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MCOLES

Alvancing Professionalism in Public Safety

“A  police officer’s work
cannot be performed on
native ability alone...”

These words were written in the 1967
Annual Report of the Michigan Law
Enforcement Officer’s Training Council
(MLEOTC). Established under Public Act
203 of 1965, the original mission of
MLEOTC proposed, “to make available to
all local jurisdictions, however remote, the
advantages of superior employee selection

and training.”

In fulfilling this charge, MLEOTC devel-
oped comprehensive standards for the
employment and training of Michigan law
enforcement officers. Concurrently, it fos-
tered the growth of a statewide network of
basic training providers, capable of deliver-
ing standards, to produce competently
trained law enforcement candidates. These
achievements demonstrate a monumental
commitment of time and resources at the

state, regional, and local levels.

Of course, this did not happen overnight or
hurdles.

Significant achievements that have marked

without overcoming difficult
the way include the proliferation of
approved training programs, the evaluation
of pre-training candidates for physical and
mental fitness, the implementation of
mandatory employment standards, the
development and institution of the manda-
tory basic training curriculum, the compre-

hensive evaluation of candidates who have

completed training programs, and the insti-
tution of pre-service training programs that
integrate law enforcement training with the

attainment of a college degree.

Many of the achievements cited above are
reflected in amendments to the original leg-
islation empowering this organization.
Public Act 203 has been updated nine times
since its enactment in 1965. The most recent
amendment to Public Act 203 came in 1998.
This amendment changed our name to the
Commission on Law  Enforcement
Standards (COLES), a title that more accu-
rately reflects the work of this organization.
The MCOLES (Michigan

Commission on ILaw  Enforcement

acronym

Standards) was adopted in response to the
Michigan law enforcement community,
which had already begun referring to us by
that name. An Executive Order officially
added “Michigan” to our title in 2001.

The 1998 amendment also added revocation
of the law enforcement license to our list of
responsibilities. Revocation is now mandato-
ry when an officer is convicted of a felony or
if it is discovered that the officer committed
fraud in obtaining law enforcement licens-
ing, These cases represent a very small num-
ber of Michigan’s law enforcement popula-
tion which now exceeds 22,000 officers.
They are each meticulously investigated with
the accused afforded full due process.
Revocation is an unpleasant but necessary
fixture in the standards and training busi-
ness, one that makes the law enforcement

profession stronger.
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Executive Order, 2001-5, did much more
than institutionalize the MCOLES label.
It is among the most significant advances in
MCOLES history, paving the way for the
achievement of what has been attempted
since 1982, the linkage of standards and fund-

ng.

This quest began with the enactment of
Public Act 302 of 1982, which created the
Michigan Justice Training Commission
MJTC). The MJTC and its funding arm, the
Justice Training Fund, were created to pro-
mote in-service training in the Michigan crim-
inal justice field. MJTC, over the years, opet-
ated first within the Department of
Management and Budget, and later in the
Department of State Police. The MJTC
succeeded in stimulating the growth of ctim-
inal justice in-service training in Michigan, yet
it was not able to coordinate that growth in a
statewide development plan. Despite
attempts to the contrary, standards and fund-
ing operated autonomously under this config-

uration.

The Executive Otder, which took effect
November 1, 2001, mandated the union of
standards and funding, Specifically, it required
the institution of mandatory in-service train-
ing standards for Michigan law enforcement
officers, with fiscal support from the Justice
Training Fund. To accomplish this, the Order
consolidated the former Michigan Justice
Training Commission with the former
Enforcement
Michigan

Commission on Law Enforcement

Commission on Law

Standards, creating  today’s
Standards. The Commission consists of fif-

teen members representing the Michigan

criminal justice community.'

The consolidation expanded MCOLES mis-
sion beyond law enforcement. Today,
MCOLES provides a standards-based plat-
form encompassing the entire career of
Michigan law enforcement officers, as well as
providing funding support for criminal justice

training at large.

The modern MCOLES philosophy is
grounded in the knowledge that successful
law enforcement can only happen when all
components of the criminal justice system
are working effectively, each sharing in the
common purpose of advancing public safe-
ty. This is reflected in the MCOLES mis-

sion statement.

MCOLES meets its mission working in an
atmosphere of open communication and
trust, in partnership with the criminal justice
community, providing client-focused services.
MCOLES regulatly contributes to effective
public policy by functioning as a leader in pub-
lic safety innovation and as a solutions-facilita-
tor for problems facing law enforcement and

the criminal justice community.

2005 Annual Report
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The MCOLES Vision

Business Transactions

Communication between MCOLES and its constituents is done via a secure electronic sys-
tem that enables an agency to submit and obtain information at any time that is convenient.
Agencies and individuals are able to conduct business directly with MCOLES in a paperless

manner and have full access to their own selection and training information.

Funding

Dedicated funding will support most MCOLES activities, staff, and training, including
mandatory in-service training. This funding will provide a consistent and sufficient source
of funding, permitting the development and direct delivery of enhanced professional

training and services.

Service
The focus of MCOLES is on service to constituents through assistance to agencies with

the emphasis on results.

Learning
Training of recruits is problem-based with an emphasis on problem-solving, ctitical thinking,
and multi-tasking using real-life scenatios. Graduates are assessed on their job-related compe-

tency.

Accreditation

Approved training providers are empowered to provide a high level of training because
of improved funding and accreditation by MCOLES. Accreditation teams composed of
representative groups of professionals assess training providers to ensure compliance with

statewide standards.

Continuing Education
The competency and professionalism of law enforcement officers is enhanced through
mandatory in-service training covering both core and elective topics. The core training is

MCOLES approved and delivered through accredited training consortiums.



MCOLES Values

Respect

We value the unique and diverse skills, abilities, and perspectives of individuals.

Ethical Character
We are honest, ethical, and fair. Personal integrity and professional ethics guide all our deci-

sions.

Leadership and Professionalism
We recognize our role as leaders in advancing the skills, knowledge, ethics, and attitudes

necessary for achieving and maintaining professional excellence.

Accountability

We accept responsibility for our behaviors, decisions, and actions.

Commitment
We understand our mission and our individual roles in its accomplishment; we dedicate our

energies and abilities to its fulfillment; and we are willing to make sacrifices in its attainment.

Partnership
We recognize that more can be accomplished when individual actions are taken in trust and

cooperation rather than separately.

Communication, Consultation, & Shared Decision-Making
We value clear and open communication. We encourage involvement, information sharing,

and collaboration in the decision making process.

2005 Annual Report
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MCOLES

Commissioners & Staff

The Michigan Commission on Law
Enforcement Standards (MCOLES) is com-
posed of 15 members appointed by the
Governor from the ranks of Michigan’s Law
Enforcement and  Criminal  Justice
Communities. Constituencies represented in
the Commission’s appointed membership

consist of:

-the Michigan Sheriffs’ Association;

-the Police Officers Association of
Michigan;

-theMichigan Association of Chiefs of
Police;

-the Michigan Chapter of the
Fraternal Order of Police;

-the Detroit Police Officers
Association;

-the Prosecuting Attorneys
Association of Michigan;

-the Criminal Defense Attorneys
Association of Michigan; and,

-the Michigan State Police Troopers

Association.

Also represented on an ex-officio basis are
the Detroit Police Department, Michigan
State Police, and the Attorney General of
Michigan.

During 2005, Mr. James DeVries, represent-
ing the Police Officer’s Association of
Michigan, served as the Commission Chair.
Lt. Colonel Timothy Yungfer, representing
Col. Tadarial Sturdivant, served as the

Commission’s Vice-Chait.

The Commission meets no less than four

times annually to set policy regarding the
selection, employment, training, licensing,
and retention of all Michigan law enforce-
ment officers. This year, the Commission
met in ten regular meetings, which were
conducted at locations throughout the
state. In addition, the Commission’s
Executive and Legislative Committees met

on multiple occasions during the year.

Commissioner duties extend beyond the law
enforcement arena, as Commissioners set
policy with regard to the administration of
the Justice Training Fund. These decisions
have a direct impact on the distribution of
funds in a competitive grant process, which
provides dollars in support of in-service
training in all facets of the criminal justice

system.

In addition to their formal duties, MCOLES
Commissioners invest countless hours on
behalf of Michigan’s criminal justice com-
munity. Substantial time is required of
Commissioners to apprise themselves of the
various issues they must understand.
Commissioners are frequently asked to
attend and address academy graduations and
make other public speaking appearances on
behalf of MCOLES. Commissioners are
often called upon to represent MCOLES at
meetings of the legislature, other govern-
ment agencies, training directors, and at con-
ferences of professional organizations that
have a stake in criminal justice. MCOLES
Commissioners must also be available to
handle inquities from their various con-

stituencies concerning MCOLES services
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Mt. James DeVries, Chair

Colonel Tadarial Lt. Col. Timothy Yungfer,  Sheriff Gary Rosema, Past Mr. Mike Cox Mr. William Dennis
District Representative, Sturdivant Vice-Chair Chair Attorney General Office of the Attorney
Police Officers Association Michigan State Police Michigan State Police Ottawa County R . General
f Michigan . epresenting
ot uchiga . . Sheriff Department .
) ) Representing the Representing Colonel the Attorney General Representing
Representing the Police Michigan State Police Tadarial Sturdivant Representing the Michigan the Attorney General

Officers Association of MI

t i
Officer Richard Weaver

Mrt. John Buczek,
Detroit Police

Department

Representing the
Detroit Police Officers’
Association

Mt. David Morse Chief James St. Louis

Prof. Ron Bretz

Sheriffs Association

Chief Jeffrey Werner

Sgt. John Sosa

| +#
Sheriff Gene Wriggelsworth

Chief Ella Bully- Deputy Chief Deborah Sheriff Jim Bosscher
Fixecutive Director Cummings Robinson Ingham County Sheriff Missaukee County Sheriff
Michigan Chapter, Detroit Police Detroit Police Department Department Department
Fraternal Order of Police Department Representing Representing the Michigan Representing the
Representing the Representing the Detroit  Chief Ella Bully-Cummings Sheriffs Association Michigan Sheriffs
Fraternal Order of Police Police Department Association

Director Kurt Jones

Livingston County Midland Police Cooley Law School Bloomfield Township Michigan State Police Cheboygan Department
Prosecutors Office Department Representing the Police Department Representing the of Public Safety
Representing the Representing the Criminal Defense Representing the Michigan State Police Representing the

Prosecuting Attorneys Michigan Association of Attorneys Association of Michigan Association of Troopers Association Michigan Association of
Association of Michigan Chiefs of Police Michigan Chiefs of Police Chiefs of Police

2006 Appointment
Sheriff Robert Pickell

Genesee County Sheriff

Representing the
Michigan Sheriffs
Association

Mr. Raymond W. Beach, Jr.

Michigan Commission on
Law Enforcement
Standards

Executive Director

"
2006 Appointment
Trooper Michael Moorman

Michigan State Police
Representing the Michigan

State Police Troopers
Association
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Commissioners and Staff Continued

and policies.

A Special Thanks

Sheriff Rosema (left) & Mr. Mullkoff

By the close of 2005, MCOLES saw the
departure of several commissioners who
were instrumental in guiding the organiza-
tion through challenges that were unusually
difficult.

Sheriff Gary Rosema was a member of the
original Michigan Law Enorcement Officer’s
Training Council and a charter member of
the newly configured MCOLES commission
as it came into existence in 2002. Sheriff
Rosema’s leadership was visibly seen during
his tenure as Commission Chair. Always low
key, yet very effectively, he demonstrated
poise and wisdom as the Commission navi-
gated some of its most significant chal-
lenges. His faithful leadership will always be
appreciated.

Commissioners Doug Mullkoff and John Sosa
also saw the Commission through some of its
most trying times. Thank you to each of you
demonstrating the courage to make difficult

decisions!

No tribute to former members of the
Commission would be complete without recog-
nition of the sound legal counsel this body has
received. In essence, we are a victim of our own
success, as our legal counsel, Mr. Thomas Boyd
has gone on to become Judge Thomas Boyd.
Thanks, Tom, for your diligence and continuing
friendship!

Judge Boyd



The Commission’s full time employee
allocation for this fiscal year was 28.
There are currently 26 employees on staff,
two of which are part-time. A hiring freeze
and vacancy savings has prevented employ-

ment of the full compliment of allocated

personnel since 2003.

MCOLES staff members possess a high
level of law enforcement experience. This
experience includes every facet of law
enforcement ranging from that of the street
level officer to that of the chief law enforce-
MCOLES staff have

also served in various capacities in the devel-

ment administratot.

Executive Direction

opment, management, and delivery of law
enforcement training at institutions across

the United States.

The wide span of MCOLES staff experi-
ence, education, and training is particular-
ly useful in accomplishing the complex
array of MCOLES responsibilities..

Commission Administration * Legislative Liaison © Commission Liaison * Communications Cootdination
General Legal Counsel * Budget/Policy Development * Strategic Planning

Executive Section

Division Administration
Human Resources

Budget

Administrative Rules

Policy Development

Fiscal Control/Management
MAIN Approvals
Purchasing Approval/Control
Revenue

Grant Review

Grant Administration
Grant Maintenance

Section Administration
Human Resources
Policy & Procedure
Budgeting

Payment Entry

Professional Standards

Fiscal Coordination

Justice Training Fund

Prosecution

Legal Liaison

FOTA

Subpoena & Court Order
Response

Survivor Tuition

|
Career Development Standards Compliance

Section Administration
Human Resources
Policy & Procedure

Budgeting
Grant Review

Standards Development

Human Resources
Policy & Procedure
Budgeting

Grant Review

Medical Standards Complaint Process
IT System Investigations
Basic Training Revocations

In-Service Training

Employment Standards
Instructor Standards
Standards Defense

Curriculum Development

Basic Training

Basic Training
Waiver of Training
Test Administration
In-Service Training
LERC

In-Service Training

Waiver of Training

MCOLES Network User &
Training Materials

Newly Legislated Mandates

Grant Review

IT Design and Development

Test Development

Medical Verification
Training Verification
In-Service Mandate
Academy Inspections

Investigations
Public Act 330

Pre-Enrollment Testing

Licensing

Test Maintenance & Defense

Section Administration

Professional Standards

Training Administration

Standards Compliance

Grant Program Inspections

g

Section Administration
Human Resources

Policy & Procedure
Budgeting

Grant Review

FOIA Response

Information Services
Collection/Tracking/Reporting

* Basic Training

* In-Service Training

* Law Enforcement

* Employment Verification

Distribution

* Pre-Enrollment Tests

* Licensing/Certification

¢ Personnel Transactions

¢ License Activation

Information Systems
IT Administration
Staff/Field Education
System Administration
* Network Administration
* Software Management
* Web Site Management
C] Training Registry
Automated Records Management
Forms Design/Development

The wide span of MCOLES staff experience, education, and
training is particularly useful in addressing the complex array
of MCOLES responsibilities.

Information Management
Maintenance/Imaging

* Basic Training

* In-Service Training

* Testing

* Licensing/Certification

* Employment History
Processing/ Reporting

* Licensing/Certification

* Contracts

* Test Results

2005 Annual Report 11
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]icial Report:
MCOLES Funding

MCOLES responsibilities, today, include
the provision of funds in support of
training for employed law enforcement
candidates, funding in support of law
enforcement in-service training, funding
support for in-service training of non-
law enforcement criminal justice person-
nel, and funding to provide reimburse-
ment of college tuition incurred by chil-
dren and spouses of law enforcement
and fire personnel who have perished in
the line of duty. These benefits have
flowed amid setious fluctuations in gen-
eral funding brought on by declining

state revenues.

During 2005, the platform that has sup-
ported the current funding scheme was
challenged to such an extent that some
or all of the aforementioned programs
faced elimination. ‘This has had the
effect of accelerating carlier efforts to
provide a more adequate, stable mecha-
nism to fund services that support front

line public safety responses.

We only need look to the disaster in New
Orleans earlier this year to witness the
price of an uncoordinated public safety
response to a major incident. Events
precipitated by Al-Quaida, home-based
terrorism, natural disasters, and major
crime all require coordinated responses
from multiple public safety entities and
disciplines. Few would argue that we do
not live in an era of heightened danger to
American citizens on American soil, and
public safety responders are being held
increasingly accountable for higher levels
of success in responding to these com-

plex situations.

MCOLES role in the 21rst century is to
provide defensible standards for the devel-
opment of knowledge and skills that the
law enforcement and criminal workforce
needs in order to meet these rapidly evolv-
ing challenges. Its attendant or concomi-
tant responsibility is to provide an infra-
structure that can transmit these standards

to the local level.

Despite our recognition of the new threats
we face and of the dynamic nature of our
responsibilities, we are witnessing a dimin-
ishing capacity among public safety entities
to deliver the complex public safety
responses these challenges require. Our
cooperative public safety efforts are com-
promised by the fact that we are pitted
against each other in brutal competition for
sparse funding, In this environment, col-
laboration has given way to acrimony and

distrust among public safety agencies.

The struggle surrounding the MCOLES
budget for fiscal year 2006 provided ample
evidence of this phenomenon. A proposal
to remove $1.9 million in general funds
from the MCOLES budget threatened to
create long term disruption of MCOLES
operations and topple standards and train-
ing at the local level across the entire state.
After a year of very hard work, general
funds were restored to the MCOLES
appropriation for operations during the
2006 fiscal year. It took a long and sus-
tained campaign by the Commission, its
member organizations, and groups of
potentially impacted constituents to achieve
this goal.



A Special Report (continued)

Given the predicted fiscal climate of state
government over the next few years, we can
only expect that this situation will further
deteriorate. This, in the face of immediate
need to foster greater coordination among
public safety entities suggests that there is a
compelling case for funding reform.

A modernized public safety leadership strat-
egy, of necessity, must incorporate funding
reform. The crippling effects of the current
fiscal milieu ultimately compromises our
ability to reduce or eradicate the in-fighting
problem as well as limiting development of
a better-prepared population of public safe-
ty responders, which the public now
demands. This speaks to an emerging desire
among our citizenry to hold public safety
increasingly accountable for success at all
levels, especially in responses to complex

disasters or terrorism.

The Commission has remained open to any
reasonable suggestion, however, it has
asserted its legitimate role as an organizing
point, a solutions facilitator, and co-leader in
any viable public safety leadership strategy.
In an effort to reduce fragmentation among
public safety services, it has recommended
that the competing factions be brought
together to create a more cohesive structure
that would provide adequate and stable
funding. Such an investment promises to
advance first responder performance, save
lives, reduce property loss, and create safer

and more economically viable communities.

On November 28, 2005 the MCOLES
Legislative Committee examined this dilem-
ma. Acting on the heels of requests from
the Governor, the committee recommended
renewal of the Commission's eatlier efforts
to secure dedicated funding, Ata meeting of
the full Commission on December 14, resus-
citation of this initiative was approved. A
meeting of Commission representatives
with the Governor’s staff on January 5, 2006
produced further progress and was followed
by the Governor’s public support on
February 9, 2006.

What has ensued, as of the writing of this
report, is the formation of a public safety
funding coalition, which will seek greater pri-
ority for public safety concerns during 20006.
As a part of that overall effort, the coalition
hopes to stabilize MCOLES funding and
that of other selected criminal justice entities
through a dedicated mechanism that would
take these agencies off the state’s general
fund and prevent diversion of public safety
dollars during fiscal emergencies. Perhaps
more importantly, this initiative will foster
better communication and coordination
among public safety entities by reducing fis-

cal competion.

Fulfilling this vision will be no small task. In
essence, the coalition will be requesting new
revenue streams. Considering the political
magnitude of what is being requested, it
should be noted that MCOLES has sought
for over 10 years to rectify this problem.
The timeline depicted on the following page
demonstrates the long-standing nature of
this dilemma.

2005 Annual Report
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MCOLES Funding History

In recognition of a long history of under-funding, MLEOTC lIdentifies
Dedicated Funding Identified as its #1 Priority.

Alternative Funding Discussions held with M SP Budget Office — Focus on
Relationship of Report of the Auditor General with Funding Shortfalls.

Public Act 237 amends Public Act 203 — Language Includes Empowerment to Collect
Fees to Recover Costs for Testing, Training, and Issuance of Certificates.

MCOLES Conducts Survey of Other States’ Revenue Sources.

MCOLES ldentifies Motor Vehicle Registration as Its First Choice for Alternative
Funding.

Strategic Planning Undertaken.

Executive Order Reorganization — Governor Emphasizes Necessity to Mandate In -
Service Training.

Restructured Commission Adopts Strategic Plan and Identifies Dedicated Funding a
High Priority Strategic Initiative.

Commission Chair Empanels Ad Hoc Funding Committee Composed of
Representatives from Law Enforcement, Criminal Justice, and Labor.

Ad Hoc Funding Committee Conducts Inaugural Meeting.

Public Safety Concept Adopted — Presented to Governor’s Staff.

Public Safety Concept Presented to the Fire & Emergency Medical Response
Leadership.

Public Safety Concept Presented to Key Legislators in Meetings Throughout the
Summer.

Members of the House of Representatives Meet with the Ad Hoc Funding Committee -
Promise to Move Forward with Consensus Building in the Fire Service and Emergency
Medical Service Communities.

Legislation Expected to Propose Establishment of Dedicated Funding of Public Safety
Standards and Training in Michigan.

SB 905, 906, 907 Introduced to Create a Dedicated Fund to Support Firefighter Training.

HB 6360, 6361, 6362, 6363 Introduced to Provide Dedicated Funding of Standards and
Training for First Responder Disciplines.

January 2005 - Dedicated Funding Initiative Interrupted by Struggle to Restore General
funding. November 2005 - Dedicated Funding Initiative Re-started.

The Commission’s Legislative Committee Continues Discussions on a Public Safety
Concept with the Governor’s Representatives.




A Special Report (continued)

CONCLUSION:

The Benefits of Improved Coordination in
Public Safety Leadership

The concept that is being advanced is designed not only to fund the accomplishment of leg-
islated mandates but also to improve the ability of public safety to meet its modern day chal-
lenges. The approach is straightforward and simple. Improve the deficient infrastructure
that supports public safety services, and public safety services will improve. A better-coor-
dinated statewide public safety leadership will produce public safety responders who are
more competent to meet both traditional and non-traditional challenges. Whether a simple
fire or police call or a full-scale homeland security disaster, public safety responders are
increasingly being held accountable for higher levels of success in responding to complicat-
ed problems. A stronger statewide public safety infrastructure, with adequate and stable
funding, will advance public safety performance, saving lives, reducing loss, and creating
safer communities, specifically as described below:

- Enhancement of citizen safety.

Enhancement of safety and survival for public safety responders.

Provides a mechanism to maintain core competencies of public safety

responders.

Augments training and exercising in preparation for homeland security

challenges.

- Improves ability of public safety to provide coordinated multi-disciplinary

response.

- Provides capability to implement a standardized incident response strategy.

- Prepares public safety responders for anticipated rises in both traditional

and non-traditional forms of crime.

- Potentially increases dollars available for local communities to support train-
ing of law enforcement. This would likewise augment local training in the

other public safety disciplines, based on anticipated need projections.

- Corrects growing problem with underfunding of public safety standards

and training.

2005 Annual Report
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MCOLES Economic
Support

The Justice Training Fund

MCOLES is responsible for the adminis-
tration of the Michigan Justice Training
Fund, which operates under P.A. 302 of
1982, as amended. The Fund provides
financial support for in-service training of

criminal justice personnel.

The Michigan Justice Training Fund oper-
ates in the following manner. Public Act 301
of 1982, which amended P.A. 300 of 1949
(the Michigan Motor Vehicle Code), directs
the District Courts to collect a $5.00 assess-
ment on each civil infraction fine (traffic vio-
lation conviction), excluding parking viola-
tions and violations for which the total fine
and costs imposed are $10.00 or less. The
collected fee assessments are then transmit-
ted to the State Treasury for deposit in the
Justice System Fund (JSF). A percent of the
JSF is then deposited in the Justice Training
Fund.

Executive Order 2001-5 has designated the
Michigan Commission on Law Enforcement
Standards (MCOLES) to administer the
Fund. The Commission is mandated by the
Act to distribute 60 percent of the fund semi-
annually in what has come to be known as the
Law Enforcement Distribution. These

monies are provided to law enforcement

agencies to provide for direct costs in support
of law enforcement in-service training.
Distributions are made on a per capita basis,
the amount of which is dependent on the
number of full time equivalent MCOLES
licensed police officers employed by cities, vil-
lages, townships, counties, colleges and uni-

versities, and the Department of State Police.

During 2005, $4,355,496.44 was disbursed
to law enforcement agencies on a per capita
basis. The fall distribution provided 423
agencies with $2,302,052.04. The per capita
amount was $119.16. The spring distribution
provided 421 agencies with $2,032,694.40
The per capita amount was $105.60. The
spring distribution provided 41 law enforce-
ment agencies employing 3 or fewer law
enforcement officers with the minimum dis-
tribution of $250; and the fall distribution
provided the minimum $250 to 42 law

enforcement agencies.

The remaining portion of the fund, less
administrative costs, is designated for com-
petitive grants and is awarded to various state
and local agencies providing in-service crimi-
nal justice training programs to their employ-

ces.



The Justice Training Fund Continned

In deciding on grant awards, the Commission
considers the quality and cost effectiveness of
the training programs proposed by the appli-
cant and the criminal justice needs of the
state. This year, 50 grant applications
were reviewed. Of these, 41 applications
were awarded a total of $3,183,158. The
following is a breakdown of funding by cat-

egory. >

Staff provides comprehensive training for
participants in the Competitive Grant
Program. Three grant workshops are held
during May to provide potential criminal jus-
tice grant applicants with specific detailed

information on application requirements.

Each year the Commission establishes a
Prioritized Training List to which grant
funds will be directed. This list is established
through a needs assessment or other evalua-
tion tool to determine the training needs of
the specific criminal justice discipline
(Adjudication,  Corrections,  Criminal
Defense, Law Enforcement, Prosecution,
and Cross-Professional). In addition, the
Commission has also established that an
applicant must also meet the requirement of
providing training through a consortium
concept in order to obtain grant funding. All

applications must be postmarked by July 31st
to be considered for funding.

Each grant application meeting the deadline
requirements is reviewed for completeness and
assigned to a staff member for a more detailed
review consistent with established guidelines.
During the staff review, committees made up
of criminal justice professionals are estab-
lished. These committees provide for a sec-
ondary review of each grant for technical
merit to ensure that the Commission is not
directing scarce resources to programs that
may be obsolete or in conflict with the estab-

lished priorities.

At the completion of both the staff and com-
mittee reviews, staff determines the available
funding for the grant award cycle. The funding
recommendations are then reviewed to estab-
lish a parity of recommendations to available
funding. Additional reductions in recommend-
ed awards, if necessary, are made consistent
with Commission established priorities. The
grant applications and the specific funding
recommendations are forwarded to the

Commission in early November for review.

The Commission takes final action with

respect to the grant awards during their
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The Justice Training Fund Continned

December meeting, Then in early January,
staff holds two Grant Contract Award
workshops to provide successful applicants
with their respective contract and reporting
requirements. In addition, applicants atre
also provided with the programmatic and
financial reporting forms. 2005 Grant Awards

Throughout the year staff conducts on-site

monitoring of grant programs resulting in

first hand reports to the Commission on
grant activities. Michigan Justice Training
Fund news is periodically published in the
MCOLES newsletter and at the MCOLES

web site www.mcoles.org.

a. Adjudication $ 58,436.00 2%
b. Corrections $ 265,551.00 8%
c. Criminal Defense | $ 290,671.00 9%
d. Law Enforcement| $2,252,775.00 71%
e. Prosecution $ 302,644.00 10%
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Training to Locals
Funding Support for Basic Training

Training to Locals is the MCOLES program
that provides partial reimbursement to local
law enforcement agencies for the tuition
expense of sending employed candidates to

basic law enforcement training;

Michigan law enforcement agencies that
employ individuals for the express purpose
of becoming licensed law enforcement offi-
cers and then send those individuals to an
MCOLES approved basic police training
program are eligible for partial reimburse-
ment of tuition expenses. The conditions of
employment must comply with the Federal
Fair Labor Standards Act. Specifically, this
means that an employed candidate must be
paid at least minimum wage for all hours that
are spent in attendance at the academy. There
can be no agreements, verbal or written, that
obligate an employed candidate to pay any of
the expenses associated with academy train-
ing or that obligate the employed candidate
to repay wages to the employer, either mon-

etarily or through volunteered time.

The MCOLES staff conducts opening orien-
tations at each of the approved training facil-
ities during the first day of training All
recruits formally enrolled in an approved ses-
sion are tracked by MCOLES, ensuring that
the employing law enforcement agency will
be eligible for partial tuition reimbursement
and that the appropriate financial documenta-
tion will be mailed to the agency head.
Agencies sending an individual to the acade-
my should maintain a copy of the cancelled
check and a copy of the paid receipt from the
academy for submission to MCOLES, along

with other required documentation.

The financial documentation forms are sent
to all qualified law enforcement agencies in
mid-June of each calendar year. The docu-
ments must be filled out and returned to the
MCOLES offices no later than mid-August
of the same calendar year. The reimburse-
ment qualification period is from August 1st
through July 31st of the preceding year. In
order to qualify for the partial tuition reim-
bursement, an agency’s recruit must complete
training and be licensed as a law enforcement
officer prior to July 31st of the funding year.
The MCOLES staff will review all submitted
financial documentation and initiate reim-
bursement payments in late September or

early October of the funding year.

The reimbursement level is determined in
early September and is based upon the
amount of revenue allocated to the Training
to Locals account each fiscal year. This
amount is divided by the total number of
employed candidates trained and licensed
during the funding period, yielding a “per
candidate” reimbursement. Qualifying agen-
cies can expect to receive reimbursement no

later than December 31st of the funding year.

The per candidate reimbursement for
fiscal year 2005 was $1,400. A total of
$281,400 was distributed (depicted below).

2005 Distribution of Training to Locals Funds

Gogebic $2,800

Ingham $11,200

VanBuren $1,400

Berrien $2,800

Jackson $1,400

Washtenaw $7,000

Genesee $12,600

St. Clair $1,400

Macomb $14,000

Oakland $49,000

NN ) Wayne $173,600

Montroe $2,800

Livingston $1,400
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Police Officers & Firefighters

Survivor Tuition Waiver Program

In May of 1996, MCOLES was given
administrative responsibility for the Survivor
Tuition Program under Public Act 195 of
1996. This legislation provides for the waiver
of tuition at public community colleges and
state universities for the surviving spouse
and children of Michigan police officers and
firefighters killed in the line of duty.

In conjunction with the Michigan Student
Financial Aid, procedures have been devel-
oped for the application, review, and
approval of tuition waivers as specified in
Public Act 195 of 1996.

A concerted effort has also been made to
announce the program and encourage par-
ticipation. Articles have been published in
appropriate

professional  association

newsletters, and announcements were made
to all Michigan law enforcement agencies
and fire departments. In addition to infor-
mation at the MCOLES web site, the sur-
vivor tuition program is publicized in the
financial aid directory of available resources
for all four and two-year schools in Michigan
and also appears in the MICASH database, a
state sponsored scholarship search service of
all private and state resources which is acces-

sible via the Internet.

This year, MCOLES processed eleven appli-
cations for waiver of tuition at Michigan col-
leges and universities. Seven applications
were approved. A total of $15,631.50 in
tuition was waived for students in this

program during Fiscal Year 2005.




Public Safety Officers Benefit Act
Death and Disability Benefits

During 2004, the Commission became the
agency designated to administer the Public
Safety Officers Benefit Act (PSOB), Public
Act 46 of 2004. The Act provides for a one-
time payment of $25,000 for the care of a
public safety officer permanently and totally
disabled in the line of duty. In the event the
public safety officer was killed in the line of
duty, the spouse, children, or estate of the
officer may be eligible for the one time pay-
ment of $25,000. Benefits paid under the
Act are retroactive to incidents resulting in
an officer’s death or permanent and total dis-
ability that occurred on or after October 1,
2003.

Covered Public Safety Officers

“Public safety officer” means an individual
serving a public agency in an official capaci-
ty, with or without compensation, as a law
enforcement officer, firefighter, rescue
squad member, or ambulance crew member.
Further, “law enforcement officet” means
an individual involved in crime and juvenile
delinquency control or reduction or the
enforcement of the criminal law. It includes
police, corrections, probation, parole,
bailiffs, or other similar court officers.
“Firefighter”” means a volunteer or employed
member of a fire department of a city, coun-
ty, township, village, state university, commu-
nity college, or a member of the
Department  of  Natural ~ Resources

employed to fight fires.

Eligibility
The one-time $25,000 benefit is paid to an
eligible beneficiary(ies) in the following

order:

If the public safety officer is permanently
and totally disabled, the one-time benefit will
be paid to the spouse; if there is no spouse,
then to the dependents of the officer. If
there are no dependents, then the benefit
will be paid to the entity providing care to
the officer.

If the officer is killed in the line of duty, the
benefit will be paid to the spouse. If there is
no surviving spouse, then to dependents of
the officer. If there is no surviving spouse
or surviving dependents, then the benefit
will be paid to the estate of the deceased

officer.

Rule Promulgation

During the year, rules were promulgated to
fully implement 2004 PA 46. The rules were
drafted, subjected to public hearings, and
formally reviewed for format, structure, and
legality. Following review by the Legislature,
the Public Safety Officer Benefit Program
rules were filed with the Office of the Great
Seal and became law December 12, 2005.

Benefits Distributed in 2005

During 2005 a total of $150,000 was distrib-
uted from fiscal year 2005 funds to survivors
for the deaths of five law enforcement offi-

cers and one firefighter.

Photo courtesy of Charlotte Fire Department
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Standards

The Foundation of Effective Service

What type of person would you
hope to respond when you have
become the victim of a crime?

How would you want your child to be treat-
ed if he or she was arrested? Will your inter-
ests be adequately represented in court? Will
our prisons safely and securely house the
guilty? Who will look after persons released
from prison? Will the criminal justice system
work for me? Will it be fair? These questions
personalize the impact that law enforcement
and the criminal justice system can have on
our lives, and they raise interesting possibili-

ties regarding how we can make it work best.

Improving public safety is not merely a good
idea. It is a necessity. Crime is ever changing
and requires a dynamic response. While
crime continues to present new challenges,
other problems also beg for attention.
Virtually every component of the criminal
justice system faces serious tests and requires
frequent maintenance in order to best utilize
new technology; provide homeland security;
overcome ethical problems; and remain
effective despite funding shortages. In the
final analysis, modern public safety must
strive for continuous improvement, employ-
ing strategies that build interoperability
between its various components and the

criminal justice system, at large.

It is important to note that strategies to
improve criminal justice are frequently sub-
ject to controversy and accusations that they
do not do what they purport to do, that they
are skewed to favored segments of the pop-
ulation, or that they will be otherwise inef-
fective. Often, there is no defense against
these criticisms, because insufficient atten-

tion is given to research, ie., validating the

relationship between given strategies and the
desired result. Hence both good and bad
programs alike may fall into decline. Lacking
a well-researched strategy, programs find it
difficult to maintain the support that is nec-

essary to produce lasting positive effect.

Some of the most effective and enduring
improvements seen in the criminal justice
world have come from standards-based
approaches to solving large, systemic prob-
lems. Standards are, put simply, the critetia
that support the achievement of a goal or
objective. Properly developed standards are
successful, because they are built on a foun-

dation of validity.

At its most finite level, MCOLES standards
are employed to define the hundreds of learn-
ing objectives that law enforcement officers
must master to successfully complete their
training, Yet training is only one avenue for
transmission of standards to the delivery of
public safety services. MCOLES standards
govern performance levels, instructional
methodologies, training environments, quali-
fications for training and/or employment,
ethical character, professional licensing and

more.

Standards are, in a sense, an underutilized
resource that hold promise for the solution
of many ills plaguing public safety. To be
sure, standards development cannot be done
from an armchair. It requires work, expense,
and the involvement of experts and practi-
tioners. Standards must reflect the needs of
today and anticipate the needs of tomorrow.
Most standards also require follow-up main-
tenance to maintain validity and viability. Yet
the outcome of the standards-based

approach is undeniable. Standards provide



Employment Standards

answers that make a difference, and the
process of building standards cultivates
trust.

MCOLES is the standards bearer for
Michigan’s law enforcement officers. Law

enforcement duties cannot be performed

effectively by every person who decides to
take up the profession. A law enforcement
officer must possess physical and mental
capabilities, as well as being able to meet eth-
ical, psychological, and training standards. A
summation of the standards that must be
met by persons entering the law enforce-

ment profession in Michigan follow. *

Age

Citizenship
Education

Felony Convictions

Moral Character

Driver’s License

Disorders, Diseases or Defects
Hearing

Height/Weight

Mental/ Emotional Disorders
Physical Integrity

Vision, Color
Vision, Corrected
Vision, Normal Functions

Reading and Writing

Police Training

Licensure Examination

Medical Examination

Fingerprinting

Oral Interview

Drug Testing

Not less than 18 years

United States Citizenship

High School Diploma or GED
No prior felony convictions

Possess good moral character as deter-

mined by a background investigation
Possess a valid Michigan license

Be free of limiting physical impairments
Pass a designated audiological examination
Height and weight in proportion

Be free of mental or emotional instabilities

Be physically sound and in possession

of extremities

Possess normal color vision

Possess 20/20 cotrected vision in each eye
Possess normal visual functions in each eye
Pass the MCOLES reading and writing
examination

Successfully complete the MCOLES
mandatory basic training curriculum

Pass the MCOLES licensure examination
Examination by a licensed physician
Fingerprint search to verify absence of
criminal record

Oral interview conducted by employer

Applicants must be tested for the illicit use

of controlled substances
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Meeting & Maintaining
Employment Selection Standards

About 60% of Michigan’s law enforcement
training candidates enter training prior to
securing law enforcement employment. In
order to protect candidates who have uncor-
rectable problems, the Commission has

adopted a “Meet and Maintain” policy.

“Meet and Maintain” requires pre-service
law enforcement candidates to meet some

law enforcement employment standards

prior to entering training, This restriction
protects candidates who have uncorrectable
problems, from expending their time and
financial resources in law enforcement train-
ing, only to find out later that it is impossible
for them to enter the profession. Once train-
ing has been successfully completed, candi-
dates must maintain compliance with stan-
dards in order to secure law enforcement

employment.

Basic Training Standards

The foundation of law enforcement training
in Michigan is the Basic Training Curriculum.
The Basic Training Curriculum, available at
the MCOLES web site, is an evolution that
closely mitrors the progress and changes that
have happened over the years in the law
enforcement profession. MCOLES expends
significant resoutrces to build and maintain
this curriculum, providing updates and devel-

oping new subject matter.

Michigan’s Basic Training Curriculum is
developed and maintained in a collaborative
relationship with the criminal justice commu-
nity. MCOLES staff members, in conjunc-
tion with committees of subject matter

experts, develop proposed curriculum

changes and initiatives that reflect the current
needs of the law enforcement profession.
Subject matter experts are drawn from the
field of law enforcement and criminal justice
practitioners, academia, and training
providers. Learning objectives are identified
in terms of the behavior desired of the suc-
cessful officer.

Final products are subjected to the review
of a Curriculum Review and Advisory
Committee, which must assess the impact
of the proposed new material upon law
enforcement training providers and public

safety at large.



Mandated Basic Training

Curriculum Summary *

Subject Area

ADMINISTRATIVE TIME (18 Hours)
MCOLES Testing & Administration 8

Director Testing 10
1. INVESTIGATION (115 Hours)

A. Introduction to Investigation 2
B. Substantive Criminal Law 24
C. Criminal Procedure 31
D. Investigation 12
E. Court Functions and Civil Law 6
E Crime Scene Process 18
G. Special Investigations 8
H. Investigation of Domestic Violence 14
II. PATROL PROCEDURES (63 HOURS)
A. Patrol Operations 6
B. Ethics In Policing and Interpersonal Relations 29
C. Patrol Techniques 14
D. Report Writing 8
E. Juveniles 6
III. DETENTION AND PROSECUTION (15 HOURS)
A. Receiving and Booking Process 6
B. Case Prosecution 8
C. Civil Process 1
IV. POLICE SKILLS (262 HOURS)
A. First Aid 37
B. Firearms 72
C. Police Physical Skills 77
D. Emergency Vehicle Operation 32
E. Fitness and Wellness 44
V. TRAFFIC (66 HOURS)
A. Motor Vehicle Law 12
B. Vehicle Stops 15
C. Traffic Control and Enforcement 4

D. Operating While Intoxicated
E. Motor Vehicle Traffic Crash Investigation 28
VI. SPECIAL OPERATIONS (23 HOURS)

A. Emergency Preparedness/Disaster Control
B. Civil Disorders
C. Tactical Operations

D. Environmental Crimes

o N U1 o

E. Terrorism Awareness
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Emergency Vehicle Operations
MCOLES Examines Officer Survival Issnes

2005 saw the deaths of two Michigan law
enforcement officers who were involved in
high speed pursuits.  Since 2003, seven
Michigan law enforcement officers have lost
their lives in traffic related incidents. It has
been sugge