final minutes

Criminal Justice P olicy Commission Meeting
9:00 a.m. AWednesday, March 1, 2017
Senate Appropriations Room A 3 Floor State Capitol Building
100 N. Capitol Avenue A Lansing, Ml

Members Present: Members Excused :
Senator Bruce Caswd, Chair Senator Bert Johnson
Stacia Buchanan Sarah Lightner

Senator Patrick Colbeck Sheriff Lawrence Stelma
Representative Vanessa Guerra

D. J. Hilson

Kyle Kaminski

Sheryl Kubiak

Barbara Levine

Laura Moody
Representative Jim Runestad
Jennifer Strange

Judge Paul Stutesman
Andrew Verheek

Judge Raymond Voet

I Call to Order and Roll Call
The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:0 0 a.m. and asked the clerk to take the roll. A quorum was present, and
absent members were excused.

Il. Approval of February 1 , 2017 Meeting Minutes

The Chair asked members if there are any changes or additions to the proposed February 1, 2017 CJPC meeting
minutes. There were none. Commissioner Hilson moved, supported by Judge Stutesman, to approve the minu tes
of the February 1, 2017 meeting as proposed. There was no further discussion. The minutes were approved by
unanimous consent.

in . RFP for Study of County Costs to Redirect 17 -Year -Olds to Juvenile Justice System Update

The Chair noted that a RFP Revew Panel Summary (see attached) i s i n c | u d®nieetingrpacket @ha ¢hair
stated that it will be the responsibility of the Legislative Council to work out any concerns with the work plan and
opened the floor for discussion of the comments the revie w panel indicated need to be addressed. The Chair also
asked if Commissioners preferred the bidder meet with the entire Commission or just the members of the Data
Subcommittee, if that is necessary. There was no objection to the bidder meeting with just the Data
Subcommittee. Commissioner Kubiak raised the need to hire a consultant with expertise in econometrics, health
economics, or cost benefit analysis. The Chair askedCJPC Data AdministratorGrady Bridges to bring that up with
the bidder and noted that there is room in the budget to hire a consultant , if that is needed. Commissioner Hilson
asked that costs to prosecutors are part of the analysis as well. The Chair also stressed the importance that the
contractor understand that the study is looking for just financial facts and a clear cost analysis and not opinions.
Commissioner Kubiak qualified that opinions about costs are not acceptable either and computing costs should be
data driven, using econometric principles.

The Chair declared that the terms of Commissioners Hilson, Levine, Stelma, and Verheek expire today &5:00 p.m.
andtheycanvot e on any motions made at todayod6s meeting.

Commissioner Moody moved, supported by Judge Voet, to accept the submitted bid conditional upon
final resolution of any concerns expressed by the Commission and a contract being negotiated by the
Legislative Coun cil. Commissioner Verheek asked if there is a mechanismfor resolving any concerns that are not
fully addressed. Chair Caswell assured him that any concerns will be worked out before a contract is finalized.
There was no fur ther discussion. The motion prevailed by unanimous consent.
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Yeasd 14 Chair Caswell Commissioner Levine
Commissioner Buchanan Commissioner Moody
Senator Colbeck Representative Runestad
Representative Guerra Commissioner Strange
Commissioner Hilson Judge Stutesman
Commissioner Kaminski Commissioner Verheek
Commissioner Kubiak Judge Voet

Nays & O

AV Update from Senator Colbeck

The Chair called on Senator Colbeck for an updae on the criminal justice package of bills before the Legislature.
Senator Colbeckreported that a substitute to Senate Bill 11 will be offered in committee today , and he anticipates
that the entire package of bills will be voted out of the House committee today and move through the full House
quickly.

V. Presentation on the Impact of Reducing or Eliminating the Use of Cash Bail

TheCharasked Commi ssioner Levi ne todBarh Hahkeyp@aklane CountyCamymiirsty pr es en't
Corrections, and Timothy Bouwhuis, Kent County Court Services. They proceeded with a presentation on the

impact of reducing or eliminating the use of cash bail (see the attached slide presentation for more details). A

period of question and answer followed. The Chair asked Ms. Hankey and Mr. Bouwhuis to send data on the cost

of taking care of offenders when they are released versus the cost of taking care of them in jail. Judge Voet

offered to send that data for his county and Commissioner Verkeek will send the amount of pre trial programming

money used in his county. Ms. Hankey will also send their risk assessment tool that is used by Oakland and other

counties.

VI. Recommendation to the Legislature for Uniform Jail Management System

The Chair inquired if the Attorney General has issued an opinion regarding getting access to data currently

collected by Appriss. He called on Commissioner Kukak for an explanation. She shared information she received in

an email from James McCurtis andBeth Adcock from Victim Serviceswhomet wi th the new head of
Assocation. In that meeting, thehead of the Sheriffsd Asveryosoppoativeiobthe effortsdi cat ed
being made by the Commission and the Diversion Council and he plans to execute agreements from all the

remaining counties so that the State will be more comfortable about the utilization of the Justice Xchange for data

purposes. Commissioner Kubiakasked to go on record that there is something she feels the Commission should

investigate as we move forward with the release of information to Appriss . Because Apprissis a proprietary

company, she is worried that, if the Legislature moves to construct an integrated data system with data collected

from separate databases throughout the state, Appriss will want to hold the data and not want to release their

data so that it can be integrated into that system. Representative Runestad offered his assistance in figuring out

how to move forward given this concern. Commissioner Moody reported that a request for an opinion on accessing

information from Appriss has not yet been submitted to the AG Review Board. CIJPC Data Administrator Grady

Bridges also clarified the two ideas being discussed regarding how counties would interface with a uni form jail

management system and what information they should report. The Chair asked CJPC Data Administrator Grady

Bridges to prepared a proposed recommendation, within the next two weeks , that would require counties to move,

within a specific time frame, to a uniform data management system when they go to replace their current system.

The proposed language will be sent to Commission members for comment. The Chair noted that the Commission

needs to continue the discussion of identifying what data counties would be required to report.

VIL. Mental Health Subcommittee Update

The Chair called on Commissioner Strange for an update. She reported that revisions have been made to the
memorandum that will be sent to the sheriffs and that the revised memo will be sentto CJPC Data Administrator
Grady Bridges

VIII. Data Subcommittee  Update
There was no additional information to report from the data subcommittee.
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IX. Commissioner Comments

The Char asked if there were any comments from the Commissioners. Commissioner Verheek thanked the
Commission for allowing him to serve in the event that he is not reappointed. The Chair announced that any news
of the pending reappointments will be shared with Commission members.

X. Public Comment s
The Chair asked if there were any public comments. There were no public comments.

XI. Next CJPC Meeting Date
The next CJPC meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, April 5 , 2017, at 9:00 a.m. in the Senate
Appropriations Room, 3 ™ Floor of the State Capitol Building.

XIl . Adjournment
There was no further business. The Chair adjourned the meeting at 11:36 a.m.
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE POLICY COMMISSION
RFP Review Panel Summary

The six member RFP Review Panel evaluated the submitted proposal using the scoring guide and
criteria outlined and discussed during the February CJPC meeting. The figures below summarize
the evaluation of the proposal and are followed by the comments from individual reviewers.

Two horizontal lines, one solid and one dashed, have been added to Figures 1, 2, and 4. The
dashed horizontal line represents a proposal that received a total score of 60 points (i.e., 3 out of
5 for each criterion, Criteria appear to be minimally met, but limited information is provided about
approach and strategies or lacks focus and detail.) The solid horizontal line represents a proposal
that received a total score of 80 points (i.e., 4 out of 5 for each criterion, Satisfactory response
with sufficient detail. Adequate discussion of how the criteria are met, but some areas are not fully
explained and/or questions remain. Some minor inconsistencies and/or weaknesses.)

Figure 1: Total Scores by Evaluator
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Figure 1 displays the total scores from the evaluators with their exact value labeled inside each bar
(e.g., Evaluator 5 gave the proposal a score of 75.68 points out of a possible 100.) Again the dashed
line represents a proposal that, on average, minimally met the criteria but lacked some detail and
the solid line represents a proposal that, on average, provided satisfactory responses with sufficient
detail.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE PoLicy COMMISSION RFP REVIEW PANEL SUMMARY

RFP Update
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Figure 2: Section Scores
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Figure 2 displays the average score, as a percentage of points possible, for each section of the RFP
evaluation (e.g., the average score among evaluators for the Prior Experience section was 88.33%.)

Figure 3: Section Scores by Evaluator

Statement of Work Prior Personnel & Cost

the Problem Plan Experience Subcontractors Analysis
Evaluator 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 91.4 100.0
Evaluator 2 60.0 64.0 90.0 85.7 80.0
Evaluator 3 60.0 72.0 65.0 76.0 80.0
Evaluator 4 100.0 68.0 85.0 90.0 94.3
Evaluator 5 100.0 60.0 95.0 97.1 62.9
Evaluator 6 100.0 76.0 95.0 91.4 94.3
Average 86.67 73.33 88.33 88.62 85.24

Figure 3 breaks down the section averages presented in Figure 2 to show the scores from each
evaluator (e.g., Evaluator 3 gave the Work Plan section a score of 72%, while the average score for
the Work Plan section was 73.33%). The bolded values in the "Average" row correspond to the
labeled values in Figure 2.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE PoLicy COMMISSION RFP REVIEW PANEL SUMMARY



March1, 2017 CJPC Meeting Minutégtachment
RFP Update

Figure 4: Section Scores by Evaluator
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Figure 4 graphically represents the rows from Figure 3. Each plot shows the section scores from an
evaluator along with the two reference lines (e.g., the lower left plot corresponds to the Evaluator
4 row in Figure 3).

COMMENTS FROM REVIEW PANEL

I. Statement of the Problem

A. DBIDDERS MUST STATE IN SUCCINCT TERMS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE PROB-
LEM PRESENTED AND THE SERVICES REQUIRED BY THE RFP.

Comment: I am concerned that they are coming into this study without an objective eye. This
is evidenced by their reference to studies aimed at proving that the juvenile age should be raised.
Further, they are the group that put together the study out of Connecticut. I am also concerned
with the line in this part where they claim that the "state bears 100 percent of the cost when
juveniles are processed in the adult system." This is not entirely true. Any misdemeanor conviction
and any jail would be a county cost. Further services that are used could also be a county expense.

CRIMINAL JusTICE PoLicy COMMISSION RFP REVIEW PANEL SUMMARY
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II. Work Plan

Comment: [ will be the first to admit that this is not my specialty; however, I am concerned
about using probabilities to determine how a 17 year old might be treated in the juvenile system.
I understand the limitations of data, but I struggle with guessing at what might happen and using
it as a model to make a financial determination of this move. There are so many factors that go
into a prosecution decision when it comes to charging, whether diversion will be used, and waiver
to adult court that modeling how a 17 year old would be treated based on data on how 15 to 16
vear olds are treated is a big leap. The use of other state data to fill in the gaps for Michigan data
is problematic, unless they use states that are comparable to Michigan. They mention using New
York, which I think would be a mistake. The other interesting factor is their willingness to have the
Commission and other stakeholders engage in the process of how the work plan can best be used.
In some respects I like the idea because it will allow the Commission and stakeholders to form the
best model that will give us the answers we need, however, it does put a lot of hands in the pot,
which did complicate the work that CSG did a few years ago and suggests that this organization is
not experienced to handle this project.

A. DBIDDERS MUST SUBMIT A DETAILED WORK PLAN WITH TASKS AND A TIME LINE.

Comment: Time line is there but is very broad without a lot of specifics. They have anticipated
end dates but no established start dates or something that defines that this part of the study will
start by this date.

B. BIDDER MUST SUBMIT A DETAILED EXPLANATION OF HOW THE BIDDER WOULD:
B.i design the evaluation,

Comment: [ appreciate that the design and the product went above and beyond; providing
additional information than we requested; but at times it seems ’empty’ promise as there is no
discussion of sampling within counties for the survey or how they would incentivize participation.

Comment: Broad description with few specifics. Thought that the proposal could have been
more specific on how the agency would incorporate the qualitative data they planned to collect.

B.ii conduct the analyses (including the type of analyses used)

Comment: Some of the analytic strategies are not well designed.

Comment: Agency only mentions the use of logistic regression as the type of analysis they would
use. Application does not discuss how they would incorporate the qualitative materials that would
be gathered in the course of the study.

B.iii issue the final report in the time afforded.
Comment: Ambitious planning.

C. COMPUTATIONS OF COSTS SHOULD BE SPECIFICALLY DEFINED AND SIMILARLY
COMPUTED ACROSS COUNTIES.

Comment: They offer a rationale against defining costs similarly; seems reasonable, but definitely
an area that would need to be discussed.

Comment: Did not see where the cost per county was included or described in the proposal.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE PoLicy COMMISSION RFP REVIEW PANEL SUMMARY
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