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Urban Institute’s national survey analyzed ways prosecutors
collect and use data to manage their offices, understand trends,

and evaluate their success.

Collecting and Using

Robin Olsen, Leigh Courtney, Chioe Wamnberg, and Julie Somuels

Prosecutorial data collection, data use, and data-driven decisienmaking are subjects of
emerging interest among prosecutors, other criminal justice stakeholders, advocates,
and poli k How h data are prosecut llecting? How are they using data

(if at all}, and how has that helped decisi ing? What and
do prosecutors use, and what barriers prevent effective uses of data? In early 2018, the
Urban Institute surveyed prosecutors’ offices across the country to seek answers to

thes: fons. Elected utors and staff members responded from 158 offices

representing jurisdictions of all sizes, from sparsely populated rural parts of the country
as with more tha &

https://www.urban.org/research/publication/c

ollecting-and-using-data-prosecutorial-
decisionmaking

Improve management and results within offices.
* Manage offices efficiently

* Measure progress toward goals

Enable constituents to more accurately assess
prosecutors’ performance.

e Increase transparency about prosecutorial
decision-making

e Communicate about constraints
prosecutors navigate

e Share how prosecutorial decisions link to
broader justice and public safety outcomes


https://www.urban.org/research/publication/collecting-and-using-data-prosecutorial-decisionmaking

In August 2019, Connecticut enacted new statutes requiring the
routine collection, analysis, and reporting of prosecutor data.

Following unanimous passage in the house and
senate, Governor Lamont signed the bill (PA 19-
59) into law.

State legislators, prosecutors and criminal
justice reform advocates participated in the bill
signing.

Connecticut received national attention as
federal, state, and county governments pursued
greater prosecutorial data and transparency.

“These new requirements will be an important step toward increasing the confidence
that communities have in the criminal justice system by
helping to ensure that justice is attained in the fairest ways possible.”

—Governor Lamont

Source: https://www.wnpr.org/post/new-connecticut-law-leads-criminal-justice-transparency



https://www.wnpr.org/post/new-connecticut-law-leads-criminal-justice-transparency

Chief State’s Attorney Colangelo has emphasized the need for
Improved use of data and IT in prosecutorial operations.

“The electronic case management system will greatly
modernize and strengthen Connecticut’s local and state public-
safety network and provide the essential data we need to
explore crucial criminal justice issues throughout the state.

The data can help create new laws and policies and transform
the way offenders are punished or rehabilitated so that we in
the criminal justice system can advance equity and improve
safety and health across our communities.”

Rich Colangelo, Jr.
Chief State’s Attorney



PA 19-59 creates a platform and process for using data to paint a
picture of prosecutorial caseflow and operations.

Phase 1

July 2020
Presentation

Phase 2

July 2021—

To prepare for the first PA 19-59 presentation, Office of Policy and
Management (OPM) staff:

* Analyzed a data set from the Judicial Branch containing 300,074 individual case
records;

* Met with prosecutors and other criminal justice system stakeholders to develop
scope, methodology, and priority questions to analyze; and

« Delivered an initial presentation in November at DCJ to state’s attorneys, state

legislators, and criminal justice reform advocates to receive input and questions.

Beginning with the July 2021 presentation, OPM'’s presentation
will include a wider array of data analysis, including:

(1) Arrests (8) Plea agreements
(2) Arraignments (9) Cases going to trial
(3) Continuances (10) Demographics, including data on race,

(4) Diversionary programs sex, ethnicity and age

(5) Contact between victims and prosecutorial (11) Court fees or fines

officials (12) Restitution
(6) Dispositions (13) The zip code of the defendant's primary
residence. |6

(7) Nonjudicial sanctions



Improving data-led operations in prosecutors’ offices can help
achieve several outcomes.

0 F E X el

Policy and budget development.

Statewide administration of prosecutorial operations.

Communication to media and the public.

Performance metrics, statewide and in each court.

Use of case-level information by line prosecutors.



Programs:

Arrests:
. Criminal (Court Ops)

Arrests

. Motor vehicle (Court Ops)
. Summonses (Court Ops)
. Infractions (Court Ops)

. Warrants (CSAQ)
. On-sitearrests (CSAQ)

Program
failure

Program
diversion

Applications
Cases granted
Successful
completions
Program
failures
Personsin
programs

<+

Successful
completion -
dismissal

Fail NJS

Non-judicial
sanctions (NJS)

Succeed NJS -+

nolle

Non-judicial sanctions:

Arraignments

Continuance for
plea/discovery

Offer
accepted

Applications
Successful completions
NIS failures

# of persons on NJS

Victim
input

Offer

refused

Plea
agreement

Key prosecutorial decision points where
new or existing data can be entered to

create an operational model of case flow.

Trial list:

Added cases
Pending cases
Disposed cases
Dispositions at trial
Dispositions, other

Victim
input

Last best

/ offer Offer
Offer refused

accepted

Plea agreement

involving probation

Incarceration

Other

Dispositio

n at trial -
Time served sanctions
flag

Disposition
other -
sanctions



Arrests:

- el S Arrests System gnd data mapping revealed thgt
. Motor vehicle (Court Ops) the Judicial Branch already was collecting
*  Summonses (Court Ops) useful regarding prosecutorial operations.
. Infractions (Court Ops)

. Warrants (CSAO)
. On-site arrests (CSAQ)

Arraignments

Program
failure

flag

Contlnl.fance for Victim Trial list:
plea/discovery input . Added cases
. Pendingcases
. Disposed cases
Program . Dispositions at trial
diversion . Dispositions, other
C;fferd Victim
reruse - P
Fail NJS Offer input
Programs: accepted Last best
* Applications offer Offer
* (Casesgranted refused
*  Successful Offer
completions Non-judicial Plea accepted
* Program sanctions (NJS) agreement
failures
* Personsin
programs ¢
Non-judicial sanctions: TPIea agreement
Successful * Applications * involving probation o Dispositi
completion - *  Successful completions « |ncarceration Dispositio Isposition
dismissal Succeed NJS -+ NIS failures « Other n at trial - other -
nolle ~ * #ofpersonsonNJS « Time served sanctions sanctions



More than 300,000 lines of data, primarily sourced from the
Judicial Branch, were analyzed.

The dataset consists of all criminal and motor vehicle cases closed in CY 2019

Judicial Branch Court Operations provided the dataset to OPM.
» For purpose of this analysis, charges original to the docket are reported.

e A case refers to a unigue docket number, and an individual person can have multiple
cases, but multiple people will not appear on a single case

e Sources for slides are this dataset unless otherwise indicated.

The dataset consisted of:

300,074 rows of data 1,224 separate statutes cited
124,493 cases (unique docket numbers) 56,568 charges resulted in convictions
81,133 individual people* 22,778 dockets linked to diversionary programs

*Based on matching estimate using names, date of
birth, and other identifying information.

Source: Slides in this presentation, unless cited otherwise, include analysis of Judicial Branch Court Operations data provided to OPM. |10



A person may have numerous pending charges and cases,
spanning months or years, even in front of multiple courts, before
being resolved with multiple dispositions.

1 Person 2 Courthouses 10 Charges 3 Cases 3 Different Verdicts
O T T S S o
21222 N M M N D N N N
PN BMEBE KKK
John Doe > Derby (GA5) _I> 2016 —— Criminal docket =———> Feburary 2019

Criminal Mischief,1st Guilty

|
I Criminal Trespass, 18t :
I

- > 2017 |
Failure to Appear,1st

" Bridgeport (GA2) T 2017 —— Motor vehicle —— July 2019

docket
Failure to display plates Nolle

lllegal MV operation w/o
insurance

Improper use of a
marker, license, or
registration

Operating without a
license

Failure to appear, 2"

> 2018 ——> Criminal docket == July 2019
Forgery 2"d Degree Guilty
Larceny 5% Degree |11



27% of people transiting the court system in 2019 had more
than one disposed case.

Number of total disposed cases of by people who had at least one disposed

case, 2019
25% Between 2 and 5 cases.
One case disposed 3%
2% More than 5 cases
1,387 people had more
than 5 disposed cases in
2019
1 case Between 2 and More than 5
disposed 5 cases cases disposed

disposed
61,020 20,726 1,387 |12




In Connecticut, GA courts have significantly larger case volume
than JD Courts, which tend to handle cases with more serious

charges.
Cases disposed by court location and type, 2019 JD Courts Commun |ty
2% Courts — 4%
GA Courts disposed 94% of total cases
NewHaven [ | 11,200  Danbury || 380 Hartford [ 4,330
Hartford  FE T 11,027 Hartford || 284 Waterbury [ 850
\E/;V{:gerbun{ T 10,389 Litchfield | 266
ridgeport [ 9,872
New Britain [ 8,363 Waterbury [ 265
Meriden [ 7,480 New Haven | 244
Manchester [ 6,299 Bridgeport | 213
NewlLondon [ 6,193 New Britain | 189
Middletown T 4,541 Stamford | 188
Stamford _ 41526 New London I 152
Enfield 4,361 Ansonia-Milford | 84
Derby = 4260
Norwalk [ 3,859 Tolland | 82
Litchfield [ 3,814 Middletown | 77
Norwich [ 3813 Windham | 69
Danbury 0 3,745
Milford [ 3,259
Danielson [ 3,218
Rockvile [ 3,195
Bristol [ 3,189

Source: Judicial Branch Court Operations

|13



Distribution of cases disposed in 2019 by most serious charge at
the start of the case.
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Felony-U 3,945

Misdemeanor-A 34,141

Misdemeanor-B 14,211

Misdemeanor-C 30,650

Misdemeanor-D

8,365

Misdemeanor-U . 1,127

Violation/Infraction 11,992

|14



The racial and ethnic composition of the state resident population
Is disproportionate to that of disposed cases, with further variation
by felony and misdemeanor classes.

State resident population by race/ethnicity Original charges on disposed cases by felony and
misdemeanor class and race/ethnicity

White Other
67% 5% 40,000 White
Black
11% 35,000 Hispanic
30,000 Black
Hispanic
17% 25,000 Other
20,000
Percent of disposed cases of by race/ethnicity 15,000
other 10,000
3%
_ 5,000
White
43%
Black 0
28% FFA B C D E U M-A B C D U
Hispanic
26%

|15
Source: CT DPH population estimates



Patterns in original charges on disposed cases among Black,
Hispanic, and white defendants.

Percent of all disposed cases by race
and ethnicity

White 43%
Hispanic 26%
Black 28%

Black defendants are over-
represented among original
charges on felony case
dispositions compared to
their portion of total
disposed cases.

Hispanic defendants show
a greater level of parity
across the classes.

The distribution of white
defendants skews more
heavily toward
misdemeanor cases than
the other demographic
groups.

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

Percent of disposed cases by felony and misdemeanor original charges among Black,
Hispanic, and white defendants, 2019

230% 30% 33% 34% 490, 36% 31% aa% o 42% 34% 409,

Total F-A B C D E u M-A M-B M-C M-D M-U

|16



The majority of reported violent crime occurs in 3 Judicial
Districts, which also are where large portions of the state’s Black
and Hispanic populations are concentrated.

Reported violent crime by judicial district, 2017

0 200 400 600 800 1,000 1,200 1,400 1,600 1,800 2,000
Hartford D [ 188
New Haven JD [ 1,625 62% of violent crimes in
Fairfield JD EEEE T 1,403 : :
Waterbury ID 621 Connecticut were reported in 3 of
Stamford-Norwalk JD 586 the state’s 13 JDs: Hartford, New
New Britain JD 509 Haven, and Fairfield.
New London JD 440
Ansonia-Milford JD 285
Danbury JD 193
Litchfield JD 121
Middlesex JD 116
Tolland JD 70
Windham JD 65
Total Black and Hispanic resident population by judicial district, 2014
0 50,000 100,000 150,000 200,000 250,000 300,000
Hartford JD [ 243,675 0 ,
New Haven 0 [ 171,047 63% of the state’s Black non
Fairfield 0 [ 150,714 Hispanic population and 47% of
Waterbury JD 76,930 ’ H H H
stamford. Neruall 1D 129,140 the_staf[e s Hispanic population
New Britain JD 78,561 reside in these 3 JDs.
New London JD 61,060
Ansonia-Milford JD 55,791
Danbury JD 49,185
Litchfield JD 13,986
Middlesex JD 23,867
Tolland JD 19,633
Windham JD 17,849
Source: Information provided from DCJ to OPM. DESPP “Crime in Connecticut” report, and Department of Public Health 2014 Health Information |17

Systems estimates. FBI UCR violent crime includes murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.



Prosecutors may enter a “nolle” on certain or all charges facing
a defendant.

Nolle stands for “will no longer prosecute.”

A nolle is a filing reflecting the prosecutor’s decision not to prosecute any or all
the charges against a defendant while retaining the right to re-open the case
during the following thirteen months.

Following the filing of a nolle, police, court, and prosecutor records are
automatically sealed, then automatically erased 13 months later provided the
prosecutor doesn’t reopen the case.

|18



Nolles were the most common verdict among disposed cases in
2019, followed by a guilty, and, distantly, dismissals.

Number of case dispositions receiving a nolle,
dismissal, or guilty verdict, 2019. N=124,493

Guilty
Dismissal
45,701
Methodology:
Any case (docket number):
containing a guilty verdict
on any of the charges was
coded as a guilty.
If no charges received a guilty verdict but any of
them received a dismissal, the docket was coded
as dismissed. If no charges were guilty or *three largest categories of dismissal type (n=124,396), which account
dismissed but some were nolled, the docket was for 99.9% of disposed cases |

coded as nolle.



16% of people with a disposed case in 2019 received multiple

verdicts.
Number of people receiving a nolle, dismissal,
and/or guilty verdict, 2019. N=83,133 677 people
received at least
Nolle one nolle,

dismissal, and
guilty verdict in
20109.

Dismissal

23175  /Guilty

*Will not sum to 83,133*
64 individuals were disposed in other ways |20



Most cases receive a continuance at assignment while work is
done on the case prior to disposition occurring months or,
even, years later.

Time from assignment to disposition by case, cases disposed in CY 2019

Same Day one month H one to three months M three to six months

60% M six months to one year M one to two years B more than two years

50%

43%

40%

30% 26% 55

23% 24% )39

20%
12%

0
10% 2% 5%
2%

0%
Dismissal Guilty

25%
Most nolled cases
When motor-vehicle cases

occur within one
. are added, a larger share of
to six months from nolled cases are resolved

assignment. earlier (16% at assignment).

16%

|21



Although 79% of dismissed cases received areferral to at least one
state diversion program, this was uncommon for nolled cases.

State diversion programs receiving a referral among nolled cases, 2019

5% of the 56,771 nolled 100%
cases involved a
referral to a state 90%

diversion program.

80% State's Attorney Diversion

70%

60%

Accelerated Rehabilitation
50%

40%
Family Violence Education

30%

0% Supervised Diversionary Program

10% Pretrial Drug Education

Alcohol Education

0,
0% Other (1%)

|22



A key reason for low use of diversion programs in nolled cases is
prosecutors’ use of “non-judicial sanctions.”

Examples of non-judicial sanctions

. Return of stolen Charitable
Restitution i
property donation
) Victim/ -fai
Community Good-faith
: defendant agreement to
service e : .
mediation desist from crime

Some portion of nolled cases received a “non-judicial sanction,” which prosecutors
present to defendants as a diversionary option prior to offering a nolle. The role of non-
judicial sanctions helps explain the lower frequency of state diversion programs among
nolled cases compared to dismissals.

Because non-judicial sanctions are a tool employed by prosecutors, the Judicial Branch

doesn’t not collect related data, resulting in a deficiency of information. 123



Reflections from the first presentation of prosecutorial data

analysis.

Stakeholders

Convene a

cohesive group of

stakeholders

around the data

analysis.

Right-size
expectations
regarding
analytical
possibilities.

Analysis

Prioritize
administrative data,
where possible, to

paint a
comprehensive
picture.

Accept inevitable
data deficiencies
and explain missing
elements of the
story.

Process

Present analysis to
a high-level
leadership group.

Enrich and expand
analysis in future
iterations based on
feedback and
guestions.

124



Initial questions in preparation for July 2021 prosecutorial data

presentation.

CJC Feedback

Scope of
Analysis

Further Analysis
of Prosecutorial
Data

-

More detailed
analysis of
demographics and
racial and ethnic
dispatrities.

A deeper dive into
elements in the 2019
data.

First analysis of available
data from prosecutors’
case management
system.

Qualitative analyses
to help complement
the quantitative data
analysis.

Analysis of 2020 data,
iIncluding exploring the
effects of COVID-109.

|dentification of
performance measures
that prosecutors can
routinely monitor.

|25



“Recap of First Analysis of Prosecutor Data (PA 19-59)”

Thank you!

Office of Policy > Kyle Baudoin, Kyle.Baudoin@ct.gov

and Management Marc Pelka, Marc.Pelka@ct.gov



mailto:Kyle.Baudoin@ct.gov
mailto:marc.pelka@ct.gov
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