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January 1, 2013 

 

In 2012, the Connecticut General Assembly enhanced the Alvin W. Penn Act to address racial 

profiling concerns in Connecticut. Specifically, the legislature modified the reporting 

requirements of traffic stop information while simultaneously establishing the Racial Profiling 

Prohibition Advisory Board. The advisory board works in consultation with the Office of Policy 

and Management and the Institute for Municipal and Regional Policy to design a system to 

implement Public Act 12-74.   

Over the past seven months, through a grant made available by the Connecticut Department of 

Transportation and the National Highway Safety Administration, the advisory board has worked 

to establish standardized methods for the collection and analysis of traffic stop information. 

Additionally, the grant supports the advisory board’s efforts to train law enforcement personnel 

and engage the public as the project evolves.  

Essential to this effort are members of the advisory board, the Connecticut Department of 

Transportation, the National Highway Safety Administration, the Office of Policy and 

Management, the Criminal Justice information System and Central Connecticut State University. 

We thank all of the individuals within these entities for their dedication and commitment to this 

effort.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

William R. Dyson    John DeCarlo 

Co-Chair     Co-Chair   
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Executive Summary 

 

Connecticut's anti-racial profiling law, entitled The Alvin W. Penn Racial Profiling Prohibition 

Act (Connecticut General Statutes Sections 54-1l and 54-1m), prohibits any law enforcement 

agency from stopping, detaining, or searching any motorist when the stop is motivated solely by 

considerations of the race, color, ethnicity, age, gender or sexual orientation.  

  

During the 2012 legislative session the Connecticut General Assembly made several changes to 

the law through the passage of Public Act 12-74.  The intent of revising this legislation was to 

ensure a more rigorous application of the initial law, while allowing for methods and guidelines 

to be put in place that would effectively infuse current and future best practices into all facets of 

its key provisions (e.g. the data collection/analysis, training, and complaint processes). A key 

element in the new legislation shifts responsibility of its implementation to the Office of Policy 

and Management (OPM), in consultation with a newly established Racial Profiling Prohibition 

Advisory Board.  Aside from the release of this progress report, the major initial component of 

the law requires the development of a standardized method for the collection and analysis of data 

by July 1, 2013.  

  

A significant factor in hampering initial implementation of the Alvin W. Penn Act in its first 

decade of existence was a lack of resources.  In January 2012, at the request of OPM Under 

Secretary Michael Lawlor, and under the guidance of the state Department of Transportation, the 

Institute for Municipal and Regional Policy (IMRP) at Central Connecticut State University, 

began exploring an opportunity to secure federal grant funds to support implementation of the 

Alvin W. Penn Act.  In May 2012, the IMRP was awarded $1.2 million from the National 

Highway Traffic and Safety Administration for these purposes.   

 

In the first several months of this project, the advisory board and IMRP project team – with 

guidance from several national experts on racial profiling - have made several recommendations 

for changes in the legislation and administrative action by the Office of Policy and Management 

to allow for the best possible analysis of information. In the sections below those 

recommendations are outlined, but it should be noted that the process of designing an effective 

system for collecting and analyzing data is ongoing.  

  

Ultimately, the new standardized method is envisioned to more efficiently and effectively inform 

government officials, the public at large and police agencies of the information that is availed 

through the data collection process. Among other things, this method will serve as an early 

warning system for police chiefs to better understand and respond to traffic stop trends within 

their departments. The collection and analysis of traffic stop information in real time should 

allow them to respond to the communities they serve, enabling them to use the information as a 

powerful tool to enhance relationships between police agencies and their communities. It will 

also give OPM the tools necessary for overall management of the law.  

 

It is important to note that a standardized method for data collection and analysis is only one 

component to prevent future profiling activities.  Public awareness and education, effective 

training, a rigorous complaint process – all are tools within a diverse toolbox available to prevent 
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the occurrence of racial profiling in traffic stops and enhance trust between communities and law 

enforcement.   

 

The time and effort necessary to comply with the July 2013 deadline for developing a 

standardized method for data collection and analysis necessitated a great amount of initial focus 

on this component.  This work also allowed us to develop the legislative recommendations listed 

below in a timely manner per the CGA’s 2013 legislative session.    However, the advisory board 

and project team are also working to facilitate the use of all of aforementioned tools in the best 

manner possible to ensure ultimate compliance with the provisions of the Alvin W. Penn Act.  

This report reflects the current status of all project activities and recommendations for 

implementation of PA 12-74.   

 

Recommendations for Legislative Action 

 

 Expand who is required to report: Modify the current requirement for state and 

municipal police to collect racial profiling data to include other entities with police 

powers who make traffic stops while enforcing motor vehicle laws (Department of Motor 

Vehicle inspectors, State Capitol Police, college and university police departments, 

others) 

 

 Written Policies: Modify the requirement for a written policy prohibiting racial profiling 

to include the new agencies recommended for inclusion under the law. 

 

 Clarify ‘where’ a stop occurs: Clarify the law with respect to recording the location of a 

stop to mean the actual geographic location where the alleged violation that caused the 

stop to be made occurred. 

 

 Allow unique ID: Modify the requirement that the name and badge number of the officer 

making the stop be recorded to allow police to use either the badge number or any other 

unique identifying number for the employee. 

 

 Require additional information on stops: Modify the section of the law that specifies 

the types of information police must record for traffic stops to include (1) additional 

information relating to searches specifying the authority for and results of the search and 

(2) providing the statutory citations for any charge resulting from the traffic stop. 

 

 Exemption for reporting data: Provide an exception to the data collection and reporting 

requirements for traffic stops made by police for instances where the officer making the 

stop is required to leave the scene for exigent or other circumstances. 

 

 Require monthly (preferred) or quarterly reporting: To eliminate inconsistencies in 

reporting, clarify the law to establish monthly (preferred) or not less than quarterly 

reporting. 
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 Require individual stop data: The submission of traffic stop data should include data 

for each individual stop rather than a summary of stops information. 

 

 Encourage electronic reporting: Specify that to the maximum practicable extent, 

submissions should be made in the form of an electronic document acceptable to OPM 

and that all agencies are capable of submitting data electronically by the end of 2014. 

 

 Change deadline for first report: Change the deadline for OPM to submit its first report 

to the governor and General Assembly analyzing traffic stop and complaint data from 

January 1, 2014 to, at least March 1, 2014 or preferably July 1, 2014 to allow sufficient 

data to accumulate under the new requirements. The project team also recommends 

submitting a progress report on February 1, 2014 to the Judiciary Committee of the 

General Assembly.  

 

Recommendations for Administrative Action by the Office of Policy and Management 

 

 Add another code for ethnicity: Add another ethnicity code (“M”) to signify individuals 

of Middle Eastern/East Indian (South Asian) descent. 

 

 Add another code for status violations: Add a code (“S”) in the data element 

identifying the nature of the traffic stop to differentiate stops made on the basis of license, 

registration, or other similar status violations.  

 

 Add codes for type of stop: Add a new data element and three codes identifying the 

method used for making a stop to identify them as officer initiated, blind stops, or spot 

checks. 

 

 Add codes for search information: Add codes specifying (1) the authority under which 

a search was conducted (Consent, Inventory, Other), (2) whether contraband and/or 

evidence were discovered (Yes/No), (3) search duration (three time ranges), and (4) 

whether or not the vehicle was towed from the scene as a result of the stop. 

   

 Prepare a best practice policy for police agencies: The law requires state and 

municipal police agencies to have written policies that prohibit stopping or detaining 

anyone when the action is solely motivated by consideration of race, color, ethnicity, age, 

gender or sexual orientation and the action would constitute a violation of the person’s 

civil rights.  The advisory board is compiling the current policies of police agencies with 

the goal of identifying any agencies that have yet to adopt policies and establishing a best 

practice policy for police agencies to implement.  

  

 Evaluate guidelines for receiving and processing complaints: The advisory board is 

considering basic principles governing the way police agencies receive, process, resolve, 

and report complaints alleging racial profiling.   
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Next Steps for the Advisory Board 

By July 1, 2013, OPM and the advisory board expect to have a functional standard method in 

place for police to follow when collecting and submitting traffic stop data to meet all 

requirements of PA 12-74.  In order to allow proper planning time for police agencies to 

implement the changes required, the advisory board will develop a method for collection and 

submission of data.  The system developed for July 2013 will not reflect the complete vision of 

the advisory board. Instead a phased approach will be implemented as outlined in this report.  

 

Listed below are several key points to guide the future work of the advisory board.  

 Identifying a phased approach for implementing improved traffic stop data 

reporting. 

 

 Identifying options police will have in meeting the data collection and submission 

requirements of the law. These options will include using a newly-designed form to 

record the data, police CAD/RMS systems modified to include the new data, a web-based 

browser application, or electronic ticketing (E-Citation) if it can be modified in time to 

include the new data requirements. 

 

 Identifying options for police to implement the law’s requirement that a driver be 

notified of the right to file a complaint alleging discriminatory treatment.  There is 

no system in place for providing this notice and the necessity to do this beginning July 1, 

2013 may require adoption of a temporary solution. The advisory board emphasizes that 

an instrument in which the notice appears with all of the other information pertinent to 

the stop in a single document would be best. 

        

 Defining the role the Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) will play as both a 

repository for the traffic stop data collected by police and a user-friendly interface to 

police and other governmental agencies, institutions, media, and members of the public 

wanting to access both the analysis and the data itself.  

 

 Investigating with other groups pursuing similar goals – if desired and feasible - to 

develop and implement a single document for police to use in lieu of the several different 

documents. Such a document has the potential to address several of the board’s most 

important concerns, most notably, providing police with a more effective method for 

collecting the required data and providing a driver with notice of the right to file a 

complaint of discriminatory treatment.  

 

 Coordinating the advisory board activities with those of the Traffic Records 

Coordinating Committee (TRCC) in order to maximize the benefit of two of the 

committee’s key initiatives, E-Crash and E-Citation, may have to this process. One 

example of this intersection of interests has been making the TRCC aware of how 

important inclusion of race and ethnicity in crash reporting documents may be to making 

accident data a useful benchmarking tool for analyzing traffic stop data. 
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 Defining a Traffic Stop: the advisory board has considered the question of whether 

legislation should define what constitutes a traffic stop. Police activities vary based on the 

nature of police and citizen interactions. Departments currently define traffic stops in a 

variety of ways. Once it becomes clear which activities should fall within a traffic stop 

and which should not, the two options to proceed are (1) amend the statute to include the 

definition or (2) allow OPM to create the definition administratively with the expectation 

that all police departments would adopt it as part of their racial profiling prohibition 

policies.  

A Phased Approach 

Mentioned in the steps outlined above and later in this report is the need for a phased approach to 

implementation of the law. The below charts help to indicate the system to collect and report 

data based on the phased appraoch the project team plans to pursue.   

 

Phase I (July 1, 2013) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The above chart illustrates the process for collecting and processing information based on the 

requirements outlined in Public Act 12-74. Police agencies collect information during a traffic 

stop and submit that information to the Office of Policy and Management (OPM). The 

information can still be submitted using various formats and reporting timeframes. OPM will 

work with the Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) to process, analyze and report 

information. 
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Phase II 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In phase II, police agencies collect information during a traffic stop and submit that information 

in one of two ways to OPM. (1) Agencies will utilize electronic ticketing or (2) agencies collect 

data through a uniform charging document (hard copy) and submit the data. OPM will work with 

CJIS to process, analyze and report data and create a database for police and public consumption.  

 

Phase III 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In phase III, police agencies collect information during a traffic stop and submit that information 
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PART I:  Overview of the Alvin W. Penn Law and PA 12-74 

  

First enacted in 1999, Connecticut's anti-racial profiling law The Alvin W. Penn Racial Profiling 

Prohibition Act (Public Act 99-198)  prohibits any law enforcement agency from stopping, 

detaining, or searching any motorist when the stop is motivated solely by considerations of the 

race, color, ethnicity, age, gender or sexual orientation (Connecticut General Statutes Sections 

54-1l and 54-1m). During the 2012 legislative and special sessions the Connecticut General 

Assembly made several changes to this law including a key provision which shifted 

responsibility for its implementation to the Office of Policy and Management in consultation 

with a newly established Racial Profiling Prohibition Advisory Board.  

 

Police agencies are required to continue collecting traffic stop information between July 1, 2012 

and July 1, 2013 in the same manner as had been required by the law prior to July 1, 

2012.  Although police agencies must continue to collect and maintain the data, they are not 

required to submit it to OPM unless requested. Police agencies will be required to submit traffic 

stop data for analysis under the new methods by October 1, 2013.  

 

PA 12-74 gives authority to the Secretary of the Office of Police and Management if municipal 

police departments and Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection (DESPP) fail 

to comply with the law to order appropriate penalties in the form of withholding of state funds.  

 

The law also created the Racial Profiling Prohibition Project Advisory Board for the purposes of 

advising OPM with respect to the adoption of the standardized methods and guidelines outlined 

in the law.  

 

Requirements of PA 12-74: 

 

1. Municipal police departments and the Department of Emergency Services and Public 

Protection (DESPP) shall adopt a written policy that prohibits using race, color, ethnicity, 

age, gender or sexual orientation as the motivation for a traffic stop.  

2.  By July 1, 2013, the Office of Policy and Management (OPM) establish and implement a 

standardized method to achieve the following: 

a.  A form to be developed to record traffic stop information. The information to be 

collected includes: 

i. Date and time of stop 

ii. Location of stop 

iii. Name and badge number of Officer 

iv. Race, color, ethnicity, age and gender of operator of motor vehicle (based 

on the observation and perception of the officer) 

v. Nature of alleged traffic violation and the statutory citation of the violation 



 

12 
 

vi. Disposition of the stop, including whether a warning, citation or summons 

was issued, whether a search was conducted and whether a custodial arrest 

was made 

vii. Any other information deemed appropriate 

b. A notice must be given to the person stopped that if the person believes they have 

been stopped, detained or subject to a search based on a protected class they may 

file a complaint with the appropriate law enforcement 

c. Instructions on how to file a complaint must be given to the person stopped 

3. A standardized method should be established to report complaints 

4. A standardized method should be established for agencies to report data to OPM for 

analysis 

5. By July 1, 2013, the act required the development and implementation of guidelines to 

train officers on how to complete the traffic stop form  
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Part II:  Racial Profiling Prohibition Project Overview 
  

The Institute for Municipal and Regional Policy (IMRP) at Central Connecticut State University, 

in consultation with the Office of Policy and Management (OPM), has established a Racial 

Profiling Prohibition Advisory Board to help oversee the design, evaluation, and management of 

the racial profiling study mandated by PA 12-74, “An Act Concerning Traffic Stop Information.” 

The IMRP is working with the advisory board and all appropriate parties to enhance the 

collection and analysis of traffic stop data in Connecticut.   Resources for the project are being 

made available through the National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration (NHTSA) 

grant, as administered through the Connecticut Department of Transportation. 

 

The primary purpose of the project is to monitor and prohibit racial profiling in Connecticut and 

to comply with NHTSA grant requirements and are outlined below. 

 

1. Analyze current racial profiling law and make recommendations to the Connecticut 

General Assembly to better align the statute to legislative intent and current best 

practices.  

2. Ensure compliance with the racial profiling law in as efficient, effective, transparent and 

inclusive a manner possible.   

3. Ensure compliance with NHTSA requirements of Section 1906 funding to include: 

a. Fund activities to prohibit racial profiling in the enforcement of State laws 

regulating the use of Federal-aid highways 

b. Collect, maintain and provide public access to traffic stop data 

c. Evaluate the results of such data; and develop and implement programs to reduce 

the occurrence of racial profiling, including programs to train law enforcement 

officers. 

 

 Project Activities 

The Racial Profiling Prohibition Project Advisory Board and the project staff have been meeting 

since May 2012 in an effort to outline a plan to successfully implement PA 12-74. The focus of 

this early phase of the project has been to better understand traffic stop data collection in other 

states. Four working groups were established to advise on various aspects of the process 

including; the standardized method for collecting, recording, reporting, and analyzing racial 

profiling data required by PA 12-74 and to accomplish tasks required to complete the Racial 

Profiling Prohibition Project.   

System and Process Working Group assists the project team in areas of study that relates to 

shaping the system and process that when established should meet the requirements of PA 12-74. 

Some of the group’s activities include: (1) benchmarking the current system and identifying the 

methods police agencies currently use to collect and report traffic stop information; (2) 

developing a model for implementing the new requirements that can address the different needs 



 

14 
 

of police agencies and the public; (3) determining an implementation schedule for complying 

with the law; and (4) identifying what resources and timeframe may be necessary to migrate all 

agencies to fully electronic data collection and submission.  

Additionally, the group works to evaluate how best to implement the law’s requirement that 

drivers be informed of their right to file a complaint of discriminatory treatment as well as 

assessing whether additional police agencies not currently under the law should be included in its 

provisions. 

Data, Methodology, and Analysis Working Group assists the project team in identifying the data 

and methodology necessary to conduct a meaningful analysis of traffic stop data. The work 

includes a process to determine data elements that are necessary, useful, and feasible to require 

additionally of police agencies to collect. It explores ways to benchmark racial profiling within 

the available data and develop a methodology that can result in meaningful analysis of the data 

collected. Our work has been guided by the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF) and many 

of their resources, specifically, “By the Numbers: A Guide for Analyzing Race Data from 

Vehicle Stops” by Lorie Fridell.  

This work group has also explored the use of post-stop data as another method for additional 

analysis. Post-stop analysis has been used in other states including: Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 

Maryland, Missouri, Illinois, North Carolina, Texas and Florida.  

Public Awareness Working Group assists the project team in aspects of the project that relate to 

informing the public of the work being done and engaging it in the study process and results. The 

group will look at: what features might be useful to include in the project website, how best to 

coordinate public awareness and outreach efforts, how and where to conduct public listening 

sessions, and how to best implement the public complaint process to meet citizens’ needs but 

avoid frivolous complaints to police agencies.  The group will also assist the team in determining 

the best ways to make the traffic stop data and analysis accessible to police agencies and the 

public. 

The Racial Profiling Prohibition Advisory Board and project team strongly believe that the 

public is a crucial component to developing an effective tool for collecting and analyzing traffic 

stop information and assisting with the overall implementation of the Alvin W. Penn Act. Below 

is an outline of activities that the project team has undertaken.   

 

The Racial Profiling Prohibition Project has developed and maintained a website 

(www.ctrp3.org) that informs the public of the advisory board’s activities, statewide 

informational forums, and related news items on racial profiling. The website includes minutes, 

agendas, press releases, and links to register for events and the website is updated weekly. 

 

Public outreach activities have included an ongoing series of informational sessions throughout 

the state to clarify the updates to the racial profiling law. Through ongoing public forums, the 

project team has shared plans for implementation of the racial profiling law and offered the 
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public an opportunity to react and discuss. An informational session was held at Central 

Connecticut State University on November 26th. Two additional events were held at Quinnebaug 

Valley Community College in Danielson, CT on December 5th and the Bridgeport YMCA on 

December 12th.  Outreach for informational sessions included save the dates and press releases 

disseminated through the advisory board members and media lists. We will continue our efforts 

to partner with state and local elected officials in the development of future informational 

sessions.  

 

The Public Awareness Working Group has developed marketing collateral materials to further 

public awareness efforts. The group has drafted a brochure to inform the public about the 

objective of the Connecticut Racial Profiling Prohibition Project (CTRP3), the definition of 

racial profiling, and the guidelines of the laws that prohibit its practice. Additional brochures will 

concentrate on informing the public of their rights during traffic stops and offer helpful tips on 

handling encounters with law enforcement. The second marketing collateral in development is a 

Public Service Announcements meant to drive web traffic to the CTRP3 website and reach a 

broader audience outside of the public forums. The PSAs will serve to be informative and 

emotion provoking. Several theme ideas will be presented to the Public Awareness Advisory 

Board at the next meeting on December 10th with production beginning soon after. 

 

Training Working Group assists in aspects of the project that relate to informing police agencies 

of the changes being made to the system for collecting and submitting data. The group will look 

at best practices for providing such training and what the training should cover, both initially and 

on an ongoing basis. The group may also look at ways to inform and work with police agencies 

to make the best use of the data and analysis to help them evaluate the performance of their 

personnel.  

Summary of Police Survey Information 

The advisory board surveyed all municipal police agencies and the Connecticut State Police in 

order gain knowledge of the current system. The goal of the survey was to gather information on 

existing racial profiling policies as well as prior methods used to collect and submit traffic stop 

data to the required state agencies. The information gained from the survey will help to inform 

the advisory board in the development and promulgation of a best practice policy and 

standardized method as it pertains to PA 12-74. This information below is summarized based on 

the 73 police agencies and the State Police that have reported information.  

Question   
How is traffic stop data collected? 48 police agencies collect information 

electronically 

24 police agencies collect information 

using a paper form 

How many traffic stops were made in 

2011? 

Of the agencies reporting, 467,051 traffic stops were made in 2011. The project 

staff developed an estimate for total traffic stops in Connecticut to include 

those agencies that have not completed the survey. It was determined that there 

is an estimate of approximately 585,000 traffic stops a year in Connecticut.  

 

For a complete summary of data collected from the survey, please see Appendix II. 
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PART III:  To Whom Should the Law Apply? 

In Connecticut, traffic law enforcement on the local level may be provided in three ways.  

According to the General Assembly’s Office of Legislative Research, there are 92 municipalities 

that maintain their own independent police departments.  In another 56 municipalities, law 

enforcement services are provided under the auspices of one or more resident state troopers. In 

29 of these municipalities, the resident troopers supervise local police officers or constables. In 

the remaining, the resident troopers are the sole providers of all services. Finally, there are 25 

towns in which there are neither local police departments nor resident troopers. In these 

jurisdictions, the local law enforcement services are provided by State Police operating out of the 

troop that has geographic responsibility for the town. 

The entities listed above along with the State Police on the highway system are not the only ones 

that may conduct traffic stops in Connecticut. A number of other agencies also have authority 

under the statutes to enforce motor vehicle laws within their respective jurisdictions. These 

include the State Capitol Police and the Motor Vehicle Department inspectors who have been 

designated by the motor vehicle commissioner with law enforcement powers. As well as various 

university police departments (University of Connecticut, units of the State University System, 

and several private universities such as Yale, New Haven, and Wesleyan). To the extent that 

these and other smaller police entities contribute to the overall number of traffic stop interactions 

with the public, there would seem to be a valid case to be made for them to also record and 

submit data on the stops they are making.   

Recommendation: Expand who is required to report  

The recommendation is that the law be expanded to include the State Capitol Police, Motor 

Vehicle Department, the various university police departments, and any other agencies that have 

the statutory authority to enforce motor vehicle laws by stopping vehicles and their drivers. 
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Part IV:  Inconsistencies in Data Submission 

 
In an effort to establish a benchmark for the status of data collection and submission efforts prior 

to passage of PA 12-74, the project team and advisory board reviewed both the statute and 

samples of the data submissions for the last several years. This review revealed significant 

differences and inconsistencies in the timeframes, forms, and formats of the submissions. Please 

see Appendix VI for samples of police department data submissions to the African American 

Affairs Commission (AAAC).  

The majority of agencies provided data on a stop-by-stop basis, that is, the information required 

by the statute was provided for each traffic stop conducted during the target period.  However, 

some departments provided data in the form of an activity summary rather than for each stop 

individually. The required race, ethnicity, age, gender and other information was aggregated to 

show the total number of stops falling into each data category. 

There was a great variation in the format of data submissions. Many were submitted as 

spreadsheets in Excel format, while many others were sent as text documents.  Though fewer in 

numbers, others were formatted as Word documents, PDF files, or even faxed hard copy 

documents. 

These various timeframes, forms, and formats made it difficult, if not impossible, for the AAAC 

to process and analyze the data as it had neither the personnel nor the resources to reconcile all of 

the inconsistencies in the submissions. Compiling the differing formats of the submissions is 

difficult to do without the technical capacity to manipulate the data. Creating a consistent 

analysis when some reports were on a stop-by-stop basis while others were in multi-month 

summary form is an even greater challenge. 

The inconsistencies in the data submissions stem largely from the language of the statute itself.  

The various forms, formats, and time periods included in the individual agency reports are all 

possible under the reporting provisions of the Alvin W. Penn Act, even as it was modified by PA 

12-74.  Unless this language is clarified, the inconsistencies in the data submissions are likely to 

continue.  The relevant provision of PA 12-74 states: 

“(h) Not later than October 1 2013, and annually thereafter, each municipal police department 

and the Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection shall, if a standardized method 

has been developed and implemented pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, use such method 

and any form developed and promulgated under the method to provide to the Office of Policy and 

Management a summary report of the information recorded pursuant to subsection (d) of this 

section.”  

While the statutory language was adequate to accomplish the initial objectives of the Alvin W. 

Penn Act, which was to establish a requirement that would allow for a one-time assessment of 

police agencies, it clearly is no longer adequate for the type of analysis envisioned pursuant to 
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PA 12-74.  Such an analysis will require both a consistent reporting period and data submissions 

made for all individual stops rather than in the form of summaries of aggregated stop data. The 

General Assembly’s addition of the requirement in PA 12-74 that police record the name and 

badge number of the police officer for each stop seems to indicate an interest in stop-by-stop 

rather than summary data.  While clarifying the law to accomplish this objective would require 

some police departments to change their current procedures, the number of departments affected 

seems to be relatively small as the majority of departments still provide data on a stop-by-stop 

basis. 

Recommendation: Require monthly (preferred) or quarterly reporting    

The advisory board and project team recommends that the law be changed to accomplish the 

objective of police agencies submitting data on individual stops rather than as a summary of stop 

data and that such data be submitted on an ongoing period basis rather than as an annual report.  

These changes should specify (1) a reporting period (monthly reporting would be preferred but in 

no case should it be less than quarterly), (2) submission of the required data on all individual 

stops rather than as a summary of stops, and (3) all submissions must be made in the form of an 

electronic document acceptable to OPM (no faxed or mailed hard copy documents). 
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Part V:  Benchmarking Traffic Stop Data  
 
Benchmarking Data from Municipalities 

 

Collecting and reporting the right type of data for traffic stops is an important part of 

implementing the requirements of the law, but it is only part of the process. The other major 

component is developing a meaningful methodology for analyzing the traffic stop data in the 

context of assessing whether or not specific police activities show any evidence of bias. This 

process, known as “benchmarking,” has historically involved comparing traffic stop activities in 

a specific jurisdiction with race, ethnicity, gender, and other demographic information as they are 

represented in census data for the jurisdiction. By default, almost all jurisdictions that have 

attempted to analyze traffic stop data for bias have used census data for the resident population 

of the jurisdiction being examined. Even if these jurisdictions have considered options other than 

the use of this unadjusted census data, they have almost always chosen to use the resident 

population data based on its ready availability versus the complexity of developing other 

methods to benchmark the data. There are some limited exceptions to this approach that will be 

described later in this section. 

Even though most jurisdictions default to the use of resident population demographics, they also 

recognize the inadequacy of this approach. An analysis of data on people stopped in a 

jurisdiction that benchmarks performance against demographic data on people living in the 

jurisdiction is inherently limited. The demographic makeup of those driving through a 

jurisdiction may differ significantly from those residing in the community. Figuring out how to 

estimate the demographics of the driving population has proven to be more challenging a process 

than most jurisdictions have been willing to undertake.   

 Estimating Driving Population by Modifying Census Data 

Estimating driving population by modifying census data appears to have the greatest potential for 

development as the primary way to analyze traffic stop data once the new method required by 

PA 12-74 is implemented on July 1, 2013. The model currently being considered by the project 

team and advisory board is based on concepts developed by Northeastern University’s Institute 

on Race and Justice for use in Rhode Island and Massachusetts. These appear to be the only 

states that are currently using modified census data as a benchmark. Other states have considered 

this model, but chose not to attempt it due to the difficulty or expense of developing it.  

Connecticut’s relatively small size and number of jurisdictions places it between Rhode Island 

and Massachusetts, which may make it an ideal candidate for a model similar to the one used in 

those states. 

The adjusted census data model being evaluated for use in Connecticut would attempt to create a 

driving population estimate for each jurisdiction that would account for both the residents using 

the roads and the nonresidents traveling through the jurisdiction for employment, recreation, 
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business, and other purposes. An explanation of the methodology developed for Rhode Island 

and Massachusetts is provided in detail in Appendix III of this report.   

The value of adjusting census data to create an estimated driving population is that customized 

benchmarks can be developed for different areas of a state with unique characteristics in terms of 

employment, recreational, or commercial centers. The Southeastern Connecticut casino region 

may be an area where this method could be deployed. Comparing traffic stop data with resident 

demographic information for a jurisdiction with gaming facilities would be of little value. An 

estimate that can account for those who are driving to and from these facilities for recreational 

and employment reasons is more valid for the purposes of benchmarking stop data. 

This benchmark model does not have to be fully functional on July 1, 2013, but the goal is for it 

to be sufficiently developed, if only for a limited geographical area of the state, so that it can be 

evaluated and modified as necessary for full implementation by the end of 2013 or early 2014. 

 Alternatives to Modified Census Data  

The project team reviewed extensive research on the subject of benchmarking traffic data, and 

identified the following alternative methods: 

1. DMV Data 

2. Motor Vehicle Accident records 

3. Blind vs. Not Blind Enforcement Methods 

4. Low Discretion Stops vs. High Discretion Stops 

5. Internal Benchmarking (matching officers/groups of officers) 

6. Observational Data 

7. Crime Data 

8. Transportation Data 

9. Survey Data 

The project team discussed the potential of using DMV licensed driver data, motor vehicle 

accident records, and blind/not blind enforcement information as possible additional 

benchmarking methods to enhance our current efforts. In the next six months (January-June 

2013) we will continue to evaluate these benchmarking concepts to determine what role, if any, 

they may play in creating a multi-layered approach to data analysis.   

Accident and License Data 

Using accident data and/or driver license information to estimate driving population in a 

jurisdiction has promise, but limitations exist that make it difficult to utilize them in the 

immediate future. Some researchers in this area believe that certain types of accident data can 

provide a fairly accurate estimate of driving population in a particular jurisdiction.  However, the 

value of accident data is somewhat limited to areas with sufficient volumes of accidents that 
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provide an adequate sample to produce benchmarks. By law in Connecticut, accidents for which 

a police-investigation occurs must result in an accident report the police file with the Department 

of Transportation.  Further, the ability to use accident data for benchmarking purposes is limited 

in CT because the accident reporting form, known as a PR-1, does not contain race or ethnicity 

information for those involved in the accident.  Without that information, accident data lacks 

relevance as a potential benchmark. 

Fortunately, a multi-disciplinary effort guided by the Traffic Records Coordinating Committee 

(TRCC), has been underway for several years to revise crash reporting to accommodate new 

federal requirements.  The form and content of the accident report form is being significantly 

revised as part of this broad effort.  The project team recently addressed the committee to inform 

them of the initiative underway to implement the requirements of PA 12-74.  They were advised 

that the inclusion of race and ethnicity data as part of a revised accident report form would be 

valuable in making accident data an effective benchmarking tool.  The Project Team will 

continue to participate to work with the TRCC, but a revised accident record form is unlikely to 

be available until the beginning of 2015. 

Using licensed drivers to establish a benchmark in a jurisdiction, rather than its resident 

population, has the advantage of focusing analysis on these residents of the community who are 

also licensed drivers.  The demographic makeup of this group is a more accurate reflection of 

who might be on the community’s roads at any given time.  In the past, race and ethnicity was 

included on the front of a driver’s license: ironically, the information was removed from the 

license because it was feared that it might be used to discriminate against certain populations for 

insurance, mortgage financing, or other purposes.  The project team and advisory board are 

exploring the possibility of once again making this information available on the driver’s license 

so that race and ethnicity of the driving population can become a functional adjunct benchmark 

in the traffic stop data analysis. While it may be difficult to display race and ethnicity data on the 

front of the license, it may be possible to encode it as part of the information contained in the 

barcode strip of the license. It must be recognized that it would take six years for the change to 

be fully implemented in all drivers’ licenses as they come up for renewal. The project team and 

advisory board will continue to explore the viability of reintroducing race and ethnicity 

information on drivers’ licenses in some form.   

Benchmarking Data from the State Police   

 

PA 12-74 requires municipal police departments and the Department of Emergency Services and 

Public Protection (DESPP) to record traffic stop data. There are very different challenges 

between municipal police departments and DESPP. As a result, differentiation must be made 

between the types of patrol, in order to correctly benchmark state police information.  

According to an April 25, 2011 Office of Legislative Research Report on Connecticut Police 

Departments, 81 towns are under State Police jurisdiction, either because they do not have their 
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own organized police department, or have agreed to let State Police supervise their police or 

constables. Of the 81 State Police towns, 56 have resident state troopers; the other 25 are served 

by the state police troop responsible for the town. 

According to results from a survey distributed by the advisory board, the state police conducted 

approximately 175,000 traffic stops in the last calendar year. The total number of traffic stops 

reflects stops made on Connecticut interstates, state roads, and municipal roads monitored by 

state police through the resident state trooper or local barracks.  

The analysis will need to differentiate the types of stops made by state troopers for the purpose 

of benchmarking. A motor vehicle stop made by a resident state trooper on a local road should be 

treated similarly to a stop made by other municipal police departments. A motor vehicle stop 

made by a state trooper on an interstate highway will need to be treated in a different manner. 

The population driving on our major highway system in Connecticut is more difficult to calculate 

using the same benchmark for local roads. State Troopers also face different conditions during a 

motor vehicle stop on an interstate highway. We are exploring with state police the possibility of 

allowing the Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) to extract data to determine the type of 

road on which the motor vehicle stop occurred by using the location. This should be done 

through the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system used in patrol vehicles for the state police.  

The advisory board has been exploring ways that other states have dealt with a benchmark for 

the interstate highway systems. In Massachusetts and Rhode Island researchers conducted rolling 

observations over a period of months to determine the estimated driving population of the major 

highways. Both states recognized the different types of populations driving on interstate 

highways and municipal roads, including the drastically higher number of out-of-state residents. 

In the study period of 2001-2003 the State of Rhode Island conducted rolling road survey 

observations across an eighteen month period. Approximately three surveys were taken each 

month and were spaced out across weekday and weekend dates. A staggered start and stop 

methodology was used to vary the types of observations being made. Northeastern University’s 

Institute on Race and Justice developed and applied this same concept to Massachusetts’ 

interstate highway system.  
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Part VI:  Traffic Stop Data Collection 
 

An extensive effort has been made to identify the traffic stop data that must be collected and 

submitted to make analysis possible. Throughout the early stages of the project, the board has 

been particularly conscious of: (1) striking a reasonable balance between the need for additional 

data and the burden this has on police making traffic stops, and (2) only asking for this additional 

information when readily obtaining information from another source is not possible or cannot be 

done without undue hardship.  The board has reviewed and continues to evaluate an extensive 

list of possible new data elements with these objectives in mind. The following sub-sections 

outline (1) data elements required by PA 12-74, (2) stops resulting from blind enforcement 

mechanisms and (3) new post-stop data elements.  

 Data Elements Required by PA 12-74 (Effective July 1, 2013) 

The law currently requires police to record the following data for each traffic stop they make: 

1. Date and time of the stop; 

2. Location of the stop; 

3. Name and badge number of the officer making the stop; 

4. Race, color, ethnicity, age, and gender of the driver based on the observation and 

perception of the officer responsible for reporting the stop; 

5. The nature of the alleged traffic or other type of violation that caused the stop to be made 

and the statutory citation for the violation; 

6. The disposition of the stop including whether a warning, citation, or summons was 

issued; whether a search was conducted, and whether a custodial arrest was made; and 

7. Any other information deemed appropriate as part of the standardized method OPM must 

develop and implement. 

Most of these data items have been required since the initial implementation of the law. A 

standard form with specific codes was developed for police to follow when recording the 

required data. There is a need to clarify the definition of some data elements and those are listed 

below.   

 Date (month/day/year) of stop  

 Time of stop (no time format is specified, but most agencies appear to default to 

use of 24-hour military format) 

 Location (undefined) 

o The law is not specific with respect to the meaning of traffic stop 

“location.”  The original form developed for collection of traffic stop 

statistics contains a space where the town or jurisdiction in which the stop 

was made had to be recorded. There was no provision made for an actual 

geographic location of the stop (either street address or road location) and 

most police agencies have never included geographic location in their 
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data.  The advisory board recommends that the requirement of “location” 

of the stop should be clarified to specify that the location recorded is that 

of where the violation occurred. 

 

 Officer name and badge number 

o When evaluating this data element, it was revealed that some police 

agencies, state police among them, reuse badge numbers as personnel 

turn over so that over a period of time more than one officer may have 

that badge number. To avoid confusion when looking at data over 

time, the board decided that this provision could be modified to allow 

the police agencies the flexibility to use either badge numbers or a 

unique identification number the agency assigns to the officer. 

 

 Officer perception of driver race, color, ethnicity, age, and gender 

 

Current Race designations are: 

W—White  

B—Black 

I—Indian American/Alaskan Native 

A—Asian/Pacific Islander 

U—Unknown 

 

The advisory board will consider the importance of the category “unknown.” As we clarify the 

procedures for recording race and ethnicity information it may not be necessary to record that 

data element.  

Current Ethnicity designations are: 

H—Hispanic   

N—Not Hispanic  

U—Unknown 

 

The advisory board is considering adding an ethnicity code to identify Middle Eastern or East 

Indian origin, similar to what is required in Massachusetts and Texas.  Massachusetts also 

provides an optional space for providing “Additional Race Information.” This additional code 

would be an “M” to indicate Middle Eastern origin. 

 Driver Age is entered as a whole number; presumably based on license 

information. 

 Driver Gender is entered as:  M—Male, F—Female, U—Unknown 

 Nature of alleged traffic or other violation that caused stop to be made 

o Police are currently asked to identify the nature of the stop in one of three 

categories below: 
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I—Investigation, Criminal 

V—Violation, Motor Vehicle 

E—Equipment, Motor Vehicle 

 

The advisory board is contemplating adding an additional “S” code to this list to separately 

identify violations of license, registration, or insurance requirements: so-called “status” 

violations from other types of motor vehicle violations. 

 Statutory citation of alleged violation 

 

The statutory citation for the alleged violation that forms the basis for the stop was not required 

by the law prior to passage of PA 12-74, but it was made part of the original reporting form as an 

additional data item.  It is now mandatory under PA 12-74. 

 Disposition of stop, including whether a warning, citation, or summons was 

issued; whether a search was conducted; and whether a custodial arrest was 

made 

o There are six codes that are currently being used to indicate the 

disposition of the traffic stop.  They are: 

1. U—Uniform Arrest Report 

This takes place when the police officer determines that a criminal offense occurred or the driver 

is wanted under an arrest warrant.  The driver is taken into police custody. 

2. M—Misdemeanor Summons 

This is issued for less serious criminal offenses or motor vehicle violations that are not 

infractions or serious criminal offenses.  A driver issued a misdemeanor summons is not always 

arrested or detained, but must appear in court. 

3. I—Infraction Ticket 

The infraction ticket is issued for lesser motor vehicle violations.  It generally does not involve 

arrest, nor is a court appearance required if the driver chooses not to contest the infraction. 

4. W—Written Warning 

Written warnings are typically given when the officer determines no more significant 

enforcement action is required.  The warning (DMV Form P-2) identifies the nature of the 

defective vehicle equipment, if that is what led to the warning, or provides space for the officer 

to identify what other minor violation is the basis for the warning. Police agency policies 

regarding non-equipment related violations may differ. 

5. V—Verbal Warning 
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Verbal warnings are given when the police officer wants to make the driver aware of minor 

traffic violations that the officer does not want to deal with more severely. 

6. N—No Disposition 

A traffic stop would be classified in this category if it results in none of the five other outcomes.  

One example of this might be when an officer responds to a citizen complaint of a suspicious 

vehicle.  The officer might stop the vehicle to investigate, but determine that no criminal or 

motor vehicle violations exist and the encounter ends with no action being taken. 

PA 12-74 changed the requirement in the prior law that the data reported by police indicate if an 

arrest was made as a result of the stop to one requiring an indication of whether or not a 

custodial arrest resulted.  The current disposition classifications need to be reviewed in light of 

that change to determine if they adequately identify that outcome. 

The law requires only that the data reported by police indicate whether or not a search resulted 

from the stop.  This is done by either a “Yes” or “No” entry in the report.  No other information 

relating to the basis of the search, the type of search, its outcome, or its duration must be 

provided.  Post-stop data elements are discussed in the below portion of this report.  

 Any other information deemed appropriate 

 

The current traffic stop reporting form requires each law enforcement agency to provide its 

Department ORI.  The ORI is a unique identification code number assigned by the FBI for every 

law enforcement agency in the United States.  It is a data element that is not required by PA 12-

74.  Since police agencies submitting data are already identifiable by agency name, there appears 

to be no reason for also requiring the ORI, so this item may be eliminated. 

Recommendation: Clarifying Data Elements in PA 12-74  

As noted above the advisory board is recommending these modifications to the existing data 

items: 

 clarify the stop “location” requirement to specify that it be the geographic location where 

the violation leading to the stop occurs 

 specify in that either a police officer’s badge number or any other unique identifying 

number for the officer be recorded for each stop 

 adding a new “M” ethnicity code to designate someone of Middle Eastern origin 

 adding a new “S” code to the nature of alleged violation data element to separately 

identify those stops that are made for license, registration, or insurance status violations 

from other types of motor vehicle violations 

 Some traffic stops result in the officer being called away from the scene to address a 

more urgent matter. The data required for collection in the case of those calls will be 

difficult to capture because the stop was not completed, and the officer may not have had 

the time to collect identifying information. We are recommending that PA 12-74 be 
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modified to require the recording of information absent exigent or other circumstances 

that may require an officer to leave the scene.  

 

 Stops Resulting From Blind Enforcement Techniques 

The project team and advisory board have actively considered a method to distinguish certain 

traffic stops based on the relatively non-discretionary nature of the stop decision.  The theory 

behind this differentiation is that for certain stops, such as those made during a radar or laser 

speeding operation, or stops made based on a return from a license plate reader, the decision to 

make the stop is relatively “blind” of any perception the officer may have of the person’s race, 

ethnicity, gender, or age. The rationale for identifying these types of police activities at the data 

entry level is that since the mechanism used to stop the driver is more or less “blind”, the police 

officer’s perception of a driver’s race, ethnicity, gender, and other identifying information is 

probably not a determining factor in the decision to make the stop; but it could be a factor in 

what transpires after the stop is made. Thus, if a meaningful analysis of these “blind” stops is to 

be generated, it needs to focus on the outcomes of the stops and not on the making of the stop 

itself.   

A significant number of state and local stops are made during traffic enforcement initiatives that 

use electronic and other means such as radar or laser devices to identify speeding vehicles in a 

traffic stream. At least theoretically, radar/laser based stops involve significantly less officer 

discretion than similar stops made on routine patrols.  The officer operating the electronic 

equipment usually only identifies the vehicle itself by make, model, and color, and either pursues 

it or identifies it for other officers further down the road to pull over for enforcement.  In this 

case, the decision to stop the vehicle is relatively “blind” with respect to the driver’s race, 

ethnicity, gender, etc.    

Stops resulting from the use of license plate reader technology are a similar type of relatively 

“blind” enforcement that is increasing in use by law enforcement. These stops are made using a 

device that reads a vehicle’s license plate and immediately connects it to databases that can 

provide real time return of information regarding the vehicle’s registration status, whether it has 

been reported as stolen and other facts. Based on the return of information, the officer can decide 

whether or not to stop the vehicle for investigation. As with radar/laser based stops, the driver’s 

race, ethnicity, age, and gender are not particularly relevant to whether the stop is made, but 

could factor into the end result of the stop.  

Sobriety checkpoints used for enforcement of drunk driving laws are a third area in which the 

decision to stop a driver may be relatively blind. Guidelines that the courts have established 

when reviewing the constitutionality of checkpoints require police agencies to operate them in 

certain ways. One of these requirements is that police follow an established policy with respect 

to who will be stopped at the checkpoint. An example might involve stopping every driver, every 

other driver, every third driver, etc. That decision is left to each department, but the courts expect 
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that it will be applied uniformly and consistently for the each respective checkpoint.  Historically 

these checkpoints usually result in few drunk driving arrests, but significant numbers of other 

types of violations. 

Law enforcement agencies conduct checkpoints to enforce seat belt use compliance frequently 

around holiday weekends. Seat belt checkpoints differ from sobriety checkpoints in that an 

essential part of the checkpoint operation involves the police officer looking directly at the driver 

and passengers to determine if seat belts are in use.   

There are other types of police operations that may also have to be examined as to whether they 

fit into the “blind” enforcement category, such as commercial vehicle enforcement and special 

enforcement initiatives to target specific activities like cell phone use or specific unsafe driving 

behaviors. 

Determining which category a specific stop falls into is not currently something that can be 

accomplished at the “back end” of an analytical process.  Being able to specify the type of stop at 

the data collection level would seem to be an important step in identifying which set of 

benchmarks are the most appropriate to apply in the analysis. The advisory board has considered 

several ways of making this distinction and believes a relatively simple change to the data 

reporting requirements can accomplish this purpose without overburdening officers. It would 

involve the officer entering one of three choices to categorize the enforcement technique used in 

making the stop.  The key to this approach is to identify the choices as comprehensively and 

unambiguously as possible to avoid confusion on the part of the recording officer. 

Recommendation: Blind Enforcement Classification 

The advisory board recommends that a new data item be required that would be capable of 

identifying or “tagging” stops made using certain kinds of “blind” enforcement or other 

enforcement methods that are not exclusively officer-initiated techniques. Under this data 

element, the officer would choose from three categories—Officer Initiated, Blind Enforcement, 

or Spot Check. Each of these categories will be unambiguously defined so that police can 

identify the correct choice without confusion. Among the things included in the Blind 

Enforcement category would be radar/laser, license plate readers, DUI checkpoints, truck 

weighing operations, certain security related activities conducted at Bradley International 

Airport, and stops made based on returns from radiation detection devices. The Spot Check 

category would include any spot checks for seat belt use, cellphone use, or any other activity 

except for DUI checkpoints.  By tagging these stops at the data entry level, they could be readily 

identified for a more relevant type of post-stop outcome analysis. 

 Post-Stop Data Elements 

The project team and advisory board have examined a method to differentiate certain traffic 

stops based on the non-discretionary nature of the stop decision. The theory behind this 



 

29 
 

differentiation is that for certain stops the decision to stop the vehicle is relatively “blind” of any 

perception the officer might have of the driver’s race, ethnicity, gender, or age. The analysis of 

stops made using these “blind” enforcement techniques should focus on the results of the stop 

and not the making of the stop itself.  To do this type of alternate benchmark analysis, additional 

information will need to be collected at the stop that (1) “tags” the stop as resulting from one of 

the identified “blind” enforcement techniques, and (2) provides important information relative to 

the results of the stop. Currently, Connecticut law requires the officer must record the statutory 

citation of the violation that formed the basis for the stop, and whether a search was conducted.  

The project team has identified and compiled information on eight other jurisdictions (Illinois, 

Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, North Carolina, Texas, Rhode Island, and Miami-Dade 

County) that require police to collect some type of data to analyze post-stop activities (Appendix 

IV). After careful review, a consensus was reached to obtain new data on certain aspects of post-

stop activity. These new data elements will provide the advisory board the capacity to analyze 

stop data from the perspective of what happened as a result of the stop.  However, the project 

staff has worked to strike a reasonable balance between the data items required and the time and 

effort required of police to collect the additional data.  

Additional post-stop data elements considered by the advisory board are listed below: 

1. Authority for Search 

Police must have the authority to search a vehicle as outlined in current case law. There are 

different levels of discretion, and below are the data elements that have been outlined for 

collection to determine the authority for conducting a search. 

i. Consent 

ii. Inventory 

iii. Other (Including: Probable Cause, Incident to Arrest, Reasonable Suspicion, Plain 

View Contraband, Exigent Circumstances) 

It is important to separate consent searches for the purpose of analysis because the operator of 

the motor vehicle gives permission for the vehicle to be searched. Law enforcement officials also 

pointed out that inventory searches can be standard operating procedure if a vehicle is seized. 

There is little or no discretion in conducting a search based on inventory.  

2. Search Disposition 

The outcome of the search has been the source of much discussion by the advisory board. After 

careful review of current efforts to analyze disposition of searches in other states, it was 

determined that there was no need to collect more than the one category listed below.  

i. Contraband and/or Evidence Discovered (Yes or No) 
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Contraband and/or evidence discovered can be used as a catch-all to include drugs, alcohol, 

paraphernalia, currency, weapons, stolen property, instrumentalities of crime and other. If it is 

determined that greater information is required from individual searches, the information will be 

available in the report written by the officer.  

3. Driver Arrested (Yes or No) 

As a requirement of the current PA 12-74 officers must record whether an arrest was made. 

4. Statutory Violation 

The statutory violation of the driver will capture information on the outcome of the stop 

including whether criminal or motor vehicle laws were broken.  

5. Duration of Stop 

There is a perception among some community members that some racial or ethnic groups are 

stopped for greater amounts of time than others. The state of Massachusetts requires officers to 

submit the duration of the stop in increments of 15 minutes. It was determined that the duration 

of the stop could assist in creating a more comprehensive analysis, and the most effective way to 

gather information would be to replicate the Massachusetts method. 

The length of a traffic stop can vary based on a range of factors, including the procedures 

followed by individual police officers. The length of a traffic stop can also be skewed in the case 

of a vehicle needing to be towed, thus it is advisable to include a data element to determine if the 

vehicle was towed.  

Recommendation: Additional Post Stop Data Elements 

The project team and advisory board recommend that the above data elements be added to those 

currently required by the law to conduct an effective post-stop data analysis. This post-stop 

analytical capability would be used to evaluate results of certain types of stops, particularly, 

those involving “blind” enforcement methods.  
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Part VII:  A Phased Approach to Reporting Traffic Stop Information  

 
Ideally, collection of the traffic stop data necessary to implement the requirements of the law 

needs to be efficient, not overly burdensome to the police collecting it, and easy to deal with 

when it has been submitted.  However, since police agencies in Connecticut are at various levels 

of sophistication and technology with respect to the ways in which they collect and report the 

data, expecting them all to be equally capable of implementing the requirements and 

methodology by July 1, 2013 is not realistic. Therefore, the advisory board’s overall goal is that 

all police agencies be recording and submitting their required data electronically by the end of 

2014.  

Some of the agencies at the highest end of the technological spectrum are collecting and 

recording the data already required for compliance with the law through capturing the necessary 

data elements in their CAD/RMS systems. These agencies are most likely to be among the first 

able to adopt any new data requirements, if given sufficient time for their vendors to make 

necessary changes to their CAD/RMS systems.   

Other police agencies may need more time to adapt. The advisory board has been collecting data 

through its survey of police agencies, which it anticipates will identify the police agencies that 

are likely to be early, middle, and late adopters of the new requirements and electronic 

submission of data.  This process will also hopefully be able to identify the resources that 

expedite this implementation. Below is a list of the data collection options for police agencies on 

July 1, 2013: 

1. A new form will be developed and police officers will record information on this hard 

copy form. This information will be recorded electronically through a system established 

by the individual department. This is essentially the default option. 

2. Police agencies will collect information using their CAD/RMS systems. This will 

require the CAD/RMS vendors to modify software to allow for the collection of new 

data elements. The information in the CAD/RMS systems can be submitted to OPM for 

analysis. The rate at which law enforcement agencies can use this option will depend on 

how quickly their CAD/RMS systems can be adapted to the new requirements. 

3. The state is in the process of developing a web browser for the collection of information, 

including race and ethnicity data. This web browser will be available as an option for 

agencies not using electronic citation or the CAD/RMS system and would negate the 

need for recording data on hard copy forms.  

4. Some police agencies will be using an electronic citation system (E-Citation), and if this 

program is adapted to include the new traffic stop data elements, it will provide the 

agencies using it with an electronic option to record and submit their data for analysis. 
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Some of these processes can be phased out or avoided if the state moves towards a system of 

complete electronic collection of data. The electronic citation method is preferred and is 

discussed more in-depth in the following section.  

Another option that is being discussed by the advisory board involves the development of a 

uniform charging process, which, if used by all law enforcement entities, would provide an 

avenue to accomplish several specific goals of PA 12-74. Law enforcement has voiced support 

for standardizing and streamlining charging processes to accomplish similar tasks – specifically 

citations, misdemeanor summons, and written warnings. While the advisory board is not the only 

entity tasked with collecting and analyzing traffic stop data in the interest of developing and 

instituting a uniform charging process, the motivation to do so is unique to this group. 

Developing this single process will require the support and cooperation of both the Judicial 

Branch and several executive branch agencies. 

 Electronic Citation and Electronic Crash Information 

The Traffic Records Coordinating Committee (TRCC) is a group consisting of representatives 

from numerous agencies, institutions, and organizations; all of whom have some role in 

collecting, processing, using, and evaluating various types of traffic records. The TRCC has met 

regularly for several years to provide the opportunity for all of these entities to discuss, evaluate, 

and coordinate their activities and interests. The TRCC agenda contains a number of initiatives, 

but two of the most significant are E-Citation and E-Crash.   

While the TRCC and advisory board activities are separate, yet parallel processes, a significant 

effort is being made to interconnect them. Project staff regularly attends TRCC meetings to keep 

abreast of its initiatives and to keep TRCC informed of the board’s activities under its legislative 

mandate.  Although E-Citation proceeds independently of the advisory board’s initiative under 

PA 12-74, aspects of it may be directly affected by the changes in traffic stop data collection the 

advisory board is recommending.  Since both processes directly affect each other, the advisory 

board continues to make a significant effort in keeping TRCC aware of the progress it is making, 

so that the two processes complement rather than conflict with each other 

Electronic Citation (E-Citation): is an initiative that, when fully implemented, will result in the 

capability for all police agencies to record and submit all of the traffic citations they issue in a 

fully electronic form.  This initiative promises both to save police significant time in processing 

traffic stops at the roadside, and to expedite submission of these actions for adjudication. The 

state police are significantly ahead in the use of E-Citation and have reported significant 

increases in efficiency as a result. Some local police agencies are participating in a pilot program 

of the E-Citation concept at this time as well.   

The implementation curve for this initiative is similar to what the advisory board has observed 

for its own initiative: that some police agencies are in a position to implement changes more 

rapidly than others.  E-Citation requires the police vehicle to be equipped with a printer and 
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associated mounting hardware at a cost of approximately $800 per vehicle. E-Citation 

proponents estimate that equipping all police vehicles with E-Citation would cost approximately 

$3.2 million.  The rate at which E-Citation propagates through the law enforcement community 

will depend on provision of that funding.  The faster E-Citation can be implemented, the sooner 

more police agencies can meet the requirements of PA12-74 in the most efficient manner. 

E-Citation may be an important vehicle to implement the requirements for (1) new data 

collection, and (2) driver notice of the right to file a complaint: two of the most important aspects 

of the traffic stop data process once it is implemented in July 2013.  If it is modified to include 

the additional data elements being proposed by the advisory board, as well as the notice now 

required pursuant to PA 12-74, an important step will have been taken both in meeting the 

requirements of the law, and in advancing the goal of electronic submission of data.  Some 

discussions have already taken place with potential partners in making these changes happen and 

more are planned over the next several months. 

Still, the significance of E-Citation in meeting the requirements of PA 12-74 relies on the rate at 

which the law enforcement community migrates toward it and, as previously mentioned, this is 

dependent on funding a full implementation of the program. 

Electronic Crash (E-Crash): is the second TRCC initiative that has significance for the advisory 

board under its mandate.  As described earlier in this report, developing meaningful benchmarks 

for analyzing traffic stop data is critical to accomplishing the goals of PA 12-74.  Although the 

board is focusing on using a modified census data model as its initial benchmark, it is actively 

exploring other ways to compliment census data. One of these is motor vehicle crash data, but as 

was explained earlier, there exists a significant impediment to using crash data for benchmarking 

since the current forms used for submitting crash data do not include race or ethnicity. Without 

this information, crash data has no value for benchmarking. 

Under the E-Crash initiative, the form for recording and submitting crash data is being 

fundamentally redesigned.  The advisory board has been, and will continue to make its case to 

the TRCC for inclusion of this information in the redesigned form so that crash data may 

eventually become a useful tool in analyzing traffic stop data.    

 The role of the Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS)  

The advisory board envisions that CJIS will play a pivotal role in achieving both of these goals.  

Initially, it will have the task of taking the traffic stop data submissions from the many police 

agencies and reconciling them into a fully functional database. This will require CJIS to process 

data on more than 600,000 traffic stops annually; data which is submitted in several forms and 

formats. CJIS participation on the advisory board during this phase has helped to pinpoint issues 

that must be addressed in the coming months to make this process work, as well as the resources 

it needs to accomplish this goal. 
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Identifying the issues and process for achieving an effective access point for the data and 

analysis is a focus of the advisory board’s work over the next six months. It involves not only 

aspects of the process that affect CJIS, but also those related to the development, testing, and 

implementation of the benchmarking model discussed earlier in this report.  Ultimately, the 

effectiveness of this end-user interface will be critical to the success of the project. Preliminary 

discussions and evaluation of the most desirable alternatives have been encouraging. Refining 

these concepts and deciding how best to implement them is a priority. Indications are 

encouraging that the final product will provide a complete, readily available, and most 

importantly, a user-friendly access point for the traffic stop data and analysis. 

 Developing Standards and Protocols to Access Data 

This is likely to be one of the most challenging tasks still facing the advisory board.  It has two 

main components: (1) determining a best practice model for benchmarking and analyzing the 

available data, and (2) determining how each type of user of the data, from police agencies to 

government agencies and educational institutions, researchers, advocacy groups, media, and 

subsequently the general public, will be able to view and access the data and analysis.  The 

advisory board must evaluate how each of these entities interacts with the data, and decide what 

protocols will have to be followed to use the data in the CJIS system.   

The advisory board is aware it cannot control how each entity may use the data that will be 

provided through CJIS.  Anyone who can access the data may use it to draw conclusions that 

may or may not be valid, or in the appropriate context.  The advisory board intends to develop a 

best practice approach for analyzing traffic stop data that not only reflects the principles it has 

identified for its own analysis, but also identifies what approaches to using the data are 

ineffective or inappropriate.  Doing this will not only inform potential users of the best 

approaches for using the data, but also discourage overly simplistic analyses that are not 

statistically valid or conceptually sound. 
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Part VIII:  Profiling Concerns based on Religious Affiliation 
 

The Racial Profiling Prohibition Advisory Board has focused time on discussing the inclusion of 

religion as a possible data element to be collected. There are several members of religious 

communities, including Muslim and Sikh, who have expressed concern of profiling within their 

communities. It has been a difficult subject upon which to achieve consensus or closure. 

Identifying religious orientation may be possible in limited circumstances, but is near impossible, 

without inquiry at the stop, to determine for the majority of the general driving population.  

This has been a lengthy deliberation of the advisory board and many members have expressed 

that inquiring into religious affiliation would place the officer in a situation where it could be 

perceived that profiling is occurring. Identifying religious preference by asking the driver does 

not seem to be a viable option. 

The advisory board has worked to identify some potential solutions to the concerns of profiling 

based on religious affiliation. Those solutions are listed below: 

1. Collect additional race/ethnicity data elements that might act as a proxy for this 

information. For example, it was suggested that we model our categories for ethnicity 

after the Massachusetts racial profiling form to include a Middle Eastern/East Indian 

designation.  

2. Address the concerns of profiling based on religious affiliation through more effective 

public outreach and police training programs.  

It should also be noted that it is against the law to discriminate an individual based on religion. 

The Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities has a process in place for filing a 

complaint if you feel that you have been discriminated based on your religious affiliation. The 

current racial profiling legislation also requires notice to be given to the driver of how to file a 

complaint if they feel they have been profiled based on their religion, or other reasons.      
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Part IX:  Addressing Complaints of Profiling 
  

The process for filing a racial profiling complaint in Connecticut has been met with some 

confusion from citizens attempting to file a complaint. Any person who believes that a law 

enforcement agent has engaged in bias-based policing has the right to file a formal complaint. 

This right existed under the public act passed in 1999 and was enhanced with the passage of PA 

12-74.   

 

The original Alvin W. Penn act of 1999 established a protocol for reviewing complaints of racial 

profiling, as outlined below: 

“Each municipal police department and the Department of Public Safety shall provide to 

the Chief State's Attorney (1) a copy of each complaint received pursuant to this section, 

and (2) written notification of the review and disposition of such complaint.” 

 

The act also required the Chief State’s Attorney to develop: 

(2) a form, in both printed and electronic format, to be used to report complaints 

pursuant to section 2 of this act by persons who believe they have been subjected to a 

motor vehicle stop by a police officer solely on the basis of their race, color, ethnicity, 

age, gender or sexual orientation. 

 

Complaints are not filed directly with the Chief State’s Attorney office. They are filed with the 

respective departments pursuant to procedures adopted by the departments. When a complaint is 

filed the Chief State’s Attorney Office receives a copy of the complaint and disposition of the 

complaint. All individual identifying information is removed before submission. The complaint 

is then reviewed to determine whether any further action by the Chief State Attorney is required.   

 

The Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities (CHRO) also has a process for filing 

complaints for a variety of issues, including complaints of profiling if an individual believes they 

were profiled during a traffic stop.  

 

Listed below is a brief summary of process of the process for filing a complaint with CHRO: 

 

1. A phone call, letter, or visit to the office can be made to file a complaint within 180 

days of the alleged incident.  

2. An investigation is conducted by CHRO to determine if there is “reasonable cause” to 

believe that an individual’s rights were violated under the law.  

 

The project team has identified some possible issues with the current complaint process outlined 

above: 

 

1. Filing a complaint with the police department where an incident was alleged to occur 

can be intimidating. An internal investigation is completed to determine the outcome 

of the allegation. 

o It can be difficult to access the complaint form. 

o Some complaint forms are also used as commendation forms, which can add 

to the confusion. 
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o The process for reviewing complaints is not uniform with each department. 

2. Lack of public awareness about the complaint process. 

o Filing can be done at the local level, with CHRO and the Chief State’s 

Attorney 

3. There can be a perceived weakness with the internal investigation and the outcome.  

 

The modifications made to the Alvin W. Penn act in 2012 (PA 12-74) modifies and addresses the 

complaint process. The Office of Policy and Management must develop and implement a 

standardized method to do the following:  

 

1. “(i) Notice to be given to the person stopped that if such person believes that such person 

has been stopped, detained or subjected to a search solely because of race, color, 

ethnicity, age, gender, sexual orientation, religion or membership in any other protected 

class, such person may file a complaint with the appropriate law enforcement agency, 

and (ii) instructions to be given to the person stopped on how to file such complaint” 

2. “To be used to report complaints pursuant to this section by any person who believes 

such person has been subjected to a motor vehicle stop by a police officer solely on the 

basis of race, color, ethnicity, age, gender, sexual orientation or religion” 

 

The majority of traffic stops result in some sort of documentation being provided to the motorist 

whether it be in the form of a citation, misdemeanor summons, or written warning. Combining 

these currently separate common forms into a uniform data collection process would enable law 

enforcement officers to collect traffic stop data and fulfill their duties without the burden of 

multiple forms. The electronic citation process could resolve the need for a uniform hard copy 

charging process.  

In order for officers to be in compliance with this section of the law several options have been 

identified below: 

1. Officers hand the motorist a separate document at the conclusion of the stop with 

information on the right to file a complaint if he or she feels that the stop resulted from 

profiling. This would be the method used if information is captured in the CAD/RMS 

system or through a hard copy form.   

2. Electronic citation will allow for instructions to be added to the printed receipt on the 

driver’s right to file a complaint. This would only be the case for stops that result in 

written warnings, infractions, or misdemeanor summons. Verbal warnings would still 

require a separate notice to be distributed to the driver, unless some other solution can be 

found. 

3. If there is a uniform charging process established, instructions on filing a complaint can 

be added to the document that is produced. An embedded notice to the driver as part of 

the appropriate uniform charging process would solve these issues.   

The law enforcement community has resisted providing additional paperwork to motorists who 

have been stopped to avoid confrontation with those motorists who feel they were unfairly 
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targeted.  Additionally, in terms of mechanics (handing a motorist a slip of paper), this 

requirement has the potential to be implemented only by willing participants. Verbal warnings 

would require the officer to distribute a notice to the driver of the motor vehicle. The advisory 

board emphasizes that providing a separate notice document is a short-term solution to the 

immediate need for meeting the law’s notice requirement beginning July 1, 2013, and needs to 

be replaced rapidly with an option that provides the motorist with the required notice as part of 

the document that results from the stop itself.  

The law still requires that a copy of the complaint be given to the Chief State’s Attorney and the 

Office of Policy and Management: 

 

(e) Each municipal police department and the Department of Emergency Services and 

Public Protection shall provide to the Chief State's Attorney and the Office of Policy and 

Management (1) a copy of each complaint received pursuant to this section, and (2) 

written notification of the review and disposition of such complaint. No copy of such 

complaint shall include any other identifying information about the complainant such as 

the complainant's operator's license number, name or address.  

 

The advisory board will need to discuss with OPM and the Chief State’s Attorney what their role 

will be in reviewing complaints. Expectations will be clearly outlined and available to the public 

upon reviewing the future complaint process. 

  

The project staff will work with OPM, the Chief State’s Attorney, and the advisory board to 

develop a best practice policy for how departments should handle profiling complaints. The 

project staff will also be exploring the development of a standardized method for reporting and 

investigating complaints of profiling to be used by all police agencies in Connecticut. Legislative 

action establishing principles in statute that departments follow in taking, handling, and reporting 

profiling complaints may be necessary to assure consistency of approach. 
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Part X: Conclusion 

This report reflects the work of the Racial Profiling Prohibition Project advisory board and 

project team since May 2012. Efforts thus far have largely focused on putting into motion a 

structure to fully implement the standardized method of data collection and analysis component 

of PA 12-74, beginning on July 1, 2013. The advisory board and project team believe the 

changes recommended in this report are essential to fully implement a system that can be 

supported by police agencies and communities.  

A focus on the collection and analysis of data was necessary to bring these recommendations to 

light for the 2013 CGA legislative session.  However, the project team and advisory board 

understand the important nature of public awareness, education and training to be developed in 

the coming months. Public outreach has been a useful and necessary component to the project 

development to date.  A full-scale public awareness campaign is in the process of being 

developed to further inform and engage the public centered on key implementation dates.  

Training for police agencies will focus on (1) implementation of the changes in the Alvin W. 

Penn Act, (2) unconscious bias and (3) proper citizen and police interactions.  All of these efforts 

combined are designed to most effectively prevent the occurrence of racial profiling in traffic 

stops and enhance trust between communities and law enforcement. 

Through the use of national experts, the maximization of newly developed technological 

capabilities, and the collaboration with relevant statewide initiatives, the project team and 

advisory board are developing a model that will not only be beneficial for Connecticut, but has 

the potential to set the standard for racial profiling prohibition initiatives nationally. We welcome 

the opportunity to share the progress of our activity to date and look forward to realizing full 

implementation of the Alvin W. Penn Act in the months and years ahead.   

More information will be available as the project evolves on our website at www.ctrp3.org.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ctrp3.org/
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Recommendations for Changes to Racial Profiling Law 
 
Need Legislative Action 
 
Sec. 1(a)—Written Policies Prohibiting Profiling 
 

Modify requirement for a written policy prohibiting profiling in traffic stops to include 
the other agencies to be brought under the law as explained below. 
 
Sec. 1 (b)(1)—Scope of Law and Data to Be Collected 
  
 Modify first sentence to include under the scope of the law, besides municipal and State 
Police, any other entities with police powers who make traffic stops while enforcing motor 
vehicle laws (DMV inspectors, State Capitol Police, college and university police departments, 
etc.) 
 
 NOTE: This change will have to be reflected throughout the law whenever the 
reference to “municipal police department and the Department of Emergency Services and 
Public Protection” appears. There are many such references throughout the law. 
 
 Modify subdivision (B) on location of stop to say “geographic location of the alleged 
violation that caused the stop to be made 
 
 Modify subdivision (C) to say “name and badge or other unique identifying number” 
(Some departments, including State Police, reuse badge numbers. This would allow 
departments that do this to use a unique identification number, such as the employee number, 
to identify an individual officer.) 
 
 Modify subdivision (F) to include (1) additional information related to the performance 
of searches such as the authority for the search and the results of the search and (2) require 
specification of the citations for any charges resulting from the stop. (The current law requires 
citations for the alleged violation that caused the stop to be made but does not require 
identification of the charges that result from the stop.) 
 
Sec. 1 (c) (h)—Reporting Requirements 
 
As this subsection currently reads, assuming OPM has the standardized method in place, police 
agencies must “not later than October 1, 2013, and annually thereafter,” submit to OPM a 
summary report of the information recorded pursuant to the law. This wording creates 
inconsistency in the way traffic stop data historically has been submitted to AAAC that makes 
effective analysis of it extremely difficult. 
 
We are proposing that the reporting requirement be rewritten to accomplish these objectives: 
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 Establish a periodic rather than annual reporting requirement (monthly 
reporting would be preferred but in no case should it be less than quarterly) 

 Submissions should show data for all stops individually and not be summaries 

 To the maximum practicable extent, submissions should be made in the form of 
an electronic document acceptable to OPM. The law should also establish a date, 
possibly the end of 2014 by which all data submissions are made in electronic 
form. 

 
Sec. 1 (c )(i)—Analysis of Traffic Stop and Complaint Data by OPM 
 
The law currently states that OPM must submit a report to the Governor, General Assembly and 
any other entity deemed appropriate reviewing the prevalence and disposition of traffic stops 
and complaints reported pursuant to the law. This must be done “not later than January 1, 
2014, and annually thereafter” 
 
There is some concern that this report deadline may not afford collection of a sufficient amount 
of data to make the initial report to the governor and General Assembly a meaningful one. 
Departments have until October 1, 2013 to begin submitting data and the law is not specific as 
to how far back they must go in the data they submit. Thus, by the end of 2013, OPM may have 
as little as three months of data on which to base its initial evaluation. 
 

 We are recommending that the January 1, 2014 reporting deadline be changed to at a 
minimum, March 1, 2014, and preferably to July 1, 2014. 

 
Exception to Recording and Reporting Requirement 
 
The law requires a police officer to record the required information for every traffic stop he or 
she initiates.  However, in a significant number of cases, once having made the stop a police 
officer may be called to another higher priority situation and the officer does not complete the 
stop.  The Advisory Board recommends that the law be modified to reflect this situation by 
adding language that would exempt an officer from recording traffic stop data when required 
to leave the scene for exigent or other circumstances.   
 
Recommendations that OPM Can Implement Administratively without Specific Legislative 
Action 
 
We are making several recommendations that OPM can implement administratively. 
Specifically, these include: 
 

 Adding a “M” race/ethnicity code to signify those of Middle eastern/East Indian (South 
Asian) descent 
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 Adding a “S” code to the “I”, “V”, and “E” codes police currently use to indicate the 
nature of a traffic stop (criminal investigative, motor vehicle violation, motor vehicle 
equipment) to separately identify stops made on the basis of license, registration, or 
insurance compliance. The “S” code would indicate a “Status” violation 

 Adding a new data element and three codes to separate stops made using so-called 
“blind” enforcement techniques such as radar/laser, license plate readers, checkpoints, 
and spot checks checkpoints.  These codes would separate stops into three categories—
Officer Initiated, Blind Enforcement, and Spot Check.  The activities included in the Blind 
Enforcement would be clearly and unambiguously defined to avoid confusion by officers 
is selecting which category applies. 

 In order to augment the current requirement to indicate whether or not a search was 
conducted, the Advisory Board recommends that additional codes be developed to 
identify the authority under which the search was conducted, whether or not 
contraband and/or evidence was discovered, the duration of the search, and whether or 
not the vehicle was towed from the scene.   

 
Defining a Traffic Stop 
 
The Advisory Board has been considering the necessity for defining a traffic stop. It has not 
been decided whether this should be done statutorily or administratively by OPM as it 
implements the new standardized method. Specifics of this definition are still being discussed 
but should the board decide that being incorporated in the law is the preferred option, 
language will have to be crafted to accomplish this. 
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Connecticut Racial Profiling Prohibition Project Police 

Agency Survey Summary 
 

 

 

As of January 1, 2013 seventy-one (71) police agencies have responded to this survey, including 

the State Police (which includes all of the resident state trooper jurisdictions).  

 

Q1: Does your Police Agency have a policy prohibiting Racial Profiling? 

62 Police Agencies responded YES 

9 Police Agencies responded NO 

 

Q2: Does your agency collect traffic stop data? 

69 Police Agencies responded YES 

2 Police Agencies responded NO 

 

Q3: How is traffic stop data collected? 

48 Police Agencies reported collecting traffic stop data electronically 

22 Police Agencies reported collecting traffic stop data using a paper form 

 

Q4: What is the format used to collect traffic stop data electronically (if applicable)? 

40 Police Agencies reported that they collect traffic stop data using their CAD/RMS system 

 

Q5: Where has your agency submitted traffic stop data? 

48 Police Agencies reported submitting traffic stop data to the African American Affairs 

Commission 

10 Police Agencies reported submitting traffic stop data to the Chief State’s Attorney 

4 Police Agencies reported submitting traffic stop data to “other” 

8 Police Agencies reported submitting traffic stop data to nobody 

 

Q6: What was the last calendar year your agency submitted traffic stop data? 

2012: 24 Police Agencies 

2011: 28 Police Agencies 

2010: 3 Police Agencies 

Before 2010: 5 Police Agencies 

 

Q7: Why is your agency no longer collecting traffic stop data? 

4 Police Agencies reported not collecting traffic stop data because it was no longer required 

4 Police Agencies reported not collecting traffic stop data because it was a low priority 

 

Q8: What format does your agency use to submit traffic stop data? 

16 submitted using a TEXT file 

27 submitted using an EXCEL file 

15 submitted by mailing paper copies 
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Q9: Who is your RMS vendor? 

HUNT: 15 Police Agencies 

IMC: 9 Police Agencies 

New World Solutions: 6 Police Agencies 

NexGen: 24 Police Agencies 

Sungard: 3 Police Agencies 

Tiburon: 3 Police Agencies 

 

Q10: How many traffic stops were made in 2011? 

 

447,298 traffic stops made by 67 police agencies 

 

Q11: How many traffic stops resulted in some action being taken? 

 

393,821 traffic stops made by 61 police agencies 

 

Q12: How many complaints have been filed in the past 2 calendar years? 

 

41 complaints have been filed in the past 2 calendar years from 71 police agencies 
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Rhode Island 

Adjusting Census Data to Estimate Driving Population in a Jurisdiction 

Push-Pull Model 

Northeastern University’ s Institute on Race and Justice developed a methodology for evaluating 

traffic stop data that uses adjusted census data.  They created a model to calculate a driving 

population estimate (DPE) for each community that tries to account for the factors that both push 

drivers out of surrounding communities and pull drivers into target cities from surrounding 

communities. 

Step 1-Determining the degree to which surrounding communities contribute to driving 

population of target community. 

Assumption--Driving population of a jurisdiction is primarily influenced by communities that 

fall within a 30-mile perimeter. 

For each of the 38 municipalities collecting traffic stop data they identified all cities that fell 

within 30 miles of the target city, including those in Massachusetts and Connecticut. 

Step 2—Using census data, they determined the racial/ethnic breakdown for the contributing 

communities for each Rhode Island jurisdiction. 

Step 3—Once each contributing communities demographic breakdown was determined, they 

determine how many people are eligible to be pushed from them using these factors; 

1) percentage of people in the community who own cars, 

2) percentage of people who drive more than 10 miles to commute to work based on 

Journey to Work data provided by the census Bureau, 

3) travel time in minutes between the contributing city and the target city 

 

The Push Calculation was as follows: 

(Contributing City Pop.)(% Vehicle Owners)(% Driving more than 10 miles to work) 

Distance in Minutes from Target City 

Once it was determined how many people each community was contributing to the target city, 

they divided each contributing population by the racial/ethnic census breakdown of the 

community.  They then aggregated the total for each racial group for all contributing cities (City 

A white+ City B white+ City C white…etc=Total Contributing Whites) 
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This process gave them a pool of drivers from each racial group for each target city that made up 

the transient driving population for that city. 

 

Step 4—Determine what proportion of each target city’s population was residential and what 

proportion was transient. 

Assumption—People travel to or pass through other communities to shop, work, eat or recreate, 

or to take care of other business.  They created a measure of the relative economic and social 

attraction of each city using four indicators: 

1) percent of State employment, 

2) percent of State retail trade 

3) percent of State food and accommodation sales,  

4) percent of State average daily road volume 

 

An average of the four measures was taken to create a final ranking of the relative draw of each 

city.  Each city was then ranked from 1 (high draw) to 4 (low draw). 

Using assumptions based on certain planning studies they determined a draw ratio for each of 

the four classifications as follows: 

Draw Class  % Residential  % Contributing  Example Cities 

High   60%   40%   Providence, Warwick 

Moderate High 70%   30%   Pawtucket, Newport 

Moderate Low  80%   20%   Westerly, Johnson 

Low   90%   10%   Glocester, Foster 

Step 5—Adjusting population totals to calculate a final DPE for each community. 

A final driving population estimate was determined for each community by adjusting the relative 

population by the draw ration for that city.  For example, the DPE for Providence would be 

based for each racial/ethnic category on 60% of its resident population and 40% of its 

contributing population.   

The DPE model was tested for accuracy in two communities using stationary roadway survey 

samples and in both cases the researchers concluded that the estimated DPE closely matched the 

roadside survey results.   

For stops made by the University of Rhode Island Police, the student demographic population 

was used as the comparative measure. 
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Benchmarking State Police Activity 

The driving population estimate used for benchmarking State Police activity was determined 

through a process involving three rolling observational surveys conducted each month on the 

Interstate Highways with a total of 9,584 observations taken over an 18-month period. 

Disparity Measures Used 

1. Difference in percent between stop and driving population 

This describes the disparity between the racial/ethnic group in the modified census 

estimate and the percent in the population of drivers  

2. Ratio of stop population to estimated driving population 

3.  

They felt most confident that observed racial disparities were not due to chance or error for all 

jurisdictions that fell above the statewide average on both measures.  The used each 

community’s placement on the two measures to determine which ones should be considered for a 

second level review using two additional factors: 

1. context of the encounter (place, time, and season) and 

2. characteristics of the stop (reason for stop, basis for stop). 
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Post-Stop Data Elements Chart 
 

Data Element Illinois Maryland Massachusetts Miami-
Dade 
County 

Missouri North 
Carolina 

Texas Rhode 
Island 

Search Conducted Y/N X  X  X X X X 

Authority for Search 
Consent  X X X X X (indicate 

basis for 
request) 

 X 

Consent Search Requested 
Y/N 

X   X    X 

Consent Given Y/N X      X  
Search Conducted on Other 
than Consent Basis 

X        

Inventory   X X X    
Probable Cause  X X X  X (indicate 

circumstances) 
X 

(Supporting 
facts) 

X 

Drug/Alcohol Odor     X    
Incident to  
Arrest 

 X X X X    

Exigent Circumstances  X       
Plain  
View Contraband 

    X  X  

Reasonable Suspicion   X   X (indicate 

circumstances) 
X X 

Reasonable suspicion-
Weapon (Terry) 

    X    

Drug Dog Alert X X  (K-9)   X    
Other  X  X     

Did Dog Alert to 
contraband Y/N 

X        

If alert was vehicle 
searched Y/N 

X        

If searched was 
contraband found 

X        

Was Driver Frisked Y/N    X    X 
What Was Searched 

Driver X  X X X X   
Vehicle X  X X  X  X 
Property      X X   
Driver and Property     X    
Passengers X  X X  X   
Person Only  X       
Property Only  X       
Both Person and Property  X       

Duration of Search—
Range 

    X    

Duration of Search—
Actual Time 

   X     

Search Disposition 

Contraband only  X       
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Property only  X       

Both Contraband and 
Property 

 X       

Nothing  X       

Contraband Discovered 
Y/N 

X  X  X X (must 

specify type 
and amount of 

contraband) 

X 
(describe) 

X* 

Drugs/Alcohol/Paraphernalia X  X X X    
Amount of Drugs--Range X        
Currency   X  X    
Weapon X  X X X    
Stolen Property X    X    
Instrumentalities of Crime    X     
Fruits of Crime    X     
Other X  X X X    
Nothing Found   X      
Contraband in Plain view Y/N    X     
Was property seized       X (must 

describe) 
  

* Rhode Island law specifies that police must indicate whether any contraband, including money, was seized in the course of the search 
and if so, the nature of the contraband. 

Driver Arrested Y/N     X    
Penal Code Violation       X  
Outstanding  
warrant 

    X  X  

Resisting Arrest     X    
Property Crime     X    
Offense Against Person     X    
Drug Violation     X    
Traffic Violation     X  X  
DWI/BAC     X    
Other     X    
Driver arrested based on 
search 

 X    X X X 

Driver arrested based on 
traffic stop 

 X    X  X 

Driver arrested for other 
reason 

 X       

Duration of Stop--Range   X      

Duration of Stop--Actual        X 

Physical Resistance from 
Driver/Passengers 

       X 

Police Use of force on 
driver/Passengers for any 
Reason 

       X 

Did Injuries  
Result from Stop 

       X 

Did Stop Result in 
Subsequent Investigation 
and Result 

       X 
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Public Act No. 12-74 

AN ACT CONCERNING TRAFFIC STOP INFORMATION.  

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Assembly 
convened:  

Section 1. Section 54-1m of the 2012 supplement to the general statutes is repealed and 
the following is substituted in lieu thereof (Effective July 1, 2012):  

(a) Each municipal police department and the Department of Emergency Services and 
Public Protection shall adopt a written policy that prohibits the stopping, detention or 
search of any person when such action is solely motivated by considerations of race, 
color, ethnicity, age, gender or sexual orientation, and [the] such action would 
constitute a violation of the civil rights of the person.  

(b) Not later than July 1, 2013, the Office of Policy and Management, in consultation 
with the Racial Profiling Prohibition Project Advisory Board established in section 2 of 
this act, and the Criminal Justice Information System Governing Board shall, within 
available resources, develop and implement a standardized method: 

(1) To be used by police officers of municipal police departments and the Department of 
Emergency Services and Public Protection to record traffic stop information. The 
standardized method and any form developed and implemented pursuant to such 
standardized method shall allow the following information to be recorded: (A) Date 
and time of the stop; (B) location of the stop; (C) name and badge number of the police 
officer making the stop; (D) race, color, ethnicity, age and gender of the operator of the 
motor vehicle that is stopped, provided the identification of such characteristics shall be 
based on the observation and perception of the police officer responsible for reporting 
the stop; (E) the nature of the alleged traffic violation or other violation that caused the 
stop to be made and the statutory citation for such violation; (F) the disposition of the 
stop including whether a warning, citation or summons was issued, whether a search 
was conducted and whether a custodial arrest was made; and (G) any other information 
deemed appropriate. The method shall also provide for (i) notice to be given to the 
person stopped that if such person believes that such person has been stopped, detained 
or subjected to a search solely because of race, color, ethnicity, age, gender, sexual 
orientation, religion or membership in any other protected class, such person may file a 
complaint with the appropriate law enforcement agency, and (ii) instructions to be 
given to the person stopped on how to file such complaint; 

(2) To be used to report complaints pursuant to this section by any person who believes 
such person has been subjected to a motor vehicle stop by a police officer solely on the 
basis of race, color, ethnicity, age, gender, sexual orientation or religion; and 
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(3) To be used by each municipal police department and the Department of Emergency 
Services and Public Protection to report data to the Office of Policy and Management 
pursuant to subsection (h) of this section. 

(c) Not later than July 1, 2013, the Office of Policy and Management, in consultation 
with the Racial Profiling Prohibition Project Advisory Board, shall develop and 
implement guidelines to be used by each municipal police department and the 
Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection in (1) training police officers 
of such agency in the completion of the form developed and implemented pursuant to 
subdivision (1) of subsection (b) of this section, and (2) evaluating the information 
collected by police officers of such municipal police department and the Department of 
Emergency Services and Public Protection pursuant to subsection (e) of this section for 
use in the counseling and training of such police officers. 

[(b) Each] (d) On and after July 1, 2013, each municipal police department and the 
Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection shall, [using the form 
developed and promulgated pursuant to subsection (h)] if a standardized method and 
form have been developed and implemented pursuant to subdivision (1) of subsection 
(b) of this section, record and retain the [following information: (1) The number of 
persons stopped for traffic violations; (2) characteristics of race, color, ethnicity, gender 
and age of such persons, provided the identification of such characteristics shall be 
based on the observation and perception of the police officer responsible for reporting 
the stop and the information shall not be required to be provided by the person 
stopped; (3) the nature of the alleged traffic violation that resulted in the stop; (4) 
whether a warning or citation was issued, an arrest made or a search conducted as a 
result of the stop; and (5)] information required to be recorded pursuant to such 
standardized method and any additional information that such municipal police 
department or the Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection, as the case 
may be, deems appropriate, provided such information [does] shall not include any 
other identifying information about any person stopped for a traffic violation such as 
the person's operator's license number, name or address.  

[(c)] (e) Each municipal police department and the Department of Emergency Services 
and Public Protection shall provide to the Chief State's Attorney and the [African-
American Affairs Commission] Office of Policy and Management (1) a copy of each 
complaint received pursuant to this section, and (2) written notification of the review 
and disposition of such complaint. No copy of such complaint shall [contain] include 
any other identifying information about the complainant such as [his or her] the 
complainant's operator's license number, name or address.  

[(d)] (f) Any police officer who in good faith records traffic stop information pursuant to 
the requirements of this section shall not be held civilly liable for the act of recording 
such information unless the officer's conduct was unreasonable or reckless.  
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[(e)] (g) If a municipal police department or the Department of Emergency Services and 
Public Protection fails to comply with the provisions of this section, the [Chief State's 
Attorney may] Office of Policy and Management shall recommend and the Secretary of 
the Office of Policy and Management may order an appropriate penalty in the form of 
the withholding of state funds from such municipal police department or the 
Department of Emergency Services and Public Protection.  

[(f) On or before October 1, 2000] (h) Not later than October 1, 2013, and annually 
thereafter, each municipal police department and the Department of Emergency 
Services and Public Protection shall, if a standardized method has been developed and 
implemented pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, use such method and any form 
developed and promulgated under the method to provide to the [Chief State's Attorney 
and the African-American Affairs Commission, in such form as the Chief State's 
Attorney shall prescribe,] Office of Policy and Management a summary report of the 
information recorded pursuant to subsection [(b)] (d) of this section.  

[(g) The African-American Affairs Commission] (i) The Office of Policy and 
Management shall, within available resources, review the prevalence and disposition of 
traffic stops and complaints reported pursuant to this section. Not later than January 1, 
[2004] 2014, and annually thereafter, the [African-American Affairs Commission] office 
shall report the results of any such review, including any recommendations, to the 
Governor, the General Assembly and [to] any other entity [said commission deems] 
deemed appropriate. [the results of such review, including any recommendations. ] 

(j) Not later than January 1, 2013, the Office of Policy and Management shall submit a 
report to the joint standing committee of the General Assembly having cognizance of 
matters relating to the judiciary on the office's progress in developing a standardized 
method and guidelines pursuant to this section. Such report may include 
recommendations for amendments to this section. 

[(h) The Chief State's Attorney, in conjunction with the Commissioner of Emergency 
Services and Public Protection, the Attorney General, the Chief Court Administrator, 
the Police Officer Standards and Training Council, the Connecticut Police Chiefs 
Association and the Connecticut Coalition of Police and Correctional Officers, shall 
develop and promulgate: (1) A form, in both printed and electronic format, to be used 
by police officers when making a traffic stop to record the race, color, ethnicity, gender 
and age of the operator of the motor vehicle that is stopped, the location of the stop, the 
reason for the stop and other information that is required to be recorded pursuant to 
subsection (b) of this section; and (2) a form, in both printed and electronic format, to be 
used to report complaints pursuant to this section by persons who believe they have 
been subjected to a motor vehicle stop by a police officer solely on the basis of their race, 
color, ethnicity, age, gender or sexual orientation. ] 
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Sec. 2. (NEW) (Effective from passage) (a) There is established, within available resources, 
a Racial Profiling Prohibition Project Advisory Board for the purpose of advising the 
Office of Policy and Management with respect to the adoption of standardized methods 
and guidelines pursuant to section 54-1m of the general statutes, as amended by this 
act. The board shall be within the Office of Policy and Management for administrative 
purposes only.  

(b) The board shall include the following members:  

(1) The Chief State's Attorney, or a designee;  

(2) The Chief Public Defender, or a designee;  

(3) The president of the Connecticut Police Chiefs Association, or a designee;  

(4) The executive director of the African-American Affairs Commission, or a designee;  

(5) The executive director of the Latino and Puerto Rican Affairs Commission, or a 
designee;  

(6) The executive director of the Asian Pacific American Affairs Commission, or a 
designee;  

(7) The executive director of the Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities, or a 
designee;  

(8) The Commissioner of Emergency Services and Public Protection, or a designee;  

(9) The Commissioner of Transportation, or a designee;  

(10) The director of the Institute for Municipal and Regional Policy at Central 
Connecticut State University, or a designee; and 

(11) Such other members as the board may prescribe.  

(c) The chairpersons of the joint standing committee of the General Assembly having 
cognizance of matters relating to the judiciary shall select two chairpersons of the board 
from among the members of the board.  
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