final minutes

Criminal Justice P olicy Commission Meeting
9:00 a.m. AWednesday, June 6, 2018
Harry T. Gast Appropriations Room A 3 Floor State Capitol Building
100 N. Capitol Avenue A Lansing, Ml

Members Present: Members Excused :

Senator Bruce Caswel| Chair Representative Vanessa Guerra
Senator Patrick Colbeck Laura Moody

D.J. Hilson Representative Jim Runestad
Kyle Kaminski

Sheryl Kubiak

Barbara Levine

Sarah Lightner

Sheriff Lawrence Stelma
Jennifer Strange

Judge Paul Stutesman
Andrew Verheek

Judge Raymond Voet

l. Call to Order and Roll Call
The Chair ¢ alled the meeting to order at 9:0 0 a.m. and asked the clerk to take the roll. A quorum was
present , and a bsent members were excused

I. Approval of May 2, 2018 CJPC Meeting Minutes

The Chair asked members if there were any corrections to the proposed May 2, 2018 CJPC meeting minutes.There
were none. Commissioner Verheek  moved, supported by Judge Voet , to approve the minutes of th e
May 2, 2018 CJPC meeting as proposed . There was no further discussion. The minutes were approved

by unanimous consent.

M. Data Subcommittee Update
The Chair called on Grady Bridges for an update. Mr. Bridges proceeded with an update on some of the concerns

expressed atthel ast CJPC meeting and noted that todayés topic wildl

disparities in the rate of prison sentences. See the attached 6/6/18 handout for more details. Mr. Bridges noted that

the department has provided 2017 BRRddaanditi s now i ncluded i n t.QeestiGns regaidiegsi onods d

race/ethnicity and rural/urban county classifications were raised and discussed. Mr. Bridges highlighted the process
used to help identify Hispanics in the dataset. He cautioned that it is not a perfect measure, but better than no

measure and he will be sure to clearly point out the limitations of thedata i n t he Commi sQuestonsds repor

regarding the designation of some Upper Peni nsul a c werenraise@ #\ discsssion foliovbed ana
Commissioner Levinerequested a map be prepared in which only county population is used. Commissioner Kubiak
offered a solution may be to use designations like the ones used byt he Mi chi gan S h wheie fails&re
categorized as rural, urban, or metropolitan. She noted this is an established criminal justice standard that is tied to
not only population, but also the number of jail beds. Mr. Bridges will explore these options and refine the data by
the next meeting. Mr. Bridges then presented the early results of the model sample analysis (found in Table 3 of his
handout). He noted that the table shows how the data breaks down along the different variables that are
incorporated into the model. Commissioner Kubiak suggested that drug abuse and alcohol abuse be combined into
one variable instead of two. Mr. Bridges continued with an explanation of the difference between percent point and
percentage change used in the analysis and presented some examples of the relevant findings from the preliminary
results. A discussion of the likelihood of a prison sentence for a typical offender by crime group, conviction method,
attorney status, gender, and race followed.

The Chair shared that the National Association of Sentencing Commissionds having a conference from August 13-15,
2018 in Columbus, Ohio. Additional information will be sent to the members. He asked Commission members to let
Susan Cavanagh knowif they are interested in attending the conference by Friday.

After a short break, Mr. Bridges continued presenting his preliminary findings and results and ended with an
explanation of some of the information found in the appendix and an overview of the next steps. Commissioner

Associ a
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Levine asked if one or t woaddeefellsMdp@t€dousld bp sharedr CommissibngrKansnsko f s t
will send the report to Grady or the clerk for distribution. The Chair asked Commission members to think about other

ways of looking at the data and to send any s uggestions to Susie within the next two weeks so that Grady can begin

working on it.

V. Mental Health Subcommittee Update
No update was reported.

V. Commissioner Comments

The Chair noted that it will be impo rtant that the Commission clearly explain that the results are for only one gri d.
Commissioner Stelma commended Grady on his presentation. Commissioner Kubiak suggested including another grid
if there is time . She also commented that the Commission may want to think about the variables descriptions raised
by Sheriff Stelma and possibly use them as descriptive variables in a table. Judge Stutesman inquired about whether
the changes discussed today will impact the numbers as he hopes to provide input as requested by the Chair.
Commissioner Levine is open to adding additional grids to the extent that they are straddle cell grids, but it is the
scope of the decision being made that should be emphasized. There were no additional comments from the
Commissioners.

VI. Public Comment s
The Chair asked if there were any public comments. Mr. Hakeem Hasan, Legal Intern with the House Republican
Policy Office, was present and asked that a copy of Mr.

email the document to him as requested. The Chair asked Mr. Hasan to remember that the document is only a draft
and not the final product. There were no other public comments.

VII. Next CJPC Meeting Date

The next CIJPCmeeting is scheduled for Wednesday, July 11 , 2018, at 9:00 a.m. in the Harry T. Gast
Appropriations Room, 3 ™ Floor of the State Capitol Building. The Chair announced that the August,
September, and October meeting may have a different meeting room location.

VIl . Adjournment
There was no further business. The Chair adjourned the meeting at 11:37 a.m.

(Minutes approved at the July 11, 2018 CIFC meeting.)



FinalJune6, 2018 CJPC Meeting Minutes
Data Subcommittee Updatdtachment
Page3

Criminal Justice Policy Commission
Straddle Cell Sentencing Pilot Study
- Discussion of Preliminary Results -

1. Study Goals:

Using data made available by the Michigan Department of Corrections our analysis seeks to provide
answers to the following questions:

Research Question 1: To what extent are prison sentences, relative to intermediate sanctions,
imposed on those who score in straddle cells on the D -Grid?

Research Question 2: For offenders with similar offense and offender characteristics, are there
disparities in the rate of prison sentences? If so, what factors or characteristics are contributing to
such disparities?

Research Question 3: Does the recidivism rate for those receiving a prison sentences differ
significantly from those receiving intermediate sanctions?

2. Data Collection

The MDOC provided the commission with two datasets containing felony sentencing information from
Jan. 1st, 2012 through Dec. 31st, 2017%:

A. BIR DEM contains demographic data associated with the sentencing event. There will be
one record for each sentencing event (combinations of offender, sentence date, and
sentencing county).

B. BIR OFF the offense portion associated with the sentencing event. There could be multiple

offense records for each sentencing event each potentially with their own sentencing
guidelines and sentences.

3. Scope of Analysis

As discussed by the commission, the analysis in this study will focus on individuals sentenced between
Jan. 1st, 2012 and Dec. 31st, 2017 and score within a straddle cell for Class D felony offenses.
Furthermore, habitual offenders and those with special statuses? will be excluded while considering the
initial sentencing decision.

! Following the May commission meeting, updated BIR datasets for 2017 were made available by the MDOC.
? Status at Offense variables include: HYTA, Probation, District Court Probation, Delay of Sentence, Parole, Jail,
State Prisoner, Bond, Juvenile Court Supervision, Federal Probation, Federal Parole

6/6/2018 Page 1
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4. Recoding Race/Ethnicity

Problem: Historically, the MDOC coded each offender’s race into one of six categories:

(1) American Indian or Alaskan Native (4) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Island
(2) Asian (5) White
(3) Black or African American, (6) Unknown

Noticeably absent from these categories, and the data more broadly, is any measure of Hispanic ethnicity.

Potential Solution: Following the decennial census, the U.S. Census Bureau creates a list of the most
common surnames reported®. In addition to the number of times each name was reported. the list includes
basic demographic information, such as the percent of individuals who identified as Hispanic or Latino.
For example, the most common surname, SMITH, was reported 2,442,977 times with 2.4% of those
individuals identifying as Hispanic or Latino. Merging the MDOC and census data, we can identity the
percent of people with the offender’s last name that identified as Latino of Hispanic. For a given percent
threshold we can then infer Hispanic ethnicity for each offender (e.g. Hispanic = 1 for all surnames with

50% or more identifying as Hispanic).

Results: Of the 245,389 offenders in the BIRDEM dataset, 226,494 (92.3%) matched exactly with a

name in the census dataset and 18.895 (7.7%) did not match.

Table 1: Hispanic Ethnicity

Hispanic BIRDEM Full Dataset D-Grid Subset*
or Latino Obs. Percent Obs. Percent | Obs. Percent
Yes 9.896  4.03% | 14418 3.88% 247 3.15%
No 219.886 89.61% | 332,594 89.59% | 7.214 91.90%

Unknown [ 15,607  6.36% | 24235  6.53% 389 4.96%

Total 245,389 371,247 7,850

* Subset Sample includes non-habitual offenders scoring in straddle cells within the D Grid.

3 The dataset available at https://www.census.gov/topics/population/genealogy/data/2010 surnames.html
contains a list of all surnames reported 100 or more times for the 2010 census. The list includes 162,253 surnames
which represent 265,667,228 people. Additionally, one row indicating “All Other Names” accounts for 29,312,001
individuals.

6/6/2018 Page 2
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Accounting for unmatched offender surnames:

(1) Rare/Unique Names: One explanation for unmatched surnames is that they are rare/unique
names (i.e., reported less than 100 times in the 2010 census). The census aggregates these
rarely reported surnames into “All Other Names”, so we wouldn’t expect the BIRDEM data to
find a match. Rare names account for 11% of the responses overall in the census data, therefor

our 7.7% unmatched rate is better than expected.

(2) Hyphenated Names: Another possible explanation is that individuals have hyphenated

surnames. Of the 18,895 unmatched surnames, 3,065 (16.22%) contain a hyphen.

5. Rural and Urban County Designations

An additional demographic variable was constructed to indicate whether the sentencing county was
considered rural or urban. Population data from the U.S. Census Bureau* was used to classify each
county as either mostly urban, mostly rural, or completely rural based on the percentage of the population
living in rural areas’. Following the census bureau’s convention, counties with less than 50 percent of the
population living in rural areas are classified as mostly urban; 50 to 99.9 percent are classified as mostly

rural; 100 percent rural are classified as completely rural.

Table 2: Rural/Urban County Classification

Classification Freq. Percent

Mostly Urban (< 50%) 27 32.53
Mostly Rural (50 to 99.9%) 44 53.01

Completely Rural (100%) 12 14.46

Total 83 100

4 The dataset provides the percentage of the county population living in rural areas as of the 2010 Census.
Available at: http://www2.census.gov/geo/docs/reference/ua/County Rural Lookup.xlsx

> For more information on how the U.S. Census Bureau determines the rural population for each county please see
their brief: http://www2.census.gov/geo/pdfs/reference/ua/Defining Rural.pdf

6/6/2018 Page 3
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