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BACKGROUND ON MICHIGAN’S TASK FORCE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE REFORM
Over the last few years, Michigan has made many improvements to its juvenile justice system including
raising the age of juvenile court jurisdiction. Additionally, local courts throughout the state employ
research-based practices, such as diverting youth from system involvement, using risk and needs
assessment tools, and adopting evidence-based programs and services. At the same time, Michigan has
struggled to consistently align system policies and practices across diverse locales with what research
shows works to improve community safety, reduce juvenile recidivism, and reduce system disparities.
In recognition of these challenges, Governor Gretchen Whitmer signed Executive Order 2021-6
establishing the Michigan Task Force on Juvenile Justice Reform (Task Force). The purpose of the Task
Force was to “lead a data-driven analysis of (Michigan’s) juvenile justice system and recommend proven
practices and strategies for reform grounded in data, research, and fundamental constitutional
principles.” Task Force members include representatives from across branches of government, political
parties, locales, and the juvenile justice continuum representing diverse perspectives, including youth
and family members with lived experience of the juvenile justice system.
As laid out in the executive order, the Task Force is charged with developing recommendations to
improve state law, policy, and appropriations guided by the following objectives:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Safely reduce placement in detention and residential placement and associated costs.
Increase the safety and well-being of youth impacted by the juvenile justice system.
Reduce racial and ethnic disparities among youth impacted by the juvenile justice system.
Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the state’s and counties’ juvenile justice systems.
Increase accountability and transparency within the juvenile justice system.
Better align practices with research and constitutional mandates.

Governor Whitmer gave the Task Force a year to conduct the juvenile justice system assessment,
develop recommendations, and provide a final report by July 22, 2022. In support of this effort, the Task
Force partnered with The Council of State Governments (CSG) Justice Center—selected through a
competitive process—to conduct the assessment and facilitate the recommendation development
process. The CSG Justice Center is a national, nonprofit organization that combines the power of a
membership association, representing state officials in all three branches of government, with policy
and research expertise to develop strategies that increase public safety and strengthen communities.
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MEMBERS OF THE MICHIGAN TASK FORCE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE REFORM
Lieutenant Governor Garlin Gilchrist (Chair)
Judge Dorene Allen, Midland County
Commissioner Alisha Bell, Wayne County
Judge Karen Braxton, Wayne County
Representative Brenda Carter, 29th District
John Casteel, Western Wayne County Care Management
Supreme Court Justice Elizabeth Clement, Michigan Supreme Court
Cami Fraser, Executive director of a non-profit organization that provides legal services
Stine Grand, Assistant Attorney General
Sheriff Steve Hinkley, Calhoun County
Jeannine Gant, (formerly) President, Big Brothers Big Sisters Detroit and currently Diversity, Inclusion
and Belonging Lead, Emerging World
Senator Kim LaSata, 21st District
Thom Lattig, Juvenile Court Director, Ottawa County
Representative Sarah Lightner, 65th District
Derrick McCree, Director, Division of Juvenile Justice, Department of Health and Human Services
Karen McDonald, Prosecutor, Oakland County
Dr. Michael Rice, State Superintendent
Chief Everette Robbins II, Huron Township
Senator Sylvia Santana, 3rd District
Jason Smith, Executive Director, Michigan Center for Youth Justice
Kimberly Thomas, Co-director, Juvenile Justice Clinic, University of Michigan Law School
Commissioner Marlene Webster, Shiawassee County
Colbert Williams, Co-Founder and Co-Executive Director, The Delta Project
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TASK FORCE MEETINGS AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS
The Task Force met nine times since its inception and was united in the goal of seeking to better
understand the juvenile justice system and opportunities to improve it. Meetings provided members
with an overview of Michigan’s system at the state and local levels, from diversion through reentry, as
well as financing and data collection. Members also received detailed presentations, based on the
assessment process, on system strengths and challenges. Finally, Task Force meetings included a focus
on uplifting local court and county best practices within Michigan as well as best practices from other
states across the country. Meetings included robust discussion and helped build a growing consensus
over time on the need to improve key aspects of the system statewide.
Meetings were recorded and made available to the public on the Task Force website hosted by the
Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice.
ASSESSMENT SCOPE AND QUALITATIVE ACTIVITIES
The Task Force, with support from the CSG Justice Center, conducted an unprecedented assessment of
Michigan’s juvenile justice system. Qualitative assessment activities encompassed a review of local and
state policies and practices and extensive efforts to garner the perspectives of stakeholders across the
system on strengths and opportunities for improvement. Activities included the following:
•
•

Comprehensive review of juvenile statute, court rules, and administrative policies
More than 100 focus groups and interviews with stakeholders from across the state to better
understand how the juvenile justice system functions. Conversations included, but were not
limited to, representatives from the following groups:
o Law enforcement
o School resource officers
o Court administrators
o Judges and referees
o Detention staff
o Line-level probation officers and probation managers
o Prosecutors
o Public defenders
o Community-based and residential service providers (local, private, and state operated)
o Michigan Department of Health and Human Services (MDHHS) juvenile justice, child
welfare, behavioral health, finance, data, and other staff and leadership
o Education officials
o Community mental health and other behavioral health professionals
o Advocates
o Tribal populations
o Youth and families with lived experience in the juvenile justice system
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•

Ongoing conversations with juvenile justice agencies, associations, and other stakeholders to
review and reflect on the assessment findings including but not limited to the following:
o Michigan Association for Family Court Administration
o Michigan Association of Circuit Court Administrators
o Michigan Probate Judges Association
o Michigan Judges Association
o Referees Association of Michigan
o The Prosecuting Attorneys Association of Michigan
o Michigan Juvenile Detention Association
o Michigan Association of Chiefs of Police
o Michigan Sheriff’s Association
o Michigan Association of Counties
o Michigan Federation for Children and Families

The CSG Justice Center tried to ensure that focus group participants represented Michigan’s geographic
diversity with representation from urban, exurban, and rural communities. Further, efforts were made
to ensure that the voices and perspectives across the focus groups included demographic
representation of people impacted by the justice system.
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS
In addition to the qualitative assessment, the CSG Justice Center examined case-level data on youth in
the juvenile justice system. Case-level data were provided to the CSG Justice Center by the MDHHS, the
State Court Administrative Office (SCAO), and a sample of 32 individual county courts. The courts that
shared data with the CSG Justice Center provided information on juvenile cases from petition filing date
through adjudication over a 5-year period (2016–2020) and covered approximately 55 percent of the
state juvenile population (ages 10 to 16). Data provided by MDHHS included information on statewide
juvenile and dual status (child welfare and juvenile justice involved) cases placed under the supervision
of the state from 2015 to 2020.
The CSG Justice Center’s efforts to obtain and analyze systemwide data, however, also highlighted a
number of data gaps and challenges at the county and state levels that limited a more robust data
analysis. These challenges include non-standardized and incomplete race, ethnicity, offense, violation,
placement, and risk data across counties and an inability to clearly distinguish state from county wards
within local court data for youth placed post-disposition.
ASSESSMENT FINDINGS IN CONTEXT: WHAT WORKS TO IMPROVE COMMUNITY SAFETY AND
YOUTH OUTCOMES
The findings of the assessment process were presented to the Task Force and other stakeholders and
were grounded in what research shows works to reduce juvenile recidivism, reduce system disparities,
and ensure that resources are used efficiently to improve community safety. This research and related
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state and local best practices are summarized in Core Principles for Reducing Recidivism and Improving
Other Outcomes for Youth in the Juvenile Justice System, which emphasizes the following:
1. Base supervision, service, and resource allocation decisions on the results of validated risk and
needs assessments.
2. Adopt and effectively implement services demonstrated to reduce recidivism and improve
other youth outcomes and use data to evaluate system performance and guide improvements.
3. Employ a coordinated approach across service systems to address youth’s needs.
4. Tailor system policies and programs to reflect the developmental needs of adolescents.

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSESSMENT: KEY FINDINGS
The assessment of the juvenile justice system identified key strengths, including innovative, researchbased approaches that are currently implemented by counties and local courts throughout the state
such as pre-court diversion programs, use of risk and needs assessments, and investments in evidencebased, community-based programs. What follows is a summary of the key findings related to system
gaps and challenges. Comprehensive assessment findings, including both strengths and challenges, can
be found on the Task Force website hosted by the Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice, particularly
the February, March, and April meetings.1
KEY FINDINGS
1. Michigan lacks the policy framework and service infrastructure necessary to ensure that youth
who are at a low risk of reoffending are diverted from the juvenile justice system statewide.
a. Diversion eligibility, processes, tools, and practices differ significantly across the state.
b. Nearly half of all petitions between 2016 and 2019 were for status2 and non-person
misdemeanor3 offenses.4 (See Figure 1.) Nearly 12 percent were for youth ages 12 and
under.5 (See Figure A1 in Appendix A.)
c. The Child Care Fund (CCF)—the primary statewide juvenile justice funding structure—
requires a court referral and the provision of intensive supervision, which makes it
challenging for jurisdictions to use these dollars for pre-court or pre-arrest diversion.
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Figure 1. Petitions by Offense Type, 2016–2019

2. Many elements of the juvenile court process and probation supervision are not aligned with
research and developmentally appropriate practices across the state.
a. Limited statewide guidelines, standards, or tools exist to guide dispositional decisions,
lengths of time on supervision, and supervision practices.
b. The juvenile justice system imposes numerous fines/costs on youth and their families. In
2019, 41 percent of juvenile court cases had a fine ordered or an associated cost.6
c. Youth and families often must pay attorney fees, in addition to other costs imposed by
the system, which can result in youth waiving an attorney or pleading their cases
quickly. In 2019, the median amount paid for reimbursement costs (placement,
evaluation, treatment) was $850, with 11 percent of cases paying more than $1,000.7
3. Michigan has no centralized structure and minimal standards, supports, or resources for
juvenile public defense statewide.
a. There is no statewide system nor are there standards or monitoring processes in place
to ensure that youth in the juvenile justice system receive adequate defense services.
b. Lack of statewide funding for juvenile defense has resulted in significant variation in
local systems in terms of accessibility to trained, qualified defenders; the types of
services that are available; and when in the court process counsel is appointed.
4. Michigan lacks statewide policies and tools to ensure that predisposition detention is used
only for youth who are a public safety or flight risk.
a. Local detention decision-making protocols vary considerably with minimal use of
validated screening tools to inform these decisions. Over 60 percent of youth placed in
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detention have committed a status or misdemeanor offense as their most serious
offense (see Figure 2).
b. From 2016 to 2019, 1 in 3 youth stayed in detention longer than 30 days; currently,
youth remain in detention facilities for months awaiting placement.8 (See Figure A2.)
c. Detention licensing standards differ between court- and county-operated facilities, do
not reflect trauma-informed practices, and have limited quality assurance.
Figure 2: Predisposition Detentions by Most Serious Offense, 8 Counties, 2016–2020

5. Michigan has minimal state laws, court rules, or funding incentives that guide the use of postdisposition residential placements.
a. Michigan does not have statutory age, offense, or risk level limitations on the use of
post-disposition residential placements. As a result, more than 60 percent of youth
placed in privately operated facilities (CCI) and three-quarters placed in state-operated
facilities (MDHHS) as state wards from 2016 to 2020 were assessed as being at a low or
moderate risk to reoffend.9 (See Figure 3.)
b. Almost 90 percent of state wards who started in a state-operated facility and 70 percent
who started in a privately operated facility from 2015 to 2018 spent 9 months or more
out of home.10 (See Figure A3.)
c. The CCF does not provide financial incentive for local courts to maintain youth in the
community given that community-based and residential placements are reimbursed at
the same rate (50 percent). There are few dedicated funding mechanisms available to
locales to develop community-based alternatives to detention and incarceration.
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Figure 3. Disposition Risk Level for State Supervised Youth Placements, 2016–2020

6. The quality of services and case management received by youth in post-disposition residential
placements differs significantly by county, wardship, and facility.
a. There is limited statewide strategy or investment in ensuring that state- and privately
operated facilities employ specific, evidence-based, culturally competent programs and
practices proven to be effective for justice-involved youth.
b. State and county staff, and young people themselves, cite a dearth of reentry services,
especially for older youth, including behavioral health services, housing, independent
living programs, and programs for youth who commit sex offenses.
c. Delays, confusion, and lack of coordination over how to reinstate Medicaid upon reentry
hinders a continuity of care, leaving youth without necessary medication and services.
7. The residential system suffers from inherent structural challenges that undermine bed
availability and quality.
a. There has been historic and ongoing inattention to the needs of the juvenile justice
system, including ensuring that the state has the capacity, staff expertise, systems, and
resources needed to support sufficient and effective residential service delivery.
b. The disjointed nature of the residential system hampers bed planning, matching youth
to the most appropriate level of care, and crisis management.
c. Michigan’s approach to funding residential placements—including low per diem rates,
no unfilled bed rate, lack of MDHHS control over funding rates, and lack of competitive
procurement—hinders provider stability, staffing, and the efficient use of resources.
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8. Black youth are disproportionately represented in all parts of the juvenile justice continuum,
and few statewide structures exist to address disparities.
a. Black youth are petitioned for court at 2 times the rate of White youth and are more
than 1.5 times as likely to be adjudicated11 as their White peers.12
b. Black youth are detained at six times the rate of White youth, and the average length of
stay in detention is seven days longer.13 (See Figures A4 and A5.)
c. Black youth are placed as state wards at three times the rate of White youth, and there
is limited attention statewide to ensuring that the residential system is equipped to
serve youth of color effectively.14 (See Figure A6.)
9. There is no statewide quality assurance system to ensure that local courts, the state, or
private providers are implementing programs and practices effectively.
a. There is no statewide infrastructure to guide or hold local courts accountable for
implementing research-based programs and practices.
b. There is no dedicated quality assurance infrastructure to assess the quality of services
provided by state- or privately operated facilities serving justice-involved youth beyond
broad health and safety licensing standards and associated reviews.
10. Data are unavailable or unreliable to answer basic questions about the juvenile justice
system’s performance across decision points and to guide system decisions and improvement.
a. Michigan lacks statewide performance measures, data systems, analytic capacity, and
reporting processes to measure community-based and out-of-home placement outputs,
outcomes, or performance such as recidivism or other youth outcomes.

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT
RECOMMENDATION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
The recommendation development process was a comprehensive, transparent, collaborative effort that
involved a range of diverse stakeholders with varying perspectives. This process included synthesizing
input from hundreds of interviews and focus groups, including with youth and families directly impacted
by the system. Additionally, 8 issue-specific working groups, consisting of Task Force members and other
stakeholders, formed in early 2022 and met regularly to identify recommendations for the Task Force.
These working groups (see Appendix B) were organized around the following topics:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Competency
Court Processing
Data
Diversion
Juvenile Defense
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6. Financing
7. Out-of-Home Placement
8. Waiver
The working groups included representatives from the Task Force and practitioners who were experts in
the identified topic areas, as well as law enforcement, court staff, impacted parents, judges, referees,
legislators, and others. The recommendations were also guided and shaped by four constituency
advisory groups (see Appendix C). The four advisory groups were as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Tribal Advisory Group
Advocates
Impacted Parents
State Court Administrative Office

These groups met tirelessly over months to review the assessment findings and heard from
representatives within Michigan and other states about best practices. Through extensive conversations,
they achieved consensus on a set of research-based recommendations that they believe will improve
community safety, reduce disparities, and improve outcomes for youth and families across the state.
To aid in this process, the majority of the recommendations are intended to be implemented with
delayed effective dates to allow time for thoughtful planning and ensure that the proper resources and
local and state capacity are in place prior to implementation.
RECOMMENDATIONS APPROVED BY THE TASK FORCE
Every recommendation that follows was reviewed, discussed, and formally voted on by members of the
Task Force during the July 18, 2022, Task Force meeting. The details of the recommendations that were
approved appear below, including in parentheses whether those recommendations were approved
unanimously or by two-thirds consensus.
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The Task Force is excited about the comprehensive, research-based blueprint these recommendations
provide to transform Michigan’s juvenile justice system. Members are committed to continuing to work
across branches of government and with an array of stakeholders at the state and local levels to
translate these recommendations into concrete legislative, court rule, administration, and funding
changes and to support their adoption and effective implementation statewide.
SYSTEM STRUCTURE AND FUNDING PRIORITIES
1. Enhance the Child Care Fund (CCF) to focus on establishing a minimum framework of juvenile
justice best practices statewide. These best practices will be supported by an increase in the
community-based services/supervision reimbursement rate for counties and tribes in order to
incentivize and support the development, expansion, and strengthening of community-based
services and formal alternatives to detention and incarceration. (UNANIMOUS15)
a. Increase the state reimbursement rate from 50 percent to 75 percent for community-based
supervision and services (including respite/shelter). Maintain the 50 percent state
reimbursement rate for residential services (detention and post-disposition longer term
residential placements).
b. This increased rate would also incorporate costs related to Raise the Age (transitioning in
the final year of the current Raise the Age funding model) such that the CCF becomes an
integrated source of funding for Raise the Age and CCF funding.
c. As part of the increased reimbursement rate for community-based services, require local
courts to 1) adopt a validated risk screening too to guide diversion decisions 2) adopt a
validated risk assessment tool for use prior to disposition 3) adopt a detention screening
tool 4) adhere to best practice probation standards, including officers being certified in
these standards every two years 5) employ a local quality assurance specialist to support the
above practices (excluding counties/tribes that receive the basic grant) and 6) form crosssystems youth service committees at the local/regional level to promote collaboration and
resource efficiencies.
d. Expand use of the CCF so that local courts and tribes can use funding as they see fit for prearrest diversion through reentry, eliminate “intensive” requirements so counties can match
supervision/services to youth’s risk level, and streamline administrative requirements.
e. Create a statewide CCF advisory committee composed of juvenile justice association
members, local court/county representatives, prosecutor and defense attorney
representatives, tribal representatives, MDHHS, advocates, and impacted populations, to
support evidence-based practice implementation and statewide capacity building.
2. Establish and fund a new Juvenile Justice Services Division within the State Court Administrative
Office (SCAO). (UNANIMOUS) The Division will do the following:
a. Coordinate statewide implementation of risk/needs and detention screening and
assessment tools.
b. Provide technical assistance and quality assurance for local implementation of researchbased policies, programs, and practices.
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c. Help coordinate statewide court policies, funding, data collection, and reporting, including
CCF performance measures such as the use of structured decision-making tools, overrides,
and equity.
d. In fulfilling this capacity, SCAO may partner with a third-party, such as with a Michigan
university, to support technical assistance and quality assurance activities.
3. Expand the Michigan Indigent Defense Commission (MIDC) to include development, oversight,
and compliance with youth defense standards in local county defense systems. (UNANIMOUS)
a. MIDC shall align current and/or develop new standards with specific considerations for the
representation of youth in the juvenile justice system, including requirements for specialized
training for juvenile defenders on trauma, youth development, and cultural considerations,
scope of representation and role of counsel, and other key standards.
b. Commissioners knowledgeable about indigent youth defense shall be included on the MIDC.
c. Standards should address the scope of representation including appointment at the first
stage of consent/formal proceedings, and at every stage until the case is terminated. Youth
shall have counsel at the first stage of juvenile proceedings.
d. Restrictions on the waiver of counsel in delinquency cases should be built into the statute/
and or court rule and include consultation with an attorney prior to waiving the right.
e. Expand the State Appellate Defender Office to include appellate services for juveniles, which
will include post-dispositional services.
f.

Training on juvenile justice is critical for prosecutors. It is encouraged that a juvenile justice
resource attorney position be created and funded at the Prosecuting Attorneys Coordinating
Council (PACC)

4. Establish a statewide residential advisory committee composed of juvenile justice association
members, local representatives, tribal representatives, advocates, prosecutors, defense attorneys
and other stakeholders including impacted youth and families, and MDHHS. (UNANIMOUS)
Responsibilities for this committee include the following:
a. Work with MDHHS to standardize and strengthen local detention and privately-operated
residential facility licensing standards, service standards, staff training, length-of-stay
guidelines, as well as minimum statewide state/county ward case management standards.
b. Develop statewide strategies, policies, and/or recommendations to address the crisis in
availability of therapeutic residential placements. This must include treatment for mental
health needs and the needs of developmentally disabled youth.
c. Work with DHHS to establish a clearinghouse for all placements in the state.
d. Recommend criteria to measure progress toward evidence-based outcomes that are set for
a youth to assist in documenting the effect of residential interventions.
e. In partnership with MDHHS, establish juvenile justice specific quality assurance and
improvement processes for these facilities and share performance information statewide.
f.

Develop statewide strategies, policies, and/or recommendations on alternatives to
detention and incarceration (such as the use of kinship care and respite).
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g. Advise and coordinate with MDHHS on the development of a larger, transformational
statewide strategic plan for residential bed planning, procurement, and bed management.
5. Require the establishment of cross-systems, cross-government, county/regional/tribal youth
service committees (as part of existing human service committees) to improve service availability,
access, and coordination of CCF and other service system’s funding for youth at risk of entering or
who are in the juvenile justice system. These committees will also be responsible for
strengthening reentry services and supports for youth placed out of home regardless of wardship.
(UNANIMOUS)
a. These committees would be composed of representatives from local courts, tribes, state
child welfare and juvenile justice staff, local community mental health centers, service
providers, schools, advocates, prosecutors, defense attorneys, and impacted youth and
families. Committees shall include representatives of tribes with service areas in the same
region.

DIVERSION
6. Establish 13 as the minimum age for juvenile court jurisdiction. (CONSENSUS16)
a. An exception is made for youth committing a “specified juvenile violation” as defined in
712A.2 of Michigan’s Probate Code (i.e. most serious offenses).
b. Youth under the age of 13 could still be referred to probation through an alternative referral
process, in lieu of an arrest or petition, to access services for themselves and their families,
if necessary. Courts/tribes will be able to use the CCF to support services, including courtoperated service programs, for this population.
c. Consistent with the federal Indian Child Welfare Act and the Michigan Indian Child Welfare
Act, for cases involving a child who is enrolled or eligible for enrollment in a federally
recognized tribe and is referred to probation instead of into court, notice shall be sent to the
child's tribe, the tribe shall be allowed to participate in the case, and the case can potentially
be transferred to the court of the child's tribe.
7. Require the use of a validated risk screening tool and a validated mental health screening tool to
inform diversion and consent calendar decisions. Expand the Diversion Act so that all offenses—
except for the most serious ones, which shall be enumerated—are eligible for pre-court diversion
based on established local criteria and the use of a risk screening tool. (UNANIMOUS)
a. The risk screening tool and mental health screening tool shall be conducted prior to a
decision being made to offer diversion or the consent calendar.
b. Courts can use the risk screening tool that best fits their needs based on statewide
guidelines for the tool and its appropriate use. Part of the implementation planning process
will include establishing criteria for ensuring the tools used are validated and research
based, including for youth of all races/ethnicities to prevent bias. Currently, the Michigan
Juvenile Assessment Tools meet these criteria and are freely available to all parties.
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c. Tools would inform, not replace, professional discretion; counties would retain full
discretion to make whatever decisions they believe are in the best interests of community
safety and youth outcomes.
d. A “specified juvenile violation” as defined in 712A.2 of Michigan’s Probate Code will not be
eligible for diversion under the Diversion Act.
8. All youth who commit status offenses shall be referred to a court officer, or another party
designated by the local court, pre-petition, to conduct a validated risk screening. Youth screened
as low risk are diverted to collaborative community programs or other services that are evidencebased or culturally approved by a Tribe if the youth is American Indian. (UNANIMOUS)
a. After screening, a formal petition for a youth committing a status offense may be
considered, with a requirement for written documentation by the court officer, and
ultimately by the court, articulated on the record, if placed under court supervision, for why
diversion was not used.
b. A state funded pilot program to remove status offenses completely from court jurisdiction
shall be created in a diverse set of counties. Counties participating in the pilot program will
provide services for diverted youth and shall receive technical assistance from the new
SCAO Juvenile Justice Services Division.
c. It is encouraged that local courts create a protocol at the county level between the court,
the prosecutor, public defender, schools, tribes, and other community stakeholders to
address status offenses based on available resources and services.
d. Consistent with the federal Indian Child Welfare Act and the Michigan Indian Child Welfare
Act, for cases involving a child who is enrolled or eligible for enrollment in a federally
recognized tribe and is referred to court officer/probation for status offenses, notice shall
be sent to the child's tribe prior to the screening, the tribe shall be allowed to participate in
the case, and the cases can potentially be transferred to the court of the child's tribe.
9. Align pre-court diversion and consent calendar conditions with research and developmental
science. (UNANIMOUS)
a. Limit the length of time that a youth can be placed on pre-court diversion to no longer than
three months, and to no longer than six months for youth on the consent calendar, unless
the court determines, and articulates on the record, a longer period is needed for youth to
complete a specific treatment program.
b. Eliminate fees associated with participation in pre-court diversion and the consent calendar.
c. Eliminate the possibility that restitution can be used to exclude eligibility for pre-court
diversion and the consent calendar.
COURT PROCESSING
10. Require a validated risk and needs assessment to be conducted for all youth prior to disposition,
and the results of the validated risk and needs assessment to be used by prosecutors, defense
attorneys, the court, and other parties to the case to determine the most appropriate disposition
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commensurate with public safety, victim interests, rehabilitation, and improved youth outcomes
including but not limited to educational advancement. (UNANIMOUS)
a. Local courts can select and use whichever tool fits their needs if it is research-based and
validated. Part of the implementation planning process will include establishing criteria for
appropriate tools and their use, including specific consideration to ensure that the tools are
validated and don’t perpetuate bias for youth of color. Currently, the Michigan Juvenile
Assessment Tools meet these criteria and are freely available to all parties.
b. Support the use of a mental health screening tool pre-disposition, and the referral of a client
to a full mental health assessment if warranted.
c. Reassessments shall be conducted at least every six months or when there is a major life
event or change in the case.
d. A dispositional review hearing will be conducted at least at the six-month mark—if not
before—to consider whether youth still require system supervision, and at least every three
months if applicable thereafter.
11. SCAO, with proper funding and in partnership with local probation departments and other
stakeholders, shall establish statewide, research-based, juvenile specific probation standards and
guidelines. (UNANIMOUS)
a. Areas for standards include the use of risk and needs screening and assessment, detention
screening and decision making, case planning, tailoring and individualizing probation
conditions, improving youth and family engagement, using graduated responses and
incentives, reviewing data, and addressing racial and ethnic disparities.
b. SCAO shall “certify” local probation officers and court staff in these standards through a
required training institute every two years, as per a requirement of the CCF, and provide
ongoing training, technical assistance, and quality assurance on these standards.
12. The age of presumed competence will align with the minimum age of jurisdiction. (UNANIMOUS)
a.

Expand competency evaluation reports to include an individualized, sustainable
mental/behavioral health service referral.

b. In competency determinations, courts shall not consider just the physical age of the child,
but the mental age and ability to comply with and benefit from court ordered services.
c. Refine the definition of a restoration service provider and update the timeline for
evaluation/remediation/treatment by removing the 30- and 60-day extensions unless
adequate resources are unavailable.
d. MDHHS, in collaboration with the newly created SCAO Juvenile Justice Services Division,
shall maintain a list of approved providers to evaluate juvenile competency considering
these factors.
e. Expand judges’ ability to dismiss felony offenses for youth found incompetent.
f.

Under the revised CCF, competency evaluations and restoration and treatment services
conducted after a youth is found incompetent would be eligible for reimbursement.
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13. Establish a statewide study committee on juvenile waivers that will be charged with reviewing
available data on the use of juvenile waivers and designations, identifying challenges and barriers
with current policies and practices, examining national research and best practices, and
developing a final report that includes recommendations for improvement, which shall be
submitted to the governor, SCAO, and legislature. (UNANIMOUS)
14. Ensure that factors considered by the court for traditional waivers and designations account for
youth’s developmental maturity and emotional and mental health, and their ability to get more
treatment and rehabilitation for these needs in juvenile court. (UNANIMOUS) Factors to be
considered include the following:
a. The seriousness of the offense and aggravating factors, the youth’s culpability, and the
youth’s risk to public safety
b. The youth’s prior delinquency history including only the youth’s prior record of acts that
would be crimes if committed by an adult
c. The emotional and mental health and maturity of the youth
d. The amenability of the youth to treatment and rehabilitation in the juvenile justice system
e. Cultural considerations
f.

Prior treatment efforts and out-of-home placements

g. Impact on the victim
15. Eliminate most non-restitution fees and costs associated with juvenile justice system involvement.
(UNANIMOUS)
a. Juvenile court and probation cannot assess fees/costs except for restitution, or a fee/cost
related to the Crime Victims Fund.
b. For fees related to the Crime Victims Fund as well as for restitution, establish a standard
procedure for ability to pay, determination of payment schedule, and total to be assessed.
16. Restrict the ability to extend consent calendar and probation supervision solely for the purpose of
collecting restitution. Restitution orders will still be maintained through the show cause process if
probation supervision is terminated. (UNANIMOUS)

OUT-OF-HOME PLACEMENT
17. Require a validated detention screening tool to be used statewide, prior to detention decisions, as
a guide for detention placement decisions and establish clear statutory legal authority for what
entities can make detention decisions. (UNANIMOUS)
a. Detention is short-term confinement and used to ensure public safety or risk of flight from
court processes. Detention is not normal or routine and all options of community-based
placement must be explored by the Court prior to the use of detention, and a decision shall
be made on the record subject to due process safeguards.
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b. The working group recommended statewide adoption of a single detention screening tool,
given that most counties do not currently use any tool. SCAO, in coordination with the CCF
advisory committee, would help to develop and promulgate standards and protocols for the
tool’s appropriate use and overrides, provide training, and oversee data collection.
c. An expedited review hearing shall be held monthly on the record to determine the
suitability and continuation of the detention by the court.
18. Restrict the use of pre-adjudication detention for non-public safety reasons. (UNANIMOUS)
a. Detention can’t be used solely for need-based reasons including the need for behavioral
health treatment, family reasons, and self-protection.
b. Detention can’t be used for youth who are solely adjudicated with a status or low-level
misdemeanor offense (to be enumerated) as their most serious offense.
c. Exceptions can be made, articulated on the record, for youth who pose an imminent threat
to public safety or flight risk.
d. Through the residential advisory committee, partner with MDHHS and other state agencies
and experts as appropriate to develop a strategy and plan for increasing statewide capacity
and use policies for kinship care, respite foster homes, crisis mobilization services, and other
resources for use specifically as alternatives to detention.
19. Restrict the use of detention for violations of a court’s orders that is not an independent
delinquent (as opposed to status) offense. (UNANIMOUS)
a. Exceptions can be made, articulated on the record, for youth who pose an imminent threat
to public safety or flight risk.
20. Establish a single, updated set of licensing/service standards for detention facilities that reflect
developmentally appropriate, research-based, trauma-informed principles and practices,
regardless of court/county operation. Create a robust annual quality assurance and review
process for these facilities. (UNANIMOUS)
21. Expand funding for the Regional Detention Support Services Program to focus on programmatic
alternatives to detention such as crisis mobilization, respite, short-term shelter foster homes, and
home detention monitoring and services, particularly targeted to rural and tribal communities.
(UNANIMOUS)
22. Require MDHHS—in partnership with the residential advisory committee, SCAO, and relevant
juvenile justice associations—to examine the juvenile justice residential financing model, per diem
rates, funding levels, bed allocation, bed locations and capital infrastructure, public/private
management, and procurement methods of residential placements, and within one year, make
legislative and funding recommendations to the governor’s office and legislature for a revamped
statewide juvenile justice residential structure. (UNANIMOUS)
a. Recommendations must provide for improved bed sufficiency and stability, qualified facility
staffing and staff retention, keeping youth closer to home in smaller, more treatment-
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oriented settings, the efficient use of resources for effective services, and improved public
safety and youth outcomes, including but not limited to educational advancement.

23. Provide MDHHS with statutory authority to adjust juvenile justice residential per diem rates
within their appropriated fiscal budget, and make changes to provider service agreements to
respond in a more flexible way to bed shortages, staff retention challenges, and service needs.
(UNANIMOUS)
24. Through the residential advisory committee, establish a short-term, cross-system, case review
process for counties/courts for youth remaining in detention for longer than 30-60 days awaiting
placement, as well as for counties/courts and MDHHS for youth in private and state-run facilities
for longer than 9-12 months, to help identify community-based or residential alternatives with the
goals of reducing lengths of stay and freeing up bed capacity. (UNANIMOUS)
25. Through the residential advisory committee, establish a set of baseline case management
standards for counties and MDHHS that must guide all long-term post disposition state and
privately-run residential placements regardless of county or wardship, including ongoing use of
risk and needs assessments, service delivery, behavioral health treatment, family/team meetings,
dual ward policies, and reentry planning processes. (UNANIMOUS)
26. MDHHS shall, in partnership with the residential advisory committee, develop robust, juvenilejustice specific, evidence-based service standards for all state-run and privately-run juvenile
justice residential placements regardless of facility or wardship. (UNANIMOUS)
a. These standards shall include minimum risk/needs assessment, service, behavioral health,
case management, family engagement, and reentry planning expectations.
b. These standards shall include length-of-stay guidelines informed by the treatment models
used by facilities, youth’s treatment progress, youth’s risk level/most serious offense, and
research and best practices from other states.
27. Establish an independent ombudsman, or strengthen and expand an existing entity, for handling,
investigating, and reporting incidents in facilities. (UNANIMOUS)
a. Establish policies and confidentiality protocols that support youth/families to make
complaints directly to this entity, anonymously, if necessary, rather than having to go
through the facility in which a youth is currently placed.
28. Establish a dedicated administrative process and protocols and MDHHS staff to support the timely
reinstatement of Medicaid for youth leaving detention or longer-term residential facilities.
(UNANIMOUS)
a. Explore opportunities for Michigan Medicaid coverage to continue for youth in detention for
medical and prescription care.
DATA
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29. SCAO should develop data standardization protocols and procedures for the collection and sharing
of data by local courts that can be used to inform decision making and drive system improvement
efforts. (UNANIMOUS)
a. Protocols for local courts collecting and sharing data with SCAO should include set data
elements, performance measures (including equity measures), uniform definitions, and
business rules that allows for statewide juvenile justice data aggregation, analysis, and
reporting.
b. SCAO should develop an annual publicly available statewide data report on key performance
measures.
30. SCAO should establish robust quality assurance procedures to assess and address data quality
issues and ensure data integrity, including conducting regular data reviews and developing
resources and providing training for local courts. (UNANIMOUS) Procedures will include the
following:
a. Reviewing local data exported into the JDW regularly to ensure required data elements are
accurate, complete, consistent, current, and timely.
b. Establishing procedures to alert local courts when data quality issues are flagged and
provide courts with an opportunity to correct required data elements within an agreed upon
period.
c. Developing data definitions, data standards, and business rule guides that will be
maintained online as resources for juvenile courts.
d. Providing regular training and timely updates to local juvenile court administrators and staff
on data standards, business rules, and updates.
EQUITY AND YOUTH VOICE
31. Establish statewide definitions and protocols for capturing race, ethnicity, and tribal data across
data systems, and create a public equity data dashboard to establish a baseline and track progress
on key measures of statewide disparities and improvements. (UNANIMOUS)
32. Establish a statewide youth and family juvenile justice advisory group to inform resource
allocation decisions and ensure that policy adoption and implementation are vetted and
supported by authentic youth and family participation, to include but not be limited to
educational advancement while youth are in the juvenile justice system. (UNANIMOUS)
a. The statewide advisory group shall work with local courts and tribes, SCAO, and MDHHS to
develop a statewide family engagement strategy, including family engagement policies and
standards across diversion, court, probation, detention, and placement.

EXCEPTIONS TO RECOMMENDATIONS TO ENSURE RESPECT AND COMPLIANCE WITH TRIBAL
SOVEREIGNTY
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The Tribal Advisory Board to the Michigan Task Force on Juvenile Justice Reform requested carve outs
for changes to Michigan law, rule, or policy recommended by the Task Force, including, but not limited
to, any changes that may result in loss or modification to Child Care Fund reimbursement for tribes.
•

The Tribal Advisory Board requests that provisions be put in place to prevent out-of-home
placement and detention facilities in Michigan from rejecting or ejecting tribal wards based
upon changes recommended by the Task Force that result in statutory, policy, or rule changes in
Michigan that the tribes elect not to adopt within their individual jurisdictions.

•

The Tribal Advisory Board will be recommending that status offenses remain unchanged to
ensure that the State of Michigan continues to honor the terms and spirit of the Indian Child
Welfare Act (25 U.S.C 1901 et seq.) and the Michigan Indian Family Preservation Act (MCL
712B.1 - 41).

The following draft language for these carve outs is presented by the Tribal Advisory Board to be
considered:
“In order to respect tribal sovereignty, the eligibility requirements for reimbursement through [the Child
Care Fund] under [insert citation for use of validated assessment tools, data collection requirements,
detention limitation on length of stay/age/offense, residential placement limitation on length of
stay/age/offense, probation oversight/training requirements, and detention review hearings] shall not
apply to tribes. Reimbursement through the Child Care Fund for detention of tribal wards shall not be
adjusted below 50%.”
General language for tribal no reject/eject clause in facility contracts:
“In order to respect tribal sovereignty, the department’s master contract for juvenile justice residential
foster care services shall prohibit contractors from denying a referral for placement of a youth, or
terminating a youth’s placement, if the youth’s assessed treatment needs are in alignment with the
facility’s residential program type, as identified by a tribal court or the department when placing a
temporary or permanent ward of a tribal court based upon the child’s age if the child is over 10-years
old, type of offense, or use of a validated assessment tool. In addition, the master contract shall require
that a ward of a tribal court placed in juvenile justice residential foster care facility must have regularly
scheduled treatment sessions with a licensed psychologist or psychiatrist, or both, and access to the
licensed psychologist or psychiatrist as needed.”

Note: This language is taken from 2020 PA 166 Sec. 709 and is meant to prevent facilities from being
able to deny placement for tribal court wards based on the differences between a tribe’s laws and the
changes made to Michigan statutes/policies/rules.
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Appendix A: Data

Figure A1. Petitions by Age, 2016–2019

Figure A2. Length of Stay in Detention Distribution, 9 County Courts, 2016–2018
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Figure A3. Total Length of Stay Distribution within Placement Episodes by Starting Placement for
State Supervised Youth, 2015–2018

Figure A4. Relative Rate Index Black vs. White for Detention, 8 County Courts, 2016–2020
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Figure A5. Average Length of Stay in Detention for Black vs. White Youth, 8 County Courts, 2016–
2018

Figure A6. Relative Rate Index Disparities for State Supervised Youth Episodes, 2015–2020
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Appendix B: Working Group Members
Finance Working Group
1. Hon. Kenneth Akini, Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians Tribal Court
2. Casey Anbender, State Court Administrative Office
3. Megan Banning, Calhoun County
4. Robert V. Belleman, Saginaw County
5. Wendy Campau, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
6. Soleil Campbell, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
7. Hon. Susan Dobrich, Michigan Probate Judges Association
8. Jamie Fitak, Northern Michigan Juvenile Officers Association
9. Shannah Havens, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
10. Mary Catherine Hannah, Alpena County
11. Teddy Jay, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
12. Meghann Keit, (formerly) Michigan Association of Counties
13. Kamau Kheperu, Wayne County
14. Thom Lattig, Michigan Association for Family Court Administration
15. Rep. Sarah Lightner, Michigan House of Representatives, District 65
16. Mike McMillan, Michigan Association of Circuit Court Administrators
17. Tanya Morrow, State Court Administrative Office
18. Joe O’Connell, State Budget Office
19. Bob Schneider, Citizens Research Council of Michigan
20. Jodi Valentino, Roscommon County
21. Amy Zimmerman, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
Diversion Working Group
1. Michele Bell, (Formerly) Midland County Circuit Court
2. Sean Burns, Kent Independent School District
3. Harriet Dean, Eaton County Truancy Intervention Program
4. Leigh Feldman, Cass County Circuit Court
5. Ann Heerde, Ottawa County Community Mental Health
6. Ebony Hemphill, Parent Representative
7. Bob Higgins, Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice
8. Hon. Cheryl Hill, Marquette County Probate Court
9. Michelle Hill, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
10. Rhonda Ihm, Genesee County 7th Circuit Court
11. Joe Jackson, Kent County Prosecutor’s Office
12. Hon. Cheryl Lohmeyer, Monroe County Probate Court
13. Lynda McGhee, Michigan Children’s Law Center
14. Manda Mitteer, Muskegon County Public Defender’s Office
15. Erin Nostrandt, Saginaw Community Mental Health
16. Dave Pelon, Van Buren County Juvenile Court
17. Samantha Perry, Black Family Development
18. Melissa Reid, Oakland County Probation
19. Jill Simms, Marquette County Prosecutor’s Office
20. Hon. Angela Sherigan, Little River Band of Odawa Indians Tribal Court
21. Jason Smith, Michigan Center for Youth Justice
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22. Brandi Taylor, Wayne County Circuit Court
Court Processing Working Group
1. Darcy Brohman, Growth Works
2. Cameron Clark, Leelanau County Circuit Court
3. Clint Cook, Van Buren County Juvenile Probation
4. Melinda Fandel, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
5. Hon. Richard Garcia, Ingham County Probate Court
6. Sarah Husyer, Clinton/Eaton Counties Defense Attorney
7. Lynn Johnson, Marquette County Circuit Court
8. Kathie Kolean, Ottawa County Juvenile Court
9. Scott LeRoy, Ingham County Circuit Court
10. Alisha Riedl, Muskegon County Circuit Court
11. Hon. Melissa Pope, Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the Potawatomi Tribal Court
12. Jaclyn Sivers, Oakland County Prosecutor’s Office
13. Kristen Staley, Michigan Indigent Defense Commission
14. Linda Strasz, Tuscola County Juvenile Office
15. Hon. Matthew Switalski, Macomb County Circuit Court
16. Kimberly Thomas, Juvenile Justice Clinic, University of Michigan
17. Tom Weichel, Alcona County Prosecutor’s Office
18. Cole Williams, The Delta Project
Out-of-Home Placement Working Group
1. Hon. Kenneth Akini, Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians Tribal Court
2. Hon. Dorene Allen, Midland County Probate Court
3. Chris Anderson, Eaton County Prosecutor’s Office
4. Soleil Campbell, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
5. Terina Carte, Private Contracted Attorney, Genesee County
6. Marc Crotteau, Calhoun County Circuit Court
7. Mary Joe French, Muskegon County Juvenile Transition Center
8. Dan Gibson, Clinton County Juvenile Court
9. Elvin Gonzalez, Berrien County Trial Court
10. Renee Gonzales, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
11. Rhonda Ihm, Genesee County 7th Circuit Court
12. Dante Jennings, Detroit Behavioral Institute
13. Derrick McCree, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
14. Hon. Julia Owdziej, Washtenaw County Probate Court
15. Megan Peña, Hope Network Behavioral Health Services
16. Brian Philson, Highfields, Inc.
17. Mark Reene, Tuscola County Prosecutor’s Office
18. Tawana Rogers-Reece, InSight
19. Alex Rossman, Michigan League for Public Policy
20. Mary Scott, Parent
21. Kristin Stone, Macomb County Circuit Court
Data Working Group
1. Heather Blodgett, Ottawa County Circuit Court
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2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Robb Burroughs, Public Policy Associates
Soleil Campbell, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
Justice Beth Clement, Michigan Supreme Court
Dr. Dick Dolinski, The Legacy Center for Student Success
Nicole Faulds, Macomb County Circuit Court
Terri Gilbert, Wayne State University School of Social Work
Sam Haddad, Wayne County
Laura Hutzel, State Court Administrative Office
Rep. Sarah Lightner, Michigan House of Representatives, District 65
Dr. Jodi Petersen, Michigan State University
Amanda Pollard, Eaton County Circuit Court
Dave Roach, Michigan Department of Technology, Management and Budget
Mike Rosenberg, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
Deborah Shaw, Livingston County Probate Court
Jason Smith, Michigan Center for Youth Justice
Hon. Tyler Thompson, Osceola County Probate Court
Amy Wesaw, Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the Potawatomi

Competency Working Group
1. Dr. James Henry, Western Michigan University Children’s Trauma Assessment Center
2. Michelle Hill, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
3. Lynn Johnson, Marquette County Circuit Court
4. Hon. Tina Yost Johnson, Calhoun County Circuit Court
5. Tanya Morrow, State Court Administrative Office
6. Dr. Debra Pinals, Michigan Department of Health and Human Services
7. Ameel Trabilsy, Trabilsy Law
Juvenile Defense Working Group
1. Terina Carte, Private Contracted Attorney, Genesee County
2. Justice Elizabeth Clement, Michigan Supreme Court
3. Rep. Sarah Lightner, Michigan House of Representatives, District 65
4. Joshua Pease, State Appellate Defender Office
5. Amanda Pollard, Eaton County Juvenile Court
6. Hon. Tom Slagle, Dickinson County Probate Court
7. Kristen Staley, Michigan Indigent Defense Commission
8. Kim Tandy, The Gault Center
9. Kim Thomas, Juvenile Justice Clinic, University of Michigan Law School
Waiver Working Group
1. Hon. Karen Braxton, Wayne County 3rd Circuit Court
2. Jeffrey Getting, Kalamazoo Prosecutor’s Office
3. Joshua Pease, State Appellate Defender Office
4. Hon. Melissa Pope, Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the Potawatomi Tribal Court
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Appendix C: Advisory Group Members
State Court Administrative Office Advisory Board
1. Hon. Dorene Allen, Midland County Probate Court, Probate Court Judge
2. David Bilson, Referees Association of Michigan (RAM), Oakland County Juvenile Court
Referee/Deputy Court Administrator
3. Noah Bradow, SCAO - Field Services, Court Analyst Manager
4. Hon. Karen Braxton, Wayne County Circuit Court, Circuit Court Judge
5. Cameron Clark, Leelanau Family Court Administrator
6. Hon. Elizabeth Clement, Michigan Supreme Court Justice
7. Nicole Faulds, Macomb County Circuit Court, Circuit Court Administrator - Family Division
8. Hon. John Gadola, Genesee County Circuit Court, Circuit Court Judge
9. Elivin Gonzales, Berrien County Trial Court, Family Division Administrator
10. Linda Harrison, Referees Association of Michigan (RAM), Macomb County Chief Juvenile Referee
11. Rhonda Ihm, Genesee County Circuit Court, Deputy Circuit Court Administrator
12. Lynn Johnson, Marquette County Family Division, Director of Juvenile Services
13. Meghann Keit-Corrion, Michigan Association of Counties (MAC) Governmental Affairs Associate
14. Thom Lattig, Ottawa County Circuit Court, Juvenile Court Director
15. Tanya Morrow, SCAO - Field Services, Management Analyst
16. Deborah Nelson, Wayne County Circuit Court, Juvenile Mental Health Court Coordinator
17. Josh Pease, SBM Children’s Law Section Rep Attorney
18. Amanda Pollard, SBM Family Law Section Recommendation and Eaton County Family Division
Attorney Referee
19. Hon. Melissa Pope, Nottawseppi Huron Band of Potawatomi Indians, Tribal Court Chief Judge
20. Hon. Tom Slagle, Dickinson County Probate Court, Probate Court Judge - Chief Judge
21. Veronica Stillson, Michigan Probate and Juvenile Registers Association (MPJRA), Family Division
& Probate Court Supervisor
22. Andy Thalhammer, Kent County Circuit Court, Circuit Court Administrator
23. Hon. Daryl Vizina, Cheboygan County Probate Court, Probate Court Judge - Chief Judge
24. Hon. Tina Yost Johnson, Calhoun County Circuit Court, Circuit Court Judge
Advocates Advisory Board
1. Tim Christensen, Training Director, Michigan Liberation
2. Robert Dorigo Jones, Vice President, Michigan’s Children
3. Kris Keranen, Director of Education Advocacy, Disability Rights Michigan
4. Diana Rademacher, Community Engagement Director, Americans for Prosperity
5. Alex Rossman, External Affairs Director, Michigan League for Public Policy
6. Jane Shank, Executive Director, Association for Children’s Mental Health
7. Jason Smith, Executive Director, Michigan Center for Youth Justice
8. Stephen Wallace, Regional Engagement and Mobilization Associate, Michigan’s Children
9. Algeria Wilson, (Formerly) Director of Public Policy, National Association of Social Workers,
Michigan
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10. Kristin Wunderlin, Interim Behavioral Health Director, Ruth Ellis Center
Tribal Advisory Board
1. Hon. Kenneth Akini, Chief Judge, Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians
2. Hon. Jocelyn Fabry, Chief Judge, Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians
3. Hon. William Jondreau Sr., Chief Judge, Keweenaw Bay Indian Community, Michigan
4. Hon. Carol Jackson, Magistrate, Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe
5. Matthew Lesky, Court Administrator, Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians
6. Hon. Allie Greenleaf Maldonado, Chief Judge, Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians
7. Spring Medacco, Court Administrator, Little River Band of Ottawa Indians
8. Hon. Leah Parish, Chief Judge, Bay Mills Indian Community
9. Hon. David Peterson, Associate Judge, Pokagon Band of Potawatomi Indians
10. Hon. Melissa Pope, Chief Judge, Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the Potawatomi
11. Hon. Angela Sherigan, Chief Judge, Little River Band of Ottawa Indians
12. Amy Wesaw, Senior Staff Attorney, Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the Potawatomi
Impacted Parents Advisory Board
1. Ebony Hemphill, Coordinator, Truth, Racial Healing and Transformation, Initiatives and Public
Policy, The Kalamazoo Community Foundation
2. Mary Scott, Executive Director of Workforce Development, The Hope Network
3. Cole Williams, Co-founder and Co-executive Director, The Delta Project

1

See the detailed Task Force presentations for more information on the data summarized in these key findings and
the associated datasets used to arrive at these findings.
2
Status offenses are acts that would not be crimes if they were committed by adults, such as truancy, curfew
violations, and running away.
3
A non-person misdemeanor is an offense that does not involve another person, such as a property offense.
4
CSG Justice Center analysis of data from 32 counties provided by State Court Administrative Office (SCAO) and
directly from counties.
5
Ibid.
6
CSG Justice Center analysis of statewide Judicial Data Warehouse (JDW) financial assessment data provided by
SCAO.
7
Ibid.
8
CSG Justice Center analysis of data from nine counties provided by SCAO.
9
CSG Justice Center analysis of statewide data provided by the Michigan Department of Health and Human
Services (MDHHS).
10
Ibid.
11
Adjudication is the court process that determines whether youth committed the act for which they were
charged.
12
CSG Justice Center analysis of data from 32 counties provided by SCAO and directly from counties.
13
CSG Justice Center analysis of data from 8 counties provided by SCAO.
14
CSG Justice Center analysis of statewide data provided by MDHHS.
15
Vote tallies encompass the 22 Task Force members who were either present, sent proxies, or submitted their
votes in advance. These 22 members were Lieutenant Governor Garlin Gilchrist; Judge Dorene Allen,
Commissioner Alisha Bell, Judge Karen Braxton, Representative Brenda Carter, John Casteel, Justice Elizabeth
Clement, Cami Fraser, Assistant Attorney General Stine Grand, Sheriff Steve Hinkley, Jeannine Gant, Thom Lattig,
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Representative Sarah Lightner, Derrick McCree, Prosecutor Karen McDonald, Dr. Michael Rice, Chief Everette
Robbins II, Senator Sylvia Santana, Jason Smith, Kimberly Thomas, Commissioner Marlene Webster, and Colbert
Williams.
16
A recommendation is considered to have been approved by consensus when at least two-thirds of voting
members voted in support of the recommendation.
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