
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
The GOALS of the local governance structure are to: 

1. Provide as much statewide consistency as possible in the implementation of the MPRI 
Model while protecting local control by the MPRI Steering Team and other stakeholders. 

2. Provide protection from legal liability to local stakeholders involved in the MPRI process 
through their involvement in formal and established administrative structures. 

3. Ensure that key decisions about the design, the implementation and the oversight of the 
local MPRI Comprehensive Plans are part of a formal, clear and open process that 
involves community leaders, representatives from the Michigan Department of 
Corrections, local elected and appointed officials, and citizens who support the crime 
fighting goals of the MPRI. 

4. Provide an effective forum to conduct public education about the MPRI. 
_____________ 
 
* A representative of MDOC would participate as a member of the appropriate policy or governance board of the 
Administrative Agency and would ensure that the MPRI principles are addressed in their plans for the target population.  
In almost all cases, the representative is expected to be selected from either CFA or FOA’s MPRI Coordination Team. 

The purpose of the local governance structure for the MPRI is to ensure that the critical 
partners in the local MPRI process have a formal and clear role for full participation in the 
planning, implementation and oversight of the MPRI Model in each community.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 

This improved structure is designed to set the stage to take MPRI up to full scale by embedding the 
issue of prisoner re-entry into the local community human services power structure.  The new 
model builds on the current structure of the local Steering Team and our contractual relationship 
with local administrative agencies.   
 
This new governance structure represents both a strengthening of MDOC authority in the local 
structure through the seating of a MDOC representative on the board of the local administrative 
agency that acts as our fiduciary for MPRI funds, and moves us in the direction of a major "culture 
shift" in that our representatives will be part of local boards of non-profits, most usually Michigan 
Works! Agencies (MWA), so that our vision will be shared and our mission will be part of the local 
fabric of service delivery. Given that the single most important issue facing former prisoners is jobs, 
and the fact that most of our fiduciaries/administrative agencies are MWAs, we will become part of 
the enormous infrastructure for work force development.   
 
In jurisdictions that do not opt to manage MPRI funds through a MWA, we expect 
this "generic" local governance structure will be applied to the non-profit agencies 
that act as our local fiduciaries. We are not going to push local jurisdictions that have 
chosen other non-profits as their fiduciaries to end that relationship and switch to 
MWAs. These are local decisions.  However, we expect this structure to be embraced by the 
MWA network and are thus poised for statewide expansion of MPRI beginning in two months with 
a projection that most of our local fiduciaries in the future, particularly for the final expansion, will 
be MWAs.   
 
The rich and capable history of MWAs provides us enormous increased capability to address issues 
of legal liability, conflict of interest, data collection and reporting, performance-based human 
service delivery, open and transparent competitive bid processing, direct association with each 
county’s major employers, access to federal funds and other state funding streams, and a structure 
that includes participation with local elected and appointed officials.  An MDOC representative will 
sit at the table with local business and community leaders and other state employees who 
participate in the Workforce Investment Boards - the Department of Human Services (due to their 
Work First Program) and DLEG's Michigan Rehabilitation Services (MRS) are both seated.   
 
The options for MDOC board reps include any one of the three persons who are part of the CFA 
MPRI Facility Coordination Team, or any one of the three persons who are part of the FOA MPRI 
Coordination Team, or, if necessary, a member of the staff of the Office of Offender ReEntry (OOR) 
could also be considered.  We agree there is great benefit to having at least one local board member 
being an OOR representative so that all three of the administrations are actively participating in the 
process as a “learning laboratory”.  The selection for local board members will be based on 
workload considerations, leadership and communication competencies, vitality of engagement in 
the local MPRI process and other factors. 
 
This new model has the support of the three primary partner administrations (PCD, FOA, CFA) to 
engage in a deliberate vetting process for the next several months that takes into account two of the 
more difficult issues that the team has grappled with.  The first is the issue of workload that puts to 
question, "How can we manage this new, additional, culture-shifting responsibility even while we 
are still settling into the local structure that is only going into its second year?" The agreement is to 
not expect implementation until March 2007 at the earliest. The second is the issue of clarity of 
role and responsibility from both the MDOC representative who sits on the board and the board 
itself.  The agreement is to develop a clear set of expectations for "role responsibility" and an 
effective training curriculum to achieve the clarity that must be achieved.   A lack of clarity will 
delay implementation. 
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We believe this new governance structure represents an opportunity for the MPRI to gain increased 
national status as the first state to develop a local governance structure that guarantees our vision 
and mission will be understood and part of the community human service delivery network in a 
way that relies on collaboration with the department as an equal partner in the community and 
focuses on employment of former prisoners. 

 
Local Governing Bodies Roles and Responsibilities 

 
Comprehensive Prisoner ReEntry Plan 
 
Communities participating in the MPRI are each responsible for developing a local, community-
based Comprehensive Prisoner ReEntry Plan that addresses 16 Service Areas such as housing, 
employment, substance abuse services, mental health, transportation, victim services, and the 
involvement of local law enforcement and faith based institutions.  For each of these 16 Service 
Areas, the Comprehensive Plan describes the local assets that are in place to increase the potential 
for success for former prisoners, barriers that exist for maximum use of these assets, gaps in 
services, and proposed solutions to address the barriers and gaps.   The Comprehensive Plan also 
addresses critical issues such as Case Management, approaches for Accountability, Monitoring, and 
Performance Measurement, and ways to educate the public about the crime fighting goals of the 
MPRI. The Comprehensive Plan is the basis for requests to the Michigan Department of 
Corrections for annual MPRI funding as well as requests for support from federal, other state, local 
and foundation funding sources. 
 
MPRI Application for Funds 
 
Each year, communities participating in the MPRI submit an Application for Funds to the 
Michigan Department of Corrections (MDOC) that provides the major source of funds to 
implement the local Comprehensive Prisoner ReEntry Plan.  The annual Application for MPRI 
Funds details the costs to implement the proposed solutions in priority service areas as described 
in the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Steering Team 
 
The primary role of the MPRI Steering Team is to reach consensus with the local Administrative 
Agency staff in the design, implementation, and oversight of the Comprehensive Prisoner ReEntry 
Plan.  It is the responsibility of Steering Team members to attend Steering Team meetings as 
representatives of their service area and to bring to the table the advice, concerns and input of their 
stakeholders.  Additionally, Steering Team members who do not have a conflict or an interest in the 
Application for Funds by virtue of contracting for or bidding on services, are responsible for  
providing community input in the assessment of bidders’ proposals for funding. Thus, two critical 
expectations of the Steering Team are that members have the knowledge and expertise of the 
Service Area they represent and that they represent their network, not just their own organization.   
 
Steering Teams each have four co-chairs who do not have a fiscal involvement in the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Application for Funds: a community based member who represents 
the Administration Agency, a community based member who represents the local MPRI Advisory 
Council, the warden of the local prison that houses MPRI prisoners and who leads the prison’s 
MPRI Facility Coordination Team, and a Management level representative from the local FOA 
Area, who leads the local FOA Coordination Team.  An MDOC  designee, selected from either FOA 
or CFA’s MPRI Coordination Team, is expected to sit on the Board of Director’s or Policy 
Committee of the administrative agency. This cross-pollination of MPRI and the Administrative 
Agency, its governing board, the Advisory Council and the Prison and FOA assures a balanced  role 
for the Steering Team.   The fact that an MDOC representative  sits on the board that has authority 
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over the administrative agency, assures that Steering Team issues in the local process will be 
addressed. 
 
Administrative Agency 
 
The primary role of the Administrative Agency is to provide the administrative support for funding, 
protection against legal liability, monitoring and reporting of performance and evaluation.  The 
Administrative Agency is responsible for developing the Comprehensive Plan with the consensus of 
the MPRI Steering Team and for developing the annual Application for MPRI Funds based on the 
Comprehensive Plan, with the input of the Steering Team, and submitting this application for 
approval to the Administrative Agency’s Board of Directors or other appropriate governing body or 
bodies. After local approval, the Administrative Agency is responsible for submitting the 
application to the Michigan Department of Corrections. The Administrative Agency is also 
responsible for the development and submission of additional applications for funds to federal, 
other state, local and foundation funding sources based on the Comprehensive Plan and in 
cooperation with the MPRI Steering Team and working with other agencies in the community who 
wish to raise funds for MPRI services.    
 
The Administrative Agency is also responsible for: 

 Conducting an open and competitive bid process for former prisoner services and issuing 
contracts based on successful bids. 

 Program and fiscal monitoring and reporting to ensure program fidelity and contract 
compliance and for meeting the obligations of the contract with the state as a result of 
funding provided based on the annual Application for MPRI Funds1.   

 The appointment of a management level staff person to the Steering Team as a co-chair and 
work collaboratively with the team.   

 The hiring or contracting and supervision of the MPRI Community Coordinator with the 
consensus of the Steering Team co-chairs.  (The formal involvement of the Steering Team in 
the administrative agency’s personnel process is an ideal method to ensure consensus on 
personnel decisions).    

 
Administrative Agency Board of Directors or Governing Body 
 
The role of the Administrative Agency’s Board of Directors or appropriate governing body or 
committee is to provide oversight of the Administrative Agency and, in the context of the MPRI, to 
assure that the process for developing the Comprehensive Plan and Application for Funds is 
collaborative.  Thus, the seating on the board of a  member who represents the MDOC is critical 
since the board oversees the Administrative Agency that is charged with the primary 
responsibilities for plan and funding development.  In many jurisdictions, it is expected that the 
MDOC representative will be a management level position from either the CFA or FOA MPRI 
Coordination Team.  
 
It is understood that in many non-profits, the seating of specific representatives on the 
Administrative Agency’s Board of Directors as contemplated here may not be possible and that 
alternative methods of involvement may be needed. Some non-profits, such as United Way 
agencies for example, may have authoritative committees that provide input and oversight on 
policy and thus represent a strong role for the MDOC. The intent is to make certain that authority 
is established so that there is a prominent and meaningful role in the oversight of the 
administrative agency.   
 
In order to facilitate collaboration between the agencies who are represented on the top level MPRI 
State Policy Team, to the extent possible local governing boards are encouraged to have seated 
representatives from the other partner departments in the MPRI – or local agencies that they fund.  
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The Department of Labor and Economic Growth (employment services), the Department of 
Human Services (Family and Child Welfare), the Department of Community Health (Health Care, 
Mental Health Care, Substance Abuse Services), and the Department of Education (GED, high 
school, secondary education services) all provide critical services to the target population and have 
a critical role in the implementation of the MPRI Model.  While the seating of these representatives 
may be impossible for some non-profit boards who are acting as fiduciaries for MPRI funds, for 
other agencies, such as Michigan Works! which represent the majority of administrative agencies 
among the first 15 pilot sites, this representation already exists to a large degree.  The intent is to 
provide as much collaboration as possible with key agencies.  Other options such as involvement in 
committees and work groups of the local administrative agency board would also be productive 
involvement. 
 
It is the responsibility of the Agency Board or Governing Body to act upon the recommendations of 
the Administrative Agency for the Comprehensive Plan and Application for MPRI funds – as well 
as other applications for funds – and to accept the legal liability for the funds administered by the 
Administrative Agent.  It is the responsibility of the Board of Directors to review the 
Comprehensive Plan and Application for Funds.  It is the expectation of MDOC that the approval of 
the Comprehensive Plan approved by the Administrative Agency Board of Directors will represent 
the consensus of the Administrative Agency and the Steering Team and that the Application for 
MPRI Funds will be the result of decisions by the Administrative Agency with input from Steering 
Team members who do not have a conflict or an interest in the Application for Funds by virtue of 
contracting for or bidding on services.  
 
Advisory Council 
 
In response to the MPRI Model, many of the Round I and Round II MPRI Pilot Sites have 
developed local Advisory Council’s who have a shared interest in the success of the initiative.  The 
persons who are involved in these advisory groups are often local citizens who do not have the time 
or the position to be involved in day to day operations or to be involved in the Steering Team.  
Often, they are family members of prisoners, local faith based members, retired corrections or 
justice officials who simply want a formal way to be involved and show their support.  Advisory 
Boards need to be developed – if they haven’t been developed – at each Pilot Site to create a strong 
base for community support and to act as a vehicle for public education.  These groups are not 
“staff intensive” as they would likely only need to meet once per year, for example as part of an 
annual public event where the successes of the local MPRI are highlighted and positive press is 
generated.  Many non-profit boards have these types of events every year. 
 
As these groups have evolved, their primary role is to inform a broad base of stakeholders about the 
development and implementation of MPRI in the local community as a means to generate broad 
based public support and as a forum for essential public education about the MPRI.   Within this 
role, it is the responsibility of the Advisory Council to attend Advisory Council meetings and 
participate in reaching out to the public at-large to educate them about MPRI in their community.   
The primary expectation of the Advisory Council is that members are interested in understanding 
MPRI and will share their knowledge of MPRI within their network.  Ideally, the chairperson of the 
local MPRI Advisory Council sits as a co-chair on the Steering Team would be a community or 
faith-based representative who has no financial interest in the Comprehensive Prisoner ReEntry 
Plan.  If current boards have leadership already involved which don’t meet this guideline, there is 
no need to change but efforts should be made to do so at the appropriate time. 
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MPRI Prison Facility Coordination Team 
 
The primary role of the MPRI Prison Facility Coordination Team is to assure that the MPRI Model 
for Phase I and Phase II are implemented in the local prison facility.   
 
The team’s membership includes the Warden of the facility, the MPRI Facility Coordinator, and 
other CFA staff that have direct responsibility over the programming and implementation of MPRI 
in the facility. 
 
In general, the primary issues that need to be addressed, consistent with the Model include but are 
not limited to:  

 Assessment and classification:  Measuring the offender’s risks, needs, and strengths.  
 Inmate programming:  Assignments to reduce risk, address need, and build on strengths. 
 Inmate release preparation:  Developing a strong, public-safety-conscious parole plan. 

 
MPRI FOA Coordination Team 
 
The primary role of the MPRI FOA Coordination Team is to assure that the MPRI Model for Phase 
III and Phase IV are implemented in the local area.   
 
 The FOA team will be led by the local FOA Manager that sits as the Steering Team Co-chair. It will 
have in its’ membership, MPRI Agents (from the field and facility), local Supervisor(s) and other 
FOA staff as appropriate to address local issues and needs. 
 
These responsibilities, in general, include but are not limited to:   

 Supervision and services:  Providing flexible and firm supervision and services. 
 Revocation decision making:  Using graduated sanctions to respond to behavior. 
 Discharge and aftercare:  Determining community responsibility to “take over” the case. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
ENDNOTES 
                                                 
1 Additionally, the Administrative Agency is responsible for: 
 

 Ensuring that subcontractor client data systems are consistent with policies and procedures set by the State; 

 Ensuring that subcontractor accounting procedures are consistent with policies and procedures set by the State; 

 Submitting  monthly Summary Invoices to the State and the Steering Team according to policies and procedures 
set by the State; 

 Submitting monthly reports as described by the State; 

 Conducting a yearly on-site review of each subcontractor’s operations and fiscal administration;  

 Participating in semi-annual program reviews as prescribed by the STATE; 

 Participating in trainings held by the statewide MPRI partners; 

 Participating the in the public education and outreach effort; and 

 Contracting with or employing the Community Coordinator and providing legal liability for the coordinator. 
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