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THE LAW AND COURTS COMMITTEE WILL MEET ON THURSDAY, APRIL 13, 2017
AT 6:00 P.M., IN THE PERSONNEL CONFERENCE ROOM (D & E), HUMAN SERVICES
BUILDING, 5303 S. CEDAR, LANSING.
Agenda
Call to Order
Approval of the March 30, 2017 Minutes
Additions to the Agenda
Limited Public Comment
1.

Sheriff’s Office
a.
Resolution Authorizing Entry into a Training Services Agreement with Bouck
Corporation d/b/a MACNLOW Associates on Behalf of the Sheriff’s Office and
911 Central Dispatch
b.
Resolution to Purchase Eight New Tasers for the Sheriff’s Office Field Services
Division Using 2017 Capital Improvement Funds

2.

Circuit Court/Family Division – Proposed Reorganization of Staff Psychologist
(Discussion)

3.

Controller’s Office – 2018 Update of County Fees (Discussion)

Announcements
Public Comment
Adjournment
PLEASE TURN OFF CELL PHONES OR OTHER ELECTRONIC DEVICES
OR SET TO MUTE OR VIBRATE TO AVOID
DISRUPTION DURING THE MEETING
The County of Ingham will provide necessary reasonable auxiliary aids and services, such as interpreters for the hearing impaired
and audio tapes of printed materials being considered at the meeting for the visually impaired, for individuals with disabilities at
the meeting upon five (5) working days notice to the County of Ingham. Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or
services should contact the County of Ingham in writing or by calling the following: Ingham County Board of Commissioners,
P.O. Box 319, Mason, MI 48854 Phone: (517) 676-7200. A quorum of the Board of Commissioners may be in attendance at
this meeting. Meeting information is also available on line at www.ingham.org.

LAW & COURTS COMMITTEE
March 30, 2017
Draft Minutes
Members Present:

Hope, Banas, Crenshaw, Koenig, Schafer, and Maiville

Members Absent:

Celentino

Others Present:

Sheriff Scott Wriggelsworth, Prosecutor Carol Siemon, Catherine
Emerson, Retired Sheriff Gene Wriggelsworth, Teri Morton, Andrew
Bouck, Sam Davis, Rick Terrill, John Dinon, Lisa McCormick, Katelyn
Evans, Julie Duke, Beth Contreras, Liz Kane and others

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Hope at 6:00 p.m. in Personnel Conference
Room D & E of the Human Services Building, 5303 S. Cedar Street, Lansing, Michigan.
Approval of the March 16, 2017 Minutes
MOVED BY COMM. CRENSHAW, SUPPORTED BY COMM. SCHAFER, TO APPROVE THE
MINUTES OF THE MARCH 16, 2017 LAW AND COURTS COMMITTEE MEETING.
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. Absent: Commissioner Celentino
Additions to the Agenda
6.

Animal Control
d.
Resolution to Amend Resolution #16-034 Changing the Composition of the
Animal Control Shelter Advisory Board

Substitute Attachment–
Report on Evidence Room
Limited Public Comment
None.
MOVED BY COMM. MAIVILLE, SUPPORTED BY COMM. CRENSHAW, TO APPROVE
A CONSENT AGENDA CONSISTING OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS:
3.

Sheriff’s Office
a.
Resolution to Approve the Purchase of Two Trailers from Becks Propane and
Marine, Approve Thermofisher Scientific as a Sole Source Vendor for the
Purchase of Chemical Identifiers and Associated Equipment/Training, and
Purchase Tasers and Equipment from Taser International
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b.

Resolution to Allow Sheriff’s Office Employees Access to Life Insurance Designed
Specifically for First Responders through the Armed Forces Benefit Association

4.

Community Corrections Advisory Board – Resolution Authorizing Additional County
Funds in the Amount of $12,000 to Reimburse Sentinel Electronic Monitoring Services
for Eligible Indigent Users

5.

Facilities – Resolution Authorizing a Contract with Macmillan Associates, Inc. to
Provide Preliminary Professional Design and Construction Services for the Ingham
County Family Center Kitchen Upgrade

6.

Animal Control
a.
Resolution to Accept the Two Seven Oh Inc. Grant for Animal Blood Testing
b.
Resolution to Allow ACO Lebombard to Use County Owned Photographs
c.
Resolution to Accept a Bissell Pet Foundation Super Saturday Free Adoption Grant
d.
Resolution to Amend Resolution #16-034 Changing the Composition of the Animal
Control Shelter Advisory Board

7.

9-1-1 Center – Resolution of Appreciation to the Ingham County 9-1-1 Central Dispatch
Center Telecommunicators During National Telecommunicators Week April 9-15, 2017

8.

Controller’s Office – Resolution Authorizing Adjustments to the 2017 Ingham County
Budget

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. Absent: Commissioner Celentino.
THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE ITEMS ON THE CONSENT AGENDA CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY. Absent: Commissioner Celentino.
1.

Interviews – Animal Control Shelter Advisory

Katelyn Evans interviewed for a position on the Animal Shelter Advisory Board.
Beth Contreras interviewed for a position on the Animal Shelter Advisory Board.
Julie Duke interviewed for a position on the Animal Shelter Advisory Board.
2.

Prosecutor’s Office – Update on Evidence Room

Catherine Emerson, Ingham County Special Assistant Prosecutor, introduced the amended report
and explained a mathematical error in the number of cases that were dismissed. She thanked
former Ingham County Prosecutor Gretchen Whitmer for bringing the issue to light and current
County Prosecutor Carol Siemon for following through.
Ms. Emerson stated there were 22 felonies dismissed, some of which could have been dismissed
because of their age anyway— 22 of the cases were from between 1993 and 2010. She further
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stated the most recent felony involved was for filing a false police report in 2011; the other
recent case was for possession of heroin in 2010.
Ms. Emerson stated that out of the 22 felonies involved, 13 cases would have probably been
dismissed without the missing evidence simply due to age. She further stated that sometimes,
cases would have an account “check” to save a case, however those 13 cases predated the
computer reporting system they had and there were no reports for them.
Ms. Emerson stated that none of the dismissed felonies involved robbery or sexual assaults. She
further stated that the cases involved financial transaction devices, joyriding, a forged license
plate, and possession of heroin.
Ms. Emerson stated her role was not to investigate, but to look at open cases and see if the
Prosecutor’s Office had probable cause and could continue pursuing the charge. She further
stated Michigan State Police had the other role in the investigation of the missing evidence.
Ms. Emerson stated that she did not see any open case that was missing a SANE kit. She further
stated that when going through the open and closed cases of the first three years she looked at,
she had asked Michigan State Police if they had anything they needed to communicate with her,
to which they answered no.
Ms. Emerson clarified that the dismissed cases included 57 misdemeanors and 22 felonies.
Commissioner Crenshaw stated that the report and coming before the Committee was a
necessary step in light of the events that transpired. He asked if some of the cases dismissed were
because of evidence getting destroyed by a sewage break over the evidence room.
Ms. Emerson stated that she did not necessarily find any open cases in which the evidence was
destroyed because of the sewage spill. She further stated that most times, the quartermaster
would look for evidence because the case was closed and the evidence needed to be destroyed; a
small fraction of the time would be to take the evidence to court or to transport it to the Michigan
State Police Crime Lab and back.
Ms. Emerson stated that she did not know if evidence destroyed during the sewage spill was part
of the missing evidence, because the records kept previously were not thorough and they were
unable to identify the sewage spill case evidence numbers. She further stated that the 79 cases
she dismissed were dismissed because she could not find the records.
Commissioner Banas stated that she thought the issue was a mess. She asked if most of the cases
dismissed would have been dismissed anyway.
Ms. Emerson stated that most of the felonies were so old and the defendant had never been
caught, so there was an open warrant that, when reviewed, would have been dismissed anyway.
Commissioner Banas asked the current administration who was held responsible, and why the
evidence was mishandled in such a nature.
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Sheriff Scott Wriggelsworth, Ingham County Sheriff’s Office, stated there was a colossal failure
in leadership. He further stated that the problem in the evidence room of improperly logging
evidence lasted for about 10 years.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that his team had audited the evidence from 2010 through 2016,
and there was a breakdown with everyone from Deputy Sheriff to the elected Sheriff at the time.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated in most cases, the evidence got checked into the evidence room and
it then went missing and they had no idea where it went or why it was not tracked properly. He
further stated that for many years, the Sheriff’s Office used a misguided evidence disposition
website, rather than an evidence disposition program.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that in the past, Sheriff’s Deputies decided when to destroy
evidence rather than go through a quartermaster.
Discussion.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated there were a lot of failed policies and failures to manage and
supervise, and in the end, the Sheriff would be held responsible for that.
Commissioner Banas stated the Board of Commissioners also should be held responsible.
Carol Siemon, Ingham County Prosecutor, clarified that there were many types of evidence
submitted to the Prosecutor’s Office with a warrant request that were not considered physical
evidence. She gave examples of different types of evidence, like lab reports or videos, which
could be used to support a case even if the physical evidence went missing.
Prosecutor Siemon stated that in many of the cases reviewed by Ms. Emerson, the physical
evidence might have been missing or destroyed, but there was other evidence available to keep
the case open and that would have been shared with the defense attorney.
Discussion.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that they will never know what pieces of evidence got destroyed by
the sewage leak, what pieces of evidence were destroyed because of a misguided program, or
what evidence went missing. He further stated that at the end, the record keeping in the evidence
room was so bad, there was no way to tell if evidence was simply missing, destroyed by staff, or
ruined by the sewage leak.
Chairperson Hope asked Rick Terrill if “sewage leak” or spill was an accurate term to describe
what happened in the evidence room that brought the issue to light.
Rick Terrill, Facilities Director, stated it was a toilet that overflowed above the evidence room,
which leaked through next to the sanitary pipe and created the problem. He further stated the
toilet and pipe had been repaired.
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Discussion.
Commissioner Koenig asked what needed to happen going forward, to analyze what happened,
and what could be done to be proactive with the Board of Commissioners’ help. She further
stated they needed to assure the public that future evidence would be held in a secure, hopefully
state-of-the-art room.
Prosecutor Siemon stated they had brought forth a variety of recommendations which the
Prosecutor’s Office was working on with the Sheriff’s Office to review and possibly implement.
Ms. Emerson stated the extensive list of recommendations was laid out in the report. She further
stated that her office had met with the Sheriff and his office was receptive to the suggestions and
questions brought forth.
Lisa McCormick, Ingham County Prosecutor’s Office, stated that since Ms. Emerson was
finished with her portion of the investigation, the Sheriff would continue to audit the property
room, as he has done each month since taking office. She further stated that the Prosecutor’s
Office planned to perform a random inspection of the evidence quarterly, report back to the
Committee, and to check and balance the Sheriff’s audit.
Ms. McCormick stated that a lot of the issues that occurred because they did not know, and
going forward that could be alleviated by keeping open lines of communication between the two
offices. She further stated that recommendations in the report included properly tagging evidence
and file retention policies once cases were closed, however they would need to take into account
how much storage the evidence room had.
Ms. McCormick stated that there needed to be contacts in the Prosecutor’s Office to
communicate when appeals were filed or other updates with a case.
Commissioner Koenig asked if the Sheriff’s Office needed any financial assistance from the
Board of Commissioners, like an IT program.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that he could not confirm if they needed anything, but he could
check with the experts. He further stated that they were in a good place now with evidence
management, since they went through every case with associated evidence and they had no
issues with current evidence on file.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated record keeping by deputies when initially taking a report was also
improving. He further stated that even with the Prosecutor’s Office auditing as well, his office
would continue to review every case, every month until he felt comfortable going to a random
case audit.
Commissioner Koenig stated she would like to see an update every thirty to ninety days to stay
apprised of the situation. She asked who the current quartermaster was.
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Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that Merle Seymour started as quartermaster a month ago. He
further stated that Mr. Seymour was a sworn law enforcement deputy, which was how the
position had been classified for years.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated he would like to propose the quartermaster position be held by a
civilian, so the deputies could focus on law enforcement and the quartermaster could focus solely
on evidence.
Commissioner Koenig stated that the suggested position change made sense, so if there was ever
another failure or missing evidence, they would know exactly who to go to.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated there had been six quartermasters in the past ten years, and there
had never been an audit when the position changed hands. He further stated because of the lack
of audits, they did not know who did or did not do the job correctly.
Discussion.
Commissioner Maiville asked if they knew if the evidence they had in the evidence room was
correct or not compromised.
Ms. Emerson stated that former Prosecutor Gretchen Whitmer had all prosecutors check their
cases and inspect associated evidence to make sure it was all there. She further stated that she
went to the evidence room and randomly checked evidence, so they knew they had solid cases
from the moment they rectified the problem.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that there had not been any evidence disposed of since October 5,
2016. He further stated that his office had looked through about six thousand cases dating back
to 2010, many of which were not prosecutable due to found property or not finding a suspect in a
case.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated he was confident he now knew what they had in the evidence
room, but the question they were not able to answer was what was missing in the evidence room
before the issue was brought to light. He further stated that the issue had been fixed and the
evidence room was in perfect shape since January 2017.
Ms. Emerson clarified that the quartermaster finished reviewing cases for disposition of evidence
on October 5, 2016, however the evidence was not transported to the burn facility until
November 2, 2016, as noted in the report.
Prosecutor Siemon clarified that physical evidence might be returned to the victim after a time,
but it would be important to have proper documentation stating that to account for the evidence
in the future.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that there were many cases of returned evidence that were not
documented properly.
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Discussion.
Commissioner Schafer stated that this issue was an embarrassment to the County even though no
one intended for it to happen. He commended the Sheriff and Prosecutor and others involved for
working together to solve the problem.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated he had spent more time in his first few months in office working on
this issue. He further stated that he was making sure this would not happen again, and that there
would be less mistakes moving forward and they will know how to rectify them.
Prosecutor Siemon stated there was open and honest communication between the offices, and
they would continue to work together and independently to make sure trust was restored and
there was integrity in the cases moving forward.
Commissioner Banas stated she appreciated the offices working hard and diligently to put new
systems in place and fix the problem. She asked Mr. Terrill if evidence was still being stored in
the same aging facility, what could be done to fix the facility, and what should a state-of-the-art
evidence room should look like.
Mr. Terrill stated the sanitary lines had been replaced through the evidence room.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that newer evidence rooms now had no water able to get in, and
they had fire suppression systems in place. He further stated it was important that a quartermaster
pay attention to detail and follow the systems and policies in place to manage the evidence room.
Commissioner Koenig asked if critical evidence, like DNA, was missing.
Prosecutor Siemon stated no.
Chairperson Hope asked what the significance of 2010 was for beginning the audit there.
Ms. McCormick stated that 2010 was when they went paperless and it was an easy retrieval of
records. She further stated that many previous files were disposed of, since misdemeanor files
would be destroyed after three years, but files from 2010-on were imaged in their system.
Ms. Emerson stated in the investigation she checked every open warrant from every year, but
every case from 2010-on was reviewed.
Ms. McCormick stated they took opportunity to go back and fix everything when they were
looking at the warrant logs already. She further stated that cases were dismissed due to age all
the time, but the office does not have the manpower to review the cases.
Discussion.
Commissioner Crenshaw asked if the Prosecutor’s Office notified the Sheriff’s Office when a
case was dismissed due to age.
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Ms. McCormick stated they did not, but should look into that in the future. She further stated
they did not have the manpower to manage those cases and notify other agencies on a daily basis
due to budget cuts.
Ms. McCormick stated that Sheriff Wriggelsworth wanted to see the Prosecutor’s long notes as
to why cases get dismissed to make sure it was not a law enforcement error. She further stated
that the usual process was the agency would contact the Appeals Office when they wanted to get
rid of evidence.
Discussion.
Commissioner Crenshaw asked if it would be possible for the courts to send notifications to the
Sheriff’s Office about dismissed cases.
Ms. McCormick stated the district courts were under similar budget constraints, and the
Prosecutor’s Office was no longer receiving notifications they used to get about dismissed
misdemeanors.
Chairperson Hope stated the Committee had limited oversight over Constitutional Officeholders.
She asked if there was any reason to believe that anyone outside of the Sheriff’s Office knew or
should have known what was happening in the evidence room.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated the Michigan State Police investigation was still ongoing, but he
did not know why there would be any reason to believe that.
Ms. McCormick stated their office did not know, and they found out from an email from former
Prosecutor Whitmer. She further stated that it was not uncommon for the Sheriff’s Office or
police agency to send a letter noting they could not find evidence for case coming up in court.
Discussion.
Chairperson Hope asked when the Michigan State Police would be done with their investigation.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated he thought they were close. He further stated they would probably
finish in a few weeks and then submit the report to the prosecutor.
Commissioner Koenig asked if there was a single Michigan State Police investigation, or if each
investigation mentioned in the report was separate.
Ms. McCormick stated there was a single investigation taking place. She further stated that
because she was the complainant on the matter, the Prosecutor’s Office would recuse
themselves.
Ms. McCormick stated that the investigation would be handled by the Prosecuting Attorneys
Association or the Attorney General’s office.
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Commissioner Hope thanked the presenters for their diligence on the matter and for coming in to
update the Committee.
9.

Law & Courts Committee – Jail Construction: Funding Options (Discussion)

Commissioner Crenshaw left at 7:00 p.m.
Commissioner Crenshaw returned at 7:01 p.m.
Commissioner Hope stated that the biggest concern was a funding source for project considering
the County’s budget constraints.
Teri Morton, Ingham County Controller’s Office, stated that if a new jail and Sheriff’s Office
was to be built, they would have to look at a millage. She further stated that there were two ways
to have a millage: ask for a millage particularly for the jail, or reestablish the maximum
allowable millage to $6.8 million.
Ms. Morton stated that for planning purposes, they needed to decide when to put the millage on
the ballot, and August and November 2017 were probably not feasible due to time constraints.
She further stated that clerks were also implementing new voting equipment, and trying to put
the millage on a 2017 election would be difficult.
Discussion.
Commissioner Maiville stated, while it would be nice to have the question on the ballot in 2017,
the issue with the new voting equipment and the fact that there would not be a county-wide
election would make it difficult. He further stated it would be hard to motivate people to go out
and vote if there was nothing else on the ballot.
Ms. Morton stated that the only good thing about putting the question on the ballot in 2017
would be the potential money saved by eliminating a year of repairs at the jail. She further stated
it would be hard to quantify how much money would be saved by putting the question on the
ballot in 2017.
Commissioner Schafer stated he was strongly in favor of a ballot issue in November 2017. He
further stated it was way overdue, and it would take four years to get the project done.
MOVED BY COMM. SCHAFER, SUPPORTED BY COMM. BANAS, TO CONSIDER A
BALLOT PROPOSAL FOR NOVEMBER 2017.
Commissioner Banas acknowledged that the construction would take four years, but the
architects had also mentioned a hybrid plan that would take two years. She asked the Sheriff
what his stance was on the project and timeline.
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Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated in a perfect scenario, the ballot proposal for the full $55 million
new building project would be on the August 2018 ballot. He further stated that they needed
time to plan and market the project to the public, so they could not do this any sooner.
Discussion.
Commissioner Banas stated she was in favor of doing the project and doing it correctly. She
further stated she was on the Committee when they had the ballot proposal for the animal control
shelter in a quick timetable and they received criticism for that.
Commissioner Banas stated the shelter had a large network of supporters and volunteers that
were able to help market the ballot question and inform the public on the issue. She further stated
that she agreed with an August 2018 proposal.
Commissioner Banas asked what the timeline for a 2018 start date would look like, as
construction would take a while to get underway and she was concerned about the current state
of the facility.
Commissioner Crenshaw stated he was not comfortable in trying to rush the very important topic
to be put on the ballot in 2017. He further stated he was concerned with costs in a difficult
budget year, so he would vote no on the motion.
Discussion.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated there were necessary repairs to the current facility as the new
buildings would be built, as they would not last the length of the project.
Chairperson hope asked Mr. Terrill if he agreed.
Mr. Terrill stated he agreed, and that it was obsolescence to its worst degree. He recalled
previous testimony about repairs that needed to be done and stated some may be able to be
prolonged while a new jail was built, but they would have significant dollars going into the
current jail before new buildings were done.
Mr. Terrill stated he would sit down with the Sheriff and Mike Hughes about plans and
assessments of renovations in the first three years of the project. He further stated there may be a
$1-2 million Capital Improvement Project for the current jail due to plumbing and infrastructure
repairs that needed to be done.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that after the toilet overflow in the evidence room, there was a burst
pipe that caused them to move the evidence again. He further stated there was no place in their
current facility to properly house evidence because of the fear of water leaking.
Mr. Terrill stated that a new security system may be implemented before the new jail would be
completed, but some may be able to be repurposed.
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Chairperson Hope clarified what would be included in a new security system.
Mr. Terrill stated it would include electronics.
Commissioner Koenig asked how old the facility’s roof was.
Mr. Terrill stated it depended on the part of the facility, but estimated it to be over thirty years
old. He further stated the roof renovation would be about a $1 Million project because it was
beyond its useful life and was creating structural concerns, but the Sheriff’s roof needed to be
replaced soon.
Commissioner Koenig asked how much the Sheriff’s Office roof project would be.
Mr. Terrill stated it would be about a six-figure project.
Commissioner Koenig stated it would be painful to approve something that will be torn down in
a few years.
Discussion.
THE MOTION FAILED. Yeas: Schafer
Absent: Celentino

Nays: Banas, Koenig, Maiville, Hope, Crenshaw

Ms. Morton clarified that the consensus of the Committee was to work on a ballot initiative for
the August 2018 election. She further stated they needed to assess how much that would be.
Ms. Morton stated it may be useful to put together two different plans in case the initiative failed
in August 2018, they could then put something, possibly smaller, on the November 2018 ballot.
Ms. Morton stated she and the Sheriff spoke about the “hybrid” plan just replacing the jail and
how it would cost more to have that plan fleshed out by the architects and it could be the last
option considered. She stated that they came to the conclusion that a new jail could be funded by
the County due to the fact that their debt service was dwindling.
Ms. Morton clarified they did not want to have the architects keep working on the jail-only plan
and would keep that idea in their back pockets.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated the architects working on the jail-only option now, and asked if the
Committee did not want them to work on that, to let him know so they did not spend money on
something they were not interested in.
Commissioner Crenshaw asked staff to work with the County Clerk to get voter turnout numbers
for the last few cycles in August and November of non-presidential years to see what numbers
looked like.
Commissioner Koenig asked how much the architect was charging to work on the hybrid plan.
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Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated they did not give an exact amount. He further stated he was
concerned with the staffing projections the architect had proposed, so they were looking into
other evaluations.
Discussion.
Commissioner Koenig asked how much the jail-only plan was.
Sheriff Wriggelsworth stated that plan was $28 million just to replace the jail.
Discussion.
Ms. Morton clarified the architects had provided an estimate of $32.5 million just for replacing
the jail. She further stated the ultimate cost of the project could change, but the bonding cost
would probably be about $2 million per year.
Discussion.
Commissioner Crenshaw stated he was not in favor of the jail only project, because the court was
in dire need of a new facility. He further stated he understood a new complex would reduce
issues of prisoner transport and future issues with the court.
Discussion.
Commissioner Banas stated she liked the idea of having a back-pocket plan. She further stated
her priority would be to have the full complex redone, however she understood that the jail-only
plan would give them the option to replace the other facilities in coming years if they found
themselves in a better financial position.
Ms. Morton stated that the jail-only option would be a much smaller ask of the public in coming
years. She stated she understood the jail-only option would only be considered if voters could not
afford to fund the millage for the full complex.
Discussion.
Commissioner Schafer stated that construction in parts would not work, and he would prefer to
bring the issue to voters and go from there.
Discussion.
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Announcements
Commissioner Koenig stated that the Mason Holt Eagles #3734 would be holding a Swiss steak
dinner on March 31, 2017 to benefit the Ingham County Animal Control Shelter. She further
stated the event would go from 5:30-7:30pm and would be held at 111 N. Cedar Street, Mason,
MI.
Public Comment
None.
Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 7:31 p.m.
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APRIL 13, 2017 LAW & COURTS AGENDA
STAFF REVIEW SUMMARY

RESOLUTION ACTION ITEMS:
The Controller’s Office does not recommend approval of the following resolution:
1a.

Sheriff’s Office – Resolution Authorizing Entry into a Training Services Agreement with
Bouck Corporation DBA MACNLOW Associates on behalf of the Sheriff’s Office and 911
Central Dispatch

This resolution would authorize entry into a Training Services Agreement with MACNLOW
Associates on behalf of the Sheriff’s Office and 911 Central Dispatch for a one-year term of
January 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017 at a total cost not to exceed $33,000.
This resolution also discloses that Undersheriff Bouck is the co-owner of MACNLOW
Associates. Undersheriff Bouck purchased the business around three years ago, well before being
appointed as Undersheriff. The County Attorney has provided steps that can be taken to
publically acknowledge the existence of a potential conflict of interest. Undersheriff Bouck and
the Sheriff’s Office have implemented those steps.
Despite these steps provided by the County Attorney, the Controller’s Office cannot support the
continuation of this contractual arrangement. Section B of the Procurement Policy for Federal
Grant Awards offers guidance in addressing this situation:
B. General Procurement Standards.
1. Code of Conduct. As representatives of Ingham County (herein “County”), all
employees are expected to conduct themselves in a professional and ethical manner,
maintaining high standards of integrity and the use of good judgment. Employees are
expected to be principled in their business interactions and act in good faith with
individuals both inside and outside the County.
The following Code of Conduct shall govern the performance, behavior and actions of
the County, including employees, directors, appointed or elected officials, volunteers,
or agents who are engaged in any aspect of procurement, including, but not limited to,
purchasing goods and services, awarding contracts and grants, and the administration
and supervision of contracts:
a.

No employee, director, appointed or elected official, volunteer, or agent of the
County shall participate in the selection, award, or administration of contracts
supported by a federal award if a conflict of interest is real or apparent to a
reasonable person.

b.

Conflicts of interest may arise when any employee, officer, or agent of the
County, any member of his or her immediate family, his or her partner, or an
organization which employs or is about to employ any of the parties indicated
herein, has a real or apparent financial or other interest in or a tangible personal
benefit from a firm considered for the contract.

c.

No employee, director, appointed or elected official, volunteer, or agent of the
County shall do business with, award contracts to, or show favoritism toward a
member of his or her immediate family, spouse’s family or to any company,
vendor, or contractor or parties to subcontractors who either employs or has any
relationship to a family member; or award a contract or bid which violates the
spirit or intent of federal, state and local procurement laws and policies
established to maximize free and open competition among qualified vendors.

Although these training funds are not provided as part of a federal grant, the standards are
appropriate to apply to all procurement activity. While the legal opinion does expose the conflict
in the name of transparency, it is the Controller’s assessment that the conflict still exists.
The Controller’s Office recommends approval of the following resolution:
1b.

Sheriff’s Office – Resolution to Purchase Eight New Tasers for the Sheriff’s Office Field
Services Division Using 2017 Capital Improvement Funds

This resolution will approve the purchase of eight Tasers and associated equipment from Taser
International. The 2017 capital budget includes $14,672.00 for this purchase. This will increase
the safety of each Deputy while on duty.

DISCUSSION ITEMS:
3.

Circuit Court/Family Division – Proposed Reorganization of Staff Psychologist

The Circuit Court/Family Division is requesting to reorganize a Staff Psychologist position to a
Chief Psychologist and to replace the second Staff Psychologist position with a Clinical Mental
Health Professional. As required by the county’s reorganization procedure, this proposal is
brought forward as a discussion item for the Law and Courts Committee.
Please see attached memo and supplemental documentation for details of the proposed
reorganization.
4.

Controller’s Office – 2018 Update of County Fees

This is a discussion item only for this round of meetings. The Controller's Office annually
prepares for Board of Commissioner review details about proposed fee adjustments for the
upcoming budget process. This year’s review has been completed and some adjustments are
being presented to the Board of Commissioners for their future consideration. This information is
being presented at the current round of committee meetings as a discussion item for input from
the Board. A resolution recommending any fee increases will be presented at the next round of
meetings for adoption. A draft version for discussion is included in this packet.
Please see attached memo for details.

Agenda Item 1a
TO:

Board of Commissioners Law and Courts Committee

FROM:

Sheriff Scott Wriggelsworth

DATE:

3-30-17

SUBJECT:

Contract with MACNLOW and Associates
For the meeting agenda of April 13, 2017

BACKGROUND
MACNLOW Associates has provided training for Ingham County Sheriff’s deputies and 911 personnel for
more than twenty (20) years. Current Undersheriff Andrew Bouck is a 50% owner in MACNLOW Associates,
thus creating a conflict of interest. Ingham County is desirous to continue this partnership in 2017, even with
the minor conflict of interest.
ALTERNATIVES
Although there are other options for similar training for the Sheriff’s Office and the 911 center, maintaining this
contract is in the best interest of the county as a whole to best serve its residents.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
Although Undersheriff Bouck would have a small personal pecuniary interest in this contract, the negative
financial impact to the county if we discontinued this contract would be sizable. More expensive training, more
travel and overnight stays of personnel, as well as no free training seats for hosting MACNLOW courses here at
the Sheriff’s Office. This would significantly affect the number of training opportunities for Ingham County
employees.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
In order to avoid a conflict of interest, Undersheriff Bouck may not directly or indirectly engage in any form of
solicitation or negotiation of any proposed contract between the County and MACNLOW Associates.
MACNLOW Associates has certified that Undersheriff Bouck has provided no information to MACNLOW
Associates nor provided any services relating to the solicitation or negotiation of the proposed contract.
Undersheriff Bouck may not perform any services on behalf of MACNLOW Associates under the proposed
contract.
RECOMMENDATION
Based on the above information, it is requested that the County of Ingham support the resolution to continue the
contract with MACNLOW Associates, not to exceed $33,000. $8,000 for the Sheriff’s Office training, and
$25,000 for the 911 Center training in 2017.

Agenda Item 1a
Introduced by the Law & Courts and Finance Committees of the:
INGHAM COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING ENTRY INTO A TRAINING SERVICES AGREEMENT
WITH BOUCK CORPORATION DBA MACNLOW ASSOCIATES
ON BEHALF OF THE SHERIFF’S OFFICE AND 911 CENTRAL DISPATCH
WHEREAS, County employees in the Sheriff’s Office and 911 Central Dispatch require training each year in a
number of topics; and
WHEREAS, Bouck Corporation d/b/a MACNLOW Associates is in the business of providing the training
required by employees of the Sheriff’s Office and 911 Central Dispatch; and
WHEREAS, MACNLOW Associates has provided training for Ingham County personnel for more than twenty
(20) years; and
WHEREAS, the County is desirous of contracting with MACNLOW Associates to provide training services for
the Sheriff’s Office and 911 Central Dispatch for the 2017 calendar year; and
WHEREAS, Undersheriff Andrew Bouck is a 50% co-owner of MACNLOW Associates, and would receive a
pecuniary benefit from the County’s entry into a contract with MACNLOW Associates; and
WHEREAS, Undersheriff Bouck has a conflict of interest with respect to the proposed contract with
MACNLOW Associates, which conflict may be avoided by compliance with the requirements of the Contracts
of Public Servants with Public Entities Act, MCL 15.321 et seq.; and
WHEREAS, in order to avoid a conflict of interest, Undersheriff Bouck may not directly or indirectly engage in
any form of solicitation or negotiation of any proposed contract between the County and MACNLOW
Associates; and
WHEREAS, Undersheriff Bouck has disclosed his pecuniary interest in the proposed contract in writing to the
Sheriff and County Board of Commissioners, which disclosure was placed on file with the County Clerk at least
seven days in advance of the County Board’s vote on the proposed contract; and
WHEREAS, Undersheriff Bouck has disclosed his pecuniary interest in the proposed contract in person at a
public meeting of the County Board at least seven days in advance of the County Board’s vote on the proposed
contract; and
WHEREAS, the substance of Undersheriff Bouck’s disclosures and an acknowledgment of the County Board’s
receipt of those disclosures were placed in the County Board’s meeting agenda and minutes; and
WHEREAS, MACNLOW Associates has certified that Undersheriff Bouck has provided no information to
MACNLOW Associates nor provided any services relating to the solicitation or negotiation of the proposed
contract; and

WHEREAS, Undersheriff Bouck may not perform any services on behalf of MACNLOW Associates under the
proposed contract; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to MCL 15.323(2)(b), approval and authorization of the County’s entry into the proposed
contract requires a 2/3 majority vote of the full membership of the Board of Commissioners.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Ingham County Board of Commissioners authorizes entry into a
Training Services Agreement with MACNLOW Associates on behalf of the Sheriff’s Office and 911 Central
Dispatch, for a one-year term of January 1, 2017 through December 31, 2017, at a total cost not to exceed
$33,000.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board of Commissioners authorizes the Board Chair to sign any
necessary documents in this matter that are consistent with this Resolution and approved as to form by the
County Attorney.

Agenda Item 1b
TO:

Law & Courts Committee
Finance Committee

FROM:

Captain Elliott, Field & Staff Services

DATE:

April 4, 2017

RE:

RESOLUTION TO PURCHASE EIGHT NEW TASERS FOR THE
SHERIFF’S OFFICE FIELD SERVICES DIVISION USING 2017
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUNDS

This resolution is for the approval to purchase eight (8) Tasers and associated equipment from
Taser International.
The Sheriff’s Office requested $14,672.00 in Capital Improvement Funds for 2017. These funds
were to purchase Tasers and equipment from Taser International. The Ingham County Sheriff’s
Office has not had enough Tasers to issue one to each Field Services Deputy for duty. With this
purchase each Deputy will be assigned their own Taser. In the past there has not been enough
Tasers available for each Deputy working on duty. This will increase the safety of each Deputy
while on duty. Each Deputy will have another option for less than lethal force which will
increase the safety of the public.

Agenda Item 1b
Introduced by the Law & Courts and Finance Committees of the:
INGHAM COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
RESOLUTION TO PURCHASE EIGHT NEW TASERS FOR THE SHERIFF’S OFFICE
FIELD SERVICES DIVISION USING 2017 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUNDS
WHEREAS, the Ingham County Sheriff’s Office is responsible for police patrols for Ingham County; and
WHEREAS, Michigan Municipal Risk Management Authority (MMRMA) the county insurance carrier fully
supports their clients obtaining Tasers as a tool to maintain safe and secure operations in daily police patrols;
and
WHEREAS, Deputies properly equipped and trained with functional, up to date Tasers have greatly limited use
of force complaints, deadly force situations and legal issues since the initial release of these police tools; and
WHEREAS, the Sheriff’s Office has determined the need to purchase eight (8) new Tasers and associated Taser
equipment, to supply our Field Services Division; and
WHEREAS, the purchase order also includes needed updated holsters, batteries and cartridges for deployment
and certification training; and
WHEREAS, Taser International is a sole source company for this equipment; and
WHEREAS, the total expenditure for this proposal is not to exceed $14,672.00.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Ingham County Board of Commissioners authorizes the Sheriff’s Office
to purchase eight (8) Tasers and associated equipment and training from Taser International for a total not to
exceed $14,672 from the 2017 CIP budget.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Ingham County recognizes Taser as a sole source vendor for this
equipment and training.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Controller/Administrator is directed to make the necessary adjustments
to the 2017 Sheriff’s Office budget.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Ingham County Board of Commissioners authorizes the Board
Chairperson to sign any necessary contract documents or purchase documents that are consistent with this
resolution and approved as to form by the County Attorney.

Agenda Item 2

County of Ingham
HUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
5303 S. Cedar Street, Suite 2102
Lansing, MI 48911-3895
Administration: 517. 887.4327
Employee Services: 517.887.4373
Internet: www.ingham.org

TO:

Scott Leroy, Deputy Court Administrator Juvenile Division

FROM:

Joan Clous, Human Resource Specialist

DATE:

April 3, 2017

RE:

Memo of Analysis for reorganization of Juvenile Division

Employment: 517.887.4328
FAX Number: 517.887.4396

The Juvenile Division of the Circuit Court is reorganizing to enhance their ability to serve the residents of
Ingham County. As such the following positions will change to:
Clinical Social Worker (OPEIU Court P6) to Clinical Mental Health Professional (OPEIU Court P6 no salary
change)
Staff Psychologist (OPEIU Court P7) to Chief Staff Psychologist (MCF 14 $82,347.47 to $98,840.80)
Please use this memo as acknowledgement of Human Resources’ participation. You are now ready to complete the
final step in the process: contact Budgeting, write a memo of explanation and prepare a resolution for Board
approval.
If I can be of further assistance, please email or call me (887-4374).

Agenda Item 3
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Finance and Liaison Committees

FROM:

Timothy J. Dolehanty, Controller

DATE:

April 4, 2017

SUBJECT:

2018 Update of County Fees

When the Board of Commissioners adopted Resolution #02-155, setting various fees for county services, the
Controller's Office was directed to annually review the fees and to recommend adjustments. We have
completed our review for fiscal year 2018 consistent with this standing directive and offer a few adjustments for
your consideration. This information will appear as a discussion item on the current round of committee
meetings. We anticipate presentation of a resolution at the next round of meetings to recommend increases to
certain fees. A draft version of the resolution is attached for your review and consideration.
Attached spreadsheets provide details of recommended fee adjustments to be effective for the Health
Department and the Friend of the Court on October 1, 2017, park annual and zoo winter seasonal fees on
November 1, 2017, and for all other departments on January 1, 2018. As noted in the fee schedule, seasonal
fees will continue through March 31, 2018.
The first attachment (Attachment A) offers analysis of proposed fees for 2018. The annual average United
States’ consumer price index was used to do the calculation. This rate of 0.9% was also used by the State of
Michigan for the inflation rate multiplier.
The following information is included for each fee:
1.

Location of Service

2.

Fee Description

3.

The 2017 cost as calculated in last year’s fee update process.

4.

The 2018 cost, which was calculated by multiplying the 2017 cost by the consumer price index.

5.

As identified by the Board of Commissioners, the target percent was determined by the percentage of cost
to be recovered by the fee for service. The target percent for each fee was initially passed by Resolution
#02-155. For other fees added after the passage of Resolution #02-155, in most cases, it was assumed that
the fee as passed is charged at the appropriate cost with a target recovery of 100%.

6.

The 2018 calculated fee is based on the 2017 cost multiplied by the target percent.

7.

Although many fees were proposed to remain unchanged in 2018, the initial proposed fees were
determined by rounding down the calculated fee to the full dollar amount and, in the case of some larger
fees, rounded to the lower $5 or $10 increment. In some cases the cost multiplied by the target percent is
much greater than the current fee, so only an incremental increase was proposed in anticipation of further
upward adjustments over several years. Fees that are proposed to increase are presented in bold type.

8.

Units. This variable was used to calculate anticipated revenue generated by a proposed fee. Initial
information was provided in the Maximus study, and in some cases has been updated by the departments.

9.

Department/Controller Recommendation. Department heads agreed with the initial proposed fees in most
cases. Where there was disagreement, the department head was asked to provide supporting information
such as a memorandum of explanation. In all cases, the Controller agreed with recommendations of the
department head as follows:
a. CS: The Clerk’s Office would like to maintain the 2017 rates for most of their fees. Lines 1 and 9, the
Clerk indicated that small incremental changes would delay check out for customers and compared to
other counties they already charge on the high end. The Marriage Solemnize fee (line 6) was
significantly increased a few years ago.
b. CS: The Parks Department agrees with some of the proposed fees with the following exceptions: Line
68 and 70 Resident and Non-Resident Annual Fee – Parks does recommend increasing the fee and have
actually agreed to a higher fee than what we proposed due to the fact that it hasn’t been increased in a
couple years; however, they would like to start charging the new rate for this pass in October 2017
because that is when they begin selling passes for the next year. Line 116 Boat Launch Annual – the
senior annual was eliminated in 2014 which was $25, frequent complaints received about the current
$50 fee and the small amount of revenue that the proposed fee would generate isn’t really beneficial.
Line 134 Disc Golf Annual- given that we are the only course in the area to charge a fee, they don’t
want to increase cost because there is a chance of losing the current golfers.
c. CS: The Register of Deeds does not agree with increasing any of the fees for 2018, due to the fact that
the State has increased some of their fees already. State recording fees have increased from $14 to $30
this year and that should help with generating revenue.
d. HS: The Health Department agrees with most of the proposed fee increase. Line 35, the Office for
Young Children indicate that this is a mandated fee for daycare providers and increasing this fee would
force them out of the competitive range. Line 95- Department would prefer to keep the fee at the FY17
level because these entities are usually paying for several pools at one time. The cost related to
inspecting an additional pool will be less as the initial travel costs are used in the calculation of the
initial pool inspection.
e. L&C: Animal Control proposed fee increases are supported by the department except the following:
Lines 3, 5-7 they agree that a license fee differential between sterilized and unsterilized dogs is
appropriate, but the differential we are currently using is too great and is resulting in licensing fewer
dogs. The same logic applies to delinquent license fees; we feel they are so high that they are
discouraging licensing compliance. They are proposing that fees for unsterilized dogs be set at triple
those of sterilized dogs, and delinquent fees be set at double non delinquent fees. This or similar fee
structures are used successfully in other counties. We feel that these differentials still encourage spaying
and neutering, but are less of a deterrent to licensing dogs at all. Historic dog license data for the
County shows a significant decline in licensing of unsterilized dogs when those license fees were
significantly increased. They are proposing making up lost revenue per unit on these license
classifications by increasing the number of units sold. This will occur due to a combination of the
market force of the lower fees, increased licensing efforts by the department and increased compliance
with licensing efforts due to the more reasonable fees. This should also have the added benefit of
increasing the number of dogs returned to owners by lowering the license portion of the redemption
fees.

f. L&C: The District Court does not recommend any fee increase for 2018.
g. L&C: The Friend of the Court does not want to increase the bench warrant fee in Line 67. This fee has
been increased over the years and these fees are very difficult to collect and have a very high
outstanding balance.
10.

Additional revenue is projected from the department head/Controller recommended increase in fees
multiplied by the units.
A summary of proposed fee increases for 2018 is presented in the final spreadsheet (Attachment B). The
spreadsheet simply lists the 2017 fee, department head and Controller recommendations, and projected revenue
for each fee where an increase was proposed.
Fee increases recommended by the Controller’s Office would generate approximately $84,250 in additional
revenue in 2018. Total revenue generated by the listed fees is approximately $5.7 million, meaning the
proposed adjustments would increase the base by about 1.0%.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding this information.

Attachments

Agenda Item 3
DRAFT
Introduced by the Finance Committee of the:
INGHAM COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
RESOLUTION UPDATING VARIOUS FEES FOR COUNTY SERVICES
WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners set various fees for county services in Resolution #02-155 based on
information and recommendations of the Maximus Cost of Services Analysis completed in 2002; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners also established the percent of the cost of providing the services
which should be recovered by such fees, referred to in this process as a “target percent”; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners has directed the Controller’s Office to establish a process for the
annual review of these fees and target percents; and
WHEREAS, the annual average United States’ consumer price index was used as the cost increase factor; and
WHEREAS, this cost increase factor is applied to the previous year’s calculated cost and multiplied by the
target percent and in most cases rounded to the lower full dollar amount in order to arrive at a preliminary
recommended fee for the upcoming year; and
WHEREAS, in cases where the calculated cost multiplied by target percent is much higher than the current fee,
the fee will be recommended to increase gradually each year until the full cost multiplied by target percent is
reached, in order to avoid any drastic increases in fees; and
WHEREAS, in cases where the calculated cost multiplied by target percent is lower than the current fee, no fee
increase will be recommended for that year; and
WHEREAS, after initial recommendations are made by the Controller, these recommendations are distributed
to the affected offices and departments, in order to receive their input; and
WHEREAS, after reviewing the input from the affected offices and departments, the Controller makes final
recommendations to the Board of Commissioners; and
WHEREAS, the Controller’s Office has finished its annual review of these fees and recommended increases
where appropriate based on increased costs of providing services supported by these fees and the percent of the
cost of providing the services which should be covered by such fees as established by the Board of
Commissioners; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners has reviewed the Controller’s recommendations including the target
percentages, along with recommendations of the various county offices, departments, and staff.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Commissioners authorizes or encourages the following fee
increases in the Attachments at the rates established effective January 1, 2018 with the exception of the Health
Department and Friend of the Court, where new rates will be effective October 1, 2017, the Park and Zoo winter
seasonal fees and the Park Annual Passes which will be effective starting November 1, 2017.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the fees within major Health Department services are not included on the
attachments and were not set by the policy above, but rather through policy established in Resolutions #05-166
and #05-242.

