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I INTRODUCTION 

The Standards and Goals Program of the State of Michigan has been 

selected as the subject of one of several case studies of this effort 

by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The criteria for such 

selection was that a state had begun their standards and goals process 

earlier than most other states and thus had some experience to share, 

and that a state was representative of a group of states with similar 

characteristics. Accordingly, the States of Michigan, Oregon, Florida, 

Utah, and Texas were selected. Michigan was one of the first states to 

begin the process of developing standards and goals. Unlike many of 

the states, the State Planning Agency (SPA) and the Supervisory Board, 

the Michigan Law Enforcement Commission on Criminal Justice began their 

development process by availing themselves a small Part C grant and 

relying on contributed services of the participants. A final version of 

a Standards ~nd Goals document has been developed and approved by the 

Commission. 

The material in this case study is based upon a series of inter-

views in Michigan with persons who were among the principal actors in the 

development process, as well as some who were involved secondarily in 

reviewing the original work. Some of the interviewees are still heavily 

involved in the on-going process, while others, active in j'he early 

stages, have since taken other assignments or employment. Additionally, 

the study team has examined many documents which contain information 

which impacts upon the development of standards and goals. These docu-

ments come from a number of sources associated with the development 

process and the Criminal Justice systems of the state and have contributed 

1 
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h provides the context for the study of the background information whic 

Standards and Goals Process. 

. of the cooperation which was maniThe study team is appreciat~ve 

the State of Michigan who was contacted in the fested by everyone in 

course of this study. h their time and candid Without exception, t ey gave 

conunents without reservation to the interviewers. 

or 

not an evaluation of Michigan, the SPA, the people, This document is 

the us ed. No criteria or flideal" process has been processes they 

set up . Instead a careful, factual description for comparat~ve purposes. , 

is provided of each step of the Standard'l and Goals Program, after which 

the opinions and ~ att4tudes of the participants and nonparticipants as to 

their evaluation ~ of 4ts appropriateness is provided. The final selection 

f h document, since it provides a may be the most valuable portion 0 t e 

lessons l earned and suggestions for other states. summary of 
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II BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Before describing the standards and goals activities undertaken in 

the State of Michigan, we believe it useful to provide a brief description 

of the state, its people, its crime rates, and the comprehensive planning 

processes of its state planning agency, the Office of Criminal Justice 

Programs (OCJP). Such a description may help the reader to understand why 

certain actions were chosen in preference to other alternatives and 

criminal justice planners from other states may be able to compare demo

graphic and other characteristics of Michigan with their Own states to 

determine if Some of the same procedures used may be applicable. 

A. Popula tion 

Nationally, as shown in the U.S. Bureau of the Census estimates for 

1973, Michigan had the seventh largest state population--9,044,000 people. 

Under the Bureau of Census definitions of Standard Metropolitan Statis

tical Areas (SMSAs), Michigan has ten such areas, in which are concen

trated approximately 79 percent of the state's people. Table 1 shows the 

1973 population estimates for each of the SMSAs. 

The concentration of people living in incorporated cities is shown 

in Table 2 for the top 20 cities, by 1973 population figures. Figur,:'e 1 

shows the concentration of population in and around the Detroit ar~a. 

B. Reported Crime Rates in Michigan 

Michigan has, for the past ten years, experienced crime rates greater 

than those of the United States in general. As shown in Figure 2, the 

rate of indexed crime in Michigan has increased consistently over the 
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Table 1 

MICHIGAN POPULATION, BY SMSA: 1973 

SMSA Population 

1. Detroit 4,471,000 
2. Grand Rapids 546,000 
3. Flint 519,000 
4. Lansing 435,000 
5. Kalamazoo 262,000 
6. Ann Arbor 240,000 
7. Saginaw 225,000 
8. Muskegon 178,000 
9. Jackson 144,000 

10. Bay City 119 1 000 

Total 7,139,000 

Table 2 

MICHIGAN CITIES RANKED BY SIZE: 1973 

City Population"< 

1. Detroit 1,386,817 
2. Grand Rapids 190,696 
3. Flint 181,684 
4. Warren 175,927 
5. Lansing 129,186 
6. Livonia 114,922 
7. A~n Arbor 104,927 
8. Dearborn 100,767 
9. ~ves tland 94,137 

10. Saginmy 86,222 
11. St. Clair Shores 85,940 
12. Sterling Heights 83,675 
13. Royal Oak 81,476 
14. Taylor 80,508 
15. Dearborn Heights 79,492 
16. Pontiac 79,161 
17. Kalamazoo 78,152 
18. Southfield 74,259 
19. Roseville 58,837 
20. Wyoming 57,003 

Estimates received from the Office of 
Intergovernmental Relations (Office of 
Revenue Sharing), Lansing, Michigan. 
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1. Dearborn Heights 
2< Lincoln Park 
3. Pontiac 
4. Roseville 
5. Royal Oak 
6. St. Clair Shores 
7. Southfield 
8. Sterlmq Heights 
9< Taylor 

10. Westland 

o Places of 100,000 Or More Inhabitants. 

• Places of 50,000 to 100,000 Inhabitants. 

• Central CIties of SMSAs With Fewer than 
50,000 Inhabitants. 

o ;>Iaces of 25,000 to 50,000 Inhabitants 
Outsldp. SMSAs. 

SCALE - -o 10 20304050 miles 

MIDLAND 0 

HEIGHTS 

.0 GRAND RAPIDS 

FLINT 
o 

WYOMING 

KALAMAZOO 

• I BATTLE CREEK 

o 
LANSING 

JACKSON ./ 
ANN ARBOR 

FIGURE 1 
CONCENTRATION OF DETROIT AREA POPULATION 
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SOURCE: Crime In the United States, FBI, Washington, D.C. 

FIGURE 2 CRIME RATES, MICHIGAN VERSUS UNITED STATES: 1964-1973 

period, with a particularly sharp increase in 1972. In the ye~~ that 

followed, the rate of increase in both Michigan and the United States 

leveled off, 

Nationally, according to the Uniform Crime Reports of the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation, Michigan's rate of total indpx crimes per 

100,000 population ranked sixth behind Arizona, Nevada, California, 

Florida, and Colorado, in that order, as shown in Table 3. 

In the regional groupings as used by the FBI, Michigan leads the 

other 11 states in the "North Central Region," as shown in Table 4. 

Following the pattern seen in many other states, Michigan's ten 

SMSAs account for 87 percent of the state's reported crime in 1973. 

A brief summary of crime rates in the ten most heavily populated 

cities is shown in Table 5. 
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Table 3 

INDEX CRIME RATE, BY STATE: 19'/3 
(Per 100,000 Population) 

1-
2 . 
3 • 
4 • 
5. 
6. 

1-
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7 . 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11-
12. 

State Index Crime Rate 

Arizona 6,704 
Nevada 6,632 
California 6,305 
Florida 5,960 
Colorado 5,496 
Michigan 5,489 

Table 4 

NORTH CENTRAL REGION INDEX 
CRIME RATE: 1973 

(Per 100,000 Population) 

State Index Crime 

Michigan 5,489 
Illinois 4,325 
Missouri 4,141 
Minnesota 3,536 
Indiana 3,534 
Kansas 3,514 
Ohio 3,496 
Wisconsin 3,177 
Iowa 2,832 
Nebraska 2,811 
South Dakota 2,176 
North Dakota 2,078 
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Table 5 

MICHIGAN CRIME RATES, BY CITY: 1973 

Rates 
City Population Crime Index per 100,000 

1. Detroit 1,386,817 101,525 7,320 
2. Grand Rapids 190,696 6,910 3,624 
3. Flint 181,684 12,484 6,871 
4. Warren 175,927 6,328 3,597 
5. Lansing 129,186 6,703 5,189 
6. Livonia 114,922 3,204 2,788 
7. Ann Arbor 104,927 6,993 6,665 
8. Dearborn 100,767 3,034 3,011 
9. Westland 94,137 3,419 3,632 

10. Saginaw 86,222 4,558 5,286 

C. An Overvie~.;r of the Criminal Jus tice Sys tern of Michigan 

The following brief summary of criminal justice service arrange

ments in Michigan gives an indication of the numbers of agencies in 

the justice system in Michigan and their location in the structure of 

state and local government. 

1. Police 

Police services within the state are provided for the most part 

by the Michigan State Police and 503 city police and sheriffs' depart

ments. Of this total, about 420 are departments of cities, townships, 

and villages. The remainder art: sheriffs' departments operative in each 

of Michigan's 83 counties. The nniuber of sworn personnel for the state 

* Source: 1975 Michigan Comprehensive Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
Plan, Office of Criminal Justice Programs. 
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is 17,000 persons. Of that total, state police account for 2,000; 

sheriffs' offices account for 3,200; and cities, townships, and villages 

employ 11,800. The police department of Detroit alone has approximately 

5,500 sworn personnel. 

2. Courts 

An outline of· the court structure for the state is shown below. 

Because it is an overview rather than a comprehensive study, some courts 

of limited jurisdiction that hear cases or have duties only marginally 

related to criminal processes have been omitted. 

Municipal 
Courts 

District 
Courts 

Probate 
Courts 

Circuit 
Courts 

The 28 municipal courts of Michigan hear 
civil cases in which the contested amount is 
below a certain level and criminal cases in 
which the alleged crime occurred within the 
city limits. They are financed by the 
cities in which they are located. 

The 85 district courts in the state have 
jurisdiction in civil cases up to $10,000 
and criminal cases of certain misdeID~anors 
and felonies. Most of the courts serve a 
single county. Judicial salaries are paid 
by the state and are sometimes augmented by 
the county. 

The state constitution requires that there 
be a probate court in each county. The 
juvenile court is a division of each probate 
court. The salaries of the judges are paid 
on a 50/50 ratio between state and county 
in all courts, except one. 

The courts of the 46 judicial circuits in 
the state are courts of general jurisdiction, 
with original jurisdiction over felony 
offenses or others that have a maximum pen
alty of more than a year in state prison. 
The judges' salaries are paid by the state 
and augmented by the counties. 
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Court of 
Appeals 

Supreme 
Court 

Hichigan 
Attorney 
General 

County 
Prosecutors 

Public 
Defense 

3.' Corrections 

. .; '. 

Parole and 
Probation 

.• < 

The Court of Appeals reviews criminal cases 
appealed from the lower courts. This court 
is an intermediate appellate court, review
ing cases that previous to 1965 went directly 
to the Supreme Court. 

The Supreme Court is the highest appellate 
court of the state. In addition to its 
appellate activities, the court exercises 
some supervision over all other courts of 
the state and promulgates rules and guide
lines for practice and procedures in the 
courts. 

The attorney general prosecutes in cases 
where the interests of the state are at 
stake. He also prosecutes at the request 
of county prosecuting attorneys and has 
some supervisory authority over county 
attorneys by statute. 

Approximately 350 attorneys serve as prose
cutors or assistant prosecutors in the 
counties of the state. Their salaries are 
established and paid by the board of com
missioners of each of the counties. 

There is no statewide or county-provided 
defender system in the state. Instead, the 
state uses an appointed counsel system, the 
costs of which are borne by the counties 
and the City of Detroit. On a flat-fee 
schedule or hourly rate, trial judges appoint 
attor~eys for the defense of indigents • 
Private organizations provide counsel for a 
fee in Detroit, and in Kent and Washtenaw 
counties. 

Th~ Department of Corrections of the state 
provides probation services by assignment in 
every circuit court in the state, except one. 
County personnel also work with state 
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Adult 
Institutions 

County Jails 
and Commu
nity Based 
Programs 

Juvenile 
Justice 

personnel in the provision of these services. 
The county generally pays office and secre
tarial expenses. 

The Department of Corrections also operates 
a network of five maximum- and 11 minimum
security facilities. 

In Hichigan, jails are a county responsibility; 
there are 76 of them in the state, as well as 
103 lockups. The district and municipal courts 
provide adult misdemeanant services of proba
tionary supervision. A great variety of half
way houses and community-based corrections 
programs are operative, especially in urban 
centers. 

The juvenile courts of the state are a divi
sion of the probate courts of each county and 
follow the procedures outlined by the Hichigan 
Supreme Court. Located within the state are 
a number of training schools, rehabilitation 
camps, halfway homes, youth-care facilities, 
and other programs that are a resource to the 

courts. 

Criminal Justice Planning in the State 

1. The Office ~f Criminal Justice Programs 

The OCJP was created by Governor William G. Hilliken to direct 

Michigan's efforts in criminal justice planning under the Omnibus Crime 

Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. The Office has three major sec-

tions--Administration, Planning, and Grant Administration--and budgets 

'for approximately 50 employees. The breakdown of positions within the 

three sections is as follows: 

• Administration--Administrator, Deputy Administrator, 
Executive Secretary, Public Information Of,ficer, Office 

Manager, and Receptionist. 
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• Planning--Director of Planning, Deputy Director of 
Planning, Adult Corrections Specialist, Crime Preven
tion Specialist, two Juvenile Delinquency Specialists, 
two Police Specialists, Information Systems Specialist, 
two Administrative Analysts, and four Secretaries. 

• Grant Administration--Director of Grant Administration, 
Deputy Director of Grant Management, Deputy Director of 
Fiscal Management, Assistant Deputy Director of Fiscal 
Management, Director of Information Systems, Grant 
Manager-Communication: Grant Manager-Adult Corrections, 
two ~rant Managers-Police Services, two Grant Managers
Juvenile Problems, six Grant Fund Auditors, Administra
tive Analyst, Grant Control Supervisor, and seven 
Secret.aries. 

Figure 3 shows the relationship among the various· personnel 

and divisions. 

The OCJP performs the same functions as the SPAs in most other 

states in that they develop plans, process grants, and monitor and 

evaluate projects after they are operative. The OCJP does perform one 

extremely important function that is unique to this state: It approves 

or denies all applicacions without consultation with or ratification 

by the supervisory board. The Administrative Review' Committee, composed 

of the Administrator of the OCJP, the Director of Planning, and the 

Director of Grant Administration, decides what projects will be funded. 

The supervisory board is not engaged in the approval process unless a 

grant applicant appeals to them in a case where the Administrative 

Review Committee has denied an application. 

Two statements from Executive Order 1973-8, dated June II, 1973, 

are significant in this regard: 

The Commission [Michigan Commission on Criminal Justice] 
shall serve in an advisory capacity to the Office of 
Criminal Justice Programs. 

The Administrator of the Office of Criminal Justice 
Programs is hereby authorized to approve and reject 
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applications for funds available through the Federal 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as 
amended, in behalf of the Governor and in a manner con
sistent with the state's comprehensive plan ~nd state 
laws and regulations. All other powers, dut~es, ~unc-

. d responsibilities set forth for the Off~ce of 
t~ons, an d 1970 12 shall 
Criminal Justice Programs in Executive Or er -
be retained as described therein. 

The Michigan Commission on Criminal Justice 

The former supervisory board of the state, the Michigan Com-

.' n Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, was abolished in May 
m~Ss~on 0 

. 0 d 1973-7 Executive Order 1973-8 
1973 with the issuance of Execut~ve r er . 

. on Criminal Justice to replace 
created the 75-member Michigan Commiss~on 

the 25-member commission and outlined its responsibilities, which are: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

To recommend goals and standards for Michigan's crim
inal justice system and to relate these recommendations 

to a timetable for implementation. 

To review the comprehensive law enforcement and crim
inal justice plans prepared each year by the OCJP and 
to submit its recommendations regarding such ~lans to 
the Governor through its chairman before subm~ttal to 

the federal government. 

To make recommendations through its chairma~ ~o the 

d · the decisions of the Adm~n~strator Governor regar ~ng .' 
of the OCJP pertaining to applicat~ons sub~~tted for 
funding pursuant to the state's comprehens~ye plan. 

other dut~es as may be assigned by To undertake such ~ 

the Governor. 

th;s body since its inception has been the devel
The primary activity of ~ 

Much more detail on its 
d d and goals for the state. opment of the stan ar s 

membership and operations is found later in this 
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3. Regional and Local Planning Units 

Michigan has 14 regional planning units (RPUs) and three local 

planning units (LPUs). The latter were created when the 1970 amendments 

to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 called for the 

pass-through of planning funds to certain units of local government. The 

three LPUs are located in the Detroit area and are contiguous with each 

of the three counties surrounding the City of Detroit. See Figure 4 

for the boundaries of the RPUs and the LPUs. 

During each planning cycle, the OCJP fixes a target allocation 

of Parts C and E funds for each RPU and LPU; such allocation is based on 

the population and crime incidence formula. The units are encouraged to 

develop a comprehensive plan and to develop projects that are responsive 

to the plan, which, when funded, would meet or exceed their target allo-

cation. Units are also requested to array their projects in order of 

priority to indicate their importance to the planning agency. 

4. The Annual Plan Development Process 

The annual plan development process is presented here to pro-

vide a contextual background for the standards and goals program. It 

indicates the ongoing planning activities and cycles of the OCJP, the 

RPUs, the LPUs, and the applicant agencies, both private and public . 

The schematic shown as Figure 5 is an approximation of the steps in the 

planning cycle and the time frames for each. 

As part of the approval process, program specialists analyze 

each application for its merits and adherence to program requirements. 

Fiscal analysts review for conformance with federal and state fiscal 

requirements and make their recommendations to the Administrative Review 

Committee. A conference is held with representatives of each applicant 

agency to discuss the merits and shortcomings of the applications. The 
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OJCP 
prepares and 

distributes 
planning 

guidelines 
for new plan. 

DECEMBER 

OJCP 
confers with 

R PUs and LPUs 
on their plans. 

MAY·JUNE 

OJCP 

• Revises drilft 
• Pr ints final 

cOJ.ly 

• Submits to 

SEPT·OCT 

RPUs and LPUs 
prepare plans 

and submit them 
to OJCP. 

JAN·FEB 

OJCP 
prepares a draft 

of the plan. 

JUL Y·SEPT 

Action projects 
are begun or 

continued. 

OCT·NOV 

OJCP 
reviews plans of 
RPUs and LPUs. 

MAR-APRIL 

OJCP updates: 

• Crime data 
• Existing systems 
• Problems and needs 
• Multiyear plan 

FIGURE 5 
APPROXIMATE TIME FRAMES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE ANNUAL PLAN 
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Administrative Review Committee (composed 
of the Administrator, the 

Director of Planning, and the DO 
~rector of Grant Administration for the 

OCJP) is empowered to approve or deny 
applications; decisions are usually 

final, unless an appeal is made by an 
unsuccessful applicant. In that 

case, the appeal is °d d b cons~ ere y the Michigan Comm4 ss 4 on ... ... on Criminal 
Justice. 

, . 
• 

0' • .-

III A CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS IN MICHIGAN'S STANDARDS 
AND GOALS PROCESS 

The following are the significant events in the history of standards 

and goals development in the State of Michigan. They show, in summary, 

the method of approach used and the time frames in which each activity was 

accomplished. More information regarding each activity will be found in 

later sections of this report. 

January 1973 

March 30, 1973 

June 11, 1973 

July 16, 1973 

Members of Michigan's OCJP, headed by Chairman 
James H. Brickley, attended the Conference on 
Criminal Justice held in Washington, D.C. They 
were convinced that standards and goals developed 
for Michigan would greatly improve criminal jus
tice planning and allocation of block funds in 
the state. 

An application for Part C action funds was approved 
for $165,000. The project was to be for 15 months, 
and no additional year's funding was anticipated. 

Governor Milliken abolished the Commission on 
Criminal Justice and Law Enforcement, established 
by Executive Order 1970-12, and created the 
Michigan Commission on Criminal Justice by Execu
tive Order 1973-8. 

Governor Milliken announced creation of the 75-
member advisory body (Michigan Commission on 
Criminal Justice) with the following stipulations: 

• The Commission to be chaired by Lieutenant 
Governor Brickley. 

• The members to represent every planning region 
and nearly every major county and city in the 
state. 

• The Commission to be divided into five task 
forces: Crime Prevention, Investigation and 

19 

\ 

1 
\ D 
I 
f ' 
I 
:-.. 

" 



l 
I 
I 
f 
! 

I 
; 

I 

"I 
1 I 

September 7, 1973 

May 10, 1974 
(Special Meeting) 

September 10, 1974 

September 18, 1974 

September 30, 1974 

October 30, 1974 

. , . 
-,< 

Apprehension, Adjudication, Rehabilitation, and 
Criminal Justice Management. 

• Through full examination of issues, the Commis
sion to provide all branches of government and 
state agencies with a generally accepted policy 
on crime control, for the continuing purpose of 
reducing crime and ensuring justice. 

The Commission's first meeting was held in Lansing, 
after which each task force met from one to three 
times a month to develop standards and goals for 
their area of concern--such standards and goals to 
be submitted later to the full Commission. 

The Commission met in Ann Arbor and approved 
Michigan's 1975 comprehensive plan for submission 
to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA). The plan contained a timetable calling 
for presentation of its goals and standards to 
Governor Milliken on September 30, 1974. 

Public announcement was made of public hearings set 
for September 18, 1974. Numerous copies of the 
draft standards and goals or an executive summary 
were mailed to criminal justice agencies, regions, 
and interest groups. 

First public hearings on the draft standards and 
goals were held simultaneously in Detroit, Delta 
College, Marquette, Pontiac, Lansing, Ann Arbor, 
Mt. Clemens, and Grand Rapids. 

The Commission, meeting to discuss the results of 
the September 18 public hearings and to approve 
the standards and goals, decided to delay approval 
of the draft document because of cor.::;"t"ns rnised 
by the crim' .~,9.1 justice agencies regarding the 
lack of time given to review the document. 

A second public hearing was held in Lansing. In 
the morning, individual task forces heard the testi
mony of criminal justice professionals. In the 
afternoon, the full Commission heard from those who 
wished to discuss specific goals and standards and 
the process used for the.ir development. 
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December 16, 1974 

January 31, 1975 

February 1, 1975 
(Approximate) 

April 7, 1975 

May 7, 1975 
(Es tima ted) 

O;o..-MI::::r 

The draft document 
the results of the 
by the Commission. 

containing amendments based on 
hearings was officially adopted 

The initial Part C bl k 
oc grant period, as extended, expired. 

The new discretionary grant for $147 144 f 
C d E f ' 0 Parts 
P

an unds from the Office of National Priority 
rograms ~1aS awarded. 

Publi h . 
c earLngs to discuss possible standards and 

goals on gun control, victimless crimes . 
punishment will be held. ' and capLtal 

T~e 75-member Michigan Commission on Criminal Jus 
tLce wi 11 be re 1 db' t-pace y a commLssion of 25 
members In dd't' or more 
J " a L Lon, a Council of State Cr~minal 

us tLce Agen ' d .t. 
, CLes an a Commission on Juvenile Justice 

and De lLnquency Prevention will be form d -
method f . 1 e to study 

s or Lmp ementation of selected standard,,~ and 
goals. 
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IV ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE FOR STANDARDS AND GOALS 

A. 'The Michigan Commission on Criminal Justice 

The Michigan Commiss'ion on Criminal Jus tice was created on June 11, 

1973, by an executive order of Governor Milliken and was composed of 75 

members from state and local criminal justice agencies, the state 1egis-

1ature, and the public. Members from all regions of the state and most 

of the major cities and counties were included. Lieutenant Governor 

James H. Brickley was appointed chairman. As stated in Executive Order 

1973-8, one of the four major responsibilities of the Commission was to 

be the development of the standards and goals for the state. The appoint

ments were made by the Governor in July 1973, and the first meeting was 

held in Lansing in September 1973. Originally, the 75 members were each 

assigned to one of five task forces for the consideration of standards 

and goals. An ad hoc task force on juvenile justice, added later, was 

composed of Commission members who were also on other task forces. Later 

it was decided that the area of juvenile justice should be treated as 

fully as were the other areas, and the task force became a regular task 

force. 

In addition to the task forces and the full Commission, an Executive 

Committee was formed to act as a policy board and arbiter when any single 

task force or several task forces were having difficulty resolving issues 

on procedure or substance (see Figure 6). They acted in coordinati7e 

roles and developed procedural and strategic policy as the process devel

oped. The membership of the Executive Committee was composed of the 

Commission Chairman and Vice Chairman, the Chairman and Vice Chairman of 

each task force, and the Project Director, as shown in the listing fo1low-

ing FigllLt! 6. 
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CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE 

MANAGEMENT 

CRIME 
PREVENTION 

MICHIGAN 
COMMISSION 

ON CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE 

I 
EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE 

TASK 1 FORCES 

I I 1 
JUVENILE INVESTIGATION 
JUSTICE AND ARREST REHABILITATION 

ADJUDICATION 

FIGURE 6 ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE FOR STANDARDS AND GOALS 

Lt. Governor James H. 
Thomas M. Kavanagh . 
Col. John R. Plants 
Gen. Floyd W. Radike 
Harold R. Johnson 
C. Patrick Babcock 
Eugene Moore . . 
Milton Robinson 
Ernest C. Browne, Jr. 
Perry Johnson 
Robert Richardson 
B. James George, Jr. 
Dr. Victor Strecher 
Philip G. Tannian 
Richard K. Nelson 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Brickley . Commission Chairman 
Commission Vice Chairman 
Chairman (Management Task Force) 
Vice Chairman (Management Task Force) 
Chairman (Crime Prevention) 
Vice Chairman (Crime Prevention) 
Chairman (Juvenile Justice) 
Vice Chairman (Juvenile Justice) 
Chairman (Rehabilitation) 
Vice Chairman (Rehabilitation) 
Chairman (Adjudication) 
Vice Chairman (Adjudication) 
Chairman (Investigation and Arrest) 
Vice Chairman (Investigation and Arrest) 
Project Director (OCJP) 
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The members of the six task forces, with members' titles or positions, 

are shown below. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE 

Col. John R. Plants, Chairman .. Director, Michigan Dept. of State Police 
Carl R. Anderson . Township Supervisor 
Lorraine Beebe. . Director, Michigan Consumer's Council 
William L. Cahalan Prosecuting Attorney, Wayne County 
James S. Farnsworth State Representative 
Roman S. Gribbs .•• Attorney at Law 
Gen. Floyd W. Radike . . . .. Director of Security, Dept. of Military 

James Gunderson 

Harry R. Hall 

Jerome T. Hart 
Charles H. Mitchner 
J. Irvin Nichols 

Rollin F. Tobin 
Leslie Van Beveren 

Affairs • 
Director of Fiscal Management, City of 

Grand Rapids 
President, Michigan State Chamber of 

Commerce 
State Senator 
Executive Director, Lansing Urban League 
Director, Office of Substance Abuse 

Services 
Chief, Birmingham Police Dept. 
Executive Secretary, MLEOTC 

CRIME PREVENTION TASK FORCE 

Harold J~hnson, Chairman 
Maurice D. Foltz 
John H. Gourlay 
John C. Hramiec 
Gordon H. Kriekard 
Fenton A. Ludtke . 
Earl Nelson 
Dr. John W. Porter 
Carl Pursell . . . 
C. Patrick Babcock 
Harold Resteiner 
Mi lton Robinson 
Mrs. Audrey Seay 
Mrs. Ilene Tomber 

Juanita Walker . . . 

Professor, University of Michigan 
. . Chief, Sterling Heights Police Dept. 

Secretary-Treasurer, Detroit AFL-CIO 
County Commissioner, Macomb County 
Attorney at Law 
Ci tizen 

. State Representative 
Superintendent, Dept. vf Education 
State Senator 
Director, Office of Services to Aging 
Probate Judge 
Chairman, Youth Parole and Review Board 
Councilwoman, Trenton City Council 
Past President, State League of Women 

Voters 
Dept. of Social Services 
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INVESTIGATION AND ARREST TASK FORCE 

Dr. Victor Strecher, Chairman. 
James Blair 
Philip Conley 
Fredrick E. Davids . 

William F. Delhey 
Lawrence Doss 
Edgar Geerlings 
Philip G. Tannian 
Charles Groesbeck 
Patrick H. McCollough 
Kenneth L. Preadmore 
James W. Rutherford 
Jean Washington 

Paul H. Hendler 

Frofessor, Michigan State University 
Director, Civil Rights Commission 

· Mayor, City of Jackson 
Director, Public Safety, University of 

Michigan 
Prosecuting Attorney, Washtenaw County 
President, New Detroit, Inc. 
State Representative 
Detroit Police Commissioner 
Chief Inspector, Warren Police Dept. 

· State Senator 
Sheriff, Ingham County 
Chief, Flint Police Dept. 
Mayor's Committee for Human Resources 

Development, Detroit 
Citizen 

ADJUDICATION TASK FORCE 

Robert Richardson, Chairman. 
Robert Fryer . . • 
Donald Harcek '.' . 
R. Stuart Hoffius 
Frank J. K;clley 
Leonard McConnell 
Jean McKee . . . 
James Miller . . 
B. James George 

Mrs. Betty Parsons 
Dean Shipman . 
Theral Smith . 
Myze 11 Sowell 

Edward J. Steward 
Joseph Young . . . 

• State Senator 
Director, Michigan Municipal teague 
Chief, Midland Police Dept. 
Judge, Circuit.Court 

· Michigan Attorney General 
Chairman, Michigan Parole Board 

• Attorney at Law 
Prosecuting Attorney, Kent County 
Professor, Wayne State University Law 

School 
Citizen 
District Court Judge 
Chief, Battle Creek Police Dept. 
Chief Defender, Legal Aid and Defender 

Association 
Mayor, City of Muskegon 
State Representative 

REHABILITATION TASK FORCE 

Ernest Browne, Jr., Chairman 
Donald Bishop 
Leo Cardinal . 
Mrs. Florence Crane 
Wi lliam Hampton 
Ervin Haski 11 

City Councilman, Detroit 
State Senator 
Chief, Bay City Police Dept. 
Corrections Commissioner 
Circuit Court Judge 
Chairman, County Commission, Lapeer County 
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REHABILITATION TASK FORCE (Continued) 

Perry Johnson 
David Holmes, Jr. 
Charles Joseph . 
Robert Li ttle 

William Lucas 
A. Barry McGuire 
Eugene Moore . 
Rosemary Sarri 

Mrs. June Shaw. 

Eugene Moore, Chairman 
Lorraine Beebe 
Charles Groesbeck 
Mil ton Robinson 
Robert Little 

Director, Michigan Dept. of Corrections 
State Representative 
Mayor, Benton Harbor 
Administrator, Michigan Dept. of Social 

Services 
Sheriff, Wayne County 
Director, Michigan Association of Counties 
Judge of the Probate Court 
School of Social Work, University of 

Michigan 
Citizen 

JUVENILE JUSTICE TASK FORCE 

Probate Court Judge 
Director, Mithigan Consumers' Council 
Chief Inspector, Warren Police Dept. 
Chairman, Youth Parole and Review Board 
Administrator, Michigan Dept. of Social 

Services 
Myze11 Sowell .... . . . . . Chief Defender, Legal Aid and Defender 

Association 

After the Commission adopted the standards and goals on December 16, 

1974, the task forces were disbanded, and the Commission members were then 

assigned to one of three new task forces, namely, Gun Control, Victimless 

Crime, and Capital Punishment. During the Conunission's early work, tL" 

decision was made to postpone discussion of these three subjects until 

after the other standards and goals were adopted. The Conunission felt 

that the three issues were so controversial in nature that they could have 

monopolized the time of the members to the detriment of the other impor

tant issues. Public hearings on these three issues are scheduled for 

April 7, 1975, after which current plans are to disband the Conunission 

and to replace it with a smaller body of 25 or more members. 
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B. Issues Raised on Organizational Structure 

The following issues were identified by persons involved in the 

standards and goals program, who were interviewed by the case study team: 

1. Multidiscipline Membership 

Interviews and discussions with persons who were in the task 

forces as members and staff, and with nonmember observers, raised a series 

of issues. According to one task force chairman, ,one issue was the problem 

of two competing objectives in task force appointments. The first objec

tive was to balance each task force with persons from throughout the crimi

nal justice system so that a task force concerned with adjudication, for 

example, would include judiciary, prosecution, and defense personnel, but 

also police corrections personnel and the public. The advantage of this 

approach was to provide a setting for a diversity of viewpoints and input 

of persons with some stake in the matter. The competing objective was 

that the persons on the task force be knowledgeable and experienced in the 

subject matter being discussed. The task force chairman felt that too 

much time was wasted bringing persons from other disciplines up to speed 

on the subject, before the task force could concentrate on developing 

goals and standards for that area. While both objectives were considered 

necessary, they sometimes results in anxiety and frustration. 

Some task force members and their constituents, or their peers 

from their profession, indicated their dissatisfaction with the assignment 

of Conunission members among the task forces. In some instances, police 

chiefs who are admired and respected by their fellow chiefs were placed on 

other task forces than law enforcement. Their peers felt that they could 

provide valuable input to those other task forces, but their expertise 

was not available to the law enforcement task force . 
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'2. Administrators Versus Line Professionals 

Another issue raised regfl.rding membership was that the c'.ciminal 

justice professionals on the Co~nission were all administrators of state 

and local criminal justice agencies, rather than operational personnel 

from lower managerial strata within the departments. The competing 

objectives here were the desire to include two groups in the developmen

tal process: (1) decision makers who can make commitments for their 

agencies and (2) working professionals who are on the street, in the 

courtroom, or carrying caseloads. At the heart of the second objective 

is the possibility that agency administrators may not have engaged in the 

practice of their professions for a number of years and may be out of 

touch with emerging and changing conditions and methods. 

3. Selection of Task Force Leaders 

Several regional planning unit officials and local agency pro

fessionals were disturbed over the selection of the chairmen and vice 

chairmen of the task forces. They felt that these positions, being domi

nated by state agency administrators or persons who receive their salaries 

in whole or part from the state, were used to manipulate the substance of 

the standards and goals to the disadvantage of local governments. Fre

quently cited we17e the management standards (V.l.l.2.2 through 2.6), which 

outline methods for consolidating police departments, and the rehabilita

tion standard (V.2.l.l), which calls for consolidation of all corrections 

programs and facilities into a statewide corrections system. The feeling 

was manifest that while consolidation may be desirable, it should be 

accomplished by regional and local entities, and that if representatives 

of local agencies had chaired the task forces, the standards would read 

much differently. 
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V STAFFING THE STANDARDS AND GOALS PROGRAM 

The original grant application, which outlined a method of approach 

for the standards and goals project, budgeted for one full-time staff 

position--an Office Manager, who was to be assisted by temporary secre

tarial personnel. Additional project staff were to be contributed by 

state and local criminal justice agencie's as the matching portion of the 

grant. The application listed 15 professionals who were to contribute 

40 percent of their time, for a full-time equivalency of six persons. 

As the program developed, many staff, including those of the OCJP, 

contributed their time to researching literature, writing position papers, 

preparing meeting materials, and attending task force meetings. A list 

of the staff who did so and their parent agencies follows. 

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION TASK FORCE 

Sergeant Frank Heckaman 
Thomas Johnson • 
Ralph Monsma . 
Lawrence Murphy 
John Marshall 
Arthur Stine . . . 

Michigan State Police 
• OCJP, Crime Prevention Specialist 

OCJP, Delinquency Prevention Specialist 
OCJP, Grants Administration 
Criminal Justice Institute 
Civil Rights Commission 

JUVENILE JUSTICE TASK FORCE 

Edward Pieksma . 
Vicki Rector . 

Noel Bufe 
Susan Oaks 

~ . 
R. James Evans 
William Owen . 
Chester Sylvester 
Nancy Houthoofd 

OCJP, Juvenile Delinquency Specialist 
State Office of Youth Services 

INVESTIGATION AND ARREST TASK FORCE 

Office of Highway Safety Planning 
Office of High~vay Safety Planning 
OCJP, Grant Manager, Communications 
OCJP, Police Specialist 
OCJP, Police Specialist 

• Burton Police Department 
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George Crockett, III • . 
William Jenness, III 
Donald Johnston 

George Mason . . 

Johu Amberger 
Arthur Berry, Jr. 
William Kime . . • 
William Eardley 

Glen Bachelder 
Bruce Wiley 
Dennis Catlin 
John Christian 
Raymond Cook . 
Robert Earhart 
John Longstreth 
Gordon Hobbs 
William Nash 

-------- --~, ---

ADJUDICATION TASK FORCE 

Legal Aid and Defender Association 
Dept. of Licensing and Regulation 
Prosecuting Attorney's Office 

(Grand Rapids) 
Assistant Attorney General 

REHABILITATION TASK FORCE 

Director, Southeast Michigan COG 
Ionia Reformatory, Social Worker 

· Department of Corrections 
• OCJP, Corrections Specialist 

MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE 

OCJP, Director of Planning 
OCJP, Systems Planner 
Office of the Court Administrator 
Michigan State Police 

· Michigan State Police 
Michigan State Police 
Michigan State Police 
Oakland County Board of Auditors 
Chief, DeWitt Township Police Dept. 

The following staff were responsible to the Michigan Commission on 

Crimiaal Justice for developing agendas, mailing materials, recording 

minutes of public hearings, and other general staff work. This staff was 

housed separately from the OCJP. 

Michael A. Foster 
Georgia Rademacher 
Sheila Murphy 
Susan Nicholas 
Martin Marmor 
Richard J. deSpelder 
David F. DUMouchel 
Laura K. Haddad 
Patricia A. Siemen 

Project Office Manager 
Commission Secretary 
Commission Secretary 
Commission Secretary 
Intern 
Intern 

. Intern 

. Intern 
Intern 
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In addition to those OCJP staff who assisted specific task forces, 

the following persons helped to provide direction and overall assistance 

to the Commission: 

Don P. LeDuc ... 
Richard K. Nelson 
Glen L. Bachelder 
Gail Light . . . 
Gary Hogan . . . . 
Laurel K. Haddad 
Patricia A. Siemen 
Lillian Pohl .• 
Jane Ostrowski 
Becky Chris t • 
Kathy Pline 
Joyce VanDerWoude 

OCJP, Administrator 
· OCJP, Deputy Administrator 

OCJP, Director of Planning 
OCJP, Public Information Specialist 
OCJP, Project Fiscal Officer 
OCJP, Assistant Editor 

•.. OCJP, Assistant Editor 
OCJP, Office Manager 
OCJP, Secretary 

• OCJP, Secretary 
· OCJP, Secretary 

OCJP, Secretary 

The OCJP and the Commission had thought when the program began that 

the task force members would playa much more active role in performing 

their own research and original development of standards and goals. This 

did not happen, as the task force members were unable to do much more 

than react to staff work because of their own commitments. 

Staffing became a problem because the project depended so heavily 

on contributed staff. For the most part, contributed meant that the 

loaned staff volunteered their time while attending to their full-time 

assignments with the lending agency. Control of the project in terms of 

uniform quality of staff work and ability to meet short-term deadlines 

were difficult because of the numbers of persons participating and their 

limited time. Persons who could devote only a small amount of their time 

were unable to explore the available literature and research results on 

specific issues to the depth desired by the OCJP staff and by some of the 

task force members. 

31 

----~-----~---.--------,-•• <'-, .. , •• '~------~-~----
. , 

., . 

, 



I 

1 
\ 

VI FINANCING THE STANDARDS AND GOALS PROGRAM 

The project officially began on April 1, 1973, with the approval of 

a Part C grant from the state's LEAA block funds. The budget was 

$163,000 of federal funds, matched by in-kind services, which was to 

finance the project for 15 months and was to expire on June 30, 1974. 

The appointments to the Commission and task forces were scheduled for 

completion by March 23, 1973. They were not a~complished, however, until 

July 16, 1973, and the Commission did not meet until September 7 of that 

year. This slip in the schedule made it necessary to extend the grant 

project until January 31, 1975. The actual expenditures for the first 

project, covering 22 months, are as follows: 

Category 

Personnel (including fringes) for office 
manager, two stenographers, and five con
tractual interns 

Contractual services (including a crime survey) 

Travel (including meeting costs) 

Operatiqg expenses for office rental, printing 
and reproduction, office supplies, and 
telephone 

Equipment 

Total 

Expenditures 

$ 52,000 

45,000 

10,000 

53,000 

3,000 

$163,000 

Recently, a second grant, this time a discretionary grant from the 

Office of National Priority Programs, to the standards and goals division 

'vas approved. This grant is for $147,114 and is m:3.de up of '$85,737 from 

Pa.;rt C funds and $61,377 from Part E monies. The budget for this grant 

follows. 
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Discretionary Grant 

Personnel 
Contractual services 
Travel 
Operating expenses 
Equipment 

Federal share, 90% 

State cash match, 10% 

Total 

/ .' 

Part C Part E Total 

$56,873 $49,896 $106,769 
14,000 12,000 26,000 
5,751 5,651 11,402 

13,640 0 13,640 
5,000 650 5,650 

$85,737 $61,377 $147,114 

91 527 61 820 16 1 347 

$95,264 $68,197 $163,461 
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VII FORMULATION OF GOALS AN~ STANDARDS 

The six task forces (originally five) began meeting in September 

1973. Monthly meetings were the rule for most of the task forces, 

although during the 22-month process, meetings were sometimes held two 

and three times a month. The task forces selected issue areas in which 

they felt standards and 6)als might be developed. The staff would then 

have the responsibility of researching those issues or developing possible 

standards and goals. 

"( 

The synopsized' versions of the National Advisory Commission on 

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (NAC) standards and goals were pro

vided to the task force members, who were' asked to identify those subject 

areas in which they felt standards and goals should be developed for 

Michigan. The Ilgloba1" or sensational issues--such as gun control, 

capital punishment, and victimless crimes--were extracted for consider

ation at a later date. 

The original plan of the OCJP staff had been to take each selected 

issue and perform a literature search thorough enough to place before the 

task forces a summary of opir"tions and research results germane to the 

subject. The staff had also envisioned much more research and investi

gation and developmental work by the Commission m~mbers than actually 

occurred. When individual Commissioners complained of receiving too mue •• 

reading material, staff turned t? a mode of summarizing much of the mate':' 

rial so that Commission members coulc react to the material placed before 

them, rather than doing their own research and analysis. 

if, 

These synopses are taken from A. National Strategy to Reduce Crime, 
NACCJSG, pp. 153-168. 
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A. Selected Format 

The format adopted by the Michigan Commission on Criminal Justice 

for their final draft is as follows: 

• Chapter 

• Introduction 

• Goal 

• Commentary 

• Subject Area 

• Subgoa1s 

• Subgoa1 Commentary 

• Standards 

0 Implementation Strategy. 

Figure 7 has been excerpted from the draft standards and goals 

document entitled Draft Criminal Justice Goals and Standards for the 

State of Michigan, dated September 1974. The figure is a portion of the 

sec tion on "Rehabi li ta tionll and is presented here to provide the reader 

with a flavor of the complete document and to illustrate the format used 

by Michigan. 

Each major section of the document is headed by an introduction on 

the general problems in the nation and the St f' h 
4 ate 0 M~c igan relative to 

the subJ'ect of that sectio,n. A b f 
4 scan e seen rom the pro forma format 

above, as well as the data in Table 6, the number of areas covered and 

the hierarchy of subJ'ects covere.d are numerous. A l' f n ana ys~s 0 Figure 7 

gives an idea of the tremendous amount of work performed by the staff 

and Commission members in the preparation of massive amounts of material 

on a diverse number of subjects. An indication of the amount of. work 

performed by the Commission and its staff is provided ?y the information 

contained in Table 6 below: A comparison with the standards and 
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V. CHAPTER 1: LEGAL FRAMEWORK AND INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS 

GOAL: 

To develop guidelines and policies which will ensure that the reasonable rights 
of offenders are protected. 

COMMENTARY: 

Most people agree that the principal justification for the existence of a correc
tions system is to protect the public and to help the offender become an indepen
dent and responsible citizen. Modern correctional theories demonstrate the need 
to humanely treat offenders in constructive rehabilitation programs. It is para
doxical that such practices and attitudes are stressed as the most important 
factors of successful offender rehabilitation, yet attention is seldom paid to the 
preservation and protection of offender's rights. The offender is granted all 
rights and benefits of the 'law up until the point he/she ent'ers the prison system. 
After conviction, however, most legal benefits and privileges are denied. 

This section of the Report deals primarily with the statutory framework of correc
tions and the need for adequate preservation of offender rights. Offenders under 
the jurisdiction of the correctional system must be protected by law from harmful 
or dubious practices. As corrections makes the transition to community-based 
treatment, it is essential to remove as many legal obstacles as possible. Success
ful offender reintegration will be frustrated if offender rights are violated. If 
the community continues to discriminate on the basis of prior criminality, the 
concept of successful offender rehabilitation will remain rhetoric rather than 
become an accomplished goal. (N.A.C., 1973d: 21) 

"Affirmative and organized efforts must be made by community leaders, correctional 
officials, legislatol:'S and judges to influence public opinion." (N.A.C., 1973d: 
21) Community support and legislation will be necessary to secure for the offender 
an appropriate and just role in society. Discriminatory practices and inconsistent 
philosophies only reinforce the offender's negative seli-concept and exacerbate the 
offender's social outcast status. It will require serious efforts from the commu
nity and correctional agencies to provide the positive environment necessary to 
offender reint~gration. Providing a sound legal framework of corrections and pre
serving as many rights as possible is the basis of such an effort. 

L THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK OF CORRECTIOnS 

SUB GOAL 

To immediately insure that the powers of government are allocated or modified, 
where necessary, to provide reasonable protection for those under the jurisdiction 
of the correctional system, while allowing flexibility and effectiveness in the 
administration of the system. 

FIGURE 7 AN EXAMPLE OF MICHIGAN STANDARDS AND GOALS 
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SUBGOAL COMMENTARY: 

An effective correctional system requires a sound legal foundation comprehensive 
planning, and program development. While law provides the statuto~y framework for 
sound administration, it cannot insure it--for legislation can create but not 
implement or administer. 

Michigan has a legal structure which allows for a relatively coordinated and effec
tive correctional system. Prisons, parole, and parole board functions are unified 
in a single department. The repressive measures embodied in the laws of many 
statec are largely absent from Michigan statutes. Correctional agencies wishing to 
authorize innovative programs rarely find barriers built into the law and it is 
seldom that an offender wishing to demonstrate a reformed life finds statutory 
barriers. Many statutory provisions recommended for other states' correctional 
systems are not needed in Michigan. A legal structure for appropriate use and 
promulgation of administrative regulations already exists. 

Where further reform or progress is needed, however, it can generally take place 
without disturbing present legislation. Lack of funds is the major stumbling block 
in the implementation of a desired change. In these somewhat turbulant political 
times, and in the aftermath of violent episodes such a,9 Attica and Huntsville, a 
reintroduction of the body of correctional law to the legislative forum for whole
sale amendments and repairs might result in a diminution rather than an enhancement 
o,f the progressive statutes presently in effect. For this reason, the changes 
recommended in the standards 'which follow are not wholesale. The principal needs 
for change with respect to corrections in existing Michigan law, particularly in 
the sensitive areas of sentencing and the criminal code, are covered in the chapters 
which deal selectively with that subject matter. 

It is recognized that the full implementation of legislative change is a slow and 
haphazard process, because of inadequate funds. This is particularly true at the 
local level with the limited tax base and the varied needs and competing priorities. 
Where the implementation of new legislation or the adoption of standards recommended 
in this Report places a new fiscal burden on local jurisdictions, it is recommended 
that state appropriations be provided to assist in implementation. 

STANDARDS: 

V.l.l.l. By 1976, the Department of Corrections should review its administrative 
policies and procedures to identify all those which properly belong in 
the Administrative Code. This review should be cognizant of areas not 
currently covered by formal procedures which may need to be added to the 
Code, as well as the translation of existing procedures into the Code. 

a. These procedures should be more detailed and specific than provisions 
provided by statute. They must be consistent with the recommendations 
in the Michigan standard.s concerning the rights of offenders. 

FIGURE 7 AN EXAMPLE OF MICHIGAN STANDARDS AND GOALS (Continued) 
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STANDARDS (Continued) 

b. The administrative rules identified by the study suggested above must' 
be published, given a public hearing, and filed and adopted according 
to existing procedures under the State's Administrative Code. 

V.l.l.2. Michigan should enact or clarify legislation so as to require a pre
sentence investigation and written report in: (1) all cases where the 
offender is a minor; (2) all felonies; and (3) all misdemeanors leading 
to terms of incarceration. 

V.l-I.3 

V.l.1.4 

By 1975, Michigan should amend its statutory authorization for Prison 
Industries Programs so that there is no prohibition of: (1) the sale of 
prison industries products on the open market; (2) playing full market 
wages; and (3) providing working conditions comparable to outside 
emp loymen t. 

By 1975, legislation should be introduced to authorize a procedure for 
an ex-offender with a single criminal conviction to have his conviction 
expunged from the record. This legislation would require at least five 
years after service of sentence without evidence of criminal behavior 
before expungement. Serious violent offenses would not qualify for 
expungement. 

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY: 

The standards in this Report should be analyzed and compared with present correc
tional legislation and departmental administrative code, with the intent of 
modifying or changing the legal framework where it does not support the standards. 
Where legislative change or administrative code revision places a new fiscal burden 
on local jurisdictions, it is recommended that State appropriations be provided to 
assist in implementation. 

FIGURE 7 AN EXAMPLE OF MICHIGAN STANDARDS AND GOALS (Concluded) 
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Table 6 

NUMBER OF AREAS COVERED 

Section Goal Subgoa1 
Implementation Major Category Introduction Goals Commentaries Subgoa1s Commentaries Standards Strategies 

Crime prevention 1 2 2 12 12 69 12 Juvenile justice 1 3 3 13 13 92 13 Investigation 
1 6 6 31 31 130 31 

and arrest 

Adj udica tion 1 2 2 10 10 128 10 Rehabi 1i ta tion 1 3 3 15 15 108 15 Management 1 3 3 10 10 42 10 -
-Total 6 19 19 91 91 569 91 
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Commission on Criminal Justice 
recommendations of the National Advisory 

of the following differences: 
1 (NA CCJSG) shows some Standards and Goa s 

• 

• 

• 

, ' standards are interrelated that is, 
The M~chlgan goals and 1 d subgoals are developed . 

, issue area goa s an 
for each major , h re meant to be the means 
Standards are then developed wlh~C abe achieved. The NACCJSG 

, h th als and subgoa scan , , 
by wh~c e go 1 d they were crime spec~f~c 

, d nly 5 goa s an 
volumes conta~ne 0 " l' stice system operations, 
rather than for the cr~m~na JU 

. , s 569 standards compared with 
The Michigan version conta~n , f the NACCJSG . 

97 mmendat~ons rom 
422 standards and reco '1 that more standards 

, 's not meant to ~mp Y -
Such compar~son ~ w that Michigan Commission built upo~ 
are better, but to sho . JSG and went further in deta~l-
the foundation set by the NACC 
ing 'additional standards for the state. 

ls document contains brief state-
The Michigan standards and goa h' h e of the standards and 

" t ategies by w ~c som 
ments outl~nLng s r t 'es often involve other 

b . lemented Such stra eg~ 
goals can e ~mp . h t ditionally thought of as 
sectors of government than t ose ra 
part of the criminal justice system. 

d b staff early in the process. 
The goals and subgoals were outline Y 

The task forces 
d subgoals and to develop 

were asked to refine the goals an 

standards for each of the specific 
subgoals, as well as strategies for 

and Commentaries were developed 
, The introductions 

implementat~on. 

staff or interns, 

B. 
~n the Formulation Process 

Problems Encountered ~ 

1. Maintaining the Schedule 

by 

Participants and staff alike detailed some basic problems that 

v r 

Like many programs calling 
they encountered in the formulation process. 

and orientation of large numbers of 
for the appointment, commitment, 

h 1 t Once under way, , 'tiated several mont s a e. 
persons, the project was ~n~ 

there was a certain amount o~ 

task force members who felt a 

charge, not only in the depth 

- ' 
'" .. I,. 

floundering and searching for direction by 

need for clearer understanding of their 

and breadth of their assignments, but also 
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for the procedures they were to use. The Executive Committee was asked 

to establish clearer guidelines to assist the task forces. Uncertainty 

was more pronounced in those task forces where the subject matter was 

broad and could easily infringe on related social issues. 

A difference of opinion existed among the OCJP staff as to the 

reason for the above difficulties. One staff member Guggested that the 

entire effort was suffering from lack of a game plan or strategy that 

spelled out the procedures and expectations of the progralu. Another said 

that the strategy was contained in the grant application, which detailed 

the objectives, target dates, and processes to be used, but that nobody 

followed them. A third indicated that the primary cause was lack of 

strong staff leadership and direction, and that when leadership was pro

vided--by the assignment of the Deputy Administrator of the OCJP as the 

Project Leader--the Commission and task forces got on track and moved 

to completion. 

2. The Scope of the Effort 

Other problems identified were the large scope of the develop-

ment effort, the overwhelming amounts of staff work required, and the 

time needed by the task force members to digest and discuss the prepared 

materials. Most staff work was provided on a voluntary basis, by staff 

borrowed from the OCJP, the State Police,* the Corrections Department, 

various police departments, and a host of other agencies. (See Section V 

on staffing patterns.) In most cases tt~se people were taking on stan

dards and goals assignments in addition to the duties imposed on them by 

the agencies that employed .them. Inasmuch as most task force members 

~( 

The Department of State Police and the Department of Corrections each 
contributed the full time of one employee for several months, exclusive 
of other duties. 
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also had full-time responsibilities as administrators of their agencies, 

the workload devolved upon the voluntary staff, augmented by students 

who were retained by the OCJP. 

Several persons interviewed said that the scope of the project 

was too broad, that the time schedule was unrealistic, and that the Com-

mission should never have attempted to do so much in such a short time. 

A task force chairman suggested that more time should have been given to 

development, with the opportunity to sit on the product for a year or 

more, allowing for citizen and agency review, and allowing Commission 

members to rethink their positions on the issues. After that time, they 

could have reconvened to modify their work and take final adoptive action. 

3. The Model Standards and Goals 

Persons interviewed disagreed on the helpfulness of the model 

standards and goals of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jus-

tice Standards and Goals. Several felt that the NACCJSG covered too many 

subjects and that some staff and Commission members were too much com-

mitted to following the format of those documents, as sho~m by the follow-

ing statement: 

We found the NACCJSG standards and goals too disconnected. 
We wanted to isolate the key issues and then layout some 
standards which declared desirable levels of outputs of 
desirable levels of quality for each of those issues, but 
staff had a preoccupation with the NACCJSG categories and 
format. When we asked them to find us some information 
on certain issues, they would always search through the 
NACCJSG volumes only and gather all materials therein 
which related to the subject issues. 

Other persons felt that the NACCJSG standards and goals were 

invaluable in providing expert opinion on a wide variety of subjects, 

and they provided a comprehensive list of remedies that the state could 

choose to accept, reject, or modify. 
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4. Validation of the Standards and Goals 

Of concern to some of the critics of the Michigan standards and 

goals process was their allegation that insufficient research or litera

ture search on the issues was done. As an illustration, one regional 

planner said: 

Take the Criminal Justice Management standards which call 
for consolidation of police departments in different 
categories in the state. Several in-depth studies exist 
that show that "bigger is not better," and that above 
certain departmen4 sizes, efficiency in police operations 
diminishes. I wish the Commission would have at least 
looked at those types of data before they took their posi
tions. Without supportive data, the standards are only 
someone's opinions. 

5. Development of Priorities 

The ,=stablishment of priorities as required by the Crime Control 

Act of 1973 has not yet been part of the Michigan process. Discussions 

with OCJP staff revealed that although they do not plan immediately to 

set priorities, the implementation committees will select on standards and 

goals that they feel should be implemented first and will develop im~le

mentation strategies for them. Thus, priorities will arise out of the 

implementation process. 
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VIII CITIZEN AND AGENCY REVIEW OF THE STANDARDS AND GOALS 

On September 18, 1974, eight public hearings were held throughout 

the state--in Detroit, Delta College, Marquette, Pontiac, Lansing, Ann 

Arbor, Mount Clemens, and Grand Rapids. These hearings were intended to 

acquaint criminal justice professionals, interest group representatives t 

and the general public with the proposed standards and goals, and to 

solicit their opinions. A second hearing was held on October 30, 1974, 

in Lansing. It was a one-day hearing in which each task force met in 

separate rooms in the building, hearing testimony mostly from criminal 

justice agency personnel. In the afternoon, the entire Commiasion con-

vened and heard further testimony on the substance of the proposed stan

dards and goals. 

A. Preparations for the Hearings 

The Public Information Officer of the OCJP sent invitations to some 

1,800 individuals or agency heads, inviting them to the public hearings. 

Draft copies of the standards and goals document, or an executive summary 

thereof, were sent to many of those invited. 

Newspaper articles were prepared and sent to 56 Michigan daily news

papers, many of which printed the announcements. Approximately five of 

the papers carried their own articles or features. A flyer was sent to 

be included in all state newsletters emanating from state agencies. Some 

radio and television spot announcements were used, and several persons 

appeared on radio talk shows to discuss the standards and goals. 

. Approximately one week before the hearing, 1,800 copies of the draft 

standards and goals document were mailed. The OCJP wanted to mail these 
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earlier, but under the circumstances, they had difficulty getting the 

documents assembled and printed before that time. 

Each Commissioner and the Governor were sent prepared press releases 

to use in announcing the public hearings and in requesting public response, 

if they desired to use them. 

Each 1:egiona1 and local planning unit director was invited to a plan

ning meeting to finalize details on the hearings being held in his area. 

Each was asked to contact certain persons and agency personnel in his 

region or county and to take care of arrangements for the hearing site 

and faci li ties. 

B. How the Hearings Were Conducted 

Small packets of information given to persons attending the hearings 

contained the following: 

• Welcoming letter, signed by the Lieutenant Governor, 
including a definitive statement of the standards and goals 
process, what led up to the meeting, the purpose of the 
meeting, what would be done with what was said at the meet
ing, and where the process would lead. 

• Rules and procedures for the meeting (see Figure 8). 

• Synopsis (most significant high points) of Michigan's pro
posed standards and goals. 

• Questionnaire, to be filled in by members of the audience 
and deposited in the box upon leaving the session (see 
Figure 9). 

• Request to speak card (one card in each packet). 

The hearings were opened with a welcome and introductory remarks by 

the chairman and a panel of Commission members, after which the procedures 

were followed as outlined in the rules in Figure 8. Attendees at the hear

ings reported that discussions were lively as agency professionals and the 

public testified on the substance of the standards and goals and on the 

processes and procedures used. 
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A. The general points for discussion in today's 
meeting are included in the booklet. 

B. If you wish to speak on a given topic, fill out 
one of the cards in your packet. Pass the card 
toward the aisle. It will be collected and 
forwarded to the panel chairman. 

C. The panel chairman will call on members of the 
audience to speak in the sequential order in 
which he received the cards. He wi 11 initially 
call two names. The first person will go to 
the microphone at the front, center of the 
audience, and the second will take the designated 
"next to speak" seat. Thereafter, each person 
newly called will move to the microphone via the 

"next t·] sp eak" G ea t • 

D. To allow maximum participation, the chairman will 
use a timer, limiting each speaker to five minutes 

E. 

of floor time. 

During the course of the meeting, you are encour
aged to fill out the questionnaire in your packet. 
Please deposit it in the box at the registration 
table on your way out. 

FIGURE 8 

.' 

RULES AND PROCEDURES FOR THE MEETING 

" .-
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The Michigan Co~nission on Criminal Justice is interested in your reaction to 
the Standards and Goals which have been developed by the task forces. The 
verbal and written responses from today's hearings will be presented to the 
Commission for their consideration on September 30, 1974. 

Name Affiliation 

Address City 

A. Should school records be available to criminal justice agencies? 
(Standard 1.1.1.14) 

0 Yes 

0 No 

Co=ents: 

B. Should each trial court have a family division? (Standard 1I.2.l.l) 

0 Yes 

0 No 

Co=ents: 

C. Should juveniles be held in jail under any circumstances? 
(Standard 11.2.2.7-b) 

0 Yes 

0 No 

Co=ents: 

D. Should alleged delinquents be entitled to a jury trial? 
(Standard II.2.6.2) 

0 Yes 

0 No 

Co=ents: 

.-

FIGURE 9 PUBLIC HEARING RESPONSE QUESTIONNAIRE 

./ : 
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C. Results of the Hearings 

It was estimated that 600 persons attended the public hearings, most 

of them professionals within the criminal justice system. The turnout of 

citizens, especially those not employed in the justice system, was small. 

The complete proceedings of the hearings were recorded on tape, though no 

wr'i tten transcript of them has yet been made. A summary of connnents and 

issues raised in the hearings was made by staff and distributed to Com

mission members. The Commission modified the standards and goals based 

on some of those issues. The standards that elicited the most controversy 

and discussion were those related to consolidation of police agencies 

within the state. 

OCJP staff estimated that roughly five percent of the standards were 

modified because of input received from the hearings. 

D. Problems Encountered in the Hearing Process 

The major problem of the public hearings was the inability to reach 

that sector of the public not employed in the criminal jus'l::Lr:~r2 system. 

Despite the tremendous amount of public notice given before the hearings, 

few of the general public attended. The same is true with respect to 

criminal justice professional associations and special interest groups • 

The administrative staff of the Michigan State Bar Association, the State 

League of Women Voters, and others were either not aware of the existence 

of the Commission and the public hearings or had heard of them only by 

accident or because of their own resourcefulness, even though the OCJP and 

the newspapers had advertised substantially. 

Another problem is the limited number of issues that can be discussed 

in any public hearing. The OC..il' anticipated this and, knowing they could 

not discuss all of the standards, they attempted to highlight those that 

they thought might be the most controversial. These were included in the 
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hearing packet. S 
orne persons and agencies took off 

17 ense at this 
only of the 569 standards were highlighted 

since 

rise to in this manner, giving 
SOme concern about the contents of the rema4n4ng 

l ' ~ ~ 552 being 
s ~pped past them. 

Closely related to the above problem was 
the inability of the OCJP 

materials early enough for attendees 
to mail hearing 

to study fully the contents of the draft. Under the ' 
c~rcumstances, the OCJP may have had 

no other options, since h 

and since the draft d 

the hearing date. 

t ey were attempting to adhere to 
their schedule, 

modified and printed so 1 
ocuments were being 

c ose to 

The OCJP staff 
expressed Some frustration 

, over the problem 0 f draft-
~ng the document so that 

it was professionally 
acceptable to criminal 

justice agency pers9nnel 
and yet understandable to the 

1 lay public. They 
amented the difficulty f 

o meeting both objectives. 
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IX THE ADOPTION OF THE MICHIGAN STANDARDS AND GOALS 

After the task forces had completed their initial drafts of standards 

and goals for their respective areas, the full Commission held a two-day 

study session at Boyne Mountain, duri.ng which some modifications were 

made. At the conclusion of the session, they tentatively adopted the 

standards and goals. Public hearings were held in eight locations on 

September 18, 1974. The OCJP staff recorded the hearings and wrote a 

summary of the major points and issues for consideration by the Commis-

sion. In their meeting of october 1, 1974, the Commission had planned to 

formally adopt the standards and goals document. During the meeting, 

however, the Commission decided not to adopt it, since many of the oper

ational personnel of the various criminal justice agencies in the state 

complained about having only a few days to study the document or to com-

ment on its contents. Therefore, the Commission scheduled a one-day hear-

ing at Lansing on October 30, 1974, and invited agency personnel to make 

their comments and input known. Approximately 400 persons attended. On 

December 16, 1974, the full Commission convened again and adopted the 

final version of the document, which is now being printed for distribution 

sometime in March 1975. 

Some individuals, organizations, and agencies were unhappy with the 

speed of the approval process, especially regional and local agency people, 

as witnessed by the following articles: 

Many county supervisors and criminal-justice personnel felt they 
had not had time to review the bulky proposal, which runs to 
600 standards and goals, and even in executive summary couldn't 
be compressed below 60 pages. Most county officials at the 
meeting agreed they had received the report or summary less than 

a week before the meeting. 
County News (October 21, 1974) 
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The M" h' LC Lgan Commission on Criminal 
to delay final consideration of i Ju~t~ce voted last week 
standards until December 16 tS,crLmLnal justice goals and 
Office of Criminal J t' ,accordLng to Gail Light of the 

us Lce Programs. 

Public response indicating a need for " 
the massive goals and t d d addLtLonal time to study 
h s an ar s document bef f' 

owever, prompted the C ' , ore Lnal approval _ OnnTILSSLOn to extent its deadl' ' 
Cr' C Lne. 

Lme ontrol Digest (October 14, 1974) 

In view of the fact that the draf 
received by most cri' l' , t of the standards was 

mLna JustLce ad ' , 
week prior to the public he' mLnLstrators less than a 
have come to the conclusi a:~ngs on Se~tember 18, 1974, we 
the part of the proponent:nof :~ there LS a definite intent on 
through to adoption bef th e st~ndards to railroad them 

ore e full Lmport b 
on the citizens of M' h' can e registered 

LC Lgan. 

The criminal J' t' us Lce goals and standards 
after reading d 1 as proposed can, 

b 
' an c ose evaluation, only be 

lueprLnt for state control of th " construed as a 
and emasculation or el" , e crLmLnal justice system 
, LmLnatLon of local 't 
Ln the critically sensit' unL s of government 
d' Lve areas of poli 

a Judicatory, and corrections. ce, prosecutorial, 

Michigan Counties Today (October 1974) 

After the second public hea ' c t rLng was held and more city 
oun y criminal justice a enc and 

the standards and goal gd y people had a chance to read 
s an comment upon th 

paranoia and concern r fl d' e, some of the e ecte Ln the ab ' 
to have subsided. Ver few' " ove artLcles appears 
studied all of the sta~dardSLndLvLduals,appear to have 
stead focused on one or t ha~dhgoalS Ln detail, but in-

h 
~vo w LC appeared t b 

t reatening. One could infer ' 0 e most 
of the goals subgoal d from thLs that all of the rest 

, s, an standards 
However, the real test f h were acceptable. o t e acceptab'l' 
standards will be L Lty of individual 
, as state and local ' 
Lmplementation phase and the ' "agencLes move into the 
each will be vLabLlLty and feasibility of 

evaluated. 
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X FUTURE PLANS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STANDARDS AND GOALS 

Several of the key persons who were heavily engaged in the standards 

and goals process during the past two years no longer occupy those posi

tions, although they may be engaged in some capacity with the effort in 

the future. Lieutenant Governor Brickley, who was the chairman of the 

Commission and who functioned in a leadership and catalyst role through-

out the process and who maintained close liaison with Governor Milliken, 

is now president of Eastern Michigan University in Ypsilanti. Don P. 

LeDuc, the former administrator of the OCJP, is now a professor at the 

Cooley Law School in Lansing. Richard K. Nelson, the deputy administra

tor and ultimately the project director of standards and goals, has 

recently been hired by the Michigan Department of Corrections as the 

director of field services. Gail R. Light, who was the public informa-

tion officer, and who directed tp2 public hearing process for the OCJP, 

has also joined the staff of Department of Corrections. Colonel John R. 

Plants of the management task force has resigned his position as the 

director of the Michigan Department of State Police and is now an execu-

tive with the Michigan Automobile Club. Robert Richardson, the chairman 

of the adjudication task force, and former state senator from Saginaw, is 

now employed by the Michigan State Department of Treasury. 

Because of the above changes, the persons who will be directing 

future efforts of standards and goals have not yet been appointed; conse

quently, the plans for implementation are not finalized at this time. 

The OCJP has received a grant of $147,114 of discretionary funds from 

the Office of National Priority Programs. The grant application as 

written calls for the enactment of several of the approved standards by 

establishing a triad of implementation committees as follows: 
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Aboli~i~n of the existing 75-merrtber Michigan Commission 
on Cr~m~nal Justice in May 1975. 

Creation of three new entities: 

- Commission on Criminal Justice--reconstituted to 
25 or more members. 

Council of State Criminal J . A ust~ce gencies--composed 
of the administrators of the criminal justice agencies 
of state government. 

- Commission on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention--consistent with the new federal act on 
juvenile justice. 

The Commission on Criminal Justice ",i11 act as the lead commission 
and will a~sign specific areas of study or standards to the other two 
entities. The following is excerpted from th e current grant application: 

In the first quart f 1975 er 0 , the Governor ip implementing 
o~e of the standards shall d:i.smiss the present Michigan Ad
v~sory Commission since it will have completed its charge to 
develop goals and ~tandards for the state's criminal justice 
system. By Execut~ve Order, he shall appoint a new Co . . . . mm~ss~on 
cons~stent w~th Standard VI.l.l.l. 

Criminal Justice should be 
body of no more than 25 

VI.l.l.l. The Commission on 
reconstituted as an advisory 
members. The members should represent relevant state 
agencies, regional and local criminal justice agencies 
concerned c~tizen groups, and all geographic areas of ' 
t~e s~a~e w~th appropriate representation of women and 
m~~or~t~es. Members of the Commission should be ap
po~nted by, and serve at the pleasure of the Gov 
with no specified term of service The c'o . . ernor • mm~SS~on 

s~ould select an Executive Committee of no more than 
f~ve (5) members with such powers as the Commission 
m~ght delegate. 

It should be recognized that at this time the exact s~ f 
th C • • .... ze 0 

e omm~ss~on may exceed the number proposed by the Standard 
The factors that may affect a variance will include both th • 
Governor's desire in terms of representation and the reqUir:
men~s as described in M4l00.l0. In addition he will be asked 
to ~mplement Standard VI.l.l.2. 
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VI.1.1.2. The Governor should create a Council of State 
Criminal Justice Agencies as soon as the goals and stan
dards for criminal justice 'are presented to him. The 
Council would consist of the heads of the state-level 

. criminal justice agencies in order to provide formal 
coordination among them. The Council "lQu1d make recom
mendations appropriate to the improvement of state-level 
organization, coordination, and effectiveness of criminal 
justice services with special emphasis focused on future 
organizational plans for the development of uniform state
wide criminal justice jurisdictions. 

Although the council·s major role will be policy formulation 
at the state level, its relationship with the Commission ac
tivities is absolutely essential. Part of its charge will be 
to formulate policy that will implement appropriate goals and 
standards. Special 'studies will be required to ascertain the 
appropriate action and its impact on other parts of the system-
local and state. It will serve as the implementer of appro
priate goals and standards at the state level through policy 
development and direction on the part of the membership. 

Method 

The Advisory Commission, once established, will proceed on a 
task orientation basis through subcommittees that have a single 
purpose objective. When an assignment is complete, the sub
committee will be dissolved and members will be reassigned to 
another task or tasks. Assignments will be based on the Com
missioners· particular expertise and it is unlikely that a 
single Commissioner will serve on successive commi.ttees with 
the same Commissioners as in the first instance. 

The only exception will be the creation of one standing com
mittee to deal with ongoing plan review. The executive Com
mittee will select the special implementation proposals to 
pursue, prioritize them, assign committee members, and gen
erally oversee the activities of the Commission. Staff re
sources will be managed by the project director. Study 

committees shall consist of no more than five (5) members. 
Each committee may double its size by the appointment of ad 
hoc members from the functional area to be studied. The 
process will call for selection of additional members by the 
study committee and appointment by the Commission Chairman. 
The appointee will serve for the duration of the study with
out compensation except necessary expenses. The purpose is 
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to assure participation in each special study of outstanding 
experts in the area to be studied. 

A number of special committee assignments appear likely at 
this time. Committees may be formed and charged to formu
late definitive implementation plans in the following areas: 

1. Family Court 
2. Plea Bargaining 
3. Sentencing Proposal 
4. Court Delay 
5. D~version Plan 
6. Defender System 
7. Standard Policing Plan for Michigan 
8. Integrated Correctional System 
9. Criminal Justice Dis't:ricts 

10. State Level Law Enforcement Integration 

The decision, however, remains with the Executive Committee. 

Subcommittee Proce~ 

The exact approach will be mandated by the nature of the prob
lem, the end product desired, and the desire of the subcom
mittee. A number of devices come to mind that could be used 
to aid their work: 

Literature review 
Data 
Surveys 
Expert testimony 
Cost analysis 
Public opinion 
Site visits to similar programs 

The final product could be in the form and style of a pre
scriptive package with its goal to achieve the implementation 
of the criminal justice goal it specifically addresses. If 
legislation is required, then the language could be proposed. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

In compliance with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act of 1974, the Governor shall appoint a commission 
to carry out its mandates. In addition to that, the commis
sion shall be charged with the development of definitive 
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l'cable goals and 
f the implementation of app ~ , 'th the Ad-

strategies or " ~onstant lLaLson WL 
standards. They will m:L~ta~nJ:stice, and staff services 
visory Commission on CrLmL~a t director for the Advisory 
will be managed by the proJec 

Commission. 

Staff 
, 'n of staff activities for the 

To assure aboslute coordL~a~L:l Justice, and Commission on 
council, Commission on crLmLn

ff 
will be responsible to the 

Juvenile Delinquency, a:l sta 'gn a key staff person to the
f He wLll aSSL Other staf 

Project Director:, Juvenile Delinquency. , 
'1 and CommLSS Lon on 'f ds when provLded. CounCL 'Ie JustLce un 

will be provided by JuvenL h Exe~utive Secretary to its as-
, ving as t e h gram 

In addition to ser ponsible as t e pro 
h 11 also be res h ' 

signed group, he s a h respective area to which ~ LS 
planning coordinator of t e, dual role that coordinatLon 

'gned It is through thLs d' g incorporation of 
aSSL' , d policy regar Ln , ' 1 

'th state plannLng an mprehensive crLmLna 
WL d d into the state co 
goals and stan ar s 

1 's assured. 
justice P an L d t special studies 

the council to con uC h 
The staff demands by 'h the member agency or throug 
shall be provided by eLt er ff '11 be recruited from the 

I ' erant sta 'tV'L h per-this project. tLn t d to serve under t e su 
local universities a~d ~ontrac :or the two Commissions an~ 
vision of the project dLre~t~r 's Graduate interships wLll 
the council on an as neede las~o~t_range staff to respond to 

ide genera s 
be offered to prov b kdown in summary is: 

d The rea the general nee s. 

Permanent 
, t coordinator 

staff--ProJec Commission on 
Executive Secretary--

Juvenile Delinquency , 
, S retary--CouncLl ExecutLve ec 

Office Manager 
Secretaries 

t staff--Interns 
part_time/intermitten Graduate Students 

" and shall be , 1 b held to a mLnLmum 
Consultant services wLl e ff t--such as state-

n the nature of an e or 
utilized only w en The approved procurement 

--are conducted. wide surveys 
'11 be followed. process WL 
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XI SUGGESTIONS FOR OTHER STATES 

As the researchers were obtaining the necessary data for this case 

study, the interviewees were asked to relate lessons they had learned in 

the process and to provide suggestions for other states thclt might be 

initiating processes for standards and goals development. The following 

suggestions may be instructive for those states, even though some of their 

circumstances will be different from those in Michigan. 

A. On the Use of Commissions or Task Forces 

(1) Do not expect commission or task force members to immerse 
themselves in the literature or to develop origin~l posi
tion papers on the issues unless they are reliE!ved of some 
of their professional load. The persons commonly appointed 
to blue ribbon panels or task forces are usually adminis
trators who have excelled in their fields or p'rofessions 
and are extremely busy. Consequently, there are limits to 
the time they can devote to activite~ outside of their 
full-time professional responsibilities, and f:amily and 
social obligations. 

(2) Allow ample time--in the development of sched.ules and time 
deadlines--for appointment, commitment, and orientation of 
task force or commission members. The appointment process 
is often delayed, which throws all activities off schedule. 

(3) Ensure that all participants, especially chairpersons, 
know the schedules to be maintained, the substantive ac
tivities to be accomplished, and especially the procedural 
rules to be followed. If thes,= are not known early in the 
process and reinforced throughout, frustration and con
fusion may follow. 

(4) Give appointees an idea of the number of meetings and the 
runount of time per month expected of them and obtain their 
commitment to devote that amount. 

----------------------------.,-~,------.---
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(5) Engage as many interests in the process as possible. 
If those interests cannot be represented on the task 
forces or commissions, the agencies should be asked to 
prepare their own position statements on certain issues 
bE~fore a statewide product has progressed to the point 
of public hearings or adoption. 

(6) Reduce the aggregate demands for time of busy task force 
or commission members and expedite the entire process by 
assigning small subcommittees of two to four persons to 
prepare position papers or suggested standards and goals 
for a specific area. These can then be brought to the 
larger, more diverse groups for full discussion and modi
fication. 

On Conducting Success~ul Public Hearings 

(1) The issues and the standards and goals developed there
from must be translated into lay terms. The general 
public is not accustomed to the langu.age of the criminal 
justice system, nor are they accustomed to being invited 
to give their attitudes and opinions on the various sub
jects therein. 

(2) Material to be discussed at a public hearing should be 
sent out at least 45 days before the hearing. Criminal 
justice agencies, other elected and appointed officials, 
interest groups, and interested citizens must have time 
to review the contents and formulate responses or posi
tions. It is unfair to these people not to provide this 
courtesy, and is bound to generate or magnify feelings 
of distrust and paranoia. 

(3) Ample publicity should be given to the standards and 
goals effort throughout the process, not just at the 
conclusion--a difficult task because standards and goals 
can be so broadly stated and may cover so many issues 
that they may not create much interest for the media. 
For instance, the global issues of gun control and cap
ital punishment will naturally create more excitement 
than many of the hundreds of other issues likely to be 
discussed. Even though the OCJP had mailed over 2,200 
invitations to, and notices of, the public hearings in 
addition to arranging some radio and television spots, 
many agencies and professional association representa
tive~,complained that they did not hear about the hearings 
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in Michigan except incidentally. 
not even aware that the standards 
been under way. 

Some interviewed were 
and goals effort had 

On Selection of Staff 

(1) For director of the project, a state might consider a 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

person who is skilled ' , abl ' Ln communLty organization and is 
and e to obtaLn the helpful participation of many agencies 

groups. 

The director t 1 mus a so be strong from a leadershi and 
management standpoint He'll d p 
stantly th ' • WL nee to challenge con-
th ' ,e commLssion or task force members to fulfill 
al:;r assL~ent~ and to meet the target dates. He will 

,n~ed LngenuLty in finding methods for kee in a 
partLcLpants enthusiastic about their t k P g 11 
in th 1 tt as s, especially 

b 
,e a er stages when the number of donated hours 

egLn to accumulate. 

At least 0 f 11 ' ne u -tLme staff should be assigned to an 
thask force or group to gather the data required t d

Y 

t e research and t h' ' 0 0 th ' , ' 0 synt eSLze the material needed by 
e partLcLpants. Students can also be helpful f 

searching 'f" or re-
speCL LC Lssues. The quality of their work is 

generally good, their in teres t is keen and til 
recruited thr h h ,ey are easily 

aug t e colleges and universities. 

To obtain persons 'tvith practical experience 
work, leaves of absence for skill d for the staff 
, , e persons from crimi 1 
]UstLce agencies might be obt' d na f aLne so that they could 
per orm the research and staff role ' 
sons would know the svstem s requLred. Such per-
able data, and would "'erha' would be able to obtain avail-

th 
' P ps be even greater assets to 

eLr parent agencie ft h 
th

' s a er t e experience In add't~ 
ey would be likel t h . L ~on, 

member ~ 0 ave the rE!Spect of commission 
s, thus ensurLng a product of h' h Lg er quali ty . 

On the Scope and Size of the Effort 

(1) At the beginning of the pro~ess 
devise a method f " policymakers should 

or narrowLng the focus of the effort 
to a workable and manageable size within the ' 
frames. gLven time 
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(2) Fewer standards might be selected for review. Many of 
the model standards or recommendations contain profes
sional opinion, unsubstantiated by proven research. 

,While they may be accurate, unless they have some tan
gible basis, they may not be acceptable to the agencies 
that would later implement them. If fewer standards are 
selected, greater depth of research and discussion is 
possible, more review and input opportunities exist, and 
the final product will have greater credence with criminal 
justice agencies. 

(3) A state may wish first to explore emotional issues (or 
global issues, as they are referred to in Michigan) and 
then corne back to the more mundane issues or, as was the 
case in Michigan, they may wish to handle the global 
issues after n:lking positions on the less controversisl 
ones. The number of emotional issues being considered 
impacts heavily on the number of areas that commission 
or task force members will be able to explore. 

(4) The state might focus only on the priority issues and 
mobilize the efforts of professionals citizens on those 
issues only. It is doubtful that hundreds of standards 
developed to a limited degree of detail in areas not 
important enough to attract the attention of the citizenry 
and professionals will be of much guida.nce to the opera
tional agencies. Only a limited number of significant im
provements can be implemented satisfactorily in a short 
time. 

On Maintaining Adequate Channels of Communication 

(1) The ideal for facilitating communication among criminal 
justice agencies, interest groups, and citizens would be 
to engage all of them in the development process. Because 
this is not feasible, other me1;hods of keeping th:>m in
formed are necessary. Cur.rently, there is too much de
pendence on ntypical representation" as a means of com
munication. The concept is that if you put a police chief 
or a district attorney or a mayor or a citizen on a com
mission or task force, each will keep the persons within 
his own agency informed of the issues and the positions 
taken by the whole group. In addition, it is optimisti
cally assumed that each representative will tell each of 
his peers of the activities t.aking place in standards and 
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60als development. The Michigan experience was that some 
of those who complained most about lack of communication 
were agency professionals whose supervisors were members 
of the Commission. Obviously methods addi~ional to 
"typical representations" are needed. 

(2) Heavier reliance on public relations, mentioned earlier, 
is suggested. In addition, meeting notices--relatively 
inexpensive to distribute through the mails--should be 
sent in large numbers. (Minutes of meetings are usually 
too bulky, especially when they contain enclosures.) 
However, since standards and goals projects in most states 
are financed with grant funds that require quarterly re
ports, these reports, an adaption thereof, or a brief 
newsletter might be sent to large numbers of agencies, 
media, interest groups, and professional associations to 
keep them informed on a regular basis. 
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XII SUMMARY 

The ~vork <lone by the Michigan Conunission on Criminal Jus tice, its 

task forces and staff is significant on a national basis, as the state 

was one of the first to begin to develop standards and goals for their 

state. Just as the work accomplished by the NACCJSG was invaluable as 

a starting point for the states in this effort, the recently adopted 

standards and goals of Michigan can serve as a point of reference and a 

guide for state and local criminal justice agencies. The Commission 

members and staff undertook a tremendous amount of work and spent large 

amounts of their free time analyzing a broad number of issues, an effort 

for which they should be conunended. 

Ex-Lieutenant Governor James H. Brickley '(now president of Eastern 

Michigan University), who served as the chairman of the Commission, made 

the following conunents in sununarizing what has been accomplished. 

What have we gained? We were able to bring the participants 
of the criminal justice system together and have them spend 
a great deal of time wresting with the issues. This is 
significant because the fragmentation in our system is our 
greatest problem. The team work engendered within the task 
forces will carryover into operations of the different 
components of the system. 

The professionals were forced to articulate their views and 
make some very difficult decisions on major issues. Those 
decisions are now captured in writing where the citizens and 
interest groups can analyze them. We've never had that before. 

I am concerned that we did not get much input from the citizens 
in the first round of hearings. Most of what is contained in 
the standards and goals is what the system participants wanted. 
However, in the second round, I think more citizen views than 
agency views will be evident. 

If someone is looking for the revolutionary ideas or the 
extremely innovative changes occu:rring in the criminal justice 
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:~~tkem hbecause of the standards and goals 
. ~n t ey will find it. My hiloso . proces~, I don't 
~~ an 'inching process,' and ~he phy LS that ~mprovement 
d~rection for that . standards and goals provide 

~ncremental process of { . 
justice system and' ~mprov~ng the 

reduc~ng crime. 

PERSONS INTERVIEWED 

The persons listed below were inte . 
determine how the Michigan sta d d rv~ewed by the case study team to 
't n ar s and goal 
~ was received. The inter . s program proceeded and how 
th' v~ewees are a repre t . 

e part~cip~nts and observers f th sen at~ve cross section of 
not involved, but who have an . °t e p~ocess as well as Some who were 
E h ~n erest ~n the " 

ac person interviewed was candid and . . c:~m~nal justice ~ystem. 
The staff of the OCJP w w~ll~ng to contribute their id 

as extremely helpful d . ease 
source documents and their b' '. an w~l1ing to provide re-
program. Because of h 0 JP.ct~ve Judgments of the success of the 

suc cooperation, the case stud 
greater value to other states wh{ h' Y should be of 
experience. .c may w~sh to learn from the Michigan 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Lt. Governor James H. 
Brickley 

Richard K. Nelson 

Glen L. Bachelder 

Gail Light 

Michael A. Foster 

Gary Hogan 

Harold R. Johnson 

Dr. Victor Strecher 

Robert Richardson 

Col. John Plants 

Denise Lewis 

Ilene Tomber 

13. Terry Boyle 

Former Chairman of the 
Michigan Conunission 

on Criminal Justice 

Deputy Administrator , OCJP 

Director of Planning, OCJP 

Public Information Officer, OCJP 

Project Office Manager, OCJP 

Project Fiscal Officer, OCJP 

Chairman of the C . 
r~me Prevention Task Force 

Chairman of the I nvestigation and Arrest 
Task Force 

Chairman of th Ad e judication Task Force 

Chairman of the Management Task Force 

State League of Women Voters 

Commissioner, Past President 
of Women Voters of the League 

Wayne County Prosecutor's Office 
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14. Eugene Baldwin Coordinator of Regional Planning Unit #5 

15. Paul Andrews Criminal Justice Planner, Regional Planning 
Unit 111 

16. Duke Hynek Criminal Justice Planner, Regional Planning 
Unit 114 

17. Doug Sweet Michigan State Bar Association 
,. 
i 

18. Tom Martin Michigan Office of Intergovernmental 
Relations 

19. Wi lliam Davis Associate Director, Michigan Municipal 
, 
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