
........ 
'.-~ 

v. 

{', . 
I . . 

.. . 

'" , , , . , , 

1 ]11 ; '. r 

I 
1 __ -

i_~. 

L-.. - J: 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.



I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
! .• 

I 

/Annual Audit Report 1985-1986: 

Court Disposition 

Reporting andlProcessing 
l 

December 1986 

NCJRS 

APR 11 1988 

AC~urStT'ONS 

Ila(.,IGII 

Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority 

William Gould, Chairman 
J. David Coldren, Executive Director 

Gerard F. Ramker, Senior Research Analyst 
John D. Markovic, Research Analyst 
Karen Albrandt, Research Analyst 

I" ,., ... " .. ,"','.'" ',"'.0."""",", """ '""".",,,.:,, , -.-'- < "., J"_ .~. r. .... ...,. ...-,w,· ~ •• ,.~, ,-.,~~,\, .... .,." v' ,,:.:»·1"~"'"·-~~~~..J:'!i~~.l~::!i.lo\:'tl,;J:,J,.,&-::''''''4~'d';~,~~)A.';,;,;:.&'a;;'f..:.\,t'l''''''''~"""'11<.'-""".!'- ,iif.'l<.A;,.,C1N.,.-i."".'~·,.'"''',,,,Mcl''''-''1''·~''1"'''''.~''t''_~t.''''.'''!:-'''""......,>"",,. .... '>f~_."'H'-' .• '''.'.,,''.,,,~~,_,, ~I_".",.,...,.~~~, hf' •. ""o •.• ,"'~,"" •. ",,,.,,_~ .~._~. ",_ 



• ::J 

Printed by authority of the State of Illinois 

December 1 986 

Number of copies: 200 

Printing order number' 87 - 4 9 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Table of Contents 

List of Tables and Figures 11. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Q • II • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ii 
Authority Resolution #3 (1986) ..•••••.•••..•••.••..••.•.•.•••••••..•........•. ,... Iv 
Certifi"':;ation .. II ............................................. II II •• II •••• I ••••••••••• II ••• v 
Prc'/'ace ••••••••...••......•.•.••......•..•.•..•..•..•••....• n , •• •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • vi 

Executive Summary, ................. I •••••••••••••• tI •••••• II •••••••• 11 • II' C •• , • • • • • • •• 1 

Background .... I ............................................... II. III ••• " ...... , • .. • •• ••• ••• 5 
Introduction ....................................................................... 5 
The illinois CCH System . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 5 
Initiation of a CCH Record ........................................................ " 6 
Formats of CCH Transcripts ....................................................... 6 

"CCH Complete" Records ............................................................ 6 
"CCH Incomplete" Records. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 6 

Findings of Past CCH Audits. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 7 

The 1985-1986 CCH Audit ... I. ... ... ... ..... ... ..• ..... ...... •.... ...... ... •..•.. 11 
Methods ......................................................................... 11 
Analyses ........................................................................ 12 
Summary ........................................................................ 13 

Analysis I •• " •••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• " ••• Ill •• " " •••• I • I. I " " • I • • 15 
Second or Subsequent Dispositions ................................................ 15 
Dispositions Referencing More Than Eight Charges .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 15 
Reported Da te of Arrest .......................................................... 22 
Entry of Dispositions from Custodial Reports ....................................... 25 
Reports Indicating the Use of Aliases. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 29 
CCH Processing Times. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .......................................... 33 

.Significance of Audit ..... " .. " ................... " ................ D • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 45 

Findings and Recommendations .................. " ... "............................ 47 

Jllinois Department of State Police Response •..••••••.•••••••.••••••.••.•••.••.••• 49 

Bibliography ............................................. " .. II •••••• " ••• " " •••••• " • • 50 

Attachrnents .. "." .... f ••• " • " ••• " ••••••• " ••••••••••••••••••••• IJ ••••••••••• " • •• • • • • 51 
CCH Report Forms 
Examples of CCH Transcripts 
Uniform Disposition Reporting La w 

illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority 



List of Tables and Figures 

TABLES 

Table 1. Range of Da tes Covered by Disposition Reports 
That Were Examined. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 12 

Table 2. Types of Disposition Reports That Were 
Examined ................................................................ 13 

Table 3. Reports Referencing More Than Eight Charges: 
Number of Cases Reported Disposed of .................................... 16 

Table 4. Disposition Reports Referencing More Than Eight 
Charges: Breakdown of Offenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 17 

Table S. Charge Type Defined by Multiple Versus Single 
Counts of Charges. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 20 

Table 6. Date of Arrest Reported Versus Date of Arrest 
Recorded on CCH .................................. , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 24 

Table 7. Comparison of Data Entered From Custodial Reports 
Versus Data Contained In Disposition Reports ............................... 26 

Table 8. Comparison of Data Entered From Reports Indicating 
Aliases Versus Data Contained in Disposition 
Reports ................................................................ " 30 

Table 9. Summary of Elapsed Times Analyzed From Problema tic 
Reports. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 34 

Table 10. Time Elapsed Between Date of Arrest and Da te Arrest 
was Entered Into CCH System ............................................ 36 

Table 11. Time Elapsed Between Date of Final Court Disposition and 
Date Disposition was Entered Into CCH System ........................ , . . .. 40 

Table 12. Time Elapsed Between Date of Final Court Disposition 
and Date Disposition was Received 
at DSP ........................................... , ...................... 41 

Table 13. Time Elapsed Between Date Final Court Disposition was 
Received at DSP and Date It was Entered Into CCH 
System ................................................................. 44 

illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority 

Ii 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

FIGURES 

Figure A. Trend. in Manual Rap Sheets Generated ....... . .. ................. 9 

Figure B. Charge Type Defined by Multiple Versus Single 
Counts of Charges ......... " ... ........... . ... . ................... 21 

Figure C. Dispositions Entered From Custodials: Comparison 
of Reported and Recorded Da ta Elements .................................. 27 

Figure D. Reports Indica ling Aliases: Comparison of Reported 
and Recorded Da ta Elements .............................................. 31 

Figure E. Elapsed Time Between Da te of Arrest and Date of Final 
Court Disposition ......................................................... 37 

Figure F. Elapsed Time Between Entry of Arrest and Entry of Final 
Disposition Into CCH System ............................................... 38 

illinois Criminal Justice Informa tian Authority 

iii 



ILLINOiS 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
INFORMATION AUTHORITY 

= 
120 South Riverside Plaza Chicago, Illinois 60606 (312) 793-8550 

WILLIAM GOULD 
Chairman 

,,"UIES A, SPROWL 
Vice-Chairman 

KE~NETH R. BOYLE 
Direclor, Slale's Allomeys 

Appellale Service Commission 

RICHARD M. DALEY 
Cook CoUllly Slale's AltormlY 

RICHARD J. ELROD 
Cook County SMriff 

FRED L. FOREMAN 
LAke County Slale's Al/ormlY 

:-iEIL F. HARTIGAN 
Illinois Allomey GemlraJ 

DONALD HUnERT 
Al/omey·at·Law 

CAROLYN H. KRAUSE 
J/a)or, VII/age o/MI. Prospect 

:VIICHAEL P. LANE 
DlreClor 0/ Correclions 

ROBERT E. NALL 
Maw County SMriff 

FRED RICE 
ChICago Police Superintendent 

DAN K. WEBB 
t\llomey·at·Law 

JA:VIES B. ZAGEL 
/)treClor of Slate Police 

J. DAVID COLDREN 
Executive Director 

~I RESOLUTION J 
#3 (1986) 

Annual Audit Report 1985-1986 

WHEREAS, the l11inois Criminal Justice Information Authority is responsible for conducting 
annual and periodic audits of the procedures, policies, and practices of the State central 
repositories for criminal history record information; and 

WHEREAS, the Computerized Criminal History (CCH) System maintained by the l11inois 
Department of State Police has been examined by the Authority for compliance with federal 
and State laws with respect to disposition reporting, accuracy and completeness; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of State Police has reviewed the Audit Report and has prepared 
a formal response for incorporation in the Report: 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the 1985-1986 Annual Audit Report is hereby adop­
ted by the Authority and shall be released by the Chairman in accordance with the 
Authority's rules and regUlations. 

ADOPTED by the lI1inois Criminal Justice Information Authority this 26th day of 
September, 1986. 

Chairman 
, 

~ l .. (, (. C ....... ,_ ... 
~ I , . ( .... ' 

(Motion to adopt introduced by Adams County Sheriff, Robert E. Nail. Seconded by Cook 
County State's Attorney, Richard M. Daley. Motion passed by unanimous, roll call vote, 
Director of State Police James B. Zagel abstaining, 7-0-1.) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-- ----------------------------

ILLINOIS 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
INFORMATION AUTHORITY 

120 South Riverside Plaza Chi(:ago, Illinois 60606 

CERTIFICATION 

... 
(312)793-8550 

The Illinois Criminal Justice Infolmation Authority hereby certifies that the criminal history 
recordwkeeping procedures and practices of the Illinois Department of State Police have 
been tested to ensure compliance with federal and state privacy and security laws and 
regulations. During the course of the examination, consideration has been given to the 
reporting and processing of court dispositions. The Authority'S examination was 
conducted on a test basis and, as such, cannot ensure discovery of all types of 
irregularities. 

Attached hereto is the full report of the Authority, including its findings and 
recommendations for 1985-1986. 

vVilliam Gould 
Chaim1Ull 



Preface 

This audit report by the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority has been reviewed by the 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Illinois Department of State Police (DSP) according to procedures established by the Authority's I 
Operations and Audits Committee. 

All findings and recommendations contained in the report have been discussed by representatives I 
of DSP and Authority staff. DSP has had an opportunity to respond to the report both in the public 
forum afforded by the Authority's Operations and Audits Committee and in the attached formal 
written response. Therefore the findings and recommendations presented in this report represent I 
the product of dialogue with DSP and are not the sole viewpoint of the Illinois Criminal Justice 
Information Authority. 

The Authority acknowledges the contribution of DSP's Bureau of Data Processing and Bureau of I 
Identification to the success of this audit. 
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Executive Summary 

This report summarizes the findings of the fifth audit of the Computerized Criminal History 
system (CCH), the state's central repository for criminal history record Information main­
ta�ned by the illinois r. epartment of State Police (DSP). The Illinois Criminal Justice Informa­
t�on Authority conducts these audits under the state requirement that the Authority "act as 
the sole, official criminal Justice body In illinois to conduct annual ,q,nd periodic audits of the 
procedures, policies, and practices of the illinois central repositories for criminal history 
record Informa tlon." 

In general, the purposes of these audits are to ensure that the sta te repository complies with 
federal and state laws regarding the privacy and security of criminal history record Informa­
tion, and to ensure that procedures are established to Identify and correct errors promptly. 

The Issues raised In Authority audits must be conSidered In the context of total CCH program 
operations In DSP, both historically and In terms of current activities. 

Significant progress has been made In CCH operations during the last several years. Serious 
backlogs of reported criminal events have been eliminated, for example, resulting In reduced 
processing times. A new name search routine, file structures, and a reduction In duplicative 
reporting of illinois Vehicle Code Violations also attest to this progress. Additionally, a new 
microfilming program has been Implemented with assistance provided through the Authority's, 
Office of Federal Assistance Programs. Thl~ program will achieve three Important goals: 

• Provide secure, off -site storage of records: 

• Correct errors that have occurred during the past 50 years In processing and using 
the vast volume of records; and 

• Establish new procedures and file structures to significantly reduce errors and their 
Impact upon local agencies. 

It Is also Important to place these audit findings In context of the vast amount of criminal his­
tory record Information proGessed by DSP In Its operation of the CCH system. During 1985, 
for example, a total of 189,404 arrest fingerprint cards were received at DSP's Bureau of 
Identification (BOI). This represented an average of more tha 15,000 cards per month. Addi­
tionally, a total of 16,179 custodial fingerprints, or about 1,300 per month, were received for 
processing. Applicant fingerprint cards totaled more than 24,000 for the year or about 2,000 
per month. In sum, DSP received' 229,771 fingerprint cards In 1985, or nearly 20,000 per 
month. 

Similarly, each month the bureau performed about 8,000 fingerprint classifications and 
searches, retrieved and flied more than 15,000 file jackets, and sent almost 20,000 
responses to users on a monthly basis during 1985. The volume of Information transmitted 
to and from DSP Is Indicative of the critical role the CCH system plays In the state criminal 
justice system. 

illinois' current CCH system Is under an Intensive analysis and evaluatlon by DSP. The 
Authority has assisted DSP In these activities both In the Issuance of Its audit report recom­
mendations and In providing consultative support during the course of redesign efforts. 

illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority 
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Despite the progress made by DSP In the operation of the computerized criminal history sys­
tem, some aspects of It remain troublesome. Past estimates place the numbet· of arrest 
events with no final court disposition Informa tlon ("missing dispositions") at about 50 percent. 
Consequently, the audit this year focused on court disposition reporting and the process 
through which this reported Information Is entered Into the CCH system. 

In broad terms, the goal of this audit was to learn more about the problem of "mlss!:1g" dIs­
positions and to ,~Bsess the extent to which this serious problem may be a function of CCH 
computer system deficiencies Of' a fUnction of reporting problems by local agencies. 

Past audits have touched on this Issue to a certain extent. And, while the Authority has al­
ready advised DSP during the redesign process of Its position on a number of concerns ad­
dressed In the present audit, this report analytically demonstrates and documents the need 
for reVisions to the current CCH system. Most Important, this report also provides a series 
of benchmark statistics with Which the Authority can better evaluate the new and Improved 
CCH system after Its Implementation. 

Current disposition processing at DSP works In the following manner. Reports are Initially 
processed at facilities In Springfield. If "problems" with Individual disposition reports are en­
countered during attempted data entry, however, the problematic reports ate ooxed and 
eventually forwarded to the Joliet facility, where an attempt Is made to "solve" the problems 
and enter the dispositional da tao 

Our analyses of disposition reporting and processing were conducted with the reports on 
hand at the Springfield facility In October 1985. The Inventory of problematic dlsposlt!cn 
reports totaled 11,660 Individual reports. 1 The reports were grouped Into five subsets of 
specific problems by DSP p~rsonnel In Springfield: 

1. Dispositions reporting second dispositions of terms of probation, Including violations and 
dismissals, and dispositions reporting dismissals of terms of court supervision and certain 
probations (4,638; 40 percent). 

2. Dispositions Indicating a date of arrest that was different from the date on the CCH sys­
tem associated with the reported arrest document (1,148; 10 percent). 

3. Dispositions reporting Information on more than eight charges (604; 5 percent). 

4. Dispositions reporting Information that did not agree with disposition Information on the 
CCH system entered from a custodial fingerprint card (3,885; 33 percent). 

5. Dispositions reporting varioUS aliases, such as name or date of birth, which had to be en-
tered at the Joliet facility (1,385; 12 percent). 

The audit staff drew a stratified sample of these problematiC disposition reports for further 
study. Our analyses of these reports and the methods employed to process them revealed 
selJeral Important findings: 

• The current CCH system Is not equipped to handle the variety of disposition outcomes that 
are encountered In routine criminal justice processing. In Instances where there Is more 
than one disposition resulting from a given charge or set of charges, CCH cannot 
adequately capture the second disposition. Of significance Is the fact that the method 
used by DSP to modify the Initial disposition to Include Information about the second or 

lit should be noted that these disposition reports do not represent !ill dispositions missing from the CCH 
system. In fact, these .~ 1,660 reports were simply those "problema tic" dispositions on hand In the Springfield DSP facility when 

we requested them for data analysis. 
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subsequent disposition is not satisfactory because such dispositions cannot be easily 
interpreted by criminal justice personnel and consequently are not adequate for decision 
making. 

• The current CCH system does not allow for the entry of criminal history record informa­
tion relating to more than eight cl"'larges. DSP developed a procedure for handling this 
computer design shortcoming, but it is inadequate and does not appear to be implemented 
in a uniform or consistent manner. In some cases In which there was Information In the 
report dealing with more than eight charges, no dispositional information was entered on 
CCH. In other cases, some charges were omitted from entry. In stili other cases, DSP 
created additional arrest segments to capture tl"'le extra charge information. What Is sig­
nificant is that these methods have the effect of Inflating the number of arrests and miss­
ing dispositions on the CCH system and, more important, compromise the utility of CCH as 
a decision -making too/. 

• In sltua tions where the disposition report Indica ted an arrest date that did not match the 
arrest date indicated on the corresponding CCH arrest segment, the report was not en­
tered on CCH. There appeared to be no rationale for precluding the entry of these events 
since DSP routinely enters information from disposition reports in which no arrest date is 
indicated. Furthermore, based on information indicated on the disposition reports (court 
case number and the charge citations). it was eVident that the dispositions could have 
been reliably linked to the arrest segment. 

e The policy of entering the available disposition inforrna tion from the custodial fingerprint 
cards, rather than from the disposition report itself. caused Inaccurate and incomplete dis­
position information to be posted to CCH. Again, this policy compromises the utility of 
CCH as a decision -making too/. 

• Disposition reports that were forwarded from Springfield to Joliet because of the need to 
enter alias name or date of birth were generally not problematic. An examination of data 
elements on the disposition reports indica ted that they gener ally ma tched the correspond­
ing information on CCH. However, In approximately one-fifth of the CCH entries the Infor­
mation about sentence type and sentence term did not fully reflect what was indicated on 
the disposition report. 

• An analysis of processing time confirmed findings of previous audits that arrest informa­
tion is generally reported to DSP In a timely manner and that DSP, in turn, is posting this In­
formation to CCH within a relatively short time period, on average. On the other hand, the 
processing of disposition 'nformation is more problematic. A considerable portion of dis­
position reports are missing. Given the findings of this and previous audits, deficiencies in 
processing of dispositional information are further aggravated by the fact that manual dis­
position reporting is not done uniformly in Illinois, and that certain systematic constraints 
of the current CCH system act to delay the timely processing of disposition information at 
DSP. 

Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority 
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Background 

Introduction 

This report summarizes the findings of the fifth audit of the state central repository for 
criminal history record Inform a tion maintained by the Illinois Department of Sta te Police 
(DSP).2 The illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority conducts these audits pursuant to 
the statutory requirement that the Authority "act as the sole, official criminal Justice body in il­
linois to conduct annual and periodic audils of tile procedures, policies, and practices of the 
Illinois central repositories for criminal history record Information." 3 In general, the purposes 
of these audits are to ensure that the state repository complies with federal and state laws 
regarding the privacy and security of criminal history record Informatiort, and to ensure that 
procedures are established to Identify and correct errors promptly. 

Illinois' current computerized criminal history (CCH) system is under an Intensive analysis and 
evalua tion by DSP. This audit was designed and Implemented with the Intent of benefiting 
these efforts as well as laying the groundwork for future audits of tile "new" CCH system. 

The Illinois CCH System 

The Criminal Identiflca lion and Investigation Act of 1931 design a ted DSP as the central 
repository and custodian of crime statistics for the state. 4 By statute, all pOlicing bodies In 
the state are required to furnish daily to DSP copies of fingerprints of Individuals arrested for 
felonies and most misdemeanors. Subsequent legislation 5 requires that other case informa­
tion be supplied by state's attorneys, circuit court clerks, and local correctional agencies. 

The CCH transcript (rap sheet) is meant to be a cumulative record 01 an individual's activities 
within the criminal Justice system. By law, tlowever, only felony ctlarges and serious mis­
demeanors are required to be reported. 6 The rap sheet also contains identification Informa­
tion, such as race, date of birth, physical descriptors, and fingerprint classification. 

Criminal history record Information is available to any criminal justice agency, anywhere In 
the state, for use In day-to -day decisions about processing persons through the system. 
For example: 

• state's attorneys rely on rap sheets In deciding how to approach a case, and what 
charges to file in light of a defendant's criminal history. For example, theft of a firearm 
could be flied as a Class 3 felony Instead of a Class 4 felony If it Is a second or sub­
r:.equent offense. 7 

• Judges rely on rap sheets In setting bond for defendants and in deciding which defen­
dants not to release prior to final disposition in a case. They also use rap sheet 
Information in sentencing conVicted offenders. 

2Additionally, in 1982, the Office of the Auditor General. State of IllinOiS, published an a"dit of the CCH system 
(see bibliography). 

311linois Revised Statutes, Chapter 38-210-70) 

411linois Revised Statutes, Chapter 38-206 8t seq. 

5/ilirlOlS Revised Statutes, Chapter 38-206 -2.1 et seq. 

611i1nois Revised Statutes, Chapter 38-206-5, 206-2.1 et seq. 

711linols Revised Statutes, Chapter 38-1 6-1(e),(2) 
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• Probation and other community correctional agencies rely on rap sheet Information to 
formulate treatment programs and to determine appropriate levels of supervIsion. 

• Correctional officials need to classify persons remanded to their custody as to ap­
propriate security placement for housing. work assignments. and so on Knowledge of 
prior crirr1inal history IS considered essential in making these decisions. 

The timeliness. accuracy and completeness of CCH information are of utmost Importance if 
these and other decisions are to be supported 

Initiation of a CCH Record 

A criminal history record is initiated when an arresting agency submits an arrest fingerprint 
card to DSP's Bureau of Identification (BOI) All subsequent activity on that case (prosecu­
tion, court disposition, and incarceration, for example) is then reported by the agency 
responsible for each action, and posted in sequence on the rap sheet. Time limits ha ve been 
set by law within which each agency is to report dispositlons 8 and. furthermore. within which 
DSP is to enter the reported Informa \ion on the system 9 

Formats of CCH Transcripts 

Presently, CCH information is available In several formats, which vary in detail and speed of 
accessibility by other agencies. They are 

"CCH Complete" Records 

When all Information about a case has been reported to DSP and has been completely en­
tered onto the CCH database, a summary record IS available via the Law Enforcement Agen­
cies Da ta System (LEADS) network of computer terminals. This response contains IdentIfy-
1ng informa tlon as well as a summarized count of arrests and convictions by charge It IS the 
most timely format of CCH, although It is not very detailed. Law enforcement personnel rely 
on these summary responses when making Immedia te deCISions in the field. In addition. agen­
cies can request from BOI a "hard copy" transcript of all record information entered on the 
CCH da tabase. This transcript will be electronically transmitted via telefacsimlle equipment 10 

or mailed. DSP refers to records that are completely recorded on the CCH database as 
"CCH complete" records. 

"CCH Incomplete" Records 

A majority of criminal history records maintained at the BOI are not completely automated. 
however. According to DSP officials, about half of the approxima tely 2 million records on the 
system are termed "CCH incomplete." These records are defined as computerized records 
that do not contain illinformation from an individual's manual file These Include 

• Records that have not experienced arrest activity since 1976; 

• Records for which the quality of fingerprints submitted precluded positive classification; 

811linols Revised Sta lutes, Chapter 38-206-2.1 et seq. 

928 <:ode of Federal RegulatIons. SectIOn 20 et seq. 

1 0Wlth assistance from the Authority, the Cook County Stute's AUrlrney's Office has established a "war room" 

that reCeiVeS CCH records directly from DSP via a hlgh-speF:'d line printer. ThiS criminal lustlce Information war room pr,~,vlde5 

Criminal history records t() the assistant state's attomeys for bond hearings In a more timely fashion than was prevIouSly 

available. 
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e Records where some problem exists that does not allow additional information to be 
posted (due to system constraints or problems with tile source documents); 

• Records that have experienced some activity since 1976, but for a number of reasons 
have not been entered on CCH. 

Inquiries made via the LEADS network for "CCH incomplete" records result In a message stat­
ing that no automated record exists, but that criminal history information Is a val/able In a 
manual record file. Thus a law enforcement officer must make an additional request to obtain 
the desired inform a tion. BOI staff retrieve the source records and then manually type and 
transmit a response. Under special circumstances, the record will be Immediately entered on 
the CCH system for faster dissemination. Manual rap sheets can also be transmitted to an 
Inquiring agency through telefacsimile equipment. 

Manual construction and transmission of "CCH incomplete" records result In less timely ac­
cess to that information, and repeated requests for the same Information result in a burden 
on staff workload at Bal. Perhaps the most serious drawback to producing manual rap 
sheets Is in the case of serious, repeat offenders. Criminal justice decision makers, In their 
dealings with such offenders, should be able to take advantage of the timely access of "CCH 
complete" records rather than being forced to rely on "Incomplete" criminal records that in­
volve inherent delays. 

As Figure A illustrates, the number of manual rap sheets generated by DSP has decreased 
since 1982. During 1985 a total of 4,494 of these criminal histories were dlssemln<;l.ted. 

In summary, automated rap sheets contain detailed information on arrest and dispositional 
events available from BOI sources. Manual records, on the other hand, are neither as 
detailed nor as timely as automated transcripts. 11 

Findings of Past CCH Audits 

Previous audits have conSistently found missing and delinquent dispositions to be a serious 
problem with the CCH system. The most recent audit (Illinois Criminal Justice Informa­
tion Authority, 1985), for example, found that approximately 50 percent of a sample of 
1,074 police arrest records had no corresponding disposition posted on the CCH datapase. 

Earlier audits found much the same, but revealed that the problem had been even more ex­
tensive. The Authority's 1983 audit indicated that 59 percent of the 1.24 million arrest 
events recorded on CCH at that time had no disposition of any kind. 

The audit suggested several factors that could have accounted for at least some of the ab­
sent dispositions. The failure of police to rerort decisions to "release without charging," for 
example, may have accounted for as many as 30,000 missing dispositions. Second, the 
failure of state's attorneys to report decisions not to file criminal charges in particular cases 
could have accounted for as many as 75,000 missing dispositions. 

Similarly, a 1982 audit conducted by the illinois auditor general found tha t a significant 
proportion of arrests then posted to CCH lacked dispositions. The audit also indica ted that 
many of these missing dispositions were caused by a backlog In posting dispositions to the 
CCH system rather than by the failure of local agencies to report information to DSP. 

These past audits document the persistence of the problem of missing dispositions. The 
most recent figure of 50 percent, though lower than previous rates, is unacceptably high and 

11Examples of these trclnscripts are contained In the attacl1ments to this audit report. 
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compromises the integrity of CCH as a decision -making tool in day -to-day criminal justice 
decisions. 

While several of the past audits have touched briefly on various factors that may account 
for, or contribute to, missing disposition information on CCH, no audit to date has focused 
exclusively on the reporting and processing of this information. Without a bette!' understand­
ing of disposition reporting, meaningful remedial measures cannot be suggested. This audit 
report is aimed at Increasing this understanding. 
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Figure A. Trend in Manual Rap Sheets Generated 
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• The number of manual rap sheets generated 

has steadi Iy decreased since 1982. 
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The 1 985-1 986 CCH Audit 

Methods 

This audit focused on court disposition reporting and the process through which this report­
ed information Is entered into the CCH system. In broad terms. the goal of our study was to 
learn more about the problem of "missing" dispositions and to assess the extent to which this 
serious problem may be a function of CCH computer system deficiencies or of reporting 
problems at the local level. 

Current disposition processing at the Department of State Police (DSP) calls for the reports 
to be Initially processed at facilities in Springfield. If "problems" with Individual disposition 
reports are encountered during attempted data entry, the problematic reports are boxed and 
eventually forwarded to DSP's Joliet facility for resolution of the problem and entry of the 
data (if this can be accomplished). 

Unfortuna tely, the collection and forwarding of these problema tic reports are not carried out 
In any regular or systematic fashion. The reports are simply set aside until It Is determined 
that their volume warrants transportation to the Joliet facility. Therefore It was not possible 
to accurately determine monthly or even yearly rates of specific reporting or processing 
problems. 

Despite this shortcoming, the audit team decided to conduct an analysis of disposition report­
Ing and processing by examining samples of these problematic reports. We requested that 
the inventory of reports on hand in October 1985 be forwarded to the Joliet facility, where 
we drew samples and conducted our study. 

Initial analyses revealed that the number of disposition reports set aside as problema tic at 
tha t time totaled 11,660 individual disposition reports. Table 1 shows that these reports 
cover an extremely wide time period In terms of dates of final court disposition, arrest dates, 
and dates the reports were received at DSP. This wide range of dates clearly indicates the 
irregular manner In which the reports are received and processed at Springfield facilities. 

DSP personnel In Springfield grouped the reports Into five subsets of specific problems: 

1. Those dispositions reporting second dispositions of terms of probation Including viola tlons 
and dismissals, and those dispositions reporting dismissals of terms of court supervision, 
and certain probations 12 

2. Those dispositions Indicating a date of arrest that Is different from the date on the CCH 
system associated with the reported arrest document (arrest DCN). 

3. Those dispositions reporting Informa t/on on more than eight charges. 

4. Those dispositions reporting Inform a tion that does not agree with disposition inform~ tion 
on the CCH system that was entered from a custodial fingerprint card. 

5. Those dispositions reporting various aliases such as name or date of birth which have to 
be entered at the Joliet facility. 

12J1linois Revised Statutes, Sections 1410 and 710 probation 
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Table 1: Range of dates covered by disposition reports that were examined 

Year 

1972 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 

1980 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 

** 

Date Received 
at DSP 

91. 4 

Arrest 
Date 

1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
5 

11 
25 
41 
65 

1 5 
363 
394 
115 

5 

Total Records Examined = 1,198 

86.9 

** Records that did not contain these dates. 

Final Disposition 
Date 

1 
1 
5 

17 
28 
45 

:~~i 1-87.0 
304 

49 

Table 2 summarizes how the individual categories of reports were broken down and sampled. 

Analyses 

Our analyses of these samples of disposition reports were generally exploratory In nature. 
The first two ca tegories of problema tic reports were those from which no dispOSition Infor­
mat�on was posted to the CCH system Basically. the analysis of these reports was aimed at 
finding patterns in terms of the information contained in the reports and examining the com­
puter system or reporting problems that force these reports to be withheld from timely 
processing. 

Two other categories examined were reports from which at least some information was en­
tered or was already on the CCH system. Our analyses of these reports were aimed at look­
ing for discrepancies between the reported information and what was already on (or entered 
to) the database. 

Finally. the audit examined various time periods that elapsed during the processing of criminal 
history record information at DSP. For many of the reports examined, DSP personnel In 
Springfield. when initial data entry of the reports was attempted. attached a "transaction log" 
to the problematic disposition report The log sheet included, in most instances. the criminal 
history Information already on the CCH system (if any). as well as various system entry 
dates for the relevant segments of the particular criminal history record. These date logs 
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allowed the audit team to examine the time elapsed between several dates in CCH 
processing. 

While our sample of records was not statistically representative 01 all disposition reports 
processed by DSP, the Information gained In these analyses provided Invaluable Insights Into 
CCH disposition processing and reporting Rather than answering specific questions our 
audit was a broad assessment of problems tha t prohibit the timely posting of dispositional In­
forma tlon to the current CCH system. 

Table 2: Types of disposition reports that were examined 

Problematic Report Total Pct. of Number 
Type Inventoried Total Sampled 

Second Dispositions 4,638 39.8 ** 
More Than Eight Charges 604 5.2 250 

Different Date of Arrest 1,148 9.9 300 

Discrepant From Custodial 3,885 33.3 350 

Aliases 1,385 11.9 298 

Total 11,660 1,198 

** Because this category of problematic dispositions was 
examined in a previous audit, it was not extensively 
addressed in the present report. 

Summary 

In summary, this year's audit of the CCH system was aimed at uncovering as much as pos­
sible about disposition reporting and processing. By examining the disposition reports that 
are routinely rejected for entry Into the system and those tha t are not processed In a timely 
fashion, the audit team was able to document several problems with current CCH reporting 
and processing. The findings and recommendations derived from these analyses are par­
ticularly Important In light of the upcoming Implementation of the redesigned CCH system. 
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Analysis 

Second or Subsequent Dispositions 

Previous audits of the CCH system Identified computer system constraints that have caused 
the first category of problematic disposition reports. The 1982 audit, for example, revealed 
that the CCt-! system "did not fully satisfy" all the Information requirements of criminal Justice 
processing 111 illinois. The report Indicated that "CCH Is able to store only one disposition per 
charge," even though there are frequently multiple dispositions of charges. 

, The Authority's 1984-1985 audit of CCH also pointed out this shortcoming. The report 
revealed that because of system design flaws, the posting of some disposition Informa tlon 
was accomplished In a problematic fashion. The report specified the following: 

An example [of this system design problem] Is the procedure used to 
process probation violations where the subject Is resentenced to 
prison. The current programming of the CCH system allows only one 
disposition to be recorded for each charge. To get around the struc­
tural problems of posting this new Information on CCH, a practice was 
adopted to modify the probation sentence to read "Probation and Im­
prisonment," with the date of modified sentence as the original sen­
tence date, and a new sentence length that reflects the time actually 
spent on probation plus the new Imprisonment term Thus the original 
probation sentence term may be lost when a new Imprisonment sen­
tence Is Imposed. The CCH transcript in such a probation violation 
case will actually read "Imprisonment/Probation," possibly misinforming 
a judge that the person has already spent time In prison, when In 
reality, an original probation sentence has just been revoked and a 
new Imprisonment sentence Imposed. 

The category of problematic dispositions dealing with second or subsequent dispOSitions In a 
case accounted for 4,638 (40 percent) of the 11,660 reports Inventoried. The CCH system 
design problem that limits the entry of disposition Informa tion to one entry per charge Is, ob­
v�ous�y' a serious problem with the current system. 

Summary 

As past audits have affirmed, the current CCH system's Inability to adequately handle second 
or subsequent dispositions In criminal cases Is a major problem with potentially serious 
ramifications. This audit, moreover, revealed that of all problematic dispOSition reports ex­
amined, this ca tegory was the largest (40 percent) of all problema tic dispositions Identified. 
The redesigned CCH system should address this Issue and provide some means of capturing 
and recording this kind of Invaluable criminal history record Information. MoreOVer, the Im­
plementation of the new system should Include the reprocessing of existing problematic 
reports, so that this Information Is available on the system. 

Dispositions Referencing More Than Eight Charges 

Of the 11,660 disposition reports the audit staff examined, 604 (5.2 percent) were 
problema tic because of the number of charges recorded on the reports. The current CCH 
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system allows criminal history record information to be posted to the database on a 
maximum of eight charges per arrest. This limited capacity means that local agencies' 
reports of dispositions (and arrests) that refer to more Ulan eight charges become process­
Ing problems for DSP data entry personnel It also means that the timely entry of information 
into CCH is stalled in these instances 

The audit team analyzed a sample of 250 of these disposition reports to get a better under­
standing of the reports. Two basic analyses were performed: 

1. An examination of tll'3 nature of the reports, Including: 

• the total number of cases disposed of 

• the type and number of charges reported tMt were disposed of 

• the type of final court action 

• tile type of sentence, If any, imposed 

2. An examina lion of ~1Ow DSP processes these reports 

Number of Cases Disposed of 

Most of the disposition reports examined contained the disposition of a single court case, al­
though the 250 reports as a wllole accounted for dispositions of 825 cases (see Table 3), or 
an average of more than three cases per disposition report. Forty-six percent (n= 114) of 
the reports r.::ontained dispositions of more than one case. Nearly 31 percent of the reports 
(n=77) indicated four or more cases were disposed of. Ten percent of the reports (n=24) 
ll~"icated Blat 1 0 or more cases were disposed of. One disposition reported that 22 cases 
were disposed of. 

Table 3: Reports referencing more than eight charges: number of cases reported dis­
posed of 

Number of Cases 
Disposed of 

Number of Disposition Reports 

No. Pet. 

1 136 54.4 
2 23 9·2 
3 14 5.6 
4 16 6.4 
5 9 3.6 
6 9 3.6 
7 6 2.4 
8 7 2.8 
9 6 2.4 

10 or More 211 9.6 

Total Reports :: 250 
Average per Report ::: 3.3 
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54.4 
63.6 
69.2 
75.6 
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Charges 

As might be expected, this sample of disposition reports accounted for a large number of 
charges and cllarge counts. The disposition reports examined Indica ted that 621 different 
criminal offenses were dispose,J of (see Table 4), or about two charges per report. Tllese 
charges ranged in set iousness from disorderly conduct to hornicide The dispositions 
revealed final court action on 3,747 counts of these cllarges, or about 6 counts per charge. 
Individual reports, Hlerefore, averaged about 15 charge counts each. 

Table 4: Disposition reports containing more than eight charges: breakdown Qf offenses 

Offense Type Charges Charge Counts 

Homicide 20 
Robbery 62 
Assault and Battery 56 
Sex Offenses 38 
Offenses w/Children 3 
Armed Violence 38 
Kidnaping 60 

TOTAL VIOLENT 277 44.6% 

Burglary 71 
Theft 70 
Arson 1 
Deception 47 
Criminal Damage/Trespass 41 

TOTAL PROPERTY 230 37.0% 

Drug Offenses 17 
Liquor Violations 2 

TOTAL DRUGS/LIQUOR 19 3.1% 

Motor Vehicle Offenses 13 

TOTAL MOTOR VEHICLE 13 2.1% 

Disorderly Conduct 28 
Deadly Weapons 20 
Other 34 

TOTAL OTHER 82 13.2% 

TOTALS 621 
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370 
151 
197 

11+ 
169 
23'r 

1,215 32.4% 

441 
493 

1 
743 
201 

1,879 50.2% 

199 
2 

201 5.4% 

248 

248 6.6% 

65 
36 

103 

204 5.4% 

3,74.,-



Court Action 

In 71.8 percent Df tile 250 lepol ts audited, the dlspositron reported was conviction. The 
other court actions reported were dismissal (241 percent), acquittal (28 percent), leave to 
reinstate (1 percent), and Chap\('lr 56.5-1410, 7'10 probatron (0 1 percent) 

Sentence Imposed 

The reports also covered the full range of possible sentences The majority (66,8 percent; 
n= 167) indicated some term of imprisonment, 22.4 percent (n=56) Involved some kind of of 
court supervision or probation, 28 percent (n::: 7) involved a fine, and 8 percent (n=20) 
reported other kinds of court action. 

Processing of Reports Containing More Than Eight Charges 

Disposition reports containing more tllan eight cllarges illustrate many of the situations that 
can occur in the normal acljudlcatlon of criminal cases. 

First and most obvious is wIlen an offender IS arrested and cllarged with mare than eight 
crrrnes A less obvious yet frequent occurrence IS the "joinder" of offenses, defendants, or 
rela ted prosecutions This practice is commonly referred to as the "merging" of cases or of 
cllarge counts in an IrH..llctment or complaint 

Although ttlis audit did not specifically examine IlOW often merging of cases, charges, or reO" 
la ted prosecutions occLlrs, it did reveal tlla t 46 percent of the reports we examined con­
tained final court action in more tMn one criminal case. In fact, tile average number of cases 
disposed of per report was rnore Ulan three. How DSP processes these reports Is 
particularly problematic. For example, the reporting circuit court clerks frequently Indicate 
the additional case numbers to be considered "merged" with the case reported disposed of, 
Tha t, however, IS the ~ informa tion about merged court cases No arrest or arrest charge 
information is available In these instances, the CCH data input operators are left with IdiS­
position information to enter into Hle database for the merged cases. Moreover, If the cases 
Involved separa tely reported arrests, those segments in the CCH system would be missing 
any indication of their final disposition LikeWise, It is not always entirely clear what Informa­
tion sl10uld be posted to the CCH system for charges or charge counts that are reported 
merged into others at final disposition 

These situations are also problematic because, while the courts are permitted to merge 
cases, charges or rela ted prosecutions, they are not required to do so. This leads to a lack 
of uniformity in tile application of ttllS procedure, Wllich also adds to confusion about exactly 
What information Sllould be recorded on CCH, 

When a CCH da ta input operator is presented witl1 a disposition report dealing with more than 
eight charges, several transactions can result Wtlat is posted to tile database depel"lds on 
the previous processing of tile related arrest report and the ctlarge information it contained, 

Examining how these problematic disposition reports are processed naturally led to ques­
tions concerning the processing of arrest reports tha t contain more than eight charges 
Where the transaction logs permitted.the- audit team examined tile arrest segments as­
sOCia ted With these disposition reports, 

This further investigation revealed Ula!. in some cases, when an arrest report Indicates more 
than eight charges, a data input operator may "create" additional arrest segments in the CCH 
da tabase to capture tile ninth and subsequent cl1arges. An opera tor accomplishes this by 
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assigning a document control number to any additional arrest segments and entering an 
alphabetic character along with the date of arrest. 

In the sample of records we examined 15 reports contained these additional arrest seg­
ments. Eleven of these records contained one additional arrest segment, three contained 
two segments. and one contained three. DSP personnel, when asked about this practice, 
reported that the CCH database may contain as many as 12,000 of these additional arrest 
segments. In other words, up to 6,000 records In the database may contain these additional 
arrest segments. 

This practice Inflates not only the number of arrests on the CCH system, but also the number 
of "missing" dispositions. For example, In one of the cases audited, three additional arrest 
segments were created, none of which contained matching dispositions. 

Our examination also revealed that DSP personnel do not apply this practice uniformly, In 
some Instances, additional segments were created to capture one charge, while In other in­
stances additional segments were not created. Sometimes reports contained multiple counts 
of the same charge, but only one charge was entered Into the database. For other similar 
reports, data Input personnel would enter each Individual count of a reported charge. 

The manner in which multiple counts for the same charge are handled poses an additional 
da ta quality concern. An Individual's criminal history record could be perceived In completelY 
different ways, depending on whether the transcript reflects multiple counts or only a single 
count per charge. 

Table 5 provides a breakdown of the records we sampled for this analysis, first by charges 
and then by the number of counts on those charges. When only single-count charges Were 
examined, the offenses were predominantly violent ones (44.6 percent). Yet If all counts of 
the offenses Included in the sampled disposition reports are conSidered, the pre.domlnant of­
fense type Is clearly property (50.2 percent). This difference Is graphically Illustrated in 
Figure B. 

This sltua tlon can also apply to Individual criminal history records. Unless all offense counts 
contained on disposition reports are entered Into the CCH system, an accurate and complete 
assessment of an offender's criminal record Is Impossible. A criminal history that Is 
domina ted by Violent crimes may be misinterpreted as one that is characterized by mostly 
property offenses. It is Important that officials be able to Identify all counts of charges In 
criminal history records. The coding and input of this Inform a tlon should be uniform and 
standardized. 

Summary 

The processing of disposition reports referencing more than eight charges raises at least 
two significant Issues: 

1, The recording of merging charges, cases, and related prosecutions and the CCH reporting 
requirements concerning this court action must be standardized. likewise, data entry 
procedures for handling this kind of disposition Informa tion must be made more uniform. 
To the extent that the CCH system Is supposed to maintain court case numbers as a 
"pointer" to court case files, the system must be able to record more than one case num­
ber per disposition segment. Likewise, cases disposed of in mergers must be able to be 
linked back to any arrest documents previously reported to DSP. 

2. The practice of "creating" additional transaction segments and artificial criminal history 
record Information should be stopped. The system must be made able to record not only 
multiple offenses, but also multiple counts of the same offense. To the greatest extent 

Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority 

19 



possible, DSP should correct tile records in the database tllat currently contain 
additional segments tJf criminal history record informa tion. 

Implementa tion of tile redesigned CCH system Sl10uld address these two concerns. 

Table 5: Charge type defined by multiple versus single counts of charges 

Charge Type 

Violent 

Property 

Drugs/Liquor 

Motor Vehicle 

Other 

Totals 

No. Pet. No. 

2T1 44.6 1,215 

230 3'(.0 1,879 

19 3.1 201 

13 2.1 248 

82 13.2 204 

621 3,747 

illinois Criminal Justice Informa tion Authority 

20 

Pet. 

32.4 

50.2 

5.4 

6.6 

5.4 

I 
these I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 



I:· j , 

f, ., 
~ 
" ~ 

~ 
t 
~ 
~-: 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Figure B. Charge Type Defined by Multiple Versus Single 

Counts of Charges 

Definition 

Violent 
Offenses 
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Offenses 
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Reported Date of Arrest 

A total of 1,148 (9,9 percent) of the 11,660 disposition reports we examined were 
problematic because the arrest date reported by tile circuit court clerk did not match the 
da te recorded on the arres t fingerprint card originally submitted by the arresting agency 
(and, consequently, tile da te already recorded on the CCH da tabase), Because tile initial at­
tempt to enter the disposition is made in Springfield, the data input operator tllere does not 
have immediate access to available source documentation about tile original arrest since this 
Information is kept in Joliet. As a precaution, if a "critical" data element reported on the dis­
position report does not readily "link" to wha t is recorded on the arrest report, the disposition 
report is set aside for subsequent processing at tile Joliet facility. The reported date of ar­
rest Is one of these critical data elements 

Tile audit team analyzed a sample of 300 of U1ese disposition reports to get a better under­
standing of tile reports, Three separa te analyses were performed: 

1. An examina tion of the nature of tile reports. Including 

• tile total number of cases disposed of 

• the type and number of charges reported disposed of 

• the type of final court action 

• the type of sentence, if any, imposed 

~, An examina tion of tile discrepancies in reported arrest date 

3. An examina tlon of the processing of these reports 

Number of Cases Disposed of 

More than 90 percent of the 300 disposition reports we examined (n::: 271) reported the dis­
pOSition of a single court case, Tile other 28 reports accounted for the dispositions of 70 
court cases In all, the 300 reports involved the disposition of 341 cases, 

Charges Disposed of 

The 341 case dispositions involved 385 different criminal charges, Tilese charges covered a 
broad range of violent. property, drug-related, motor vehicle, and other offenses, Final court 

! action was reported on 442 counts of these 385 charges, 

Court Action 

The majority of charge counts were disposed of H1rough conviction (50,7 percent), although 
a significant number were also dismissed (41,2 percent). Acquittal was the final court action 
on 21 of the 442 offense counts (4.8 percent) On another nine counts the disposition was 
an assignment to special probation (2 percent), and on six counts "leave to reinstate" was 
the final disposition (1.4 percent). 

Sentence Imposed 

Forty -nine of the disposition reports In this ca tegory involved some form of imprisonment 
(16.5 percent), 87 (293 percent) involved some form of probation or court supervision, and 
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45 (152 percent) involved the imposition of a fine. In 113 (39.1 percent) reports, no 
sentence was imposed (for example, cases resulting in acquittals or dismissals). 

Discrepancies in Reported Arrest Date 

The disposition reports in this category contained one of two processing problems: 1) the 
report referred to an arrest date that did not agree with the one on the CCH system for the 
arrest document control number (DCN) reported earlier, or 2) the report was physically 
damaged or torn in such a way that the part of the report containing the reported arrest date 
was unreadable. Only three reports had the latter problem. The vast majority of the reports 
contained discrepant arrest dates rather than no date at all. 

Most of these disposition reports referenced arrest dates that predated the dates already 
recorded on the CCH system. A total of 260 reports (87.5 percent) flt this pattern. Thlrty­
four reports Indicated arrest dates that were later than the dates on the system. Table 6 
provides a breakdown of the discrepancies between reported and recorded arrest da tes. 

Nearly 57 percent of the reported arrest dates (n= 168) were within plus or minus four weeks 
of the dates recorded on the CCH system. Seventy percent (n=208) contained dates within 
six weeks of the dates recorded on the system. 

In several cases, it appeared that the person completing the disposition form mistakenly 
recorded the offender's date of birth In the date-of-arrest field. In other cases, the reported 
date of arrest was probably the date the local agency completed the form. 

Processing of Reports Referring to Discrepant Dates of Arrest 

Our examination of these disposition reports revealed several notable audit findings. All but 
four disposition reports were from outside Cook County. This finding does not necessarily 
mean that Cook County disposition reports contained fewer problematic arrest dates. 
Rather, we found ttlat Cook County disposition reports, both state's attorney reports and 
reports from the Cook County circuit court clerk, do not provide a field for recording the ar­
rest date associated with the case being disposed of. In the four cases where a Cook Coun­
ty report contained a date of arrest, It was written In a field designated for alias dates of 
birth. 

In addition to this problem with Cook County's reporting forms, our examination sought to 
determine why disposition reports containing no reported arrest date routinely could be 
processed without problems, when reports that did indicate a date of arrest, even If It was 
discrepant, could be flagged as processing problems. Disposition reports from Cook County 
that routinely do not include a date of arrest are processed, while reports that Include a dis­
crepant date are not. 

Using the problematic reports we tried to assess two things: 

1. Whether the arrest document control number (DCN) recorded In the disposition report 
matched the number already recorded on the CCH system; and 

2. Whether the criminal charges associated with the disposition matched the charges as­
sociated with the arrest In question. 
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Table 6: Date of arrest reported versus date of arrest recorded on CCH 

Difference Reports Pet. Cum. Pet. 
(weeks) 

- 10 54 18.2 18.2 
9 3 1.0 19·2 
8 9 3.0 22.2 
7 8 2.7 24.9 
6 12 4.0 28.9 
5 27 9.1 38.0 
4 _l 30 10.1 48.1 
3 47 15.8 63.9 
2 41 13.8 77·7 
1 29 9·8 87.5 

0 56.6% 3 1.0 88·5 

1 T 6 2.0 90.5 
2 6 2.0 92.5 
3 5 1.7 94.2 
4 1 0.3 94.5 
5 1 0.3 94.8 
6 0 0.0 94.8 
7 0 0.0 94.8 
8 2 0.7 95·5 
9 0 0.0 95·5 

+ 10 13 4.4 99.9 

Total Reports Examined = 297* 

*Note: Three reports were torn in sueh a way that the arrest date 
reported could n0t be reliably determined. 

This examination revealed that in 285 of tile 297 cases (96 percent) the document control 
number associated with the arrest matched the DCN on the CCH system, even though the ar­
rest dates didn't match Similarly, in 229 (77 percent) of the reports, the charges on the dis­
position report matched exactly those associated with the related arrest on CCH. In 48 of 
the reports, at least one charge matched In only 19 (6 percent) of the reports did none of 
the charge~. match. 

It would appear, then, that most of these 297 problematic disposition reports were unneces­
sarily withheld from timely processing. 

Summary 

The disposition report forms used by tile sta te's attorney's and circuit court clerk's offices In 
Cook County do not easily support the reporting of arrest dates associated Witll tile cases 
being disposed of. 
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The disposition report used by offices outside Cook County allows for the recording of 
arrest dates, but the field is physically iocated precariously ciose to the form's perforated 
tear point (the same is true for the document control number field). In some cases, this area 
of the form was completely torn through, resulting In the data being omitted from the disposi­
tion report. 

While reports from Cook County routinely do not include the date of arrest, they are stili 
processed by the State Police. At the same time, reports from non-Cook County agencies 
containing discrepant arrest dates are set aside and not processed In a routine manner. 

Again, the redesigned CCH system must adequately address these Issues. 

Entry of Dispositions From Custodial Reports 

A total of 3,885 (33.3 percent) of the disposition reports we examined were placed in a 
problematic ca.tegory because dispositional Information about the criminal case was already 
on the CCH system. Specificaliy, Information about the case was posted to the database 
from a custodial fingerprint card reporting the receipt of an offender at a correctional institu­
tion for service of a sentence. 13 If this Information matched what was already on the sys­
tem, the disposition report was simply marked for filing in the offender's criminal history 
record and nothing new was entered into the CCH database. However, If the disposition 
report indicated additional Information that was not already on the system, or in10rmatlon 
that did not agree with what was on the system, the report was placed in this category of 
problema tic reports. 

This category of processing problems was caused by a CCH computer system design 
probiem Identified In previous audits. Under the current design, criminal history Information 
can be posted to the database only In chronological order of Its occurrence. In other words, 
sta te's attorneys' decisions to file (or not to file) charges can be entered Into the computer 
only if the arrest report is on the system. Likewise, the receipt of an offender at the illinois 
Department of Corrections can be entered Into the da tabase only If the arrest, the state's at­
torney's decision, and the final court disposition ha ve all been posted to the CCH system. 

In cases Involving the Imposition of prison or jail sentences, the offender routinely arrives at 
the correctional facility within one or two days of final court disposition. Because of this 
rapid transfer, custodial reports can arrive at DSP long before final court dispOSitions are 
recorded. The processing of disposition reports also may be slowed because the process­
Ing takes place at the Springfield facility, which relies on the mall for delivery of the reports. 
Custodial reports, for the most part, are literally hand-carried to the Joliet facility within 
hours of the transaction being reported. 

Analysis 

A sample of 350 of the 3,885 disposition reports were analyzed for discrepancies between 
the reported Information and what had been posted to the CCH system from the cus(odial 
receipt c~rd. Six key data elements were compared: 

card. 

• Court case number 

• Charges disposed 

• Final court action 

13The attachments to this report contain copies of the primary CCH forms, including the custodial fingerprint 
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• Date of final disposition 

• Type of sentence imposed 

• Term of sentence Imposed 

The data elements were compared using the different sources of Information. The results 
were grouped Into three categories: 

1. Elements tha t matched. In this group, the item was present on both the CCH system 
and the source document and, where there were multiple occurrences of ~n report 
Item (for example, two or more charges), all such occurrences matched. 

2. Elements that didn't match. Here, the Items did not match on the system and the 
source document. In cases of multiple occurrences of a data element, a discrepancy 
was coded if at least one of the data elements was discrepant (for example, one 
charge citation matched, another did noO, or "extra" Information appeared on CCH. 

3. Elements that were missing on CCH. This status indicates that at ieast one occur­
rence of an item did not appear on the CCH system, but was Indicated on the dis­
position report document (for example, the disposition report indicates two charges 
while CCH only indicates one). 

The results of these comparisons are presented In Table 7 and are graphically summarized in 
Figure C. 

Table 7: Comparison of data entered from custodial reports versus data contained in 
disposition reports 

Case 
Number 

Matching 70 
(20%) 

Discrepant 5 
(2%) 

Missing 274 
(78%) 

Total 279 
Problems 

Percent 
of All 
Records 

80% 

Charge 

238 
(68%) 

72 
(21%) 

38 
(11%) 

110 

32% 

Disposi­
tion 

258 
(74%) 

56 
(17%) 

34 
(10%) 

90 

27% 

Disp. 
Date 

9 
(3%) 

336 
(97%) 

3 
(1%) 

339 

97% 

Sentence 
Type 

237 
(68%) 

64 
(19%) 

46 
(13%) 

110 
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Sentence 
Term 

239 
(68%) 

62 
(18%) 

46 
(13%) 

108 

31% 
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Figure C. Dispositions Entered From Custodials: Comparison 
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Court Case Number 

In 274 of the 350 comparisons (78 percent) tile court case number was missing from tile 
CCH system. This high rate of missing information is not surprising since the current cus­
todial fingerprint card does not include a field for court case number. 

Of tile 75 Instances in which the court case number was Indicated on CCH. the number (or 
numbers) matched 70 times (93 percent) Five discrepancies between the report and the 
CCH entry were found. 14 

Charges Disposed of 

In 110 of the 350 cases audited (31 percent) some type of Inaccuracy was found between 
the charges the report indicated were disposed of and those already posted to the CCH 
database. There were 38 (109 percent) instances In which at least one charge was missing 
on CCH. In 72 other instances, discrepancies in charge Information were revealed. 

Final Court Action 

In 90 (26 percent) of the reports examined there was an inconsistency between the disposi­
tion on CCH and that Indicated on the report. In 56 reports the Inconsistency was a dis­
crepancy between CCH data and the data reported in the disposition examined. The other 
34 reports reflected data missing from the CCH system. 

Date of Disposition 

In 336 of the 350 record comparisons (97 percent) there was a discrepancy In the date (or 
dates) of disposition between the two documents. Since the custodial receipt card does not 
report the disposition date, BOI routinely posted the disposition date as one day prior to the 
custodial receipt for those cases that were entered from the custodial receipt card. There 
were only nine cases (3 percent) in which disposition da tes matched. 

Type of sentence Imposed 

In 110 reports (32 percent) examined there was an Indication of a disparity in the sentence 
type. In 46 Instances at least one sentence type was not included on CCH but appeared on 
the disposition report. A total of 64 reports Indicated data that did not agree with what was 
recorded on the CCH system. 

Term of Sentence Imposed 

In addition to discovering disparate sentence types In many of the reports, the audit team 
found approximately 32 percent of the reports to contain some type of Inconsistency In the 
sentence terms recorded. There were 46 instances (13 percent) In whict, least one sen-· 
tence term was miSSing on CCH. The other 62 inconsistencies found were discrepancies be­
tween the reported and recorded terms of sentences imposed. 

Summary 

The lack of complete da ta about courts' actions is probably the most problema tic aspect of 
DSP's practice of relying on the information contained in custodial receipt cards for final 
court disposition reports. The form used does not allow data input opera tors to report the 

14There wa~ one case In whlcl) tilE' dlSPO'iltlon dOl..ument dlil not (,orre~pond directly to the CCH diSposition 

segment - - this diSposition report dealt With an escape, but tilt? COl dispOsition segment mentioned only th~ charges on which 

the Individual was incarcerated -- so thL're was no basiS for clJnl~lan50n. 
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da te of final disposition or court case numbers. Furthermore. custodial Information by 
definition does not Include "non-conviction" Information or Information about sentences 
Imposed other than those Involving Incarcera tlon. Thus proba tion sentences. fines. and terms 
of court supervision are excluded from the custodial receipt cards. Also. multiple conviction 
charges are not easily recorded on the form because It provides for only two "confining of­
fenses" to be reported. finally, any Information regarding charges not flied by state's attor­
neys or charges dismissed In the final disposition Is excluded from the custodial report. 

The process, In addition to creating Incomplete records of final dispositions, also causes In­
accurate Information to be posted to the CCH system. Because the custodial forms do not 
allow data entry personnel to report the date of final court disposition, they must assign a 
random date In order to enter the dispositional Information. The result Is the creation of a 
disposition segment thCl t will be associated with an Inaccurate date of final court disposition 
In addition to often being Incomplete. Our examination revealed that 334 (95 percent) of the 
reports' disposition da.tes disagreed with those entered by DSP personnel Who posted the 
custodial receipt data to CCH. 

Overall, In only one Instance did all of the Information In the computer system match the In­
formation contained In the disposition report. The audit team recommends that the redesign­
ed CCH system Include modifications that allow for the entry of criminal history record Infor­
mation received out of chronological sequence. This modification. In turn, would and should 
eliminate the need to create partial disposition segments from custodial fingerprint card 
reports. 

Reports Indicating the Use of Aliases 

A total of 1,385 of the 11.660 dispOSitions examined (11.9 percent) were set aside because 
they contained alias names and/or dates of birth for the subject. These reports are 
processed routinely except that after entry they are flagged for further processing at DSP's 
Joliet facility. Thus except for this post-entry marking procedure, these reports are 
processed normally and are not problematic. 

Analysis 

A sample of 298 of these reports was audited to compare the Information on the report with 
the data entered onto the CCH system. The following data elements from the disposition 
report were examined: 

• Court case number 

• Charges disposed of 

• Type of final court action 

• Date of final court disposition 

• Typ'e of sentence imposed 

• Term of sentence Imposed 

Table 8 and Figure D present summary results of these examlna tions. 
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Table a: Comparison of data entered from reports Indicating aliases versus data con-
ta�ned in disposition reports 

Case 
Number 

Matching 258 
(87%) 

Discrepant 23 
(8%) 

Missing 17 
(5%) 

Total 40 
Problems 

Percent 
of All 13% 
Records 

Disposi- Disp. Sentence 
Charge tion Date Type 

268 271 272 263 
(90%) (91%) (91%) (88~) 

18 16 18 19 
(6%) (5%) (6%) (6%) 

12 11 8 16 
(4%) (4%) (3%) (5%) 

30 27 26 35 

10% 9% 9% 12% 
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Sentence 
Term 

215 
(72%) 

21 
(7%) 

62 
(21%) 

83 

28% 
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Court Case Number 

In most of the cases we examined (87 percent) tile court case number was entered as 
reported In the disposition. In 40 cases (13 percent), however, the number was either en­
tered Incorrectly or was not entered at all. 

Charges Disposed of 

In 90 percent of the cases audited, the charges reported dl'sposed of were entered correctly 
Into the CCH system. In 30 Instances (10 percent) discrepancies were found or charges 
were not entered. 

Type o'l Final Court Action 

The final court action was entered correctly In 91 percent of the Instances examined. Dis­
crepancies occurred In 16 (5 percent) of the reports In 11 cases (4 percent), at least one 
court action was omitted In data entry. 

Date of Final Court Disposition 

Again, our analysis revealed that in the vast majority of case~ (91 percent), tile date of final 
disposition was correctly entered from the disposition report. In only 6 percent (n= 18) of the 
transactions examined was a discrepancy found. 

Type of Sentence Imposed 

Our audit revealed a similar number of discrepancies (n= 19; 6 percent) In the type of sen­
tence entered by DSP personnel from the disposition reports. Five percent of the sentences 
were not entered at all from the reports. 

Term of Sentence Imposed 

A substantial number (21 percent) of sentence terms Indicated to have been Imposed In tile 
final court action were not entered into the system Dispositions of individual charges, In 
other words, were not posted to the database in these Instances. Additionally, 7 percent of 
the reports revealed discrepancies. 

Summary 

Our analysis of these disposition reports revealed that data was more likely to be omitted In 
entry rather than be entered incorrectly, although both occurrences were fairly Infrequent. 
Information about multiple or concurrent sentences was not consistently and completely en­
tered Into the CCH system. 

Furthermore, the efficiency of reprocessing reports at the Joliet facility simply to add alias 
Information to the CCH system is questionable. 

One method of data quality control mentioned in past audits can again be suggested as a 
means to help curb data entry inaccuracies. Key verification of data could be applied after 
the Initial entry of CCH information to ensure that data items were posted to the database 
correctly and completely from source documentation 
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CCH Processing Times 15 

The timeliness of Information posted to CCH hinges on two critical pOints. Initially, timeliness 
depends on the speed with which agencies report Information to DSP. The Uniform Disposi­
tion Reporting (UDR) legislation mentioned previously stipulates time frames for Information 
being reported to DSP, which are summarized as follows: 

• Law enforcement agencies must submit arrest fingerprint cards within 24 hours of arrest. 

• state's attorneys must submit Information about decisions to file charges (or not file 
charges) within 30 days of such action, 

• Court clerks must submit Information on fina.l dispositions and s0n'~enclng within 30 days. 

.. state prisons and county correctional facilities must submit a rnport indicating receipt of 
sentenced offenders within 30 days 0 receipt. 

Once Informa tlon Is received at DSP, timeliness Is a function of the amount of time DSP takes 
to enter this Information to CCH. Of course, DSP's ability to post such Information to CCH Is 
contingent upon the quality and completeness of Information It receives. In addition, as men­
tioned earlier In the audit, constraints of the current system require tl1o.t events be entered In 
a chronological order. 

While past audits have recognized these problems, no systematic analysis of processing 
times has been conducted to date. In the current audit, the cXGI.mlnation of disposition 
reports and the corresponding CCH records, While limited, did provide the opportunity to 
analyze various processing times. 

AnalysiS 

Our analysis, It should be noted, was not conducted with a sample of disposition reports that 
was representative of all those processed during a period of time. Rather, It focuses only on 
dispositions that were determined to be problematic. Our conclusions, therefore, should not 
be applied to the overall processing of CCH dispositions. 

Table 9 presents the processing times considered and summarizes the audit's findings. 

Date of Arrest to Date Arrest Entered Into CCH 

An analysis of 1,174 cases In which a determination was possible revealed that 74 percent 
of the arrests were posted to CCH within four weeks (28 days) of the date of arrest as 
reported on CCH. As Table 10 Indicates, approximately 13 percent of the arrests were 
posted within one week of occurrence while an additional 34 percent were posted between 
eight and 14 days after the date of arrest. Roughly 26 percent of the arrests In the sample 
were posted more than four weeks after the date of arrest. The average time from arrest to 

1 5The sample of rejected disposition reports used in these analyses IS not representative of all disposition 
reports processed by the Department of State Police. Our analyses were exploratory and descriptive in nature, and they 
focus exclusively on reports Identified by DSP as problematic. Particular attention should be paid to the number of valid cases 
In the sample of 1,198 problematic dispositions conSidered in Individual analyses. This section IS meant ~o describe the 
processing of problematic reports as opposed to all disposition reports. 
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entry on CCH was 16 days. 16 

Table 9: Summary of elapsed times analyzed from problematic reports 17 

Dates Examined 

Arrest 
to 
Arrest Entry 

Arrest 
to 
Disposition 

Arrest Entry 
to 
Disposition 

Disposition 
to 
Disposition Entry 

Disposition 
to 
Disposition Received 

Disposition Received 
to 
Disposition Entry 

DR 

CR 

DR 

CR 

DR 

CR 

Cases* Median 
(Days) 

1,198 16 

1,198 142 

1,198 207 

848 68 

350 28 

848 38 

350 19 

848 101 

350 5 

Range 
(Days) 

o to 3,667 

o to 3,902 

o to 2,610 

1 to 1,153 

-706 to 527 

o to 4,112 

o to 1104 

20 to 480 

-730 to 519 

Valid 
Cases 

1,174 

1,131 

631 

279 

345 

404 

194 

39 

194 

Pct. 

98% 

94% 

53% 

35% 

99% 

48% 

55% 

5% 

55% 

*Note: DR denotes instances in which disposition information was posted 
to the computer system from disposition reports. CR denotes 
the instances in which this information was entered into the 
computer system previously from custodial reports. 

16Throughout this section, the "rTll'dIiHI" processing time 1<; IISI'I! til report aVt'rage processing time. :n the case 

of these elapsed times, the skewed l1.1tl.:r(' of til€:' distrrbutll)n'; artllh'k11ly Inflate "mean" time. For a complete discussion of the 

appropriate uses of central tendency m('!,)surerllents, se" (H'I'P,W A. Fc)r9IJsOn'S Statistical Analysis in Psychology & 

Education. New York: Mdlraw+irll, 1"l'1tl, 

17The sarf,ple of mJf'L'!P,j rj,spc,sltlun rep"lrts used in these analyses is not representative of a/l disposition 

reports processed by the Department 1)1 State Police. Particular attention should be paid to the number of valid cases 

considered In individual analyses in the Interprf:'ta tion of findlr19s. 
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This anaiysis confirms the conclusion of previous audits that the processing of arrest fin­
gerprint cards generally is accomplished routinely and satisfactorily. Based on the cases 
examined here, It appears that law enforcement agencies generally are forwarding arrest In­
forma tlon to DSP In a timely manner and that DSP, In turn, Is posting this Information to CCH 
within an appropriate time frame. 

Date of Arrest to Date of Final Court Disposition 

In 1,131 cases the auditors were able to determine the criminal justice processing time, 
which Is the total number of days between arrest and final disposition of a case, These 
processing times reflect the wide variation inherent in the criminal justice system, Cases 
negotiated through plea bargaining, for instance, were often disposed of In a matter of days, 
while cases going to trial sometimes took years to reach final disposition, 

In terms of range, six cases were disposed of on the same day as the date of arrest. At the 
other extreme, one case took more than ten years (3,902 days) to dispose of, according to 
the arres~ da te recorded on CCH. 

The frequency distribution of criminal justice processing times, based on periods four weeks 
In length, is dispiayed graphically In Figure E. The distribution reveals that approximately 
one-third of arrests were disposed of within 12 weeks, Across the remainder of the period, 
the rate generally levels off. The average time between arrest and final disposition was 142 
days,i8 

Date Arrest Entered Into CCH to Date Final Court Disposition Entered 

In 631 cases the auditors were able to determine the time between the date on which the ar­
rest was entered on CCH and the date on which the final disposition was entered. Most of 
the cases for which this time could not be determined were those whose disposition was not 
entered on CCH, 

As with criminal justice processing time, the variation In time between entry of the arrest 
date and of the date of final disposition was wide. To a large extent, this too reflects the 
wide variation Inherent In criminal justice system processing. However, the length of time be­
tween entries would be expected to be somewhat greater since arrests are generally posted 
to CCH In a more timely manner than dispositions, 

Time between entry ranged from 0 days to over seven years (2,610 days). Dispositions In 
18 cases were posted to CCH on the same day as the arrest (0 days). 

The distribution of elapsed time between entry dates is Illustrated In Figure F.19 The time 
analysis Indicated that approximately 54 percent of the dispositions were entered within 32 
weeks after arrest entry. The frequency of cases In each four-week period, however, fluc­
tuated somewhat across the total period, After this point, the rate generally tapered off, The 

1 8 A total of 86 reports (8 percent) indica ted an elapsed time grea ter than 84 weeks. 
i9A total of 61 reports (10 percent) indicated an elapsed time greater than 84 weeks. 
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average time was 207 days.20 

The remainder of the processing time analyses focus only on post -arrest processing time. 
This period spans three key events: 1) the date of disposition, 2) the date on whicll tile dis­
position report was received at DSP, and 3) tile date on whicil the disposition was posted to 
CCH. While it is logical to assume that these events occurred sequentially, certain CCH 
policies confounded this sequential order. Specifically, in the cases examined here, the prac­
tice of entering disposition information from custodial receipt cards caused two problems: 

1. The custodial receipt cards from which dispositions were entered did not report the date 
of disposition. To accommodate this deficiency DSP created a fictitious disposition date, 
usually determined to be one day prior to the date of custodial receipt. This fictitious 
disposition date compromises the accuracy of processing time since it probably does not 
reflect the actual disposition da teo 

2. As discussed earlier In this report, tile entry of dispositional Information from custodial 
receipt cards was ostensibly conducted to reduce tile number of missing dispositions (or 
at least compensate for delinquent disposition reporting). However, such pOlicies upset 
the logical sequence of events. Because of this policy, the entry of a disposition to CCH 
may predate the official receipt of dlsposltlon~llnformation at DSP. 

Because of these factors, post -arrest processing times for cases In which dispositions were 
entered from custodial cards were considered separately In the rest of the processing time 
analyses. 

Table 10: Time elapsed between date of arrest and date arrest was entered into CCH 
system 

Time (weeks) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

More than 4 

Total 

Number of 
Reports 

149 

398 

210 

109 

308 

1,174 

Pct. Cum. Pct. 

12.7 % 12.7 .'<f 
I~ 

33·9 46.6 

17·9 64.5 

9·3 73.8 

26.2 100.C 

100.0 % 

20Whlle one might expect that time between the entry of arrests and the entry of corresponding frnal 

dispositions would parallel criminal justice prucesslng lime (time frum arrest to final entry), the time between entries would be 

expected to be somewhat longer for sE'veral masons. First, illinois law requires law enforcement agencies to submit arrest 

information to DSP within 24 hours of It't~elving It; court clerks, by contrast, are allowed 30 days to submit final dispositions. 

Second, the posting of arrests to CeH hdh 9,mf:rally been found tl) be less problematiC and more routine than the posting of 

dispoSitions. Although time between entry was (jetermined for only 61 7 cases, whereas criminal justice processing time was 

determined rn 1,131, a comparison of average times, resp8ctlvely 207 and 143 days, reinforces the idea that arrests are 

entered in a more timely fashion than dl!Jpositions. 
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Figure E. Elapsed Time Between Date of Arrest 

and Date of Final Court Disposition 
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• In over eighty percent of the reports 
elapsed time was one year or less. 
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Figure F. Elapsed Time Between Entry of Arrest and 

Entry of Final Disposition Into CCH System 

Number of Reports 
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• In over three-quarters of the reports 
elapsed time was one year or less. 
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Date of Final Court Disposition to Date Entered Into CCH 

Cases Entered From Disposition Reports 

TIle time between dispositions and entry was calculated for 279 cases. Cases where the 
time could not be determined were mostly those for Wllich a disposition was never entered, 
but some were cases in which at least one of the dates was missing or invalid. 

The average time between the date of final disposition and entry to CCH was 68 days, but 
this time ranged widely, from one day to over 3 years (1,153 days). As Table 11 Indicates, 
comparIng across periods four weeks In length, 34 percent were posted to CCH In the 
second period, or within 29 to 56 days of the occurrence. An additional 24 percent were 
posted within the next period. On the other hand, some 26 percent of these d.ispositlons 
were posted more U,an 16 weeks after the da te of final 'court disposition. 

Cases Entered From Custodial Receipt Cards 

Time to entry was determined from custodial receipt cards In 345 of the cases. In contrast 
to dispositions enterecl from disposition reports tIle entry time for these cases was generally 
less, averaging 28 days (compared to 68). 

An examination of tile range of times revealed five cases in which a disposition was entered 
before the date indicated on the disposition report, the earliest having been entered 706 
days before. 21 For those cases in Wllich entry of the disposition occurred after the reported 
date of disposition, the longest time was 527 days. As Table 11 indicates, the distribution of 
the entry processing time for these reports appears more "timely" than for cases entered 
from disposition reports. Approximately 51 percent had been entered within four weeks of 
the disposition. 

Date of Final Court Disposition to Date Received at DSP 

Cases Entered From Disposition Reports 

The amount of time that elapsed between the disposition and the receipt of dispositions at 
DSP was determined in 404 of the 848 cases. A large portion of the cases were ones in 
which the DSP receipt date was·not Indicated. In addition, several could not be determined 
because disposition da tes were missing or invalid. 

Based on these 404 cases, the average elapsed time between the date of final court dispOSi­
tion and the receipt of the report at DSP was 38 days. The range of this elapsed time was 
considerable. On one hand, seven dispositions were received at DSP on the same day on 
which they were reported to ha ve occurred. On the other hand, Ule time between disposition 
and receipt was more than 11 years (4,112 days) for one case, and more than one year In a 
total of 40 cases (10 percent). 

As Table 12 indicates, the greatest proportion of these cases, 40 percent, were received 
wit/,in four weeks of the disposition date Approximately 20 percent were received within an 
additional four-manit) period. However, 24 percent of these reports were received more 
than 16 weeks a fter tile date of disposition. 

21n,.v>,n [):;P··. flull,:" "I .'IlIHlnQ dl:iil(')~;i!lun~, ftnnl (ll',I,)(jl.ll rr'(Ulpt card,; II 15 plaUSible that thiS may have 

Col l:lIrr(~d. Ar,. illlhvloJ' •. 11 IlldV h'\\," tll't: f , n·l.'l7lvE'd by tilt' Illi,,,,,: (J']f;MlrnPtll of Corrections while other charges were pending, 

AI;;(') , tll(' Ij:l!,> of '11"'i'tI~;lll'lp 11 ,.IY 'loW': been Ineon ('Illy r", urded on the dls/Josition report. 
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Table 11: Time elapsed between date of final court disposition and date disposition was 
entered into CCH system 

Dispositions 
Entered From 
Disposition 
Reports 

Dispositions 
Entered From 
Custodial 
Reports 

Time (Weeks) 

Prior to 
Disposition 

0 4 
5 8 
9 12 

13 16 
More than 16 

Total 

Prior to 
Disposition 

0 4 
5 8 
9 - 12 

13 - 16 
More than 16 

Total 

Cases Entered From Custodial Receipt Cards 

No. Pct. Cum. Pct. 

0 0.0 % 0.0 % 
16 5.7 5·7 
94 33.7 39.4 
66 23.7 63.1 
31 11.1 74.2 
72 25.8 100.0 

279 

5 1.5 % 1.5% 
172 49.9 51. 4 
105 30.4 81.8 

48 13.9 95·7 
5 1.5 97.2 

10 2·9 100.0 

345 

Determination of the disposition receipt time was possible in 194 of the 350 cases entered 
from the custodial receipt card. As above, most of the cases In which a determination was 
prevented occurred because date of receipt at DSP was not Indicated. 

Based on these 194 cases, the average elapsed time between final court disposition and the 
receipt of the report at DSP was 19 days. Processing times ranged from 0 days, for seven 
cases received on the same date as the reported date of disposition, to 404 days after the 
date of the disposition for one case. 

As Indica ted in Table 12, the majority of these cases were received relatively early, 65 per­
cent within four weeks. An additional 18 percent of the cases were received within the next 
four-week period. Relatively few disposition reports were received after eight weeks from 
the reported disposition. However, 19 cases (10 percent) were received at DSP more than 
16 weeks after the date of disposition. 

Clear differences in processing time become evident L1pon comparing ttle disposition receipt 
time for cases entered from custodial receipt cards against those entered from disposition 
reports. Considering the average times and the distribution of these times overall, we noted 
an Interesting facet of the entry of dispositional information from custodial fingerprint cards. 
In addition to bypassing the computer system requirement that information be posted to the 
system in a chronological order, It may be argued that the entry of dispositional information 
from custodial reports, in effect, is faster than waiting for circuit clerks to report the 
disposition. 
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The analysis above Indicates, however, that the difference in average times Is relatively 
small. More to the point, the reprocessing of these reports in Joliet adds to the time It ul­
timately takes to post information to the system concerning these final court dispositions. 
Thus whether the entry of dispositional information from CUstodial reports takes more time 
than waiting to process the information directly frot.,.., the disposition report Is questionable. 
Unfortuna tely, given the current system's shortcomings, waiting for the disposition report 
means that the custodial report, if reported, cannot be processed until the disposition report 
has been entered into the computer system. 

Table 12: Time elapsed between date of final court dispOSition and date disposition was 
received at DSP 

Time (Weeks) 

Dispositions 
Entered From 
Disposition 
Reports 

Dispositions 
Entered From 
Custodial 
Reports 

0 4 
5 8 
9 12 

13 - 16 
More than 16 

Total 

0 4 
5 8 
9 12 

13 16 
More than 16 

Total 

Date Disposition Received to Date Entered Into CCH 

Cases Entered From Disposition Reports 

No. Pct. Cum. Pct. 

162 40.1 % 1-10.1 % 
82 20.3 60.4 
42 10.4 70.8 
21 5.2 76.0 
97 24.0 100.0 

404 

126 64.9 % 64.9 % 
35 18.0 82.9 
9 4.6 87.5 
5 2.6 90.1 

19 9.8 100.0 

194 

For cases entered from disposition reports, a determination of processing time between the 
day DSP received a disposition report and the day that report had been entered to CCH was 
limited to 39 cases. Cases in which a determination could not be made were many, due to 
the following causes: 1) the disposition was one of those not entered on CCH, and/or 2) the 
DSP receipt date was not indica ted. 

Based on these 39 cases the average time from receipt to entry was 101 days. The time to 
entry ranged from 20 to 480 days. 

As Table 13 demonstrates, the largest portion of these dispositions (46 percent, or 18 
cases) were entered at least 16 weeks after ttley had been received, Comparisons across 
the preceding four four-week periods are of limited value due to the small number of cases. 
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Cases Entered From Custodial Receipt Cards 

The audit team was abie to determine "time to entry" for 194 cases in which dispositions 
were entered from custodial cards. Missing cases were mostly attributable to missing dates 
of receipt 

For cases entered from custodial receipt cards, "time to entry" takes on a different meaning 
because of the method by which these cases were processed. 

Because these dispositions were entered from custodial receipt cards, It was possible that a 
disposition was entered to CCH before the actual disposition report was received at DSP. 
Cases in which the entry of a disposition predates the date of receipt are expressed as 
negative numbers. For instance, "time to entry" for a case that was posted seven days 
before the receipt of the disposition at DSP wouid be -7. 

Ra ther than measuring DSP's speed in entering dispositions, as Is the case with typical dis­
position entries, "time to entry" in this case provides an estimate of the degree to which 
these disposition entries predate or postdate the receipt of disposition reports. 

The average "time to entry" for these cases was five days. However, the range of these 
times indicates that In 43 percent of the 194 cases the date of disposition entry predates the 
date the disposition was received. In 57 percent of the cases, the date of disposition entry 
postda tes the date of receipt. (In one case these da tes were the same.) 

Table 13 also presents the distribution of the "times to entry" for predated and postdated 
entries, based on periods four weeks in length. As the table indicates, for a large portion of 
the cases the entry date either preda ted or postdated the date of receipt by four weeks or 
less (29 percent and 32 percent, respectively). In addition, approximately 16 percent of the 
dispositions were entered in the second four-week period after receipt (or within 29 to 56 
days). 

Generally, this analysis Indica tes that the entry of dispOSitions from custodial cards resulted 
In a "more timely" entry of disposition information than wouid have occurred had DSP waited 
for receipt of dispOSition reports. This was true of the 43 percent of the cases (n=84) that 
were entered before the receipt of disposition reports. 

However, the fact that the entry date postdated the date of receipt in 57 percent of the 
cases (n= 109) reveals that DSP had posted the disposition information from custodial cards 
after having received disposition reports. The audit found that the entry of disposition infor­
mation from custodial cards is severely limited in its utility. 

Summary 

Analyzing processing times in the various categories of problematic dispositions helped the 
audit team assess the effect of deficiencies in reporting practices, constraints of the current 
CCH system and certain DSP poliCies on the timeliness of disposition entry to the system. 

While the audit's primary focus was court disposition reporting, the available data also 
provided an opportunity to analyze arrest processing time data. 

These analyses revealed tha t arrest processing Is generally accomplished within an accept­
able time frame. The majority of arrests (74 percent) were posted to the CCH database 
within 28 days of the date of arrest. 
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With respect to disposition reporting, cases entered from disposition reports took an 
average (median) time of 68 days bet'lv'een the date of final disposition and the entry of the 
disposition to CCH. For cases entered from custodial receipt careJs tile time was 28 days. 

The average time between the date of final disposition and tho date the disposition was 
received at DSP was 38 days for those cases entered from the disposition reports and 19 
days for those entered from custodial receipt cards 

The average time between the date of receipt and the entry of tile disposition on CCH was 
101 days for cases entered from disposition reports and five days for those cases entered 
from custodial receipt cards. 

OLir analyses revealed that. on the whole, the disposition reports eliel not arrive at DSP very 
long after the dispositions had been entered. Indeed, some dispositions had been received at 
DSP before the entry of the dispositional information from the custodial receipt card. 

For several reasons, tile overall efficiency of this entry process Is called Into question by 
this audit's findings First of all, the actual date of final court disposition Is not available on 
the custodial reports for data input personnel to post to the computer system. This date Is 
created to allow entry Likewise, "non-conviction" Infoimation ane! dispositional Information 
not related to a term of imprisonment reportable on the custodial form Is, by definition, 
missed. If and when DSP personnel in Springfield receive the court's disposition report for 
proceSSing, they set it aSide for forwarding to Joliet and reprocessi:1£) at ttlat facility. 
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Table 13: Time elapsed between date final court disposition was received at DSP and 
date it was entered into CCH system 

Dispositions 
Entered From 
Disposition 
Reports 

Dispositions 
Entered From 
Custodial 
Reports 

Time (Weeks) No. Pct. 

Prior to 
Disposition 0 0.0 % 

0 4 3 7·7 
5 8 8 20·5 
9 - 12 5 12.8 

13 - 16 5 12.8 
More than 16 18 46.2 

Total 39 

Predates 
Disposition 

More than 16 13 6.7% 
13 - 16 6 3.1 
12 9 1 0·5 

8 5 8 4.1 
4 - 0 56 28.9 

Postdates 
Disposition 

0 - 4 63 32·5 
5 8 32 16.5 
0 - 12 14 7.0 

13 - 16 0 0.0 
More than 16 1 0.5 

Total 194 
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Cum. Pct. 

0.0 % 
7.7 

28.2 
41. 0 
53.8 

100.0 

6.7 % 
9.8 

10.3 
14.4 
43.3 

75.8 
92.3 
99·3 
99.3 

100.0 
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Significance of Audit 

The 1985-1986 audit of the CCH system focused on the reporting and processing of 
problematic disposition reports. The audit team drew a stratified sample of 1,198 reports 
from the 11,660 that were problematic. Key dates In the processing of these cases were 
analyzed to determine tile processing times of all relevant events from 'arrest to the posting 
of final dispositions. 

Our audit documented several Important findings: 

• The current eCI-! system is not equipped to handle the variety of disposition outcomes en­
countered In routine criminal Justice processing. In Instances where more than one disposi­
tion results from a given charge or set of charges, CCH cannot adequately capture the 
second or subsequent disposition. The method used by DSP to modify the initial disposition 
to include information about the second or subsequent disposition Is not satisfactory be­
cause such dispositions are not easily Interpretable by criminal justice personnel and con­
sequently inhibit effective decision making. 

DSP identified two types of problema tic dispositions: 1) those dispositions referring to 
second dispositions, such as the revoking of probation and sentencing to prison, and 2) 
those wlttlin a more specific ca tegory referring to dismissal after court supervision or cer­
tain types of probation used for serious drug offenders. 

• The current CCH system does not allow for the entry of criminal history record information 
rela ting to more than eight charges. DSP developed a procedure for handling this computer 
design shortcoming, but It does not appear to be Implemented In a uniform or consistent 
manner. In some cases In which there was Information In the report dealing with more than 
eight charges, no disposition Information was entered to CCH. Sometimes charges were 
omitted from entry. In still other cases, DSP created additional segments to capture the 
extra charge information. These methods Inflate the number of arrests and missing dis­
positions on the CCH system and therefore compromise the utility of CCH as a declslon­
making tool. 

• In situa tions where tl1e disposition report Indica ted an arrest date that did not match the ar­
rest date Indica ted on the corresponding CCH arrest segment, the report was not entered 
to CCH. There appeared to be no rationale for blocking the entry of these evel1ts, since 
DSP routinely enters dIsposition inform a tion from disposition reports In which no arrest 
date Is Indicated. Furtllermore, based on information indicated on the disposition reports 
(the court case number and charge citations) It was evident that the dispositions could 
have been linked reliably to the arrest segment. 

• The policy of entering tile available dispositional Information from the custodial fingerprint 
cards. rather than from tile disposition report itself. resulted in inaccurate and Incomplete 
dispositional information being posted to CCH. Again. ttlis policy compromises the utility of 
CCH as a decision-making tool. 

fJ Disposition reports forwarded from Springfield to Joliet In order to enter alias name or date 
of birth were generally not p'·oblematlc. An examination of data elements on the disposi­
tion reports indicated that tl1ey generally matched the corresponding Information on CCH. 
However, in approximately one-fIfth of the CCH entries the information about sentence 
type and sentence term did not fully reflect what the disposition report Indicated. 
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• An analysis of processing time confirmed findings of previous audits tI,at arrest Information 
Is generally reported to DSP In a timely manner and that DSP, In turn, Is posting this Infor­
mation to CCH within a relatively short time period, on average. On tile otl,er hand, the 
processing of dispositional Information Is more problematic. A conslderablo number of dis­
position reports are missing. Tile findings of tills and previous audits demonstrate that 
deficiencies In processing of dispositional Information are further aggravated by the 110n­
uniformity of manual dispOSition reporting In illinois, and that certain sys'lematlc constraints 
of the current CCH system act to delay the timely proceSSing of disposition Information at 
DSP. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

Finding Number 1 

The category of problema tic dispositions dealing with second or subsequent dispositions In a 
particular case accounted for 4,638, or 40 percent, of the 11,660 reports examined In this 
audit. As past audits of the CCH system have repeatedly Indicated, the current system does 
not aliow for the entry of these kinds of reports to the computer system. Information about 
an offender's performance on court supervision or probation Is a vital part of his criminal his­
tory record. Revocation of these terms of supervision, moreover, should be part of a sub­
Ject's state rap sheet. 

Recommendation Number 1 

The Department of state Police's redesigned CCH system should Include modifications that 
permit the entry of multiple dispositions of arrest charges. 

Finding Number 2 

The current CCH system design does not aliow for Information to be posted to the database 
for more than eight cllarges. 

Recommendation Number 2 

DSP's redesigned CCH system should Include modifications that will allow far more than eight 
charges and their dispositions to be entered Into the database. 

Finding Number :~ 

In mder to record more than eight arrest charges on the CCH system. data Input personnel at 
DSP sometimes create additional arrest segments on the system. There are approximately 
12.000 records on the CCH system containing such arrest segments. These segments, In ef­
fect. artificially Infla te the number of arrests on the system, as well as the number of missing 
dispositions. 

Recommendation Number 3 

DSP's redesign of the CCH system should include revision of the records containing these ar­
tificial arrest segments to accurately and completely reflect the number of arrests and 
charges Involved. 

Finding Number 4 

Disposition report forms currently used by the Circuit Court Clerl< of Cook County do not 
contain data fields for reporting the arrest document control number or the arrest date for 
the case being disposed of. The forms also do not include fields for other data elements 
such as the Chicago Police Department's Individual record (IR) number and DSP state Iden­
tification number (SID) Even though these data elements are critical for tracking court cases 
and offenders through the cmninal justice system. they must be hand-written Into the mar­
gins of the Cook County circuit clerk forms. 
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Recommendation Number 4 

The Authority recommends that the Cook County Circuit Court Clerk's "Notification of Felony 
Conviction" reporting form be revised to allow HIe clerf<s to easily record the arrest docu­
ment control number and personal Identification numbers used by the State Police and the 
Chicago Police Department. 

Finding Number 5 

A substantial number of dispositions are posted to the CCH system from custDdial fingerprint 
card submissions. This reporting form does not, In Its current format, allow DSP to report the 
date of final court disposition or court case numbers. Furthermore, these submissions auto­
ma tlcally exclude any dispositional information not related to the conviction and term of in­
carceration. Thus "non-conviction" dispositional Information Is not included In these partial 
disposition reports. When these submissions are relied upon to create as-yet unrecorded 
disposition segments, moreover, an unknown date of final court disposition Is posted to the 
system, so that the correctional transaction can also be entered Into the CCH database. 

Recommendation Number 5 

The procedure of entering disposition segments Into the CCH database from custodial 
reports Is followed to accommodate a CCH system design constraint identified in previous 
audits. The Authority recommends that DSP's redesigned CCH system Include modifications 
that allo criminal history record Information to be posted to the system out of chronological 
sequence. It should be possible to post custodial transactions to the system without needing 
to create the preceeding criminal justice transactions that have yet to be reported. 

Finding Number 6 

Disposition data entry, for the most part, appears to be fairly complete and accurate. The 
timeliness of arrest card processing is not problematic. However, given the current organiza­
tional distribution of data processing between the Joliet and Springfield facilities, the timeli­
ness of disposition processing is questionable. For certain disposition reports requiring 
verification against a subject's physical record file in Joliet before processing, this situation 
prevents timely posting of criminal history record Information to the CCH database. 

Recommendation Number 6 

Sufficient resources should be made available to DSP tha t permit all CCH -rela ted processing 
of reported criminal history record information to occur at the Joliet facility, where source 
documentation Is readily available. 
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James B. Zagel 
Director 

Christian R. Maerz 
Assistant Director 

State of Illinois 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE POLICE 
Office of the Director 

Septomber 11, 1986 

Mr. William Gould, Chairman 
Illinois Criminal ,Justice Information 

Authority 
120 South Riverside Plaza 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 

Dear Mr. Gould: 

The Department of State Police has reviewed the Annual Audit Report for 
1985-1986: Court Disposition Reporting and Processing. Efforts are now underway 
to resolve rnany of the issues and recommendations which this report has raised. 

The Department of State Police remains committed to improving the 
accuracy, completeness, and timeliness of crirninal history record information 
which we collect, store and disseminate. While significant improvements have 
been made over the last several years, this audit will assist in focusing our 
attention for future program improvements. 

JBZ:rn 

Very truly yours,; 
') ry 

~b~~ 
Jarnes B. Zagel 

Director 

CHAIRMAN 

103 Armory Building - Springfield, l!linois 62706 
(217) 782-7263 

st.? 22 1986 
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Cook County Circuit Clerk Disposition Reporting Form 

Arrest Document No, •. , .............. :, .... . 

MORGAN M. FINLEY. CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY 
NOtIFICATION OF FELONY FINAL DISPOSITION 

MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT MUNICIPAL UlSTHICT 

(.'('Mll.) I 7 
Hevl.o;cd 7-79 

DEFENDANrs NAME: .', AKA ..•..•.•.••....•...••••.•.•.•.•.. 

Last Known Address:· 

OIL No .•••.•..•••••••. ~ •••••••••• Arresting Agency: 

State 

Date of Birth: ••• \:3 .. ~.;:;.--: . .5. S ...... Place o( Birth ..... ~~ .•.••.•• 
-"""'<; 

~!!J Female 

RACE: e) Chinese Mexican Puerto Rican Negro Indian Japanese ••.•.•••.•..•• 

SEX: 

I CONVICTION INFORMATION 

Dale: .... q Ji I £. ... ?-:- .... Judge: .lndictment,W5. <g.';< .. 1::. :s.~ ~ \s:Z 

@,) FINDING VERDICT 
-.--.... 
GUILTY _ I NOT GUILTY SOL NOLLE PROS DEATH SUGGESTED-CAUSE ABATED 

CONVICTED UNDER Olap . ..:44 ~(..Sec.1.~.Q. ~ Par .. b) .. CHARGE .. :? .'. (:.., ... S ..... , ....... . 
SENTENCE: 

:; DEATH Execution Date: ••..•....•...••..••.••....•..•..•••.•.•.•...• , ......••....•.••.•••...• a 
lmprisorunent To State Dept. of COlT. for •••••.••.•••. yrs to ••••••.•.•••• yrs. Plus .. , ••• , •..•.• P~role 

PER IMPRM .••• : ••••• Yrs. Prob. and 1st : ......•.•..........••...•....•....•••••••••.•••. in Cty. 
-'tr Department Correction· Under Work Release Program 

v,PROBATION.3.0 ~~.1st ...................... " ......•.. ~.:::-. •....•.....•. In Cty. Dept. COlT. r :s C·G] ...,.. ~ ..L ~ """T"T"'\ -.,.. ltxbze ~ ~ ~ • 

CONVICTED UNDER Olap .••••••• Sec •••.•••• Par •••...•.• CHARGE ........•.....•.. , •••...•.•.•• 
'" SENTENCE: 
'c 8 DEATH Execution Date: •••.•.•••••.•.•••..••.•••••.•..•••••••..•••...•••••....•••..•.••.••••• 

lmprisorunent To 5bte Dept. of COlT. for •••••.••••.•• yrs to •.......•...• yrs. Plus ..••.•••••..• Parole 

PER lMPRM •.•••.•.•• Yrs. frob. and lst ....•......................•..................... In Cty. 
I Department Correction· Under Work Release Program .. / . 

PROBATION .••..•.•..... Yrs. 1st ..••.•...•• , ...•.•..•..•.......... , ...... '':r • m Cty. Dept. Corr. 
-. .. , 

"I ..:: 1..") ~ ; ;.;:;; CONVICTED UNDER OUp ........ Sec ........ Par ...•...•• CHARGE .••.••...•. ~~ . ~':r:, I •••••• ........; •• 
, ~. -- ~ 67 .... SENTENCE: . ."':/ ;::::' !:fl .....: 

C ;~I C.-"· __ z~ 8 DEA Til Execution Dale: ••••..•.••..•••••.••••.••....•••...........•.•.•. !:1' ,1-:::.: .. U1 • • 's--:-",; .•• 
.. r, !:: ~ rr--

lmprisorunent To Slate Dept. of COlT. for ....••...•••• yrs to •.••..•...•.. yrs. PiuS' ~.if!.\ •. --:-•••• ~~role 
r:J 'l,; C;~ .. : 

...,. , - ') 
PER IMPRM ., .••••••• Yrs. Prob. and 1st .•....•....•...•••...............•.....•.. @ .. :-:'111 Cly. 

Dt-partmcnt Corrcctlon· Under Work Rele3Sc Progr:lm 
PROBATION .......•....• y,.,. 1st ....•.........•.••..••............... , ....... ill Cly. Depl. Corr. 

CONVICTED UNDER Clup .••••••. Sec •••••••• Par ••••••••• CHARGE ..••...••....••.•.•...•..•.•.• 
...,. SENTENCE: 

g DEATH Execution Dale: •.•••.•..••.••••••.•••.•••.•.•..••••••.••.•.....•..••..•. " ....•..•.•• 
u 

lmprisoruncnl To State ,Dept. of Corr. (or ••••••••••••. yrs to •••••••..•.•• yrs. Plus ...•...•.••.. rarole 

PER L\IPRM .•..••.. ' •. YI'S. Prob. and lsi ••••.••..•.....•.•.......••...•..•.••.••..•....•• in Cly. 
Department Correction· Under Work Release Prograln 

PROBATION •.••.•••• " ••• Yrs. 1st ••••••• '" ••••••.•••••••••••••••.......•..... in Cly. Dept. Corr. 

CONC WITH ••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••• CONSEC WITII ..•.•.•••...•••.•.....•••••.•.••. 
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401 
Mandatory Release Revoked 41? __ 

Absconded ---
Pilrdoned 416 ---Adm Inlstranve D Ischarqe 402 ---
P aro led 41,' ---I 

Cert of Re'ief 40'1 __ 

Parole Revoked 418 ---Comrnlted SUIi:lde 404 __ 
Probat.on 419 __ 

Comrnutatlon Pr.or 405 __ 
Sen tence ResCinded Probdtlon Revoked 420 ---

I 
Conditional Reledse 406 --- ~lele,Hed by Court Order 422 ---
ConditIonal Rel~.:" Revoked 407 --- R~lea5ed,E 'PlratIO'! 428 __ 

of Minimum Time 
I 

Deceased 40R __ 
ReleaseJ on Appeal BonJ 4.?3 ---

Discharged train C, Inllna I 
409 Just.ce System --- Sentence Commuted 424 ---I 

Escap~d 410 --- Work F urtough 425 __ 

Executed 411 --- WIJrk Furlough Rel/cked 426 __ I 
Furlouyherl 412 --- Transferred 421 __ 

Furlough Revoked 413 --- Accepted Parote JUrlsd.ctlon 429 __ 

Mandatory R~teast' 414 __ A ccep ted Probation JUllsd,ct.on 430 __ I 
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ILLINOIS UNIFORM DISPOSITION REPORTING LAW 

PUBLIC ACT 83-752 

An Act to amend Section 2.1 of "An Act in relation to criminal identifica­
tion and investigation", approved July 2, 1931, as amended. 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of illinois, represented in the 
!General Assembly: 

SectIon 1. Section 2.1 of "An Act in relation to criminal identification and 
investigation", approved July 2, 1931, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

(Ch. 38, par. 206-2.1) 

Sec. 2.1. For the purpose of maintaining complete and accurate criminal 

records of the Department of Law Enforcement, it is necessary for all policing 

bodies of this State, the clerk of the circuit court, the lllinois Department of 

Corrections, the sheriff of each county, and State's Attorney of each county to 

submit certain criminal arrest, charge, and disposition information to the 

Department for filing at the earliest time possible. Unless otherwise noted 

herein, it shall be the duty of ,ill policing bodies of this State, the clerk of the 

circuit court, the illinois Department of Corrections, the sheriff of each county, 

and the State's Attorney of each county to report such information as provided 

in this section, both in the form and manner approved by the illinois Criminal 

Justice Information Authority and within 30 days of the criminal history event. 

Specifically: 

(a) Arrest Information. All agencies making arrests for offenses which 

are required by statute to be collected, maintained or disseminated by the 

Department of Law Enforcement shall be responsible for furnishing daily to the 

Department fingerprints, charges and descriptions of all persons who are arrested 

for such offenses. All such agencies shall also notify the Department of all 
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decisions not to refer such arrests for prosecution. An agency making such 

arrests may enter into arrangements with other agencies for the purpose of 

furnishing daily such fingerprints, charges and descriptions to the Department 

upon its behalf. 

(b) Charge Information. The State's Attorney of each county shall notify 

the Department of all charges filed, including all those added subsequent to the 

filing of a criminal court case, and whether charges were not filed in criminal 

ca'3es for which the Department has a record of an arrest. 

(c) Disposition Information. The clerk of the circuit court of each coun­

ty shall furnish the Department, in the form and manner required by the 

Supreme Court, with all final dispositions of criminal. cases for which the 

Department has a record of an arrest or a record of fingerprints repol'ted pur­

suant to p,aragraph (d) of this Section. Such information shall include, for each 

charge, all (1) judgments of not guilty, judgments of guilty including the sen­

tence pronounced by the court, discharges and dismissals in the trial court; (2) 

reviewing court orders filed with the clerk of the circuit court which reverse or 

remand a reported conviction or vacate or modify a sentence; (3) continuances 

to a date certain in furtherance of an order of supervision granted under section 

5-6-1 of the Unified Code of Corrections or an order of probation granted under 

ei ther section 10 of the Cannabis Control Act or section 410 of the lllinois Con­

trolled Substances Act; and (4) judgments terminating or revoking a sentence to 

probation, supervision or conditional discharge and any resentencing after such 

revocation. 



(d) FIngerprints after Sentencing. (1) After the court pronounces sentence, 

including an order of supervision or an order of probation granted under either 

section 10 of the Cannabis Control Act or section 410 of the lllinois Controlled 

Substances Act, for any offense which is required by statute to be collected, 

maintained, or disseminated by the Department of Law Enforcement, the state's 

Attorney shall ask the court to order a law enforcement agency to finge~p.rint 

immediately all persons appearing before the court who have not previously been 

fingerprinted for the same case. The court shall so order the requested fin­

gerprinting, if it determines that any so sentenced person has not previously 

been fingerprinted for the same case. The law enforcement agency shall submit 

such fingerprints to the Department daily. 

(2) After the court pronounces sentence for any offense which is not 

required by statute to be collected, maintained, or disseminated by the Depart­

ment of Law Enforcement, the prosecuting attorney may ask the court to order 

a law enforlt!ement agency to fingerprint immediately all persons appearing 

before the court who have not previously been fingerprinted for the same case. 

The COlJrt may so order the requested fingerprinting, if it determines that any 

so sentenced person has not previously been fingerprinted for the same case. 

The law enforcement agency may retain such fingerprints in its files. 

(e) Corrections Information. The illinois Department of Corrections and 

the sheriff of each county shall furnish the Department with all information 

concerning the receipt, escape, execution, death, release, pardon, parole, com­

mutation of sentence, granting of executive clemency, or discharge of an in­

dividual who has been sentenced to the agency's custody for any offenses which 

are mandated by statute to be collected; maintained or disseminated by the 
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Department of Law Enforcement. For an individual who has been charged with 

any such offenses and who escapes from custody or dies while in custody, all 

informa tion concerning the receipt and escape or desth, whichever is ap­

propriate, shall also be so furnished to the Department. 

APPROVED 

v of ~w-, 19~ A.D. 
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