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Foreword

The quality and availability of the
Nation’s criminal history records
is the focus of the Survey of
Criminal History Information
Systems, 1992, This report
provides a snapshot of conditions
as of December 31, 1992.

While the survey is a follow-up
to a similar data quality survey
conducted in 1990, the data
contained in this report stands on
its own in providing readers with
a comprehensive review of the
status of criminal history records
maintained by State criminal
history repositories. All 50
States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands
participated in the survey.

Findings of the survey are
presented in a series of tables and
summary highlights. The Bureau
of Justice Statistics (BJS) hopes
that the report will be useful to
State criminal history repository
administrators, criminal justice
practitioners and policymakers on
all levels of government. BJS
gratefully acknowledges the
continuing contributions of each
of the State criminal history
repository administrators who
provided data for this survey.

Lawrence A. Greenfeld
Acting Director
Bureau of Justice Statistics
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Highlights

Note to Readers: This is
a report of the results of
the 1992 Follow -up Data
Quality Survey of State
criminal history
repositories. Data from
earlier surveys are also
reported in the tables that
follow. Caution should
be used in drawing
comparisons between the
resuits of earlier surveys
and the survey reported
here. Since the last
national data quality
survey, the U.S. Justice
Department has
implemented assistance
programs dedicated to
improving criminal
history records. As a
result, States have been
able to focus new
resources on the
condition of their records
and in many cases,
simply know more about
their records today than
in the past. A number of
State repositories have
also suffered fiscal
cutbacks and have had to
shift priorities away from
certain criminal history
information management
tasks. For these and other
1easons, comparisons
between the data sets
may not be as accurate a
reflection of the Nation’s
criminal history records
as the current data
standing alone.

Major findings

Level of automation of master
name indexes and criminal
history files

Overview of State criminal
history record systems, 1992
(Table 1):

= Forty-eight States, the District
of Columbia and Puerto Rico
have automated at least some
records in either the criminal
history record file or the master
name index.

» Fifteen States (Alabama,
Colorado, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, Michigan, Montana,
Nevada, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, Texas, Utah,
Washington, Wyoming) and
Puerto Rico have fully automated
criminal history files and master
name indexes.

+ Thirty-nine States and Puerto
Rico have fully automated master
name indexes. Eleven States and
the District of Columbia do not
have fully automated master
name indexes. The Virgin Islands
does not maintain a master name
index.

» Four States (Maine, New
Mexico, Vermont, West Virginia)
and the Virgin Islands have no
automated criminal history files.

« Two jurisdictions, West
Virginia and the Virgin Islands,
have no automated criminal
history information, either a
master name index or criminal
history files.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992

Automation of master name index
and criminal history file, 1992
(Table 4):

» Of those States maintaining
partially automated criminal
history files, when an offender
with a prior manual record is
arrested, the manual record is
subsequently automated in 29
States. In four States (Delaware,
Hawaii, Maryland, Minnesota)
and the District of Columbia,
only the new arrest information is
autornated.

Level of disposition reporting

Overview of State criminal
history record systems, 1992
(Table 1):

» Eleven States (Alaska,
Connecticut, lowa, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Jersey,
North Carolina, North Dakota,
South Carolina, Vermont,
Wyoming), representing
approximately 13% of the
Nation’s population (based on 53
jurisdictions) and 14% of the
Nation’s criminal history records,
report that 80% or more arrests
within the past five years in the
criminal history database have
final dispositions recorded.

» A total of 18 jurisdictions,
representing approximately 41%
of the Nation’s population and
40% of the Nation’s criminal
history records, report that 70%
or more arrests within the past
five years in the criminal history
database have final dispositions
recorded.

Highlights « Page 1




s A total of 23 jurisdictions,
representing approximately 51%
of the Nation’s population and
46% of the Nation’s criminal
history records, report that 60%
or more arrests within the past
five years in the criminal history
database have final dispositions
recorded.

» Overall, the figures are lower
when arrests older than five years
are considered. Nine States
(Alaska, Hawaii, Iowa, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Jersey,
North Carolina, Vermont,
Virginia) report that 80% or more
arrests in the entire criminal
history database have final
dispositions recorded. A total of
16 jurisdictions report that 70%
or more arrests in the entire
criminal history database have
final dispositions. A total of 19
jurisdictions report 60% or more
arrests in the entire criminal
history database have final
dispositions.

Number of final dispositions
reported to State criminal history
repository, 1992 (Table 3):

» The 33 jurisdictions providing
data on the number of final
dispositions reported to their
criminal history repositories
indicated that over 4.7 million
final dispositions were reported
in 1992. The responding States
and the District of Columbia
represent approximately 69% of
the Nation’s population.
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Level of felony flagging

Overview of State criminal
history record systems, 1992
(Table 1):

« Thirty States, the District of
Columbia and Puerto Rico
currently flag some or all felony
convictions in their criminal
history databases.

+ An additional 14 States collect
sufficient data to flag at least
some previously unflagged felony
convictions.

Timeliness of trial court
disposition data

Average number of days to
process disposition data
submitted to State criminal
history repository, 1992 (Table
13):

» The average number of days
between the final court
dispositions and receipt of that
information by the State criminal
history repositories is 43, ranging
from less than one day in North
Carolina to 180 days in
Pennsylvania. The majority of
States receive the data between
20 to 60 days.

» The average number of days
between receipt of final trial court
dispositions and entry of
disposition data into the criminal
history databases is 26, ranging
from 0 in States where
dispositions are entered either
directly by the courts or by tape
(eight States) to 365 in
Minnesota. The majority of States
enter the data in 10 days or less.

+ Twenty-nine States and the
District of Columbia indicate that
they have backlogs in entering
disposition data into the criminal
history database.

Participation in the Interstate
Identification Index (III)

State participation in the
Interstate Identification Index
(IIT), 1992 (Table 21):

» As of December 31, 1992, 24
States (Alaska, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware,
Florida, Georgia, Idaho,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Montana, New Jersey, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
Texas, Utah, Virginia,
Washington, Wyoming) reported
that they currently participate
(contribute arrest information to
be used in the Index) in the
Interstate Identification Index
(I1I). The remaining 26 States, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands did not
participate. The State of Illinois,
however, has become a
participant as of August 8, 1993,
Since the tables reflect 1992 data,
Illinois was not included; as of
this date, however, the total
participating States, including
Iltinois, is 25. The 25 States
include the 12 largest States in
the Nation and as a whole
account for 71% of the Nation’s
population.

* Among the 24 participating
States in 1992, an average of 65%
of their criminal history files are
available to I1I, ranging from
22% in Alaska to 100% in six
States (Colorado, Florida, Idaho,
Utah, Washington, Wyoming).
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« Among the 29 nonparticipating
jurisdictions in 1992, 28 indicated
plans to participate in III within
five years. The Virgin Islands’
projected participation date is
unknown at this time.

» The most frequently cited
reason for not participating in III
is “insufficient resources to
convert records/system,” which
15 jurisdictions cite.

« Ten States and the District of
Columbia do not presently meet
I1I standards.

« Seven States report that they
have “too few automated
records” to participate.

» Six States report incompatible

software or hardware as reasons

underlying their current inability
to participate in I

« Other reasons cited for
nonparticipation include
“legal/policy considerations”
(three States); “incompatible
record formats” (one State); and
“lack of personnel resources”
(one State),

Presale criminal history record
checks on potential firearm
purchasers

Procedures for presale criminal
history record checks on
potential firearm purchasers,
1992 (Table 22);

« Seventeen States (California,
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Illinois, Indiana, Maine,
Massachusetts, Nebraska, New
Jersey, New York, North
Carolina, Oregon, Rhode Island,
South Carolina, Virginia,
Wisconsin), the District of
Columbia and the Virgin Islands

report that they currently conduct
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records checks of their State
criminal history repository in
connection with the sale of
firearms.

« Ten States require criminal
history records checks on
purchasers for all firearms. Five
States require checks for handgun
purchases only; two States
require checks for handguns and
other specially designated
firearms; and Delaware and the
District of Columbia require
checks for other designated
categories.

« The number of presale checks
for firearms conducted in 1992
ranged from 300 in the Virgin
Islands to 630,000 in California.

s All States conducting records
checks examine State criminal
history repository records. In
addition, three States (California,
New York, North Carolina) and
the District of Columbia also
check FBI Identification Division
records. Seven States augment
their records checks by alse
checking III, and 11 States check
NCIC hot files. California checks
other databases containing
information relating to the
noncriminal firearms
prohibitions, such as mental
health. Oregon also checks the
Western Identification Network
(WIN) and the State records of
nearby States for firearm
purchasers.

» The fees charged for conducting
records checks for potential
firearm purchasers vary among
the 11 jurisdictions reporting
information and by the
complexity of the search
procedure. Name search fees
range from $2.00 in Illinois and
Virginia to $14.00 in California.
The fees for fingerprint searching
range from $2.50 in the District

of Columbia to $50.00 in New
York.

= Conducting records checks on
firearm purchasers is viewed as a
criminal justice activity by 13
States, the District of Columbia
and the Virgin Islands. Three
States classify it as a noncriminal
justice activity, while one State
classifies it as both.

Search methods used in
conducting criminal history
checks on potential firearm
purchasers, 1992 (Table 23):

« Seven jurisdictions require
fingerprint checks under some
circumstances. New York
requires fingerprints for all
checks; California requires
fingerprints depending upon the
type of application; Nebraska
requires fingerprints for the
purchase of automatic weapons;
New Jersey and Oregon use
fingerprints when identification is
not made with a prior name and
date of birth search; the District
of Columbia and North Carolina
also require fingerprints in
addition to the name and date of
birth of the potential purchaser.

Additional findings

Status of State criminal history
record files

Overview of State criminal
history record systems, 1992
(Table 1):

» Forty-six States, the District of
Columbia and Puerto Rico have
master name indexes which
contain names of all record
subjects in the criminal history
file.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992




Number of subjects (individual
offenders) in State criminal
history file, 1992 Table 2):

» Over 47.3 million subjects
(individual offenders) were in the
criminal history files of the State
criminal history repositories on
December 31, 1992,

« Seventy-seven percent of the
criminal history records
maintained by the State criminal
history repositories are
automated. Approximately 11
million records, or 23% of the
records, are not automated.

Automation of master name index
and criminal history file, 1992
(Table 4):

« Forty-eight States, the District
of Columbia and Puerto Rico
have automated at least some
records in either the criminal
history record file or the master
name index.

» Two jurisdictions, West
Virginia and the Virgin Islands,
have no automated criminal
history information, either a
master name index or criminal
history files.

« Thirty-nine States and Puerto
Rico have fully automated master
name indexes. Eleven States and
the District of Columbia do not
have fully automated master
name indexes. Of those 12
Jurisdictions, nine States and the
District of Columbia have
partially automated mastex name
indexes; however, although
Maine has entered information
into a temporary automated
master name index, it is not
currently usable. West Virginia
has a manual master name index.
The Virgin Islands does not
maintain a master name index.
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« Of those States maintaining
partially automated criminal
history files, when an offender
with a prior manual record is
arrested, the manual record is
subsequently automated in 29
States. In four States (Delaware,
Hawaii, Maryland, Minnesota)
and the District of Columbia,
only the new arrest information is
automated.

Data required by State law to be
submitted to State criminal
history repository, 1992 (Table
S):

» Thirty-five States and the
District of Columbia require
prosecutors to report to State
criminal history repositories their
decisions to decline prosecution
in criminal cases.

s Forty-three States, the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands require felony trial
courts to report the dispositions
of felony cases to the State
criminal history repository.

« State prison admission and
release information on felony
cases must be reported to the
State criminal history repository
in 36 States and Puerto Rico.

« Admission and release data on
felons housed in local
correctional facilities must, by
statute, be reported to the State
criminal history repository in 26
States and Puerto Rico.

» The reporting of probation
information is mandated in 35
States and the District of
Columbia, while the same
jurisdictions and one additional
State require the reporting of
parole information,

Arrest records with fingerprints,
1992 (Table 6):

= During 1992, over 6.2 million
arrest fingerprint cards were
submitted to the State criminal
history repositories.

« All except two States (Alaska,
Vermont) and Puerto Rico have
legal requirements that
fingerprints and arrest data for
felony arrests must be submitted
to the State criminal history
repository.

« Arrests in 41 States, the District
of Columbia and the Virgin
Islands, representing 84% of the
Nation’s population, are 100%
fingerprint-supported. In nine
States and Puertc Rico, Iess than
100% of the arrests in the
criminal history files are
fingerprinted-supported.

» In the large majority of
jurisdictions (45), 13% or less of
the fingerprint cards received are
returned as unacceptable. Only
two of the 47 responding
jurisdictions indicated a rate
higher than that. Some States
have indicated that a policy of not
returning fingerprints has been
adopted.

Completeness of arrest data in
State criminal history
repository

Arrest records with fingerprints,
1992 (Table 6):

e All except two States (Alaska,
Vermont) and Puerto Rico have
legal requirements that
fingerprints and arrest data for
felony arrests must be submitted
to the State-criminal history
repository.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992




Notice to State criminal history

repository of release of arrested
persons without charging, 1992

(Table 7):

« More than hailx of the States (29)
require law enforcement agencies
to notify the State criminal
history repository when an
arrested person is released
without formal charging but after
the fingerprints have been
obtained and submitted. In
Michigan and North Carolina,
police must release or charge a
suspect prior to sending
fingerprints to the State criminal
history repository.

« Little information was reported
on the percent of fingerprint
submissions for which the
repository is notified that the
arrestee has not been charged.
‘What information is available
indicated a significant variance
throughout the States, ranging
from as low as 1% in Alabama to
as high as 99% in Hawaii.

Completeness of disposition
data in State criminal history
repository

Completeness of prosecutor and
court disposition reporting to
State criminal history
repository, 1992 (Table 8):

» Twenty States (Alaska,
Arkansas, Connecticut, Florida,
Georgia, Hawaii, lowa,
Kentucky, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon,
South Carolina, Virginia,
Wyoming) report that final felony
trial court dispositions in 80% or
more of the cases in their States
are received by the State criminal
history repositories. Four of those
States (Connecticut, Maryland,

Oregon, South Carolina) estimate
that they receive notice in 100%
of the cases.

» A total of 26 States, or six
additional States (Idaho,
Michigan, Montana, Nebraska,
Washington, West Virginia)
report that final felony trial court
dispositions in 70% or more of
the cases in their Siates are
received by the State criminal
history repositories.

» A total of 31 States, or five
additional States (Delaware,
Missouri, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, South Dakota)
report that final felony trial court
dispositions in 60% or more of
the cases in their States are
received by the State criminal
history repositories.

« A total of 35 States, or four
additional States (Iilinois,
Louisiana, Nevada, Utah) report
that final felony trial court
dispositions in 50% or more of
the cases in their States are
received by the State criminal
history repositories.

» Of the respondents indicating
that there is either a legal
requirement for prosecutors to
notify the State criminal history
record repository of declinations
to prosecute or where the
information is reported
voluntarily, 12 repositories
estimate that they receive notice
in 80% or more of such cases.
Four States (Kentucky, Maryland,
Massachusetts, South Carolina)
estimate that they receive notice
in 100% of the cases.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992

« Of the 13 jurisdictions
providing data on the cases where
fingerprints are obtained of
persons who are brought to court
by summons on felony charges
and have not previously been
fingerprinted in connection with
the case or where such
information is submitted
voluntarily, only four (District of
Columbia, Maryland, New
Jersey, North Dakota) estimate
thzt in 50% or more of the cases
where the offender is convicted,
fingerprints are actually obtained.
In the remaining nine States, 20%
or less are actually obtained.

« In the seven jurisdictions
providing data on the cases wherg
fingerprints are obtained of
persons who are brought to court
by summons on felony charges
and have not previously been
fingerprinted in connection with
the case or where such
information is submitted
voluntarily, two (District of
Columbia, New Jersey) estimate
that in 50% or more of the cases
where the offender is not
convicted, fingerprints are
actually obtained. In the
remaining five States (Maine,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, New
Mexico, West Virginia), 5% or
less are actually obtained.

Highlights « Page 5




State policies/practices on
modifying felony convictions

Policies/practices of State
criminal history repository
regarding modification of felony
convictions, 1992 (Table 9).;

» Expungements: Twenty-three
States, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands have statutes that provide
for the expungement of felony
convictions. In 11 States, Puerto
Rico and the Virgin Islands, the
record is destroyed by the State
criminal history repository. In 10
States and the District of
Columbia, the record is retained
with the action noted on the
record. In Louisiana, the record is
either destroyed or retained with
the action noted depending upon
whether the charge was a
misdemeanor or a felony and
whether the record subject was
convicted. In Oregon, the record
is retained with the action noted
and sealed. Vermont returns the
record to the court; New
Hampshire seals the record; three
States (Kentucky, Ohio,
‘Washington) return the record to
the submitting agency; and
Florida removes the record from
the automated database and
retains it manually,

» Setting aside of convictions:
Forty-two States, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands have statutes
which provide for setting aside
felony convictions. In 36
jurisdictions, the record is
retained with the action noted;
five jurisdictions destroy the
record; in Missouri, the record is
returned to the court; and in
Oregon, the record is retained
with the action noted and sealed.
In Minnesota, where the record is
retained with the action noted, the
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record is also sealed if ordered by
the court.

= Pardons: Forty-eight States, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands have
statutes that provide for the
awarding of a pardon. In 44 of
those jurisdictions, the criminal
history record is retained with the
action noted. In three
jurisdictions (Rhode Island,
Souith Dakota, Virgin Islands),
the record is destroyed. In
Minnesota, where the record is
retained with the action noted, the
record is also sealed if ordered by
the court. Vermont returns the
record to the Governor’s Office.
In Tennessee, although the State
law provides for pardons, that
information is not forwarded to
the State criminal history
repository. Georgia also has not
previously received pardon
information, but was scheduled to
begin receiving the information
in 1993. o

» Restoration of civil rights:
Forty-three States, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands have legal
provisions for the restoration of a
convicted felon’s civil rights, In
the majority -of those jurisdictions
(35), the record is retained with
the action noted. In three
jurisdictions (Rhode Island,
South Dakota, Virgin Islands),
the record is destroyed. In
Minnesota, where the record is
retained with the action noted, the
record is also sealed if ordered by
the court. In Delaware and
Georgia, although the State law
provides for the restoration of
civil rights, that information is
not forwarded to the State
criminal history repository. In
two States (Missouri, Texas), no
action is taken by the repository.

Completeness of correctional
data in State criminal history
repository

Fingerprinting of incarcerated
offenders and linkage to records
maintained by State criminal
history repository, 1992 (Table
10):

» In 33 States, there is a legal
requirement (State statute or State
administrative regulation having
the force of law) that the State
prison system must fingerprint
admitted prisoners and send the
fingerprints to the State criminal
history repository.

« About half of the States, a total
of 23, have the same legal
requirement for reporting by local
jails.

» In 39 States where State
correctional facilities are legally
required to report information or
the information is reported
voluntarily, almost all of the
respondents (37) estimate that in
at least 90% of the cases,
admission information is reported
to the State repository. Twenty-
seven of those States estimate
that 100% of the admissions are
reported to the repository. Only
two States estimate a reporting
rate of less than 90%. The
estimate for Virginia is 85%,
while Washington estimates 20-
30% of the admissions are
reported to the repository.

» For reporting from local jails
where required by law or
completed voluntarily, seven
States report that 90% or more of
the admissions are reported to the
State repositories. Six States
report rates of 50-70%, and an
additional four States report rates
of Iess than 50%.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992




S,

» In 40 of the States, fingerprints
received from State and local
correctional facilities are
processed by the State criminal
history record repository to
establish positive identification of
incarcerated offenders and to
ensure that correctional
information is linked to the
proper records. In one State, New
York, correctional information is
updated on-line; fingerprints are
requested only when an on-line
match cannot be made.

Probation and parole data in
State criminal history repository,
1992 (Table 11):

« Of the 35 States where reporting
of probation data is legally
required or voluntarily reported,
nine estimate that 100% of the
cases in which probation is
ordered are reported to the State
criminal history repository. An
additional 10 States report that in
at least 50% of the cases, the
State criminal history repository
receives probation information.
Seven States report that
information is received in less
than 50% of the cases.

» Twelve States and the District
of Columbia, where reporting of
parole data is legally required or
voluntarily reported, estimate that
parole information is reported in
100% of the cases. In an
additional 11 States, parole
information is reported in 60% or
more of the cases. Four States
report receiving parole
information in 10% or less of the
cases. ~

Timeliness of data in State
criminal history repository

—Arrests

Average number of days to
process arrest data submitted (o
State criminal history repository,
1992 (Table 12):

» The average number of days
between arrest and receipt of
arrest data and fingerprints by the
State criminal history repositories
is 13, ranging from less than one
day in the District of Colurbia
(where the Metropolitan Police
Department is both the repository
and the arresting agency) up to 34
days in Missouri. The majority
receive the data between five to
14 days.

= The average number of days
between receipt of fingerprints by
the State criminal history
repository and entry into the
master name index by the State
criminal history repositories is
19, ranging from O to one day in
North Dakota to 270 days in
Louisiana. The majority of States
enter the data in five days or less.

« The average number of days
between receipt of fingerprints
and entry of arrest data into the
criminal history databases is 32,
ranging from O to one day in
Delaware and North Dakota to
630 in Louisiana. The majority of
States enter the data in six days or
less.

» Twenty-four States and the
District of Columbia indicate that
they have backlogs in entering
arrest data into the criminal
history database.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992

—Admission to correctional
facilities

Average number of days to
process correctional admission
data submitted to State criminal
history repository, 1992 (Table
14);

» The average number of days
between the admission of
offenders to State correctional
facilities and receipt of the
information by the State criminal
history repository is 45, ranging
from one day in Texas to 730 in
Colorado. Most States receive the
information in 25 days or less.

 The average number of days
between the admission of
offenders to local jails and receipt
of the information by the State
criminal history repository is 20,
ranging from one day in the
Virgin Islands to an average of 60
days in Mississippi. Most
jurisdictions receive the
information in 10 days or less.

» The average number of days
between receipt of correctional
admissions information by the
State criminal history repository
and entry into the criminal history
databases is 19, ranging from 0 in
Maryland to 365 days in
Louisiana. Most States enter the
information in five days or less;
all but two enter the information
in' 30 days or less.

« Sixteen States indicate that they
have backlogs in entering the
correctional information into the
criminal history databases,

Highlights » Page 7




Procedures to encourage arrest
and disposition reporting

Procedures employed by State
criminal history repository to
encourage complete arrest and
disposition reporting, 1992
(Table 15):

» Fifteen States and Puerto Rico
generate lists of arrests with
missing dispositions as a means
of monitoring disposition
reporting.

 Twenty-eight States report
using field visits to encourage
complete arrest and dispositicn
reporting.

» Thirty-six States generate form
letters as a method of
encouraging complete arrest and
disposition reporting.

 The method most used to
encourage complete arrest and
disposition reporting is telephone
calls (38 States, Puerto Rico,
Virgin Islands).

» Other States report using
operational bulletins, training,
audits and personal contact as
methods to encourage complete
arrest and disposition reporting;

Methods of linking arrests and
dispositions

Methods used to link disposition
information to arresticharge
information on criminal history
record, 1992 (Table 16):

« Thirty-six States, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands utilize methods for
linking disposition information
and arrest/charge information
which also permit the linking of
dispositions to particular charges
and/or specific counts.

Page 8 « Highlights

» All but one jurisdiction report
using at least one of the following
methods for linking disposition
information and arrest/charge
information on criminal history
records, and nearly every
jurisdiction indicates.their use of
multiple mechanisms to ensure
linkage. The figures presented
below, consequently, greatly
exceed the total number of
jurisdictions responding to this
survey.

— Thirty-seven States, the District
of Columbia and Puerto Rico
employ a unique tracking number
for the individual subject.
Massachusetts indicates that
present plans call for a unique
tracking number, although it is
not currently implemented.

— Thirty-five States, the District
of Columbia and Puerto Rico use
a unique arrest event identifier to
link disposition and arrest/charge
information on State criminal
history records.

— Twenty-three States, the
Disirict of Columbia and Puerto
Rico utilize a unique charge
identifier in linking disposition
and arrest/charge information,

— Thirty-six States and the
District of Columbia use the
arrest date, while 39 States, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands use the
subject’s name as a method to
link disposition information with
arrest/charge information,

- Twenty-nine States and the
District of Columbia and Puerto
Rico report using the subject’s
name and the reporting agency’s
case number as the mechanism to
link disposition information and
arrest/charge information.

— Individual States also report
using methods such as the court
case number, the Criminal Justice
Information System case number,
unique constructs of numbers and
fingerprint verification.

Procedures followed when
linkage cannot be made between
court or correctional information
and arrest information in the
criminal history database, 1992
(Table 17):

» Forty-eight jurisdictions report
that they sometimes receive final
court dispositions that cannot be
linked to arrest information in the
criminal history record database.
The jurisdictions vary
considerably in the percentage of
court dispositions that cannot be
linked to arrest cycles in the
criminal history database, ranging
from less than 1% in Georgia to
100% in Colorado. Five
jurisdictions (Massachusetts,
Nevada, Puerto Rico, Virgin
Islands, Wyoming) report that all
final court dispositions can be
linked to the arrest cycle in the
criminal history database. Of the
remaining 31 jurisdictions that
report a figure, the average rate of
unlinked dispositions is 21%;
however, more than half (18)
report that 10% or less final court
dispositions cannot be linked.

» Forty jurisdictions report that
they sometimes receive
correctional information that
cannot be linked to arrest
information in the criminal
history record database. The
jurisdictions vary considerably in
the percentage of court
dispositions that cannot be linked.
to arrest cycles in the criminal
history database, ranging from
less than 1% in Georgia and
Michigan to 100% in Colorado
and South Carolina. Aithough the
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average for the 22 jurisdictions
that report a figure is 18%, more
than half (12) report that 5% or
less of the correctional
information received cannot be
linked.

« The jurisdictions use a variety
of procedures when a linkage
cannot be established. Six States
create “dummy” arrest segments:
from court disposition records;
six States create “dummy” court
segments from custody records;
nine States enter court
information into the database
without any linkage to a prior
arrest; 16 States enter custody
information into the database
without any linkage to a prior
court disposition; 29 States, the
District of Columbia and Puerto
Rico do not enter the unlinked
court information; 17 States and
Puerto Rico do not enter unlinked
custody information; and 16
States and the Virgin Islands
utilize other procedures, such as
contacting or returning the
information to the originating or
contributing agency (six
jurisdictions) or using temporary
or pending files until a match can
be established (six States).

Data quality strategies

Strategies employed by State
criminal history repository to
ensure accuracy of data in
criminal history database, 1992
(Table 18):

» In order to prevent the entry and
storage of inaccurate data and to
detect and correct inaccurate
entries in the criminal history
database, a large majority of the
jurisdictions, a total of 48 States,
the District of Columbia and the
Virgin Islands, complete a
manual review of incoming
source documents Or reports.

o Other methods used most
frequently include computer edit
and verification programs
employed by 41 States, the
District of Columbia and Puerto
Rico and manual review of
transcripts before dissemination
performed in 33 States, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands.

« Manual double-checking before
data entry is completed in 21
States, Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands.

» Eighteen States and the District
of Columbia perform random
sample comparisons of the State
criminal history repository files
with stored documents.

« Thirteen States and the District
of Columbia generate error lists
which are returned to the
reporting agencies.

« Sixteen jurisdictions use various
methods, such as establishment of
a task force, periodic audits of
reporting agencies or of the
repository, and comparison of
data in the criminal history
database to data in the automated
fingerprint identification system.

Level of audit activity of State
criminal history repository

- Audit activities of State criminal

history repository, 1992 (Table
19): »

» Forty-seven States, the District
of Columbia and Puerto Rico
maintain transaction logs to
provide an audit trail of all
inquiries, responses and record
updates or modifications.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992

» Less than half of the
repositories, a total of 22 States
and the District of Columbia,
report that the State criminal
history repository or some other
agency performed random sample
audits of user agencies tc ensure
accuracy and completeness of
repository records and to ensure
that the agencies comply with
applicable laws and regulations.

Data quality audits of State
criminal history repository, 1992
(Table 20):

« During the past five years, an
audit of the State criminal history
repository’s database (other than
ongoing systematic sampling) has
been conducted in 23 States, the
District of Columbia and Puerto
Rico to determine the level of
accuracy and completeness of the
criminal history file.

» Of the jurisdictions where
audits have been performed, in 17
States and the District of
Columbia, another agency
conducted the audit; in three
States and Puerto Rico, the
repository conducted its own
audit; and in three States, the
audits were conducted with a
combination of outside agencies
and the repositories.

« In 16 of the States and the
District of Columbia where audits
were conducted, changes were
made as a result of the audit to
improve data quality of the
records.

» Thirty-seven States and the
District of Columbia also have
data quality audits planned or
scheduled for the next three
years,
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» Forty-six States and the District
of Columbia have initiatives
underway at the repository or
contributing agencies to improve
data quality. Initiatives include
audit activities (16); automation
changes (16); disposition or arrest
reporting enhancements (9);
felony flagging (2); fingerprint
enhancements (7); agency
interfaces (6); legislation (3);
plan development (5);
eslablishment of task
forces/working groups (6);
implemeniation or improvement
of tracking numbers (7); and
training (8).

Presale criminal history record
checks on potential firearm
purchasers

Search methods used in
conducting criminal history
checks on potential firearm
purchasers, 1992 (Table 23):

« Ten States and the Visgin
Islands conduct records checks
on firearm purchasers based on
name and date of birth orly.
Delaware augments these data
with the social security number
and driver’s license number of
the potential purchaser. South
Carolina also requires the
additional information of the
social security number,

» Seven jurisdictions require
fingerprint checks under some
circumstances. New York
requires fingerprints for all
checks; California requires
fingerprints depending upon the
type of application; Nebraska
requires fingerprints for the
purchase of automatic weapons;
New Jersey and Oregon use
fingerprints when identification is
not made with a prior name and
date of birth search; the District
of Columbia and North Carolina
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also require fingerprints in
addition to the name and date of
birth of the potential purchaser.

» All jurisdictions have minimum
data elements which must be
submitted to conduct the records
search, All require name and date
of birth, In addition, nine

jurisdictions also require sex; six

also require race; four also
require social security number;
and the Virgin Islands also
requires place of birth and a
picture identification.

« All but two of the jurisdictions
that conduct records searches an
firearm purchasers use the
computer-based “soundex”
searching capability. This enables
the computer to identify likely
candidates based on the phonetic
sound of the name, rather than
only the spelling.

« The statutes in 15 States
authorize the release of
information to individual {irearms
dealers, although in one State,
Illinois, the information may be
released to in-state firearms
dealers only.

Costs of implementing and
operating programs for presale
criminal history record checks on
potential firearm purchasers,
1992 (Table 24):

« Most of the jurisdictions
conducting presale records
checks were unable to
specifically quantify start-up
costs of their programs. Of the six
that could, the costs ranged from
$55,000 in Delaware to $638,600
in Florida. The average cost of
the six programs is $327,600.

» Of the 10 jurisdictions
responding, the annual operating
costs of the programs ranged
from $7,000 in Nebraska to
$7,547,000 in California. The
average annual operating cost is
$1,118,970.

* Programs that are not fee-
supported or that are not totally
supported by the fees are
generally supplemented by the
operating budgets or general
funds of the jurisdiction.
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Explanatory Notes for Table 1

The notes below expand on the data in Table 1. The explanatory information was provided by the respondent.

* State is fully manual.

.+« Not available.

NA  Not applicable.

i Flag is set when arrest information is entered.

1t Flag is set when conviction information is entered.

**  Flag is set both at arrest and conviction.

3All automated records and approximately 50% of the manual records are
contained in an automated master name index (MINI).

bR(:spcmst: indicates an increase from 95% reported in 1990.

CTraffic and misdemeanor cases are not iricluded in the automated MNI.
dRe:sponse indicates an increase from 86% reported in 1990.

®More arrest information is being placed in the MNI than in 1989, which
has resulted in a backlog that should be cleared in 12-18 months. New
information is current, but adding the additional information to prior
MNI entries has not been completed,

fResponse indicates an increase from 70% reported in 1990.

BThe manual file is not in the automated MNI.

hApproximalely 20,000 names, name derivatives and aliases have been
entered into a temporary, abbreviated automated MNI; however, the MNI
is not usable at this time for a name search.

iThe flag is generated on demand when an inquiry is made against the file.
Ihere are 2.5 million records in the criminal history file, which is coun-
based; these records are not on the MNI. There are 760,000 records that

are arrest/fingerprint-based; these records are on the MNI,

kThexe arc 760,000 records that are automated; a backlog consisting of
80,000 records is not yet on the MNI.

IThe data field has been created, but the flag is not currently being set.
MAdding all records onto the automated MNI is in process.
"Manual records with no activity since 1971 are not on the MNI.

OThe figure represents the number of subjects in the criminal history file;
however, 28% of the database consists of civil purpose files.

PMost of the current dispositions contain a felony or misdemeanor flag for
each offense; however, the programs to flag the identification segment for
an inquiry with purpose code “F* have not been developed.

90nly those with a date of birth of 1940 and later are included in the
automated MNL

Effective July 1, 1993, the flag is now set at conviction.
SResponse indicates an increase from 35% reported in 1990.
The automated MNI contains all arrest subjects since 1972,
UOnly recent additions to the file are flagged.

YRespondent is undenaking an ongoing data entry program to fully
automate the MINI.

WChanges in court documents have resulted in not “all” cases having
sufficient information to flag felonies.

XThe Virgin Islands Record Bureau does not have a MNI; only a manual
criminal history file is maintained.

YCurrently, some arrest transactions are flagged indicating felony
convictions. A felony flag that will appear in the identification segment of
the record is currently being developed.

Page 12 « Data Tables
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Table 1. Overview of State criminal history record systems, 1992
Pércent of arrests System has
Percent of in database which have information
record Fully Number of subjects final dispositions recorded System flags to identify
subjects automated (individual offenders) in Arrests subjects with unflagged
in master master State criminal history file All within felony felony
State nameindex  nameindex Total Automated arrests Past 5 years  convictjons convictions
Total 47,307,900 36,404,800
Alabama 100% Yes 1,300,000 1,300,000 25% 40% ant
Alaska 100 Yes 180,500 130,500 84 86 Autt
Arizona 100 Yes 631,000 342,600 el 57 Ant
Arkansas 100 No? 417,600 132,600 . anft
Califomia 100 Yes 4,675,400 3,675,400 70 Some!t All
Colorado 100% Yes 575,700 575,700 11% v Some** All
Connecticut 100, Yes 648,700 325,600 N 95%
Delaware 100b Yes 237,300 158,000 50 62 Some
District of Columbia 100 No© 456,100 101,100 e ... Somelt Some
Florida 100 Yes 2,671,700 2,671,700 52 32 Some** Some
Georgia 100% Yes 1,445,000 1,445,000 54% 45% Antt
Hawail 100 Yes 309,600 309,600 87 o Antt
Idaho 100 Yes 132,300 76,200 e 45 Anft
inois s8d Yes 2,493,200 2,193,200 52 e anft
Indiana 100 No® 735,800 667,800 10 40-50
Towa 100% Yes 377,000 226,200 90% 90% All
Kansas 100 Yes 599,600 137,800 ... e Somelt Some
Kentucky 100 NoB 530,500 424,500 30 30 Some
Louisiana 100 Y 1,591,500 579,400 e .. All
Maine 68 No™ 300,000 0 90 97 Some
Maryland 100% Yo 1,050,900 563,200 70% 0% Somet All
Massachusetts L N 2,500,000 2,500,000 95 98 Some
Michigan 100 Yes 939,900 939,900 7 74 Sorme
Minnesota 100 Yes 232,500 157,500 50 70 Some! All
Mississippi 100 No 350,000+ 26,000 20-30 50
Missouri 100% Yes 647,700 473,900 50% 65% anit
Montana 100 Yes 107,100 107,100 ... . Ant
Nebraska 100 No™ 124,000 117,000 75 55 Some'T
Nevada 100 Yes 102,800 102,800 40 40 All
New Hampshire 100 Yes 253,900 173,900 50 50 auf
New Jersey 100% Yes 1,187,400 987,400 90% 85% Alft
New Mexico 100 Yes 201,000 0 15 20 Some
New York 38" Yes 4,123,500° 3,575,600 63 74 ant
North Carolina 100 Yes 529,300 459,300 87 85 Some! TP Some
North Dakota 100 No? 212,900 54,200 60 90 Some Some
Ohio 100%5 No* 2,444,400 $20,000 . . Some!® Some
Oklahoma 100 Yes 600,000 360,000 50% 50% Same
Oregon 100 Yes 661,800 661,800 V. ... Some't
Pennsylvania 100 Yes 1,414,500 1,414,500 e 65 Al
Puerto Rico 100 Yes 64,100 64,100 7 7 Antt
Rhode Island 100% Yes 186,700 186,700 - -
South Carolina 100 Yes 695,900 629,200 7% 80% Somelt All
South Daketa 100 Yes 125,000 70,500 60 60 All
Tennessee 100 No¥ 590,000 165,000 ..
Texas 100 Yes 4,277,700 4,277,700 39 Some
Utah 100% Yes 325,000 325,000 50% 55% antt
Vermont 100 Yes 130,000 0 95 85 Some™
Virginia 100 Yes 874,500 615,900 82 . Al
Virgin Islands NA® NA* 11,300 ] e e
Washington 100 Yes 643,300 643,300 70 68 Antt
West Virginia 100% No* 750,000 0 5%
Wisconsin 100 Yes 574,800 393,300 . ... Some!t SomeY
Wyoming Yes 67,100 67,100 78% 83 Some

Note: Percentages and numbers reported are results of estimates.. Numbers
have been rounded to the nearest 100. Percentages have been rounded to the
nearest whole number. The figures contained in the column "Number of

criminal history file, including partially autornated files, and do not include
the master name index. Final dispositions include release by police without

charging, declination to proceed by prosecutor, or final trial court disposition.

subjects (individual offenders) in State criminal history file" apply only to the

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992
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3This figure does not include the District of Columbia, Mississippi, New
Mexico, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, Tennessce and the Virgin
Islands, for which 1984 data were not reported. It also does not include
Nevada, which did not have a repositery in 1984, Except for
Massachusetts and Vermont, for which corrected data were submitted, the
data in this column are taken from Bureau of Justice Statistics, Technical
Report: State Criminal Records Repositories (October 1985), Table 1.
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest 100,

Briis figure does not include the Virgin Islands, for which 1989 data
were not reported. Except for Arkansas, Massachusetts, Missouri and
Puerto Rico, for which corrected data were submitted, the data in this
column are taken from Bureau of Justice Statistics, Criminal Justice
Information Policy: Survey of Criminal History Information Systems
{March 1991), Table 2.

®The total number of criminal history files has decreased due to the
elimination of deceased records and purged records;

The total number of criminal history files has been decreasing due to
purging of old and duplicate records, as well as civil files that were
erroneously given criminal identification numbers.

Explanatory Notes for Table 2

The notes below expand on the data in Table 2 The explanatory information was provided by the respondent.

©The number of manual records has decreased from 1,500,000 in 1989 due
to the purging of older, inactive files.

fDecrease in total files is the result of excluding traffic files which were
assumed included in the 1989 figure.

BRespondent indicated that this figure includes many records which have
since been purged because the records contained only nonserious offenses.

thsponse is based on more accurate infomaation which is now available,

iVax‘ialions in the figures for 1984, 1989 and 1992 are attributable to a five-
year purge project in which 700,000 records were removed.

JThe number of subjects reported for 1989 included outdated misdemeanor
records which were purged when automation of the arrest data bégan in
1990,

KThe lower number in 1992 is the result of purging inactive files.

lUtah now uses only the automated criminal history file.
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Table 2, Number of subjects (individual offenders) in State criminal history file, 1984, 1989 and 1992

Number of subjects in Mumber. of subjects in manual and automated files, 1992 Percent of Percent change
manual and automated files Manual Automated automated files in total files

Suate 1984 1989  Total file file 1989 1992 1984-89  1989-92
Total 30,367,5002 42,476,400b 47,307,900 10,903,100 36,404,800 17% 40% 11%
Alabama 900,000 1,000,000 1,300,000 0 1,300,000 50% 100% 1% 30%
Alaska 124,400 143,000 180,500 50,000 130,500 86 72 15 21
Arizona 500,400 742,100 631,000 288,400 342,600 39 54 48 -15¢
Arkansas 550,100 480,000 417,600 285,000 132,600 0 32 -13 -154
California 3,600,000 4,500,000 4,675,400 1,000,000° 3,675,400 67 79 25 4
Colorado 336,800 489,000 575,700 0 575,700 100% 100% 45% 18%
Connecticut 50,000 401,400 648,700 323,100 325,600 58 50 703 62
Delaware 206,000 600,000 237,300 79,300 158,000 83 67 191 60
District of Columbia e 427,000 456,100 355,000 101,100 0 22 . 7
Florida 1,651,700 2,427,900 2,671,700 0 2,671,700 95 100 47 10
Georgia 782,000 1,055,000 1,445,000 0 1,445,000 100% 100% 35% 37%
Hawaii 203,600 270,500 309,600 0 309,600 100 100 33 14
Idaho 137,100 105,000 132,300 56,100 76,200 100 57 -23 26
linois 1,900,000 2,152,300 2,493,200 300,000 2,193,200 86 88 13 16
Indiana 375,000 670,000 735,800 68,000 667,800 10 91 79 10
Towa 275,000 300,000 377,000 150,800 226,200 439, 60% 9% 26%
Kansas 400,000 520,000 599,600 461,800 137,800 3 23 30 15
Kentucky 297,000 535,100 530,500 106,000 424,500 72 79 80 -1
Louisiana 261,400 1,449,000 1,591,500 1,012,100 579,400 33 36 434 10
Maine 285,0008 270,000 300,000 300,000 0 0 0 -5 11
Maryland 250,000 649,300 1,050,900 487,700 563,200 69% 54% 160% 62%
Massachusetts 1,740,000 2,260,000 2,500,000 0 2,500,000 21 100 30 11
Michigan 668,800 771,800 939,900 0 939,900 100 100 15 22
Minnesota 143,000 190,600 232,500 75,000 157,500 61 68 33 22
Mississippi e 350,000 350,000+ 324,000 26,000 0 7 PN
Missouri 503,000 593,000 647,700 173,800 473,900 81% 3% 91% -32%
Montana 70,700 86,000 107,100 0 107,100 100 100 22 25
Nebraska 180,000 300,000 124,000° 7,000 117,000 40 94 67 -59
Nevada no repository 31,300 102,800 0 102,800 100 100 28
New Hampshire 135,000 155,000 253,900 80,000 173,900 93 68 15 39
New Jersey 1,000,000 1,090,200 1,187,400, 200,000 987,400 7% 83% 9% 9%
New Mexico e 207,000 201,0()0h 201,000 0 0 0 e -3
New York! 4,000,000 3,812,100 4,123,400 547,800 3,575,600 82 88 -5 8
North Carolina 307,800 432,800 529,800 70,500 459,300 83 87 41 22
North Dakota 179,500 202,000 212,900 158,700 54,200 21 25 13 5
Ohio 1,641,300 2,315,700 2,444,400 1,624,400 820,000 25% 34% 41% 6%
Oklahoma cee 500,000 600,000 240,000 360,000 33 60 e 20
Oregon 337,600 548,500 661,800 0 661,800 100 100 63 21
Pennsylvania 1,053,300 1,265,800 1,414,500 0 1,414,500 39 100 20 12
Puerto Rico ces 45,400 64,100 0 64,100 100 100 e 45
Rhode Island PN 156,900 186,700 0 186,700 100% 100% Ve 19%
South Carolina 383,900 572,900, 695,900 66,700 629,200 87 90 49% 21
South Dakota 150,000 144,000/ 125,000 54,500 70,500 0 56 -6 -13
Tennessee e 500,000 590,000 425,000 165,000 0 28 v 18
Texas 3,001,000 3,789,500 4,277,700 0 4,271,700 99 100 26 13
Utzh 226,300 430,200  325,000% 0 325,000 1% 100%  90% 25!
Vermont 100,000 118,000 130,000 130,000 0 0 0 18 10
Virginia 570,000 744,000 874,500 258,600 615,900 56 70 31 18
Virgin Islands v RN 11,300 11,300 0 v 0 e e
Washington 275,000 474,100 643,300 0 643,300 100 100 72 36
West Virginia 192,100 650,000 750,000 750,000 0 0% 0% 238% 15%
Wisconsin 371,600 491,000 574,800 181,500 393,300 55 68 32 17
Wyoming 52,100 62,000 67,100 0 67,100 84 100 19 8

Note: The numbers reported are results of estimates. Numbers have been
rounded to the nearest 100, Percentages have been rounded to the nearest
whole number, Numbers reported in the “Total” and “Automated file”
columns include subjects whose records are partially automated, but do not
include the master name index,
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Explanatory Notes for Table 3

The notes below expand on the data in Table 3. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents,

*The figure rep ts the ber of dispositions during the fiscal year ®The number reported is atypical due to a records improvement project
(July-June) rather than the calendar year 1983, which has resulted in a higher number of dispositions during this period.
bSirice 1989, courts have noted a decrease in caseload, although Uniform %The number of ported dispositions has d d due to personnel
Crime Reports show an increase in crime. shortages.
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Table 3, Number of final dispositions reported to State criminal history repository, 1983, 1989 and 1592

— Number of dispositions reported Percent change .
State 1983 1989 1992 1983-89 1989-92
Alabama e 35,000 192,000 449%
Alaska 16,600 40,800 26,400 146 % -35
Arizona 59,900 112,500 112,200 88 -<1
Arkansas 4,000 7,000 18,000 75 157
Califonia 590,000 850,000 1,011,300 44 19
Colorado 24,6002 e e
Connecticut 110,300 142,900 139,800 30% -2%
Delaware 20,800 74,000 92,000 256 24
District of Columbia v N 13,600
Florida 171,300 110,000 173,400 36 58
Georgia s 260,000 e
Hawaii 21,800 54,800 56,000 151% 2%
Idaho e e 20,000 11
llinois ves 135,000 149,400
Indiana 30,500 20,000 44,600 -35 123
Towa e 23,000 e
Kansas 24,700 28,900 41,300 17% 43%
Kentucky 25,200 6,000 ce <76
Louisiana 19,500 30,000 21,100 54 -30
Maine 15,000 30,000 27,800 100 -7
Maryland v 436,600 500,100 14%
Massachuselts cen e 270,000
Michigan 54,700 . 307,400°
Minnesota 24,000 45,000 103,000 88% 129
Mississippi N e Ve
Missouri e
Montana ces 9,600 Ve
Nebraska 16,200 12,400 25,900 -24% 109%
Nevada ce 20,000 29,700 48
New Hampshire 32,200 e ce
New Jersey 95,600 200,000 250,000 109% 25%
New Mexico e 2,600 9,800 221
New York e 443,000 500,000 13
North Carolina 50,000 60,000 65,000 20 8
Nerth Dakota 2,300 4,000 6,200 74 55
Ohio 40,400 65,000 e 61%
Oklahoma e e 15,000
Oregon 50,400 ‘e s
Pennsylvania 56,600 74,200 219,000 31 195%
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island e .
South Carolina 62,4002 .
South Dakota ce
Tennessce e Ve
Texas 113,100 cen
Utah 20,000 e
Vermont ves 18,700 e
Virginia 104,400 141,600 228,100 36% 61%
Virgin Islands e e v
Washington 41,800 ces e
West Virginia 12,800 38,000 6,000 197% -84,4
Wisconsin 49,000 58,800 90,800 20 54
Wyoming 13,700 6,000 9,000 -56 50
Note: Final dispositions include release by the police without charging, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Technical Report: State Criminal Records
decline to proceed by prosecutor, or final trial court disposition. Numbers Repositories (October 1985), Table 3. The data in the column for 1989 are
reported are the results of estimates. Numbers have been rounded to the taken from Bureau of Justice Statistics, Criminal Justice Information Policy:
nearest 100. Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number, Survey of Criminal History Information Systems (March 1991), Table 3.

Except for Maine, North Carolina, Peansylvania and Virginia, for which

corrected data were submitted, the data in the column for 1983 are taken from +++ Not available.
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Explanatory Notes for Table 4

The notes below expand on the data in Table 4. The explanatory information was provided by the respondent,

3All automated records and approximately 50% of the manual records are
contained in an automated master name index (MNI).

bOnly the new arrest information is automated.
®Traffic and misdemeanor cases are riot included in the automated MNI.

A backlog of arrest cards for sccond/subsequent arrests is awaiting
entry onto the automated criminal history file.

®More arrest information is being placed in the MNI than in 1989, New
information is current, but adding the additional information to the prior
MNI entries has not been completed.

fThe manual file is not in the automated MNI.
BApproximately 20,000 names, name derivatives and aliases have been

entered into a temporary, abbreviated automated MNI; however, the MNI
is not usable at this time for a name search,

hThcrc are 760,000 ds that are d; however, a backlog
consisting of 80,000 records is not yet on the MNIL.

iAdding, all records onto the automated MNI is in process.

jOnly those with a date of birth of 1940 and later are included in the
automated MNIL.

¥The automated MNI contains all arrest subjects since 1972,

Automated file was initiated in 1987, It contains only felonies and related
misdemeanors,

MRespondent is undertaking an ongoing data entry program to fully
automate the MNIL

PThe Virgin Islands Record Bureau does not have a MNI; only a manual
criminal history file is maintained.
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Table 4. Automation of master name index and criminal histovy file, 1989 and 1992

Prior manual record

Master name index Criminal history file is automated if offender
is_automated is_automated is_re-arrested
State 1989 1992 1989 1992 1989 1992
Alabama Yes Yes Partial Yes Yes
Alaska Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Arzona Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Arkansas Partial Partial? No Partial Yes
California Yes Yes Partial Partial Mo No
Colorado Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Connéeticut Yes Yes Partial Partial ng Ytri)
Delaware Partial Yes Partial Partial No No,
District of Colurbia Panial Partial® No Partial NoP
Florida Yes Yes Partial Yes Yes
Georgia Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hawai Yes Yes Yes Yes NoP
Tdsho Yes Yes Yes Panial? Yes
Illinois Partial Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Indiana Yes Partial® Partial Partial Yes Yes
Towa Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Kansas Yes Yes Partial Partial No Yes
Kentucky Partial Pagtiall Partial Partial Yes Yes
Louisiana Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Maine. - No Partial® No No No
Maryiand Yes Yes Pantial Partial . No®
Massachusetts Yes Yo Partial Yes Yes Yes
Michigan Yes Yes Yzs Yes
Minnesota Yes Yes Yartial Partial No NoP
Mississippi No Partjal No Yes No
Missouri Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Montana Yes Yes | Yes Yes
Nebraska Pastial Partial! Pential Partial Yes Yes
Nevada Yes Yes Yes Yes
New Hampshire Yes Yes Partial Pariial Yes Yes
New Jerscy Yes Yes Pantial Partial Yes Ves
New Mexico Yes Yes No No No No
New York Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
North Dakota Partial Partiall Partjal Pantia} Yes Yes
Ohio Partial Partial® Partial Partial No No
Oklahoma Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Oregon Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Partial Yes Yes Yes
Pueno Rico Yes Yes Y, Yes!
Rhode Island Yes Yes Yes Yes
South Carolina Yes Yes Panijal Partial Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Tennessee Partial Partial™ No Partial Yes
Texas Yes Yes Pantial Yes Yes Yes
Utah Yes Yes Pantial Yes Yes Yes
Vermeont Yes Yes No No
Virginia Yes Yes Partial Pariial Yes Yes
Virgin Islands NA NAR ces No
Washington Yes Yes Yes Yes
West Virginia No No No No
Wisconsin Yes Yes Partial Partial Yes Yes
Wyoming Yes Yes Partial Yes Yes Yes
Note: Except for Puerto Rico, for which additional information has been ... Notavailable.
submitted, the data in the columns for 1989 are taken from Bureau of Justice
Statistics, Criminal Justice Information Policy: Swrvey of Criminal History NA  Not applicable.

Information Systems (March 1991), Table 4.
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Explanatory Notes for Table §

The notes below expand on the data in Table 5. The explanatory information was provided by the respondent.

Statutes are not currently enforced.

bEffective Avugust 13, 1993, State law mandates reporting of all data
categories on this table. At the close of 1992, however, no statutory
requirements existed, although information was voluntarily submitted.

°The State law requirement applics to admission of persoris sentenced to a
period of confinement. When the inmate is released for work release,
weekend leave, etc., during the period of confinement, additional
fingerprints are not submitted.

YThe chargin agency has the responsibility to notify the repository of
Tping po! Yy

the disposition of every arrest, including those where no complaint is filed

by the prosecutor.

®By administrative regulation, failure of the prosecutor to notify the
repository of action taken on the case within 30 days after the arrest resulis
in the case being closed and considered not filed.

fData on the admission and release of sentenced felony offenders to State
prisons or local jails is voluntarily submitted; State law does not require
submission.

g'l‘hmugh an interpretation of the existing statute, it has been determined
that the statute does not require that final court dispositions be submitted to
the repository.

hA dmission data only is required.

! Information is provided by the County Clerk of Court,

Data Tables « Page 20
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Table 5. Data required by State law Lo be submitted to State criminal history repository, 1992

Data required to be submitted to repositories

Felony dispositions
Prosecutor by courts with Admission/release of felons Probation Parole
State declinations felony jurisdiction State prisons . Local jails information information

Alabama X X X
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas

California
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S

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia
Florida

%
RV

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Towa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

HHEMH HHMMEME K ® M M
Eo - A

RN M RN N

PERMM MM KM K MMM K K

>
~
»

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshiref

LT T - -
>

><><><I>§1z MR M R HMXH XX KX M K ) ) X
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New Jersey
New Mexico®
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
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Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania X
Puerto Rico
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Rhode Island .
South Carolina x!
South Dakota X
Tennessee

Texas

ko]

Utzh
Vermont
Virginia
Virgin Islands
Washington

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
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Note: Percentages and numbers reported are results of estimates.
Numbers have been rounded to the nearest 100, Percentages have been
rounded to the nearest whole number. The total arrest fingerprint cards
submitted to State criminal history repositories in 1989 and in 1992 was
calculated using the mid-point of the range where a range appears in the
underlying data. Except as noted in the explanatory notes, arrest
information is reported to all State criminal history repositories by
fingerprint cards only.

Except for Maryland and Wisconsin, for which corrected data were
submitted, the data in the columns for 1989 are taken from Bureau of
Justice Siatistics, Criminal Justice Information Policy: Survey of Criminal
History Information Systems (March 1991), Table 6.

. .. Not available.

2 A change in procedure now allows the use of a court disposition as an
arrest document when no arrest fingerprint card is received.

bgrate does not have a legal requirement that fingerprints and arrest data
for ali felony arrests must be submitted to the State criminal history
repository,

®The State repository retains all fingerprint cards. Approximately 209 of
the cards submitted are of such poor quality that they are not entered into
the automated fingerprint identification system (AFIS), but they are
retained as manual paper cards.

@A rrest information is reported by fingerprint cards, terminal and court
judgments.

®All disseminated arrests are fingerprint-based, with the exception of in-
house bookings at the California Deépartment of Corrections (CDC). Those
bookings are based on a hook-up to the original fingerprint submitted by
CDC. Dumimy arrests are not-disseminated and are considered statistical
data only, not ¢riminal history data.

fDue to resource constraints, submission of certain fingerprints have been
discouraged; these include subsequent traffic arrests from the same agency
(driving under the influence, hit and run, vehicular homicide excepted),
and failure to appear andfor contempt of court when fingerprints were
submitted for the original charges.

8Arrest information is reported on fingerprint cards and on uniform
arrest reports which may not include fingerprints.

DA rrest information is reported by fingerprint cards and criminal
summonses.

In some cases of minor offenses, State law and/or policy does not require
information to be supported by fingerprints; information is entered from
criminal summonses that are not supported by fingerprints. The decrease
in the percent of arrest events in the criminal history file from 1989 is the
result of more accurate figures based on a recent data quality audit.

Explanatory Notes for Table 6

The notes below expand on the data in Table 6. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

The Metropolitan Police Department also serves as the central repository
for criminal records for the District of Columbia; fingerprinting, therefore,
is performed by the Police Department/repository.

kFigure is for fiscal year 1989 rather than calendar year 1989,

Larrest information is reported by hard copies of the arrest report.
MRepository no longer receives fingerprint cards for nonserious charges.

M Arrest information is reported by terminal, -

©Arrest information is reported by fingerprint cards, terminal, final
dispositions, FBI abstracts and other documents.

PApproximately 50% of the fingerprints received are unacceptable;
however, none are retumed. Approximately 40% do get resubmitted.

9The practice of retuming most unacceptable fingerprints has been
discontinued due to the low rate of resubmissions. This percentage is for
agencies which have persons in custody or under supervision, i.e., the
Depantment of Corrections and Probation and Parole.

TApproximately 70% of all persons. charged with a criminal offense are
summoned to appear in court. In 1987, the fingerprint law was changed to
provide that persons being summoned instead of arrested are to be
fingerprinted. Prior to the change, the law mandated that a person had to be
"in custody charged with the commission of a crime” to be fingerprinted.
Training is ongoiug to bring the submission rate into compliance.
SResubmissions are rare,

tAlthough amests arc fingerprint-supported, the arrests are not linked to the
case cycle; therefore, the criminal history file is not fingerprint-supported.

“The repository is no longer returning unacceptable fingerprints,
V Arrest information is reported by fingerprint cards and court abstracts,

WThe decredse in fingerprint cards submitted was due 1o a decrease in
criminal arrests.

*The 1992 figure reflects a decrease in arrests.

YApproximately 8% of the fingerprints submitted are unacceptable, but none
are returned; a jacket is created to store the fingerprint card.

ZArrest information is reported on an arrest/custody form which need not be
accompanied by fingerprints,

3 Response is based on the results of an audit.
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Table 6. Ariest records with fingerprints, 1989 and 1992

Number of arrest
fingerprimt cards

BEIN
Percent of arrest fingerprint

int su

Percent of returned

Percent of arrest
events in criminal

submitted to cards returned by State fingerprints history files which

State criminal Percent criminal history resubmitted and are fingerprint-

history repository change, Iepository as unacceptable accepted . supported
State 1989 1992 1989-92 1989 1992 1989 1992 1989 1992
Total 6,012,400 6,255,300 49
Alabama 292,900 197,200 -33% 4% 3% 0% 0% 1005 99%°
Alaska 15,900 12,000 25 18-20 g 0 0 75 39
Arizona 101,900 110,000 8 4 3 1 ... 100 100
Arkansas 23,000 32,400 41 3 2 1 10 100 100
California 1,000,000 1,100,000 10 0 0 100 100°
Colorado 137,000 130,700 558 3-15% 3% % 0-1% 100% 100%
Connecticut 97,100 114,000 17 <1 1 0 0 758 100,
Delawate . 40,000 50,000 25 <l 0 0 950 90l
District of Columbial 10,0 42,700 32 1 (] 9s! 100
Florida 585,400 507,000™ -13 6 -1 25 30-50 100 100
Georgia 330,000 346,500 5% 4% 1% % 0-5% 100% 100%
Hawaii 52,700 52,600 -<1 . 0 ... 9gn 100
Idaho 27,300 28,200 3 2 0 10 100 100
Illinois 200,300 404,800 102 0 0 100 100
Indiana 46,400 52,300 13 15 40 5 10 100 100
Towa 30,000 47,300 58% 7% 2% <1% 0% 100% 100%
Kansas 46,800 62,100 33 0 0 . 40-75° 0-65
Kentucky 22,500 41,300 84 10-15 (4 90-95 98 100
Louisiana 179,000 e e 10 s 90 3 100 100
Maine 6,500 7,300 2 <1 01 50 50 307 30
Maryland 103,000 105,300 319, % 1-2% s 100% 100%
Massachusetts 50,000-55,000 60,000 9.20 5-10 5 S5 15% o 0
Michigan 116,800 124,100 6 )} 0 100 100
Minnesota 26,500 35,600 34 3 23 219 50 100 100
Mississippi 9,000 8,400 -7 50 e 75 e 100 100
Missouri 92,000 91,900 -<1% 10% 0-1% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Montana 12,000 26,000 117 5 * 1 100 100
Nebraska 13,760 18,500 35 25 10 1 0 100 100
Nevada 36,300 53,700 43 7 1 1 25 100 100
New Hampshire 9,300 e s 0 .. . 25-35Y S0
New Jersey 145,700 123,300 -159Y 8% 2% 4% 50% 100% 1009
New Mexico 26,200 33,600 28 1 6 5 1 98 100
New York 520,100 496,500% -5 <5 0-5 100 100 90 99
North Carolina 63,200 75,000 19 5 5 10 10 100 100
North Dakota 5,000 7,000 40 10 10 0 0 100 100
Ohio 114,500 140,900 23% 5% 5% 1% 100% 100%
Oklahoma 60,000 59,500 -<t 17 8 10 100 100
Oregon 92,100 106,000 15 < <1 100 100
Pennsylvania 166,700 168,100 1 11 0 75 100 100
Puerto Rico . 0
Rhode Island 30,000 e e 1% e F 100% 100%
South Carolina 154,400 161,900 5% 5 1 2% 0% 100 100
South Dukota 17,600 20,000 14 57 o <1 100 100
Tennessee 75,000 90,000 20 5 12 25 12 100 100
Texas 398,400 450,000 13 0 0 100 100
Utah 50,200 53,500 % 0% 5% e 105% 100%
Vermont? 9,000 7,000 2 35-45 30 20% 10 35-40% 203
Virginia 110,000 134,100 22 20 1 90 5 100 100
Virgin Islands 300 3 0 100
Washington 131,600 160,600 2 5 2 3 100 100
West Virginia 37,200 . ... 5% .. 1% 100% 100%
Wisconsin 78,600 96,500 23% . 13% . e 100 100
Wyoming 11,100 10,100 9 0 1 0% 100 100
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Explanatory Notes for Table 7

The notes below expand on the data in Table 7. The explanatory information was provided by the respondent,

#Both the fingerprinting and the filing of charges are performed at the CAlthough the requirement exists, it is not enforced.
same unit.
OThe repository receives ac-aignment reports on all araignments from the
bpoice must release or charge an individual before sending fingerprints counts, If no arraignment is received within six months, the repository
to the repository. contacts the arresting agency.
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L

Table 7. Notice to State criminal history repository of release of arrested persons without charging, 1989 and 1992

If an arrestee is not Percent of fingerprint

tharged after submission of submissions for which

fingerprints, State law requires repository is notified that

tification of reposit £

State 1989 1992 1989 1992
Alabama Yes Yes <1% 1%
Alaska No No
Arizona No Yes
Arkansas No No <1
Califomnia Yes Yes e
Colorado Yes Yes 10%
Connecticut No No
Delaware No No
District of Columbia?
Florida No No
Georgia Yes Yes 100% ‘e
Hawaii Yes Yes 90+ 99%
Idaho Yes Yes e e
Illinois Yes Yes 0
Indiana Yes Yes 50
Iowa Yes Yes . 98%
Kansas Yes Yes Cee
Kentucky No Yes
Louisiana No No
Maine Yes Yes <1% 3
Maryland Yes Yes
Massachusetts No No
Michigan Yes v
Minnesota Yes Yes 80% 80%
Mississippt No No 10
Missouri No No
Montana Yes Yes v
Nebraska Yes Yes 10% 40%
Nevada Yes Yes 90 80
New Hampshire No No
New Jersey No No
New Mexico No No
New York No Yes
North Carolina® No No
North Dakota Yes Yes v .
Ohio No No
Oklahoma No No
Oregon No No
Pennsylvania Yes Yes
Puerto Rico No No
Rhode Island No No
South Carolina No No 75%
South Dakota Yes Yes 1
Tennessee No No
Texas No Yes
Utah No No
Vermont Yes Yes© 100%4
Virginia No No
Virgin Islands ces No
Washington No Yes P
West Virginia Yes Yes 60%
Wisconsin Yes Yes e RN
Wyoming Yes Yes 60 80%
Note: Percentages reported are results of estimates. Percentages have been ... Notavailable.

rounded to the nearest whole number, Except for Florida and Puerto Rico,
for which corrected data were received, the data in the columns for 1989 arc
taken from Bureau of Justice Statistics, Criminal Justice Infermation Policy:
Survey of Criminal Information Systems (March 1991), Table 7.
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Explanatory Notes for Table 8

The notes below expand on the data in Table 8. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

3Due to new reporting procedures, all prosecitor declinations are now
reported to the repository; procedures are by agreement with the
Department of Law,

bPending legislation will require reporting of prosecutor declinations.

®Pending legislation will require reporting of felony trial court
dispositions,

deding legislation will require that the fingerprints be submitted to the
repository when subject is convicted after being brought to court by
summons.

©Pending legislation will require that fingerprints be submitted to the
repository when subject is not convicted after being brought to court by
summons.

fDispositions are not received on 30-40% of all arrests. It is unknown at
what level the final disposition occurred.

&Prosecutors’ position is that a declination is not a disposition; therefore,
declinations are not reported.

b1, 1989, the repository was receiving 100% of all dispositions that
occurred in the automated District Court systems; these dispositions were
placed in the autornated disposition “pending posting” file, but they lacked
sufficient elements to match them with arrest records, The estimate for
1992 reflects the number of dispositions reported that do match arrests.

1The response for 1992 is based on more accurate information that is now
available to the rcpository.

jFigure represents all cases, not just felonies.

kFigure was determined by a data quality baseline audit.

More aceurate information is now available. The State repository is
working with the courts to improve reporting.

MThe charging agency has the responsibility to notify the repository of the
disposition of every arrest, including those where no complaint is filed by
the prosecutor.

"More accurate information is available.

9By administrative regulation, failure of the prosecutor to notify the
repository of action taken on the case within 30 days after the arrest results
in the case being closed and considered not filed.

PThrough an interpretation of the existing statute, it has been determined
that the statute does not require that final court dispositions be submitted to
the repository.

9Due to manpower requirements, the project for obtaining missing
dispositions was suspended for a few years. The repository is currently

working on ways to obtain the missing dispositions.

*The decline is due to large contributors who are no longer reporting and
some who are working toward eclectronic reporting.

SDecline in dispositions received is due to-a personnel shortage.

'Respondent indicated that this figure reflects the percent of dispositions
reported in 1987; more current figures were unavailable.

YInformation is provided by County Clerk of Court,
YThis is a relatively new statutory requircment,

WMore information is available based on reports which were run off the
criminal history file.
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Table 8. Completeness of prosecutor and court disposition reporting to State criminal history repository, 1989 and 1992

Percent of cases in which State criminal Percent of cases in which fingerprints are received by
ist epository is notj f tatg crimi st itory whep subject is:
Final felony trial Convicted Not convicted

Prosecutor declinations court dispositions aftersummons . aftersummons
State 1989 1992 1989 1992 1989 1992 1989 1992
Alabama <1% <% 30% 20% e NA e NA
Alaska NA 953 85 90 75% e NA NA
Arizona e cus ces e NA NA NA NA
Arkansas 15 NAP 35 90% NA Nad  NA NA®
California 85
Colorado <15% 095 100% 0151 100% ces 100% ‘e
Connecticut NA NA 100 100 i NA Ce NA
Delaware 50 90 v 65 NA NA NA NA
District of Columbia 0 5 . 97.99 100%  97-99 100%
Florida 60 80 50 80 NA NA NA NA
Georgia 100% 90+%' 85% 90+% NA NA NA NA
Hawaii 80) NA NA NA
Idaho 100 .. 80 7k NA ... NA e
Illinois 50 68 50 52 1253 cae NA NA
Indiana 50 55 75 3040t 0 % NA NA
Towa NA 98% Ce 95% va NA NA NA
Kansas 35-40% e 80% ... s Nad L, NA®
Kentucky NA 100 75-80 90 NA ves NA e
Louisiana 50 30 50 50 NA NA NA NA
Maine < .L.m 100 99 2% 5% 1% 1%
Maryland e 100% 82% 100% e 50% NA NA
Massachusetts NA 100 100 98 NA 10 NA 0%
Michigan NA 64 70
Minnesota 70% 40" 99 99 7% 20 0% 2
Mississippi 30 NA 25 NA Ve NA e NA
Missouri 80% 5-109%° 60% 68% - <1% fee NA
Montana NA 80 70
Nebraska 100 Ve 50 5 NA 10 NA NA
Nevada 90 75 65 50 NA NA NA NA
New Hampshire NA NA 80 80 e NA v NA
New Jersey 90% 90% 95% 95% 85% 70% 85% 70%
New MexicoP NA 5 5 15 10 0 10 0
New York NA
North Carolina NA 85 93 859 NA e NA NA
Nornth Dakota 80 e 80 90 50 50 NA NA
Ohio NA NA 55% 35%" NA NA NA NA
Oklahoma NA NA 30 60° NA NA NA NA
Oregon NA NA 60t 100 50% ces NA NA
Pennsylvania 80% 65% A 65 70 v NA .
Puerto Rico NA NA
Rhode Island 1% via 10% NA 10% NA
South Carolina 80 100%4 100% 100% 90 NA 5 NA
South Dakota 1 75 60-75 50 NA 50 NA
Tenncssee NA NA 5 35-40 e NA e i NA
Texas 0 o 40 40Y NA .Y NA LY
Utzh 0% 45% 60% 559" e cee e NA
Vemmont 100 100 vee NA NA NA NA
Virginia NA 95 96 cen e ces NA
Virgin Islands el 35 cee cee e
Washington 40 N 7 75-80 5-10% 5-10% NA
West Virginia 85% 5% 85% 5% 2% 5% 0% 5%
Wisconsin
Wyoming 60 80 60 80 5 NA NA NA
Note: Percentages reported are results of estimates. Percentages have been .++ Not available,
rounded to the nearest whole number. The data in the columns for 1989 are
taken from Bureau of Justice Statistics, Criminal Justice Information Policy: NA  Not applicable. (Not required to be submitted.)

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems (March 1991), Table 8.
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Explanatory Notes for Table 9

The notes below expand on the data in Table 9. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents,

*Information regarding this type of modification is not reported to'the
State criminal history repository.

BThe record is removed from the automated file and retained manually.

CInformation regarding pardons was not previously reported to the State
criminal history repository. Electronic reporting began June 30, 1993,

Y This occurs only in cases where an offender is acquitted or the case is
dismissed.
®Courts have the inherent authority to set aside convictions, although no

State law exists that formalizes the practice,

fThe record may be destroyed or retained with the action noted depending
upon whether the charge was a misdemeanor or a felony and whether the
record subject was convicted,

BState law does not provide for expungements, but courts have inherent
authority to order a record expunged; in such cases, the record is
destroyed.

B The record will also be sealed if ordered by the court,

ISes-asides occur only in cases where an appeal results in overtuming the
conviction. In these instances, the case is remanded to the sentencing court,

The record is removed from the database and sealed,
Kif 4 court order is received, the Sate criminal history repository complies
with the order unless it is for a State police arrest, in which instance, the

order is challenged.

I5et-aside provisions. are applicable only to cases of first offense drug
possession.

MConvictions are not expunged unless they are pardoned.

PThis modification applies only in cases of specific controlled substances
laws.

OThis occurs only by appeal.

PRestoration of an offender’s civil rights is accomplished only by a pardon,
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Table 9. Policies/practices of State criminal history repository regarding modification of felony convictions, 1992

Expunigements Set-asides Pardons —Restoration of Civil Rights

State law How records State law How records How records How records
provides are treated provides are treated are reated State law are treated
for ex- by State for set- by State State law by State provides by State
pungement  criminal asides criminal provides criminal for restoratiot, criminal
of felony history of felony history for pardons - history of felons' history
State convictions x\:posilory'r convictions rcposiloryT of felons repository civil rights repository
Alabama Yes 1 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Alaska Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Arizona Yes 2 Yes 2
Arkansas Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
California Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Colorado Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Connecticut Yes 2
Delaware Yes 2 Yes 8
District of
Columbia Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Florida g Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Georgia Yes 2 Yes 8¢ Yes 82
Hawaii Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Idaho Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
linois Yes 2 Yes 2
Indiana Yes 1 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Towa Yes 4 Yes 1 Yes 2 Yes 2
Kansas® Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Kentucky Yes 6 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Louisiana Yes 1,2f Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Maine Yes 2
Maryland Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes
Massachusetts 18 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes
Michigan Yes 2 Yes 2
Minnesota 18 Yes 2,4h Yes 2,4 Yes 2,4h
Mississippi Yes 1 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Missouri Yes 3t Yes 2 Yes 5
Montana Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Nebraska Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Nevada X Yes 2 Yes 2
New Hampshire ~ Yes 4 Yes e Yes 2
New Jersey Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
New Mexico & Yes! 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
New York Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
North Carolina Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
North Dakota Yes 2 Yes 2
Ohio Yes 6 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Oklahoma Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Oregon Yes 2,4 Yes 2,4 Yes 2 Yes 2
Pennsylvania Yes™ 1 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes .
Puerto Rico Yes i Yes " Yes 2 Yes
Rhode Island Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 1
South Carolina Yes® 2 Yes 2 YesP 2
South Dakota Yes 2 Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 1
Tennessee Yes 2 Yes 83
Texas Yes 2 Yes 2
Utah Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 5
Vermont Yes 3 Yes v Yes 7
Virginia Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
Virgin Islands Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 1 Yes 1
Washington Yes 6 Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
West Virginia Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes
Wisconsin Yes 2 Yes 2
Wyoming Yes 2 Yes 2 Yes 2
L Record is destroyed by State criminal history repository. 5  No action is taken,
2 Record is retained with action noted on the record. 6  Record is returned to submitting agency.
3 Record is retumed to the court. 7 Reeord is retumed to the Governor's Office.
4 Record is sealed. § Other
. Not available.
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Explanatory Notes for Table 10

The notes below expand on the data in Table 10. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents,

3If fingerprint cards are received from cormrections, they are processed; 8Data on the admission of sentenced felony offenders to State prisons or
there is no link, however, between corrections and the criminal history local jails are voluntarily submitted; State law does not require the
database, submission,
bResponsc reported in 1990 was 90%a. hResponsc reported in 1990 was 15%.
Response reported in 1990 was 180%. iR(:sponse reported in 1990 was 25%.
dResponse reported in 1990 was 90+%. Jinformation from the Department of Correctional Services is now updated
on-line. Fingerprints arc requested only in those cases where a match

®TFraditionatly, the State central repository has received the fingsrprints of cannot be made on-line. Effective September 1993, correctional data is no
admitted prisoners from State prisons and local jails; however, State law longer required to be submitted to the repository pursuant to a statutory
does not require the submission. change.
fResponse reported in 1990 was 5%. KThe Virginia Department of Corrections has eliminated local jail

po! 3 Bin P ]

classification of inmates.
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Table 10. Fingerprinting of incarcérated offenders and linkage to records malntained by State criminal history repository, 1992

Law requires Percent of

fingerprinting of admitted admitted prisoners

prisoners and sending for whom repository Repository uses fingerprints

fingerprints to repository receives fingerprints to make positive identification

and to link correctional

State State prisons  Local jails State prisons  Local jails data with proper records
Alabama Yes 100% Yes
Alaska?
Arizona
Arkansas 98 909% Yes
California Yes Yes 99 . Yes
Colorado Yes Yes 100% 100% Yes
Connecticut
Delaware Yes 100 Yes
District of Columbia Yes
Florida Yes LS
Georgia Yes 100% Yes
Hawaii
Idaho Yes 100 Yes
Tilinois Yes Yes .4 .4 Yes
Indiana Yes Yes 90 50% Yes
Towa Yes Yes 100% 30% Yes
Kansas® 100 ce Yes
Kentucky Yes 100 Yes
Louisiana Yes Yes 98 50 Yes
Maine 100 5 Yes
Maryland 100% 50% Yes
Massachusetts 100 50 Yes
Michigan Yes 100 Yes
Minnesota Yes 100 Yes
Mississippi Yes Yes 100 P
Missouri Yes 99% Yes
Montana 100 Yes
Nebraska Yes Yes 98 o F Yes
Nevada 100
New Hampshire® 100
New Jersey Yes Yes 98% 0% Yes
New Mexico Yes ..h ot Yes,
New York Yes Yes 100 e J
North Carolina Yes Yes 100 Yes
North Daketa Yes Yes 100 10 Yes
Ohio Yes Yes 100% 60% Yes
Oklahoma Yes Yes 100 e Yes
Oregon 100 Yes
Pennsylvania 95
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island Yes Yes v e Yes
South Carolina 100% 95% Yes
South Dakota Yes Yes 100 95 Yes
Tennessee Yes Yes L8 o
Texas Yes 100 Yes
Utah Yes Yes 95% . 95% Yes
Vermont Yes
Virginia Yes Yes 85 15k Yes
Virgin Islands
Washington Yes Yes 20-30 e Yes
West Virginia Yes Yes 98% 95% Yes
Wisconsin Yes e Yes
Wyoming Yes Yes 100 95 Yes
Note: The figures in the columns represent the estimated percent of ... Notavailable.

fingerprint cards received from State prisons and local jails both in States
where a legal requirement exists to fingerprint incarcerated individuals and
send the fingerprints to the repository and in States where the procedure is
carried out voluntarily, The absence of a response indicates that the
information is neither mandated by a State legal requirement nor is it
voluntarily submitted. Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number,
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Explanatory Notes for Table 11

The notes below expand on the data in Table 11. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

3Statutory requirement to report the information is not currently CProbation and revocation of probation information is received via the
enforced. count.
bAhhough parole information is reported to the repository, the repository chsponse is based on the results of a baseline audit.

does not record or maintain it.
BProbation information is derived from the sentencing information from the

CThe first figure represents information relating to admission to courts. No information is received directly from probation agencies at this
supervision; the second figure represents information relating to release time.

from supervision. The 1992 figures are based on more accurate

information now available to the repository. hRepons showing parole are being eliminated in anticipation of the

automated reporting system.
dThe State repository is working with the appropriate agencies to improve .
reporting, which has decreased over the past years. !Currently, probation information is received on final disposition reports
from the courts. This procedure is currently under review,
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Table 11. Probation and parole data in State eriminal history repository, 1989 and 1992

Percent of cases where admission to and release

is reported to repository

Probation Parole
State 1989 1992 1989 1992
Alabama 1007 100%
Alaska
Arizona o? ?
Arkansas 10% 80 100% 98
Califomia 85 e 100 Cee
Colorado 0% <1% 100% 100%
Connccticut
Delaware 100 100 100 100
District of Columbia 0 0 100°
Florida 85 85
Georgia 1009 90/109:° 100% 90/29,°
Hawaii e e
Idaho 0 0 0
Illinois 50 e 50 Vs
Indiana 75 608 1 60d
Towa i 0% PN 0%
Kansas 98% 100 90% e
Kentucky 100 100 100 100
Louisiana 98 106G 95 100
Maine®
Maryland 40% 100% 40% 100%
Massachusetis 100 100
Michigan
Minnesota 99 8s 99 gsf
Mississippi e 0-10 Ve 0-10
Missouri 100% 99% 1009 99%
Montana
Nebraska 50 45.508 100 98 .
Nevada e s '
New Hampshire
New Jersey 409 80% 90% 8ogh
New Mexico
New York 100 100 e
North Carolina 100 100 100
North Dakota 100 100 100 100
Ohio 509 50% 95% 95%
Oklahoma
Oregon 25 25
Pennsylvania 90 90
Puerto Rico v
Rhode Island e
South Carolina 100% 100%
South Dakota 80 80 98% 95%
Tennessee
Texas 50 50 100 100
Utah 15% - 100% e
Vermont 10 15% 50 60%
Virginia
Virgin Islands o
Washington 100 100
West Virgjnia 85% 90% 90% 90%
Wisconsin® ce e cee
Wyoming 10 10 100 100

Note: The figures reported in this table are from States in which there is a
legal requirement that probation/parole information must be reported to the
State criminal history repository or States where the information is voluntarily
reported. The absence of a response indicates that the State neither statutorily
mandates that the information is reported nor is the information voluntarily
reported. Sce Table 5 for States which have a legal requirement that
probation/parole infarmation must be reported to the repository.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992

Percentages reported are the results of estimates. Percentages are rounded to
the nearest whole number. Except for Mississippi, for which corrected data
were submitted, the data in the columns for 1989 are taken from Bureau of
Justice Statistics, Criminal Justice Information Policy: Survey of Criminal
History Information Systems (March 1991), Table 11.

... Not available.
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3Workload has iricreased and personnel has decreased, resuliing in a
longer amount of time to enter data.

BThe repository is not the usual data entry point for arrest information
into the criminal history database. Arresting agencies enter the data
directly; therefore, arrest data are in the criminal history database prior to
the receipt of the fingerprint cards. Arrest data are entered in
approximately two days but are not fingerprint-supported until
approximately 15 days,

©Data reported is for 1991. No data is available for 1992.

dMaster name index entries and criminal history file entries occur
simultancously. Data reported is for 1991. No-data is available for 1992.

®Normal processing time would be three to four days up to one week.
fThe backlog has consistently averaged about one month,

8Increase in wmaround of arest data and fingerprint submissions from
the Jocal agency is due to lack of staff at the local agency. Both state and
local agencics have experienced economic reductions.

Bncrease in time is due to backlogs and lack of staff.

The current processing time of 15-20 days is slower than preferred, but
with the present staff and workload, this is not considered a backlog.

jBacklcg is primarily duc to a personnel shortage.

KInformation is entered upon request only, unless the offense is a serious
felony. This procedure is being followed pending the elimination of an
automated fingerprint identification system (AFIS) backlog. When the
backlog is eliminated, posting should occur within 72 hours.

1An increase in crime has resulted in greater workloads; at the same time,
there is also a lack of personnel.

MArrest data on repeat offenders are entered weekly. Due to a lack of
personnel, new arrest data are entered in about 60 days.

MFingerprinting is performed at the repository. It takes approximately
two weeks to microfiche the arrest data,

OCurrently, there is a two-weck backlog on repeat offerider cases only.

PRespondent indicated thiat 30 days is the optimum processing time.
Currently, the repository has approximately 30,000 cards which have been
name-searched and are ready for entry into the criminal history database,
and approximately 15,000 cards which have not been either name-
searched or entered into the database,

9There are approximately 19,000 cards at various stages of entry.
Response is based on a recently completed data quality audit.

SAs of December 31, 1992, there was a backlog of 32,966 fingerprint
arrest cards for second and subsequent arrests.

tAs a result of conducting local agency audits since 1989, the average time
between arrest and receipt of fingerprint cards and arrest data at the
repository has been determined to be 10 days.

URespondent anticipates that the sizeable backlog that currently exists will
be resolved in 1993,

YThe present backlog is due to implementation of an automated
fingerprint identification system (AFIS) and will be worked out within a
few months.

WFigure is for first arrests. The increase since 1989 in the average days
to enter arrest data into the criminal history database is due to loss of
personnel, especially fingerprint technicians, and to an increase in the
number of fingerprint cards received,

XA change in the “unable to classify” fingerprint policy, the increased
number of fingerprints received and the lack of resources, specifically
fingerprint technicians, have caused the backlog,

Explanatory Notes for Table 12

The notes below expand on the data in Table 12. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

YMore accurate information is now known.

ZThe increase in time to enter arrest data into the database is due to the
enormous growth of the backlog.

33Nommal processing time would be one week.

L backlog has been caused by an increased workload due to growthin
the statutorily required applicant background processing,

CCArrest data are not currently entered into the court-based crminal history
file.

ddNomat processing time would be one week or less.

There is a backlog; however, newly recejved cards are processed as a *
priority.

A more thorough analysis of the maximum processing time has been
conducted, resulting in a more accurate estimate for 1992,

BEResponse is based on the results of a baseline audit.

thigure represents receipt time for 1991 arrests,

iipye to the procurement of an AFIS, no data entry was done from August 1
to December 31, 1992, The backlog is being reduced rapidly and should be
completed by September 1993.

Irhe target processing time is three days,

KK Arrest data received in the form of arrest fingerpririt cards are entered
into the automated, témporary criminal history record file within two days
of receipt. The names and aliases are placed in the master name index at
that time. The fingerprint cards are then placed in a backlog for fingerprint
search/identification processing. As of December 31, 1992, approximately
35,000 fingerprint cards were awaiting processing.

Barrest fingerprints for purposes of bail hearings are sent by facsimile and
have priority; they are entered within two hours.

MM The repository supports a statewide facsimile network for the
transmission of arrest fingerprints for persons awaiting arraignment, The
network handles about half of the statewide arrest fingerprint volume;
fingerprints are typically processed, and the rap sheet updated or created,
within two hours. Priority work is handled within seven days of receipt.

"nerease in time is due to heavy submissions and less personnel to
accomplish the task.

OOFirst offenders are current; processing time is two to three days. The
processing time for offenders with prior records takes about two weeks
because there are more repeat offenders and more coding is required.

PPIncrease in time is the result of a personnel shortage,

99A backlog of 5,000-7,000 cards per month exists. Respondent anticipates
that the AFIS implementation will reduce processing time to three days.

TTA backlog of approximately one month currently exists.
$Increase is due to personnel cutbacks and added workload.

"The increased time is due to a backlog resulting from the increased
submission of applicant cards that the repository is now required to process.

"Normal processing time would be one to two days.
Y¥A backlog of approximately 31,400 misdemeanor upgrade cards exists.

WWIncrease is due Lo an increase in submission of data.
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Table 12. Average number of days Lo process arrest data submitled to State criminal history repository, 1989 and 1992

Average number of days

Average number of days between receipt

between arrest and receipt of fingerprints and entry of datainto: Backlog of entering data

of arrest data and fingerprinits Master pame index . Criminal history database into criminal history database
State 1989 1992 1989 1992 1989 1992 1989 1992
Alabama 7 10, 3 52 3 58 No No.
Alaska 14 15P 7 15 7 15% No No
Arizona 17 14° 17 1nd 17 114 No No
Arkansas 30 5 60 30 60 30 Yes® chf
California 21 25-308 1520 6oh 1520 72b No' Yes!
Colorado 7 10 2 1-2 2 Lk No Yes)
Connecticut 7 10 7 s0! 7 60! No Yes™
Delaware 2.3 5 2-3 2-3 ce 0-1 No No
District of Columbia <1 <1 <1 1 NAT 1 No Yes®
Florida 3.5 3-10 30 30 30 30 YesP Yesd
Georgia 3-4 2 252 1 252 1 Yes No
Hawaii 7 7-30 7 1 7 1 No No
Idaho 6 307 7 5 7 s No Yes
Illinois 15 10t 1 . 1 R No Yest
Indiana 7 7 60 30 7-21 30-60 Yes¥ Yes!
Towa 7 7 7 7 7 90w No Yes®
Kansas 35 10¥ 1 ... 1 e No Yes!
Kentucky 14 10 2 3 2 3 No No
Louisiana 7 5 365 270 365 6307 Yes? Yes®
Maine 14 14 1 1 3 3 No No
Maryland 7 6-10 3 1 60 5 Yes No
Massachusetts 28 14 300 14 300 NAS® Yesdd Yes®
Michigan ] .. 5 10ff 5 107 No No
Minnesota 14 288 14 1 14 1 No No
Mississippi 21 N 2 2 No No
Missouri 30 34hh 3 23 3 23 No No .
Montana P N 1.7 . 1 v No Yes!
Nebraska 30 7 1 3 ! 3 No No
Nevada 10 10 60 2 60 2 Yesi Yeskk
New Harnpshire . 30 .. 2 1-2 2 No
New Jersey 7-14 14 1 1 1 1 No No
New Mexico 21 20 2 2 NA NA No No
New York 7 07 <t-14lt 07 <1-141 07 No Yesm
North Carolina 7 5 15-20 12 15-20 12 No Yes!
North Dakota 7-10 7-10 <1 01 < 01 No No
Ohio 14 25nn 14 10 14 3snn No®© Yes!
Oklahoma 7-14 30 5 180°P 2 180PP No Yes!
Oregon 14 3-5 1-10 2 1-10 2 No No
Pennsylvania 5 7 7-112 14 7-112 14 Yes®d No
Puerto Rico 1 5 S No
Rhode Island 30 Ce 3 Lo 3 e No Yes™
South Carolina 5 10% 10 10 10 10 No No
South Dakota 7-14 5-14 1 1 1 1 No No ,
Tennessee 7-14 14 2 14 2 14 No Yes!
Texas 14 14 2 2 14 6 No Yes™
Uuh 7-14 14 7 144 7 144 No No
Vermont 7 14-21 7-10 10 7-10 . Yes™ Yes!
Virginia 35 3-5 5 2-4 5 57 No No
Virgin Islands s e Ces No
Washington 5-42 14 5-10 7 5-10 7 No Yes¥
West Virgmia 3-10 14 34 3 34 10%¥ No No
Wisconsin 23 29 14 e 14 . No Yes
Wyoming 7 10 7 57 7 57 No No
Note: Numbers have been rounded to the nearest whole number. ... Not available,
The data in the columns for 1989 are taken from Bureau of Justice Statistics,
Criminal Justice Information Policy: Survey of Criminal History Information NA Not applicable.
Systems (March 1991), Table 12,
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Explanatory Notes for Table 13
The notes below expand on the data in Table 13. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents,

ncreased time is the result of court backlogs.

Oy orkload has increased and personnel has decreased, resulting in a
longer period of time to enter data,

®The 1992 estimate is based on more accurate information as a result of a
baseline data quality assessment.

da backlog of one week exists for misdemeanor dispositions.

“Disposition information is held for 30 days to ensure that the arrest card
is received at the State criminal history repository (SCR).

fNormal processing time would be two weeks; with the commencement of
automation in July 1990, the backlog will be eliminated.

Blncrease in time is due to lack of staff at the local agencies.

ncrease in time is due to lack of staff,

iThe SCR operates under a court order to process dispositions within 90
days. Respondent indicated that with the present and foresceable staff
levels and the volume of documents the SCR handles, 40 days is normal

* processing time,

jBacklog is due primarily to a personnel shortage at the repository and/or
at contributing agencies.

KFinal trial count dispositions are currently not received by the repository.

This is scheduled to occur electronically in 1993. Dispositions will be
received weekly and posted within 72 hours.

1Disposilions are entered directly by the courts,

MPisposition data is current since 1988; there does exist a pre-1988
backlog.

N Court does not enter all dispositions.

ORepository is in the process of developing software and automation
upgrades that will allow entry of historical and curzent dispositions. All
available dispositions will be entered at that time.

PRespondent indicated that a backlog of approximately 100,000
tranisactions exists; in 1991, with the completion of automation of the
courts in Florida, processing time could be reduced to four to six weeks,

9Current dispositions are entered within 24 hours of receipt by the
repository. A backlog of 1986 dispositions is also being processed and
will be eliminated by June 30, 1993.

TFigure is based on results of a data quality audit,

SAs of December 31, 1992, there was a backlog of approximately 43,300
dispositions.

'Respondent anticipates that the sizeable backlog that currently exists will
be resolved in 1993,

YDue to changes in personnel, timeliness of court reporting has decreased.
The State repository is working on an educational approach to decrease

the time for receipt of court dispositions.

VThe backlog is due to AFIS implementation; the normal processing time
is two weeks.

WThe increase since 1989 in the average number of days between receipt
of final trial court dispositions and entry of data into the database is due to
the loss of personnel, the increase in the number of dispositions and the
inerease in the number of dispositions which were retumed due to
insufficient information.

*More accurate information is now known.

YThe increase in time is due to backlogs and lack of staff.

ZIncrease in time is due to the reduction in data entry personnel.

#3Ten days would be normal processing time.

bb1yformation is maintained in a holding file; it is merged with the
criminal record when an inquiry is received.

®CDispositions are by tape entry upon receipt.

ddDispcnsitim'A data are entered directly into the criminal history file from
court terminals.

€CResponse is based on the results of a baseline audit,

ffResponsc: is based on the resnlts of a baseline audit. Increased workloads
and personnel decrease have resulted in the increase in time,

88Courts rarely submit disposition data to the repository.

thigure is for 1991 dispositions.

lipge to the procurement of an automated fingerprint identification system
(AFIS), no data entry was done from August 1 to December 31, 1992, The
backlog is being reduced rapidly and should be completed by September
1993,

UThe greater length of time is due to a backlog of court dispositions and an
overall increase in records.

KkNormal processing time would be one week.

llIm:rcast: in time is due to the increased volume in the courts and the
reduction in their staff.

MMNormal processing time would be one to two weeks.
MBA current backlog of approximately 100,000 dispositions exists.

99A sampling of dispositions showed the increase in time; priorities placed
on work received have also contributed to the increase.

PPThe State repository is updated daily by the State Office of Court
Administration for courts in large metropolitan areas; town and village
courts remain a paper-based process.

99Backlog is due to manual records and processing of town and village
court dispositions, which was taken over by the repository from the State
Office of Court Administration in 1992,

™Data are entered the same day they are received.

SSIncrease in time is due to a personnel shortage.

"Respondent indicated that a backlog of about 35,000 dispositions currently
exists; normal processing time would be one to two days.

WBacklog is due to manually submitted dispositions that require research
and verification.

Y¥Backlog is due to rejected data from the magnetic tape that must be
manually entered.

WWA one-month backlog currently exists.

*Xlncrease in time is due to a change in procedure for receiving disposition
data from the Unified Judicial System.

Y¥Respondent indicated that significant additional funding has been received
to eliminate the backlog within the next year.

“This backlog has been significantly reduced over the past year,

333 There may be a backlog of 500-1,000 dispesitions; normal processing
time would be the same day.

bbbDispv:»sil.ion reports are held for 10-12 days to ensure that the fingerprint
cards have been received and processed,

CCCThere is a 20,000-document backlog; optimum processing time would be
one week,

dddpyngs are currently being expended to decrease the backlog.
€CCReduction in personnel resulted in processing delays.

TSome dispositions require clarification, which creates a backlog.
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Table 13. Average number of days to process disposition data submitted to State criminal history repository, 1989 and 1992
. Average number of days Average number of days between
between final trial court receipt of final trial court disposition Backlog of entering data
disposition and receipt of data and entry of data into database into criminal history database
State 1989 1992 1989 1992 1989 1992
Alzbama 7 908 3 50 No No
Alaska 14 35¢ 2 21° No Yesd
: Arizona 57 24 45 24 No® No
4 Arkansas 60 40 60 2 Yest No,
California 30 0-1208 40 80 No' Yes!
Colorado 4 Lk 1 Lk No Yesi
Connecticut 14-28 14-28 42-84 42-84 . Yes)
Delaware 14 14 Na! NaA! No™ Yo"
District of Columbia  NA Ces 21 57 . Yes!
Florida 180 45 180 A YesP Yes©
Georgia 30 10 952 1 Yes Yesd
Hawaii e 30 NA 10 No Yes!
; Idaho 35 1487 730 v Yes Yes
: Tllinois et 40-45 1 R No Yest
Indiana 30 30-604 42 60-90 Yes¥ Yes!
Towa e 20 14 20% No Yes!
Kansas 7-14 90% 2 36¥ No Yes!
Kentucky 60-90 90 10-14 30% No Yes
Louisiana 30 . 365 oy Yes? Yes
Maine 14 10 1 1tb No No
; Maryland 14 14 o* o No No
i Massachusetts 2 2 7-10 odd No No
‘ Michigan 1-7 c. 5 0-5 No , No
Minnesota 28 3% 56 3651 Yesl Yes!
Mississippi®8 42-56 7-180 Yes
. Missonri - gghh 23 45 No No .
9 Montana ce ca 2 e, No Yegl!
. Nebraska 365 30-60 14 304 No Yes!
[ i Nevada 30 30 90 5 Yoskk No
. New Hampshire 7 3ol 1 2 No No
New Jersey 7 7 60-90 5 Yeg™m Yes™
New Mexico 60 30 1 10%° No No
New York NA 0-180 o 0-180PP No YesH
North Carolina 15 1 15 0 No® No
North Dakota 30 30 <1 0-1 No No
Ohio 21-60 ... orr 3 No No
Oklahoma 14 305 14 305 No No
Oregon . 7 30-90 0 Yestt Yes
Pennsylvania 180 180 2 0 No YesV¥
d Puerto Rico 4 6 No
Rhode Island ces - 2 Ces No YesWW
South Carolina 14 10 30 10 Yeskk No
South Dakota 30 30 23 14%% No No .
Tennessce 28-42 . 2 e No Yes)
Texas 28 28 730 30 Yes¥Y Yes?
Utah 180 30-60 14 7 No No
Vermont 10 10 3 5 Yes?32 No
Virginia 90-120 90-120 5 5 No No
Virgin Islands e 7-90 vee 2 e No ,
Washington 60 60 28 30 No Yes!
g West Virginia 20-30 30 10-15 42 NoPbb Yes
Wisconsin 14 56 60-90 . Yes®cC Yesddd
Wyoming 7 20 3 7.10%¢¢ No Y
,)
Note: Numbers have been rounded to the nearest whole number, ... Not available.
The data in the columns for 1989 are taken from Bureau of Justice Statistics, NA Not applicable,
Criminal Justice Information Policy: Survey of Criminal History Information
‘ Systems (March 1991), Tables 12 and 13.
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2Workload has increased and personne! has decreased, resulting in a
longer amount of time to enter data.

bRespondcnl indicated that normal processing time would be one week.
®The backlog has consistently averaged approximately one month,
dInformation is entered directly by the prison system,

®In the past, the repository received daily reporis from corrections;
corrections has medified their reponting procedures, however, and delays
have resulted. The repository is currently working with correstions
regarding the reporting procedures. State law requires reporting within

24 hours,

fnformation is entered into an automated corrections system as it occurs.
The information is then extracted by the repository on a current basis.

8Respondent indicated that a backlog of approximately 60,000-70,000
transactions exists.

hgofiware enhancements that will permi® automated receipt and processing
of correctional data are currently being devcloped and tested,

Correctional data are not currently captured on the criminal history
record.

chsponsc is based on a recently completed data quality audit.

KThe existing fingerprint backlog includes correctional fingerprints and is
due to inadequate staff resources,

ICorrectional information is entered only if an arrest is made by the
Indiana State Police.

MBacklog is due primarily to personnel shortages.

"The increase since 1989 in the average number of days between receipt
of correctional data and entry into the criminal history database is due to
the loss of personnel.

®Mors accurate information is now known,

Plncrease in time is due to the reduction in data entry personnel,

9There has been a significant increase in convictions and resulting

incarcerations since 1989; that increase, along with large annual budget
cuts, has resulted in the growing backlog,

Explanatory Notes for Table 14

The notes below expand on the data in Table 14. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

"The repository has fewer resources to comply with legistatively mandated
services,

SThe 1992 estimate is the result of a more thorough analysis of processing
time, .

'Response is based on the results of a baseline audit,

UDue to the procurement of an automated fingerprint identification system
(AFIS), no data entry was done from August 1 to December 31, 1992, The
backlog is being reduced rapidly and should be completed by September
1993,

YAt present, information is not entered, but it is reported to the FBI
Identification Division.

WRespandent indicated that normal processing time would be one to two
weeks; a backlog of two to three months currently exists,

*Response is based on an audit sample.

YThe increase is due to manpower allocation based on work priorities.

ZThe longer pericd of time in 1992 reflects a change in procedure.
Correctional data are entered on-line. Fingerprints are requested only when

an on-line match cannot be made,

23gystem places priority on entry of arrest and disposition data which are
processed before incarceration data.

bbInerease is due to the volume of persons entering detention and the lack of
personnel,

CCThere is a delay in entering correctional data except when subject is a
first-time submission; for all others, entry is made only when the record is
updated.

ddrhe longer period of time in 1992 is the result of personnel shortages.
®®Increase in time is due to personnel shortages and changes in priorities,
ffRespondcnt indicated that normal processing time would be two weeks.
88The increased time is due to a backlog resulting from increased
submission of applicant cards that the State repository is now required to

process.

thespondent indicated that a 7-10 day backlog exists.
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Table 14, Average number of days {o process correctional admisslon data submltled to State criminal history repository, 1989 and 1992

Average number of days between admission Average number of days between
i H receipt of correctional data and entry Backlog of entering data into

State prisons Local jails into criminal history database criminal history database
State 1989 1992 1989 1992 1989 1992 1989 1992
Alabama 7 3 NA NA 3 52 No No
Alaska NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Arizona NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Arkansas 10 7 NA 5 60 30 Yes? Yes®
California 30 e 30 . 10-20 e No Yesd
Colorado 3 730° 7 10 2 2 No No
Connecticut s NA e NA S NA i NA
Delaware 7 7 NA NA NAd Nad No ..
District of Columbia o NA ¢ NaA NA NA No NA
Florida 3.5 ... NA e 540 . YesB Yesh
Georgia 14 5 NA NA 252 1 Yes No
Hawaii e e Yes'
Idaho 7 13 NA NA 7 No Yok
Illinois 1 1-5 1 No No
Indiana 14 30-60 14-365 e NAl 30-60 NA Yes™
Towa 7 5 7 5 7 10" No Yes
Kansas 3.5 30° che e 1 . No Yes™
Kentucky 30 10 NA NA 2 30P No Yes™
Louisiana 14 atleast 1839 14 e 14 3659 No Yes®
Maine 14 10 14 10 1 1 No No
Maryland 1 31 7 7 0 0 No No
Massachusetts NA 30 NA 30 NA 1 NA No
Michigan 7-10 e NA NA 5 108 No No
Minnesota 7 23t NA NA 14 10 No No
Mississippi 7 3060 NA 3090 Nad Nad NA %
Missouri 30 10-14 NA NA 2-3 2-3 No No
Montana . NA NA NA 1 e No Yes*
Nebraska 28 30° 56 e 7 30° No No
Nevada 10 10 ... NA 60 NAY Yes No
New Hampshire 30 30 PN NA 1.2 2 No No
New Jersey 7-21 7 7-21 7 60-90 1 YesW No
New Mexico 28 30* NA 30 2 sY No No
New York 7-14 e 7-14 . 14 0-21% No Yes??
North Carolina 30 30 15-20 15-20 12 No Yes™
North Dakota 7 7 30 30 <1 <1 No No
Ohio 14-90 25 NA o 2 30bb No Yes™©
Oklahoma 14 7 NA NA 2 2 No No
Oregon 7 109 Na NA 1, Vad No No
Penrisylvania 14 e 30 cen Nal i NA Yes
Puerto Rico 6 No
Rhode Island Cen 1 No No
South Carolina 10 7 10 7 56 10 YeslT No
South Dakota 30 30 7 5-14 1-2 2 No No
Tennessee 7 1 No No
Texas 2 1 NA NA 1 1 No No
Utah 14 30-6088  NA 30-60 7 1488 No No
Vermont 14-21 NA 1421 NA o NA Yesth NA
Virginia 42-56 42-56 42-56  42-56 5 5 No No
Virgin Islands v NA e 1 e 1 N No
Washington 14 30 NA NA 7 1 No No
West Virginia 5-10 14 5-10 NA 12 3 No No
Wisconsin 7 . 7 e 14 e No Yo
Wyoming 7 10-12 NA 7-10 7 7-10 No No
Note: Numbers have been rounded to the nearest whole number, ... Not available.
The data in the columns for 1989 are tuken from Bureau of Justice Statistics,
Criminal Justice Information Policy: Survey of Criminal History Information NA Not applicable.

Systems (March 1991), Table 13.
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8previously used field visits have been eliminated due to funding
reductions.

bThe practice of using telephone calls has been changed; everything must
now be in written form.

CThe repository also uses microfilm and microfiche. Re-instituting 2
procedure of generating lists of arrests for which final dispositions have
not been received is under consideration,

I1ne repository also employs training, publishes operational bulletins, and
publishes requirements in the Georgia Crime Information Council Rules
and Superior Court Clerks’ Rules. Field visits, which were previously
employed to encourage complete arrest and disposition reporting, have
been discontinued due to lack of funding,

®The module to generate lists of arrests for which final dispositions have
not been recorded was activated July 1, 1993. The repository also uses
audits and communications requests to encourage complete reporting.

fhe repository also participates in the training of all new recruits at the
Criminal Justice Academy,

8The repository also conducts work sessions with contributors and seeks
their cooperative efforts in establishing better reporting procedures.

bThe practice of ficld visits was in place from 1987 through the spring of
1992; at that time, personnel who were performing the task were no
longer available, and the field visits were stopped.

Explanatory Notes for Table 15

The notes below expand on the data in Table 15, The expianatory information was provided by the respendents.

iA new rule will be going into effect that will change the procedures
employed.

IThe practice of generating lists of arrests with no dispositions was
discontinued because the procedure was taking too much computer time to
generate the report, and users experienced response time problems when the
report was prepared from the criminal history record database.

kPrevionsly used form letters have been replaced by personal contact,

Yhe repository also conducts seminars with court officials and requests
their cooperation in submitting dispositions to the repository.

™The repository also employs training.
PGenerating lists of arrests for which dispositions were niot recorded and the
use of form letters were discontinued due to the backlog in entering

disposition data at the repository.

OThe repository will also be using audits that will include surveys and ficld
visits in the future.

PFicld visits have been discontinued due to lack of staff.

9The repository is currently developing the capability to generate computer
lists of missing dispositions.
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Table 15. Procedures employed by State criminal history repository to encourage complete arrest and disposition reporting, 1992
Lists of arrests with
no dispositions
generated to monitor Field Form Telephone

State disposition reporting visits letters calls

Alabama X
Alaska

Arizona®

Arkansas X
California

L
ol X

Colorado X
Connecticut

Delaware

District of Columbia?

Florida® X

d

POMNM MR RN

E I

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Tllinois X X
Indiana

>

Towa X

Kansas® X
Kentucky X
Louisigna

Maine

MR HHA XN

Maryland®

Massachysetis X
Michigan X

Minnesota X X
Mississippi

>

Missouri,
Montana'
Nebraska
Nevadal

New Hampshire

o
>

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

HRKH

Ohio!
Oklahoma™
Oregon™
Pennsylvania®
Puerto Rico

Mol MMM X
o

b <
MMM HHHMEHK MMM

>

Rhode Island

Sauth Carolina X
South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont P

Virginiad

Virgin Islands

Washington X

West Virginia™
Wisconsin
Wyoming X

Eo - R e B o T o N o
PR MK MNMK K XX

K o
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Explanatory Notes for Table 16

The notes below expand on the data in Table 16, The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

8Court casc number.

5The repository uses a number constructed of the unique arrest-event
identifier, the arrest date and the originating agency identifier (ORI).
This replaced the computer-assigned unique tracking number previously
used,

®Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) case number,

dFingexpxim verification.

®The former method vsed for linking disposition data was discontinued in
1992; effective January 1, 1993, a new disposition tracking number was
instituted.

fCase numbers.

&Present plans call for a unigue tracking number.

hDate of birth and social security number.

ipending.
jAgency ORI

KThe method for linking dispositions to particular charges applies only
when there is a single count; it is not applicable for multiple counts.

Urhe unified court system has allowed the repository’s process control
number that is unique to the arrest event to be placed on its antomated
system. In the majority of cases, this tracking number works; the name
serves as the backup 16 query for state identification (SID) number, date
of arrest and ORI to make the link,

Mplanned system enhancement.

"Date of birth, place of birth and social security number pending.
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Table 16, Methods used to link disposition information to arrest/charge information on criminai history record, 1992
Name and
reponting

Sute

Unique tracking
number for
individual

subject

Unique arrest
event identifier

Unique charge

identifier

date

Arrest

Subject

name

agency

case number Other

Alabama”
Alaska
Arizona*
Arkansas*
Califomia

Colorado*
Connecticut*
Delaware*

District of Columbia*
Florida*

Georgia*
Hawaii*
Idaho*
Illinois
Indiana*

Towa®
Kansas*
Kentucky*
Louisiana
Maine*

Maryland*
Massachusctis*&
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi*

Missouri*
Montana*
Nebraska*
Nevada*

New Hampshire*

New Jersey*
New Mexico
New York*
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio*
Oklahoma
Oregon*
Pennsylvania*
Puerto Rico*

Rhode Island*
South Carolina*
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas*™

Utah*
Vermont*
Virginja*
Virgin Islands*
Washington*

West Virginia
Wisconsin*
Wyoming*

E R - MoK MK KKK Ee e R atre

>§>< Hpg HHX XX HEXHX K X K

Ea TR - R

> HAUHEMH RN e X b

54 54 3¢

HHER » HXxXX

> >
) >

R K KK

X

A

X

Ea ke

M

XX x

xm

=

X

MMM XX

=

ETE - - - PR H MR K

Ea

=

X
X

et

Bl E e ]

HMEHRHX N

HRPEHIE A W XXMM K XXX XX

bt

X
X

HHEHRHH = H R B T

E ]

Eo T T - oo

>

X
X

xﬂ

|-%
>
©

xh

x

xa

Xn

Note: Repositories were asked to list all methods which may be utilized to link
disposition information. Matching of several items of information may be
used to confirm that the appropriate link is being made. Also, if information
of one type is missing, repositories may look to other types of information

contained on the disposition report,

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992

*Methed(s) utilized by the repository for linking dispositicn information and
arrest/charge information also permit the linking of dispositions to particular
charges and/or specific counts,
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Explanatory Notes for Table 17

The notes below expand on the data in Table 17. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

IThe repository creates an arrest segment whenever a final disposition is
received for which an arrest segment does not already exist. The current
system software precludes the entry of dispesition information without a
correspending arrest segment. Based on a recent baseline data quality
assessment, this issue is now under review,

bRt:sponse is based on a data quality assessment and indicates an increase
from 10% reported in 1990.

®Data are entered temporerily into a separate database, knowr as the
nonfingerprint-based arrest and disposition (NFAD) file.

dRcsponsc irdicates a decrease from 30% reported in 1990.
®Response indicates a decrease from 20% reported in 1990.

funo record” dispositions are destroyed after one year; “no arrest on
record” dispositions are filed separately after six weeks.

BCourt data is available on-line using a name search in the “temporary
disposition” file.

hResponsc indicates an increase from 20% reported in 1990.
information is maintained in & manual file until & match can be made.
jResponsc indicates an increase from <1% reported in 1990.

kResponsc indicates an incrcase from “all data received is linked” reported
in 1990,

1Linkage is accomplished through a unique identifying number and field
edits.

MResponse indicates a decrease from 5% reported in 1990,

"Data are entered and held in a “pending” file.

®Response reported in 1990 was 5%.

PResponse reported in 1990 was 2%.

9Response indicates a decrease from 15% reported in 1990,

"Response indicates an increase from 5% reported in 1990,

SUse of creating a “dummy” arrest segment has been replaced by the use
of a tracking number that will interface with counts, corrections and the
central repository, The interface will be completed in approximately one

year.

"The arresting agency is contacied, and an attempt is made to link the data
based on information in that agency’s files,

YResponse reported in 1990 was 6%.
VResponse reported in 1990 was 20%.
YResponse reported in 1990 was <5%.

*Custody information is entered on the rap sheet as & separate entry but
includes the court docket numbr as a linkage to the court record.

YThe unlinked court data are computerized for linking to arrest dats when
processed; the unlinked court records are not accessible to the field,

“This percentage is specific to disposition data received in 1992,
32Response indicates an increase from 6% reported in 1990.

bbRt:sponse reported in 1990 was 6%.

CCResponse indicates a decrease from 20% reported in 1990,

ddResponsc represents an increase from “all data received is/will be linked"”
reported in 1990,

®Response reported in 1990 was “all data received is linked.”
HResponse indicates a decrease from 30% reported in 1990
BEReturn correspondence to the contributor,

thcsponse indicates a decrease from 1% reported in 1990,
iiR::sponse reported in 1990 was 30-50%.

ijcsponsc indicates an increase from 5% reported in 1990,

Kehis procedure is used as long as there is a fingerprint card on file to
support the arrest.

nResponse reported in 1990 was 2%

MMpesponse represents a decrease from 10% reported in 1990,
MNResponse reported in 1990 was 0%.

®OResponse indicated an increase from 5% reported in 1990.

PPResponse indicates an increase from 2% reported in 1990,

99The information is either retumed to the submitting agency or filed until
an arrest fingerprint card is received; the disposition or custody information
is entered only when the aitest information is received.

TAn attempt is made to locate fingerprint card data,

$SResponse indicates a decrease from 30% reported in 1990.

“Enter all custody segments linked to a dummy arrest.

WIResponse indicates an increase from 5% reported in 1990.

Y¥Contact is made with the arresting agency or with corrections.
WWResponse indicates an increase from 1% reported in 1990,

XXResponse represents an increase from “all data received is linked”
reported in 1990,

Y¥This part of the system is currently under review.

ZZThis procedure is used if the court submission includes fingerprints that
can be linked to an existing criminal history.

83@Response reported in 1990 was 10%.

bbbResponse reported in 1990 was 5%.

€CCResponse reported in 1990 was 15%.

dddegunts are contacted.

€€CResponse reported in 1950 was 10%.

Echsponsc reported in 1990 was 30-40%.

BBBResponse indicates a decrease from 15-20% reported in 1990.

hhhgecponse reported in 1990 was 1-2%.
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Table 17. Procedures followed when linkage cannot be made belween court or correctional information and arrest information in the
criminal history database, 1992

Create 2 ‘dummy’ Estimated percent of
sepment Enter information without Enter no information dispositions received

Arrest Court linkage to arrest/charge data without linkage which cannot be linked

assumed disposition From From i

from court assumed from From correctional From  correctional Final court Correctional
State disposition correctional data courts agencies courts  agencies Other dispositions  information
Alabamia X 70% *
Alaska x? 25°
Arizona x°© e N
Arkansas X X 154 15%°
California X X xf 25 1
Colorado X X ] 100% 10090
Connecticut X xt 5! vl
Delaware X X 5 S
District of

Columbia X X

Florida X x1 25
Georgia X bs <17k g
Hawaii X e *
Idaho X X Ce
Illinois X X xt L0 P
Indiana X X 104 50°
Towa® xt
Kansas X X X X Lo LY
Kentucky X X LY LY
Louisiana X 20% 2%
Maine X x* 70 .
Maryland X 70% 70%
Massachusetts * ®
Michigan X X Xy 222 <l
Minnesota X X 2588 o ,‘bb
Mississippi X X 5-10%¢
Missouri X X 1994 ..o
Montana X pA e e
Nebraska X X 258t 5%
Nevada X X88 o *
New Hampshire X X 50" 104
New Jersey xkk X X 10% 5%
New Mexico X X X88 - s
New York X 2 0-1
North Carolina X X s ...
North Dakota X X 10°° 10PP
Ohio X% 1% 5%
Oklahoma X X 1 1
Orcgon X X X .
Pennsylvania X X S
Puerto Rico X X * *
Rhode Island X X . .
South Carolina b X Xt 109" 100%™
South Dakota X X xvv SWwW XX
Tennessee e Ces
Texas¥? X% X 5 2
Utah X X ,, . aa *
Vermont X .. bbb .. .cee
Virginia X X 5% 4%
Virgin Islands xddd *
Washington X X X .. eee LI
West Virginia X X xvY <10%,888  <104888
Wisconsi:% X X . .hh% . thh
Wyoming * *
Note: Percentages reported are results of estimates, Percentages have been NA Not applicable.

rounded to the nearest whole number. *
All data received can be linked.
. Not available,
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Explanatory Notes for Table 18

The notes below expand on the data in Table 18. The explanatery information was provided by the respondents.

&The procedure of random sample comparisons has been discontinued due
to staff shortages,

bperiodic audits of random samples.
®On-site audits of procedures,

dCompaxisou of data in criminal history database 1o data in automated
fingerprint identification system (AFIS).

®Key verification,
fVesification after data eatry.

80btain missing information from courts and arresting agencies by
telephone,

h’I‘hircl-paxv.y. independent audits.

iThe procedure of seading error lists to reporting agencies was
discontinued due to increased fingerprint subrnissions and lack of staff, In
addition, booking agencies receiving the reports lacked the manpower to
respond,

jComplelc quality control function on all criminal history record entries.
KA redesign of the computerized criminal history system has eliminated
manual assembly of records and provided automated records without

manual review.

lOngaing audit review of case jackets.

MData Quality Task Force.
BAd hoc computer file searched for erroneous data.

®Error lists are no lenger used due to poor response rates, Contributors
are now contacted directly by telephone to verify and comect information.

PRetum copies of fingerprint cards that contain incomplete or incorrect
information.

9Al new subjects have record sent via telecommunications to arresting
agency with a message to note the state identification (SID) number
assigned and to proofread the data entered into the state system,; all repeat
offenders’ fingerprints are identified before filing.

TField staff retums errors to agencies.

SThe manual review follows a computer edit procedure which indicates
the criminal history files and dispositions that do niot match to an arrest.

'Call courts.

YDue to increased submissions, repository is no longer able to manually
double-check entries, to use computer edit and verification programs or to
manually review the transcript before dissemination, Other procedures
have been initiated.

YCurrent asscssment may alter existing methods,
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Table 18, Stralegies employed by State criminal history reposiiory 1o ensure accuracy of data In criminal history database, 1992

Manual review Manual

of incoming double- Computer

source checking edit and

documents before verification
State or repons data entry programs

Manual review
of eriminal
record tran-
seripts before
dissemination

Random sample
comparisons of
State criminal
history repository
files with stored
documents

Error

lists

returned to

reporting

agencies Other

Alabama X
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas

Califomia?

Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinios
Indiana

bd

Towa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

»
PR MR MMM MMM M KK

»

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

fa ]

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada'

New Hampshire

bl

B

New Jersey
New Mexico
New Yok
North Carolina
North Dakota

X

E

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania®
Puerto Rico

PAR AN MMM H MMM MM MMM M MM MEX K MM MR MMXM MM XX
XKoo XX

Rhode Island
South Cerolina
South Dakota
Tennessce
Texas

M oMW MM X

Uwh
Vermont
Virginia
Virgin Islands
Washington"

P MR MMM KM KK X

West Virginia
Wisconsin”
Wyoming

MBEH b MMBE MM XN
]

W

e

Eat ]

e

HEHRM XK KK MK XX

>

M RN MM A >

>R

b

Lt

X

>

>

Ekd

o

Ko X

Xc

o
Xt

x8

xP
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Explanatory Notes for Table 19

The notes below expand on the data in Table 19. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

2Log is maintained for inquiries only.

bSi.nce June 30, 1992, however, the Georgia Crime Information Center
(GCIC) auditors have had to reduce the scope of their audits to satisfy

National Crime Information Center (NCIC) audit frequency requirements.

©Audits were completed in conjunciion with the baseline sudit leted

BA baseline audit of the repository is currently being undertaken. This will
be completed before audits of other agencies begin.

by house audits are conducted to check the accuracy and completeness of
information entered into the criminal history files.

‘Rand ling is conducted daily on incoming fingerprint card

in August 1992. )
dRecord transaction log oaly.

€All court records are compared with amrest information, and any
inconsistencies are resolved before entry on the rap sheet. If problems
oceur frequently with & particular department, a visit 1o provide training
is recommended.

fOn-site audits have not been conducted. The 1989 response was based on
in-house audits.

L 2

submissions; specific agencies are not isolated.

A tion log is d for one year on all inquiries, responses,
€tc., On every message ing the T Enf Information
System (TIES). This capability will be expanded in the near future with a
total replacement of the State messsge switch system.

kExcepL for modifications,

Iie1d staff works with agencies on data quality.
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Table 19. Audit activities of State criminal history repository, 1989 and 1592

Transaction logs maintained Random sample audits

1o provide audit trail of of user agencies conducted

inquiries, responses, to ensure data quality and

0! tio i i

State 1989 1992 1989 1992
Alabama Yes Yes? Yes Yes
Alaska Yes Yes No No
Arizona Yes Yes No No
Arkansas No Yes No Yes
California Yes Yes Yes Yes
Colorado Yes Yes No Yes
Connecticut Yes . Yes Yes Ne
Delaware Yes Yes No Yes
District of Columbia Yes Yes No Yes
Florida Yes Yes No No
Georgia Yes Yes Yes Yes?
Hawaii Yes Y3 No Yes©
Idaho Yes Yes No No
Tilinois Yes Yes No . Yes
Indiana Yes Yes No No
Towa Yes Yes No No
Kansas No ) Yes Yes Yes
Kentucky No Yes No Yes
Louisiana Yes Yes No No
Maine Yes Yesd No No®
Maryland Yes Yes No Yes
Massachusetts Yes Yes No. No
Michigan Yes Yes No No
Minnesota Yes Yes .No No
Mississippi No No No No
Missouri Yes Yes Yes Nof
Montana Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nebraska Yes Yes No No
Nevada Yes Yes No NoB
New Hampshire Yes Yes No Ne
New Jersey No Yes Yes Yes
New Mexico Yes Yes No No
New York Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes Yes Yes
North Dakota Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ohio Yes Yes Yen Yed!
Oklahoma No No No No
Oregon Yes Yes No No ,
Pennsylvania Yes Yes Yes Yes'
Puerto Rico e Yes No
Rhode Istand No No No No
South Carolina Yes Yes No No
South Dakota Yes Yes, No No
Teninessee Yes Yes! No Yes
Texas Yes Yesk No Nol
Utah Yes Yes Yes Yes
Vermont Yes Yes No No
Virginia Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yirgin Islands e No v No
Washington Yes Yes Yes Yes
West Virgl.iia Yes Yes No No
Wisconsin Yes Yes No No
Wyoming Yes Yes No No

Note: Except for Wisconsin, for which corrected data were submitted, the
data in the columins for 1989 are taken from Bureau of Justice Statistics,
Criminal Justice Information Policy: Survey of Criminal History Information
Systems (March 1991), Table 18.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992
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Explanatory Noles for Table 20

The notes below expand on the data in Table 20, The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

3Audit has ot been finalized. fA comprehensive outside audit of the central repository and its associated
reporting agencies is being planned for 1994. In-house auditing at the
bEstablishment of the Data Quality Unit. central repository to improve data quality is being incorporated,
®Ne formal audit has been conducted; however, all information is BRepository is currently in the process of selecting a vendor to conduct an
reviewed by specialists to ensure accuracy and completeness as part of a audit of the repository.
daily function.
hHelp].inc implemented.

dThe Massachusetts criminal record improvement plan calls for the
development of fingerprint-supported criminal records.

€Use of noncriminal justice record check fees to improve the criminal
history system.
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Table 20. Data quality audits of State criminal history repository, 1992

State criminal
history rcpository
database audited Changes to Data quality Initiatives are
for accuracy and improve data quality  aundits are planned - underway to
completcness within Agency which were made as% or scheduled for improve data
State last S years performed audit result of audit next 3 years quality
Alabama X X
Alaska X Other Agency 4,6,9,10 X 2,3,6,7,8,10
Arizona X Other Agency 1,211 X 1,1
Arkansas X 1,7, 11
California X 1,2
Colorado Repository X S
Connecticut 2,5
Delaware x? Other Agency X 2,5,6
District of Columbia X Other Agency 2,11 X 2,5,6,10
Florida : X 2,11
Georgia X Other Agency X X X
Hawail X Other Agency 1,2 X 1,120
Idaho X Other Agency 3 8,9
llinois X Other Agency 13 X il
Indiana X Other Agency
Jowa X Other Agency 1,2,3,4,5, 11 X 3,4,5,6,10
Kansas X 1,2,3,4,6,8,9,10
Kentucky X X
Louisiana X X
Maine® X 11
Maryland X Other Agency 8 X 8
Massachusetts 59
Michigan X
Minnesota X Other Agency 2,6,9,12°
Mississippi X 1,2,5
Missouri xf 1
Montana X Other Agency 1 10
Nebraska X 2
Nevada X 1
New Hampshire X 1,10
New Jersey Other Agency 1,2 X 1,7,11
New Mexico X
New York X Other Agency, Repository 2,6 X 1,9, 11
North Carolina X Repository
North Dakota X 2
Ohio
Oklahoma X 2
Oregon8 X 1
Pennisylvania X 1
Puerto Rico Repository X X 1,389
Rhode Island Repository X 2
South Carolina e 3
South Dakota 3,10,11
Tennessee X Other Agency, Repository X 39
Texas X Other Agency 2,7 X 1
Utah X Other Ageacy X X
Vermont X Other Agency
Virginia X Other Agency 3,11, 128 3
Virgin Islands
Washington X Other Agency, Repository X X
West Virginia 2
‘Wisconsin X 1
Wyoming 2,3
.. Notavaijlable, 7  Legislation
t 1 Auditfaudit functions/procedures 8  Planfstrategy development
2 Automation convmini fredesign/enh ?0 ;as.:kfi:rcc/ad\:::{y group esu:.blisrhmmt
. e Y 'rai g num p ation/imprc
3 I?ggﬂo;xg:gl;;x;st reporting procedures/enhancements 11 Training seminars/policy and procedures manuals
§  Fingerprint card/system conversion/enhancements 12 Other
6 Inter-agency/local agency interface

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992
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Explanatory Notes for Table 21

The notes below expand on the data in Table 21. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents,

8Database does not yet include a custody/supervision segment,
bsrate plans to participate within the next 12 months.
®Response is the result of a data quality audit.

dAs of December 31, 1992, Illinois was not a IIl participant; however,
Illinois became a participant on August 8, 1993.

©State plans to participate by fall 1993,

fDisposil.ion information is lacking,.

BThis figure represents the percentage of records established since 1990,

hSiate is in the process of preparing for Il participation as a result of
grant funds.

“The criminal history files also consist of 28% civil purpose files.

¥The criminal history record system is undergoing a complete redesign;
I participation is planned for mid-1993.

Kpanicipation is expected in 1994.
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Tuble 21, State participation in the Interstate Identification Index (11I), 1989 and 1992

State currently Percent of criminal history

paticipates in I i State plans to participate Reason(s) why State does
State 1989 1992 1989 1992 within § years not participate in IIL
Alabama No No Yes 56
Alaska No Yes 22%
Arizona Mo No Yes 58
Arkansas No No Yed 3,4
California Yes Yes 33% 40-50
Colorado Yes Yes 100% 100%
Connecticut Yes Yes 40 55
Delaware Yes Yes 75 17°
District of Columbia No No Yes 3,4,5,6
Florida Yes Yes 95 100
Georgia Yes "~ Yes 65% 68%
Hawaii No No Yes 4,5
ldaho Yes Yes 80 100
Illinoisd No No Yes® 4
Indiana No No Yes 3,4
Towa No No Yes 3,4,5
Kansas No No Yes 1 + 2,3,5
Kenucky No No Yes 5
Louisiana No No Yes 3,4,5
Maine No No Yes 4,7
Maryland No No Yes 4,6
Massachusetts No No Yes 5
Michigan Yes Yes 40% 48%
Minnesota Yes Yes a7 75
Meississippi No No Yes 4,5
Missouri Yes Yes 20% 33%
Montana No Yes 888
Nebraska No No Yes 2,5
Nevada No No Yes 4
New Hampshire No No Yes 4
New Jersey Yes Yes 0% 98%
New Mexico No No . Yes
New York Yes Yes 35 bYd
North Carolina Yes Yes 62 81 .
North Dakota No No Yes &
Ohio Yes Yes 34% 50%
Oklahoma No No Yes 2
Oregon Yes Yes 31 36
Pennsylvania Yes Yes 20 30
Puerto Rico Vs No Yes
Rhode Island No No Yes 2
South Carolina Yes Yes 62% 63%
South Dakota No No Yes 2
Teanessee No No Yes
Texas Yes Yes 25 29
Uah No Yes 100%
Vermont No No Yes 2,34
Virginia Yes Yes 50% 67
Virgin Islands ves No
Washington No Yes 100
West Virginia No No Yes 4
Wisconsin No No Yes 4
Wyoming Yes Yes 60% 100%

Note: Percentages reported are resulis of estimates. Percentages have been
rounded to the nearest whole number. The data in the columns for 1989 are
taken from Bureau of Justice Sttistics, Criminal Justice Information Policy:
Survey of Criminal History Information Systems (March 1991), Table 20.

.. Not available.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992
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Incompatible record formats
Incompatible software/hardware
Too few automated records

Insufficient resources to convert records/system

Cannot meet IIT standards
1 egal/policy considerations
Lack of personnel resources
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3Criminal history check conducted by the local agency, not the State
criminal history repository.

Y he amount varies depending upon application type.

®Other databases containing information relating to the noncriminal
firearms prohibitions, such as mental health.

dFigure is for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1992.
€A1l firearms except shotguns and antiques.

fSholguns and rifles only; hanidguns owned by retired pdﬁce personnel
who reside in the District of Columbia.

8Effective January 1, 1992, Illinois instituted a point-of-sale firearm
system, in addition to the existing program that provides for the issuance
of firearm owngr identification (FOID) cards. The figure for 1989
represents checks conducted for the FOID card system only, while the
1992 figure represents checks for both the FOID card and the point-of-
sale systems,

Y Gun checks are conducted primarily by the county sheriffs’ offices. The
exceptions are in cases when a nonresident or a State professional law
enforcement officer requiring a handgun for official purposes applies for
a permit. Under those cir ances, the State Commissi of Public
Safety issues the pemmit, Legislation effective July 1, 1991, requires that
the agency check the State repository records prior to issuing a pemnit,

IMaine law allows the State criminal history repository to disseminate
adult conviction data to anyone for any purpose. There is no State
requiremnent that gun dealers and store owners check the records of
individuals who purchase fircarms, The purchaser must fill out forms to
meet Federal requirements which ask, among other things, whether the
person is a convicted felon. Some gun dealers do check the records of the
State criminal history repository to verify those answers; however, the
repository has no responsibility in determining whether individuals are
eligible to purchase a firearm.

jThe State criminal history repository does not do "gun checks™; a unit
within the Maryland State Police conducts the searches. The answers
which follow reflect the Maryland State Police procedures.

Explanatory Notes for Table 22

The notes below expand on the data in Table 22, The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

KEiscal year 1989 (July-June) rather than calendar year 1989.

1An additional 50,000 checks were conducted for licenses to carry concealed
weapons,

MCriminal history checks are conducted by the local agencies, not the State
criminal history repository. Information included in the 1991 report
(Survey of Criminal History Information Systems) should have noted that
distinction.

For renewal only.

OState and Federal applicant fingerprint cards are required for all new
applicants.

PLong guns in New York City.

9Name searches by licensing authorities are not permitted.

TFee includes a surcharge of $25.

SRespondent indicated that criminal history checks are conducted by local
law enforcement agencies by name, race, sex, date of birth, and social
security number. Fingerprints can be submitted to the State criminal history
repository if the local agency finds a "hit".

There ¢urrently exists no state firearm purchase statutes, Some large cities,
e.g., Cleveland, have city ordinances which requiré registration of firearms.
The 1991 report should have noted that distinction.

YThe Oregon law became effective January 1, 1990,

VRespondent indicated that the Western Identification Network (WIN) and
the State records of Idaho, Montana; Nevada, Utah and Wyoming are also
checked.

WChecks are conducted after the purch

*Currently, only finigerprints of persons applying to carry a concealed
handgun are being hed for a prior record.

YEffective September 1993, fee is $8.
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Table 22. Procedures for presale criminal history record checks on potential firearm purchasers, 1989 and 1992
Presale record checks
are conducted by Gun check considered
State criminal history Type of Type of criminal justice (CJ)
repository on potential firearms Number of records Fee charped, 1992 or noncriminal

State s regulated, checked, Name  Fingerprint  justice (NCJ) activity,
1989 1992 1992 1989 1992 1992 Search Search 1992

Alabama®

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California* Yes Yes A 333,000 630,000 State, NCIC, I, $14 $27-120° a

Other® -

Colorado

Connecticut? Yes Yes A 30,800 450009 Siate, T ol

Delaware* Yes ho® 12,200 State, NCIC, III cJ

District of .

Columbia Yes Yes of 300 5,200 State, NCIC, FBI-ID 5 2.50 a
Florida* Yes A 272,700 State, NCIC, IIT 5 (o)
Georgia
Hawaii®
Idaho
Illinois* Yes Yes A 200,000 469,6008 State, NCIC, ITI 2 a
Indiana* Yes Yes H 60,000 101,700 " State ! CINGT
Towal!

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana K .
Maine Yes? Yes' A 6,400 State NCJ
Maryland 35,200 ve
Massachusetis® Yes Yes A 37,400 40,0001 State o
Michigan™
Minnesota®
Mississippi
Missouri™
Montana
Nebraska* Yes D 3,100 State, NCIC 10 10 a
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey* Yes Yes A 25,100 23,000 State g 12° NCI
New Mexico
New York* Yes Yes HOP 27,600 28,000 State, FBI-ID q 507 NCJ
Nonth Carolina*  Yes® Yes® H <200° e State, NCIC, III, FBI-ID a
North Dakota
Ohic*
Oklahoma
Oregon* Yes Yes H o 36,700 State, Other¥ a
Pennsylvania 159,800
Puerto Rico
Rhiode Island* Yes Yes A 800-1,000 ve State, NCIC 5 a
South Carolina Yes YesV H 47,400 53,000 State, NCIC, IIT Ccr
South Dakota™
Tennessee®
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginja* Yes Yes A 9,800 191,500 State, NCIC 2 a
Virgin Islands* Yes A v 300 State 5 a
‘Washington 24,800
West Virginia
Wisconsin Yes H 36,200 State, NCIC 5y i)
Wyoming
Note: As used in the responses on this table, “TI” Except for Kansas, Pennsylvania and Washington, . Not available,
designates the Interstate Identification Index, a for which corrected data have been submitted, the T A Al firearms
cooperative Federal-State system for the exchange data in the columns for 1989 are taken from H  Handsguns onl
of criminal history records. Numbers reported Bureau of Justice Statistics, Criminal Justice IO Han dgun y .

s , - - " guns and other specially
are results of estimates. Numbers have been Information Policy: Survey of Criminal History designated firearms
rounded to the nearest 100, Information Systems (March 1991), Table 21. O  Other

* Record checks are mandated by State law.
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N Explanatory Notes for Table 23

The notes below expand on the data in Table 23. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

2Ani applicant fee is required.

bPending legislation would permit release of information to firearms
dealers,

®The type of search depends on the application or clearance requested.

dUnder Florida's public record law, anyone can pay a fee and obtain a
computerized criminal history (CCH). In 1991, however, Florida
established a Firearm Purchase Program (FPP) that requires firearms
dealers to obtain approval for each firearm sale based upon a CCH check
of the purchaser. The FPP provides the dealer with either approval or
disapproval for each sale; no details are given regarding the criminal
history information.

®In-state fircarms dealers only,

fState law permits disclosure of recent felony convictions, i.e., up to two
years after completion of correctional supervision.

BDisclosure is permitted pursuant to policy which considers conviction
data public information.

hFingcrprims are required for automatic weapons.

iState law provides that dissemination of the information to in-state
fireanms dealers will be allowed in 1995 for handguns if the criminal
history files are 85% automated by that time.

jFingerprim. search is made only if identification is not made with prior
name/date of birth search.

EThe Puerto Rico Police is the only agency authorized to provide the
information to the firearms dealers.

lPolicca Departments will respond to firearms dealers, not the State
repository, State repository responds only if needed.

MS1ate Jaw does not permit the confirmation that an individual doss or
does not have a felony conviction. The direct response to a firearms
dealer either approves the sale or the sale is “‘not approved at this time,”

PEffective in 1991, firearms dealers are advised only of approval or
denial number, Reasons for disqualification are not provided.

®Dealer must provide a set of fully rolled fingerprints, 2 signed and
notarized waiver and a $15 processing fee,
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Table 23. Search methods used in conducting criminal history checks on potential firearm purchasers, 1992

Sate

Data elements used
ift search of criminal

history database

Minimum clements
required to search
master name index

Soundex
can be used

. in name search

Present law

pemnits giving felony
conviction information
to firearms dealers

Alabama
Alaska
Arizomb
Akansas?
California

Colorade
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida

Georgia
Hawail
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Towa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebriska
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New Yok
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Peansylvania
Puerto Rico

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Virgin Islands
Washington

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Name, DOB, Fingerprints®

Name, DOB enly

Name, DOB, SSN, DL Number
Name, DOB, Fingerprints
Name, DOB only

Name, DOB only
Name, DOB only

Name, DOB only

Name, DOB only

Nazme, DOB, Fingexprimsh

Fingerprints)

Fingerprints only
Name, DOB, Fingerprints

Fmgcrprimsj

Name, DOB only
Name, DOB, SSN
Name, DOB only

Name, DOB cnly

Name, DOB only

Name, DOB, Sex

Name, DOB

Name, DOB, Sex,Race,
Name, DOB, Sex, Race, SSN
Name, DOB, Sex, Race

Name, DOB, Sex
Name, DOB

Name, DOB

Name, DOB

Name, DOB, SSN

Name, DOB, SSN

Nanmie, DOB, Sex
Name, DOB, Sex, Race

Name, DOB

Name, DOB
Name, DOB

Name, DOB, Sex, Race

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Name, DOB, PCB, SSN, Picture ID

Name, DOB, Sex, Race

Yes?

Yes

Yes

Yo
YesB

Yes*
Yﬁl’

Yes

Yes
m

Yes?

... Notavailable.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992
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Explanatory Notes for Table 24

The notes below expand on the data in Table 24. The explanatory information was provided by the respondents.

4The varisus fircarms programs have been in place since 1972,

bAls0 includes reimb costs for mandated mental health reporting,

®The Nebraska State Patrol will take over the program in 1995; at that time, there will be start-up casts.

dEffective September 1993, fec is $8.
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Table 24. Costs of Impiementing and operating programs for presale criminal history record checks on potential firearm purchasers, 1992

State

Start-up costs to
implement program*

Annual costs of Fee charged by repository Funding sources
10 conduct search.,

operating program*

for programs not

Name. Eingerprint supported by fees

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Califomia

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of
Columbia
Florida

Georgin
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Jowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

Mew Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Uiah
Vermont
Virginia
Virgin Islands
Washington

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

$55,000

638,600

249,400

408,00

343,700

270,900

$7,547,000°

82,000

99,000
1,600,000

258,200

430,000

7,000

434,600

475,100

256,800

s14t $27-1201

2.50 Operating budget
Operating Trust Fund

W

of

State General Fund

10 10 State Patrol Budget

gt 12t

sof

General Fund

st
Application fees

2 General Fund
5 General Fund

5

Note: Costs have been rounded to the nearest whole dollar,

*Includes costs for personnel, equipment, facilities, training and other
costs specified by respondents.

Survey of Criminal History Information Systems, 1992

tRevenue generated from fees covers the costs of operating the
program.

... Not available.
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Methodology

This report is based upon the
results from a survey conducted
of the administrators of the State
criminal history record
repositories in January 1993. A
total of 53 jurisdictions were
surveyed, including the 50 States,
the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
and the U.S, Virgin Islands,
Responses were received from all
53 jurisdictions.

The survey instrument consisted
of 48 questions, many of which
were multi-part. The survey was
designed to collect
comprehensive data in 12 topical
areas, as follows:

s current quality and quantity of
records in the criminal history
databases;

» participation of the States in the
Interstate Identification Index;

= State repository search methods
and policies regarding current
procedures for performing
criminal history checks for
firearms purchascs;

« ability of State repositories to
participate in a system in which
convicted felons are uniquely and
easily identified by some form of
a targeted database;

» level of fingerprint-supported
arrest reporting to the State
repositories and the processing
and timeliness of the information
that is entered info criminal
history record databases;

» level of prosecutor-reported

information in criminal history
databases;

Page 60 « Methodology

« level and timeliness of
disposition reporting by the
courts to the State central
repositories;

* types and timeliness of
information reported to the
repositories by correctional
facilities;

» level of probation/parole-related
information in the criminal
history databases;

» extent to which the records in
the criminal history databases
contain final disposition
information;

« ability of the State repositories
to link reported disposition data
to arrest data in the criminal
history record databases; and

* level of audit activity in the
States and the strategies
employed by the State
repositories to ensure accuracy of
the data in the criminal history
record databases.

Following the receipt of the
responses, all data was
automated. Extensive telephone
follow-up was undertaken.
Survey respondents were then
requested to respond to particular
questions relating to the current
data compared to data from
earlier surveys, Respondents
were also permitted a final review
of the data after it was placed in
the tables which appear in this
report.

Numbers and percentages shown
in the tables were rounded.
Numbers were rounded to the
nearest 100. Percentages were
rounded to the nearest whole
number.

In the analyses of the tables,
averages and totals were
calculated using the mid-point of
the range where ranges appear in
the underlying data. In instances
where the result is .5, when it
followed an even number, the
number was rounded down to the
even number (e.g., 4.5 became 4);
in instances where the .5
followed an odd number, the
number was rounded up to the
next even number (e.g., 1.5
became 2).

Data reported for 1983 and 1984
were taken from U.S. Department
of Justice, Bureau of Justice
Statistics, Technical Report:
State Criminal Records
Repositories (October 1985). As
shown in the tables in this report,
the numbers were rounded t6 the
nearest 100. Data reported for
1989 was taken from U.S.
Department of Justice, Bureau of
Justice Statistics, Survey of
Criminal History Information
Systems (March 1991),
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Bureau of Justice Statistics BJﬁ fecg,m‘catllfepag's NES. NOU-115571. /89 Courts Law Enforcement Management
reports S:rlleslz:?'fm:g:sﬂz:mrt of afleld test, B8JS bulistins and Administrative Statistics

Revised November 1993) NCJ-104615, 4/87
Il toll-free 800-732-3277 to order BJS Corrections
ports, to be added to one of the BJS B.JS bulletins and special reports

mailing lists, or to speak to a reference i
specialistin statistics at the Bureau ot c‘:ﬁ'};épu"'s’hmem 1982, NCJ-145031,

Felony sentences In State courts, 1940, LEMAS, 1990: Data for individusl agencies

NG.-140186, 3/93 ith 100 icers, NCJ-134436
Pretrial release of felony defendants, 1950, 3’,92 or more officers, !

NCJ-139580, 11/92
Prosecutors in State courts, 1990,
NCJ- 134500, 3/92
Pretrial release of felony defendants, 1988,

8JS bulletins and special reports
Census of State and local law enforcement
agencies 1992, NCJ-142972, 7/93

Justice Statistics Clearinghouse,

P.O. Box 179, Dept. BJS-236,

Annapolis Junction, MD 20701-0179.
For drugs and crime data, call the Drugs
& Crime Data Center & Clearinghouse,
1600 Research Blvd., Rockville, MD
20850, toll-free 800-666-3332,

BJS maintains these mailing lists:

o Law enforcement reports

o Faderal statistics

« Drugs and crime data

« Justice expenditure and employment

» Privacy and security of criminal histories

and criminal justice information policy
» BJS bulletins and special reports

« State fslony courts

s Correstions

© National Crime Victimization Survey
» Sourcebook of Criminal Justice
Statistics (annual)

Single copies of reports are free; use
NCJ number to order. Postage and
handiing are charged for bulk orders
of single reports. For single copies of
multiple titles, up to 10 titles are free;
11-40 titles $10; more than 40, $20;
libraries call for special rates.

Public-use tapes of BJS data sets

and other criminal justice data are
available from the National Archive

of Criminal Justice Data (formerly
CJAIN), P.O. Box 1248, Ann Arbor, MI
48106 (toll-free 800-999-0960).

ational Crime Victimization

urvey

Highlights from 20 years of surveying crime
victims: The National Crime Victimization
Survey, 1973-92, NCJ-144525, 10/93

Criminal victimization In the U,S.:

1891 {final), NCJ-1395863, 1/93
1973-90 trends, NCJ-139564, 1/93

Crime and older Americans information
package, NCJ-140091, 4/93, $15

Crime victimization in city, suburban,
and rural areas, NCJ- 135943, 6/92

School crime, NCJ-131645, 9/91

Teenage victims, NCJ-128129, 5/91

Female victims of violent crime,
NCJ-126828, 1/91

The Nation's two crime measures: Uniform
Crime Reports and the National Crime
Survey, NCJ-1227085, 4/90

Redesign of the Natlonal Crime Survey,
NCJ-111457, 3/89

The seasonality of crime victimization,
NCJ-111033, 6/88

Victimization and {ear of crime: World
perspectives, NCJ-93872, 1/85, $9.15

The National Crime Survey: Working papers,
Vol. |, History, NCJ-75374, 8/82
Vol. Il, Methodology, NCJ-90307, 12/84,

$9.90

BJS bulletins |
Criminal victimizatien 1992, NCJ-144776,
11/93
Crime and the Nation's households, 1892,
NCJ-143288, 9/93
The crime of rape, NCJ-96777, 3/85
Measuring crime, NCJ-75710, 2/81

BJS special reports
Eiderly victims, NCJ-138330, 10/92
Handgun crime victims, NCJ-123559, 7/30
Black victims, NCJ-122562, 4/90
Hispanic victims, NCJ-120507, 1/90
The redesigned National Crime Survey:
Selected new data, NCJ-114748, 1/89

RAobbery victims, NCJ-104638, 4/87

Violent crime by strangers and non-
strangers, NCJ-103702, 1/87

Preventing domestle violence against
women, NCJ-102037, 8/86

Crime prevention measures, NCJ-100438,
3/86

The use ef weapons in committing crimes,
NCJ-99643, 1/86

. Motor vehicle theft, NCJ-109978, 3/88
. Violent crime trends, NCJ-107217, 11/87

HIV in U.S. prisons and jails, NCJ-143292,

9/93

Prisonets in 1992, NCJ-141874, 5/93

Drug enforcement and treatment in
prisons, 1980, NCJ-134724, 7/92

Women in prison, NCJ-127991, 4/91

Violent State prisoners and their victims,
NCJ-124133, 7/50

Prison rule violators, NCJ-120344, 12/89

Recldivism of prisoners released in 1983,
NCJ-116261, 4/89

Drug use and crime: State prison inmate
survey, 1986, NCJ-111940, 7/88

Time served In prison and on parole, 1984,
NCJ-108544, 12/87

Profile of State prison inmates, 1986,
NCJ-109926, 1/88

Imprisonment In four countrles,
NCJ-103967, 2/87

Prisoners at midyear 1993 (pross releass),
NCJ-143960, 9/93

Correctional populations in the U.S.:
1991, NCJ-142729, 8/93
1990, NCJ-134946, 7/92

Survey of State prison inmates, 1891,
NCJ-136949, 5/93

Census of State and Federal correctional
facilitles, 1980, NCJ-137003, 6/92

Prisons and prisoners in the United States,
NCJ-137002, 4/92

National Corrections Reporting Program:
1990, NCJ-141879, 5/93
1989, NCJ-138222, 11/92
1988, NCJ-134929, 4/92

State and Federal institutions, 1926-86:
Race of prisoners admitted, NCJ-125618,

6/91
Historical statistics on prisoners,
NCJ-111098, 6/88

Census of jails and survey
of jail inmates

BJS bulletins and special reports

Jall inmates, 1992, NCJ-143284, 8/93

Drunk driving: 1989 Survey of Inmates
of Local Jails, NCJ-134728, 9/92

‘Women [n Jail, 1989, NCJ-134732, 3/92

Drugs and Jall inmates, NCJ-130836, 8/91

Profile of jail Inmates, 1989,
NCJ-129097, 4/91

Population density in locef jails, 1988,
NCJ-122299, 3/90

Census of local jalls, 1988,
NCJ-121101, 2/90

Census of local jails, 1988:
Summary and methodology, vol. |,
NCJ-127992, 3/91
Data for indlvidual Jalls In the Northeast,
Midwest, South, West, volis. ll-V,
NCJ-130758-130762, 9/91
Census of local jalls, 1983: Selected
findings, methodology, summary tables,
vol. V, NCJ-112785, 11/88

Probation and parole

BJS bullstins and special reports
Probation and parole:
1990, NCJ-133285, 11/91
1989, NCJ-125833, 11/90
Recidivism of young parolees,
NCJ-104916, 5/87

Juvenile corrections

Children in custody: Census of public and
private juvenile detention, correctional,
and shelter facilities, 1975-85, NCJ-114065,
6/89

Survey of youth in custody, 1987 {special
report), NCJ-113365, 9/88

Expenditure and employment

Justice expenditure and employment:
1990 (BJS bulletin), NCJ-135777, 9/92
1988 (ful report), NCJ-125619, 8/91
Extracts, 1984, '85, '86, NCJ-124139, 8/31

Justice variable pass-through data, 1990:
Antl-drug abuse formula grants {(BJS
technical report), NCJ-133018, 3/92

*U.5. G.P.0.:1993-301-151:80020

NCJ-127202, 2/81

Felony sentences in State courts, 1988,
NGJ-126923, 12/90

Criminal defense for the poor, 1986,
NCJ-112919, 9/88

BJS special reports

Murder in famliles, NCJ-143498, 9/93

Murder in targe urban countles, 1988,
NCJ-140614, 3/93

Recidivism of felons on probation,
1586-89, NCJ-134177, 2/92

Felony case processing In State courts,
1986, NCJ-121753, 2/90

Felony defendants In large urban counties,

1990: National Pretrlal Reporting Program,

NCJ-141872, 65/93

Natlonal Judicial Reporting Program, 1988,
NCJ-135945, 1/93

The prosecution of felony arrests:
1988, NCJ-130914, 2/92
1987, NCJ-124140, 9/90

Felons sentenced to probation in State
courts, 1986, NCJ-124944, 11/30

Felony defendants in iarge urban cotinties,
1988, NCJ-122385, 4/30

Protile of felons convicted in State courts,
1986, NCJ-120021, 1/90

Felony laws of 50 States and the District of
Columbla, 1986, NCJ-105066, 2/88, $14.60

State court model statistical dicticnary:
Supplement, NCJ-98326, 9/85
1st edition, NCJ-62320, 9/80, $10.60

Privacy and security

Criminal justice infcrmation policy:

Use and management of criminal history
record Information: A comprehensive
report, NCJ-143501, 11/93

Survey of criminal history information
systems, 1992, NCJ- 143500, 11/53

Report of the National Task Force on
Criminal History Record Disposition
Reporting, NCJ-135836, 6/92

Attorney General's program for improving

the Nation's criminal history records:

B.JS implementation status report,
NCJ-134722, 3/92
Identifying felons who attempt to

purchase firearms, NCJ-128131, 3/91,

$9.80

A i

g I and accuracy of

criminal history record Information:
Audit gulde,  NCJ-133651, 2/92

Forensic DNA analysis: Issues,
NCJ-128567, 6/91

Statutes requiring use ¢: criminal history
record information, NCJ-129896, 6/91

Original records of entry, NCJ-125626,
12/90

Strategies for improving data quality,
NCJ-115339, 5/88

Public access to criminal history record
information, NCJ-111458, 11/88

Juvenile records and recordkeeping
gystems, NCJ-112815, 11/88

Automated fingerprint identification
systems: Technology and palicy issues,
NCJ-104342, 4/87

Criminal justice "hot" flies, NCJ-101850,
12/86

Expert witness manual, NCJ-77927, 9/81,
$11.50

BJS/SEARCH conference proceedings:

Natlonal conference on improving the
quality of criminal history information:
NCJ-133532, 2/92

Criminal justice in the 1990's: The future
of information management,
NCJ-121697, 5/90, $7.70

Juvenile and adult records: One system,
one record? NCJ-114947, 1/90

Open vs, confidential records,
NCJ-113560, 1/88

Compendium of State privacy and security
legislation:
1992, NCJ-137058, 7/92
1992 full report (1,500pp, microfiche $2,
hard copy, NCJ-1338126, $184), 7/92

See order form
on last page

Drug enforcement by police and sheritfs'
departments, 1990, NCJ-134505, 5/92
State and local police departments, 1990,
NCJ-133284, 2/92

Sheriffs' departments, 1990, NCJ-133283,
2/92

Police departments in large cities, 1987,
NCJ-119220, 8/89

Profile of State and local law enforcement
agencles, 1987, NCJ-113949, 3/89

Drugs & crime

Drugs, crime, and the justice system:
A natlonal report, NCJ-133652, 5/93
Technicaf appendix, NCJ-139578, 6/93

Catalog of selected Federal publications
on lllegal drug and alcohol abuse,
NCJ-139562, 6/93

Drugs and crime facts: 1992, NCJ-13L561,
3/93

State drug resources: 1992 national
directory, NCJ-134375, 5/92

Federal drug data for national policy,
NCJ-122715, 4/90

Federal justice statistics

Federal criminal case processing, 1982-91,
with preiiminary data for 1992, NCJ-144526,
11/93

Compendium of Federal justlce statistics:
1990, NCJ-143499, 9/93
1989, NCJ-134730, 5/92

The Federal civil justice system (BJS
bulletin}, NCJ-104769, 8/87

Federal offenses and offenders

BJS special reports

Prosecuting criminal enterprises: Federal
offenses and offenders, NCJ-142524,
11/93

Federal sentencing in transition, 1986-90,
NCJ-134727, 6/92

Immigration offenses, NCJ-124546, 8/90

Federal criminal cases, 1080-87,
NCJ-118311, 7/89

Drug law violators, 1980-86, NCJ-111763,
6/88

Pretrial release and detention: The Baii
Reform Act of 1984, NCJ-108929, 2/88

General

BJS bulletins and speclal reports
BJS telephone contacts, ‘94, NCJ-143707,
11/93
Patterns of robbery and burglary
in 9 States, 1984-88, NCJ-137368, 11/92
Forgery and fraud-related offenses
in 6 States, 1983-88, NCJ-132445, 1/92
Tracking offenders, 1988, NCJ-129861, 6/1
International crime rates, NCJ-110776, 5/88

BJS discussion papers:

Performance measures for the criminal
justice system: Papers from the BJS-
Princeton Project, NCJ-143505, 10/93

Local prosecution of organized crime: The
us/e of State RICO statutes, NCJ-143502,
10/93

Felony sentencing and jail characterlstics,
NCJ-142523, 6/93

Using NIBRS data to analyze violent crime:
National Incident-Based Reporting System
{Technical Report), NCJ-144785, 11/93

Directory of automaied criminal justice
information systems, 1993: Vol. 1, Law
enforcement, NCJ-142645,9/93, $5
Vol. 2, Corrections, courts, probation/
parole, prosecution, NCJ-142646, 9/93, $4

Sourcebook of criminal justice statistics,
1992, NCJ-143496, 9/93, $6

BJS statistical programs, FY 1993,
NCJ-139373, 1/93

State justice sourcebook of statistics and
research, NCJ-137991, 9/92

Violent crime in the U.S., NCJ-127855, 3/91

BJS data report, 1989, NCJ-121514, 1/91

Publications of BJS, 1985-89:

Microfiche library, PRO30014, 5/90, $190
Bibliography, TBO030013, 5/90, $17.50

Publications of BJS, 1971-84:

Microfiche library, PRO30012, 10/86, $203
Bibliography, TBO30012, 10/86, $17.50

Report to the Nation on crime and justice:

Second edition, NCJ-105506, 6/88




Please put me on the mailing list for:

[ Law enforcement reports —
National data on State and local
police and sheriffs' departments:
operations, equipment, personnel,
salaries, spending, policies, and
programs

00 Federal statistics — Federal case
processing: investigation through
prosecution, adjudication, sentencing,
incarceration

O Drugs and crime — Sentencing and
time served by drug offenders, drug
use at time of crime by jail inmates
and State prisoners, and other quality
data on drugs, crime, and law
enforcement

To be added to any BJS mailing
list, please fill in this page and
fax to (410} 792-4358 or fold,
stamp, and mail to the Bureau
of Justice Statistics Clearing-
house at the address below.

You will receive an annual
renewal card. If you do not
return it, we must drop you
from the mailing list.

Criminal justice interest:

To order copies of recent
BJS reporis, attach a list
of titles and NCJ order
numbers.

U.S. Department of Justice
Bureau of Justice Statistics
Washington, D.C. 20531

Daytime phone number:

Please put organization
and title here if you used

home address above:

[ Justice expenditure and employ-
ment — Spending and staffing by
Federal/State/local governments and
by function (police, courts, correc-
tions, etc.)

[J Corrections reporis — Results of
sample surveys and censuses of jails,
prisons, parole, probation, and other
corrections data

U National Crime Victimization

O Privacy and security of criminal Survey reports — The only ongoing
history information and information = national survey of crime victims
policy — New State legislation; main- [ gourcebook of Criminal Justice
taining and releasing intelligence and Statistics (annual) — Broad-based
investigative records; data quality data from 150+ sources (400+ tables,

(J BJS bulletins & special reports — 100+ figures, subject index, annotated
Timely reports of the most current bibliography, addresses of sources)

justice data [0 Send me a signup form for the

[ State felony courts — Defendant NIJ Catalog (free 6 times a yeatr),
demographics and criminal history; which abstracts both private and
pretrial release, prosecution, adjudi- government criminal justice publica-
cation, and sentencing; State felony tions and lists upcoming conferences
laws; indigent defense and training sessions in the field.

Name:

Title:
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Street or box:

City, State, ZIP:

Place
first-class
stamp
here

Bureau of Justice Statistics Clearinghouse
P.0. Box 179, Dept. BJS-236
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701-0179




Want on-line access fo

The Avtomated Index of
Criminal Justice Information Systems?

Then call the SEARCH-BBS!

What is the SEARCH-BBS?
The SEARCH-BBS is an
electronic bulletin board
system available free to
criminal justice profession-
als nationwide * It's a
national forum and
communications network
that gives you access to on-
line databases, an events
calendar, downloadable
software, indispensable
justice publications,
electronic mail message
areas, and the Internet «
The SEARCH-BBSisa
service of SEARCH, The
National Consortium for
Justice Information and
Statistics, and is funded by
the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, U.S. Department
of Justice

916/392-4640

On-line Access o the
Automoted Index-
Selecting hardware and
software for your agency
can be a complex and
frustrating task « The
SEARCH-BBS helps by
providing on-line access to
the Automated Index of
Criminal Justice Information
Systems, a database
containing profiles of
automated criminal justice
agencies and descriptions
of computerized information
systems designed specifi-
cally for use by justice
agencies * The Automated
index database enables
you to quickly identify public
domain and commercial
software systems that meet
specific needs, and to
identify agencies with
practical experience with
those systems « Agencies
and vendors can update the
Automated Index with
information about their
organizations and software
- products

How to Reach Us

Any justice professional
with a cornputer, a modem
and a communications
package can reach the
SEARCH-BBS 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week * The
SEARCH-BBS supports
modems of 1200, 2400,
4800 and 9800 bits per
second (v.32 and v.42
comnpatible)

1. Setyour system
parameters to;
¢ 8 data bits
v 1 stop bit
« No parity

2. Dial 916/392-4640

3. Log on to the SEARCH-
BBS

The menu-driven system is
easy to use, and first-time
callers may register on-line

For more information, call SEARCH ut 916/392-2550




Questions about drugs
and crime?

Call 1-800-666-3332

Drugs & Crime Data Center ‘
& Clearinghouse

1600 Research Boulevard
Rockville, MD 20850

To order this report

or ask about other BJS
crime and justice data:

Call 1-800-732-3277

Bureau of Justice Statistics
Clearinghouse

Box 6000

Rockville, MD 20850

Or call the BJS section of the
NCJRS electronic bulletin board
for the latest data reieases:

1-301-738-8895
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