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ADVISORY GROUP MEMORANDUM #38

To:  Advisory Group Members

From: Criminal Code Reform Commission (CCRC)

Date: July 31, 2020

Re:  Statistics on District Adult Criminal Charges and Convictions

The attachments to this document provide an analysis of all adult criminal charges and
convictions for which there was a disposition in the Superior Court of the District of Columbia
(D.C. Superior Court) Criminal Division from January 1, 2009, through December 31, 2019.
This information is provided pursuant to the statutory mandate of the D.C. Criminal Code
Reform Commission (CCRC) to develop criminal code reform recommendations that include
“charging, sentencing, and other relevant statistics regarding the offenses affected by the
recommendations.”?

This analysis was performed by the CCRC and its contractor Kevin H. Wilson of Anosov
Systems LLC,? using data from the D.C. Superior Court. The data was provided to the CCRC
pursuant to a Restricted Data Use Agreement with the District of Columbia Courts (RDUA)
which limits the possible data analysis and distribution. Most notably, the RDUA requires that
analyses not disclose personally identifiable information and that analyses comport with a “cell
suppression policy” under which a number less than 20 cannot be reported in a table cell.® The
RDUA also limits the CCRC’s distribution of specified analyses to the agency’s Advisory
Group, the Mayor, and the Council, and posting on the agency’s website and the D.C. Office of
Open Government. Dr. Wilson provided assistance in understanding the structure and
characteristics of the D.C. Superior Court data. This perspective on the data, coupled with
CCRC'’s legal analysis, provided the basis for cleaning and structuring the data as described in
Appendices A and B.

Beyond the abovementioned DC Courts “cell suppression policy” and changes to the
received data due to data cleaning and charge groupings described in the attached Appendices A
and B,* there are several general caveats to keep in mind when reviewing this analysis.

1 D.C. Code § 3-152.
2 Dr. Wilson previously served as Senior Data Scientist at The Lab @ DC, a policy lab in the District’s Office of the
City Administrator (OCA).
3 Pursuant to the cell suppression policy, in this document if a value would be less than twenty, the cell will so
indicate with the following notation: “< 20.”
4 For some additional notes on the interpretation of some court codes, see Column H of Appendix B in CCRC Advisory
Group Memo #28 - Statistics on District Adult Criminal Charges and Convictions.
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e This analysis is based only on unsealed adult charges and convictions for which there
was a disposition in 2009-2019 in the D.C. Superior Court’s Criminal Division. Charges
and convictions which were pending but not disposed of in this timeframe are not
included in this analysis. Charges and convictions adjudicated in the D.C. Superior
Court’s Domestic Violence Division or Family Court are not included in this analysis.
Charges and convictions that were sealed, set aside, or expunged, for example under the
Youth Rehabilitation Act (YRA) or as a sentence for first-time drug offenders,® are not
included in this analysis.

e This analysis uses first-in-time data, including first-in time sentencing data (the data
that is first entered into the sentencing screen in the D.C. Superior Court’s case
management system). This data does not reflect changes made as a result of the D.C.
Superior Court’s quality review process, which is conducted in all criminal cases and
which is designed to identify clerical or other errors, including those in the sentencing
document or screen. Thus, this analysis also may contain errors that derive from pre-
review transcription or recording errors or ambiguities in court records. The analysis of
the CCRC and Dr. Wilson has tried to reduce the effects of such errors. As described in
Appendices A and B, the analysis excludes various data that appeared to be errors or, in
some cases, corrected apparent mislabeling of certain charge code descriptions.
However, given the complexity and volume of the court records involved in this analysis,
a significant number of errors should be expected in the data that could only be
discovered by individualized review that the CCRC lacks the resources to perform.

e The D.C. Superior Court data did not include a “data dictionary” describing the
precise meaning of data elements and labeling; however the data cleaning methodology
document includes a brief explanation of the content of each column, to the best
knowledge of the CCRC and Dr. Wilson.

e This analysis may differ significantly from statistics on charging and sentencing
issued by other District government agencies or other entities. There are many reasons
such differences may occur. For instance, this analysis used a D.C. Superior Court data
set recording the first sentence for any given conviction, but other analyses may be
based on data which reflects corrections made during the quality review process or
subsequent re-sentencing for a conviction. Also, D.C. Superior Court’s records are
continually updated to reflect decisions about record sealing such that data drawn at
different times may differ based on which cases were sealed at the time.

e This analysis has not been previously reviewed by the CCRC Advisory Group.
Review by the CCRC Advisory Group and further review by the CCRC may uncover
errors in data entry, data cleaning, or data presentation. Please alert the CCRC
(ccrc@dc.gov) if any errors are discovered and the agency will review the matter. In the
future, the CCRC may update this analysis with necessary corrections.

> D.C. Code § 48-904.01(e).
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Please note that currently the sheet is organized to make it more easily navigable. The
sheet hides many columns in order to show on one screen some of the most important
information (highlighted in yellow). Reviewers may wish to unhide those columns but please
beware that the sheet size may become unwieldy.

Also, please note that if the granularity of micro citations in Columns A and B is too
detailed, you might find using the macro citations in Columns C and D more useful. As
described in Appendices A and B, various charge codes and descriptions in the D.C. Superior
Court data were grouped together to facilitate review. The granularity of the micro citations in
Columns A and B is especially important when sorting the data. The spreadsheet rows are
determined by the D.C. Superior Courts’ unique coding system that often has two or more rows
corresponding to a particular macro citation (usually with a Court generated suffix). Looking
only at one row may not present the full picture for a particular offense. Sorting the sheet by
micro-citation or macro-citation can help ensure that readers are seeing all the relevant rows
for a particular offense.

A final caveat is that the life sentences in Appendix C include a count of all charges
initially marked with a “Life” disposition for spans 2010-2019 (10 years) and 2015-2019 (5
years). However, there are multiple citations which have a life sentence which is not possible
under current law. Under current District law, only certain forms of murder,® terrorism,’
enhanced first degree sexual abuse® and enhanced first degree child sexual abuse® are eligible for
life sentences on a first offense. These rows are presented with red highlighting; these entries are
likely due to initial clerical errors and may have been corrected during the D.C. Superior Court’s
quality review process. Also, there are multiple citations which have a life sentence which is not
possible under current law unless there was a repeat offender enhancement for a crime of
violence under D.C. Code § 22-1804a, an enhancement which is rarely, if ever used.l®
Unfortunately, the analysis does not determine whether the charges which the present court data
flags as having a life sentence also had such a crime of violence repeat offender enhancement.
These rows are presented with yellow highlighting; these entries are likely due to initial clerical
errors and may have been corrected during the D.C. Superior Court’s quality review process. A
column in the sheet labeled “total_confinement_time_months” indicates whether the charge also
has a non- zero entry for a determinate sentence (e.g., 12 months) that conflicts with “life” data
element also being applied to that charge—the life sentence for charges with such a non-zero
entry are particularly suspect as clerical errors. Clerical errors may exist for remaining murder
and sex abuse charges with life sentences, but this cannot be determined based on the nature of
the charge.

Notwithstanding these limitations, this analysis presents a wealth of new, critical
information on the District’s criminal justice adjudication system. While some important
information on adjudications has previously been released by the D.C. Sentencing Commission®*

¢ See D.C. Code 8§ 22-2104 and 22-2106.

7 See D.C. Code 8§ 22-3153, 22-3154, and 22-3155.

8 See D.C. Code §22-3002.

% See D.C. Code §22-3008.

10 See CCRC Advisory Group Memo #10 - Penalty Enhancements (6-7-17c).

11 See https://scdc.dc.gov/page/sentencing-data. Note that the D.C. Sentencing Commission information uniquely includes
criminal history scores for each person sentenced.
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and the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice,'? in many respects this analysis provides
more detailed, accessible charging and sentencing data on misdemeanor and felony
adjudications. The CCRC thanks the D.C. Superior Court for making this analysis possible.

Attached:
Appendix A: Data Cleaning Methodology;
Appendix B: Charge Groupings Description;
Appendix C: Count of Life Sentences by Charge; and

Appendix D: D.C. Superior Court Criminal Division Adult Charges and Convictions
Disposed 2009-2019 (The full spreadsheet is attached separately, however PDF extracts
from the Appendix D spreadsheet are attached with this document covering the following
date ranges:
e 2009 Ordered by Citation in Column A;
e 2010-2014 Ordered by Citation in Column A;
e 2010-2014 Ordered by # Convictions in Column AD;
e 2010-2014 Ordered by 95% Quantile for Months Sentenced To Confinement in
Column BK;
2015-2019 Ordered by Citation in Column A;
e 2015-2019 Ordered by # Convictions in Column AD;
e 2015-2019 Ordered by 95% Quantile for Months Sentenced To Confinement in
Column BK;
e 2018-2019 Ordered by Citation in Column A;
e 2018-2019 Ordered by # Convictions in Column AD;
2018-2019 Ordered by 95% Quantile for Months Sentenced To Confinement in
Column BK;
2019 Ordered by Citation in Column A;
2010-2019 Ordered by Citation in Column A;
2010-2019 Ordered by # Convictions in Column AD; and
2010-2019 Ordered by 95% Quantile for Months Sentenced To Confinement in
Column BK.

12 per D.C. § 1-301.191(c)(6), the Deputy Mayor for Public Safety and Justice (DMPSJ) is required to provide an annual

report to the Council of the District of Columbia about felony crime statistics, including interactions with the Department of

Behavioral Health, relationships to victims, and other characteristics. The most report issued March 5, 2020 describes 2018

felony crime statistics. See https://lims.dccouncil.us/downloads/L IMS/44344/Introduction/RC23-0163-Introduction.pdf.
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Appendix A: Data Cleaning Methodology

Anosov Systems
info@anosovsystems.com

Anosov Systems was contracted to provide an analysis for the Criminal Code Reform Commission of
the District of Columbia (CCRC) of data from the Superior Court of the District of Columbia (the D.C.
Superior Court), specifically regarding how various laws had been charged between the years 2009
and 2019. Specifically, using the data and processes described below, our major work product was a
collection of distributions of counts of charges and convictions as well as lengths of sentences by
charge and by various groupings of year, race, and gender.

In what follows, we describe the data we received and the processes we used to clean the data. We
also provide a data dictionary for our principal output, describing what fields we produced.

Data Received and Cleaning Procedures

The D.C. Superior Court originally provided the Criminal Code Reform Commission two raw data pulls
from their records management system. The first of these concerned the charges in each case. The
second concerned the sentences accompanying each of those charges. In this document, we describe
the steps we took to clean this data.

The charge data consists of all non-sealed charges that were disposed of by the courts between
January 1, 2009, and December 31, 2019. It consists of 277,781 rows across 150,205 cases. Each
row consisted of ten pieces of data:
e Case Number: The court’s identifier for the case.
o Spelled like YYYY TYP ###it#.
o Here YYYY is a year, e.g., 2016.
o TYP is the type of case, e.g., CF1, CF2, CF3, (felonies), or CMD (misdemeanors).
o HH#H#HHHE is a six-digit identifier for the case, incrementing among all cases brought that
year.
o For instance, if the first case filed in 2020 is a felony murder case, it would be named
2020 CF1 000001. If the second case filed was then a misdemeanor, it would be
named 2020 CMD 000002.
Charge Number: The sequential order a charge was listed in an information or indictment.
Charge Code: A reference to the D.C. Code or Municipal Regulation that was allegedly broken
by the defendant.
e Charge Description: A description of the charge being brought. Note that some charge codes
refer to multiple descriptions.
Attempt Code: Whether or not the crime was attempted.
Enhancement Code: Whether any enhancements were brought by prosecutors.
Charge Disposition: The disposition of the charge.
Case Disposition: The overall disposition of the case.
Race of Defendant: The recorded race of the defendant.
Gender of Defendant: The recorded gender of the defendant.
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Here we note that a charge could appear in multiple rows. Indeed, a charge could have multiple
enhancements, or it could go through multiple rounds of being updated by the court or prosecutors,
and could have multiple dispositions. In each of these cases, we have chosen to keep the row that
was first in time associated with the charge for counting purposes, including whatever the first
disposition was.

The first-in-time data does leave us open to not capturing corrections made by the D.C. Superior
Court. However, using last-in-time data has other disadvantages. For instance, if charging changes or
sentencing changes over time due to diversion, or appeals, the original charging and sentencing data
in a case may be effectively lost because of these subsequent changes to the data. On balance, we
believe the first-in-time data capturing what prosecutors originally filed with the D.C. Superior Court
(and what defendants were sentenced for), best captures how the criminal code is used on a day-to-
day basis.

We applied several cleaning steps to the data.

First, the data has 215 exact duplicate rows. These are dropped.

Second, 20 cases specified more than one race for the defendant. In each case, the data actually
specified exactly two codes, and in each case the second code was “unspecified.” Thus, we filled in

the unspecified rows with the other race indicated among the charges.

Third, 1 case specified more than one, indeed exactly two, genders. But in each case the second
gender was “unspecified” and so we performed the same imputation we did for race.

Fourth, the D.C. Superior Court warned us that, in the past, older misdemeanor bench warrants were

cleared out and cases were dismissed at the request of the prosecution. Indeed, looking at cases filed
before January 14, 2006, we see several spikes in clearances for these cases.

Number of cases disposed by month and filed before 14 Jan 2006

800 -

600 1

400 A

Count of cases disposed

0 4

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Month disposed

Figure 1: Dispositions by month of cases filed before January, 14, 2006.
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January 14, 2006, also began the new classification method for cases. Previously, felony cases would
be classified as FEL and now they would be put into buckets CF1, CF2, and CF3. Thus, to give a
clean breakpoint to these old charges, we throw out all cases filed before January 14, 2006. As
indicated in the above graph, this has an outsized effect on 2009 data, but we do not think it distorts
things unreasonably for our purposes.

This caused us to drop 6216 rows across 3519 cases. We note that the most common charges
dropped by this method appear in Figure 2.

Fifth, some charges, despite being part of disposed cases, did not have dispositions themselves. So,
we dropped 12 rows and 6 cases exhibiting such conditions.

So far, the above cleaning left 271,338 rows, 146,670 cases, and 555 charge codes.

Sixth, the D.C. Superior Court did not include a data dictionary for the meaning of its various charge
codes so we matched the court charge codes and descriptions to the D.C. Code. To do this, we
worked to group court charge codes into categories, which we have called Micro Citation, Macro
Citation, and Social Harm. The “Micro Citation” is the most granular of these groupings and seeks to
show the current D.C. Code citation and name corresponding to the court charge. See the description
of these groupings in the below and the separate “Charge Groupings Description” document showing
how court charge codes were understood to

correspond to offenses in the current D.C. Code. Some court charge codes themselves were
untraceable to a particular provision in the current D.C. Code (e.g. “U005” or “1106”), and so we did
not add them to any group. Indeed, 907 rows had a charge that did not belong to any group. Dropping
those rows and the cases associated with them, we were left with 270,431 rows, 145,430 cases, and
384 distinct charge codes.

Charge Code Charge Description Count
48DC904.01D Poss of a Controlled Substance -Misd 448

U050 SEXUAL SOLICITATION 427
22DC2701 Sexual Solicitation 270

U003 SIMPLE ASSAULT 264

U089 UCSA POSS MARIJUANA-MISD 262
U086 UCSA POSS COCAINE-MISD 209
U095 THEFT 2ND DEGREE 155
22DC404A  Simple Assault 135

U094 UCSA POSS DRUG PARA-MISD 129
U057 UNLAWFUL ENTRY 116

U023 DEST OF PROPERTY 112

U085 UCSA POSSESS HEROIN - MISDE 106
22DC3302 Unlawful Entry79

U053 SOL FOR LEWD PURPOSE 77

U982 UUA 74

U840 UCSA PWID COCAINE 70

U052 REC STOLEN GOODS (MISD) 68
U078 BAIL ACT VIOLATION-MISDEMEANOR 67

3
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22DC3211,3212B Theft Second Degree 66
22DC303-M Destruction of Property less than $200 63

Figure 2: Most common charges filed before January 14, 2006. Note that many of these charge codes are
spelled U###. This reflects laws that were on the books before the standard [Title] DC [Number] spelling was
added to all laws.

Seventh, while the D.C. Superior Court gave us the first disposition, their records management system
only tracks the date that a charge was disposed, not also the time. There were 175 cases which
contained charges with multiple dispositions. Being unable to distinguish which disposition came first,
we simply dropped these cases.

With this cleaning, we were left with 269,319 rows and 145,255 cases.

The court also provided us sentencing data. Much like with charges, this data can evolve due to
appeals, or simply mistakes made by clerks and judges. We again took the first sentence imposed in
the data. Like charges, this means we probably preserved some errors.

However, given sentences available such as the YRA and 48-904.01(e)(1), both of which allow judges
to set aside sentences, we believe that this best represents the penalties prescribed by law.

Each row of sentencing data contains 12 pieces of information:

e Case Number: The associated case number
Charge Number: The associated charge number
Charge Disposition
Sentencing Date: The date the sentence was entered into the system
Sentencing Type: An indicator of the type of sentence. Can be CO (confinement), TS (time
served), YRA (Youth Rehabilitation Act), LF (life), or a few other values related to sentences
that need only be served on certain days of the week.
Confinement Time: The amount of time sentenced to confinement.
Confinement Time Suspended: The amount of that confinement time that the judge
suspended.
Fine Amount: The fine imposed, if any.
Fine Suspended: The amount of the fine that the judge suspended, if any.
Restitution Amount: The amount of restitution the judge ordered paid by the defendant, if any.
VVCA Amount: The amount the defendant was ordered to pay to the Victim of Violent Crimes
Act fund.
e Relationship Data

Of these pieces of data, the most confusing is the relationship data. Sentences for individual charges
can be served either concurrently or consecutively. If a sentence of 1 month and a sentence of 2
months are to be served concurrently, the defendant would serve only 2 months in jail. On the other
hand, if they are to be served consecutively, then the defendant would serve 3 months in jail. The
relationship data in the sentencing table captures these types of inter-charge relationships.

In the most explicit case, the data will say that Case X Charge Y is to be served either consecutively or
concurrently with Case A Charge B. However, sometimes relationships are specified by saying Case X
Charge Y is to be served concurrently or consecutively with Charge B without specifying a case. We

4
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assume that this means Charge B in Case X. Similarly, sometimes relationships are specified by
saying Case X Charge Y is to be served concurrently or consecutively with Case A without specifying
a charge. We assume that this means that that relationship is true for all guilty charges in Case A.

So, eighth, we filled in all these relationships. This expanded the number of rows in the data set, so
from now on we do not report the number of rows at each cleaning step as it is not particularly
meaningful.

Importantly, the above implies that relationships may be specified between cases. We call a collection
of cases between which there is an explicit relationship specified a conviction group. At this point in
cleaning, there were 141,482 conviction groups, of which 3417 consisted of more than one case, and
the mean number of cases per conviction group was 1.028.

Next, there is not an explicit relationship between every pair of charges. In consultation with the D.C.
Court, we filled in some of these relationships by assuming that if the data specifies that chain of
charges is to be served concurrently, then all the charges in that chain are to be served mutually
concurrently. For instance, if the data says that Charge A is to be served concurrently with Charge B
and Charge B is to be served concurrently with Charge C, we assume Charges A and C are to be
served concurrently.’

Thus, ninth, we augmented the data set with all of these extra concurrence relations. However, doing
so created conflicts in 460 cases with explicit specifications that charges be served consecutively,
leaving 144,822 cases in the data set.

After (and, indeed, before) performing these augmentations, we found the data remained quite messy.
In particular, we found:
e Sentences to be served concurrently or consecutively to charges or other cases that either
didn’t exist or the defendant was not found guilty of, and
e Sentences to be served both consecutively and currently with another charge.

So, tenth and finally, as none of this relationship data makes sense, we dropped all cases containing
such charges.

After completing this cleaning process, 143,653 cases remained. In total, we dropped 4.4% of all
cases in the data through the cleaning process. Of these cases, the majority were dropped by our filter
for cases that were too old.

Our Output

The principal output for CCRC is a spreadsheet with several tabs. Each tab represents the subset of
charges that were disposed of during the labeled years.

13 A mathematician would say that we took the transitive closure of the graph whose vertices are charges and whose edges
are between vertices with an explicitly specified concurrence relationship.
5
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The main spreadsheet (tab 2010-2019) has 113 columns and 341 non-header rows. Each row
represents a single charge that could be brought against a defendant in D.C. Superior Court. Not
every offense is charged in every year, and so some sheets have fewer than 341 rows. Note that this
is not all possible charges that could be brought before a judge or magistrate judge in D.C. Superior
Court. For instance, minor traffic offenses tend to appear before specialized offices in the executive.4

Now we describe each group of the 113 columns.

e Micro Citation: The law or regulation that the defendant is alleged to have broken.

e Micro Citation Name: A description of the micro citation.

e Macro Citation: Some laws and regulations are facets of the same underlying charge. For
instance, there are several gradations of fraud in the D.C. Code and court records, but the
CCRC at times would like to evaluate all fraud charges as a group. This code represents the
most broad part of the D.C. Code that several micro citations fall under.

Macro Citation Name: A plain language description of the macro citation.

Social Harm: A very high-level categorization of charges. Can be DRUG, GENERAL,
GOVERNMENT, MOTOR VEHICLE, PERSON, PROPERTY, PUBLIC ORDER, or WEAPON

# Charges (Grand Total): The total number of times this citation was charged.

% All Charges (For Any Offense): The percent of all charges filed that this particular charge
represents.

e % Charges by Race: These columns represent what proportion of these micro citations that
were filed against persons of the specified race. Note that “Unknown” is a specific category in
the Court’s data whereas “Missing Data” means that no value was provided for this field.

e % Charges by Gender: These columns represent what proportion of these micro citations that
were filed against persons of the specified gender. Note that “Missing Data” means that no
value was provided for this field.

% Charges Attempted: The percent of these citations that were labeled as “attempted.”
% Charges Enhanced (Any): The percent of these citations that were filed with any sentencing
enhancements.

e % Charges Enhanced (Armed): The percent of these citations that were filed with a “while
armed” sentencing enhancement.

e % Charges Enhanced (Not armed): The percent of these citations that were filed with any
enhancement other than “while armed.” Note that a charge could contribute to both this column
and the “Armed” column if the charge had both a “while armed” enhancement as well as some
other enhancement.

e % Charges Diverted: The percent of these citations that had a disposition indicating that the
charge was diverted, i.e., that the charge was handled, with the blessing of the court, through
an alternative process.’

1% For instance, parking violations are mostly violations of municipal regulations. These regulations are originated by the
District Department of Transportation and promulgated by the Mayor. The Department of Public Works is in charge of
enforcing many of these regulations, and disputes are adjudicated in the first instance by the Department of Motor Vehicles.
15 As an example, DC’s Alternatives to Court Experience Diversion Program offers “youth who commit status offenses (e.g.
truancy, curfew violations, extreme disobedience and running away) and/or low-level delinquency offenses... the
opportunity to participate in... a program that connects youth and families to a range of individually tailored support and
behavioral health services” in lieu of prosecution. See https://dhs.dc.gov/page/alternatives-court-experience-ace-diversion-
program
6
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% Charges Deferred: The percent of these citations that had a disposition indicating that the
charge was deferred, i.e., the government agreed to defer the prosecution of this charge, most
likely for some agreed upon conditions.

% Charges with Conspiracy Charge in Case: The proportion of these citations that appeared in
a case with a conspiracy charge.

% Charges with a Crime of Violence in Case: The proportion of these citations that appeared in
a case with a crime of violence in the case.

% Charges with Conviction in Case for Any Charge: The proportion of these citations that
appear in a case where at least one charge had a guilty verdict.

% Charges Resulting in Convictions: The proportion of these citations that the defendant was
found guilty of.

# Convictions (Grand Total): Total number of convictions for this citation.

% All Convictions (For Any Offense): The proportion of all convictions that this citation
represents.

% Convictions by Race: These columns represent what proportion of these citations that
resulted in convictions which were filed against persons of the specified race. Note that
‘Unknown” is a specific category in the Court’s data whereas “Missing Data” means that no
value was provided for this field.

% Convictions by Gender: These columns represent what proportion of these citations that
resulted in convictions which were filed against persons of the specified race. Note that
“‘Missing Data” means that no value was provided for this field.

% Convictions by Guilty Plea: The percent of convictions for this citation that were reached by
plea.

% Convictions Attempted: The percent of convictions for this citation that were labelled
“attempted.”

% Convictions Enhanced (Any): The percent of civictions for this citation that were filed with
any sentencing enhancements.

% Convictions Enhanced (Armed): The percent of convictions for this citation that were filed
with a “while armed” sentencing enhancement.

% Convictions Enhanced (not Armed): The percent of convictions for this citation that were
filed with any enhancement other than “while armed.” Note that a charge could contribute to
both this column and the “Armed” column if the charge had both a “while armed” enhancement
as well as some other enhancement.

% Convictions with Conspiracy Charge in Case: The proportion of convictions for this citation
that appeared in a case with a conspiracy charge.

% Convictions with a Crime of Violence in Case: The proportion of convictions for this citation
that appeared in a case with a crime of violence in the case.

% Convictions to Serve Consecutively to Any Other Conviction by Defendant in the Conviction
Group: The proportion of convictions for this citation that were to be served consecutively to at
least one other conviction. Note: this implies that the defendant was convicted of at least 2
charges.

% Convictions that are Only Conviction of Defendant in the Conviction Group: The proportion
of convictions for this citation that were the only conviction for a defendant in the conviction
group. Note: A defendant could have been charged with more than one citation, but this
number counts when they were found guilty of exactly one.
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% Convictions with more than one Conviction of Defendant with No Consecutive Service in the
Conviction Group: The proportion of convictions for this charge that occurred in a conviction
group with more than one conviction where all sentences were to be served concurrently.

% Convictions with Time Served Sentence: What percent of convictions resulted in a sentence
of “Time Served.”

% Convictions wit