,1
TOTALS 1,621 $8,138,219 | $21,513,626 $29,651,8

The number and cost of CJ0's and ACJO's includes 3 probation officer positions
funded through Child Care Fund Basic Grant provisions.

The state cost figure does not include state payments for CJO and ACJO travel,
estimated at $94,000 per year.

As described in the text, the number of service related court staff was determined
by classifying court staff into services and judicial categories according to
position title. Based on this classification, no court staff with primarily
Judicial responsibilities are included in this figure. See Appendix E for county
by county detail on number, type and cost of staff.

An undetermined amount of state funds are being used to reimburse counties for
the costs of some staff. See text for discussion.

Detention employees are included in this listing regardless of title. The costs
shown are only those reimbursable under state guidelines. The actual county share
of detention cos*s is 1likely to be higher than the figure shown.

There are wide variations in fringe benefits provided on a by-county basis. Fringes
have been included in these figures based on an estimate average of 15. above base

salary. The actual fringes provided for court staff are 10 to 13 per cent higher in
some counties. 99




The above can be used as a general guide for estimating the costs of services
now provided by courts. However, a number of major costs of current court
service delivery cannot be estimated at the present time. These costs include

such things as: Office space, equipment, supplies, travel, etc.

The actual current state share of the costs of services is higher than shown
because of state payments for in-home care services. The FY 78-79 appropriation
for in-home care js $1,788,530. In-home care funds are occasionally used as
match for 0CJ funds, thus the actual costs of the programs can be much greater
than just the state share. Some of the state in-home care fund is used in the
DSS subaccount and some in the Court Child Care Fund subaccount. Since the
court staff working in in-home care cannot be separately identified in the

court's Compensation Survey the State's share of the cost of these positions

cannot be identified. In any event, the percentage of state funds used for the

court positions listed, is minimal.

In addition, a considerable amount of state funds for services is paid to

third party providers identified by the courts: foster care families, child
care institutions, etc. If services are transferred, these costs could go up
or down depending upon the extent of departmental use of direct vs. purchased

services.

Although cost estimates can be provided, the dual system of service delivery,
the distinct character of each court and the complexity and duplication of
information sources, combine to make it impossible to accurately identify all
court provided services costs without extensive on-site assessments in each
court. This assessment will have to be completed on a county by county basis

as part of the transfer negotiation process suggested later in this plan.
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SUGGESTED APPROACH

The Public Welfare Act as amended is replete with references to public concern

about the equity, efficiency and effectiveness with which juvenile justice

services are delivered. A voluntary transfer of court services can promote

these values through the following:

The triple statuses of: court ward receiving court services, court
ward receiving DSS services, and DSS ward receiving DSS services,
can be eliminated, given accompanying statutory change.

The delays which occur with the change in Tegal status and the cost

of legal procedures can be reduced.
Treatment and placement planning can be done with a full range of

possibilities in mind.

Execution of the plan can be completed more efficiently.

Common objectives, standards and policies can be set.

Unified training programs can be developed.

A common tendency to prefer "our" programs to "theirs" will be
eliminated.

A very complex set of rules and procedures related to funding
arrangements of charge backs and reimbursements can be combined

and simplified.

Finally, juvenile court judges will be relieved of the responsibility
to administer social services. They will be free to concentrate

upon their judicial responsibilities.

Accountability for the quality of services will be affixed to one agency.

Section 116(3) of the Social Welfare Act refers to the voluntary transfer of

“county juvenile court probation staff." As noted in the introduction to this

report, probation staff in Michigan's juvenile courts do more than just prepare
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predisposition reports for the judge and supervise youth who are placed on

probation.

We assume that the legislature intended that all services, exclusive of judicial
functions, intake and monitoring, are to transfer with the staff which provides
them. If only probation services per se were to transfer other social services
would be left behind for the court and county to supply through other staff or

through purchase. We consider this interpretation to be untenable. The result

would almost certainly be greater fragmentation of services, not unification.

However, since the statutory Tanguage refers to the voluntary transfer of pro-

bation staff rather than the transfer of services provided by the court and all

services staff exclusive of judicial functions, legislative clarification is

needed as an essential feature of enabling legislation.

A Gradual Unification of Services

The case for unification of staff and services as providing improved equity,
efficiency and effectiveness in services, and clearly established accountability,

appears compelling.

However, the argument for unification is not incontrovertible. Most juvenile
justice services systems across the United States are dual systems similar to
Michigan's system. A number of Michigan's juvenile courts have developed con-
siderable self-sufficiency in the range of services which county government

enables them to provide.

We believe it is to Michigan's advantage to move gradually. The knowledge
which is gained from a few counties about the results of staff and services
unification and the accompanying costs will place county governments and

the State alike in a much better position to decide whether total unification

in Michigan is advisable or whether other alternatives should be considered.
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Gradual rather than immediate unification will provide additionral advantages.
The initial costs of unification and the continuing costs of program operation
will be identified more precisely, and the costs of unification can be spread
over several years. In addition, this will permit the gradual consolidation

of a variety of payment and funding systems.

Discussion of Judicial and Social Services Functions.

As defined in Section 117(a) of the Social Welfare Act, services, exclusive

of judicial functions, include: "dintake, detention, detention alternatives,
probation, fostern care, diagnositic evaluation and trneatment, shelter care,

on any othen service apphoved by the office, Lincluding preventive, diversionary

on protective care services."

Section 116(3) requires that "The plan shall enable the court to maintain
supglelent stafd to enforce court ondens and to perform the preliminary

Anquiny and monitoring of court wards ---."

Thus, judicial functions, plus intake (preliminary inquiry) and the monitoring
of the execution of court orders would remain with the juvenile court. To the
extent that probation staff now perform some of these functions, the court
would need to retain a sufficient number of these staff to maintain these

judicial functions.

Section 115e(1) of the Social Welfare Act states: "The department, to the
extent of funds appropriated for that purpose may assume the administration
and operation oh the administration, operation and facllities of a detention
home established as an agency of the juvenile court under section 16 o4
chapter 12A of Act No. 288 of the Public Acts of 1939, being section 712 A.16

o4 the Michigan Compiled Laws."
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Detention homes are part of the services currently operated by nineteen courts.
These homes and the staff working in them should be part of the services trans-

ferred to the Department in those counties wishing to transfer services.

However, the Department should retain the option of exempting detention services
in any given county from the services accepted for transfer. The Department
would only accept those facilities which, in the opinion of the Department, could
be effectively and efficiently operated as regional detention homes in compli-

ance with the Michigan Regional Detention Plan (April, 1979). This plan was

submitted to the legislature by the Department in compliance with Section 400.115(d)
of the Social Welfare Act.

Suggested Distinction Between Executive and Judicial Functions

1. Judicial Functions

a. Intake - To determine what judicial action, if any, should be taken
upon a complaint or petition.
NOTE: Section 117(a)(1) lists intake as a non-judicial service.
Section 116(3) specifies that the court must be provided with
sufficient staff to perform the "preliminary inquiry," i.e., intake.
This definition focuses on those aspects of current intake operations
which involve the determination of appropriate judicial action and
includes these along with other judicial functions (see the service
definitions of "predisposition investigation" and "diagnostic evalu-
ation" in the following pages).

b. Preliminary Hearing - For children who have been taken intoc custody,

to determine whether a petition should be authorized and whether
the child should continue to be detained or should be released to
parents, guardian or custodian.

c. Adjudication - To arrive at a decision about the charges in the

petition on the basis of the evidence presented.
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d. Disposition - To decide whether the child or youth should be made
a ward of the court and to select the control/treatment option
which is appropriate for the child or youth.

e. Register - To perform or supervise (1) the processing of legal
documents and (2) clerical and bookkeeping activities.

f. Recording/Reporting - To make verbatim records of juvenile court

proceedings by use of shorthand, machine shorthand or electronic
equipment and to prepare transcripts as directed.

g. Typing/Clerical - Typing of legal, social documents, filing,

receptionist and other clerical tasks.

h. Bailiff/Court Officer - To maintain courtroom security, to assist

the judge or referee by delivering files, handling jury arrange-
ments, and other related duties.

i. Monitoring - To oversee the execution and result of court orders.

Services Functions

a. Predisposition Investigation and Report - To collect and to report

information relevant and necessary to the selection of an appro-
priate order of disposition.

b. Probation - To provide investigative and supervisory seryices for
children and youth who are placed in their own homes, the homes of
relatives or in foster homes.

c. Foster Care - To place and to maintain children and youth in licensed
non-relative family foster homes, group homes, halfway houses and
institutions. Family foster care functions also may include recruit-
ment, screening, certification or licensing and monitoring.

d. Diagnostic Evaluations/Treatment - To determine the causes of a child's

problems and to apply an appropriate treatment. Customarily, diagnosis/
treatment includes the use of psychological and/or psychiatric concepts

and techniques.
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e. Shelter Care - To provide an alternative to secure custody detention

for abused and neglected children and Tow risk delinquent youth.

f. Protective Services - To investigate complaints of abuse and neglect,

taking into temporary custody if at serious risk, to diagnose the
causes of the abuse or neglect and to develop a remedy which will
result in restoration to the family or which will provide an alter-
native placement if return to parents is not indicated.

g. Prevention/Diversion - To provide programs which are alternatives to

juvenile court intervention or which are alternatives to adjudication
and disposition.

h. Detention - To provide temporary residential care in a physically
restrictive setting prior to adjudication, or after adjudication

and disposition while awaiting placement.

i. Transportation - To provide the resources necessary for the secure

and timely movement of youth, such as from the court to detention

and back.

Provision of Intake, Monitoring Seryices; The County Juvenile Officer

Senate Bill no. 674, submitted on September 24, 1979 by Senator Sederburg
suggests a means of gradually abolishing the County Juvenile Officer

system.

In summary, the bill would offer current Caunty Juvenile Qfficers and Assistant
County Juvenile Officers a choice between:
a. Full participation in the states fringe benefit package proyided
for members of state classified civil service.
b. Retaining whatever fringe benefits are currently provided in
the county in addition to participation in the State Retirement

System.
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employees with salary and benefits provided as stipulated in

the county.
For any new CJO's or ACJO's, and any current employees that elect Option "c"
above, the state would provide a grant to the county for staff salaries based

on the size of the county.

If passed by the Legislature Senate Bill 674 would gradually eliminate the
County Juvenile Officer system and replace it with grants to counties for

court staff based on county size.

These provisions would gradually eliminate the County Juvenile Officer (CJ0)
and Assistant County Juvenile Officer (ACJO) by converting these positions

to county employee positions subsidized by the State.

An alternative could be to convert CJO's and ACJO's to employees of the State
Court Administrative Office, Michigan Supreme Court. The State Court Adminis-
trative Office could then assign these positions to the juvenile courts in

accordance with standards which the Supreme Court would prescribe.

We suggest, in addition, that in those counties in which a services staff transfer
is arranged, the County Juvenile Officer position(s) could be earmarked as the
position(s) which will remain with the juvenile court for the purposes of
providing the intake and monitoring services. In jurisdications in which these
duties would not require full time positions, other judicial functions such

as ragister, referee, or court administrator could be included.

c. With the approval of the chief judge, becoming full county
In the less populous counties which currently have only one €.J.0. position,

the retention by the juvenile court of the entire position would require the

Department to provide 'the necessary non-judicial court services with existing,

or new, personnel.
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An assessment of the exact number of positions which each juvenile court
would need to meet its intake and monitoring responsibilities cannot be
offered at this time. The State Court Administrative Office, Michigan
Supreme Court, is not receiving sufficiently complete data to enable an
assessment to be made. That determination must be made during the course

of county/state negotiations for the transfer of staff.
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TRANSFER PROCEDURE

Discussion
Transfers to state service have occurred with enough regularity over the
years to permit the establishment by the State of some fairly standardized

procedures for the documentation, review and completion of transfers.

Most notable was the transfer, in the 1960's, of all staff members of all
County Departments of Welfare to the Department of Social Services.
Recently, staff of the Wayne County Psychiatric Hospital were transferred
to the State Department of Mental Health. In October, 1978, the Department
assumed, by request, the administration and operation of the Genesee County
Juvenile Detention Center. In addition, a proposal has been developed to

transfer county adult probation officers to the State Department of Corrections.

In order for the State to adequately consider requests for transfer, the trans-

fer process must also be integrated with the State budget process.

The fiscal year for State government is October 1 through September 30. The
budget development process normally begins from 18 months to two years before
the fiscal year begins. Therefore budgets for appropriations which begin

October 1, 1979, were under development from October 1977 through April of 1978.

We estimate that it will take approximately 6 months for the request, negotiation
and documentation process. In addition, the review of budget requests, decision-
making and state funding normally takes a year. Therefore a local request to
begin the process must be submitted at least 18 months before funding and actual
transfer can take place. Any requests received by April 1 of any given year
could be operational by October 1 of the next year. Any requests submitted

later than April 1 would be for the year after that, and so on.
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List of Procedures

This section describes the procedures suggested for a transfer of services
staff, equipment, supplies and facilities from requesting counties to the
Départment of Social Services. These procedures are designed to integrate
three sets of considerations:

1. The unique characteristics of a voluntary transfer of services.

2. The procedures established for transfers by Civil Servicy,

Social Services and Management and Budget.

3. The State budget cycle.
The following procedures have been divided into three areas. These:areas are:

1. Transfer Requests

2. Negotiation/Documentation

3. Review/Funding

In parenthesis after each area is the approximate amount of time necessary to

complete the activities Tisted.

Transfer Requests (One Month)

Step 1

By joint concurrence of the county board of commissioners and the chief
judge of the probate court, an individual county may voluntarily request
consideration of a transfer of county services staff, equipment, supplies
and facilities to the Department of Social Services. The request will be
made by formal communication (signed by the chief judge of the county
probate court and the chairperson, county board of commissioners) to: the
Director of the Department of Social Services with a copy to the county

Social Services Board of the requesting county.




Step 2

Within one week the Department will acknowledge the request with a formal
communication to:

1. The county probate court.

2. The county board of commissioners.
The Department, through Field Services Administration, will also formally
notify the county Social Services Board and the Director of the County
Department of Social Services that the request for the voluntary transfer

of the county juvenila court services has been received.

Step 3
The county Social Services Board will formally acknowledge the receipt of the
transfer request by letter to:

1. The board of county commissioners.

2. The chief judge of the probate court.

3. The Director of the County Department of Social Services.

Step 4
The Director of the Department of Social Services will:

1. Notify the Director of the Office of Children and Youth Services
of the request for a transfer. The Office will be responsible
for carrying out the pianning, coordination activities that are
necessary for the implementation of the transfer.

2. Notify DSS, Personnel Services of the pending transfer.

Step 5
The Office of Children and Youth Services will designate specific Office staff
to be responsible for carrying out the planning, coordination activities

necessary for the implementation of the transfer.
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Step 6
The responsible OCYS staff will initiate contact with:

1. D[SS, Field Services Administration.

2. DSS, Bureau of Personnel Administration and Staff Development -
Personnel Services.

3. Department of Civil Service, Bureau of Classification.

4. Department of Management and Budget, State Employees Retirement
System.

5. The Director of the County Department of Social Services.

6. The official county representative(s) as designated by the board
of commissioners, the chief judge of the probate court, and the

county Social Services Board.

Documentation/Negotiation (five months)

Step 1

The court will provide documentation to the Office of Children and Youth
Services regarding the transfer as required by law and by procedures to

be established by the Department. (See Recommendation 2 and Appendix B for

- details on some of the required information.)

Step 2

Upon receipt of the documentation, the Office of Children and Youth Services
will forward copies of the material to the following:

1. DSS, Personnel Services

2. DSS, Business Services Division

3. DSS, Field Services Administration

4. Department of Management and Budget

Step 3
Upon receipt of documentation, the Department of Social Services, Personnel

Services will compiete preliminary job analysis, job classification and pay
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rate schedule information. This information will be communicated to the

Department of Civil Service, Bureau of Classification.

Step 4
The State Employees Retirement System, Department of Management and Budget,

will review the material for information regarding the transfer of benefits.

Step 5
DSS Business Services, Facilities Management Section, will review the material

for land and/or office space implications.

Step 6

When the necessary reviews have been completed, the Office of Children and
Youth Services will notify representatives of the time and place of pending
county/state negotiations:

a. County Board of Commissioners

b. County Social Services Board

c. Director, County Department of Social Services

d. Chief judge of probate

e. Department of Civil Service

f. Department of Management and Budget

g. Law enforcement representative (selected by the county)

h. Private children's agency representative (selected by the county)

i. Employee representative (selected by the chief judge)

Step 7

The negotiations, unless vetoed by one of the major parties, will result in an
approved written transfer plan detailing the provisions of the transfer in accord

with requirements specified by the Department of Civil Service.
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Review/Funding (twelve months)

Step 1
Department of Civil Service, Bureau of Classification, will preserit the pro-

visions of the transfer request, with recommendations, to the Civil Service

Commission.

Step 2
Under Michigan Law the Civil Service Commission may accept or reject the

transfer provisions. The Commission will communicate its decision to the

Bureau of (Classification.
Step 3

The Department of Civil Service, Bureau of Classification, will communicate
this decision to the Office of Children and Youth Services and to DSS, Personnel

Services. Asample Civil Service proposal is included in Appendix D.

Step 4
a. [If disapproved by the Civil Service Commission, the Director,
Department of Social Services, will communicate this information
to the designated county officials with a request to reopen
negotiations.
b. If approved, the transfer plan will be incorporated into the
Department of Social Services, Field Services Administration's

budget request for the subsequent fiscal year.

Step 5

The Field Services Administration's budget request is reviewed:
a. Internally by the Director's Office, and the Office of Planning,
Budget and Evaluation.
b. By the Governor's Office and the Department of Management and Budget.

c. By the Legislature.
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Step 6

Upon funding, the parties involved will be notified. The DSS, Personnel
Services, and the DSS county office designated as administratively
responsible will implement the transfer through DSS, Field Services Adminis-

tration.

Step 7

Affected county employees will be notified of their impending transfer by
the county, the Department of Social Services and the State Employee's
Retirement System. They will be advised of the date of the transfer, its
affect on their salaries and fringes and their rights and options as state

employees.

Step 8

DSS Personnel Services, Department of Civil Service, State Employee's Retire-
ment System, and the Office of Management and Staff Development, DSS, will

conduct on-site orientation for all transferred employees.
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TRANSFER COSTS

As noted earlier in this plan, if the legislature determines that the

State's policy should be redirected toward a unification of services, the

legislature must also determine the most appropriate method of financing

the services.

Put briefly, one of the two questions, which follow, must be answered in
the affirmative:

a. Should the State apply its current pattern of cost sharing in
institutional care, child care fund, etc., and "charge bhack" a
portion of the cost of services to counties?

b. Should the State apply its current pattern in abuse, neglect,
delinquency community services, etc. and assume the total cost

of providing local services?

If all County Juvenile Officers (CJO's) and Assistant County Juvenile

Officers (ACJO's), all detention employees and all court staff identified

by title as being court services staff were to transfer to the State, then

1,621 staff would transfer. As shown in Table 2, page 22, in the section

titled "County/State Funding of Service Delivery," the total cost of these

staff (salary plus an average 15 per cent fringe) is $29,651,845.

The State currently contributes $8,138,219 to these costs, plus provides an
additional $3,135,000 dollars annually in payments to counties for the care
of state wards in detention. Counties are then billed for 50% of these costs
or $1,567,500. If the state's share is increased by it's share of the amount
now being paid for state wards and the county share decreased by the same
amount . Lhen the cosl of these staff are shavrad hy:]

} Actual payment by the State for detention of state wards to counties in 1978 -
$3,135,061.44; Source: Payment Document Control Division, MDSS. Although
counties are billed for 50% of these costs actual county reimbursements to the

State have been less than the amount billed.
39




a. The State - $9,705,719 (32.7%)
b. The Counties - $19,946,126 (67.3%)
Total $29,651,845
If these staff transfer to the executive branch, the cost to the state must
be estimated based on a defined set of conditions. For example, if:
a. Al11 CJ0's and ACJO's transfer
b. A1l detention employees' transfer, with detention costs charged
at 50%
c. A1l counties decide to transfer services staff with services
charged back to counties at 40 per cent
d. Fringe benefits are calculated at the state civil service level

of 24.5% (23.5% for employee, plus 1% for Civil Service)

..Then, the estimated cost to the state of adopting this plan would be as

follows:
a. State Share $17,542,860 (55.9%)
b. County Share $13,836,205 (44.1%)
Total salaries plus
state fringes at
24.5% $31,379,065
Since the State already contributes $9,705,719, under these conditions the
current state contribution would have to increase by $7,837,141 an eighty-
one per cent increase over current expenditures. County costs would decrease

by $6,109,921 a thirty-one per cent decrease from current county expenditures.

If all detention programs transferred at 60% state costs, rather than 50%

and all other conditions remained the same, then:

a. State Share $18,827,439 (60%)

b. County Share  $12,551,626 (40%)

$31.379.065
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Under these conditions, the current state contribution would increase by
'$9,121,720, a ninty-four per cent increase over current expenditures.
County costs would decrease by $7,394,500; a thirty-seven per cent decrease

from current county expenditures.

Regardless of the final conditions established by the Tegislature these
changes should not be made within a single fiscal year. The approval of
transfer requests should include consideration of the spreading of these

costs over several fiscal years.

In addition, since the transfer negotiations, review and funding is expected
to take at least eighteen months, if a request was made prior to April 1, 1980,

the earliest 1ikely date for an actual transfer would be October 1, 1981.

Obviously, there are a number of unknowns which could alter the cost estimates
considerably. Among these are:
a. These figures assume that all CJO's and ACJ0's would transfer to
the state. This assumption is probably incorrect, but until more
is known about the intent of the legislature and the preferences
of these staff a more accurate estimate is not possible.
b. Until the exact conditions under which a transfer could take place
are known (cost sharing formula, types of services and staff
included, etc.) counties cannot make informed judgments about

whether they would wish a voluntary transfer to take place.

Therefore, although some maximum costs can be estimated there is no

way to predict how many counties would choose a transfe} to the State.
c. Some costs cannot be determined without more detailed review in pro-

spective counties. These undetermined costs include:

(1) The extent of county reduction and state increases in costs

associated with staffing (office space, equipment, supplies,
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training, etc.).

The number, type and costs of support services staff required
to support the transferred staff (secretaries, clerks, number
and level of supervisory personnel, etc.).

The number and type of other non-judicial, non-probation and
non-CJ0 service staff is unknown in some counties (diversion
staff, foster care workers, youth service bureau staff, etc.).
Additional staff will be necessary in the Department of Social
Services, Central Office, to develop procedures, establish
standards for staff, develop training and conduct negotiations.
As existing positions are classified in the state civil service

system some increases will occur because of salary differentials.
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TRANSFER ISSUES

As has been described, the decision to unify services through a transfer from
the courts to the Department has extensive programatic and fiscal implications

for the delivery of service to Michigan youth.

The following is a Tist of some of the major issues which arise in this area
of State policy. Some of these issues require the collection of additional
information before a decision can be reached, others require that a choice be
made about which of several options is judged to be the preferred approach for

Michigan.

1. The implications of the Headlee Amendment for an action of this type

remain unclear.

The Headlee Amendment is under review for its implications for a wide
variety of State and local activities. As of this writing many questions

about the application of this amendment appear unresolved.

If unification is contemplated in juvenile justice, further study is needed
to assess the potential “mpact of the Headlee Amendment on a transfer

of services that are now being provided by the court with county funds.

It should be clear, that this plan does not call for either a reduction
in the State's share of the cost of financing local services, nor does

it mandate additional local contributions beyond those currently provided
by counties.

2. The total cost of a unified delivery system and its implications for

State and county costs cannot be accurately determined at the present

time.
As noted above, based on current spending, we would not expect the
State's costs to reduce, nor the county's costs to increase.
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However, the reverse may be true to an indeterminate extent. The
State's costs may increase and the county's decrease, depending
upon what approach to financing and support services is taken by
the legislature.

The Department cannot efficiently and competently handle an immediate

transfer of all court services.

I'f Tegislation were passed transferring services to the State and all
eighty-three counties (or just the twenty largest counties) asked for
a transfer within a year, the Department could not assume those respon-
sibilities in that time without extensive risk to both the community
and the youth during the period of transfer. This is for two reasons:
a. The logistics of such a transfer are enormous. Completing the
transfer negotiations, insuring the rights of employees trans-
ferred, and maintaining effective services during such a tran-
sition takes time. Regardless of the ability of the Department,
unless the necessary time is available to effect such a transfer
competently, then the State risks such errors as: Violations
of employee rights, increased risk to communities, youth being
"lost" during the process, etg.
b. If a unification of services is pending, the Department intends to
develop plans for establishing a continuum of services, defining
the relationship between different services, and specifying the

purpose of each service for different types of youth.

In essence, the mere transfer of services is not enough. A1l services,
whether now provided by the Department or transferred from the courts,

must be placed within a unified context of service delivery.
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The Department has begun this planning for the services that
are now administered by the Department. Additional time would

be necessary to add transferred services to this effort.

If a revised code is passed, courts and the Department would have both an

extensive code revision and the transfer of services to contend with simul-

taneously.

The code revisions, currently under study in the legislature, would result
in some fundamental revisions in the juvenile justice system. However,
none of these revisions deal with the issues of dual wardship or the dual

system of delivering services in Michigan.

Dealing with a revised code and a transfer of services simultaneously would
have both advantages and disadvantages. Staff in the courts and the
Department would have to adjust to a considerable amount of change all at
once. However, it may be easier for staff to adjust to fundamental changes
made fairly quickly than it would be to spread those changes over a long

period of time.

Given the emphasis of the code revision on procedural detail in the judicial
process, it may be to the court'sadvantage to transfer services in order to

direct maximum attention to the revisions in judicial functions.

Under a gradual approach toward unification there will be a period of time

during which Michigan will have a mixed, rather than dual system, i.e.,

in _some counties the dual system will remain while others will have unified

service deljvery.

This is a clear drawback to the approach being recommended. Since some

counties are expected to transfer services now provided through the courts
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and others are clearly not expected to, Michigan will have a mixed

system for an indefinite period of time.

In spite of this disadvantage, the gradual approach still appears to be
the method of choice. A mixed system should be no more difficult to
manage since current familar patterns will remain in counties where a
transfer does not take place. In counties where a transfer does occur
time has been allowed for the planning necessary tc insure as smooth
a transition as possible. As more counties transfer the difficulties

of a mixed approach will reduce.

As described earlier, the gradual approach also permits:

a. The spreading of increased state costs over several years.

b. The involvement of local groups in negotiations which are
designed to apply the general principles of a transfer to
the unique characteristics of each county.

c. The gathering of detailed cost and impact data on a county

by county basis.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1: The State should establish a long range policy of unifying

Jjuvenile justice services through a transfer of services currently operated by

the probate courts to the Executive branch of government.

In order to implement this recommendation the legislature should repeal sub-
section 116(3) of Public Act 280 of 1939 as amended, and replace this subsection
with the following. '
"(3) (a) Upon the joint concwrrence of the County Boanrd of Commissdioneiis
and the chief judge of probate a county may request a transfer cf all
juvenile justice senvices and facllities to the department. 1§ any
thansfern Lf to occun this transfer must Anelude any ard all of the gollow-
ing dervices operated by or purchased by the probate couwrt within the
county: Detention, detention alterntives, probation, foster care, adoption,
shelten care, diagnostic evaluation and theatment, preventive, diversionary,
oh protective servdces, or any other servdice approved by the office, in
confunction with the State Count Administrative Office."”
"(3){b) The department may exclude detention grom Lhe services Lo be
thansferved, Lf in the opinion of the deparbnent:
1. The facllity cannot be effliciently operated by the State.
2. The facllity cannot be openrated as a reglonal faclllity Lin
accord with the plan submitted by the department to the

Leglslature unden Section 400.115(d) of the Sccial Welfare Act."

Discussion
This restricts transfer requests to a transfer of all court -~perated juvenile
Justice services within the county. In cases where a question exists about

whether a set of local activities is a "service" or a “"judicial function," this

' As defined in this section of the Social Welfare Act, "Office" refers to the
Office of Children and Youth Services, Michigan Department of Social Services.

"Department" refers to the Michigan Department of Socizl Services.
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subsection empowers the Gffice of Children and Youth Services in conjunction
with the State Court Administrative Office with the responsibility of

distinquishing between services and judicial functions as defined by law.

The subsection stipulates that the process must Be initiated at the Tocal
level upon the agreement of county commissioners and the chief judge of
probate. It also gives the Department the authority to determine the best

interests of the state regarding state operation. of detention services.

As will be seen in subsequent paragraphs the agreement of the county and the
probate judge in this subsection is not a commitment to accept a transfer, but
only an indication of interest and a willingness to begin negotiations to assess

the effect of such a transfer on local services.

Recommendation 2: This transfer should be completed on a county by county basis

and be begun only upon the request of local officials. Extensive local involve-

ment will be required to determine the details of each transfer and to balance the

state's interests in consistency with a recognition of the unique characteristics

of each county.

The following language should be added to Sec%ion 116 of the Social Welfare Act.:
"(3)(c) Upon the recelpt of wailtten evddence of the concwrence of
the connty board of commissionerns and the chief judge of probate
the office shall .initiate procedures for conducting negotiations between
the Atate, as nepresented by the offlce, the affected county board of
commiss (onens, the county board of social services, the chicf judge
0§ probate, and the Department of Civil Seavdice. At Least une nepre-
sentative gfrom the following groups shall be Lnvited to participate Ln
the negotiations: Law enforcement, private children's agencies, Deparnt-
ment of Managment and Budget and any employee bargaining agents officially

necognized by the chief judge as nepresenting employee (ntonests.”
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"(31(d] These negotiations shall result in a wiitten transper agreement

which must specify at Least the following:

T.

The name, function, title, accumuwlated sick Leave,

accumulated annual Leave and annual salary of all employees

to be transfernred.

The name, functions, and £itle of all employees to hemain

in the court.

A desoniption of what minimum court functions will be maintained
and how the nemaining employees will canry out these functions.

A descndption of the supportive stafg, equipment, bulldings and
supplies to be transferred with the services, with evidence that
these supponts are necessary to the continued effective functioning
04 the service Ln the Depaitment.

A descniption of the procedunres to be fullowed .in Linsuring employee
nights and benegits during and aftern the transfer process.

A descniption of how transferred employees will be given the
opportunity to be employed Lin the state classified clvdll service
in compliance with procedunes established by the Michigan Civil
Servdce Commissdlon.

A descniption of the estimated state and Local costs of providing
juvenile fustice services octh pre and posit trhansfer, a description
of how the costs of each service are to be detemdined by the depart-
ment and a Lkt of any relmbuwrsements necessary grom the State to the
county for transferned supplies, equipment, bulldings or othen
county costs assocdated with the thansfen.

A description of the subsequent steps to be taken (n completing

the transgen, including estimated beginning and complelion Jdates

fon the transfon.”
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Discussion

These subsections provide the detail necessary to conduct negotiations between
the major groups involved in order to plan activities in each county that

requests a transfer of court services.

The groups involved in the negotiation are those believed to be most affected

by a transfer and those most interested in the final outcome.

This material still does not finalize the transfer procedures. If all of the
above is completed, it still does not mean that a transfer will take place.
However, several things are expected to occur during the negotiation process:
A. Those interested in a transfer, or concerned about its effects, will

have a chance to influence the outcome.

B. Negotiation in each interested county will insure that the unique
characteristics of the county can be taken into account during the
development of a transfer plan.

C. Those involved in the process will gather the information needed to
make an informed final judgment of whether such a transfer could be
expected to meet their own interests.

D. The product to be completed during negotiation will provide the
Department and the Tegislature with the detail necessary to determine
the expected fiscal and programatic impTications of such a transfer

in each county.

Recommendation 3: Each major party at interest in each county transfer should

have the authority to stop any transfer at any point in the negotiation process.

The parties which should have the authority to veto a transfer at any point in
the process are: The Department of Social Services, the county Board of
Commissioners, the chief judge of probate, the county Social Services Board,

the Civil Service Commission, the legislature and the Governor.
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| This recommendation should be implemented through the addition of the following
! to Section 116 of the Social Welfare Act:
"(3)(e) The {inal transfer agreement must have the wiitten support
0f the department, the county board of commissionens, the chief judge
of probate, the Clvdil Service Commission and the county board of social
services. "
"(3)(§) Any approved Lransfer agheements must be submitted by the
depantment to the Legislature and the Department of Management and
Budget fon consideration in onden to be included in the State budget
fon the subsequent year."
"(3){g) Once the thansger has been approved Lin accord with section 116
(3) {a) through (3)(4) <t may not be rescinded without the approval of

both houses o4 the Legislature and the Governohi."

Discussion
These subsections are the final steps in the transfer process. The first
subsection requires that the major groups affected by a transfer reach agree-
ment on the detail necessary to complete such a transfer. If agreement is

not reached, either negotiations continue or the process stops.

The interests of the local groups should be apparent. The interests of the
Department and the Office should include an assessment of whether the Depart-
ment is capable of assuming the transferred responsibilities in an effective

and timely manner.

It is possible that the Department would conceptually support a number of
transfers at any given time, but only give approval to a limited number in

order to phase in the changes over time.

Law enforcement, private agencies and employee representatives have a critical
role in the negotiating process, and are included in the 1ist of reqguired
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participants in subsection 3(C). However,critical the involvement of these
groups in determining the detail of any transfers, they have not been given

the authority to veto a transfer.

The same is true of the Department of Management and Budget. This Department
plays a critical role in the state's budget process but the final decisions

about funding rest with the Governor and the legislature.

The integration of the transfer process into the budget cycle allows the
legislature to maintain control over the costs and timing of such transfers

depending upon current financial conditions and other considerations.

The final subsection would allow the repeal of a transfer after legislative
approval under extenuating circumstances, but would eliminate any question of
a previously approved transfer being rescinded because of such things as changes

in personnel, at either the state or local level after the process is complete.

Recommendation 4: The State should assume 60% of the costs of any transferred

services, with the remaining 40% to be charged back to local government. Any

services not transferred should continue under current reimbursement formulas,

when applicable.

This recommendation should be implemented through the addition of the following
to Section 116 of the Social Welfare Act:
"(3) (h) Once the transfer has been completed the department shall chanrge
the cowty uf residence for 40% of the cost of all thansferned services
provided fox cach youth, This chargeback shall be subject to the felflowing:
1. The cost ¢of adnind{sterning any thansferned services operated
dineatly by the depantment s$hall be paid by the state.
2. The cost of detention senvices will be charged back to counties

at the nate of 50% of the cost of cane per day per youth.
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3. ALL non-transfesned services cuvtently operated by the department
on purchased by the department shall continue under cwrnent funding
60&mu€a¢ and regulations.

4. No state nelmburnsement shall be provided to counties for the direct
provision on purchase by the count of any service that has been

tnans ferned unden the provisions of this seetion.”

n(3) (L) Prion to the imstigation of any gormal transfer negotiations

the depaitment shall establish procedures for conducting negotiations.
These procedures shall specify at Least the methods of detewmining the
cost of transferned seavices, List any redmbursement procedures and will
sepanate those (tems which are negotiable by counties and thuse which
ane not open toonegetation en a county by county basis.”

Discussion

If services are to be unified under the Executive branch of government as
specified in recommendation #1, the legislature must determine how those

services will be financed and include that decision in any new legislation.

There are essentially two options in this area:
(1) Establish a county/state cost sharing formula and require
the department to charge back the cost of services to counties
based on that formula.
(2) Fund services entirely with state and federal funds.
The recommendation that the State fund 607 of the cost of transferred services
is made more tentatively than the recommendation to unify services. The fiqure
of 60% is essentially an arbitrary onc, designed to strike a balance between
the need to encourage counties to consider consolidation of services without
providing so much fiscal incentive that the voluntary nature of the transfer

is clouded by its fiscal advantages.
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Since the total cost of the services is unknown at present, this percentage also
reduces the problem of asking the State to "sign a blank check." While it would
provide some incentives to counties to consider a transfer, 60% of the cost is
not believed to be excessively beyond the State's current share of these same

services.

In spite of the arbitrary nature of the percentage, further study is not 1ikely

to produce much more substantive data on the relative costs of using one per-
centage versus another. Until the state specifies what services and staff

are to be considered, and specifies the State's contribution, we cannot accurately

assess which of the 83 counties would be willing to transfer.

Finally, this percentage would reduce the fiscal burden on counties of providing
services, and still require enough county financing to insure local interest in
the quality, effectiveness and efficiericy of services being provided with county

money.

Recommendation 5: Eliminate the County Juvenile Officer System.

This can be done in one of two ways, either of which is acceptable to the
Department. The options are:
Option 1: Approve Senate Bill 674 submitted on September 24, 1979 by Senator
Sederburg with the following addition to Section 2:
2(b] 1§ negotiations for a transfer of services from the courts to
the State have been completed in accord with Section 116 (3)(a) through
176 (3) (L) of Act 280 of 1939 as amended, the foLlowing shall apply to
those County Juvenile Officens and Assistant County Juvenile Officens
An the agfected counties:
1. Those employees electing to hecedve dtate benefits and fringes
wnden option (A}, Section 2 shall trhansfern to the Department
0§ Social Serv.dces.
2. Those employees electing to hecedve Local benedits wnden
optiond (B) and (C) of Seedidon 2, shabd nemain in the count

to perfoum mindmum count functions.
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Option 2: Add the following to Section 116 of the Social Welfare Act:

3(§) Pensons employed as Couniy Juvenile Officers orn Assistant County
Juvenile Officerns as degined by Law, who are employed in counties
where negotiations for thansfer have been completed in accord with
subsections 3(a) through 3(L) shall:

I. Become employees of the State Court Administrative Ofgice,

Michigan Supreme Court.

2. Be trhansfervred Lo the State Cournt Administrative 044ice
without Loss of Lalanry, benegits, Longevity on retinement, in
accord with procedures developed by the State Court Administrative
0ffice.

3. Be assdigned to work in Local probate courts and pergorm minimun
court gunctions, Lin accordance with standands developed by the

State Count Admindstrative O0ffice.
3(k) Act 22 of the Public Acts of 1919, as amended, {8 hereby repealed.

Discussion
The County Juvenile Officer system is an antiquated method of insuring
minimum staff to the juvenile courts. The system served its original
purpose, but, as has been noted in study after study, it has become an

unnecessary appendage which should be abolished.

The provisions of Senate Bill 674, modified by Option 1, are discussed

in the Suggested Approach section of this plan.  This bill was

supported previously by the Department and has the advantage of affording
persons employed as County Juvenile Officers and Assistant County Juvenile
Officers the opportunity to determine which of several options best meets

their interests.
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SB 674 (Option 1) has the disadvantage of continuing some aspects of the

system until it is gradually eliminated By attrition.

Option 2 has the advantage of eliminating the system in counties transferring
services, but does not afford affected employees a choice. They must remain

in the court and be employed by the State Court Administrative 0ffice.

Recommendation 6: Eliminate the current court option of requiring the Depart-

ment to provide services to court wards without a commitment to the Department.

This should be implemented through the repeal of MCL 400.55(h) of the Social

Welfare Act which reads as follows:
"(h] To dinvestigate, when hequested by Zhe phobate court matters per-
tadindng to dependent, neglected, and deldnquent children and waypard
minons, under the junisdiction of the probate court to provide supen-
viddon and fosten care as provided by court onder, and to furnish the
court, on hequest, Lnvestigational service Ln respect to the hospitali-
zation of children under the program of the Michigan crnippled children
commission, which services shall include follow-up Lnvestigation and

continudng observations."

Discussion

The Department believes that this subsection provides no particular advantage
to Michigan youth since if a youth is appropriately committed to the Depart-
ment, the Department is obligated to provide a full range of services to the
youth. Some cqurts disagree, arguing that having the Department of Social
Services provide services to wards of the court is less stigmatizing than

making the youth a Departmental ward.

Empowering the courts with the ability to require that DSS provide certain

services whether a youth is comnmitted to the Department or not can resuit in
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some serious difficulties:

1.

Three separate categories of youth are created: 1) Court wards
receiving court services, 2) court wards receiving DSS services

and 3) DSS wards receiving DSS services.

These distinctions must now he maintained, but they are essentially
meaningless in terms of the services rendered. The result is
complicated, inefficient record keeping that serves no real purpose.
The courts may use this clause as a sort of organizational "relief
valve" - requiring the Department to provide services to court wards
as court budgets are cut, work loads increase, etc.

Since the courts may turn this "relief-valve" on or off at any time,
the Department cannot plan ahead for major increases or decreases in

this service population.

In almost all other areas, there exists at least the possibility of
predicting future caseloads based on changes in specific variables
(changes in the general youth population, number of arrests, incidents
of abuse over time, etc.). The courts use of this "referral® to DSS
cannot be predicted, since it is primarily based on the court's desire

(or lack of desire) to require DSS to provide services.

57




APPENDIX




Appendix A

S

SOCIAL WELFARE ACT
Act 280 of 1939

Sec. 116. (1) With respect to juvenile court probation staff, the office shall:

(a) Develop and recommend to the supreme court standards and qualifications for employment and
other criteria designed to develop an adequate career service.

(b) Maintain information as to court employment needs and assist in recruitment of qualified personnel.

(c) Provide, with legislative approval, a statewide system of preservice and inservice training, which
may include full and part-time scholarships.

(d) Develop recommendations regarding the functions of the office of county juvenile officer.

(2) The office may provide consultation and assistance services to the juvenile probation service of the
probate court.

(3) The office shall develop a plan which permits the voluntary transfer of county juvenile court
probation staff to the department by the joint concurrence of the county board of commissioners and the
presiding judge of the probate court. The plan shall include procedures for negotiations between the state,
as represented by the office, and the affected county board of commissioners, the county board of social
services, and the presiding judge of the probate court for that gounty. The plan shall afford persons
emploved as juvenile court probation staft, who are transferred pursuant to the plan, the opportunity to be
emploved in the state classified civil service in compliance with procedures established by the Michigan
civil service commission. The plan shall enable the court to maintain sufficient staff to enforce court orders
and to perform the preliminary inquiry and monitoring of court wards required by chapter 124 of Act No.
258 of the Public Acts of 1939, as amended, being sections T12A.1 to 712A.28 of the Michigan Compiled

Laws. The plan shall be submitted to the legislature not later than 18 months after the effective date of this
subsection.

Sec. 117a. (1) As used in sections 117a to 117g, “juvenile justice service” means a service, exclusive of
judicial functions, provided by a county for juveniles who are within, or are likely to come within, the
jurisdiction of the juvenile division of the probate court under section 2 of chapter 12A of Act No. 288 of the
Public Acts of 1939, as amended, being section 712A.2 of the Michigan Compiled Laws. A service includes
intake, detention, detention alternatives, probation, foster care, diagnostic evaluation and treatment, shelter

care, or any other service approved by the office, including preventive, diversionary, or protective care
services,
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Appendix B

Description of Procedures: Department of Personnel Services, DSS

A county that voluntarily requests the transfer of services staff
will supply the Department of Social Services, Personnel Services, with the
following information:

1. Organizational Chart

2. Data on Eligible Employees -

Name

Social Security Number

County Job Title

Date Hired

Date Started Present Position
Present Salary

Salary Step

Salary Pay Range, Minimum - Maximum
Annual and Sick Leave Balance

— T OOMIMOoo®@>

In addition, each employee who is eligible for transfer will submit to Per-
sonnel Services a job description on forms specified by the Department.
The forms to be used, as well as further information, will be available from: .
Department of Social Services
Bureau of Personnel, Administration, and Staff Development
6th Floor, Commerce Center
300 South Capitol Avenue
Lansing, Michigan 48909
After the information has been processed by DSS Personnel Services and job
classifications and salary ranges have been determined, the materials will be

submitted to the Department of Civil Service, Bureau of Classification.

The County will prepare a written proposal of conditions to be effective at

date of transfer. The proposal will include specifics on annual and sick leave,
insurances, salary, and seniority benefits; if proposals are different for

some employees, separate proposals must be submilted. Sueh proposals will be

negotiated by all interested parties.
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Upon receipt of the above, the Personnel Office will conmunicate to the
Department of Civil Service, Bureau of Classification a written proposal of
those conditiors which are supported by the Department and will seek estab-
Tishment of all necessary positions. Following the Civil Service Commission's
approval of the transfer, appointment forms will be provided by DSS Personnel
Services and must be prepared by all transferring employees to allow for their

being placed on State payroll.
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APPENDIX €

State Employees Retirement System

P.A. 87, Section 116(3) states, "The plan shall afford persons employed as
fuvenile cowrnt probation staff, who are thansferred pwwsuant to the plan,

the opportunity to be employed in the State classified clvil service An
compliance with procedures established by the Michigan CLuil Service Commission."
Retirement and all other benefits and rights will be stipulated in the individual
transfer proposal for each requesting county which will be developed and

negotiated by all interested parties.

Act 593, P.A. 1978, allows for the crediting of employment with a Michigan
court of record for retirement purposes if the person has accrued five years
of service with the courts, provided that employment with the state occurs
within five years of the court employment; if more than five years has elapsed
between the court employment and employment with the state, the employee must
be in the state retirement system for five years before the court employment

can be accredited.

Act 148, P.A. 1978 allows for the crediting of up to five years of military
service for retirement purposes provided that the person has accrued at least
ten years of state retirement system credit. Military service cannot be
credited if it is or will be credited under any other federal, state or local
publically supported retirement system except for retirement eligibility ac-
quired for service in the military reserve. Credit for military service may
also be applied for longevity and leave accrual purposes. The employee should
request a Military Work Sheet from the address listed below. Questions regard-
ing retirvement should be directed to:

Michigan Department of Management and Budget

State Employees Retirement System

P.0. Box 30026
Lansing, Michigan
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Send to: State Employees’ Retirement System
P.O. Box 30026
Lansing, MI 48809

MILITARY SERVICE WORKSHEET

t. Name (Printed or Typed) 2. Soc. Sec. #

3. Address (Street & No.)

4. City & Zip Code .

a. Military Service being claimed . Years and . Months
b. Hourly Rate of Pay . x 2088 hours = = Fiscal Year Income
c. Multiply Fiscal Year Income (from line b) times .05 (5%) =

Q

. Muitiply line c times Years of Military Service

e. Divide line ¢ by 12

f. Multiply line e times Completed Months of Miiitary Service

g. Total arnount due for Military Service (add lines d and f)

| enclose my check, made payable to the State of Michigan, in the amount of

’

representing payment for _________ Years_and _______ Months of Military Service. | understand that once this
payment is made, | may make no further requests for any additional military service. | further understand that my
computation will be audited by the Retirement System; and in the event an error has been made, | will be billed tor the
underpayment or receive reimbursement for the overpayment. | also understand that service cannot be credijted if it is
or would be credited under any other federal, state, or local publi'cly supported retirement system, but that this

restriction shall not apply if | have or will have acquired retirement eligibility under the Federal government for service

in the reserve.

Date Signature

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

FOR RETIREMENT SYSTEM USE ONLY

Log Page .o eeiie o . e Mit e Overpayment oo i e e e e

RVA# e e e Pay R Voucher date_... PV # ———
Vest . .. ... Date Billed .. . .. o e
Pmt . RV # R e i vamme
Notified
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Voluntary Probation Staff Transfer DSS - Personnel Services County

‘ Date | Date Started [Present | I~ Salary Range "Accumulated Leave
Name Soc. Sec. # | County Job Title Hired | Present Position {Salary ;Step {Minimum 4 Maximum Sick Annual
SAMPLE
()]
(0%
SAMPL.E

SAMPLE




Voluntary Probation Staff Transfer SAMPLE PROPOSAL

Appendix D
CIVIL SERVICE

1. Employees who have status as certified by the county or by the court will
receive State Civil Service status in comparable classifications.

2. If employment status certification cannot be determined, employees who have
______Yyears or more of service in the juvenile court system in Michigan as
of the date of transfer will be placed in the State classified service as
of the date of transfer without further test of fitness but subject to
satisfactory completion of a six month probationary period.

3. If employment status certification cannot be determined, employees who have
less than _ years of service in the juvenile court system in Michigan
as of the date of transfer will be placed in the State classified service
as of the date of transfer on a provisional basis, subject to passing a non-
competitive State Civil Service examination and satisfactory completion of
a six month probationary period.

4. A1l continuous classified status service with the Court/County to transfer to
the State will be treated the same as if that service had been with the State
for purposes of employment preference and other seniority provisions covered
under Michigan Civil Service Rule 21 and the Department of Social Services
seniority policy. This would also include eligibility for longevity, bonus
annual leave and other fringe benefits. (Such service will be subject to
audit by the State Auditor General).

5. A1l employees brought into the State classified service by this transfer will
be permitted to enroll in the State group insurance programs as if they were
new State employees with no break in insurance coverage.

6. "Red Circle" pay treatment will be given to those employees retained in comparable
positions allocated under the State's classification plan to classes having

Tower pay ranges. Employees falling within this category will be paid the base
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SAMPLE PROPOSAL

rates they received from the County, until such time as the salaries for
their State Civil Service classifications equal or exceed their "Red Circle"
rates.

7. Subject to audit by the State, the State will assume annual leave which
a County/Court employee transferring to the State has accumulated with the
County as of the date of transfer, but not in excess of __ hours. The
state will not assume any accumulated compensatory time.

8. Subject to audit by the State, the State will assume sick leave which a
County/Court employee transferring to the State has accumulated with the
County as of the date of transfer but not in excess of the amount the employee
could have accumulated if the employment had been State Civil Service.

The above conditions apply only to employees on the County/Court payroll as of the

day preceding the date of the transfer.
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Counties Under 75,000 Population

N
(=)

Cuad,

Source: State Court Administrative Office N=62
‘ v 4 of CJ0's State Present |Co. Salary |State Fringe|-Total State County Prchation County
County (State Sub.)| Job, Function | Subsidy Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy Court Staff Acpropriation
Administrator
Referee
Alcona 1 Probation Off.} 512,443 514,443 $2,000 $1,980 514,222 0 $ 0
] Admin., Ref.,
Alaer : 1 P.0. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 7,662
P.0. 2 Probation Officers
Admin, 1 Juvenile Register
_Alpena 1 Refarce 12,443 18,448 6,005 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk, 1 Y,H. Super. 56,483
H Admin,, Ref., ’ 1 Probation Gfficer
Antrim 1 P.0, 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 Y Probation Officer 22,641
Adiin,, Ref.,
Arenac 1 P.Q. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 0 0
i Admin,, Ref.,
Laraga 1 P.0. 12,443 14,978 2,535 1,980 14,422 0 0
4 Probation Officers
Admin, 1 Case York Aide
Referee 1 Deputy Juven. Reg,
Barry ] o, 12,443 20,438 7,995 1,989 14,422 1_Clerk (part-time) 72,629
Admin., Ref., Y Probation Officer
Benzie 1 P.0. 12,443 12,933 490 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 15,788
1 Probation Super.
3 Probation Officers
1 Spec. Serv, Csord,
Branch i Admin.. Ref. 12,443 14,872 2,429 1,980 14,422 1 Juvenile Register | 76,495
2 Probation Officers
/ 1 Deputy Juv. Reg.
1 Jduvenile Register
Cass 1 Admin.. 2.0. 13,112 16,711 3,599 2,086 15,198 1 Clerk ' 47,977
Charlevoiyx 1 Adryin., P.Q. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 1 Juvenile Register 6,265
; yAdmin,, Ref.,
Cheboyaan i Ip.90, 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 6,370
1 Probation Officer
Chippewa ] Admin., Ref. 12,443 16,769 4,326 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 18,720
]
Clare 1 Admin., Ref. 12,443 14,802 2,359 1,980 14,422 1 Probation Officer | 9,292
i
!
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Counties Under 75,000 Population

# of CJO's tate Present | Co. Salary |State Fringe| Total State County Probation County
County {State Sub.)| dJob, Function | Subsidy Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy Court Staff Appropriation
3 Probation Officers
1 Juvenile Register
Clinton ] Admin, 13,112 17,500 4,388 2,086 15,198 1 Foster Home Coord. 62,638
Crawford 1 Admin. , Rgf. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 4] 0
* Delta 1 Admin., Ref. 13,112 17,502 4,390 2,086 15,198 1 Prob, Off. (p.t.) 13,379
Dickinson 1 Admin,, P.O. 12,443 16,900 4,457 1,980 14,422 1 Prob. OFFf. (p.t.) 4,500
) Admin,, Ref, 1 Probation Officer
Emmet 1 P.0. 12,443 13,933 1,490 1,980 14,422 1 Juvenile Register 19,560
Gladwin ] Admin., P.0. 12,443 14,140 1,697 1,980 14,422 0 0
Gogebic 1 Admin., P,O. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 1 Assist. P.0. 4,780
o)) 1 Administrator
~ Caseworker 3 Probation Officers
Gd. Traverse ] Dir., Super. 13,112 18,698 5,586 2,086 15,198 3 Clerks 89,744
1 Probation Officer
X 1 Assist. P.0,
Gratiot 1 Admin. 12,113 17,542 4,430 2,086 15,198 1 Juvenile Register 36,911
3 Probation Officers
Hillsdale 1 Admin., Ref. 13,112 16,968 3,366 2,086 15,198 1 Juvenile Reajster 48,588
Houghton 1 Admin. 12,443 14,395 1,952 1,980 14,422 1 Probation Officer 9,500
1 Probation Officer
Huron 1 Admin, 12,443 17,748 5,305 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 20,286
2 Probation Officers
lonia 1 Admin. 13,112 17,494 4,382 2,086 15,198 1 Clerk 36,696
Iosco 1 Admin., P.O. 12,443 12,443 0 1.980 14,422 0 0
iron 1 Admin.. P.O. 12,443 12,643 0 1,980 14,422 0 10,500
] Adnmin., P.0O, 13,112 17,042 3,930 2,086 15,198
(1 P.0. position paid by 1 Probation Officer
Isabella CCF Basic Giant) 13,164 13,164 0 0 13,164 ] Deputy Juv. Reg. 22,767
Kalkaska 1 Admin.. P.0. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 0 0




Counties Under 75,000 Population

. 4 of CJ0's ' State Present {Co. Salary |{State Fringe| Total State County Probation County
" County (State Sub.)| Job, Function | Subsidy Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy Court Staff Appropriaticn
Keewenaw ] Admin., P.0O. 12,443 12,443 -0 1,980 14,422 0 4]
Admin., Ref.
Lake 1 P.0. 12,443 14,345 1,902 1,980 14,422 2 Probation Officers 17,500
5 Probation Qfficers
__Lapeer 1 Admin. 13,112 17,000 3,888 2,086 15,198 1 Clerk 67,727
: ‘
" Leelanau 1 Admin., Ref. 12,443 14,803 2,360 1,980 14,422 1 Probation Officer 12,376
Luce 1 Admin., P.O, 12,443 14,999 2,556 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 7,280
Admin., Ref,
Mackinac 1 P.0. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 6,500
Admin., Ref. : 1 Probation Officer
HManistee ] P.0. 12,443 16,443 2,000 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 19,092
1 Administrator
y . 3 Probation Officers
; 1 Juvenile Register
Marquette 1 P.0. Superv. 13,112 16,674 3,562 2,086 15,198 1 Clerk 86,728
Admin., Ref., 1 Probation Officer
Mason 1 Casework Supr.} 12,443 17,995 5,552 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 21,789
2 Probation Officers
lecosta 1 Admin., Ref. 12,443 15,134 2,691 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 28,993
Admin., P.O.
1 Supervisor 12,443 15,488 3,045 1,980 14,422
‘ (1 P.0. position paid for
Menominee ‘through CCFiBasic Grant) 12,232 12,232 0 0 12,232 0 0
1 P.0. Supervisor
4 Probation Officers
1 Juvenilé Register
Hidland ] Admin., Ref. 13,112 18.938 | 5,826 2,086 15,198 3 Clerks 133,930
Admin., Ref. )
Missatkae 1 P.0. 12.443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 0 0
1 Juv. Reg., 1 Clerk
sontcalm 1 Admin.. Ref. 12,443 16,929 4,486 1,980 14,422 3 Probation Officers 57,824
Montmorency 1 Admin., Ref. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 0 0
Newaygo 1 Admin., Refi.12,443 |16,000 | 3,557 | 1,980 14,422 é 112‘8',2“1’” 57 oos
. . ~ F L




Counties Under 75,000 Population

: 4 of CJO's ' State Present |Co. Salary |[State Fringe| Total State County Probation Coun;y .
County {State Sub.){ Job, Function | Subsidy Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy Court Staff Apprepriation
! Admin., Ref.
« Oceana ] P.0. 12,443 14,240 1,797 1,980 14,422 1 Probation Officer 10,000
Qgetnaw 1 Admin., P.Q, 12,443 13,443 1,000 1,980 14,422 1 Clerk 7,221
i Ontonagon 1 Admin., P.0O. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 0 0
. Admin., Ref.
- Osceola 1 P.0. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 0 0
Oscoda 1 Admin., Ref, 12,143 14,643 2,200 1,980 14,422 0 0
] Admin., P.O, 12,443 16,443 4,000 1,980 14,422
{1 P.O. position paid
Otsego through CCF{Basic Grant) | 14,560 14,560 0 0 14,560 0 0
Presque Isle 1 Admin., P.0. 12,443 13,443 1,000 1,980 14,422 0 0
.1 Admin,
Rosconmon 1 Prob, Off. 12,443 13,443 1,000 1,980 14,422 1 Probation Officer 18,323
1 Asst. Admin.
. 1 Supervisor
Yo 8 Probation Officers
1 Juvenile Register
1 Deputy Juv. Reg.
St. Joseph 1 Admin., Ref. 13,112 20,116 7,004 2,086 15,198 2 Clerks 172,565
2 Probation Officers
Sanilac 1 Admin., Supr. | 13,112 21,419 8,307 2,086 15,198 1 duvenile Register 36,225
! Admin., Ref.
Schoolcraft 1 P.0. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 0 0
- 1 Supervisor
5 Probation Officers
Shiawassee ] Admin., Ref. 13,112 21,162 8,050 2,086 15,198 1 Juvenile Register 90,724
3 Probation Officers
Tuscola 1 Admin., Supv. 13,112 17,112 4,000 2,086 15,198 3 Clerks 52,931




Counties Under 75,000 Population

# of CJ0's ) State Present |Co. Salary |State Fringe| Total State County Probation County
County (State Sub.)| Job, Function | Subsidy Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy Court Staff Aporoosriation
! 1 Supervisor
! 6 Probation Officers
1 Juvenile Register
._Van Buren 1 Admin., Ref, 13,112 19,659 6,547 2,086 15,198 1 Clerk 101,385
: Admin., Ref. -
Wexford 1 P.0. 12,443 12,443 0 1,980 14,422 0 0
TOTAL 65 822,126 983,057 165,931 124,456 933,952 152
62 County Juvenile (Probation) Offiger Positiors County appropriation.for
. I . county juvenile court
3 County Juvenile Probation Officer's paid through CCF Basic Grant AT R $1,734,384
: 152 fringe benefits... 260,157 {average)
= 51,994,501

County salary supplement to

‘state subsidized CJ0

Positions.veveveevnn.n 165,93%
TOTAL COUNTY
APPROPRIATION........ $2,160,472

' Total state subsidy to County

Juvenile Officers, including
fringe benefits, % 933,952




# of CJ0's
(State Sub.)

Job, Function

State
Subsidy

Counties with a Population of 75,000 to 150,000

‘Present
Salary

Co. Salary
Supplement

N=8

State Fringe
Benefits

" Total State
Subsidy

]

County Pro.ition
Court Staff

County
Appropriation

 County

Allegan

Asst. Admin.,

Ref., 1 P.0,

$25,869

$29,348

$ 3,478

$4,115

$29,984

Administrator
Probation Officers
Juvenile Register
Deputy Juv. Req.

$109,390

Bay

Prob. Off.

25.869

30,410

4,541

4,115

29,984°

Administrator
Probation Officers
Juvenile Register
Clerks

66,091

%
.+ Cathoun

Prob. Super,
1 Prob. Off.

25,869

40,360

14,491

29,984

Administrator
Asst. Admin.

Prob. Super.
Probation Officers
Juvenile Register
Clerks

456,508

Eaton

T Admin,
1 Referee

25,869

39,915

14,026

29,984

Probation Officers
Juvenile Register
Deputy Juy. Reg.
Secretary

121,945

o L[.

" Lenawee

1
1

Admin.

Ref./Adoptio
F.C. Licensin

25,868

37,650

11,781

4,115

Probation Officers
Asst. Admnin,
Supervisor
Juvenile Register
Clerks

114,366

' Livingston

Prob. Off.

25,869

33,984

8,118

4,115

P.0./Referee
Probation Officer
Clerks

78,272

Ve

Monroe

1 Admin., Ref,
1 Adop. Wkr.

25,869

42,370

16,501

4,115

29,984

—_ e ) PO = 30D e e e L) — 0D PO et D o N — B —

Asst. Admin.

P.0. Supervisor
Probation Officers
Juvenile Register
Clerk

141,561




Counties with a Population of 75,000 to 150,000

# of CJU's State Present {Co. Salary (State Fringe| Total State County Probation County
. County {State Sub.)] Job, Function | Subsidy Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy Court Staff Appropriaticon
1 Admin,
1 Asst, Admin,
1 P.0, Supervisor
5 Probation Officers
1 Juvenile Register
! 1 Deputy Juv. Reg,
St. Clair 2 Prob. Off. 25,869 26,892 1,023 4,115 29,984 2 Clerks 171,925
TOTAL 16 $206,952 $280,929 $73,959 | $32,920 $259,872 67
County appropriation for
county juvenile court
staff i iienneennins ,$1,145,692
~ 15% fringe benefits (av) 171,853
no 1,317,545

"

County salary supplement to
state subsidized CJ0
positions...ovviiuneens

TOTAL COUNTY °
APPROPRIATION.......... 81,391, 504

73,959

Total state subsidy to
County Jduvenile Officers,
including fringe benefits $239,872



Countfes with a Populatfon of 150,000 to 250,000

N=6
.  of CJO's ' State ‘Present [ Co. Salary [State Fringe] Total State County Probation County
- County (State Sub.)| Job. Function | Subsidy . Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy ___Court Staff Appropriation
1 Admin, ,
, 1 Asst. Admin,
; 10 Probation Officers
! 2 Asst. P.O,
i 4 P,0, Supervisors
' 1 Juveniie Register
' 1 PO, 4 Deputy Juv. Reg.
! 1 D/N Casewkr, 1 Business Manager
! Berrien 3 1 Vol. Coord. | ¢ 39,273 $48,204 $ 8,931 $ 6,248 $ 45,52 1 Clerk $336,639
1 Admin, 4 Probation Qfficers
' 1 Prob. Super, 1 Juveniie Register
Jackson 3 1 FH Superv. 39,273 61,384 22,111 6.248 45,521 2 Clerks 99,283
: 1 Admin, 1 Asst, Adinin,
1 Prob. Super. 19 Prebation Qfficers
: 1 Dir. of 1 Jduvenile Register
* Kalamazoo 3 Status Oiv, 35,273 68,038 28,765 6,248 45,521 2 Clerks 410,136
! Project
I 3 Prob. Supervisors
’ 7 Probation Officers
3 1 Juvenile Register
1 Admin, - 2 Clerks
Muskegon 3 2 Prob. Off, 39,273 59,977 20,704 6,248 45,521 1 Adoption Coord, 235,024
6 Probation Cfficers
1 Referee 1 P.0, (part-time)
/ 1 Intake Supv, 1 Accounts Clerk
Ottawa 3 1 _Prob. Off, 39,273 51,541 12,268 5,248 45,521 1 Clerk 112,491
. 1 Admin,
" 1 Asst, Admin,
1 Referee 1 P.0, Supervisor
1 Intake Supv, 9 Probation Officers
Saginaw 3 1 Prob, Off, 39,273 60,246 20,973 6,248 45,521 3 Clerks 227,939
TOTAL 18 $235,638 $349,390 {$113,752 $37,488 $273,126 30

* County Appropriaticn for

county juvenile court
staff...... e Ceeeas $1,431,512

15% fringe benefits (av) 213.227
1,634,739

County satary supplement

to state subsidized CJO

positions...,..... Ceenen 113,752

TOTAL COUNTY

APPROPRIATIONS $1,748,491
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Counties with a Population of 250,000 to 600,000

[} N=L¥'
1 of CJ0's ' State Prosent | Co. Salary |State Fringe{ Total State County Probation County
. County (State Sub.)| Job, Function | Subsidy Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy . Court Staff Appropristicn
1 Admin. '
' 1 Asst. Admin.
4 P,0. Supervisor
Genesee 5 Prob. Officers| § 65,917 $103,368 $ 37,368 $10,481 $ 76,398 12 Probation Officers §473,053
. 4 Asst, Prob. Off,
1 Soc. Sery, Tech.
1 Juvenile Register
5 Clerks
1 Admin, 3 Probation Sup.
1 Prob. Super, 28 Probation Officers
Ingham 5 3 Prob. Off. 65,917 91,630 25,713 10,481 76,398 1 Casework Aide 670,959
1 Juvenile Register
22 Clerks
1 Admin, 4 Prob, Supervisors
1 Asst, Admin. 19 Probation Officers
Kent 5 1 Super. of 65,917 109,641 43,724 10,481 76,398 2 Prob, Aides 510,645
Foster Home Cale 1 Juvenile Register
2 Prob. Off. 7 Clerks
1 Prob. Off. | 1 Admin.
J Neg. Intake 11 Probation Officers
1 Intake Sup. J1 1 Jduveniie Register
. Washtenaw 5 1 Prob. Supv. 65,917 97,739 31,822 10,481 76,398 3 Clerks 254,261
1 Coord, of
Casework and
: Adoption
TOTAL 20 $263,668 $402,295 $138,627 $41,924 $305,592 127

A

County appropriaticn for
county Juvenile court

staff....o.o.ee, veceenes $1,908,018

15% fringe benefits (av) _ 283,337
2,192,258

County salary supplement

to state subsidized CJO -

positions........ 138,627

TOTAL COUNTY

. APPROPRIATION $2,330,882

Total state subsidy to
County Juvenile Officers,
including fringe benefits $305,592




. ———te—yen

Counties with a Population of 500,000 +

N=3
X # of CJ0's ) State - Present |Co. Salary [State Fringe| Total State County Probation County
' County (State Sub.)| Job, Function | Subsidy Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy Court Staff Asnreprictien
1 Admin,
3 Neg., Casewkr 3 P.0, Supervisors
. Macomb 7 4 Prob, Off, $ 93,874 $130,452 $ 36,578 $11,490 $105,364 24 Probatgog Officers $ 790,03
i 6 Asst, P.0O,
. 2 Data Supervisors
: . 1 Juvenile Register
' 26 Clerks
2 Prob. Off. 1 Admin.
, 4 YSB Staff 1 Asst, Admin.
r 1 Foster Care 9 Supervisors
: 2 Prob, Off, 56 Probation Officers
§ Oakland 7- 4 YSB Staff 93,874 128,198 34,324 11,490 105,364 1 Bus, Admin, 1,833,837
1 Foster Care 1 Volunteer Coord.
- & Adoption 5 Psychologists
23] 7 Trainees
1 Juvenile Register
Casework Services
1 Admin
1 Asst, Admin.
1 Ins. Casewkr 4 Division Directors
2 Legal File -|11 Supervisors
Wayne 7 Asst, 93,874 158,109 64,235 11,490 105,364 6;3 Probation Officers 4,051,000

2 Traffic Ref.
2 Procuss
. Servers

Child Care Worker

48 Clerks

Data Control

1 Business Manager
6 Clerks

Personnel

1 Manager

1 Clerk

Accounts

1 Manager

1 Machine Operator
1 Steno

1 Bookkeeper




Counties with a Population of 500,000 +

# of CJO's ' State Prasent |Co. Salary |State Fringe| Total State County Probation County

County (State Sub.)| Jaob, Function | Subsidy Salary Supplement Benefits Subsidy Qourt Staff Appropriation
: Typing Pool
1 Manager
25 Clerks
Mailroom
2 Clerks
Stockroom
1 Clerk
Clinic
1 Director
8 Psychiatric Soc. Workers
7 Psychologists

Wayne (cont.)

TOTAL 21 281,622 417,181 135,559 34,470 316,092 280

! County appropriation for
county juvenile court

! SEAFF. e viiinier e 56,675,768
3 15% fringe benefits (av) 1,001,365
’ 7,677,133
: County salary supplement to
: state subsidized CJO
positions............... 135,559
TOTAL COUNTY
APPROPRIATION........... $7,812,692
Total state subsidy to
County Juvenile Officers
including fringe benefits $316,092
" GRAND TOTAL 137 1,810,006 |2,437,852 | 627,846 271,258 2,068,634 GRAND TOTAL
" . . County appropriation for
Ecg'gés?gsglggi paid by county juvenile court staff,

including fringe benefits... $14,816,213

County Salary supplement to )
state subsidized CJO positions 627,828

TOTAL COUNTY APPROPRIATION $15,440,041

Total state subsidy to County
Juvenile Officers, including
fringe benefits.............. $2,068,634*

* Does not include travel expense
appropriation. $94.000 ‘actimata)
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Active Jduvenile Court Cases the

Appencix F

End of the Month of June, 1979

Delinquent Depend. & Neg. Delinquent Depend. & Neg.
Off. { Unoff.{ OFf. | Unoff. Off. Unoff. Off, | Unoff.

1Alcona_ * JAL] 19 1 12 0 0 43} Lake LAl N NA NA NA
2|Alger AG ] 25 4 0 44 Lapeer LPl 214 13 37 49
3|Allegan AE| 153 Q| 174 0 45| Leelanay  |LE|  gg 0 5 0
41Alpena AP 84 0 14 0 46| Lenawee LN{ 1g5% 21 141 n
5{Antrim AN 30 0 19 0 47| Livingston {LI NA NA NA NA
6 Arenac AR 37 65 47 31 48[ Luce LU 25 14 5 Q
7 {Baraga BG 28 2 1 0 49} Mackinac MA 14 1 14 Q
8 {Barry BA 59 23 34 Q 50| Macomb MC NA NA 108 hAA
9|Bay BY] 150 6 | 133 0 51{Manistee  |MN} 43 3 18 0
10 [Bznzie BE 29 3 40 1 32| Marquette MR 9] 1 78 Q
11{Berrien BN| 105 94 35 153 93} Mason MS 43 14 1 !
12 {Branch BR 87 7 39 0 54 Mecosta MT 33 10 19 ?
13 |Calhoun CA} 239 276 DSS DSS 55| Menominee |ME NA__ NA NA NA
14 {Cass Cs| 277 0 44 0 56{ Midlond Mi NA NA NA NA
15 {Charlevoix CH NA NA NA NA 57| Missaukee |MR 9 0 17 1
16 [Cheboygan  [CE| 88 3 28 2 58] Monroe MOl 244 53 135 0
17 [Chippewa CP| 57 5 NA NA 59| Montcalm _ _[MM| g4 29 55 0
18 [Clare CL| 16 4] 63 Q 60| Montmorency [IMY] 1 9 0 0
19 {Clinton CT| 29 4] NA NA 61{Muskegon  |MU} 192 Q NA BA
20 [Crawford CR] 136 129 5 ] 62| Newaygo  INE| 45 4 37 0
21|Delta DE| 255 0 28 0 63} Oakland OC] 871 0 R78 0
22 [Dickinson DI NA NA NA NA 64) Oceana OE| NA NA NA NA
23 |Eaton EAl 6] 17 8 0 65| Ogemaw 0G| 27 0 22 0
24 |Emmet EM] NA NA NA NA 66| Ontonagon |ON| 29 15 3 Q
25|Genesce GC NA NA NA NA 67| Osceola Qs 728 2 16 0.
26 |Gladwin CL] 28 0 0 0 68| Oscoda 0Dl 19 Q 39 Q
27 |Gogebic GO 7 6 NA NA 69| Otsego OT| 18 12 26 13
28 |Gd. Traverse |GR| 567 168 85 0 70) Ottawa ow NA MA NA NA
29 |Gratiot GT| 56 K] 17 0 71| Presque Isle |PR 24 6 2 0
30Hilisdale Hl NA NA NA NA 72| Roscommon |RO 32 5 29 ]
31 Houghton HO 10 6 13 6 73i Saginaw__* [SA| 243 0 423 0
321Huron HU| 48 5 37 0 741St, Clair SC| 235 0 226 0
33|Ingham iIc] NA NA NA NA 75[St. Joseph  {SJ Q 129 10 Q
34 {lonia {8) 36 53 17 0 76| Sanilac SN 87 0 20 0
35}losco IS 71 0 38 0 77| Schooleraft 1SO| 10 22 4 0
36 1lron IR NA NA NA NA i178] Shiewassee !SH| 181 13 ey 1
37 {1sabella {B NA NA NA NA 1791 Tuscolg TYU 120 q Q2 ol
38 [Jockson Jal 298 1 186 Q 80| Yan Buren 1VYB| 223 1 56 3
39 |Kalamazoou KA NA NA NA NA 181| Washtenaw WAl 148 125 175 24
40| Kalkaska KL NA NA NA NA 32| Yoyne WCl 1500 144 256 Q
41 |Kent KE{ 404 65 929 DSS 83| Wexford WE| NA | NA NA NA
42| Keweenaw Ky 0 0 0 0

__;%;L_%E%%kul%lgﬁmiA;Jﬁumeﬂﬁmnugis;ﬂuuuﬁs_ana;&uaikx@mhPP,1928
= Not Available "

Source:

Office . - )
Caseload data is incomplete because of problems in manual reporting system since CCPIS

was discontinued.

Supveme Court Administrator's
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APPENDIX G

Comments on the Recommendations
By Review Committee Members

The Department of Social Services mailed copies of the last draft of this
plan to members of the Review Committee for the Voluntary Transfer of

Probation Staff.

The Review Committee included representatives from the following agencies
and organizations: Juvenile judges, County Juvenile Officer's Associatinn,
Michigan Association of Counties, Office of Criminal Justice, Michigan
County Social Service Association, Michigan Association of Juvenile Court
Administrators,Probate Judge's Association, legislative aids, Michigan
Juvenile Justice Association, State Court Administrative Office, and Wayne

County Board of Commissioners.

The following is a summary of comments made on the draft by members of the

Review Committee.

It should be clear that these comments represent the summarized opinions
of those who wished to comment and do not necessarily represent any official

positions taken by the organizations 1isted above.

Comnent - The Department has been given the option to exclude detention
from the services transferred in the plan. Since detention is clearly a

service isn't this position inconsistent with the thesis of untification?

Response - The intent was not to avoid responsibility for detention programs
but only to insure that detention homes could be efficiently operated by the

State and accepted in concert with the Michigan Regional Detention Plan,

submitted to the legislature in April, 1979.
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Comnent - The description of the duties of the bailiff on page 25 of the
draft includes transportation of youth to heavings. Why is the transpor-
tation responsibility left with the courts and not included as a transferred

service?

Response - That description was written because in some courts the bailjiff
or court officer walks youth from a nearby detention home to the court for a
hearing.

At a more general level, it is clear that transportation is a service and
should be included as a responsibility of the Executive Branch. This change

will be made in the final plan.

Comment - Many courts, agencies and organizations do not appose the unifica-
tion of services as a general concept, but they strongly oppose the idea

that services should be unified as part of the Department of Social Services.

Community impressions of the Department tend to be negative and the couris
are concerned about the inefficiency and unresponsiveness of an organization

the size of the Department.

If services could be unified under a separate Department of Children and
Youth the concept of unification would have much more support than it does

now.

Response - When this b]an was requested as part of Public Act 280 of 1978,

the Tegislature specified that the staff were to transfer to the Department

of Social Services.

The plan does not argue that the Department now provides better services.
It hypothesizes that any organization could improve a unified system of

service delivery.
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Comment - On page 24 of the draft intake is listed as a judicial function.
It 18 really an executive function now performed by the Prosecutor's Office

in other courts, and by the Depariment in abuse/neglect cases.

While a logical split between executive ard judicial functions would move in-
take to the Lzecutive Branch of government the overall effect of this unifi-

cation would be to eliminate the need for a separate court system for juveniles.

Response - The responsibility for "preliminary inquiry" is currently included
in the Social Welfare Act as a judicial responsibility, for this reason intake

is listed as a function to remain with the court.

The suggestion that unifying services would eliminate the distinctions between
the juvenile court and other courts requires further study.

Other alternatives should be examined with unification such as the creation

of a Family Court system, or leaving juvenile courts as they are, but requiring

a preliminary hearing on all cases brought before the courts.

Comment - On the top of page 44 of the draft it says 0CYS will resolve
differences in the definition of "service! vs "judicial' responsibilities
as defined by law. Clearly the State Court Administrative Office should be

ineluded, since the courts are the ultimate forum for these decisions.
Response - The point is well taken. The final plan will reflect this change.

Comment - On the bottom of page 44 of the draft employee bargaining agents
are listed as recognized by the County Roard, the "Chief Judges' (not pro-

siding Judge) is ofFictally recognized as the employer.

Response - This change will be made in the final plan.
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Comment - There L& a concern that Ln some counties the fudge's position

on thans fers may be dictated by the financlal interests of the County Board.

Response - We recognize that political pressures could be applied to any of
the parties Tisted as having the authority to veto a transfer prior to legis-

lative approval. These pressures are part of a process we all must deal with.

The only thing that can be said is that the Chief Judge in each county is listed

as one of the parties authorized to veto a transfer.

Comment - Won't the plan reswlt in a Loss of control over services expenditures
by the county? What's to prevent the state from unllaterially Lnereasing

expenditunes and thereby lncreasding the county's 40 per cent share?

Response - The county's control over expenditures must be clearly defined as

part of the general procedures for transfers, and applied to the unique situ-

ation in each county during the negotiation process. More study is needed, but,

in addition, we suspect that a unilateral move by the State that results in an
increase in county costs without county approval would be a violation of the

Headlee Amendment.

Comment - Why doesn't the State just pay for 100 per cent of the transferred

services?

Response - This is clearly a legislative option, and is discussed in the text
of the plan. The Department recommends a 60/40 cost sharing rather than 100
per cent state funds because: a) this maintains a county fiscal investment
in services and presumably maintains an appropriate level of county interest
in the quality of services provided, and b) the formula recommended by the
Department also represents a substantial additional investment by the State

and a corresponding decrease in county fiscal pressures.




Comment, - In Lhe draft Neweygo County te not included tn Lhe lich of counties.

Response - We apoligize for the oversight. The cost and number of staff in
Newaygo were included in the totals but the county was inadvertently omitted

from the Tisting. The omission will be corrected.

Comment - The 15 per cent overage [ringe for court staflf apears to be low.

Mary courts pay between 20 and 30 per cent fringes.

Response - This may be correct, but an accurate average of court fringe benefits
is not available as far as we are aware. A more accurate estimate of the State's
cost is probably the State's fringe package, but, again the exact figure won't

be known until county/state negotiations can be completed.

Comment - Many employees are concerned about what will happen to their pay

and fringes if they transfer. What can we tell them?

Response - Each case will have to be determined individually, through
standardized DSS and Civil Service procedures. Transferred employees will
not lose pay as a result of Civj] Service employment. They may or may not

benefit, depending upon their current pay and eventual Civil Service

classification.

Comment - The last recommendation is to eliminate the power of the courts to
requive DSS to provide services to non-DSS wards. It should be clear that
there are advantages to this practice, as well. For example, our court believes

there is less stigma to being a court ward than to a DSS ward.
Response - This point will be added to the final plan.

Comment - The tmplications of services unification are more serious on a long
range basis than the proposed revisions of the juvenile code. The Department

should be aware that a number of courits, agencies and organizations will oppose




this plan. This opposition can be expected for the reasons listed in the

comment sections of this summary, as well as for other reasons.

He would like to note that this opposition is not based on a eriticism of the
effort that has gone into the plan, nor simply a resistance to change. We are
seritously concerned that services to youth will decline if the transfer is

enacted.

84




1

iy






