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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Phase One Report: Mackinac County Jail Committee 
 
The Mackinac County Jail Committee was created by county officials in September 2011 and was assigned nine 
tasks. This report presents findings and recommendations for each of the tasks. 
 
I.  Define the mission/role of the jail in the criminal justice system 
 
Committee members discussed elements of a “mission” statement at the first meeting and the concepts evolved 
over the following months. The principles included:  
 

• Inmates should not return after release  
• Attempt to safely reduce demand for the jail 
• Should not be a business—plan to meet Mackinac County’s needs only 
• Efficient (to operate, staff) 
• Comply with standards 
• Planning and design should ensure flexibility to meet future needs and be efficiently expanded, if 

necessary 
 

Current Jail Design and Conditions. The current jail fails to provide necessary space to accommodate efficient 
and effective options. Other Sheriff’'s Department operations are constrained by the lack of space, and the 
location of spaces that are available. 
 
II.  Explore jail population characteristics  
 
The jail, unlike a prison, has unique length of stay dynamics:  while 60% of the inmates who are admitted to the 
jail will be released within three days, these inmates only account for only 5% of the beds used on an average 
day. Out of 25 inmates in jail today, we could expect 14 to spend over 60 days, 10 to be housed for over 90 
days, and 5 to be held for at least 150 days. Analysis of inmate LOS data for Mackinac County identified a 
steady increase in the length of time inmates spend in the jail. 
 
III.  Analyze Jail Trends and Project Needs 
 
This task involved examining historical jail use patterns and developing baseline forecasts for future jail needs 
based on past practice. Jail ADP increased from 9.1 inmates in 1979 to 25.1 inmates in 2011. A statistical 
forecast of future ADP using past experience from 1979 to 2011 predicts an ADP of 39 inmates in 30 years, an 
increase of 15 inmates (62%, 2.1% per year).  
 
State Policies and Practices Impact the Jail. One member suggested that “the state is balancing its budget on 
the backs of counties.” As the state decreased its prison population in recent years, more than 2,000 inmates 
were added to the county jail system, an increase of 15%.  
 
IV.  Review and consider alternatives that might reduce the demand for jail beds 
 
The jail population is defined by decisions made by a wide range of criminal justice officials. The consultants 
conducted a series of interviews with criminal justice officials, including law enforcement, prosecution, public 
defender, judges and probation/parole. Several gaps in the current continuum of options were identified, which if 
filled could reduce jail demand by a few beds. 
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 Members noted that there were few available jail beds within a 150-mile radius. In fact, most U.P. jails are 
struggling with crowding and are more likely to need jail beds rather than have beds to offer to other counties. 
 
V.  Determine projected bed space needs 
 
Baseline forecasts suggest an increase of 15 inmates over the next 30 years (62%, 2.1% per year), for an ADP 
of 39 inmates. The forecasts do not reflect the impact of changes in state correctional policies and practices.  
 
Converting ADP into Bed Needs. The consultants calculated peaking, classification and maintenance factors 
which 33.9%. To convent ADP to bed needs adds 33.9% to ADP (for example, 40 ADP would required 54 
beds). 
 
VI.  Develop an initial architectural program for a jail/sheriff’s office 
 
The consultants, working closely with local officials and committee members, developed a draft architectural 
program that provided a detailed listing of each space that is needed to a facility, along with a description of its 
size, characteristics and other features. The draft program was based on a 56-bed facility, with 13 separate 
housing areas. By adding a second bunk to some medium security single cells, the capacity could expanded to 
88 beds. It is important to note that a 56-bed jail would have a “functional capacity” of approximately 42 inmates 
when the peaking, classification and maintenance factors are considered.  
 
VII.  Identify alternative solutions to meet needs 
 
Members identified the following range of options that would be explored to meet future needs.  
 

1. “Do Nothing.” Continue to repair existing jail, and board inmates at other counties as needed. 
2. Renovate the current jail and add on to it. 
3. Convert the old hospital for use as a jail. 
4. Build an all new facility. 

 
VIII.  Evaluate alternate solutions, calculate 30-year life cycle costs 
 
Having identified four approaches to addressing jail problems and needs, the Committee embarked on a 7-
month process that encompassed four meetings and several rounds of work by the consultants. The 
renovate/add option, after a great deal of study, emerged as the least expensive option over a 30-year period. 
With careful planning and design, this option could be as staffing-efficient as an all-new facility. This option fully 
utilizes the current jail facility for functions that do not involve meeting the public or operating the jail. After 
several approaches were developed, building new space at the southwest corner of the courthouse site proved 
the most promising, while still using the current jail facility.  
 
IX. Recommend a course of action to county officials  
 
The Committee recommends renovation of the current jail to house selected support services and 
functions for the Sheriff’s department, and construction of a new one-story facility to house the jail and 
the rest of the Sheriff’s department’s functions. 
 
The following pages present a summary report that explains the findings. Attachment 1 provides notes from all 
of the meetings, offering even more detailed findings. 
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Phase One Report: Mackinac County Jail Committee 
 

 Attachment 1, Notes from Committee Meetings, provides more detail. 
 Page references to the notes in Attachment 1 are provided in [brackets]. 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Mackinac County Jail Committee was created by county officials in September 
2011 and was assigned nine tasks. This report is organized around those tasks. 
 
The Committee was asked to: 
 

1.  Define the mission/role of the jail in the local criminal justice system. 
2. Explore jail population characteristics. 
3. Analyze jail trends and project needs. 
4. Review and consider alternatives that might reduce the demand for jail beds. 
5. Determine projected bed space needs. 
6. Develop an initial architectural program for a jail and the sheriff’s office 

(description of spaces needed to meet projected needs). 
7. Identify alternative solutions to meet needs. 
8. Evaluate solutions, including 30-year life cycle cost projections. 
9. Recommend a course of action to county officials. 

 
The Committee is comprised of a diverse set of stakeholders, ranging from criminal 
justice officials to citizens. Figure 1.1 identifies the members of the Committee. In 
addition to the members, many other interested persons participated in one or more 
meetings.  
 
The Committee was assisted by CRS, Inc., a non-profit organization based in 
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania. Rod Miller, founder of CRS, visited Mackinac County eight 
times during the course of the project. He was assisted by Arthur Thompson, AIA, a 
principal of the SMRT, Inc., an architectural firm based in New England.  
 
Members were provided with extensive information and resources at the beginning of 
the process, in the form of a notebook that included: 
 

1. Committee List/Meeting Notes     
2. Recent Studies 
3. Jail Standards and Compliance 
4. Inmate Data and Projections 
5. Architectural Programming 
6. Options 
7. Cost Estimates 
8. Committee Reports 
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The Committee Notebook grew as the project progressed, adding notes, briefing 
materials and other documents. 
 
 Figure 0.1: Jail Committee Members 
 

Name Organization/Affiliation 
Tim Ahlborn Mackinac County Jail Administrator 

Dave Davis Glen Memorial Baptist Church 

Gary Demers MSP Trooper 

Sue Dionne Mackinac County Treasurers Office 

Fred Feleppa Mackinac County Prosecutor 

Judge Beth Gibson 92nd District Court Judge 

Don Gustafson St. Ignace schools  

Isaac Harrigan Mackinac County Deputy Sheriff 

Jim Hill Mackinac County Board of Commissioners 

Glenn Hughes Citizen, Design Consultant 

Lawrence Leveille Mackinac County Board of Commissioners 

Kristin Mansfield Mackinac County Probation/Parole 

Jim Marks Police Chief , Mackinac Island 

Keith Massaway Soo Tribe Board of Directors 

Kip Rodriguez Inmate Advocate 

Jean Short Inmate Medical 

Stuart Spencer Mackinac County Public Defender 

Tom Spencer Michigan Municipal Risk Management Agency 

Joe Stelzer Mackinac County Sheriff Corrections deputy  

Scott Strait  Mackinac County Sheriff 

Kristine Vallier Moran Twp. Clerk 

Mark Wilk St. Ignace Police Department 
 
 
At the conclusion of the process, the Committee Notebook contained over 100 pages of 
committee notes, and nearly 200 more pages of briefing and background material. The 
notes from the meetings are provided in Attachment 1 of this report. These notes 
include all of the presentation materials delivered during the meetings and the various 
drawings and illustrations that were developed over the past several months of the 
project. 
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I.  Define the mission/role of the jail in the criminal justice system 
 

A. Principles to Guide Jail Operations and Planning 
 
Committee members discussed elements of a “mission” statement at the first meeting 
and the concepts evolved over the following months. The principles included:  
 

• Inmates should not return after release (or should at least take longer to come 
back) 

• Take steps that would safely reduce demand for the jail 

• Should not be a business—plan to meet Mackinac County’s needs only 

• Efficient (to operate, staff) 

• Comply with standards-- standards should be considered the minimum that 
should be done, and we should “try to do much better” than that 

• Planning and design should ensure flexibility to meet future needs and 
opportunities (such as providing conduit that is available for future technology). 

• It is important to have a facility that may be efficiently expanded in the future, if 
needed. 

• If a construction project is undertaken at some point, it is desirable to have the 
current jail remain open during the construction period. 

 
These principles guided the Committee worked throughout the process. 
 

B.  Current Jail Design and Conditions 
 
The recent U.P.-wide regional jail study documented jail design, conditions and issues 
in Appendix K1: 
 

• Page K-1   Jail Design, Construction, Capacity 

• Page K-1   Floorplan 

• Page K-2   Photographs 

• Page K-3   Standards Compliance Issues 

• Page K-13 Adequacy of Current Facilities 

• Page K-21 Comments by Consulting Architect 
 

Additional photos of the jail are provided in page 1.27 through 1.32 of the notes in 
Attachment 1. 
 

1 Appendix K, and the full regional study, are available at www.upcap.org 
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Members visited the jail early in the process. They were asked for their reactions to the 
tours at a meeting.  
 
A broad-ranging discussion of jail conditions by the committee members identified many 
concerns and a few compliments: 
 
 Jail Concerns 
:  

• Surprised about the amount of space taken up by the “catwalks” around inmate 
cells 

• “Fragmented and illogical” layout with regard to booking 

• Inadequate provisions for inmate visiting 

• Concerns about mechanical systems, including the furnace and refrigerator 

• Segregation cells, because of their location and design, are “wasted” in terms of 
available bedspace 

• Space, throughout the complex, is very “tight” 

• Design of the facility frustrates effective and efficient jail operations—according to 
one member, it “doesn’t function” 

• Design causes serious “fragmentation of operations” 

• Remarkable how every bit of space is used, but there is still not enough 

• Lack of storage throughout, causing items to be stored all over the facility, often 
in areas that are not ideal 

• Vehicle sallyport is not designed to accommodate an ambulance 

• Difficult to move a litter/cot through the jail when there is an emergency 

• Visitors’ path to the visiting room is inappropriate because it takes them through 
the middle of law enforcement office space 

•  “Not enough air” in the facility-- claustrophobic 

• Many serious concerns about the lack of privacy and confidentiality, throughout 
the facility 

• Lack of “dayrooms” means that inmates use the same space for sleeping, toilet, 
and the activities that occur when they are not asleep 

• Inmates are “stuck in [their] cells”—rampant idleness 

• Lack of space makes it very difficult to have inmate programs 

• Concerns about the staff who have to work there every day 

• No provisions for staff lockers, showers, uniforms—most staff wear uniform 
to/from work 

• Just “too small” 
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• Poor provisions for work release inmates to change their clothes on the way out 
and upon their return 

• Concerns about the capias location (between the Sheriff's and Undersheriff's 
offices) and construction (wall does not go all the way) allows someone in capias 
to hear what is said in the adjacent offices 

• Handicap accessibility for inmates is very poor (e.g. doors, showers), posing 
serious noncompliance with the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) 

• Accessibility for a handicapped visitor is poor 

• Facility design and size makes it difficult to provide religious services, counseling 
and bible study 

• There are only two “multipurpose” rooms inside the security perimeter that may 
be used for activities and programs—a small one that is used for one-on-one 
activities, and a larger one that is used for classes and meetings 

• Lack of activity and program space, coupled with overall design, makes it difficult 
to accommodate AA and NA meetings, and similar programs 

• Blind spots in many areas of the facility—cameras are not an adequate response 
to them 
Jail Compliments 

• Very well run 

• Several members remarked about how clean the facility is 

• “Quiet” (a good thing) 
Administration and Law Enforcement Concerns 

• “Line” between jail and sheriff’s operations poses difficulties and is inefficient 

• Very poor provisions for the storage and security of evidence 
 
Arthur Thompson, the consulting architect for this project, spent three days on site in St. 
Ignace, examining the jail and working with jail personnel to identify operational and 
space needs. Arthur’s firm is based in New England and has over 30 years experience 
designing jails and prisons, ranging in size from 25 beds to over 500 beds.2 He offered 
several comments about jail operations and design. [Page 1.21] 
 
Committee members agreed that the facility is short on space in every functional area.  
 
 
  

2 Arthur’s firm will not be involved in any subsequent design services that might result from this project, ensuring independent 
findings in this first phase of the project.  
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II.  Explore jail population characteristics  
 
Predicting future jail needs begins with understanding the characteristics of the inmates 
who have been in jail, and the dynamics of day-to-day jail occupancy.  
 
Jails, unlike prisons, have unique length of stay dynamics for inmate population: 
 

• While 60% of the inmates who are admitted to the jail will be released within 
three days… 

 

• These inmates only account for only 5% of the beds used on an average day. 
 
Figure II.1 shows the average length of stay (ALOS) characteristics for Mackinac 
County inmates from 2004 to 2007.3 Until 2006, length of stay for sentenced inmates 
increased only slightly; in 2007 there was a marked increase in LOS for sentenced 
offenders. 2007 also showed a large increase in ALOS for inmates charged with 
misdemeanor offenses. 
 
 Figure II.1: Inmate Average Length of Stay, 2004 - 2007 

 
 

3 Inmate data was previously collected by the Michigan Department of Corrections. Data from the years 2008 until the present 
has not been assembled or analyzed due to DOC budget cuts and is not available for analysis.  
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Figure II.2 compares length of stay dynamics in terms of admissions and “detention 
days” (beds used). It suggests that inmates who spend from 11 to 90 days in jail 
accounted for 52% of the beds used (red line) but only 26% of the inmates admitted.  
 

Figure II.2: Admissions vs. Detention Days (2007) 
 

 
 
Figure II.3 illustrates the length of stay dynamics in the jail from a different perspective. 
The chart shows the number of inmates, out of 25 inmates (the population at the time 
the Committee started work), who would be staying in jail based on their total length of 
confinement.  
 
Out of 25 inmates in jail today, we could expect: 
 

• 20 inmates will spend over 11 days 

• 14 inmates will spend over 60 days 

• 10 inmates will spend over 90 days 

• 5 inmates will spend over 150 days 

• 2 inmates ill spend over 241 days 
 

0.0% 

5.0% 

10.0% 

15.0% 

20.0% 

25.0% 

Pe
rc

en
t o

f T
ot

al
 

Percent Admits 

Percent Det Days 

 

7 
 



Mackinac County Jail Committee                 Draft Phase One Report                      December 2012 
 

Viewed another way, out of 25 inmates in jail today, 17 will spend at least 90 days in 
confinement.  
 
These length of stay characteristics have many implications for jail operations, 
programs and design. Analysis of inmate LOS data for Mackinac County identifies a 
steady increase in the length of time inmates spend in the jail. 
 
 Figure II.3: Number of Inmates (Out of 25) In Jail On An Average 
   Day, Based on Length of Stay 
 

 
 
The Committee examined data that described key characteristics of the jail population 
and trends in recent years. Unfortunately, inmate-specific data was not available for 
years 2009 forward because the Michigan Department of Corrections, which collects 
detailed inmate data from each jail each month, has fallen far behind in assembling, 
cleaning and publishing the inmate data.  
 
Figure II.4 shows the composition of the jail population by level of crime (felony, 
misdemeanor) and status (pretrial, sentenced). The sentenced felon population was 
often the largest single component and was usually responsible for the ups and downs 
of the population for the 12 years.  
 
According to officials, the high jail population in 2003 was largely caused by changing 
rules and practices at the state level. The average number of sentenced felons in 2003 
was nearly 15, more than twice the number in the previous year.   
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 Figure II.4: ADP by Level of Crime and Status, 1996 – 2007 
 

 
 
 
Figure II.5 provides a view of inmate characteristics for the five year period ending in 
2008.  
 

Figure II.5: Inmate Characteristics, Mackinac County Jail, 2004 - 2008 
 
 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Aver. Length of Stay- Days 
(ALOS) 13.5 17.0 16.6 19.0 19.1 

% of Inmates 
on Average 
Day Who Will 
Stay.... 

Over 60 days 69.74 63.88 70.95 68.45  

Over 180 days 33.32 24.21 27.38 17.51  

Over 360 days 0 8.36 0 0  
      

% Beds Used 
by Release 
Reason 

Posted Bond 41.69 54.47 52.62 44.48  

Time Served 38.94 32.54 31.73 38.54  
 

2007 
Percent 
ADP  

American 
Indian 9.10 Married 14.40 

Black 6.97 High School or More 67.35 

Caucasian 83.21 Over 25 Years Old 64.35 
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III.  Analyze Jail Trends and Project Needs 
 
This task involved examining historical jail use patterns and developing baseline 
forecasts for future jail needs based on past practice. Subsequent tasks examined 
possible changes in policies and practices that might reduce future needs (Section IV). 
 
Statistical methods were used to provide a starting point for projecting future jail use. 
Figure III.1 illustrates the Average Daily Population (ADP) from Year 1979 through Year 
2010. During that time ADP increased from 9.1 inmates to 25.1.  
 
 Figure III.1: Average Daily Population, 1979 – 2010 
 

 
 
ADP was lowest in 1981 (7.4 inmates) and highest in 2002 (27.3). A “trend line”4 is 
shown in red on the chart, indicating the rate of growth over that period—an increase of 
15 beds (150% more), over 30 years, or 5% per year. 
 
Figure III.2 examines ADP for the period beginning in 1996, when significant changes 
were implemented through the Community Corrections Act.  
 
The trend line produced by the analysis of the 1996-forward data shows a lower rate of 
growth, but at the same time, variation from the trend line is higher during this period.  

  

4 A “trend line” in this analysis is produced by a statistical analysis of historical jail use, using a regression analysis methodology 
(best-fit line). The trend line that is produced represents is a line that passes through all of the previous data points with the least 
total variation—the “best fit” to the dataset. 
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 Figure III.2: Average Daily Population, 1996 – 2010 
 

 
 
Figure III.3 illustrates the two trend lines: one using jail ADP from 1979 and one using 
jail ADP from 1996.   
 
       Figure III.3: Projected ADP Using Two Datasets (1979 forward, 1996 forward) 
 

 
The higher rate of growth is generated by using the longer dataset, from 1979 through 
2011. This rate of increase predicts an ADP of 39 inmates in 30 years, an increase of 
15 inmates (62%, 2.1% per year).  
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One of the challenges for a small jail such as Mackinac County’s is the marked variation 
of daily populations. Over 20 years ago, the Michigan Legislature passed the “County 
Jail Overcrowding State of Emergency Act (Act 325 of 1982). The Act provides a 
formula for calculating the “functional capacity” capacity of a jail, and the point at which 
it is legally considered to be overcrowded. [Page 1.34] 
 
Figure III.4 shows the daily count for a six week period at the beginning of 2012. While 
the daily counts were below the state emergency crowding level (upper dashed line) all 
but two days, the population was over the functional capacity (lower dashed line) all but 
three days.  
 
 Figure III.4: Daily Counts, January-February 2012 
 

 
 
State Policies and Practices—Impact on the Jail. The committee examined the impact 
of state correctional policies and practices on the Mackinac County jail population, 
Members identified several ways that the state affects the jail, including: 
 

• The jail is affected by inmates “at the back end of the system” when state-housed 
offenders are released and violate their conditions of release and/or commit new 
crimes.  

• Conditions of release for returning state offenders have gradually eased over the 
years, while local offenders under the supervision of probation are held to higher 
standards of conduct. 

• The Michigan Department of Corrections (DOC) has altered its response to 
violations of parole release conditions. Violators often spend 45 days in the local 
jail for technical violations rather than being returned to state custody. 

• The DOC is responsible to preparing Pre-Sentence Investigations (PSI) for 
offenders convicted of serious offenses. The DOC’s policies and formula for 
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determining when an offender is recommendation for local or state incarceration 
has changed in recent years, moving more offenders to jail rather than prison. 
Several officials have noted that offenders who would have been sentenced to 
two or more years in state prison five years ago are now routinely recommended 
for long jail sentences by the PSI process. 

 
One member suggested that “the state is balancing its budget on the backs of counties.” 
A 2010 DOC press release stated “…for the past several years, the Department has 
been closing prisons…” and goes on to report that: 
  

• The Michigan prison population has now decreased for four consecutive years, to 
a total of 44,113 inmates at the end of December 2010. This is the smallest year-
end prison population since 1998. It also represents a decline of 7,441 inmates   
(-14.4%) from the peak prison population of 51,554 reached in March 2007.   

 
• In calendar year 2010, the prison population decreased by 1,365 inmates           

(-3.0%), due to fewer prison admissions than prison releases and the lowest 
parole revocation rate since at least before routine record keeping began in 
1987.   

 
• The continuation of the decrease in prison population throughout 2010 enabled 

the department to reduce its net operating capacity by a total of 1,899 prison 
beds over the course of the year (-4.1%).  

 
• Because the DOC provides all felony pre-sentence investigations (PSI) to the 

courts, changes in the PSI process and decision tree have a big impact on 
sentences to jails.  

 
The Committee noted that the DOC stopped providing a total count of all county jail 
inmates several years ago.  Rather, the state reports the number of jail inmates in 
counties that submitted data. In Year 2010, the most recent for which DOC data has 
been reported as of December 2012, 29 counties did not submit occupancy data (35% 
of all counties), accounting for 3,683 of the total jail beds in Michigan. The DOC 
reported that the jail population was 12,947 in 2010, but if the rate of occupancy for the 
29 missing counties was the same as those that reported, the jail population was 
actually 17,307.  
 
The U.P. regional jail study assembled annual counts of all jail inmates and found that 
the number of inmates in county facilities increased markedly as the state closed 
facilities and reduced its prison population. The regional study reported an 11.2% 
increase in the statewide jail population from 2004 to 2009, nearly 2,000 more inmates.  
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IV.  Review and consider alternatives that might reduce the demand 
for jail beds 

 
The jail population is defined by decisions made by a wide range of criminal justice 
officials. The sheriff and his jail administrator have no authority to determine who is 
admitted and how long each inmate stays. Under state law, every lawfully-committed 
individual presented for confinement must be admitted and held until an appropriate 
official authorizes release.  
 
The consultants conducted a series of interviews with criminal justice officials, including: 
 

• Law enforcement (state, local, county) 
• Prosecution 
• Public Defender 
• Judges (District and Circuit Courts) 
• Probation/Parole 

 
During these interviews, anticipated changes in the demand for jail beds were explored, 
along with possible strategies that might reduce the demand. 
 
A “detention and corrections continuum” was reviewed, as shown in Figure IV.1. 
 
 Figure IV.1: A Detention and Corrections Continuum 
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The continuum illustrated the increasing severity of conditions for defendants and 
sanctions for sentenced offenders. The interviews identified gaps in the current options 
available to officials, including: 
 
 Pretrial (Not Convicted, Defendants) 

• No supervised pretrial release, an alternative to confinement in jail 

• No residential setting available for pretrial defendants 

• No transitional housing (including sober house) for male defendants 
 

Sentenced (Convicted, Offenders) 

• Limited accessibility to work release (residential) beds because the only available 
beds are at the jail, which is not designed to accommodate persons who leave 
daily for work and programs 

• No transitional housing (including sober house) for male offenders 

• No “day reporting” program, which is used in many jurisdictions to supplement 
probation and sometimes as an alternative to probation and/or jail 

• Limited opportunities for offender work programs, both in jail and in the 
community 

 
Jail personnel underscored the need for additional work-release beds, noting that these 
help motivate inmates to cooperate during their confinement in order to be eligible for 
this option. Work release inmates pay $20 per day for their housing costs and must 
remain sober. They also noted that the design of the current jail does not provide 
opportunities to implement a system of privileges that encourage inmate cooperation.   
 
Another gap in the continuum is the availability of transitional housing for males who 
need a place to live. Legacy House currently provides this option for females and it is an 
important resource for the courts. Without a similar option for males, the court 
sometimes sentences low level offenders to jail, especially in winter months when their 
lives might be in danger if released. Developing a male transitional housing option will 
allow some low level offenders to be diverted from jail. 
 

Jail Occupancy in Other U.P. Counties 
 
Committee members asked about the experience of other jails in the Upper Peninsula, 
and whether some other counties are experiencing crowding or have a surplus of beds. 
Figure IV.2 illustrates the current occupancy for U.P. jails, identifying increases in the 
jail population in most counties.  
 
The current situation in Chippewa County was discussed. Officials there have expanded 
their jail several times in an effort to create space to rent to federal authorities and to 
other counties. But the local jail population had increased sharply since the last 
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renovation was completed, prompting officials to send some of their own inmates to 
other counties in order to make space for federal inmates.  
 
 Figure IV.2: Jail Capacity and Current Occupancy of U.P. Jails 
 

 
 *  Many of the beds in Marquette County are at a low security annex,  
      converted from an abandoned Marquette State Prison farm building. These beds 
     have proven difficult to fill because of the limits of the low security structure.   
  
Members noted that there were few available beds within a 150-mile radius. In fact, 
most U.P. jails are struggling with crowding and are more likely to need jail beds rather 
than have beds to offer to other counties. 
 
Additional information about jail facilities and occupancy in the Upper Peninsula many 
be found in the recent regional jail feasibility study (www.upcap.org.) 
 

Can We Reduce Future Jail Needs? 
 

The group examined the range of alternatives to jail that might be implemented to 
reduce future needs.  
 
Some of the alternatives have been implemented, while some are not practical in a 
small county (such as providing a separate pre-release/work-release facility.) Provision 
of a “sober house” or shelter for males in Mackinac County would have a modest 
impact on the jail population, according to research and meetings with the officials 
(average of one bed or less). 
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V.  Determine projected bed space needs 
 
 Projecting ADP 
 
Statistical methods were used to provide a starting point for projecting future jail use. 
Initial forecasts were presented in Section III (Figure III.3). The higher rate of growth is 
generated by using the longer dataset, from 1979 through 2011. This dataset also 
produced the highest statistical confidence. This rate of increase predicts an ADP of 39 
inmates in 30 years, an increase of 15 inmates (62%, 2.1% per year). 
 
Neither trend line reflects the impact of changes in state correctional policies and 
practices. The impact of the downsizing of the state prison population has already 
moved over 2,000 state prisoners into county jails. 
 
Members agreed to use the higher rate of increase as the basis for initial cost 
projections. 
 
 Converting ADP into Bed Needs 
 
The daily counts presented earlier in Figure III.4 illustrate the difference between an 
“average” daily count and the ups-and-downs of daily jail operations.  
 
A projected average daily inmate population (ADP) is not the same as the number of 
beds needed to safely house that average population. Three factors must be calculated 
and added to the ADP to generate projected bedspace needs:  
 

• Classification factor, that adjusts for the need to separate inmates according to 
various criteria, resulting in empty beds in some housing units. 

• Peaking factor, that adjusts for expected peak periods of jail use based on the 
analysis of past trends. 

• Maintenance factor, acknowledging that some beds will not be available because 
of needed repairs and maintenance. 

 
The consultants calculated the peaking factor using a nationally-accepted methodology, 
and suggested classification and maintenance factor values based on the analysis of 
Mackinac’s experience. The three factors totaled 33.9%.  
 
To convert ADP into the number of beds the ADP is multiplied by 1.339. For example: 
 

• ADP of 30 = 40 beds 

• ADP of 40 = 54 beds 
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VI.  Develop an initial architectural program5 for a jail/sheriff’s office 
 
The consultants, working closely with local officials and committee members, developed 
a draft architectural program that provided a detailed listing of each space that is 
needed to a facility, along with a description of its size, characteristics and other 
features. 
 
Figure VI.1 summarizes the total Gross Square Feet (GSF) for each of the major 
elements of the facility. 
 
 Figure VI.1: Total Gross Square Feet (GSF)  
 

TOTALS GSF 
1.000 PUBLIC LOBBY 1,557 
2.000 STAFF SUPPORT 3,001 
3.000 SHERIFF/JAIL ADMINISTRATION 3,315 
4.000 VISITATION/VIDEO ARRAIGNMENT 1,834 
5.000 SECURITY OPERATIONS 982 
6.000 INTAKE/RELEASE 3,226 
7.000 INMATE HOUSING 14,351 
8.000 PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 4,132 
9.000 HEALTH CARE SERVICES 675 
10.000 SUPPORT SERVICES/FACILITY MANAGEMENT 4,323 
11.000 SITE/PERIMETER SECURITY 1,331 

  

TOTALS 38,727 
Facility Grossing Factor 1.1 

BUILDING TOTAL 43,761 
GSF 

 
A “grossing factor” of 10% was applied to the total GSF to calculate the total building 
area. The 43,761 GSF would house all detention, corrections and sheriff’s functions, 
including administration and law enforcement.  
 
The draft program was based on a 56-bed facility. Figure VI. 2 identifies the types of 
beds and the number of separate housing units that would be provided (13 separate 
housing areas).  
 
Figure VI.2 suggests that some of the housing units are “expandable.” This refers to the 
ability to add a second bunk to some of the single medium security cells, in compliance 
with standards, to provide “internal” expansion capabilities. This approach is very cost 

5 An “architectural program” describes the size and characteristics of each space needed in a facility.  
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efficient because it requires additional fixtures or furnishings, and usually increases the 
cell size by less than 30%.  
 
 Figure VI.2: Capacity by Housing Unit 
 

  # of 
  Units Capacity and Classification of Unit Beds Expands 

to: 
2  4-bed Minimum Male 8 [8] 
1  4-bed Minimum Male 4 [4] 
4  2-cell Special Management 8 [8] 
3  8-bed Medium Male 24 48 
1  8-bed Female Medium 8 16 
2  2-bed Female Special  Management 4 [4] 
  ______ _______ 

13  
units   TOTAL…………………. 56 

beds 
88  

beds 
 
 
Figure VI.3 shows the average area for each type of bed. The expansion beds bring the 
average SF per bed down to 178 SF, from 280 SF per bed without expansion 
capabilities.  
 
 Figure VI.3: Area per Bed by Type, Initial and Expanded Capacity 
 

Type of Housing Unit Net SF Gross 
SF Beds GSF/ 

Bed 
Exp 

Beds 
GSF/ 

Expansion 
Beds 

Minimum Custody 
Community Service/Work 
Release Unit 

770 1,155 4 289  289 

Minimum Custody Trusty 
Housing Units (Males) 1,180 1,583 8 198  198 

Special Management 
Housing Units (Males) 4 
Pods 

1,320 2,178 8 272  272 

Medium Housing (Males) 3-
Pods 3,765 6,212 24 259 48 129 

Female Housing Units 2,965 4,570 12 381 20 228 

TOTAL HOUSING 10,000 
NSF 

15,698 
GSF 

56  
Total 

280 SF/ 
bed 

88 
Total 

178 SF/ 
bed 

 
It is important to note that a 56-bed jail would have a “functional capacity” of 
approximately 42 inmates when the peaking, classification and maintenance factors are 
considered.  
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VII.  Identify alternative solutions to meet needs 
 
Members identified the following range of options that would be explored to meet future 
needs.  
 

1. “Do Nothing.” Continue to repair existing jail, and board inmates at other counties 
as needed. 

2. Renovate the current jail and add on to it. 
3. Convert the old hospital for use as a jail. 
4. Build an all new facility. 

 
Members initially noted that the hospital conversion was not feasible due to: 
 

• Presence of asbestos 

• Age of the facility 

• Layout 
 
But this option was studied and costs were developed to ensure that the community 
would see that all options were considered.  
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VIII.  Evaluate alternate solutions, calculate 30-year life cycle costs 
 
Having identified four approaches to addressing jail problems and needs, the 
Committee embarked on a 7-month process that encompassed four meetings and 
several rounds of work by the consultants. 
 
 Life Cycle Cost Analysis 
 
The consultants submitted a briefing paper in March 2012 (Fifth Meeting) that described 
the methodology and assumptions associated with the Life Cycle Cost Analysis 
process. [Pages 1.69 – 1.73] 
 
Figure VIII.1 illustrates the findings as total 30-year costs by category. 
 
 Figure VIII.1: Total 30-Year Costs by Category 
 

 
 

  

Staffing  Staffing  
Staffing  

Staffing  

Capital  

Capital  

Capital  

Extra  Facility 
Maint. 

Board Out  

Transport  
Transport  

Medical 

Medical 

Medical 

Medical 

Other Costs  

Other Costs  

Other Costs  

Other Costs  

$0 

$10,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$30,000,000 

$40,000,000 

$50,000,000 

$60,000,000 

No Change Ren/Add Hospital 
Conversion 

All New 
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Figure VIII.2 presents the detailed costs for each category, with the highest actual costs 
shaded in green for each category. 

 
 Figure VIII.2: 30-Year Costs by Category 
 

  No Change Ren/Add 
Hospital 
Conversion All New 

Staffing  $17,696,677 $20,759,985 $26,987,981 $20,759,985 

Capital  $0 $14,793,988 $17,181,450 $17,181,450 
Extra 
Maintenance $4,650,719 $0 $0 $0 

Board Out  $18,227,756 $0 $0 $0 

Transport  $5,100,000 $0 $2,364,540 $0 

Medical $2,007,817 $2,007,817 $2,007,817 $2,007,817 

Other Costs  $9,124,686 $11,482,492 $11,482,492 $11,482,492 

TOTAL $56,807,655 $49,044,282 $60,024,280 $51,431,744 
 
Figure VIII.3 presents the costs by category as percentages of the 30-year total. The 
highest single cost category is highlighted for each option, the second highest is 
“boxed.” The third highest cost category for each option is “Other Costs.” 
 
 Figure VIII.3: Percent of Cost by Category for Each Option 
 

  
No 
Change Ren/Add 

Hospital 
Conversion All New 

Staffing  31.2% 42.3% 45.0% 40.4% 

Capital  0.0% 30.2% 28.6% 33.4% 

Extra Maintenance 8.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Board Out  32.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Transport  9.0% 0.0% 3.9% 0.0% 

Medical 3.5% 4.1% 3.3% 3.9% 

Other Costs  16.1% 23.4% 19.1% 22.3% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Summary of Findings for Each Option 
 

1.  No Change- Second Most Expensive 
 
The “No Change” option describes continuing current practices in the current facility. It 
assumes that inmates will be boarded at other county jails when the population exceeds 
the capacity of the current jail, incurring boarding costs and transportation costs. The 
option is characterized by: 
 

• Second highest 30-year total cost 

• High boarding costs (nearly one-third of total costs)  

• High transportation costs associated with moving inmates to/from other jails 

• Highest maintenance costs as the result of extending the use of the current 
facility well beyond its intended life cycle 

• Lowest staffing costs because the capacity of the facility is not expanded 

• Lowest “other costs” because some of these expenses are included in the board 
fees (food, clothing, supplies) 

 
 

2. Hospital Conversion- Most Expensive 
 
While the conversion of an existing facility, a local hospital, sounds efficient at first. But 
this option turns out to be the most expensive over a 30-year period. The condition of 
the abandoned hospital (asbestos, mechanical systems) would require additional 
expenditures that would offset any potential capital cost savings. The layout of the 
facility would impose operating inefficiencies that produce the highest staffing costs. 
This option is characterized by: 
 

• Highest 30-year total costs 

• Highest staffing costs as a result of the inefficient layout of the facility 

• Highest capital costs caused by the expense of “hardening” the facility 

• Second highest transport costs as a result of moving the jail away from the 
courthouse 

• Leaves the current jail facility vacant without plans for re-use 
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3. Renovate and Add On- Least Expensive 

 
The renovate/add option, after a great deal of study, emerged as the least expensive 
option over a 30-year period. With careful planning and design, this option could be as 
staffing-efficient as an all-new facility. This option fully utilizes the current jail facility for 
functions that do not involve meeting the public or operating the jail. After several 
approaches were developed, building new space at the southwest corner of the 
courthouse site proved the most promising, while still using the current jail facility. This 
option is characterized by: 
 

• Lowest overall 30-year costs 
• Lowest staffing costs (tied with all new) 
• Lowest capital costs due to the efficient re-use of the current jail 
• No boarding costs because the complex would provide sufficient capacity 
• No transport costs because the jail remains on the courthouse campus 
• Re-uses current jail facility 

 
4. All New Facility 

 
The final option involved constructing a new jail/sheriff’s office on the current site. There 
is sufficient space for this option on the southwest corner of the site, and several 
alternate approaches were developed and evaluated. Putting all jail and sheriff’s office 
functions under one roof was attractive, but left the existing jail facility vacant. This 
approach also produced the highest capital costs. This option is characterized by: 
 

• Second lowest staffing costs (tied with Renovation/Addition) 
• Highest capital costs 
• Leaves current jail facility vacant- unused 
• No transport cost because jail remains on current courthouse site 
• No boarding costs because the capacity of the facility would be sufficient 
 
Design and Operational Cost Development 
 

Committee members directed the consultants to explore many approaches to 
renovation/addition and new construction over the course of the last four meetings.  
 
Members revisited the principles that were developed at the beginning of the process, 
expanding and refining them to provide guidance for the planning and design stage of 
the project. The expanded principles are presented in Figure VIII.4. 
 
Each “round” of consultant work was documented and illustrated in the committee 
notes, which are provided as Attachment 1 of this report.  
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Figure VIII.4: Principles Updated to Include Planning and Design 
 

 
 

The analysis included: 
 

• Fifth Meeting (March 2012) 
o Examination of the current site [Page 1.62] 
o Evaluation of hospital renovation [Page 1.61] 
o Establishing “principles” to guide the analysis [P. 1.68] – See Figure VIII.4 

 
• Sixth Meeting (May 2012) 

o Review of architectural program and “built-in” expansion [Page 1.75] 
o First set of plans and sketches [Page 1.77] 
o Drawings and plans [Pages 1.80 – 1.87] 
 Members rejected both approaches to adding on to the existing jail, 

finding them to be out of scale with the historical courthouse and 
because space adjacent to the current jail was limited and forced two-
story solutions [Page 1.78] 

   
• Seventh Meeting (July 2012) [Page 1.98] 

o Review of second round of plans and drawings 
o Examination of 1 vs.2-story construction adjacent to courthouse [P. 1.92] 

 
• Eighth Meeting (September 2012) [Page 1.99] 

o Review of third and fourth rounds of plans and drawings [Page 1.100] 
o Examination of detailed cost estimates [Page 1.101] 
o Review of Committee charge and work completed [Page 1.102] 
o Final instructions to consultants [1.103] 
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X. Recommend a course of action to county officials  
 
The Executive Summary of this report presents findings and recommendations 
associated with each element of the Committee Charge. This section of the report 
presents the final drawings that illustrate the recommendations. 
 
The Committee recommends renovation of the current jail to house selected 
support services and functions for the Sheriff’s department, and construction of a 
new one-story facility to house the jail and the rest of the Sheriff’s department’s 
functions. 
 
Figures IX.1 through IX.4 illustrate the recommended approach. 
 
 Figure IX.1: Site Plan   Red lines indicate  location of cross sections that are  
     presented in Figure IX.4 
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 Figure IX.2: Diagram of New Construction 
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 Figure IX.3: Diagram of Re-Use of Current Jail 
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  Figure IX.4: Sections 
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Attachment 1 presents notes from all of the Committee meetings. These provide 
additional details about the process and findings. 
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Notes from Committee Meetings 



Attachment 1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 

1.2 

Notes from First Meeting  September 14, 2001    6:00 – 8:30 p.m. 

Present (see Committee List 9-14-2011 p. 1.1 for details) 

√ Tim Ahlborn St. Ignace 

√ Dave Davis St. Ignace 

√ Gary Demers St. Ignace 

√ Sue Dione St. Ignace 

√ Fred Feleppa St. Ignace 
Judge Beth Gibson Newberry 

√ Don Gustafson St. Ignace 

√ Isaac Harrigan St. Ignace 

√ Jim Hill Curtis 
Glen Hughes Hessel 

√ Lawrence Leveille St. Ignace 

√ Jim Marks Mackinac Island 

√ Kip Rodriguez St. Ignace 
Jean Short Wautoma 

√ Stuart Spencer Cedarville 

√ Tom Spencer Rudyard 

√ Joe Stelzer Moran 

√ Scott Strait Cedarville 

√ Kristine Vallier St. Ignace 

√ Rod Miller, consultant Gettysburg, PA

Agenda 

1. Introductions
2. Committee Purpose
3. Membership
4. Committee Notebook
5. Questions
6. The  Process
7. The Big Picture: What Do You Expect of the Jail?
8. Previous Study—Regional Jails
9. Setting Up Jail Tours
10. Next Meeting Date/Time

Handouts 

1. Committee List as of 9/14/11 (Page 1.1)
2. Table of Contents for Committee Notebook (9/14/11)
3. Agenda



Attachment 1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 

1.3

1. Introductions

Scott Strait opened the meeting, thanking members for their time and willingness 
to participate. He told members that the study direction would be determined by 
the committee and that there were no pre-conceived findings and 
recommendations. 

Later in the meeting, one member questioned whether there was an 
assumption that some sort of jail construction would be recommended, 
citing the process and the inclusion of an “operational and space program” 
in the scope of consultant work. The consultant explained that completing 
an architectural program provided the most accurate method of comparing 
the current facility to current and projected needs, and that it also 
increased the accuracy of cost estimates that may be needed. 

Members introduced themselves. 

2. Committee Purpose

Scott Strait reviewed the purpose of the committee: 

• Define the mission/role of the jail in the local criminal justice system
• Explore jail population characteristics
• Analyze jail trends and project needs
• Review and consider alternatives that might reduce the demand for

jail beds
• Determine projected bed space needs
• Develop an initial architectural program for a jail and the sheriff’s

office (description of spaces needed to meet projected needs)
• Identify alternative solutions to meet needs
• Evaluate solutions, including 30-year life cycle cost projections
• Recommend a course of action to county officials

3. Committee Membership

A current committee list, with contact information, was distributed (Page 1.1 of 
the Committee Notebook). This list will be updated as needed. 

Members were asked to suggest additional members that might help with the 
process. Suggestions included: 

• State probation/parole agent

• Tribal representative

• Two other individuals (names not reported until they have been contacted)
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4. Committee Notebook

Each member was provided with a three-ring binder with tab dividers, to be 
used to organize committee materials. All pages will be numbered according to 

the Section in which they should be inserted. The notebook has the 
following elements: 

1. Committee List/Meeting Notes
2. Recent Studies

 -- Regional Jail Study, Executive Summary 
 -- Appendix K, Regional Jail Study 

3. Jail Standards and Compliance
4. Inmate Data and Projections
5. Architectural Programming
6. Options
7. Cost Estimates
8. Committee Reports

5. Questions

The consultant suggested that members identify a range of questions that should 
be answered through the committee’s work, including questions that might be 
posed by members of the community. The objective is to be sure that each 
question is answered by the end of the study. 

Members posed the following initial questions: 

• What is the interface between the state Department of Corrections and the
county jail?

• What is the state going to do next?

• Who is in jail? Why?

• What is “flopping?”

• Is the tether program effective in reducing recidivism?

• What is the current continuum of options for both pretrial detainees and
sentenced offenders?

• What  is the trend for jail occupancy?

• When has the Mackinac County Jail been full? Why?

• What affects the demand for jail beds and future trends?

• Does more beds mean a higher rate?

• Do we have to take inmates from other counties?

• How many inmates can be supervised by the current jail staff?
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1.5 

6. The Process

The consultant outlined the process that will be implemented by the committee in 
the coming months: 

• Define the mission/role of the jail in the local criminal justice system

• Explore jail population characteristics

• Analyze jail trends and project needs

• Review and consider alternatives that might reduce the demand for
jail beds

• Determine projected bedspace needs

• Develop an operational and “space” program and compare it to
current facilities and operations

• If there are unmet needs, Identify alternative solutions to meet them

• Evaluate solutions, including 30-year life cycle cost projections

• Recommend a course of action to county officials

There was a discussion about the need for an “operational and space program” 
during this phase of work (see page 1.3).  

7. The Big Picture—What Do You Expect from the Jail?

Members were asked to identify some of their “expectations” regarding the jail, 
including policies that should guide the process. 

• Inmates should not return after release (or should at least take longer to
come back)’

• Reduce demand for the jail

• Call it like it is—give notice

• Should not be a business—plan to meet Mackinac County’s needs only

• Efficient

• Comply with standards

8. Previous Study—Regional Jail Feasibility

The consultant review the findings from the 15-county regional jail feasibility 
study that was completed in 2010 (see Powerpoint slides provided as an 
attachment to these notes). 
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9. Setting Up Jail Tours

Members were asked to call Scott Strait or Tim Ahlborn to make an appointment 
to tour the jail before the next meeting.  

10. Next Meeting

Members set the next meeting for: 

• Wednesday, October 26, 2011

• 4:00 p.m.

• Location to be announced (not in the commissions’ room—too crowded)

Other Discussion Items 

During the course of the meeting, several topics were discussed by the 
members.  

• Luce County has no jail, could not afford to replace the old jail that was
closed by court order. They operate a two-cell short-term lockup that is
staffed intermittently as needed. They currently rely on Chippewa County
for their inmates, although they have had discussions with Schoolcraft
County and Alger County.

• One member asked if there is “money to be made” by renting beds to
other counties and federal agencies. This led to a discussion of Chippewa
County’s strategy—to build excess capacity at a low cost and rent beds to
other agencies. Their goal was described as “getting others to pay for the
beds we will eventually need.” The consultant noted that components of
their new  additions do not comply with national jail standards (cell size,
natural light).

• How many inmates can be supervised by two staff? Members asked if a
larger, well-designed jail could be supervised by the current level of jail
staffing. Staffing comprises approximately 70% of annual jail costs.

• Scott Strait described Houghton County’s “annex”—a low security
dormitory at the county airport. While it provides a higher nominal capacity
for the jail system, in practice it is often empty because there are not
enough low security inmates in the jail population. This underscored the
need to project future jail needs by type of bed (gender, security level and
other factors).
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• Jail standard were discussed briefly. Although Michigan has minimum jail
standards, these have been pared back to the point that they do not
address 75% of the issues that should be addressed.

• One member noted that there seemed to be “so many changes” in the
context in which the jail operates, making it difficult to predict future
demands for the jail.

• One member asked when it would be time to contact other counties to
discuss potential collaborations.

= = = = = = = = = = = =  = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 

Attachment:  Powerpoint slides used during the meeting 
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Notes from Second Meeting  October 26, 2011    4:00 – 6:00 p.m. 

Present (see updated Committee List 10/26/2011 p. 1.1 for details) 

√ Tim Ahlborn St. Ignace 

√ Dave Davis St. Ignace 

√ Gary Demers St. Ignace 

√ Sue Dionne St. Ignace 

√ Fred Feleppa St. Ignace 

Judge Beth Gibson Newberry 

Don Gustafson St. Ignace 

√ Isaac Harrigan St. Ignace 

√ Jim Hill Curtis 

√ Glenn Hughes Hessel 

√ Lawrence Leveille St. Ignace 

√ Kristin Mansfield Prob/Parole 

Jim Marks Mackinac Island 

√ Kip Rodriguez St. Ignace 

Jean Short Wautoma 

√ Stuart Spencer Cedarville 

Tom Spencer Rudyard 

√ Joe Stelzer Moran 

√ Scott Strait Cedarville 

√ Kristine Vallier St. Ignace 

√ Mark Wilk St. Ignace PD 

√ Joe Wixtrom Corr’l Health Care Co. 

√ Rod Miller, consultant Gettysburg, PA 

√ Arthur Thompson, AIA Maine, Florida 

Agenda 

1. Introductions
2. Committee Purpose
3. Membership
4. What Do You Expect of the Jail (cont.)?
5. Inmate Length of Stay Characteristics
6. Jail Facility Tours (reactions)
7. Jail Facility and Site  (a) Design (b) Conditions
8. Next Meeting Date/Time

Handouts. None 
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1. Introductions

Members and others in attendance introduced themselves. (see attendance roster 
on page 1.15) 

2. Committee Purpose

Scott Strait reviewed the purpose of the committee: 

• Define the mission/role of the jail in the local criminal justice system

• Explore jail population characteristics

• Analyze jail trends and project needs

• Review and consider alternatives that might reduce the demand for jail beds

• Determine projected bed space needs

• Develop an initial architectural program for a jail and the sheriff’s office
(description of spaces needed to meet projected needs) 

• Identify alternative solutions to meet needs

• Evaluate solutions, including 30-year life cycle cost projections

• Recommend a course of action to county officials

3. Committee Membership

After the first meeting, several new members were invited to join the committee. 
The newest members are: 

• Mark Wilk, St. Ignace Police Department

• Kristin Mansfield, Michigan Dept. of Corrections, Probation/Parole

• Keith Massaway, Soo Tribe Board of Directors

An updated committee list with contact information is provided on Page 1.1. 

4. What Do You Expect from the Jail? (continued from first meeting)

Members were asked to identify additional “expectations” regarding the jail, 
including policies that should guide the process. The following three elements were 
added: 

• Planning and design should ensure flexibility to meet future needs and
opportunities (such as providing conduit that is available for future
technology).
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• The issue of jail operations and transition during construction (if there is
construction) should be considered during design.

• Any design should provide for efficient expansion in the future.

Glenn Hughes offered several thoughts to the group, including: 

• It is important to have a facility that may be efficiently expanded in the
future, if needed.

• If a construction project is undertaken at some point, it is desirable to have
the current jail remain open during the construction period.

• Standards should be considered the minimum that should be done, and we
should “try to do much better” than that. He noted that standards are
frequently rewritten and that process sometimes takes more than a decade,
such as the ASHRAE1 standards that have taken as long as 15 years.

5. Inmate Length of Stay Characteristics

Rod Miller explained the length of stay dynamics for inmate population, noting that 
while 60% of the inmates who are admitted to the jail will be released within three 
days, they only account for 5% of the beds used on an average day. 

Figure 1 shows the average length of stay (ALOS) characteristics for Mackinac 
County inmates from 2004 to 2007.2 Rod explained that the ALOS has increased 
only slightly for unsentenced inmates, while 2007 showed a marked increase in 
LOS for sentenced offenders. 2007 also showed a large increase in ALOS for 
inmates charged with misdemeanor offenses. 

Figure 1: Inmate Average Length of Stay, 2004 - 2007 

1
 ASHRAE- American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers. www.ashrae.org 

2
 Inmate data was previously collected by the Michigan Department of Corrections. Data from the years 2008 until the 
present has not been assembled or analyzed due to DOC budget cuts and is not available for analysis.  
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Figure 2 illustrates the length of stay dynamics in the jail from a different 
perspective. The chart shows the number of inmates, out of 25 inmates (the 
population the day of the meeting), who would be staying in jail based on their total 
length of confinement. Out of 25 inmates in jail today, we could expect: 

• 20 inmates will spend over 11 days

• 14 inmates will spend over 60 days

• 10 inmates will spend over 90 days

• 5 inmates will spend over 150 days

• 2 inmates ill spend over 241 days

Viewed another way, out of 25 inmates in jail today, 17 will spend at least 90 days 
in confinement.  

Figure 2: Number of Inmates (Out of 25) In Jail On An Average 
Day, Based on Length of Stay 

These length of stay characteristics have many implications for jail operations, 
programs and design. Analysis of inmate LOS data for Mackinac County identifies 
a steady increase in the length of time inmates spend in the jail. 
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6. Member Jail Tours (Reactions) and Discussion of Jail Facility

Most members visited the jail prior to this meeting. They were asked for their 
reactions to the tours and several members offered their comments. This prompted 
a broad-ranging discussion of jail conditions by the group. 

Several members offered their reactions to their recent jail tours: 

• Segregation cells, because of their location and design, are “wasted” in
terms of available bedspace

• Surprised about the amount of space taken up by the “catwalks” around
inmate cells

• “Fragmented and illogical” layout with regard to booking

• Inadequate provisions for inmate visiting

• Concerns about mechanical systems, including the furnace and refrigerator

• Several remarked about how clean the facility is

• Space, throughout the complex, is very “tight”

• Design of the facility means that it “doesn’t function”

• Design causes serious “fragmentation of operations”

• Remarkable how every bit of space is used, but there is still not enough

• Lack of storage throughout, causing items to be stored all over the facility,
often in areas that are not ideal

• Vehicle sallyport is not designed to accommodate an ambulance

• Difficult to move a litter/cot through the jail when there is an emergency

• “Line” between jail and sheriff’s operations poses difficulties and is
inefficient

• Visitors’ path to the visiting room is inappropriate because it takes them
through the middle of law enforcement office space

• Surprisingly poor provisions for the storage and security of evidence

• “Not enough air” in the facility. Claustrophobic.

• Many serious concerns about the lack of privacy and confidentiality,
throughout the facility

• Lack of “dayrooms” means that inmates use the same space for sleeping,
toilet, and the activities that occur when they are not asleep.

• Inmates are “stuck in [their] cells”
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• Lack of space makes it very difficult to have inmate programs

• Concerns about the staff who have to work there every day

• No provisions for staff lockers, showers, uniforms—most staff wear uniform
to/from work

• Just “too small”

• Poor provisions for work release inmates to change their clothes on the way
out and upon their return

• Concerns about the capias room location and construction—in the law
enforcement area and one wall does not go all the way up, which allows
someone in capias to hear what is said in the undersheriff’s office

• Handicap accessibility is very poor (e.g. doors, showers), posing serious
noncompliance with the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA)

• Accessibility for a handicapped visitor is poor

• “Quiet” (a good thing)

• Facility makes it difficult to provide religious services, counseling and bible
study

• There are only two “multipurpose” rooms inside the security perimeter that
may be used for activities and programs—a small one that is used for one-
on-one activities, and a larger one that is used for classes and meetings

• Lack of activity and program space, coupled with overall design, makes it
difficult to accommodate AA and NA meetings, and similar programs

• Blind spots in many areas of the facility—cameras are not an adequate
response to them

Several members used the term “different” to describe aspects of the jail facility; 
this was later clarified to be a polite word for “bad.” 

Fred Feleppa said that he had heard several inmates comment that they “like it” 
better at Mackinac County than many other jails. Members quipped that their 
ratings might have a lot to do with the quality of the food. 

The discussion focused on Chippewa County for a few minutes. Members were 
curious about their jail situation and Rod explained that the county’s goal, 
according to his meeting with the commissioners, was to “have someone else pay 
to build the beds we will need for ourselves in the future.”  

Apparently, the number of Chippewa inmates has increased recently, prompting 
them to board some of their own inmates in other jails in order to rent space to 
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federal authorities for a higher rate. Rod noted that building a lot of extra jail space 
sometimes results in an increase in the incarceration rate, and criminal justice 
officials see the empty beds and are less inclined to use alternatives to jail.  

7. Jail Design, Conditions, and Site—Consulting Architect

Arthur Thompson is spending three days in St. Ignace examining the jail and 
working with jail personnel to identify operational and space needs.  

Arthur has over 30 years experience designing jails and prisons, ranging in size 
from 25 beds to over 500 beds. He is a principal in SMRT, Inc., which has offices 
in Maine, New York, New Hampshire, Massachusetts and Virginia. Members were 
invited to drop in to the all-day work sessions that will be held on Thursday and 
Friday. 

Arthur began by offering some overall comments about the jail and its operations: 

• Very well run

• Staff give respect to inmates and receive it in return

• Clean, well painted

• Quiet

• “Amazing what you do” with the jail

• Simply not enough space to accommodate all of the functions that much be
implemented

• “Dysfunctional”

• Accreditation by American Correctional Association (ACA) is commendable
and is exceptional

Arthur described several primary concerns about the facility: 

• Lack of space

• Inappropriate circulation (movement) within the facility

• Lack of storage areas (inmate property, evidence, commissary, etc.)

• Inadequate mechanical and environmental conditions
o Air changes are “just not there”
o Humidity control
o Temperature control

• Areas provided for inmate intake are disjointed, and many occur in a
converted corridor

•
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Arthur praised the efforts of staff and administrators, again saying that it was 
amazing how much they accomplish given the inadequacies of the facility. 

He noted that the jail is “not at a crisis…now” but that planning and implementing 
jail improvements takes a lot of time. 

He urged members to tour the jail if they had not done so in the past few months. 

At this point in the meeting, committee members seemed to reach a consensus on 
the finding that the facility is short on space…everywhere.  

Arthur went on to describe the work that was started earlier in the day, developing 
a conceptual architectural program for a “sufficient” facility. This work continued the 
following two days.  

The rest of the meeting focused on his comments and questions regarding the 
architectural program, as summarized in the following: 

• Law enforcement and other Sheriff Department activities are so integrated
into jail administration and operations that they will be considered to be part
of the architectural program.

• There are currently many spaces that are shared between the jail and other
elements of the Sheriff’s Department.

• The current complex lacks space for:

o Staff training

o County and community meetings (Scott urged the inclusion of a
multipurpose room that could be used for a variety of functions,
including commissioners’ meetings and other public meetings)

• Visitation should accommodate contact, non-contact, and video visitation
formats. Tim Ahlborn, Jail Administrator, noted that having the ability to offer
contact visits as a reward/incentive is an important management tool.

• Video visitation may be accomplished at various areas inside the security
perimeter, including housing areas. Visiting stations for the public should be
located at the jail, but may also be provided elsewhere in the community.

• Arthur and Rod described the relationship between the sizes of visitation
areas (number of inmates who may visit at one time) and staffing needs.
The current visiting accommodations underscore this relationship; visiting
has to be provided many hours during the week to allow inmate and their
visitors to use the only non-contact visiting room in the facility.
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• One fundamental decision is whether services and programs will be brought
to inmates in their housing units, or whether inmates will move separate
areas. Arthur noted that a design might provide flexibility on this issue,
accommodating services and programs near housing areas and well as in
centralized locations.

• Scott noted that staffing needs are also influenced by some ancillary tasks,
such as collecting urine specimens as required by the court or other
agencies. Scheduling of urine collection activities varies by day of the week
and time of day, placing demands on department personnel at varied times.

• Inmate intake activities should be accommodated in an area that is adjacent
to a vehicle sallyport

• Program spaces should be provided in a variety of sizes, and should be
able to subdivide as needed using moveable partitions. Tim told members
that the lack of program space results in “turning people away.” Several
members suggested that the community would become more involved with
the jail if there were sufficient provisions for program space. Arthur noted
that “volunteerism goes up when people feel safe.”

• Short-term holding spaces are needed adjacent to an intake processing
area, and are often arrayed around the intake area for direct observation.

• Longer-term housing should be provided in a variety of configurations.
Currently, most housing is provided in 4-person congregate cells that have
no dayrooms.

• Housing separations are needed to accommodate such classification factors
as: 

o Gender
o Security status (risk)
o Separation needs
o Special needs
o Other considerations

• Arthur told the group that it is difficult to accommodate separation needs
with fewer than eight distinct housing areas (of varied sizes).

• Arthur described design techniques that provided flexibility and efficiency
with regard to housing separations, such as:

o Providing a “pod within a pod” (to be illustrated later in the process)

o Designing dayrooms with doors that allow them to be combined or
separated as needed

• Standards required that inmate housing be provided as cells or rooms
arrayed around a dayroom.
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• Dormitories, while less expensive to construct, provide much less flexibility
in terms of operations. Rod noted that dormitories are usually appropriate
for low security inmates only, and that such inmates are a decreasing
proportion of the inmate population.

Arthur told the group that “The best client produces the best facility.” He went on to 
explain that a good client is actively involved in all phases of the projects, 
considers the full range of alternatives at each step, and challenges the architect to 
develop responsive plans. 

Arthur concluded by telling members that the architectural and operational 
programming process will identify the full range of options in on issue, and will 
explore the advisability of each. He underscored the need to develop such a 
program so that the adequacy of current facilities may be accurately assessed, and 
to make it possible to explore potential re-use of the existing facility in combination 
with an addition. 

8. Next Meeting.

Scott said that he would poll members for the next meeting date. It was 
subsequently set for Wednesday, December 7. Location to be determined. 

Attachment:  Powerpoint slides used during the meeting 
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Notes from Third Meeting  December 7, 2011    4:00 – 6:00 p.m. 

Present (see updated Committee List 10/26/2011 p. 1.1 for details) 

√ Tim Ahlborn St. Ignace 

Dave Davis St. Ignace 

Gary Demers St. Ignace 

√ Sue Dionne St. Ignace 

√ Fred Feleppa St. Ignace 

√ Judge Beth Gibson Newberry 

Don Gustafson St. Ignace 

√ Isaac Harrigan St. Ignace 

√ Jim Hill Curtis 

Glenn Hughes Hessel 

√ Lawrence Leveille St. Ignace 

√ Kristin Mansfield Prob/Parole 

Jim Marks Mackinac Island 

√ Kip Rodriguez St. Ignace 

Jean Short Wautoma 

Stuart Spencer Cedarville 

√ Tom Spencer Rudyard 

Joe Stelzer Moran 

√ Scott Strait Cedarville 

√ Kristine Vallier St. Ignace 

√ Mark Wilk St. Ignace PD 

√ Joe Wixtrom Corr’l Health Care Co. 

√ Rod Miller, consultant Gettysburg, PA 

Arthur Thompson, AIA Maine, Florida 

Agenda 

• Introductions
• Recent jail occupancy
• Inmate Characteristics
• Jail Use- Historical
• Continuum of Detention and Corrections Options
• Projections/Adjustments
• From ADP to Beds
• Life Cycle Costs
• Next Steps
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1. Introductions

Members and others in attendance introduced themselves. (see attendance roster 
on page 1.33). 

2. Recent Jail Crowding

Scott Strait and Tim Ahlborn described the recent crowding in the jail which caused 
inmates to be sleeping on mattresses on the floor.  

They described the Michigan law that triggers a response to “emergency crowding: 

COUNTY JAIL OVERCROWDING STATE OF EMERGENCY  

Act 325 of 1982 
AN ACT to authorize county sheriffs to declare a county jail overcrowding state 

of emergency; to prescribe the powers and duties of certain judges, county 
sheriffs, and other county officials; and to provide remedies for a county jail 

overcrowding state of emergency. 

The Act is triggered when jail occupancy exceeds 95% of the rated capacity for 5 
consecutive days. Officials are empowered to reduce the population through “any 
available means which are already within the scope of their individual and 
collective authority.” The Act identifies several actions, but does not limit the local 
response to these. 

(a) Accelerated review and rescheduling of court dates. 

(b) Judicial review of bail for possible bail reduction, release on recognizance, 
or conditional release of prisoners in the county jail. 

(c) Prosecutorial pre-trial diversion. 

(d) Judicial use of probation, fines, community service orders, restitution, and 

delayed sentencing as alternatives to commitment to jail. 

(e) Use of work-release, community programs, and other alternative housing 
arrangements by the sheriff, if the programs and alternative housing 

arrangements are authorized by law. 

(f) Review of agreements which allow other units of government to house their 
prisoners in the overcrowded county jail to determine whether the 

agreements may be terminated. 

(g) Entering into agreements which allow the sheriff for the county in which the 
overcrowded county jail is located to house prisoners in facilities operated 

by other units of government. 

(h) Refusal by the sheriff to house persons who are not required by law to be 

housed in the county jail. 

(i) Acceleration of the transfer of prisoners sentenced to the state prison 
system, and prisoners otherwise under the jurisdiction of the department 

of corrections, to the department of corrections. 
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(j) Judicial acceleration of pending court proceedings for prisoners under the 

jurisdiction of the department of corrections who will be returned to the 
department of corrections regardless of the outcome of the pending 

proceedings. 

(k) Reduction of waiting time for prisoners awaiting examination by the center 
for forensic psychiatry. 

(l) Alternative booking, processing, and housing arrangements, including the 
use of appearance tickets instead of booking at the county jail and the use 

of weekend arraignment, for categories of cases considered appropriate 

by the persons notified pursuant to Attachment  4.

(m) Acceptance by the courts of credit cards for payments of bonds, fines, and 

court costs. 

(n) Use of community mental health and private mental health resources in the 
county as alternatives to housing prisoners in the county jail for those 

prisoners who qualify for placement in the programs and for whom 

placement in the programs is appropriate. 

(o) Use of community and private substance abuse programs and other 

therapeutic programs as alternatives to housing prisoners in the county 
jail for those prisoners who qualify for placement in the programs and for 

whom placement in the programs is appropriate. 

(p) Preparation of a long-range plan for addressing the county jail overcrowding 
problem, including recommendations to the county board of 

commissioners on construction of new jail facilities and funding for 

construction or other options designed to alleviate the overcrowding 
problem. 

(q) Review of sentencing procedures, including the elimination of delays in 

preparing presentence reports for prisoners awaiting sentence, and 
staggering the dates on which prisoners will start serving a jail sentence 

to minimize fluctuating demands on jail capacity. 

Isaac Harrigan noted that the recent crowding required housing inmates in the 
“tank,” which is a short-term holding cell that is not designed for more than 12 
hours of use.  

3. Oakland County Jail

Sue Dionne told members about her recent tour of the Oakland County Jail. She 
contrasted the facility and operations with the Mackinac County Jail. She described 
the intake and holding area in the Oakland jail that provided several types of 
holding for incoming inmates.  

Rod Miller identified the elements of modern intake areas, that include short-term 
holding cells as well as inmate classification cells that may be used for one or more 
days until new inmates are classified. He reviewed inmate length of stay 
characteristics with a powerpoint slide (slide 8, powerpoint slides at the end of 
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these notes. He explained that 60% of the inmates who are admitted to the jail will 
be released within three days, but only account for 5% of the beds used on an 
average day. 

4. Inmate Characteristics

Rod presented several slides that described key characteristics of the jail 
population and showed trends in recent years (see powerpoint slides that follow 
these notes). 

Don Gustafson asked why all of the data is no more recent than 2008. Rod 
explained that the U.P.-wide regional jail study was completed last year and the 
2008 data (and in some instances 2007 data) was the most recent available. He 
noted that jail occupancy data is more recent. 

The Michigan Department of Corrections collects detailed inmate data from each 
jail each month. But the employee who has been responsible for this work retired 
in 2010 and the state has fallen far behind in assembling, cleaning and publishing 
the inmate data.  

Figure 1 shows the composition of the jail population by level of crime and status 
(pretrial, sentenced). The sentenced felon population was often the largest single 
component and was usually responsible for the ups and downs of the population 
for the 12 years.  

Figure 1: ADP by Level of Crime and Status, 1996 - 2007 
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One member asked why the population was so high in the year 2003. Scott Strait 
responded that one cause was the changing rules and practices at the state level. 
The average number of sentenced felons in 2003 was nearly 15, more than twice 
the number in the previous year. Rod pointed out that it does not take many 
individual felony offenders to have a big impact on the jail because of their long 
sentences. 

5. State Policies and Practices—Impact on the Jail

The committee moved into a lengthy discussion of the impact of state correctional 
policies and practices on the Mackinac County jail population. During the 
discussion the following views were offered: 

• The jail is affected by inmates “at the back end of the system” when state-
housed offenders are released and violate their conditions of release and/or
commit new crimes.

• Conditions of release for returning state offenders have become “vague
and miniscule.”  There are usually 7 conditions for release on parole, while
inmates on probation often have to comply with 25 conditions or more.

• While the reduction in expectations for offenders on parole results in fewer
technical violations, it also diminishes the value of parole as a tool to
reinforce appropriate behavior in the community.

• The DOC has also reduced its response to violations of release conditions.
There is now a 45 day maximum for technical violations, leaving these
offenders in county jails rather then returning them to state facilities. These
changes are relatively new, becoming more visible in the past three years.

A DOC press release stated that the parole revocation rate in 2010 was the lowest 
since 1987.  DOC policies for persons charged with sex offenses have also 
apparently softened in recent years, shortening the length of the programs that are 
required prior to release from prison.  

One member suggested that “the state is balancing its budget on the backs of 
counties.” A recent press release from the DOC stated “…for the past several 
years, the Department has been closing prisons…” and goes on to report that: 

• The Michigan prison population has now decreased for four consecutive
years, to a total of 44,113 inmates at the end of December 2010. This is the
smallest year-end prison population since 1998. It also represents a decline
of 7,441 inmates (-14.4%) from the peak prison population of 51,554
reached in March 2007.

• In calendar year 2010, the prison population decreased by 1,365 inmates (-
3.0%), due to fewer prison admissions than prison releases and the lowest
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parole revocation rate since at least before routine record keeping began in 
1987. 

• The continuation of the decrease in prison population throughout 2010
enabled the department to reduce net operating capacity by a total of 1,899
prison beds over the course of the year (-4.1%).

• Because the DOC provides all felony pre-sentence investigations (PSI) to
the courts, changes in the PSI process and decision tree have a big impact
on sentences to jails. Several officials have noted that offenders who would
have been sentenced to two or more years in state prison five years ago are
now routinely recommended for long-term jail sentences by the PSI
process.

Rod Miller noted that the DOC stopped providing a total count of all county jail 
inmates several years ago.  Rather, the state reports the number of jail inmates in 
counties that submitted data. The U.P. regional jail study assembled annual counts 
of all jail inmates and found that the number of inmates in county facilities 
increased markedly as the state closed facilities and reduced its inmate population. 
Figure 2, from the regional jail study, shows a nearly 2,000 bed increase in the 
total jail population from 2004 to 2009 (11.2% increase.) 

Figure 2: Total Michigan Jail Population (ADP), 2004 – 2009. 
Source: U.P. Regional Jail Feasibility Study, 2010 

15,500

16,000

16,500

17,000

17,500

18,000

18,500

Year 2004 Year 2005 Year 2006 Year 2007 Year 2008 Year 2009

Members asked how changes in state policies will affect the number of inmates to 
be housed in the Mackinac County Jail. Rod responded that it is difficult to 
calculate reliable projections of the impact, but that officials seem to agree that jail 
populations will continue to grow as state prisoners are diverted from prisons. 
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6. Reducing the Jail Population— a Continuum of Options

The discussion moved to the subject of strategies that might reduce or moderate 
future jail needs.  

Rod reported on recent interviews with local criminal justice officials, including: 

• Law enforcement (state, local, county)

• Prosecution

• Public Defender

• Judges (District and Circuit Courts)

• Probation/Parole

During these interviews, anticipated changes in the demand for jail beds was a 
topic of discussion, along with possible strategies that might reduce the demand. 

A “detention and corrections continuum” was reviewed (see powerpoint slides). Jail 
personnel identified the need for additional work-release beds, noting that these 
help motivate inmates to cooperate during their confinement in order to be eligible 
for this option. Work release inmates pay $20 per day for their housing costs and 
must remain sober. They noted that the design of the current jail does not provide 
opportunities to implement a system of privileges that encourage inmate 
cooperation.   

Another gap in the continuum is the availability of transitional housing for males 
who need a place to live. Legacy House currently provides this option for females 
and this is an important resource for the courts. Without a similar option for males, 
the court sometimes sentences low level offenders to jail, especially in the winter 
months when their lives might be in danger if released. Developing a male 
transitional housing option will allow some low level offenders to be diverted from 
jail. 

The potential impact of these and other alternatives to jail will be examined in the 
next meeting. 

7. Projecting Future Jail Use

Statistical methods were used to provide a starting point for projecting future jail 
use. Figure 3 illustrates two different trend lines: one using jail ADP from 1979 and 
one using jail ADP from 1996.  
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Figure 3: Project ADP Using Two Datasets 

The higher rate of growth is generated by using the longer dataset, from 1979 
through 2011. This rate of increase predicts an ADP of 39 inmates in 30 years, an 
increase of 15 inmates (62%, 2.1% per year).  

Neither trend line reflects the impact of changes in state correctional policies and 
practices. 

8. Converting ADP to Beds

A projected average daily inmate population (ADP) is not the same as the number 
of beds needed to safely house the average population.  

Three factors must be calculated and should be added to the ADP to generate 
projected bedspace needs:  

• Classification factor, that adjusts for the need to separate inmates according
to various criteria, resulting in empty beds in some housing units.

• Peaking factor, that adjusts for expected peak periods of jail use based on
the analysis of past trends.

• Maintenance factor, that acknowledges that some beds will not be available
because of needed repairs and maintenance

These factors will be examined at the next meeting. 
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8. Calculating “Life Cycle Costs” (LCC) for Jail Options

Members briefly discussed the “life cycle cost” methodology that estimates annual 
costs for a 30-year period. This analysis provides the basis for comparing various 
solutions to jail problems and needs. 

A sample LCC was briefly reviewed, to be explored in more depth at the next 
meeting. 

9. Next Steps

Rod Miller will develop life cycle cost estimates using two levels of projections. The 
results will be shared with members prior to the next meeting. 

10. Next Meeting

The date and time for the next meeting will be determined in early January. 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m. 

Attachment 1: Powerpoint Slides Used During the Meeting. 
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Attachment 1: POWER-POINT SLIDES USED DURING 12/7/2011 MEETING 
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Notes from Fourth Meeting  February 6, 2012    4:00 – 6:00 p.m. 

Present: (See P. 1.1 for Details) 

√ Tim Ahlborn St. Ignace 

Dave Davis St. Ignace 

√ Gary Demers St. Ignace 

√ Sue Dionne St. Ignace 

√ Fred Feleppa St. Ignace 

Judge Beth Gibson Newberry 

√ Don Gustafson St. Ignace 

√ Isaac Harrigan St. Ignace 

*** Jim Hill Curtis 

√ Glenn Hughes Hessel 

√ Lawrence Leveille St. Ignace 

√ Kristin Mansfield Prob/Parole 

Jim Marks Mackinac Island 

√ Kip Rodriguez St. Ignace 

√ Jean Short Wautoma 

√ Stuart Spencer Cedarville 

√ Tom Spencer Rudyard 

Joe Stelzer Moran 

√ Scott Strait Cedarville 

√ Kristine Vallier St. Ignace 

√ Mark Wilk St. Ignace PD 

√ Joe Wixtrom Corr’l Health Care Co. 

√ Rod Miller, consultant Gettysburg, PA 

Arthur Thompson, AIA Maine, Florida 

*** Commissioner Oliver House attended on behalf of Jim Hill 

Agenda 

• Introductions
• Recent Jail Occupancy and Recent Trends in Other Counties
• Jail Use- Historical
• Projections/Adjustments
• Translating ADP to Beds
• Life Cycle Costs
• Next Steps
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1. Introductions

Members and others in attendance introduced themselves. (see attendance roster 
on page 1.47). 

2. Recent Jail Crowding

Tim Ahlborn provided an update on jail crowding problems that were discussed at 
the last meeting. Figure 1 shows the daily population for the five weeks. The 
population reached 27 at the end of December and at the end of January, falling to 
its lowest level (19) for three days in early January.  

Figure 1: Jail Daily Count, 12/28/2011 – 2/5/2012 

While the daily counts were below the state emergency crowding level (red line) all 
but two days, the population was over the functional capacity (green line) all but 
three days.  

The functional capacity is the average number of inmates who may be housed in 
the jail while maintaining needed separation between inmates. The functional 
capacity is also affected by the periodic peaking that is encountered in the jail. The 
elements of the functional capacity calculations were explored later in the meeting. 

3. Jail Occupancy in Other U.P. Counties

Other jails in the Upper Peninsula are also experiencing crowding. Tim Ahlborn 
collected information from most of the counties earlier in the day. Figure 2 
illustrates the current occupancy for these jails, showing similar increases in the jail 
population in most counties.  
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Figure 2: Jail Capacity and Current Occupancy of U.P. Jails 

The current situation in Chippewa County was discussed. Officials there have 
expanded their jail several times in an effort to create space to rent to federal 
authorities and to other counties. But the local jail population had increased sharply 
since the last renovation was completed, prompting officials to send their own 
inmates to other counties in order to make space for federal inmates.  

Rod showed illustrations of the Chippewa County Jail (see Attachment 1) and 
described some of the design errors that were made.  He also presented 
illustrations of the Baraga County Jail, and described flawed design assumptions in 
those counties and in Iron County regarding control rooms and the difference 
between observation and supervision (see Attachment 1). 

4. Projecting Future Jail Use

At the last meeting, initial statistical projections were presented, showing two trend 
lines that were generated from historical jail use data, one using jail ADP from 
1979 forward and one using jail ADP from 1996 forward. The findings are shown in 
Figure 3.  

The higher rate of growth is generated by using the longer dataset, from 1979 
through 2011. This dataset also produced the highest statistical confidence. This 
rate of increase predicts an ADP of 39 inmates in 30 years, an increase of 15 
inmates (62%, 2.1% per year).  

Neither trend line reflects the impact of changes in state correctional policies and 
practices. As discussed at the last meeting, the impact of the downsizing of the 
state prison population has already moved over 3,000 state prisoners into county 
jails.  



Attachment  1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 1. 50

Figure 3: Project ADP Using Two Datasets 

Members agreed to use the higher rate of increase as the basis for initial cost 
projections.  

4. Converting ADP to Beds

A projected average daily inmate population (ADP) is not the same as the number 
of beds needed to safely house that average population. Three factors must be 
calculated and should be added to the ADP to generate projected bedspace 
needs:  

• Classification factor, that adjusts for the need to separate inmates according
to various criteria, resulting in empty beds in some housing units.

• Peaking factor, that adjusts for expected peak periods of jail use based on
the analysis of past trends.

• Maintenance factor  that acknowledges that some beds will not be available
because of needed repairs and maintenance

Rod presented the calculations of these three factors that were based on the 
analysis of Mackinac’s experience. These totaled 33.9%. The convert ADP into the 
number of beds the ADP should be multiplied by 1.339. For example: 

• ADP of 30 = 40 beds

• ADP of 40 = 54 beds

• ADP of 50 = 67 beds
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5. Can We Reduce Future Jail Needs?

The group examined the range of alternatives to jail that might be implemented to 
reduce future needs. Many of these have been implemented, while some are not 
practical in a small county (such as providing a separate pre-release/work-release 
facility.) Rod had previously met with officials to explore alternatives. Provision of a 
“sober house” or shelter for males in Mackinac County would have a modest 
impact on the jail population, according to research and meetings with the officials. 
This option currently exists for females in the community. 

6. Exploring Options for Meet Future Needs

Members were asked to identify the range of options that should be explored to 
meet future needs. The following were identified: 

1. “Do Nothing.” Continue to repair existing jail, board inmates at other
counties as needed.

2. Renovate the current jail and add on to it.

3. Convert the old hospital for use as a jail.

4. Build an all new facility.

During the discussion, members noted that the hospital conversion was not 
feasible due to the presence of asbestos and the age of the facility. Rod suggested 
that this and similar options should be studied because members of the community 
will eventually ask if they have been considered.  

7. Calculating “Life Cycle Costs” (LCC) for Jail Options

Members discussed the “life cycle cost” methodology that estimates annual costs, 
providing the basis for comparing various solutions to jail problems and needs. A 
sample LCC was briefly reviewed. The analysis used a 30 year life cycle. Rod 
identified other assumptions that would be used for the initial Life Cycle Cost 
analysis and members concurred. 

8. Next Steps

Rod Miller will develop life cycle cost estimates using projections generated by the 
1979 dataset and the assumptions that were described during the meeting. The 
results will be provided to members prior to the next meeting. 

9. Next Meeting

The next meeting will be held Wednesday, March 14 at 4 p.m. 

Attachment 1: Powerpoint Slides Used During the Meeting. 
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Attachment 1: POWER-POINT SLIDES USED DURING 2/6/2012 MEETING 
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Notes from Fifth Meeting  March 14, 2012    4:00 – 6:00 p.m. 

Present: (See P. 1.1 for List of Members with eMails) 

√ Tim Ahlborn St. Ignace 

Dave Davis St. Ignace 

√ Gary Demers St. Ignace 

√ Sue Dionne St. Ignace 

Fred Feleppa St. Ignace 

* Judge Beth Gibson Newberry 

Don Gustafson St. Ignace 

√ Isaac Harrigan St. Ignace 

√ Jim Hill Curtis 

Glenn Hughes Hessel 

√ Lawrence Leveille St. Ignace 

Kristin Mansfield Prob/Parole 

√ Jim Marks Mackinac Island 

Kip Rodriguez St. Ignace 

Jean Short Wautoma 

Stuart Spencer Cedarville 

Tom Spencer Rudyard 

√ Joe Stelzer Moran 

√ Scott Strait Cedarville 

√ Kristine Vallier St. Ignace 

√ Mark Wilk St. Ignace PD 

Joe Wixtrom Corr’l Health Care Co. 

√ Stephannie Vallier 

√ Rod Miller, consultant Gettysburg, PA 
* Judge Gibson was unable to attend but sent a letter with suggestions

Agenda 

1. Update on Jail Crowding
2. Life Cycle Cost Estimates for 4 Primary Options
3. Discussion—Options to be Dismissed
4. Discussion—Site Characteristics and Opportunities to Renovate/Expand or

Build All New On Site

Attachment 1: Powerpoints used during meeting 
Attachment 2: Briefing Paper Sent to Members Prior to Meeting (Life Cycle Costs) 
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1. Update on Jail Crowding

Tim Ahlborn, Jail Administrator, provided an update on jail crowding problems. Jail 
occupancy continues to be at 26 or more inmates, well over the 24 bed functional 
capacity. It has not been necessary formally invoke statutory crowding procedures 
because officials have worked together to manage the crowding. 

Jail counts are running substantially higher than projected two years ago in the 
regional jail feasibility study. The 2011 average daily population (ADP) was at the 
level that was projected for the year 2018 in the regional study. 

The increase in the jail population appears to be caused by offenders sentenced 
for long jail terms, many of whom would have been sentenced to state prison 
under previous sentencing and presentence investigation practices. This is 
consistent with statewide policies that have reduced the state prison population by 
removing low-level felony offenders.  

2. Life Cycle Cost Estimates for 4 Primary Options

A briefing paper had been distributed to members prior to the meeting. It is 
included as Attachment 2 of these notes.  

The committee reviewed the life cycle cost (LCC) findings. Rod reminded members 
that the LCC methodology is a decision-making tool that provides the opportunity 
to compare the costs of various options over a 30-year period.  

When asked by the LCC total costs for the “do nothing” option were higher than the 
current jail budget, Sheriff Strait responded that the LCC figure includes full staffing 
at the jail. He noted that current staffing is less than standards require, but the use 
of non-relieved positions (such as the administrative assistant and the jail 
administrator) has been accepted as an interim solution by state jail inspection 
officials.  

Rod noted that staffing costs are 60-70% of total jail costs. He explained the 
breakdown of the 30-year totals by cost category (see Figure 1).  

The feasibility of each option was examined. The “do nothing” option relies on the 
availability of jail beds in other counties. There are currently no beds consistently 
available within 200 miles (Iron County) in the Upper Peninsula. Beds might be 
available in the Lower Peninsula but these would be at least two hours away from 
Saint Ignace.  
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Figure 1: Total 30-Year Costs by Category 

3. Renovating the Former Hospital

There was a discussion about renovating the old hospital building. Rod explained 
that even if the building could be converted to a jail, the construction costs would 
be at least as much as building a new facility. More important, operating costs 
would be higher with the hospital because additional staff would be required 
because of the layout of the facility. The staffing costs make the hospital option the 
most expensive of the four that were examined. 

One member asked if the hospital building could be efficiently used for the law 
enforcement functions of the sheriff’s office. Sheriff Strait acknowledged that this 
would be possible, that it would be more expensive than keeping all operations 
under one room. He cited the duplication of spaces that would be required (lobby, 
reception, staff lockers, etc.) and the duplication of staffing, such as reception. 

Later in the meeting the group decided to remove the hospital option from further 
consideration. 

Staffing 

Costs 
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4. Options Using the Current Site

Judge Gibson was unable to attend the meeting, but she sent a letter that was 
read to the group. In it, she suggested that it would be best to find a solution that 
used the current site, citing additional costs that would be incurred for inmate 
transport if the jail were moved to another location.  

The rest of the meeting focused on the potential use of the current site for 
renovation/addition or all-new construction. An aerial photo of the site served as a 
reference (Figure 2). 

Figure 2: Aerial Photo of Courthouse Site (top of photo is North) 
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Committee members posed many questions and offered their opinions. There 
seemed to be agreement that any solution should not “destroy the aesthetics” of 
the current property.  

The formal “front” of the courthouse faces East (Marley Street), but members were 
also concerned about the visual impact of an addition to the jail that would face 
Portage Street. 

Rod provided information about the scale of a 56-bed jail and sheriff’s office 
(40,000 gross square feet) and explained the footprint that would be required for 
that amount of space to the north (2 stories) and in several locations to the south. 

Options to the south are limited by the right of way that goes along with the 
extension of Truckey Street that runs south of the courthouse. Two private houses 
are located off of the Truckey Street extension. In order to have enough space to 
expand or replace the jail on the south side of the sight, these properties would 
have to be acquired and the street would have to be officially abandoned. 

5. Next Steps

The consultants will develop a series of drawings that illustrate the potential to 
renovate and expand the current jail, or to replace the jail on the current site. The 
drawings will indicate how the major spaces in the architectural program would be 
configured, from which staffing implications will be derived. 

The drawings will also provide a rough indication of the visual impact on the site. 

The consultants are assembling needed base information about the site, including 
utilities. The process will take several weeks. 

6. Next Meeting

The next meeting will not be scheduled until the consultants are ready to present 
the above-referenced drawings. This will likely be in mid-May. Members will be 
notified well in advance of the next meeting. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Powerpoint slides used during the meeting

2. Briefing Paper on Life Cycle Costs distributed prior to the meeting
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Attachment 1: POWER-POINT SLIDES USED DURING 2/6/2012 MEETING 
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ATTACHMENT 2: BRIEFING PAPER DISTRIBUTED PRIOR TO MEETING 



Attachment  1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 1. 70



Attachment  1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 1. 71



Attachment  1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 1. 72



Attachment  1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 1. 73



Attachment  1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 1. 74 

Notes from Sixth Meeting  May 23, 2012    4:00 – 6:00 p.m. 

Present: (See P. 1.1 for List of Members with eMails) 

Note—Rod Miller made a mistake about the date of the meeting (supposed to have 
been Monday 5/21, so it had to be rescheduled for Wednesday 5/23. This reduced 
attendance markedly. 

√ Tim Ahlborn St. Ignace 

Dave Davis St. Ignace 

√ Gary Demers St. Ignace 

√ Sue Dionne St. Ignace 

√ Fred Feleppa St. Ignace 

Judge Beth Gibson Newberry 

Don Gustafson St. Ignace 

√ Isaac Harrigan St. Ignace 

Jim Hill Curtis 

Glenn Hughes Hessel 

√ Lawrence Leveille St. Ignace 

Kristin Mansfield Prob/Parole 

Jim Marks Mackinac Island 

Kip Rodriguez St. Ignace 

Jean Short Wautoma 

Stuart Spencer Cedarville 

Tom Spencer Rudyard 

Joe Stelzer Moran 

√ Scott Strait Cedarville 

Kristine Vallier St. Ignace 

Mark Wilk St. Ignace PD 

Joe Wixtrom Corr’l Health Care Co. 

Stephannie Vallier 

√ Rod Miller, consultant Gettysburg, PA 

Agenda 

1. Update on Jail Occupancy
2. Architectural Program Summary
3. Review of Preliminary Drawings of Facility on Current Site

Attachment 1: Drawings Presented During the Meeting 
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1. Update on Jail Occupancy

Tim Ahlborn, Jail Administrator, provided an update on jail occupancy. Crowding 
has eased substantially since the last meeting, but it is hard to know if this reprieve 
will last.  

2. Architectural “Program”

Rod summarized the draft architectural program that had been developed last Fall 
with Arthur Thompson was on site. The “program” is a detailed listing of each 
space that is needed to a facility, along with a description of its size, characteristics 
and other features. 

Figure 1 summarizes the total Gross Square Feet (GSF) for each of the major 
elements of the facility. 

Figure 1: Total Gross Square Feet (GSF) 

TOTALS GSF 

1.000 PUBLIC LOBBY 1,557 

2.000 STAFF SUPPORT 3,001 

3.000 SHERIFF/JAIL ADMINISTRATION 3,315 

4.000 VISITATION/VIDEO ARRAIGNMENT 1,834 

5.000 SECURITY OPERATIONS 982 

6.000 INTAKE/RELEASE 3,226 

7.000 INMATE HOUSING 14,351 

8.000 PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 4,132 

9.000 HEALTH CARE SERVICES 675 

10.000 SUPPORT SERVICES/ FACILITIES 
MANAGEMENT 

4,323 

11.000 SITE/PERIMETER SECURITY 1,331 

TOTALS 38,727 

Facility Grossing Factor 1.1 

BUILDING TOTAL 43,761 

A “grossing factor” of 10% is applied to the total GSF. 

The 43,761 would house all detention, corrections and sheriff’s functions, including 
administration and law enforcement.  

The draft program is based on a 56-bed facility. Figure 2 identifies the types of bed 
and the number of separate housing units. It provides for 12 separations between 
prisoners by housing area.  
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Figure 2: Capacity by Housing Unit 

Beds Expands to: 

2, 4-bed Minimum Male 8 8 

1, 4-bed Mininimum Male 4 4 

4, 2-cell Special 
     Management 8 8 

3, 8-bed Medium Male 24 48 

1, 8-bed Female Medium 8 16 

2, 2-bed Female Special 
 Management 4 4 

______ _______ 

_____TOTAL…………………. 56 88 

Figure 2 suggests that some of the housing units are “expandable.” This refers to 
the ability to add a second bunk to some of the single medium security cells, in 
compliance with standards, to provide “internal” expansion capabilities. This 
approach is very cost efficient because it does not require additional fixtures or 
furnishings, and usually increases the cell size by less than 30%. Figure 3 shows 
the average area for each type of bed.  

Figure 3: Area per Bed by Type, Initial and Expanded Capacity 

NSF GSF Beds 
GSF/ 

Bed 

Exp 

Beds 

GSF/ 

Exp 
Beds 

7.100 Total Minimum 
Custody Community 
Service/Work Release 
Unit 

770 1,155 4 289 4 289 

7.200 Total Minimum 
Custody Trusty 
Housing Unit (Males) 

1,180 1,583 8 198 8 198 

7.400 Total Special 
Management 
HousingUnit (Males) 4 
Pods 

1,320 2,178 8 272 8 272 

7.500 Medium Housing 
(Males) 3-Pods 

3,765 6,212 24 259 48 129 

7.600 Total Female 
Housing Unit 

2,965 4,570 12 381 20 228 

7.000 TOTAL HOUSING 10,000 15,698 56 280 88 178 
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During the meeting, members discussed the need for an 88-bed capacity and 
asked what the actual costs would be to build this capability into the original 56-
bed facility.  

Rod noted that a 56-bed jail would have a “functional capacity” of approximately 42 
inmates when the peaking and classification factors are considered.  

3. First Set of Plans and Sketches

Participants reviewed a series of site plans and drawings that showed two 
approaches to providing the needed spaces on the current site: 

• Location “A” – a freestanding building located adjacent to the courthouse, to
the South (covering most of the large parking lot)

• Location “B: -- a large addition to the current jail, to the North toward
Portage Street and running East along the street

The drawings and sketches are provided in Attachment 1 of these notes, and 
include: 

Figure 4:  Site Plan, Building Location “A”  

Figure 5:  First Floor Plan, Building Location “A”  

Figure 6:  Second Floor Plan, Building Location “A”  

Figure 7:  Site Plan, Building Location “B”  

Figure 8:  Lower Level Plan, Building Location “B”  

Figure 9:  Upper Level Plan, Building Location “B”  

Figure 10: Alternate Lower Level Plan, Building Location “B”  

Figure 11: Relative Size and Height, Building Location “B” View from 
Marley Street 

Figure 12: Size and Height, Building Location “B” from Portage Street 

Both plans involved a two-story structure. All inmate housing was provided on the 
second floor, which is essential for staffing efficiency. This resulted in having the 
Vehicle Sally Port (VSP) using the bring inmates to and from the facility, on the 
lower floor and required an elevator to move inmates to the second floor. 
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4. Review and Comments

The rest of the meeting involved a discussion of the pros- and cons- of each 
approach. Participants found little to like about any of the drawings that were 
presented. Some of the concerns that were voiced included: 

Both Locations (A and B) 

• Both locations effectively “bury” the courthouse with their mass

• Moving incoming arrestees in an elevator can be difficult and dangerous,
better to have intake and short term holding on the first floor

Location “A” – Detached, South of Courthouse 

• Does not use the existing jail to meet any of the space needs.

• If current jail is used (for sheriffs administration, law enforcement) facility
and operational efficiencies are lost

• Leaves current jail empty, would require renovation for other county uses

• Most parking would be lost

Location “B” – Attached to Current Jail, Add to North and East 

• Crowds Portage Street

• Obscures any view of courthouse from Portage Street

• Difficult to efficiently use existing facility

• Using existing jail forces shape of addition to be less efficient

Questions 

• Was the Annex designed to a second floor? [Tentative “yes”]

• Is it possible to add a second floor over the current jail? [yes, at great expense]

• How much space is required for the non-jail components of the architectural
program? [Approximately 10-15% of the program involves non-jail functions,
but note that many support areas such as staff lockers, would be shared by all
divisions.]

Requests 

• Develop costs for each of the locations and variations, to be used for
comparison purposes
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• Show the impact of a reduced initial and expanded capacity

5. Conclusions

The participants agreed that it was necessary to go back to the drawing board and 
find other approaches. While they asked for prices for the initial options (needed 
for comparison purposes) they did not want to pursue locations A or B further. 

They asked the consultants to develop another set of plans that would place a 
freestanding facility in the Southwest corner of the site.  

8. Next Steps

Rod and Arthur will develop another round of drawings, consistent with the 
Committee’s instructions.  

9. Next Meeting

The next meeting will be held in July 2012, date and time to be determined. 
Sheriff issue a subpoena for Rod to be sure he gets the date right… 

Attachment 1: Drawings Presented During Meeting (Figures 4 – 12) 



Attachment  1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 1. 80

ATTACHMENT 1: Drawings Presented at Meeting 

Figure 4: Site Plan, Building Location “A” 
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Figure 5: First Floor Plan, Building Location “A” 
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Figure 6: Second Floor Plan, Building Location “A” 
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Figure 7: Site Plan, Building Location “B” 
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Figure 8: Lower Level Plan, Building Location “B” 
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Figure 9: Upper Level Plan, Building Location “B” 
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Figure 10: Alternate Lower Level Plan, Building Location “B” 



Attachment  1: Committee List and Meeting Notes 1. 87

Figure 11: Relative Size and Height, Building Location “B” 
View from Marley Street 

Figure 12: Size and Height, Building Location “B” from Portage Street 
Note Courthouse shown with dashed lines 
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Notes from Seventh Meeting  July 11, 2012    4:00 – 6:00 p.m. 

Present: (See P. 1.1 for List of Members with eMails) 

√ Tim Ahlborn St. Ignace 

Dave Davis St. Ignace 

Gary Demers St. Ignace 

√ Sue Dionne St. Ignace 

√ Fred Feleppa St. Ignace 

Judge Beth Gibson Newberry 

√ Don Gustafson St. Ignace 

√ Isaac Harrigan St. Ignace 

√ Jim Hill Curtis 

√ Glenn Hughes Hessel 

√ Lawrence Leveille St. Ignace 

Kristin Mansfield Prob/Parole 

Jim Marks Mackinac Island 

Kip Rodriguez St. Ignace 

√ Jean Short Wautoma 

√ Stuart Spencer Cedarville 

Tom Spencer Rudyard 

√ Joe Stelzer Moran 

√ Scott Strait Cedarville 

√ Kristine Vallier St. Ignace 

Mark Wilk St. Ignace PD 

√ Joe Wixtrom Corr’l Health Care Co. 

Stephannie Vallier 

√ Rod Miller, consultant Gettysburg, PA 

Agenda 

1. Update on Jail Occupancy
2. Discussion of Notes from Sixth Meeting
3. Review of Second Round of Preliminary Drawings of Facility on Current Site
4. Conclusions
5. Instructions for Next  Round of Drawings

Attachment 1: Drawings Presented During the Meeting 
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1. Update on Jail Occupancy

Tim Ahlborn, Jail Administrator, provided an update on jail occupancy. Crowding 
continues to be below crowding levels since the last meeting.  

2. Discussion of Sixth Meeting and Notes

Glenn Hughes posed questions and concerns about the sixth meeting, based on 
the notes that were distributed. 

He expressed concern that the committee has not received information about 
“adjacencies” that are desirable for the spaces in the jail/Sheriff’s Office. He noted 
that this information is often provided with the draft architectural program.  

Glenn framed his concerns by noting that some of the schemes presented in the 
first round have the Vehicle Sallyport and the Intake areas on different floors, 
which did not seem to make sense. Rod explained that the functional relationships 
have not been shared with the group yet, and confirmed the difficulty that would be 
encountered if the sallyport and intake were on different levels.  

Figure 1 presents a typical functional “Jail Relationship Diagram” for a small or 
medium-sized jail, from a book developed by the National Institute of Corrections.1 

Figure 1: Sample Jail Relationship Diagram 

1 Kimme, Dennis and Gary Bowker. Jail Design Guide, A Resource for Small and Medium-Sized Jails. National Institute 
of Corrections, U.S. Department of Justice. Washington D.C.  1998, 
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The relationship diagram in Figure 1 shows the major functional areas of a jail 
arranged according to desirable adjacencies. Note that the circles representing 
each area are scaled, based on the amount of space specified for that area in the 
architectural program. 

Figure 2 provides a sample of another approach to functional relationship mapping, 
a “jail relationship matrix,” also from the NIC guide.  

Figure 2: Sample Jail Relationship Matrix 

The matrix approach provides the opportunity to be more specific about the type 
and level of adjacency and to identify elements that need separation.  
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During the architectural programming meetings that were held last fall, adjacencies 
and separation issues were identified and discussed for each element of the 
program. These have guided the developing of drawings to date. 

Rod summarized by noting that all of the drawings submitted at the last meeting 
were soundly rejected by the Committee. The first round drawings explored options 
for attaching to the existing jail or locating a new facility adjacent to the courthouse. 
After reviewing these options, those approaches were eliminated from further 
consideration in favor of exploring a location on the southwest corner of the site. 

3. Second Round of Plans and Sketches

Participants reviewed a series of site plans and drawings that showed a new, 
freestanding jail facility located in the southwest corner of the county site.  

The drawings are presented in Attachment 1, and include: 

Figure 4: Site Plan, 2-Story New Construction on SW Corner of Site 

Figure 5: Lower Floor Layout, 2-Story New Jail on SW Corner of Site 

Figure 6: Upper Floor Layout, 2-Story New Jail on SW Corner of Site 

Figure 7: Cross Sections Showing Relative Building Heights 
and Spacing of Structures on Site 

Committee members discussed these drawings at length, identifying many 
operational disadvantages associated with any 2-story facility. They also posed 
questions about potential uses for the old jail, if all Sheriff’s Office functions were 
housed in new construction. 

Use of Old Jail 

Members concluded that any plan had to provide for use of all of the space in the 
existing (old) jail. If the county has need for the space for other departments the old 
jail could be used. No such space needs were identified during the discussion. 

The next round of drawings should use all of the space in the old jail to reduce the 
amount of new construction that will be needed, and to prevent leaving the building 
empty. 
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Two-Story Facility 

Members concluded that new construction should be provided on one level, to 
avoid the many problems that were identified in the two-story layouts from Round 
One and Round Two. It appeared that there was sufficient space in the southwest 
corner of the site to accomplish this, if the old jail were used to house some of the 
space needs. 

Figure 3 illustrates the revised approach to be explored--using space in the old jail 
and expanding the footprint of new construction to accommodate a one-story 
solution. 

Figure 3: Using Old Jail and Construction a 1-Story Facility 
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More Questions 

The discussion explored more possibilities. The feasibility of providing a tunnel to 
connect the new jail and the courthouse was discussed. This would prove very 
costly and might run into problems with bedrock on the site. 

Another discussion explored connecting the new construction to the courthouse 
annex (where the Prosecuting Attorney is currently housed.) This would provide a 
way to move inmates to the courthouse indoors. There was also discussion about 
moving the Prosecuting Attorney into renovated space in the old jail and assigning 
the DA’s current space for use by the Sheriff’s Office. This would effectively 
provide the Sheriff’s Office with a single facility, rather than two separate 
components. 

Members asked if it was necessary to leave space for a driveway or road between 
the annex and a new jail. [A subsequent conversation with Arthur Thompson 
concluded that it was feasible to connect the new construction to the annex if that 
proves advantageous.] 

Looking at the Entire Complex 

Glenn Hughes asked if the feasibility of creating a central core of utilities to serve 
all buildings on the site could be studied. Developing an efficient central plant 
might help the county avoid replacing existing systems in the courthouse, old jail 
and annex. More important in the long run, a central plant might offer substantial 
energy cost savings. Members expressed support for looking into this possibility. 

4. Conclusions

After much discussion, the group reached the following conclusions: 

• New construction should be accomplished on one level.

• The existing jail must be used, reducing the amount of new space to be
constructed. This means that the sheriff's operations will be split between
two locations on the site.

• A connection between the new jail and the courthouse is not feasible.

5. Instructions for the Next Round of Drawings

Arthur and Rod were instructed to develop the following: 

• Develop a plan for a one-story new facility at the back corner of the site
(southwest), putting some of the needed space in the old jail.
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• Develop an alternate plan for new construction that would provide fewer
initial beds.

• Determine if there is a need or benefit for a driveway to be provided
between the new facility and the county annex.

• Explore the feasibility and desirability of using the jail construction project to
create central utilities for the entire county complex, looking at several
potential locations for the central utilities. The old jail should be considered
as one of the potential locations.

• Explore the costs, in terms of opportunities lost and financial costs, of doing
nothing and keeping the old jail.  The county is facing the need to replace
the boilers, the back-up generator, and air handlers, and there are
continuing problems with plumbing and electrical systems. Potential energy
cost savings should also be considered

• Provide construction and project cost estimates for the preceding options.

Next Meeting 

The next meeting will be scheduled when the next round of drawings and 
calculations have been drafted. Members will receive draft materials in advance of 
the meeting. 

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 

Attachment 1: 

Figure 4: Site Plan, 2-Story New Construction on SW Corner of Site 

Figure 5: Lower Floor Layout, 2-Story New Jail on SW Corner of Site 

Figure 6: Upper Floor Layout, 2-Story New Jail on SW Corner of Site 

Figure 7: Cross Sections Showing Relative Building Heights 
and Spacing of Structures on Site 
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ATTACHMENT 1: Drawings Presented at Meeting 

Figure 4: Site Plan, 2 Story New Construction on SW Corner of Site 
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Figure 5: Lower Floor Layout, 2-Story New Jail on SW Corner of Site 
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Figure 6: Upper Floor Layout, 2-Story New Jail on SW Corner of Site 
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Figure 7: Cross Sections Showing Relative Building Heights 
and Spacing of Structures on Site 
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Notes from Eighth Meeting     September 26, 2012    4:00 – 6:00 p.m. 

Present: (See P. 1.1 for List of Members with eMails) 

√ Tim Ahlborn St. Ignace 
Dave Davis St. Ignace 
Gary Demers St. Ignace 

√ Sue Dionne St. Ignace 
√ Fred Feleppa St. Ignace 

Judge Beth Gibson Newberry 
Don Gustafson St. Ignace 

√ Isaac Harrigan St. Ignace 
√ Jim Hill Curtis 
√ Glenn Hughes Hessel 

Lawrence Leveille St. Ignace 
Kristin Mansfield Prob/Parole 
Jim Marks Mackinac Island 
Kip Rodriguez St. Ignace 
Jean Short Wautoma 

√ Stuart Spencer Cedarville 
Tom Spencer Rudyard 

√ Joe Stelzer Moran 
√ Scott Strait Cedarville 
√ Kristine Vallier St. Ignace 

Mark Wilk St. Ignace PD 
Joe Wixtrom Corr’l Health Care Co. 
Stephannie Vallier 

√ Rod Miller, consultant Gettysburg, PA 

Agenda 

1. Review of Concept Plans 4 and 5 Drawings
2. Draft Project Budget
3. Checklist-- Look at "Committee Charge"
4. Instructions for Consultants

Attachment 1: Drawings Presented During the Meeting (Concepts 4 and 5) 
Attachment 2: Excerpts from Houghton County "Sourcebook" from Referendum 
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Note: Prior to this meeting, the consultants sent the “4th Concept Drawings” to 
committee members, asking for comments. Based on the comments received, the 
“5th Concept Drawing” was developed for this meeting. All drawings were reviewed 
at this meeting and all are included in Attachment 1 of these notes. 

1. Review of Third Round of Drawings

Committee members reviewed the 4th Concept Drawings, and the 5th Concept 
Drawing that was developed in response to comments received a few days prior to 
this meeting. The drawings included: 

Figure 1: Site Plan, Concept 4 Plan 
Figure 2: Existing Jail Re-Use Plan, Concept 4 Plan 
Figure 3: New Construction, One Level, Concept 4 Plan 
Figure 4: New Construction, One Level, Concept 5 Plan 

Rod Miller noted that Concept Plan 5 provided a different approach for the location 
of the Master Control room, attaching it to the short-term holding cells to provide a 
direct line of sight into a few of the cells. Plan 4 placed Master Control near the 
front lobby. 

Glenn Hughes asked a series of questions about the planned functions of Master 
Control, which sparked a discussion about staffing, whether Master Control should 
also be sized and outfitted to provide a backup dispatch center, and how to 
determine the appropriate size for the space. After this discussion went on for 
several minutes, Rod called a “time out,” suggesting this level of detail will be part 
of the next step in the planning process.  

Rod explained that design efforts to date have been intended to explore the 
feasibility of different approaches, such as the first concept plans that attempted to 
attach to the current jail. For the purposes of this phase of work, we need to know 
enough about the proposed project to be able to estimate: 

Construction costs 
Total project costs 
Operational costs, of which staffing is the largest component 

Participants expressed general support for the 5th Concept drawings, and asked 
what the next steps would be. (see Attachment  3 of these notes) 

2. Draft Project Costs

Construction and total project costs were estimated by Arthur Thompson and 
distributed to members prior to the meeting along with the 4th Concept drawings. 
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Table A summarizes the cost estimatesat this point in the planning process. 

Table A: Project Cost Estimates, September 2012 
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Committee members expressed concerns about the total cost, and noted that were 
cost elements that were not yet included (“unknown” in Table A). 

Members revisited the proposed capacity of a new jail—56 beds, with internal 
expansion to 88. Rod provided the following comparison of the impact of reducing 
the number of beds to the square footage that would be eliminated: 

Reducing the capacity by one-third (from 56 beds to 38) would reduce the 
total facility size by 13% 

Reducing the capacity by 25%, from 56 beds to 42, would reduce the total 
facility size by 10% 

Rod reminded members of the question that was asked by someone at the first 
meeting: “How many new beds could we operate with the current staffing?” The 
proposed 56-bed capacity could be operated with the current level of staffing.1  

3. A “Checklist” – Look at the Committee Charge

Scott Strait polled members on several fundamental issues, including: 

Do we need to replace the jail? [yes] 

How many beds should be planned for in the future? [56] 

Are the current plans—new one-level construction and using existing jail—
the right direction to take? [yes] 

Glenn said that he was not convinced that a new jail needed to be as large as 
proposed, noting that the current jail houses 28 inmates in 11,000 square feet, 
while the proposed 56-bed jail would encompass nearly four times that space. 

Several members responded to Glenn. Some of the points they made included: 

Current jail is substandard, grossly deficient in the space provided 

Current jail is missing many important spaces 

We can’t operate the programs that the Committee wants in the current jail2 

Rod explained that the current architectural program is a rough draft, and that the 
facility area will decrease as the design process moves forward.  

1 Current staffing is slightly below the level required by the state. The proposed 56-bed jail, if 
properly designed, could be operated with the same level of staffing that the state requires for the 
current jail. 
2 Scott Strait described the range of inmate work programs and activities that would be possible in 
the new jail, and said that at one point they were doing some of these projects in the vehicle 
sallyport of the current jail. 
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The group reviewed the initial “charge” that was given to the committee by the 
commissioners, asking if each task was complete (√):

1. Define the mission/role of the jail in the local criminal justice system √
2. Explore jail population characteristics √
3. Analyze jail trends and project needs √
4. Review/consider alternatives that might reduce the demand for jail beds √
5. Determine projected bed space needs √
6. Develop an initial architectural program for a jail and the sheriff’s office √
7. Identify alternative solutions to meet needs √
8. Evaluate solutions, including 30-year life cycle cost projections3 √
9. Recommend a course of action to county officials

Rod suggested that the work of the committee, for this first phase of the project, is 
nearly complete. He offered to pull together all of the work that has been 
completed, drafting a comprehensive report.  

Member suggested using the elements of the committee charge as the outline for 
the report. Rod suggested putting more detailed information into appendices, for 
readers who may want to know more.  

The group briefly looked at the report from Houghton County and expressed strong 
support for the “Q and A” format (see Attachment 2 of these notes). 

4. Instructions for the Consultants

The meeting concluded with members instructing the consultants to: 

Develop life cycle costs for all options that were considered 
Develop simple “elevations” showing the scale of Concept 5 
Draft a final report for review and comment 

The draft will be distributed for review and comment, after which the next meeting 
will be scheduled.  

Attachment 1: Drawings for Concepts 4 and 5 
Attachment 2: Table of Contents/List of Questions, Houghton Co. 

3 Life cycle costs will be calculated now that the full range of alternatives has been identified and 
considered. 
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ATTACHMENT 1: Drawings Discussed at Meeting-- Set "4" 
One-Story New Construction 

Figure 1: Site Plan, Concept Plan 4 
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Figure 2: Existing Jail Re-Use Plan, Concept Plan 4 
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Figure 3: New Construction, One-Level, Concept Plan 4\ 
Master Control Near Front Lobby 
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Figure 4: New Construction, One-Level, Concept Plan 5 
Master Control Attached to Holding 
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Attachment 2: Excerpts from Houghton County "Sourcebook 
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Powerpoint Slides from Meeting 
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