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Agenda
Tuscola County Board of Commissioners
Committee of the Whole — Monday, May 21, 2018 — 2:00 P.M. (NOTE TIME CHANGE)
HH Purdy Building - 125 W. Lincoln, Caro, MI

(Board Meeting to Follow Committee of the Whole Meeting)

Finance/Technology
Committee Leaders-Commissioners Kirkpatrick and Bierlein

ry Finance/Technology

Vassar Foundry Update

Tentative Animal Control Budget (See A)

State Revenue Sharing

Update Regarding Personal Property Tax Changes (See B)

Meeting in Lansing to Discuss Caro Regional Center 5/23/18 - Leave at 9:00 A.M.
EDC Request to Waive County GIS Fees

2018 Tax Millage Rate Review and Approval (See C)

Brownfield Board

Raise the Age for Juveniles Funding Proposal (See D)

On-Going and Other Finance

QO DO GG

9.
10.
i i
12.
13.

Review of Alternative Solutions Concerning the Caro Dam — Meeting 5/24/18
Update Regarding Potential Dental Clinic

Continue Review of Road Commission Legacy Costs

Work to Resolve Remaining Assessing/Taxation Disputes with Wind Turbine Companies
Presentation of County Treasurer Investment{ Report

Water Rates Paid for County Facilities Along M24 and Deckerville Roads
Update Regarding !ndigent Defense Plan

Medical Examiner System

Opioid Lawsuit

Update Regarding Airport Zoning Board of Appeals

Empower Deferred Compensation Proposed Contract Changes — 5/24/18
Update to the Multi-Year Financial Plan

MSU-e Building Costs

Personnel
Committee Leader-Commissioner Bardwell

Primary Personnel

1.

AR

introduction of MSU - Extension District Director
e MSU-E County Building Costs
e First Impression Program (See E)

Concur with the hiring of Account Clerk ill in Treasurer Office
GIS Position Advertising Update

Concur with Hiring of Material Handler at Recycling

EDC Director Health Insurance — Brown and Brown
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On-Geing and Other Finance

1. Reporting Relationship (Nepotism Policy)
2. Process and Cost o Replace County Hesilth Depantment Medical Director

Building and Grounds
Committee Leaders-Commissioners Young and Vaughan

Primary Building and Grounds

1. Vanderbill Park Update
2. Recycling Update

On-Going and Cther Bullding and Grounds

1. County Property Ownership ldentification

2. Review Potential Acquisiion of Land from State Near Caro Regional Center
4. Update 10 Year Capital improvement Plan

4. 2018 Budgeted Driveway, Parking Lot and Bidewalk Repairs

5, Update Regarding County Record Storage Needs

Qther items Not Assigned to a2 Committes

. 2018 MAC Priorities

1
2. Cass River Greenways

3. On-Going Economic Development Activity Updates from EDC Director
4

Review County-Wide Economic Development Strategic Plan

Dairy Farmers of America Phase 2 —~ Cass City

Road Commission Organizational Allernatives — Next Steps
Sunday Retaill Sales of Spirits, Beer and Wine — August 2018 Vole

D

Other Business as Necessary

Public Comment Period

S ]



mhoagla nd@tuscolacounty.org

From: mhoagland @tuscalacounty.org

Sent: Friday, May 18, 2018 12:15 PM

To: ‘Bardwell Thom’; 'Bierlein Matthew'; 'Kim Vaughan', 'Kirkpatrick Craig'; ‘Tom Young'
Cc: Clayette Zechmeister (Clayette Zechmeister); Shelly Lutz

Subject: Animal Control Budget

Attachments: Animal Control Alternativesl xlsx

Commissioners

Attached is a proposed initial budget for the new animal control operation. The first column is the
2017 actual expenses which was the last full year of the contract with Sanilac County. Approximately
$148,000 was spent. Considering revenues of about $127,000 the net 2017 general fund cost for
animal control was approximately $20,000.

The second column shows a modified animal control budget for 2018. This budget reflects half of the
year under the contractual arrangement with Sanilac County and the half with a county department. It
is estimate that $208,000 will be spent in 2018. Considering revenues the net 2018 general fund cost
for animal control of approximately $86,000. It is important to note that this cost includes the
purchased of two used trucks and dog transport boxes.

The last column is a budget for 2019 which would be the first full year of a county operated
department. This budget reflects expenditures of an estimated $171,000. Considering revenues the
net 2019 general fund costs for animal control is projected at $41,000.

Animal Control will be changed to a special revenue fund so that revenues, expenditures and fund
balances can be tracked separately. The goal is to eventually reach a point through increasing
licensing revenue, donations, millage etc. that animal control can become self-sufficient and not

require general fund appropriations.

The numbers in the spreadsheet reflect a staff of: full-time director, full-time officer and a part-time
assistant/attendant. Staff and other budget changes may be made after input from the new director.

Mike

Michael R. Hoagland

Tuscola County Controller/Administrator
989-672-3700 '
mhoagland@tuscolacounty.org

VISIT US ON LINE FOR COUNTY SERVICES @ www.tuscolacounty.org



http:www,tuscolacounty.org
mailto:nd@tuscolacounty.org
mailto:mhoagland@tuscolacounty.org

Animal Control Estimated Costs/Budgets

. 2018 Estimated 2018 Estimated
2017 Contract with .
A Contract/County Run | 1 Fr Director 1 FT
Shelter officer and 1 PT
Revenues
Animal Licenses 117,581 117,581 117,581
Animal Boarding 1,477 700 3,000
Adoption Fees 50 100 5,000
Bond Forfeitures (Spay/Neut) 0 100 2,000
Donations/Fundraisers 2,200 1,100 2,200
Reimbursement Restitution 98 100 100
Reimbursement Gas 6,114 3,000
Total Revenue 127,520 122,681 129,881
Operating Expense
Sanilac Agreement 139,803 72,250 -
Supervisor Salary 0 21,897 43,794
Full Time Salaries 0 17,701 35,402
Part-Time Salaries 0 10,578 21,156
0 0 1,500 3,000
Work Comp 0 532 1,064
FICA 4] 3,953 7,906
Life Insurance 0 45 89
Retirement 0 4,413 8,826
Health {nsurance 0 15,270 30,540
Disability 0 377 754
Supplies, Printing, Postage 0 500 3,000
Cther Supplies 0 250 500
Dog Handling 0 1,000 2,000
Dog License & Collection 550 - 0
Uniforms and Accessories 0 1,250 2,500
Gas, Oil, etc. 7,192 3,600 7,200
Janitorial Supplies 0 500 1,000
Animal Food/Supplies 0 1,000 2,000
Animal Disposal 0 250 500
Veterinarian Services 0 500 1,000
Telephone 611 350 700
Misc. 250 500
Vehicle Operating/Repairs 700 1,400
Total Operating Expense 148,156 158,666 170,931
Capital Expenditures
2 Trucks 0 40,000
2 Truck Dog Boxes 0 10,000
Total Capital Expenditures 0 50,000 0
Net General Fund Cost (20,636) (85,985) (41,050)




= Building a Better Community "Habitat" (Grand Rapids and Gaylord only)

Each summit starts at 8 a.m. and finishes at 3 p.m. Cost is $25 and includes snacks and a
lunch.

For additional details on the topics and themes, click here. Early reqgistration is STRONGLY
encouraged.

For more information, contact Derek Melot, 517-372-5374 or melot@micounties.org.

Back to top

| TAXES |

%@

—

House panel adopts PPT distribution plan; MAC takes neutral position

A bill to revise how Personal Property Tax :
reimbursement funds for lost growth are [

distributed sailed through the House
Appropriations Committee this week.

MAC, on behalf of its 83 members, took a
neutral stance on House Bill 5908, by Rep.
Rob VerHeulen (R-Kent), due to the fact that
the model creates significant winners and
losers among our members. MAC has advised
the sponsor and the committee that language
to reduce such disparities is preferable, whiie
also thanking them for their continued commitment {0 dedicate the revenue to local
governments

Under the legislation, counties wouid receive 30 percent of the Tier 3 payments after $12
million in fire protection grants are distributed to municipalities. The formula would be based
on population and qualified loss, beginning with a 10 percent distribution based on population
and 90 percent based on the qualified loss. Over a phase-in period, the population portion
would increase and the qualified loss portion would decrease until the payments are based
on a 50/50 calculation. A chart developed by the House Fiscal Agency showing the current
and proposed formula for each unit of local government can be found here.

As the bill advances, MAC will confinue to advocate for a model that works to avoid winners
and losers among our members.

For questions, contact Deena Bosworth at bosworth@micounties.org or 517-372-5374.

Back to top

| FOSTER CARE

MacGregor pushes cost protections for counties on foster services
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Distribution of Tier 3 PPT Payments Under Current Law

And Change from Current Law Under the Administration Proposal and House Bill 5908

{Counties, Cities, Villages, and Townships Only)

Local

VaitTvpe CountyNeme  Local Uni Name

Township
Township
Cny
County
Township
Townshlp
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Ciry
City
City
City
City
City
village
Village
Village
Village
village
Village
County
Townshig
Township
Township

Schoolcraft
Schooicraft
Schoolcraft
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawasser
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shlawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shlawassee
Shiawassee
Shlawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shlawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Shiawassee
Tuscola

Tuscola

Tuscola

Tuscola

Houwse Fiscal Agency

Seney
Thempson
Manistique
Shiawasses
Anlrim
Benningion
Burns
Caledonia
Fairfield
Hazelton
Middlebury
New Haven
Owosso
Perry

Rush
Sciota
Shiawassee
Venice
Vernon
Woodhull
Corunna
Durand
Laingsburg
Ovid
Owosso
Perry
Bancroft
Byron
Lennon
Morrice
New Lothrop
Vernon
Tuscola
Akron
Almer
Arbela

Current Law
Distributi

$in

S0
549,605
597,034
S0

S0

$251

S0

5662

S0

50

S0
$12,921
S0
5474

S0

S0

S0

S0

S0
$65,372
$42,308
S0

S0
$14,503
S0

S0
$1,870
5650

BBLLELEE

Administration
Proposal
Change From
Curcent Law

56
$1,182
(55,843)
$208,371
$3,214
54,712
54,026
56,656
54561
$2,216
$2,237
$1,977
($5,751)
$5,057
$1,447
52,726
$3,413
$3,196
$5,698
$5,667
($16,687)
56,575
518,200
585
$201,032
$31,038
55,800
54,313
$3,876
59,865
$6,183
58,333
$240,302
51,861
53,146
54,566

a9

€Y 2018
(10%/90%]

{53)
$121
$1,293
$24,583
$328
$481
$405
$680
$32
$226
$228
$202
{5888)
5516
5137
$278
5349
$326
5582
5579
$787
42,283
51,858
$9
521,080
53,169
§592
$320
§351
51,007
$631
$851
524,538
$190
$321
$466

m ant Law Un

CY 2019

(20%/30%}

(52)
$241
SE03

$45,720
$656
5962
$818
51,352

382
5453
$457
5404

($1,411)
61,033
$287
$557
5697
$653
$1,164
$1,157
{51,040)
$2,875
53,717
317
$41,581
$6,339
$1,134
5778
5754
$2,015
$1,263
$1,702
$49,075
$380
5642
$932

€Y 2020
(30%/70%)

(51)
5362
(587)

$66,857
S985
$1,443
$1,230
$2,039
5132
5679
S685
$606
{$1,915)
61,549
$437
5835
$1,046
4979
$1,745
$1,736
($2,868)
$3,467
55,575
526
562,081
59,508
51,777
$1,237
51,156
$3,022
51,894
$2,553
$73,613
$570
5964
$1,399

El

€Y 2021
(80%/60%)

S1
$483
($777}

587,995
$1,313
$1,925
$1,642
$2,719

5183
5905
5914
$807
{$2,458)
$2,065
5587
$1,114
$1,394
$1,305
$2,327
§2,315

{54,695)
$4,058
$7,434

535
582,581
$12,677
$2,369
$1,695
$1,558
54,029
62,525
$3,403
598,150
§760
$1,285
51,865

€Y 2022
{50%/50%)

52
$60a
(51,468)
$109,132
$1,641
$2,406
$2,055
$3,398
$233
$1.131
$1,142
$1,009
{$2,982)
52,582
$737
$1,392
$1,743
$1,632
$2,909
42,893
{$6,523)
$4 650
$9,292
$43
$103,081
$15,847
$2,961
$2,153
51961
$5,037
$3,157
$4,254
$122,688
5950
$1,606
52,331

05/08/2018



Distribution of Tier 3 PPT Payments Under Current Law

And Change from Current Law Under the Administration Proposal and House Bill 5908

{Counties, (ities, Villages, and Townships Ondy]

Lot
Mol e Dovon Name
Terstlp  Sanitac
Tireostig  Saniag
Towashlp  Saniiac
Township  Saniiac
Yowenship  Sanilac
Township  Hanidac
Towinaldp  Sanizc
Tewrside  Sanilac
Towsishiy  Sendlac
toerasbip  Sanilee
towpmhip  Sendlac
Towinshiy  Senfiae
Forwerhin Sondiac
Yowershly  Soniloc
Fowenshlp  Savitac
Townshig  Ssrlac
ity Sanitac
iy Sanilac
ity Sanilac
Livy Sanliac
wikge Safiiac
Wil Sandac
wifluge Hanilse
vitlage Sandan
vitbapd Suniar
Withags Sanitac
siithgs Laniiac
Wilkage Sanilac
Viliage Ranilag
Gy Schooleraft
Townshio  Schopiosft
Townstdy  Schoolcreft
Towesship  Schooboraft
Yaprstip  Schonioraft
Towenaiip  SchooioaRt
Frwenship  Schocloaait
#grigir Pratiat Agency

Farestar
Eresniing
Groenieyf
Larmotte
Lasington
taphe Valley
Ktarion

P T iea ey
dtirrhor
Dt
Sanitat
Speahe
Washington
RRIOwR
Wheathand
Woril
Brown City
Lroswail

PR ETIET Y
Sandusiy
Agghagate
Carsnmviiyg
fred il
Forpstuiiie
tauingion
hain
findan Sty
Pk

Povt Sanilag
Hchooicraft
Proyle
Gernbysk
Fiawes tha
EENT
Sturmstious
fhanitnr

Carrant Law
"

&8

pratt

4]

st

£

2]
33,362
360
18,584
&1 20
oy

4
s34y
S
$3,16%
33,0934
50
5126,470
STRIM
534,559
&0
L3786
11965
w0

%34

S
SA3L
1
5149
589,419
57

S0

0

G

e
Si0,58%

Adeninisiration
Proypaomid
Uivanpe From
Larnpntlaw

51,504
LLEFG
51,162
51,367
%3689
$1.816
153,120
o e g
MBi2e67
4388
$2,688
$3,856
$1,245
$1.754
(52,435}
£2.694
$18,668
1893, 758
L
52,504
$2,639
31,822
43,136
R1447
411,568
$1,415
51,4685
56,6572
S48 1
{532,757}
4921
8722
51,937
10640
$1629
(518,581

L%
$123
5138
S144
3377
5185
fsa06l
3
{50540
Lay
L35
5183
330
3124
3
303
51,808
{54,550
{52,360
51583
LG8
{$5%)
hy0m0
S34%
3,075
S5
[37c:
SETE
8657
(4805
$94
474
4198
2138
$364
181,504

4388
L2258
£354
A4
L4393
53,812
{414,154}
57,755}
£1,773
£539
L1565
151,297}
L3u8
42,552
3391
263
41,362
51315
{54,425)
G188
S48
$395
3233
3333
52,308}

L% WM
i

546}
LBB%
3356
$418
51,530
£556
(5687
SHRR
£S48
5163
S84
580
BRIR
B335
{57151
£184
$5, 119
523,767}
{912,169}
£1,963
SH08
Lapy
{53,568}
Ra4%
53,830
LHRY
S4n0
S2.045
1,978
YR 11}
Sadn
L¥333
$593
SH34
S
GRS BT

o B BO0S a5 Year Phaca-tnd

¥ 2021
SIS

844
3516
474
S558
1,507
742
E808)
321
55,2853
315
25,093
4774
4505
$75
151,600
3,074
57,615
{432,375}
{518 504}
52,153
S1078
S50
%53, 710
bS53
§5,147
sTE
576
87,708
52,642
{611,314}
L3V
295
570
5445
S8R5
58,504

¥ 3022
T

5768
B648
paLx]
3698
$1,8483
L
fea.088
33,354
[RERSE
e i
81373
b2
B634
SRA%
19K, 2051
51,564
59,531
{342,088}
{524,088
42,442
&1.347
$831
iBLeis
HE
6384
S878
¥
3438
53,306
{514,759
L4
S48
3585
4337
s832
55,317

GRAORMR
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Distribution of Tier 3 PPT Payments Under Current Law

And Change from Current Law Under the Administration Proposal and House Bill 5908

Local
Unit Type  County Name

Township  Hillsdale

City Hillsdale
City Hillsdale
City Hillsdale
City Hillsdale

village Hilisdale

village Hillsdale

Village Hillsdale

Village Hilisdile

Village Hillsdale

County Houghton
Township  Houghton
Township  Houghton
Township  Houghion
Township  Houghton
Township  Houghton
Township  Houghiton
Township  Houghton
Townshuyp  Houghton
Township  Houghton
Township  Houghton
Township  Houghton
Township  Houghton
Township  Houghton
Tawnship  Houghton

City Houghton
City Houghton
Village Houghton
Village Houghton
village Houghton

Village Houghton
Viliage Houghton
County Huron
Township  Huron
Townshig  Huron
Township  Huron

House Fiscal Agency

Local Unit Name

Wright
Hillsdale
Jonesville
Litchfield
Reading
Allen
Camden
Montgomery
North Adams
Waldron
Houghton
Adams
Calumet
Chassell
Duncan
Elm River
Franklin
Hancock
Laird
Osceota
Parnage
Quincy
Schoolcraft
Stanton
Torch Lake
Hancock
Houghton
Calumet
Copper City
Lake Linden
Laurium
South Range
Huwron
Bingham
Bloomfield
Brookfield

{Counties, Cities, Villages, and Townships Only)

Current Law
Distribution

S0
$82,936
$59,151

$186,485
$33,539

S0

$1,225
$2,739
$52,152

50
$38,032

5485
$2,092

S0

S0

5984
$3,329

$139
$5,717
S0

$0
$2,555
S0
$1,898
S0
53,510
S0
$27,040
S0

S0

Adminlstration
Proposal
Change From
Current Law

51,661
$34,421
(527,130)

(5167,065)
(518,247)
52,033
$4,223
$901
{547,076)
$5,725
$120,392
52,214
$3,256
52,695
$351
(5721)
{51,149)
S686
5780
$2,808
$4,791
5402
$1,232
51,972
(62,923)
$65,736
5108,144
$5,171
52,022
$8,819
$21,039
$4,457
$143,181
(525,774)
5677
$772

19

Cy 2018
[10%/90%)

$170
$6.67S
(5516)
($9,954)
(5585}
$208
$352
(se4)
{58,161)
$585
$13,589
5215
$284
5275
$36
(596)
(5195)
$70
579
$287
5489
541
5126
5198
[5431)
$6,712
$11,145
5364
$206
5778
$2,143
$223
$14,620
{$3,261)
$69
$79

€Y 2019
(20%/80%)

$339
$10,033
(53,398)
($27,365)
(62,512)
$415
s798
$34
(512,473)
51,169
$25,828
$443
5627
$550
$72
{5165}
{5296)
$140
5159
5573
5978
$82
§251
5400
{$702)
513,425
522,290
$916
5413
$1.697
54,297
712
529,241
{65,759}
$138
5158

aw Under Ho

CY 2020
[30%/70%)

$509
$313,391
{$6,280)
(Sa4,776)
(54,438)
$623
§1,238
$152
($16,785)
$1,754
$38,066
5672
5970
5826
$108
(5234)
($397)
$210
5238
5860
51,468
5123
$377
$602
(S972)
$20,137
$33,434
$1,468
$619
$2.616
56,445
§1,202
$43,861
{58,258)
$207
5236

CY 2021
(403:/60%)

5679
516,749
(59,162)

($62,187)

156,365)
$830
$1,681

5270

($21,097)
$2,339
$50,305

5900

41,312
41,101
$143

($303)

{5497)

5280

$318

$1,147
$1,957

S164

5502

5804
{$1,242})
$26,849
444,579

$2,021
$R26
$3,534
$8,593
51,691
$58,481

{510,756}

$276
$315

CY 2022
(50%:/50%}

5848
$20,108
{812,023}
{578,539}
58,291)
$1,038
$2,124
5388
{525,409)
52,023
562,544
51,129
$1,655
$1,376
$178
{$371)
5598)
$350
5398
$1,434
$2,446
$205
5629
51,006
{51,513)
$33,562
§55,724
$2,573
$1.032
$4,453
510,742
$2,180
$73,102
(513,255}
$346
$39s

D5/08/2018



Distribution of Tier 3 PPT Payments Under Current Law

And Change from Current Law Under the Administration Proposal and House Bill 5908

Local

UnitType County Name

Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratlot
Township  Gratiot
Township  Gratiot

City Gratiot
Cny Gratlot
City Gratiot
Village Gratiot

Village Gratlot

Village Gratiot

County Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Townshlp  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale
Township  Hillsdale

House Fiscal Agency

Local Unjt Name

Fulton
Hamilton
Lafayette
Newark
New Haven
North Shade
North Star
Pine River
Seville
Sumner
Washington
Wheeler
Alma

Ithaca

St Louls
Ashley
Breckenridge
Perrinton
Hillsdale
Adams
Allen
Amboy
Cambria
Camden
Fayette
Hillsdale
Jeflerson
Litchfield
Moscow
Pittsford
Ransom
Reading
Scipio
Somersel
Wheatland
Woodbridge

(Counties, Cities, Villages, and Townships Only)

Current Law
Distribution

51,237
S0
5183
588
565
598

S0
511,034
S0

S0

S0
$7,721
S0
514,768
55,006
59,363
S0
S668
$287,665
54,119
$6,342

5764
$7,018
$59
S0

$59
$599
$720
$1,484

$1,177

888

Administration
Proposal
Change From
Cugrent Law

$1,909
5692
$697
$1,538
$1,428
$891
$1,321
($7,645)
$3,232
52,871
§1,294
(65,553)
$133,103
526,101
565,993
{$3,371)
514,133
$3,652
{585,790)
{51,120)
(54,161}
$1,745
53,767
$1,010
{55,430)
52,965
54,556
$1,433
51,638
§1,664
($98)
$2,625
$1,625
56,876
$2,009
$1,971

CY 2018
(10%/90%)

5166
71
$67

$155

S144
589

$135

(51,037)
$330
$293
$132
($747)
§13,591
$3,228
56,929
{5946)
$1,443
$330
$1,040
{210
(5572)
$178
$385
$85
{5718)

5301

$465

5145

$154

$153

(545)

$268

$139
$702

5205

$201

18

nt Law Under

£y 2019 cv 2020 €Y 2021
(20%/80%) (30%/70%) {409%/60%)
$367 $568 $769
s141 $212 $282
5139 $211 $283
$312 $470 $627
$290 $437 $583
$180 $272 $363
5270 $405 $539
{51,763} {$2,490) (53,216)
$660 $990 $1,320
$586 $879 §1,172
$264 $396 $529
{51,275) {51,804) (52,333)
$27,183 $40,774 $54,365
$5,865 $8,503 $11,140
$13,658 $20,388 $27,117
($1,202) ($1,457) ($1,713)
$2,836 $4,329 $5,772
$709 $1,088 $1,468
(58,134} (517,308) (526,483)
($304) {$398) (5492}
($966) (51,360) (51,753)
6356 §534 $713
§763 $1,154 $1,539
$192 $299 $406
(51,237 (51,757) (52,277)
5604 $507 $1,210
3930 1,396 $1,861
$292 5438 $585
$324 $494 $664
$327 $500 $673
(547) (550) (553)
$536 5804 51,072
$310 $482 $654
51,404 $2,106 $2,808
$410 $616 $821
$402 $604 805

CY 2022
(5026/50%)

$970
5353
$3ss
$785
$729
$455
$674
{$3,942)
$1,650
51,466
$661
(52,862)
$67,956
$13,777
$33,846
{$1,368)
$7,215
51,847
{535,657
(5587}
[52.147)
$891
51,523
$513
{$2,797)
$1,513
$2,326
$731
S834
<847
($55)
$1,340
$825
$3,511
$1,025
$1,006

05/08/2018



Distribution of Tier 3 PPT Payments Under Current Law

And Change from Current Law Under the Administration Proposal and House Bill 5908

Local
Unil Type

County
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Townshlp
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
City

City
Village
Village
Village
Village
Village
Village
County
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township
Township

County Name

St Joseph
St Joseph
St Jeseph
5t Joseph
5t Joseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
St joseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
St loseph
St joseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
StJoseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
St loseph
St Joseph
St Joseph
Sanllac
Sanilac
Sanilac
Sanhlac
Sanilac
Sanilac
Sanilac
Sanilac
Sonilac
Sanllac
Sanllac

House Fiscal Agency

Local Unit Name

5t Joseph
Burr Oak
Colan
Constantine
Fabius

Fawn River
Florence
Flowerfield
Leonidas
Lockporn
Mendan
Morville
Nollawa
Park
Sherman
Sturges
White Pigeon
Sturgis
Three Rivers
Burr Qak
Centreville
Colon
Constantine
Mendon
White Pigeon
Sanilac
Argyle
Austin
Bridgehampton
Buel

Custer
Delaware
Elk

Elmer
Evergreen
Flyan

(Counties, Cities, Villages, and Townships Only)

Current Law
Distribution

$1,517,354
50
52,559
529,552
SO

50

S0

S0

S0

$173
$39,587
54,486
$1,730
$6,624
$37

S0
$12,733
$292,917
$1,437,471
50
$3,879
$5,298
$111,799
$115,926
SO
$323,221
$322

54

5349

<0

5125
$40,126
s21

S0

so

$61

Adminlstration
Proposal
Change From
Current Law

(51,252,436)
52,652
$648
(526,367}
$4,831
$2,197
$1,847
$2,323
51,762
$5,357
{536,837)
($2,350)
$1,991°
(52,756)
54,730
$3,363
(59,415)
($136,961)
{$1,326,667)
$8,812
510,551
$7,185
(589,706)
(5106,667)
516,197
{5136,875)
5807
5985
5674
51,881
$1,372
($39,053)
$1,309
$1,199
51,374
51,501

a7

Cv 2018
(10%/90%)

(576,194)
$271
57
153,379)
5493
5224
$189
$237
5180
5543
{54,682}
{$344)
5163
($435)
5482
$343
(51,257)
(52,824)
($80,696)
5900
5828
5393
{516,351}
(518,348)
§1,654
(52,965}
§75
$100
$61
5192
$137
(54,921)
$133
s122
$140
$152

nge from

Cv 2019
{20%/80%)

{$206,266}
$542
585
(55.926)
5987
5449
$377
5474
5360
$1,091
{$8,248)
{5562)
5375
{$684)
$965
$687
(62,156)
{517,363)
($218,877)
$1,800
$1,942
$1,177
{524,450}
{528,140)
$3,308
{$17,407)
5159
5201
5131
$384
5278
(58.711)
$267
5245
5281
$305

€Y 2020
(30%/70%)

(5336,338)
$812
$164

{58,473)
$1,480
$673
$566
$712
$540
$1,639
($11,815)
(5780}
$587
{$933)
$1,448
$1,030
{$3,055)
{631,901}
{$357,059)
$2,699
$3,056
$1,961
{532,548)
(537,931)
$4,962
($31,849)
$243
5302
$202
5576
$a19
i$12,500)
$401
$367
$421
$459

-Year Phase-In

€Y 2021
(40%/60%)

(5466,411)
$1,083
$243
{511,020)
$1,973
4897
§755
5949
$720
52,187
{515,381}
{5998)
5799
{$1,182)
$1,932
$1,374
(53,953)
($46,439)
{$495,240)
$3,599
$4,171
$2,745
(540,647)
(547,723
56,616
(546,250}
327
$402
$273
5768
$559
{516,290}
5534
$490
$561
5613

CY 2022
(20%/50%)

(5596,483)
§1,354
s3n
($13,566)
$2,466
$1,122
$943
$1,186
$900
$2,735
{518,947)
{51,216}
$1,010
(51,431)
$2,415
s1.117
{54,852)
{$60,977)
(5633,421)
54,499
$5,285
$3,52%
(548,746}
{557,514)
58,270
($60,732)
5411
$503
5343
5961
$700
{$20.080)
$668
$612
5702
5766
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Distribution of Tier 3 PPT Payments Under Current Law

And Change from Current Law Under the Administration Proposal and House Bill 5908

Loegt
ol Tvper

Vilkage
Wilkage
County
Tomerssivi
Tty
Terwerishigs
Foreenship
Township
Tawtaihia
Forwhin
Foreenhifs
Toresrnship
Fowrahiy
Forsrvibip
Forwnshiy
Fuorwrishig
Tarvershig
Toweship
Towriship
Torwriship
Toiniship
Towaghig
Townshlg
Toveaship
i nibig
Frow b
Lty

iy

ity

Lty

ity

ity

Lty

Lty
Vifkege

Wi g

Launty dome

Saginaw
Sagingw
ShChair
5% Clair
W Chae
Ul
Si{ladr
5 {har
B Ly
5% Ll
Sy dinly
A Llale
S e
B Llair
S Clatr
piEwl s
B Ll
Sy Clade
S Lhaic
s1 sl
51 Clair
S Chair
4t Clais
St Clalr
i Ok
Sr Clair
S hate
St Ulgir
e Chalr
pLER g
By Sl
55 Chalr
PRz
B iy
By Ohade
51 Uhake

Pt Finest dpancy

becal Unlt Mape

Ramse

5t Charles
St Caie
Herlin
Brockway
Buerpchnilie
fawe
{hing

{Llay

Lhyde
Cofumbag
Coraivilie
Last Ching
Ervinatt
Font Gratiof
iGFaH
Gragnwecg
fra
Kenockes
Kirmbal
Lwrin
Mussey
Fart Hurpn
fiiley

41 LChir
Wites
Alpnanas
Wi City
hizryeyilie
Mamehs
Pt Murdn
Righunond
5t Clalr
Yala

Capac
Emmetl

{Counties, Cities, Villages, and Townships Only}

Qurrent Law
Lispeibsrtion

50
318,732
3269981
k30l

50

50

0

$edhay
a0

886

L

50

b2
H531%,682
B4
LR
2

FE A4S
S328
prENegr ]
34,153

Adrindstration
Fegpazal
Chigogs From
Larrany baw

564
46,187
S404,570
L4, BHE
43,007
5881
54,105
45,283
413,484
44,258
{51547}
55,2583
{54,301}
53,364
438,521
S 813
52,308
SE TG
$3.617
12,828
$1,828
%3,357
{513,082}
54,987
59,253
24,803
535,303
$50,260
5574 405
445,107
1514, 771)
38
(B115,825;
537,404
60,6641
£51,790

[

&5

CY 8
{10%/80%)

LY
{5383}
451,541
$499
S407
SEE
S4ae
$538
51,377
547
15347
543
{8610
R e

$3 887
L3E7
$234
5784
4368
4%,28%
SIAT
$341
{52,002
$80%
924
456
4% 553
$B, 558
{518,582}
3531
535,365
2
#3000
L8331
SE0T0
{5399

433
San4
592,410
Lo
H64
S$5.287
S04y
51,074
§2,754
1,695
{5477}
S8
i1, 0y
prt
53974
S474
Sa45BF
51,578
758
42,500
5373
524
£43. 198}
$1,015
$1,873
Saa0
411,507
14,306
i85y, 797}
S140E3
15008
ol
{$3a 001}
55,408
R
H

520
%3,171
5133,289
51,497
%921
SLE6
SLB70
1,618
34,131
32,542
FSE0B:
51,622
41,451}
f1.823%
45,661
4853
3704
$1.35%
$1,107
£3,915
458
53,027
{54,394}
41,528
$1,823
51,471
417,860
F1R 460
{556,232
£3,568
S3B 280
3z
457,065
48806
535501
HEZ T

CF 2623
{afaferal

L6
£1,84%
£174,148
51,995
51,128
$2,458
£3,494
$2.157
55,508
53,389
(57}
$2362
R}
$1,373%
58,7148
21,149
034
$3.945
$3,477
55,230
sy
£4,371
{55,590}
53,087
$3,772
34,0551,
538513
$14.613
138107
52 DEG
RIH
417
{358,088
535,204
52,7931
AT

oy 02
LA

CEX]
42,734
Sra% el
32,485
$1,535
$2 Gt
$3a17%
57,698
46,584
4,358
s
g isx]
£52.233%
55,738
£8,43%
55,438
45,308
SR
AR LY
46,545
£533
51,714
166,785)
S, 546
54,90
Sra52
Sau a7
G0 FER
15375, 4073
S2,507
bR
14
18103 00}
Lty
5308}
iSreul

OSSR



Micmgan LDepatinen of Mgasury

This farmm 8 Issued under authonty 0f MCL Sectlons 213,248
L-#0ZS (Rev, 4-Y8)

21134 and 211.34d. Filing 13 masdaiory, Pénally apphes

ORIGINAL TO: County Clerk
COPY TO. Equalization Depariment
2018 TAX RATE REQUEST (This form must be completed and submitted on or before September 30, 2018) COPY TO Each Township or Cily Clerk

MILLAGE REQUEST REPORT TO COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

County 2018 Taxable Value of ALL Propertiss in the Unit as of 522417
Tuscola 1,786,725,302
Local Governmient Unit For LOCAL School Disticts” 2018 Taxable Value exduding Pringpal Residence, Qualifisa Agncutiural,
Cialiffed Forest, indysiial Personal and Commoerdal Parsonal Proparie:
County “T

This form raust be completed for each unit of gavernment for which & properly tax s levied, Penalty (o non-filing is prowided under MCL Sec 211,119,
The following lax rates have been authonzed fof levy on the 2018 tax raofl,

(M

2

{3) {4) (5) {6) (7) (8) {9) (10) (11} (12)
Ongunal 2017 2018 2018 2018 2018 Millage Millage
Millage Millage Rate Current Year Millage Rate Sec 211 34 taximum Requested Requasted Expiration
Autharized by Permanently Millage Permanentiy Millage Allowable to be to ba Date of
Date of Electon, Reduced by Reducton Reduced by Rollback Millzge Levied Lewied Millage
Source Purpose of Millage Electon Chaner, et MCL 211,340 Fracuon MCL 211,344 Fracuon Lewy * July 4 Dec. 1 Authorzed
Alloc Operating Nov-64 4.2000 3.9141 1.0000 3.9141 1.0000 3.9141 3.9141 frozen
Sp Voted Bridge:Streets Aug-16 0.4807 0.4807 1.0000 0.4807 1.0000 0.4807 0.4807 Dec-23
Sp Voted Senior Citizens Aug-18 0.3200 0.3200 1.0000 0.3200 1.0000 0.3200 0.3200 Dec-24
Sp Voted Medical Care Aug-08 0.2500 0.2500 1.0000 0.2500 1.0000 0.2500 0.2500 Dec-18
Sp Vaoted Road Patrol Aug-18 1,3300 1.3300 1.0000 1.3300 1,0000 1.3300 1.3300 Dec-24
Sp Voted Roads/Steets Aug-16 0.9657 0.9657 1,0000 0.9657 1.0000 0.9657 0.9657 Dec-23
Sp Voted Mosquito Aug-14 0.6316 0.6316 1.0000 0.6316 1.0000 0.68316 0.6316 Dec-19
Sp Voted Recycling Aug-16 0.1500 0.1500 1.0000 0.1500 1,0000 0.1500 0.1500 Dec-24
Sp Voted Veterans Feb-15 0.1700 0.1700 1.0000 0.1700 4.0000 0.1700 0.1700 Dec-20
Sp Voted rSU Extension Mar-16 0.1000 0.1000 1.0000 0.1000 1.0000 0.1000 0.1000 Dec-21
Preparad by e Date
Angie Daniels Equalization Director 05/02/2018

As Ihe representalives for the local government unit named above, we cerbfy thal these requesled tax lavy rates have been reduced, if necessary to comply with tha
stale consutution {Article 8, Sechion 31), and that the requested levy rates have also been reduced, if necessary. 1o comply with MCL Sections 211 .24¢ and 211.34

for LOCAL school disiricts which levy a Supplemental {Hold Harmless) Miflage, 380.1211(3)

E] Clerk Sigriature Type Nama Date
g (S;efleta.ry S Jodi Fetting

harperson onal Type Name Dals
O President Thom Bardwell

" Under Truth in Taxation, MCL Section 211 24, the goverming body may decide lo levy a rale which will not exceed the maximum autharized rate atiowed i column 9.

The requirements of MCL 211.24e must be mel prior 1o levying an aperaling levy which is larger lhan the base tax rate but not larger than the rate in column 9
IMPORTANT: Seg instructions on the reverse side regarding where Lo find the millage rate used n column (€)
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mhoagIand@tuscolacounty.org

From: Meghann Keit <keit@micounties.org>

Sent: Friday, May 18, 2018 10:39 AM

To: Meghann Keit

Subject: FW: MAFCA's RTA Funding Proposal

Attachments: RTA - Funding Mechanism Proposal - MAFCA - 51518 pdf

Good morning,

Please see the attached proposal from Michigan Association of Family Court Administrators on a Raise the Age funding
mechanism proposal. Per discussion with Rep. Howrylak, he would like to hold counties harmless and believes a 100%
funded program through PA 150 may be possible or an across the board CCF reimbursements rate increase. This
document provides feedback on both options and puts forth a proposal.

Both ideas, in theory, may work and very necessary in order to comply with Headlee, however, it is imperative to get this
right and have a proposal that we can support putting farward. Upon initial review, an across the board increase in CCF
may be less administratively burdensome than trying to take only the population of 17 years olds (who are 17 when they
enter the system) and administer them through a separate line for 100%. Plus any 16 year old that turns 17 would also
need 1o be paid for by the state so at some point that would need to be transferred and reimbursed 100% and | can’t
imagine that being an administratively easy task either. However, that is just my interpretation and request your input

and advice.

Please provide any feedback you have on the attached proposal at your earliest convenience. Please do not hesitate to
reach out with questions or concerns at any time.

Thank you,
Meghann

Meghann Keit

Governmental Affairs Associate
keit@micounties.org

Office: (800) 258-1152

Cell: (983) 225-8049

MSCHCAN ASSDOATON OF COUNIES

NEW ADDRESS

Capital Tower

110 W. Michigan Ave., Suite 200
Lansing, Mi 48933

www, micounties.org

{(800) 258-1152 (p) 517-482-4599 (f)

From; Jon Van Allsburg <jonvan@miottawa.org>
Sent: Wednesday, May 16, 2018 8:33 AM


http:iottawa.org
www.micQunties
mailto:t@micQunties.org
mailto:mhoagland@tuscolacounty.org

To: Sandi Metcalf <smetcalf@miottawa.org>; Tracey Yokich <tracey.yokich@macombgov.org>; Kathleen Feeney
<kathleen.feeney@kentcountymi.gov>; Brian K. Kirkham <bkirkham@calhouncountymi.gov>; Pam Lightvoet
<plligh@kalcounty.com>; Anderson, Martha D <andersonma@oakgov.com>; Christopher P. Yates - 17th Circuit Court
(christopher.yates@kentcountymi.gov) <christopher.yates@kentcountymi.gov>

Cc: Sue Dobrich <sued@cassco.org>; Dorene Allen <doreneallen@co.midland.mi.us>; Meghann Keit
<keit@micounties.org>; Mcmilian, Mike <mmcmillan@stclaircounty.org>

Subject: RE: MAFCA's RTA Funding Proposal

Good morning,

FYI - to MJA’s Family Law Committee and executive officers, I'm attaching a proposal for Raise the Age funding from the
Michigan Association of Family Court Administrators — please share and discuss!

Thanks,
Jon

Han. Jon Van Alisburg
20" Circuit Court (Ottawa County)
Grand Haven, Michigan

From: Sandi Metcalf

Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 10:41 PM

To: Dorene Allen; Jon Van Allsburg; keit@micounties.org; Mcmillan, Mike
Cc: Sue Dobrich

Subject: MAFCA's RTA Funding Proposal

Good evening,

Attached is MAFCA's Raise the Age funding proposal for your review and support. Please share this with your
Board and members, as appropriate, and let me know if you can support this proposal. | am receiving
requests for this proposal from the legislature, the Michigan Council on Crime and Delinquency, and
Governor's Office almost daily so time is of the essence Also, | am sure this proposal will be subject to
negotiation, but at least it is a place to start.

Thanks for your feedback and support, as always!

Sandi

Sandra K. Metcalf, MS, CCE

Juvenile Court Director & MAFCA President
20th Circuit Court

616-786-4126
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MICHIGAN “RAISE THE AGE”
FUNDING PROPOSAL

//
“ Michigan Association for Family Court Administration
May 15. 2018



Background

The Michigan Association for Family Court Administration (MAFCA), Michigan Association of
Counties (MAC}, Michigan Probate Judges Association (MPJA), Michigan Association for Circuit
Court Administrators (MACCA} and the Michigan Judges Association {MJA) have been engaged
in discussion with the Raise the Age Legislative Funding Task Force, chaired by Rep. Martin
Howylrak to discern the best possible funding option if Michigan’s legislature passes the bill
package to raise the age of juvenile offenders from 16 years old to 17 years old. On January 31,
2018, the Michigan Juvenile Justice Reform Task Force, with support from MAFCA, MPJA, MJA,
MACCA and MAC, submitted a Michigan Juvenile Court Raise the Age Survey - Final Data
Findings & Recommendations repart to the Criminal Justice Policy Commission chaired by
former Senator 8ruce Caswell. This proposal was based on actual data submitted by a
significant majority of the juvenile courts, and although there may be some caveats identified in
the Report, the data has proven to be quite reliable when analyzed in additional arenas.

In general, the courts support the concept of “Raise the Age”. Itis very difficult, however, to
accurately estimate the actual additional expenditures the proposed “Raise the Age” legislation
will bring to the counties and juvenile courts. It is alsc impossible to have a “crystal ball” which
will accuratety predict all the needs of 17 year olds in the court system. Nevertheless, itis '
evident the caseloads will rise, and the costs will also, due to the more comprehensive
rehabilitative approach of the juvenile courts compared to the adult system. Therefore, it is
critical to start with a fair reimbursement strategy to ensure a quality implementation process
and to protect the local governments from excessive, increased expenditures. There is little risk
to the state to fully fund the counties/courts for this effort as the implementation costs will lie
on them as wilt the 100% of the expenditure costs up front as this proposal articulates.

Funding Mechanism Proposals

The legisiature has presented two separate funding mechanism proposals to MAFCA. The first
was received on April 9, 2018 and reads as follows:

Proposal #1

» Option 1: Local jurisdictions maintain status quo CCF funding for 16 & under, and all
17-year-olds will be {PA 150) SWB&C

o Cost of including 17-year-olds in county juvenile programs would be funded
through State Ward Board and Care fund reimbursement (100%)

»  Option 2: Local jurisdictions receive increased Child Care Fund [CCF) reimbursement
for all juveniles, and there are no new requirements, beyond incorporating 17-year-
olds

1{Page



o Local jurisdictions will receive increased reimbursement (increased from 50% to
___%) for all juveniles in CCCF eligible programs and placements, including 17-
year-alds, with no additional requirement.

Option 3: Local jurisdictions receive increased Child Care Fund (CCF) reimbursement
for all juveniles, and there are new requirements for all juveniles, including 17-year-
olds

o Local jurisdictions will receive increased reimbursement (increased from 50% to
_ %j for all juveniles in CCCF eligible programs and placements, and be
required to implement reforms, such as data reporting, evidence-based
practices, risk-based

Option 4: Local jurisdictions have a choice to maintain status quo CCF funding for 16 &
under and have all 17-year-olds covered by (PA 150) SWBE&C, OR "opt in" and have
everyone (17 & under) reimbursed at a higher CCF reimbursement rate w/additional
requirements for all

o Local jurisdictions will have the option to have the cost of including 17-year-olds
in county juvenile programs funded through State Ward Board and Care funds,
with no change to CCF funding for juveniles under the age of 17

ar

o Local jurisdictions can "Opt-in" to receive increased reimbursement (increased
from50% to %) for all juveniles in CCCF eligible programs and placements,
to include 17- year-olds, and be required to implement reforms, such as data
reporting, evidence based practices, risk-based assessments, and etc.

Option 5: Basic Grant

o Local jurisdictions eligible for the Basic Grant will be incentivized to consider
regional cooperation by an increase in basic grant funding for those who
collaborate with, at least, one other {adjacent?) county. Currently, eligible Local
jurisdictions can apply for, and receive, an annual basic grant, of 515k, to be used
for expenses relating to youth who are within or likely to come within the
jurisdiction of the probate court.

Option 6: Phase-in

o Inorder to lessen the initial impact on county systems and resources, a phase in
period will be included in statute, whereby 17-year-olds accused/convicted of
misdemeanaors will be treated as juveniles two years after the legislation takes
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effect, and 17-year-olds accused/convicted of felonies will be treated as
juveniles three years after the legislation takes effect.

Proposal #2

The second proposal was received on April 26, 2018 from Rep. Howylrak’s office, It offers the
following funding mechanism strategy:

Local jurisdictions will have a choice to have all newly adjudicated 17-year-olds funded by
(PA 150) SWBE&C, with no change to 16-and-under, OR “opt in” and have all 17-and-under
adjudicated youths reimbursed at a higher CCF reimbursement rate w/assessment
requirement

Local jurisdictions will have the net additional cost of serving adjudicated 17-year-olds,
at the county-level, funded 100% (with no reimbursement requirement to the state)
through (PA 150) SWB&C, with ne change to CCF funding for juveniles under the age of
17, and local jurisdicticns witl determine and direct programming

or

Local jurisdictions can “opt-in” to receive increased CCF reimbursement of up to 67% for
all adjudicated juveniles [17-and-under) whao are placed in accordance with evidence-
based risk and needs assessments* as follows:

= community placement or diversion ............cccocvveeeeene. 67%
« residential placement, in accordance with assessments ........ 55%
« residential placement, contrary to assessment of community or diversion ...... 50%

* There would be no additional, new programming nor data sharing requirements.

Analysis of Options 1 and Options 2

i

State Ward Board and Care (SWBC) is different from PA 150. SWBC refers to who pays the
bill for services first — Michigan Department of Health and Human Services (MDHHS) or
the counties. Thus, MDHHS budgets accordingly and maintains a budget to pay 100% of
the residential and foster care costs directly to the service provider, but then, MDHHS bills
the county for 50% reimbursement.

PA 150 refers to the process of committing a delinquent juvenile to the State of Michigan
for care and supervision by MDHHS. Thus, the courts fose supervision of the case which
would be counter-productive to the Raise the Age effort.

Based on review of PA 150, it is believed the language will not allow the state to fund 17
year olds without the youth being committed to the state and the state providing
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supervision of the juvenile. The courts would prefer to supervise their 17 year olds, as a
general rule.

4. Through interpretation of PA 150 language, it may allow for the state to pay 100% for the
youth, but the county would have to deciare it is unable to pay the statutory 50% of the
expenditures for the juvenile justice cases. It is hard to believe any county would make
such a public comment or assertion.

5. Although interesting, the “Opt-in” options create too many issues.

= Tracking of expenditures on multiple {eveis locally and in MiSACWIS would be very
difficult and confusing; there is no reason to believe MiSACWIS could make the
necessary changes in a timely manner to achieve accurate accounting of this
complex funding strategy.

« The connection of funding to validated risk/needs assessments could incentivize
embellishment of risk/needs assessment reports/scores to obtain higher
reimbursement. It is hoped no one would do this, but it is possible.

« This option tied to risk/needs assessments outcomes reflects a limited or erroneous
understanding of these assessments. Risk/needs assessments da not specifically
recommend placement types, etc. Rather, they identify scores in risk domains which
target the level of treatment dosage and the area(s) of needed treatment. Thus, the
options are impossible to tie to risk/needs assessment outcomes.

«  Tracking multi-tiered data and a likewise reimbursement approach could be
extremely difficult for research and most significantly, for reimbursement by the
state and the counties. It could take years for MiSACWIS to devefop such a system.

» The incremental approach to implementation is not preferred. n talking with lllinois
staff involved, they did not recommend such a strategy based on experience, and
the courts helieve it is best to move forward with all 17 year olds.

Proposed Funding Mechanism

The MAFCA appreciates the legislator’s thoughtful commitment to identifying a fair and viable
funding mechanism strategy. In response, MAFCA proposes the following:

1. The state will increase the reimbursement rate of all Child Care Fund eligible, adjudicated
youth expenditures to the rate of 67%. This is comparable to the federal Cooperative
Reimbursement Program (CRP) reimbursement for child support cases.

it is anticipated the courts/counties will invest in the expansion of necessary vocational
and educational as well as additionai {HC programs needed to care for the estimated
additional 21% increase on the caselcad. Further, this rate will allow the counties/courts
to offset some of the additional expenditures their general fund will have to absorb, e.g.,
additional judge time to process hearings, additional clerk time to process cases,
expanded detention facilities and costs, reduction in revenue from bed rental due to the
additional youth in the system, etc.
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The state will adegustely and sustainably fund the developmeant and implementation of 8
centralized, juvenile justice data collection/sharing systemn in which quality data can be
coliecied and shared, utilizing the Department of Justice’s “justice data collection/sharing
standards and architecture” in partngrship with the juvenile court administrators, judges,
and stakeholders. Alter axiensive discussion, it is areferred these funds be aliccated 1o
the State Court Administrative Office 5.C A0 and 5 CAO. explore 2 partnership with
the Michigan Statistical analysis Center {$.4.€.) af Michigan Stafe University IMS.UL
juvenile justice Vision 20/20 s willing 1o share sl work compisted on the
Multiurisdictional luvenie justice Oata Sharing Model and related supportive work,
including 3 Data Dictionary, data entry training modules, data sharing egreaments, etc. 1t
will aise offer up 1o 340,000 in technicsl support from the highly esteemed SEARCH, The
tiationgl Consortium of Justice Statistics and fustice Information organization. Juvenile
court administretors will 2lso offer their time (0 be subject matier experts, as needed.

The state will adequately fund juvenile justice research aoross colleges and univarsities
once quality data has been collected and shared. 1is antitipated a consortium that
ingiudes colleges and universities, would be formed far this purpose as proposed by the
BAC angd MLS UL for resgarch,

The state will adeguately fund the Michigan Judicial institute 10 provide risk/needs
training for judges, administrators, and other juvenile justice stekeholders to expand the
undersianding of the value and nead for implemientation of a validated risk/needs
assessment in the juvenile courts to drive individualized, appropristely dosage treatment
for juveniies in the court

The Basic Grant amount will be increased from 515,000 snnuatly 1o $40,000. Basic grants
are allocated to jurisdictions with populations of 75,000 or less. This increass will allow
senailer wrisdictions 1o develop programs within the court, especially if they do not have
access within the community

Utilizing the existing Child Care Fund structure, the counties/oourts will subrmit 8 monthly
207 report of luvenile justice expenditures, and a 206b report for child weifare
expenditures, thus, separating the two expenditures. However, reimbursement will be
nrovidged for both based on expenditure reports.

Additional Consideration

7.

8.

Ag the “Siate Pays First” inltiative (P4 21 and PA 22 of 2018} moves forward, & MISATWIS
partal or aocesy @ ease level information will be provided the courts/counties 1o reconcile
ali MOHHS payments for the child weifare cases.

The Child Welfare and Juvenile Justice Funding Leadership Council will be re-structured for
purposes of resolving Child Care Fund policy and Administrative Rule interpretations that
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will make the two entities equal partners with equal authority. Unresolved issues will be
taken to a pre-identified, neutral, third party as identified through discussion.

9. The proposed package of bills will need to be discussed and disagreements resolved 10
make certain they reflect the needs of the juvenile court and the youth they serve.

For further information ar questions, please contact Sandi Metcalf, Juvenile Court Directar, 20" Circuit
Court and MAFCA President, at smetcalf@miottawa.org.
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mhoagland@tuscolacounty.org

From: Compton, Debra <dcompton@co.genesee.mi.us>

Sent: Wednesday, May 16, 2018 11:05 AM

Cc: northro5@anr.msu.edu; Pinter, Anna

Subject: What's Your First Impression? Grant Opportunity - REMINDER
Attachments: 2018 FIT Application w Cover sheet.pdf; GMI 067 FIT Brochure WEB.pdf

Community Leaders,
Is your community interested in having the community assessed through the eyes of a first time visitor?

A joint program between MSU Extension Tourism Team and the 1-69 Thumb Region aims to do exactly that for two
communities in 2018/2019. Successful community appiicants will receive grant dollars upon successful completion of the
program to implement suggestions from outcomes.

Attached is an application for communities located within the (-69 Thumb Region that are interested in applying for
Tourism First Impressions. Applications will be accepted by Andy Northrop, northroS@anr.msu.edu, until June 1, 2018.

Please share with others that may be interested.

Anna Pinter
Planner 1l
Genesee County Metropolitan Planning Commission

Phone: 810.766.6542
B
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69 Thumb Reqm

Find out how first time visitors view your community through the FIRST IMPRESSIONS TOURISM (FiT)
PROGRAM with Michigan State University Extension and receive funding to address identified challenges
through the 1-69 Thumb Region. '

Up to two communities will be selected to have an assessment done to learn about how first-time visitors view
wmunity, receive feedback, on both assets and challenges, and be eligible to receive 2 52,000 grant to

address identified challenges. No match reguired.
Wha is eligible to apply: Local Units of Government that

o Arelocated in one of the |-62 Thumb Region Counties {Genesee, Huron, Lapeer, Sanilac, Shiawassee, St.
Clair, Tuscola)

Are rural, as defined by the USDA

Have a population of 10,000 or less

Can form a community leadership team

Will plan and coordinate a community report forum

a0 0o 0

Program Benefits

- Learn about existing strengths and weaknesses of your community from an outsiders perspective

- Provide an oppertunity to organize community leaders and residents around feedback

- List of action items that can improve the quality of life of residents and improve visitors’ perception
- Grant dollars to implement action items

Implementation Fundin

- Memorandum of Agreement will be executed with successful applicants
- Use of funds must be pre-approved
- Invoices, copies of checks, etc. will be required for reimbursement
Reporting requirements may include progress reports, meetings and/or presentations

More information can be found in the attached application,

Complete the attached application and return to Andy Northrop, MSU Extension Tourism
Team Chair at northro5@anr.msu.edu by 5:00 P.M. on June 1, 2018.

Contact Anna Pinter, GLS Region V, Planner |l with questions or for assistance completing the application at
apinter@co.genesee. mi.us or 810-257-3010.
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First Impressions: Tourism Assessments (FIT)

Community Application

Michigan State University Extension appreciates your community’s interest in applying for
the First Impressions (FIT) program. The following application form will provide
insight into the program and cutline the basic requirements needed to be successful as a
host community.

Please be specific in your responses by using the spaces provided in the application. In
order for applications to be fully considered, the MSU Extension requires applicants to
follow these basic requirements:

« Lead applicants (and partners) fully understand the FIT process by reading the
information provided in this application packet.

* Inquire with MSU Extension tourism educators on any uncertainties related to their
application prior to submission, such as their community's commitment, FIT process
and costs, and/or other topics of interest.

+ The community understands that only one application per community will be accepted,
and they will be accepted only via email.

» Applications must be submitted electronically to MSU Extension
tourism educator, Andy Northrop, northro5@anr.msu.edu.

+« APPLICATIONS ARE DUE BY 5:00 p.m. JUNE 1st, 2018.

@ Michigan S1ate University » M5LU Extension
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First mpressions Background

The First impressions {Fi) program was developed in 1991 by the University of Wisconsin
Extension to help communitias learn about their existing strengths 20t weaknssses as seen
through the eyes of first-time visitors. The Fi program has been used to help communities
acrass the U.S. and Carada inform economic initiatives or further develop cormmunity goals,
Michigan State University (MSU} Exdension has adapied this program, adding a tourism focus
t0 meet the needs of Michigan communities. MSU Extension’s First impressions: Assessing
Your Community for Tourism {FIT] i a unique version of Fi for gur state.

MEU Extension's FIT program is a comprehensive community assessment conducted by
unannounced visitors in a host community positioned 1o lead development based on program
results FIT involves deveioping communily ladership, assessing the host community, sharing
the results in 3 community forum open 1e ali, and providing suggestions to drive communilty
action. Overall, FIT helps communities lsarm about their strengths and wezakneasses through
the eyes of firsi-time visitors.

The resuits of FIY cane

- Spawn loca! leadership
- Strengthen community vitality

- Form the basis for future development

The M3U Extension FIT program not anly fosters solutions to strengthening a communitias’
tourism and recreation industry, but also provides solutions for creating places where people
want 1o live, learn, shop and work as well,

EIT Communities will

- Strangthen 2n existing cohort of leaders and residents by providing an opportunity 1o organize.
- Develop a fist of action items for community Improvement.

- integrate action items into community plans

- Take action on community improverments and stzéngthen their image

- Improve community well-being and quality of life for residents and visitors.

& thichigan State Univarsivy » MU ExTension
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Community Criteria

* Communities' population shouid be 10,000 or less.

o Communities with larger populations may require a larger number of assessors
and additional program costs . Please inquire with Andy Northrop
(northroS@anr.msu.edu) for additional information.

e Communities with accessible downtown area or a designated central point are
required.

» Ability to meet the expectations 3s defined below, including the formation of an
active Community Leadership Team (CLT) and secured funding {See program costs).

Community Preparations and Expectations

e Prior to applying, assemble a CLT representing a cross-section of the community that will
be responsible for executing haest community responsibilities for the FIT program.

= Fully complete and submit the FIT application electronically to MSU Extension tourism
educator and FIT lead, Andy Northrop, northros@anr.msu.edu).

o |f your community is selected for participation in the FIT program, then you will be
responsible for:

a) Informing the entire CLT of application success and begin corresponding with
MSU Extension FIT leader.

b) Agreeing to and signing a service agreement between applicant lead and MSU
Extension that outlines program costs for the host community and the services
provided by MSU Extension (See program costs ).

¢) Attending a preliminary meeting early in the program process between your
entire CLT and the FIT lead to discuss program logistics, expectations, and become
familiar with FIT.

d) Preparing & half-day Community Repart Forum (CRF) to share results, including
arranging all logistics, inviting residents to participate in community meeting and
documenting demographics, and setting everything up with the community
participants/CLT. The community is responsible for providing these logistics as in-
kind contribution to the program.

e) Keep all members of the CLT, partners, and community informed and engaged.

© Michigan State University = MSL) Extension
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Time-line and Process

From the time of application acceptance to program implementation, the FIT program is
expected to take between Tour and sive months for an individual community, Howewver, this is
anly an estimate as some aspects of the project may require more time. The step-by-siep
process is outlined below,

s ACommunity Leadership Team {CU7) s formed.

v (LT applies for I

#  MEU Extension condugts & FIT orientation and outlines next steps with the LU,

#  Agearm of FIT visitars visit the community unannounced

e internal sssessment debriefs gre held, resulls summarized,

& CUT organizes a Communily Report Forum {CRF} and summary of results are sharad in opern
forum.

e Awritten report is provided 1o the CUT along with resources (see below),

» (i tskes the lead and decides what sctions they wish to take.

«  MSU Extension conducts follow-up with CLT to gauge impacts and offer turther sssistance.

Program Costs per assessmaent/per community

s Al coremunities will receive 3 written report of FIT results, a power-point of summarized
results delivered in a public forum, raw data collected from assessments, a copy of the
assesament ool {aka, FIT Visitors Manuoll, and 3 copy FIT text Steps Manpo! 10 help
guide future action.

s+ (Other then providing support and logistics for CRF, there sre no costs sssociated with
this program for communities agplving unless notified specifically by their Prosperity
Region, {Please refer 1o the call for applications for more information.

Benefits of Participating in the FIT gragram

* By participgting in this progrem, communifies will learn about existing strengths and
weAKNEEes 8y seen thraugh the eves of a first-time visitor, Resulls will help strengthen
an sxisting cohort of community lesders and residents by providing therm with an
oaportunity to organize based on valuable feedback ahout their community, Therefore,
via a list of action gems dertved from the program, communities can begin 1o take action
ortimprovements themselves to advance tourism and the communities’ quality of life.

€ Whohugan Sty Uoneersity ¢ MSU Extangon
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Application Begins Here

COMMUNITY:

Primary Point of Contact (ptease print clearly or type):

Name:

Organization:

Email:

Phone:

1. In order for us to understand your community better, please describe your community in detail.
Piease include some information en size, population, challenges and/or successes.

€ Michigan State Unwersity =« MSU Extension
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2. Diryou, as lead an this applicstion, have a constituency of lncal partners to establish o Community
Leadership Team (CL7) that i williag 10 assist with local ogistics, conduct autreach 1o community
leaders andfor residents, communicate scross diverse partners and sudiences, and ute the
information 1o the beaefis of vour communily?

[ Tves
B KO

Blesse ehaborate as (o why vou selected vour response in Question 2. [Provide additional pages
i needed.]

Plaase respond 1o aach quastion below by selecting Yos or N |
Comments are antoursged afler your respanse. 1 ¥YES § nl | fommants

Ur ConITty Bas g vision aad future wourisrn develonments
PIERTY

Our comemunity has slepady made an offort to assess and
upgrade infrastructure snd artractiveness to visllors ang
rasidarts.

M cormdinity iy awsre of Ninanciat resourcss that are
avalable 1o implernent suggested recomimendations.

£ Muchigan State Unreerily » MU Extersian
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3. Please describe your interest in the Tourism First Impressions program and how your
community envisions using the information gained from the program. Are there specific steps
you intend to take? {Provide additional pages if needed.)

4. |s there a specific season and year you would prefer the actual visitor assessment be conducted? If so,
please explain why this time of year and provide an alternative season. {(MSU Extension cannot
guarantee visitor assessments can be conducted in a preferred season.)

© Michigan State University » MSU Extension
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Thank you for taking the time 1o complete the FIT application, We ook forward 10 reviewing your
application and will make contact with vou regarding the status of it within a few weeks. If you have
cuestinns regarding this program, you are weltome 1o contact the MEU Extension Tourism Team
specistizing In Tourlem First impressions:

Andy Northrop, Oheir of Tourism Team
Fxtension Fducator in Tpurism snd Community Economic Development
Richigan State University Extension, Greening Michigan Insitute

sorthroSdieny mauede or 810-9549-6331

This application was constructed from a variety of resources and gartners.

+  {onnecting Entreprensurial Communities Host Application (2015), Community Entrepreneurship
Team. Michigan State University Extension.

«  Pichigan State University Extansion Tourism Team Plan of Work {2016].

+  Minnegsols Sustsinsble Tourism Assessment for Small Communities: Community Application
{Aprit 2033} Regional Sustainable Development Patnerships, University of Minassots Exinsion
and Tourism Center, University of binnessia.

MSU & an gffrmative-action, equal-opportunity emplover, committed 1o achipving oxgelience through 2
diverse workiorce and Inclusive culture that encourages all psople (o reach thel full potentisl Michigan
State Univarsity Extension programs and materiaie are open 1o sl without regard (0 rage, color, national
origin, gender, gender identity, religion, age, height, weight, disability, political belinfs, sexual
grientation, rmarital status, family status or veteran status. Issued in furtheranoe of MSU Flansion
work, 2cts of May 8 and June 30, 1314, in cooperation with the U.S, Depariment of Agriculiure, Jeffrey
W, Dweyer, Divecior, MBU Extension, East Lansing, (148824, This information is for eduatinnal
purpases only, Reference 1o commercial products or trade names does not imply endorement by MSU
Extension or bias against those not mentioned.
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PURPOSE

FIT is a comprehensive community

assessment conducted by
unannounced visitors in a host
community positioned to lead
development based on the program
resulls. FIT involves developing
community leadership, assessing
the host community, sharing the
results in a community forum open
to all, and providing suggestions to
drive community action, Overall, FIT
helps communities learn about their
strengths and weaknesses through
the eyes of first-time visitors.

The resufts of FIT can:

* Spawn local leadership.

= Strengthen community vitality.

* Form the basis for future
development.

to touﬂsts whlle %
advancingasap
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For further information, contact:

Andy Northrop, Extension educator
MSU Extension

200 Grand River Avenue, Suite 102
Port Huron, MI 48060

Phone: (810) 989-6935
E-mail: northroS@anr.msu.edu - =

Web: msue.anr.msu.edu

Accommodations for persons with disabilities may
be requested by contacting MSU Extension at

810-989- 6335 within two weeks of the CRF to make
arrangements. Requests received after this date will

be fulfilled when possible.

MICHIGAN STATE
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MSU is an affirmutive-acclon, equal-opportumicy employer, commitred to -

achieving excellence chrough a diverse warkfarce and inclusive culrure
thar encourages all people 1o reach their full patentisl. Michigan Stare
University Extension programs and materials are apen to all without
regard 10 race, color, national origin, gender, gender idenricy, religion,

age, helght, wetght, disability, politica) beliefs, sexual orentation, ~

marital status, lamily starus or veteran status lssued in lurtherance of
MSU Extensfon work, acts of May 8 and Junc 20, 1914, In cooperation

with the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Jeffrey W Dwyer, Direceor, MSU -

Extension, East Lansing, Ml 48824, This informarion i for cducational

purposes only Reference to commercial products or made names docs

not imply endorsement by MSU Extension or bias against those not

mentioned, Persons with disabilities have the right o request and receive —

reasonable accommodations. Produced by ANR Communicarions and
Markeung. 1P-WER-06:2017-MR WCAG 2.0
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INTERESTED IN FIT?

Things to know:

"Firs'tj""l pressmns.

Q‘.

Asses?smg your
communlty N

_for

. MSU Extension educator/FIT leader will

1. FIT is designed to meet needs
and interests of each community
that applies.

2. Applications are accepted and
reviewed year round.

3. FIT is ideal for communities with
10,000 people or fewer. Special

Process:
) provide a written report of results and arrangements C,a,n be made for
1. Form a community leadership team (CLT) suggestions to the CLT, larger communities.

made up of local stakeholders and apply

for FIT by visiting msue.anr.msu.edu and
downloading and filling out our application.
{Search “First impressions” first to download
application)

. The CLT takes the lead in driving action within

the host community based on FIT results.

. MSU Extension conducts follow-up at a later

date and offers further assistance.

4. On average, the FIT process takes
between four and six months per
community.

5. Applications can be found by

2. MSU Extension educators will conduct a FIT :
orientation and outline next steps with the CLT. going 'fO msu.‘ie.anr,msu.e'du "ind
3. A team of FIT visitors will then assess the haost FIT communities will: 3%?:;}?{;2% tf]lersél!rmap[:;;igz?;n to
community unannounced. « Learn about their assets and opportunities '
4. The CLT organizes a community report forum from first-time visitors.

(CRF), where MSU Extension educator/F\T
assessor will share the assessment results and
suggestions with the CLT and the community.

» Strengthen an existing cohort of leaders
and residents by providing them an
opportunity to organize on the basis of
valuable feedback about their community.

= Develop a list of action items for community
improvement.

= [ntegrate action items into community
plans.

= Take action on community improvements
and strengthen their image.

* Improve community well-being and quality
of life for residents and visitors.
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