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C“C‘MPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20348

B~171019

The Honorable Sam J. Ervin, Jr.

Chairman, Subcommittee on Constitutional
Rights

_ Committee on the Judiciary

United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is our report on how criminal justice agencies
use criminal history information that you requested as a
result of certain issues being raised during the Subcom-
mittee's March 1974. hearings on legislation (S. 2963 and
S. 2964) to guarantee the securlty and privacy of criminal
history information.

As agreed with the Subcommittee, we are providing
copies of the report to the Attorney General, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, and to appropriate officials in
California, Florida, and Massachusetts, where we made the
review. As requested, we are also providing copies of the
report to others who might be interested in the subject
matter.

Sincerely yours,

s (7

Comptroller Geﬁeral
of the United States
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WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

In March 1974 the Senate Subcommit-
tee on Constitutional Rights held
hearings on proposed legislation
(S. 2963 and S. 2964) to guaran-
tee the security and privacy of
criminal history information.

Criminal history information is
data developed on-any individual
between his arrest and final
release from custody and can in-
clude a person's name, dates of
arrests, nature of charges, dispo-
sition of the charges, and the name
of each arresting agency, court,

or correctional institution in-
volved.

The proposed legislation would
restrict law enforcement agen-
cies' use of this information for

, prearrest purposes and would also

prevent dissemination of certain
information..

Information on use is vital in

determining the composition of any

group having a policymaking role
regarding the use of criminal
‘history data so the group would be
representative of the extent to

which the various criminal justice -

groups used the information.

The Subcommittee requested that
GAO determine

-=the éxtent to which criminal
‘history informaticn was used by

Tear Sheet. Upon removél, the report

covel date should.bé noted hereon.

HOW CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIEé USE
CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION
B~171019

Federal, State, and local crimi-
nal justice agencies for pre
versus postarrest purposes; and

--the extent to which the three
components of the criminal justice
system, law enforcement, judicial,
and corrections agencies, used
the information.

GAQ's findings are based on an
analysis of a random sample of re-

quests made by agencies.in Cali-" -

fornia, Florida, Massachusetts, and
by Federal agencies to the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and
appropriate State agencies. See
Chapter 6 for a detailed discussion
of the review's scope.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Criminal justice agencies. can ob-
tain criminal history information
from local files, State identifi~
cation or data bureaus, and from
the FBI. When transmitted from one

“agency to another this information

generally is recorded on a "rap
sheet." ‘

Most rap sheets are requested from
agencies by submitting a finger-
print card on the individual in

question, usually at the time of

arrest. They also may be obtained
by letter, telephone, teletype,

" computer terminal, or in person.

Most'rap'sheets distributed to
criminal justice agencies result




-

from. the submission of fingerprint
cards containing data on the ar-
rested individual.

State and local uses
of eriminal history information

State and local agencies primarily
used criminal history information
after a person was arrested. (See
pp. 12 to 18.)

Regardless of how the information
was requested, the percentage use
of the information for pre versus
postarrest purposes was as follows:

Percent
Prearrest' 6.7
Postarrest 83.5
Miscellaneous 9.8

Although use of this data for pre-
arrest purposes was relatively
siall, it is significant enough to
indicate that criminal history in-
formation in FBI and State files is
used by State and local agencies

in prearrest situations but not on
a routine basis at the time it is
received,

" State and local law enforcement
agencies were the most frequent
recipients of criminal history in-
formation, as shown below:

Agency Percent
Law enforcement 58.6
Judicial 32.9,
Corrections 2.2
Other and
miscellaneous 6.3

The results are influenced by

the fact that the greatest per-
centage of requests for information
(51 percent) were by fingerprint

1i

cards submitted by Taw enforcement
agencies, usually as a matter of
routine at the time of arrest be-
cause State law required it.

State and local law enforcement
officials said this information
was usually not used by them when
it was received but that it was
placed in the arrested person's
file and could be used for pre-
arrest purposes in subsequent in-
vestigations of the person,

State and local judicial agencies
(prosecutors, courts, probation and
parole) were the major recipients

of criminal history information

requested by nonfingerprint means.
(See p. 19.)

Since requests by this means are
less routine than fingerprint card
requests, it is probably more indic-
ative of how criminal justice
agencies use the information when
they need to know an fndividual's
criminal background.

Since State and local judicial
agencies were primary users of
information requested by nonfinger-
print means, it seems that they
should have a significant voice
regarding policies and procedures
that govern the use of criminal
history information.

Certain questions arnse during
GAO's review regarding the dissemi-
nation practices of Florida and
Massachusetts. Thirteen criminal
Justice agencies in Florida were
not complying with the State'’s dis-
semination practices for criminal
history information in: that they
misinterpreted State policy and
either allowed unauthorized access
to the files or furnished criminal
history data to agencies not

authorized to receive it.

In Massachusetts GAO could not
determine who initiated about 10
percent of the sampie requests for
criminal history information made
to the Department of Probation's
files. These requests were mostly
made by telephone and indicated the
Department's procedures for dis-
seminating such information as a
result of telephone requests were
inadequate.

GAO advised appropriate officials:
in both States of the problems so
they could take corrective action.
(See pp. 21 and 22.)

Various segments of the criminal
justice system requested rap sheets
on the same individual as his case
was processed through the system.
In California, there were instances
where at least 10 rap sheets were
requested on a single individual.
In Florida, requests were normally
made at eight different points as
the individual moved through the
system. (See pp. 30 and 31.)

Federal uses of .
erimnal history information

Analysis of requests for criminal
history information made by domes-
tic law enforcement agencies in the.
Departments of Justice (not includ-
ing the FBI}, Treasury, Interior,
and Defense, and in the Postal '
Service and the Administrative Of-
fice of the U.S. Courts showed
that, as was true for State and
lacal agencies, most Federal re-

uests were for postarrest purposes.

See pp. 33 to 38.) However, Fed-
eral agencies were more likely to
request the information for pre-
arrest purposes as follows.

Purpose Percent
Prearrest 22;9
Postarrest 52,7
Miscellaneous 24,4

Federal postarrest use of criminal
history information was signifi-
cant although less than State and
local postarrest use. .

The extent to which Federal agen-
cies received criminal history
information follows.

Agency . Percent
Law enforcement 69.8
Judicial . 16.6
Corrections 8.4
Other and ‘

miscellaneous 5.2

Since State and Tocal criminal
Jjustice agency representation on
any. board governing the policy and
use of criminal history informa-
tion should be fairly representa-
tive of both law enforcement and
judicial agencies, it seems that
Federal representation on such a
board should be more weighted
towards law enforcement agencies.:
(See pp. 39 to 41.)

AGENCY COMMENTS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES

| The Department of Justice and the

three States generally agreed with
GAO's findings and conclusions.
(See apps. 1 through VI,)

The Department and California said
prearrest use of criminal history
information might be higher than
shown in the report because local
agencies make use of such informa-
tion maintained in their own files
for prearrest purposes. This . »




information, usually on vap sheets, .

is received from State data bureaus
and FBI and placed in the agency's

-files for possible future investi-

gative use,

_ GAD agrees that local criminal

* justice agencies may use this in-
formation in their own files to
assist in prearrest investigations.
Local agencies, however, did not

maintain data show1ng the extent of

such use and the proposed 1eg1sla-
tion would not affect an agency's
use of information contained in its
“own files for prearrest purposes.

If local agenciés do not have in-
formation in their own files they
would have to go to either State or

FBI identification bureaus. Accord-

ingly, GAO believes its findings as
to how this State and FBI data is
used accurately reflects the way
Tocal agencies’ use information not
contained in their own files.

California said it believes re-
sponse time should be reduced and
that it is attempting to meet a
State statutory requirement that
by 1978 its data bureau respend
to all requests for criminal his-
tory information within 72 hours.
California also indicated that
there was a need to improve ac-
curacy and completeness of data
maintained in criminal h1story
records,

GAO agrees, on the basis of its
findings and recommendations in an
earlier report to the Congress on
the need to determine cost and im-
prove reporting in the development
of a nationwide criminal data ex-
change system (B 171019, Jan. 16,
1973},

Florida and Massachusetts said they
have taken action to correct dis-
semination problems GAQ noted dur-
ing its review.

v

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights of the Senate
Judiciary Commjttee requested that we determine how the crim-
inal JUSthe system uses criminal history information to
assist it in considering legislation (S. 2963 and S. 2964) to

guarantee the security and privacy of such data, The Subcom-

mittee made the request essentially because certain provi-
sions in the proposed legislation would restrict law enforce-
ment agencies' use of criminal history information for pre-
arrest purposes and would prevent dissemination of certaln
information.

Since specific data on how criminal justice agencies
used criminal history information was not available, the
Subcommittee requested that we develop this information.

The Subcommittee was also concerned about how policy and
procedural decisions would be¢ made regarding the use and
dissemination of criminal history information. Historically,
law enforcement agencies have made most of the decisions.

The Subcommittee members and Administration witnesses at

the March 1974 hearings generally agreed that any legisla-
tive decisions regarding the composition of a pollcymaklng
group would be ‘enhanced if data was available showing ‘the
extent to which all segments of the criminal justice community
(police, courtr, and corrections) used this information.
Therefore, the Subcommittee requested that we also provide
information on the extent to which the various segments of
the criminal justice community use criminal history 1nforma~
tion,

The purpose of this report, therefore, is to provide
information. While we have drawn conclusions on the results
of our findings as to how criminal history information is
used and by whom, we are not commenting on the appropriate-
ness of certain provisions of either S. 2963 or S. 2964.

To obtain the needed data we randomly sampled requests

. for criminal history information made to the Federal Bureau

of Investigation (FBI) and to the appropriate State agencies
in California, Florida, and Massachusetts during a l-week
period. Information on each sampled request was than compiled
either by interviewing the requestor or by analyzing completed
questionnaires., Details on the sampling methodology and scope
of the review are in chapter 6.




Withcut the complete and willing cooperation of the De-
partment of Justice, particularly the FBI, and, the appropriate
State and iocal criminal justice agencies, we would not have
been able to complete the work successfully., We believe this
cooperation indicates the extent to which all interested
parties believed the information we developed would be useful
for providing.an objective basis for making certain decisions
regarding the proposed legislation.

Our work with criminal justice agencies in the three
States indicated that their activities wers similar to the
way criminal justice agencies operate throughout the Nation.
We also believe tihat our random sample of requests for crim-
inal history information made to the FBI by Federal domestic
law enforcement agencies provides an accurate picture of these
agencies' use of this data.

CHAPTER 2

CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION:

WHAT IT IS AND HOW IT IS KEPT AND DISSEMINATED
*

Criminal history information can generally be defined as
any information on an individual, collected or disseminated
by criminal justice agencies, as a result of arrest, deten-.
tion, initiation of criminal proceeding, probation, incarcera-
tion, parole, or release from custody.

All segments of the criminal justice system retain crim-
inal history information files. The most widely used, how-
ever, are those maintained by the FBI, State, and large metro-
politan law enforcement agencies.

FBI'S CRIMINAL HISTORY SYSTEM

The FBI's files contain about 21 million records of indi-
viduals for whom fingerprints were submitted to the. FBI by
Federal, State, and local criminal justice agencies. The FBI
disseminates this information when Federal, State, or local
criminal justice agencies request it. Arrests are reported
to the FBI on fingerprint cards which are placed in a file
maintained for each arrested individual. Information from
the fingerprint card is transferred to an individual's '"rap
sheet," making it the master list of the individual's reported
criminal activity. (See app. VIIL.)

Disposition data is also included on the rap sheet if the
arresting agency or court of jurisdiction forwards this infor-
mation to the FBI, although they are not required to do so.

An FBI official said about 26 States require that disposition
data be reported to their State criminal data bureaus. Some
States require that the data be reported to the FBI. However,
he said that such requirements generally are not enforced by
the States.

Copies of the rap sheet are forwarded to criminal justice
agencies in response to specific requests which can be made in
several ways. The most common way used to obtain rap sheets
is by sending an individual's fingerprint card to the FBI.
Most of the time in these cases the individual has been
arrested and fingerprinted. The arresting agency, usually as




a matter of course, forwards an individual's fingeryrint ceyd
to the FBI, which makes a positive identification aad then
sends the individual's rap sheet to the arrésting agency.
This positive identification insures that the recipient of
the rap sheet receives the record of the individual whosea

‘;flngerpxlnts were submitted

Requesfs for r@p ahn rs -a;,aiz
ephons, or tele@wpe,w In these Eays
the rap sheet to the requestur it i
positive identificatien was not eSa“glsﬁﬁed un¥e«% rae 13-
questor had submifted an FBZ arrest number w1th the rejguest.
The FBI assigns this numbar to an 136!v1ua%1 when it 41’¢?
receives a flﬂgerpilﬂt rard shewing he has veen weraiied.
Usually the FBI does not request to know why a criminal Jms~
tice agency wants an individual's rap sbec,q

'j“e made by RLtéer, tel-
1 'tuﬁrwnzﬁ ‘

Most of the FBI's crlminas'histery files are maintained
in a manual system. In 1971 the FBI bhegan operating, in con-
junction with the States, a computerlzed criminal history
(CCH) system. Thg CGCH system can provide requesturs elther
a detailed record of a persva's ¢rimingl history, similar to
the information contained on a rap shee¢t, or a summary record.
The summary record essentially contains only the number of
times a person has been arrested and convicted of certain
offenses, and more detailed information on his last arrest.
(See app. VII.) However, requests for CCH infecrmation are
not accompanied by fingerprint cards so theré¢ is not positive

‘assurance that the information transmitted to the requestor

is, in fact, on the subject of the request.

As of February 1974, the CCH system had data on only about
2 percent of ‘the appioximately 21 milliecn individuals on whom
the FBI has criminal history information.! Two of the States
we reviewed, California and Florida, had contributed about
half of all records entered into the CCH file by participating
States and the District of Columbia.

1In July 1974 FBI oftlclals adv1$ed us that two of the six
States contrlbutlng to the CCH system, New York and Penn-
sylvania, had uropped out thus decreasing the number of
records in the system. Nevertheless, the Department of
Justice noted that the number of States using CCH file ma-
terialseis significant and that CCH transactions have been
increasing. (See app. I.)

4 .

On March 1, 1974, we .issued a report to the Subcommlttee
on, the deveropment and use of the CCH system. The report
ralsed the question as to what the national policy should be
regarding development of computerized criminal history infor-
mation systems and tc what extent the various segments of

. S
the criminal justice communlty and appro >priate Federal agen-
cies should participate in such policy development.

CALTFORNIA

The Bureau of Identlflcatlon, Identification and Infor-
matign Branch, of the State Division of Law Enforcement is
primarily responsible for maintaining and disseminating crim-

-inal history information maintained in the State's manual

file. State and local law enforcement agencies are required

by California law to submit fingerprint cards to the Bureau

on all individuals arrested for felonies or other serious
crimes. Fingerprint card data, information from arrest
forms!, and d1$p051t10n data is entered on the rap sheets

s s St s mtn

maintained by the Bureau.

At the time of our review, the Bureau had fingerprints
and/or rap sheets on 9.1 million people. The records on
5.3 million people dealt with criminal offenders. The rec-
ords on the remaining 3.8 million people were kept because,
under State law, they had to undergo a criminal history check
to obtain a license or to obtain or retain employment

Information maintained in the Bureau's files is generally
released upon receipt of a fingerprint card or arrest form,
or upon request by telephone, teletype, letter, or personal
visit.. The Bureau cannot be sure that information released
in response to requests from-other than fingerprint cards is
in fact for the individual named because there is no way to
insure positive identification. It advises the requestor
that positive identification was not established.

- In addition to its manual file, California also has a
computerized criminal history system which became operational

‘1Law enforcement agencies sometimes submit arrest forms in-

stead of fingerprint cards on individuals vho already have a
fingerprint card on file at the local and State level and who
already have State identification numbers.

5




in April 1973, It is operated by the Law Enforcement Consol-
idated Data Centexr. The State is converting certain manual
records into computer format. As of May 1974, about 1.4 mil-
lion records of offenders charged with serious offenses were
planned for conversion. About 488,000 had been converted,
with about 240,000 of these entered into the computer. A
copy of the records is also transmitted to the FBI for inclu-
sion in its CCH system if the record has an FBI number.

These records in the State's computer can be accessed by the
Bureau to enable it to respond to requests for rap sheets.
Also, California law enforcement &agencies are. linked directly
to the State computer by about 975 terminals so they can re-
quest information directly.

California has not established a list. of agencies author-
ized to access the State's criminal history files. California
legislation states that information shall be furnished to all
peace officers; district attorneys; probation officers; State
courts; U.S. officers; officers of other States and countries
authorized by the California Attorney General; and to any
State agency, officer, or official when needed for performance
of official functions. Information can be obtained for crim-
inal justice purposes and for determining individuals' eli-
gibility for licensing or suitability for employment.

FLORIDA

The Division of Criminal Justice Services of the Florida
Department of Law Enforcement manages the Staté's criminal
history information system, which is entirely computerized.
Two main files are kept--the identification file and the full
history file. All fingerprint cards and duplicates of crim-
inal histories are kept on microfilm. In addition, the State
has entered records on Florida criminals who are multi-State
offenders into the FBI's CCH system.

As of May 1974 the State had records for about 775,000
persons in its identification and full history file. About
70,000 of these were multi-State offenders whose records had
also been entered into the FBI's CCH system.

The identification file contains the name and certain
other identifying characteristics of individuals on whom the
State has rap sheets. The identification file is used as a
quick reference primarily to determine if the individual has

a criminal record. Inquiries can be made to the identifica-
tion file with only the individual's name. Upon making an
inquiry the requestor is furnished with certain information
that indicates whether the State might have criminal history
information on the individual and which file contains the
information.

The requestor can then use this information to request
a rap sheet ?rom the full history file or from the FBI. If
a rap sheet is available, the State mails it to the requestor.

_ As of June 1974, there were 367 telecommunication term-
inals in operation at various law enforcement agencies through-
out the State. These terminals have direct access to the
identification file, but only off-line access to the full
history file. Requests for either identification or full
history information can-also be made by telephone,. letter,
teletype, fingerprint card submission, or by personal visit,

_ The Department of Law Enforcement's policy is to dissem-

inate criminal history information to criminal justice agen--

cies and any other agencies which have State statutory author-
ity to do checks before licensing or employment. There is

no restriction on what local criminal justice agencies can do

with criminal history information they developed on their own.

MASSACHUSETTS

Whereas the California and Florida criminal history in-
formation systems are relatively similar to the FBI's system,
the Massachusetts system is not.

Massachusetts maintains criminal history information in
three separate departments:

--The Department of Public Safety keeps identification
ée.g., fingerprint cards and photographs) and arrest
ata.

--The Department of Probation keeps‘court arféignment
through sentencing data. : ’
~--The Department of Corrections keepsbsentencé imposi-

tion through sentence completion data.
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The identification and arrest data file contains an in-
dividual's name, description, aliases, birthdate, parents'
and spouse's names, names of other relatives and associates,
arrest data, fingerprints, and photographs. Information re-
garding arrests and their disposition is entered on rap sheets.
Records on about 800, 000 individuals are on file.

Generally requests for identification and arrest data
are made to verify the identity of individuals. Requests for
arrest data can be made by letter, telephone, teletype, or by
personal visit. Information disseminated as a result of re-
quests other than fingerprint cards cannot be verified to
insure p051t1ve 1dent1f1cat10n because flngerprlnt comparisons
are not made.

The file maintained by the Department of Probation on
individuals contains a complete record of all court appear-
ances and dispositions for every person arraigned before the
Massachusetts courts. All information for this file is fur-
nished by the courts. The records contain general identifica-
tion data and note the date and disposition of all court ap-
pearances for each charge from the first appearance to ‘the
date of sentencing or release from custody. There are records
on about 5 million people in this file.

The files maintained by the probation department are the
basic records criminal justice agencies use to secure criminal
history information on people. Requests for such records can
be made by telephone, teletype, letter, or in person. Requests
are usually by name and there is no system for insuring that
the information released is truly the record of the correct
person because verification is not made by checking finger-
prints.

Files maintained by the Department of Corrections contain
information on criminal offenders' progress from the time a
sentence is imposed until their release from custody. The
files contain various documents submitted by the court, pro-
bation, correction, or parole officers and include presentence
narratives, psychological evaluations, and prison admission
data. The.files are used almost exclusively by corrections
and parole board personnel and access to detailed information
in them is generally restricted to corrections and parole
board personnel. About 15,000 to 20,000 active records and
35,000 to 40,000 inactive records on microfilm are maintained
1nvthe Department of Corrections file.

. r DT I L - -
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Massachusetts is developing a Statewide computerized
criminal history information system that will consolidate
criminal offender records now held in the three departments.
The Department of Probation receives court, status slips for
individuals who have committed felonies, major motor vehicle'
violations, or*nonvehicular misdemeanors other than drunken-
ness. These slips are sent to the Department of Public Safety
which searches for the individual's fingerprint card. If one
is located, the flngerprlnt data, court data, and any existing
correctlonal data is consolidated into a single record. -

It is not clear how the State insures itself that the
fingerprint, court, and correction data is actually on the
same person because the court status slips and probation file
record cards do not contain fingerprints or other identifiers,
such as ‘arrest numbers or FBI numbers. . The State said it is
trying to 1nsure, as best it can, positive identification of
such records, and if there is any question about the positive
match of records, the subject's records are not being consol-
idated.

As of May 1974 about 15,000 of the 800,000 Department of
Public Safety, 5 million probation, -and 55,000 corrections
records had been converted, with additional conversions taking

place at a rate of about 60 a day. State officials were unable

to estimate when the computerized system would become opera-
tional.

The State Criminal History Systems Board, established in
1972, is responsible for setting policy and regulations gov-
erning the collection, storage, dissemination, and use of
criminal history information. A Security and Privacy Council,

‘under the Board, has also been established to continually

study and recommend ways to insure individual privacy and sys-
tem security. The Board established a list of 74 types of
agencies having access to the State's criminal history infor-

. mation for criminal justice purposes or for determining an

individual's eligibility for licensing or su1tab111tv for

~employment.

In addition to criminal history information files main-
tained by the FBI and various State agencies, there were nu-
merous such files also maintained by local criminal justice
agencies in the States where we did our review, primarily law
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enforcement agencies. For examplef Alamedg County, Cal}fﬁr-
nia, keeps a multiagency criminal‘lnformatlgn system whic
serves the sheriff's office, the county police depgrtmegts
and other local law enforcement agencies. Ten_Callfornla'
law enforcement agencies that we contacted during the review
had loc~l criminal history records on abogt 3 ml%llon people
with the Los Angeles County sheriff's of§1cg having the
largest file with records on about 1.2’m11110n people.

Although we did not rsview the uses of.cri@inal h%s?ory
information in these files, local criminal Just%ce.off1c1als
told us the information is used extensively by delClal.agen-
cies for setting of bail, sentencing, and prgbaylon dec%51ops.
In addition, law enforcement agencies use this 1nformat%on in
prearrest situations and for postarrest followup investiga-

tions,

T by S s e

CHAPTER 3

HOW STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES

" USE CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION .

To determine how criminal justice agencies in the three
States used criminal history data, we sampled requests they
made from three sources: '

~~The FBI's manual file.
--The State's manual file.
--The State's CCH file in California and Florida.

We did not sample State and local requests to the FBI's CCH
file because they automatically go to' the State file first
and would be recorded and included in our sample there.

- We classified the ‘types of requests under three consoli-
dated categories--fingerprint card.requests,! nonfingerprint -
requests (telephone, teletype, letter, or personal visit), and
CCH requests. :

The agencies reQuesting information are discussed under
three categories:
--Law enforcement agencies, which include police and
E sheriff's departments and other State or local
enforcement-type agencies.

--Judicial agencies, which include prosecutors, courts,
probation and parole offices. ’

--Correction agencies.

Briefly, our work showed that:

Fingerprint card submissions are not always made to request
information for a specific use. We considered them requests
because they usually result in a copy of the individual's
rap sheet being forwarded to the submitting agency for 1its
file and possible future use.

11
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: --Criminal history information was used primarily after
o an individual was arrested.

-—Ju&iciél éﬁa correction agencies most often used the
’ - data.

--Requests for criminal history infqrmation submitted
by fingerprint cards were overwhelmingly made by law
enforcement agencies, usually because of a State
requirement to submit a fingerprint card when an
individual is arrested. :

--Requests by nonfingerprint means were much more fre-
quently from judicial agencies than were fingerprint
card requests and were more frequently made, not as
matter of routine, but to develop additional informa-
tion on the arrested person. -

WHY CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION WAS REQUESTED

One of the basic questions the Subcommittee requested
us to answer was the extent to which criminal history infor-
mation was used for pre versus postarrest activities of
criminal justice agencies. Our findings showed that the

: data was used primérily for postarrest purposes, as can be
! seen in the following table. ‘

Prearrest Versus Postarrest Use

| . Type of request

Fingerprint card Nonfingerprint
To FBI To State To FBI To State
Activity file files file files . CCH
Prearrest 1.5% 0% 8.9% 13.3% . 32.3%
Postarrest 91.5 100 77.9 70.4 47.0
Miscellaneous
(note a) 7.0 0 13.2 16.3 20.7

#Includes requests for information used for such purposes as

licensing, certifying, and testing of CCH. It also includes

requestors who did not respond to our questionnaire, were
not sure they made the request, or said they did not make

the request.

12

The specific purposes for which the data was to be used
and by which type of criminal justice agency follows.

Specific Purpose for Request (note a)

Type of request

Fingerprint card Nonfingerprint

To FBI To State To FBI To State
Purpose by agency file files file files CCH
Law enforcement:
Suspicious circumstances
arousing police interest 0.3% 0% 3.9% 7.0% 23,6%
First police report of a
crime 0.3 0 0 3.3 2.9
Followup investigation ,
before arrest 0.9 0 2.6 3.7 2.9
Arrest (i.e., booking of
suspect) 80.8 86.4 0 19.7 15.8
Followup investigation after
arrest ‘ . 9.0 10.2 6.5 5.4 14.1
Completion of case 3.9 0 4.8 1.5 5.3
Prosecuting agency:
‘Prosecution of suspect 8.3 0 15.7 9.0 0
Plea bargaining " 1.4 0 2.6 0.4 0
Courts:
Recommending or setting.bail 4,1 0 1.3 9.5 0
Sentencing ~ 746 0 10%5 12.1 0
Probation/parole:
Presenternce report prepara- :
tion or recommendation ; 5.5 0. 41.7 23.0 4.4
Supervision requirement ‘ , i
after release 'of defendant . o
on parole or probation ‘ 0.7 0.2  10.5 11.0 ° - 2.9
Corrections: ’ ‘ .
Incarceration : 4,3 0 1.3, 0.4 0
Establishing treatment ’ _
program 3.1 3.2 1.3 1.1 0
Other (note b) 3.6 0 32.8 15.6 19.2
Miscellaneous (note c) 0.9 0 2.6 16.3 20.6

a i ‘
The data could be requested for more than one purpose. Thus, percentages
total more than 100.

Includes responses from such agencies as components of State identification
bureaus, State real estate boards, and Federal agencies, which could not be
classified as State criminal justice agencies. i

c .
Includes requestors who said they did not make the request, were not sure
they made the request, did not reply to our questionnaire, or were testing
equipment or training operators,

13

R e R e SNy ="

e e oo o




71

The general reasons why the information was requested
follow. .

General Reason For Request (note a)

Type of request
Fingerprint card ”anfingerprlnt
To FPBI To State To FBI To State

Reason file - files  file files CCH
i nc
Roggigzyage y- 96.2% 100.0% 61.6% 52.0% 48 .3%
Obtain additional . '
background data 30,3 l‘17.4 51.3 40.6 48.3
Need to form an .
opinion:
To continue
or termi- ;
nate case 4,6 0 20.9 10.4 6.0
- Regarding
subject's
character
or risk K -
to society 18.1 3.6 53.1 27 .2 22.1
Other ' E
(note b) . 4,1 6.4 . 6.5 24.0 36.6
i cus
Mliﬁsiiaz§ ' 0,2 : 0 2.8 10.9 20.6

3The data could be reqﬁested for more than one purpose.
Thus, percentages total more than 100.

bIncludes purposes which were not listed on our question-

' i £ i j s licens- .
naire, such as checking records of patential jurors;

ing, certifying, or employment checks; or updating files.

CIncludes requestors who said they did not make the request,
were not sure they made the request, did not reply to the ]
questionnaire, or were testing equipment or training opera

tors.

%
[}

R ]

An analysis of the data .by type of request~-fingefprint
card, nonfingerprint, or CCH--shows the following.

Fingerprint card requests

Generally requests submitted by fingerprint cards were
done so by law enforcement agencies at the time of arrest,
usually as a matter of routine. There were virtually no in-
stances when State or local law enforcement agencies sub-
mitted fingerprint cards to obtain information for prearrest
purposes. Generally information obtained by fingerprint re-
quest is used by law enforcement agencies to update files on
an arrested person and to provide them a more complete his-
tory of the arrested person's criminal involvement. For
example, most law enforcement fingerprint cards submitted °
during followup investigations after arrest were to insure
that the arresting agency had complete criminal histories on
the arrested people.

Relatively few fingerprint card requests were made
specifically for judicial or correctional agencies' use. 1In
almost no cases did these agencies request the information
from State files partly because judicial agencies usually
obtain rap sheets directly by nonfingerprint requests to the
FBI, State, or local law enforcement agency. Judicial agen-
cies' most frequent use of criminal history data obtained by

¢fingerprint requests was in the prosecution and sentencing of

individuals. This might be because generally these are the
two points during the judicial process when it is important
to have a complete and current criminal history of the in-
dividual, and the FBI's files contain the latest comprehen-
sive information on an individual. Nevertheless, most use
of such data obtained by fingerprint cards was by law en-
forcement agencies.

However, the fact that over 80 percent of these requests
occurred at the time of arrest 'suggests that there was prob-
ably little actual use of the information by State and local
law enforcement agencies in those cases. Local law enforce-
ment officials told us that they believed their agencies
rely almost exclusively on their own files for criminal his-
tory information to aid in prearrest investigations because:

15
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16

LR A TN LN o R

State and Local Use of Criminal History
Information for Pre and Postarrest Purposes
Regardless of How Requested

Percent
Prearrest 6.7
Postarrest 83.5
Miscellaneous 9.8

Nonfingerprint requests for criminal history informa-
tion were overwhelmingly made for postarrest purposes--
primarily by judicial agencies (prosecutors, courts, proba-
tion or parole officers). Use for these purposes was almost
three times the use for law enforcement purposes. This in-
formation was often requested to secure data upon which to
base an opinion regarding the individual's character or risk
to society. Prosecutors wanted. complete background data on
individuals to help prepare cases against them. Courts
wanted complete background data on which to base decisions
regarding bail, probation, or sentencing. Probation offi-
cers needed information upon which to base opinions regard-
ing the subjects' character or risk to society. 1In some
cases these opinions regarded how the probation officer would
handle a person placed on probation by the court; in other
cases the opinions were transmitted to the courts in the form
of preprobation or presentencing reports. Nearly half of .
the nonfingerprint requests submitted to the FBI and nearly
one-fourth of those submitted to the States were for informa-
tion to assist probation or parole agencies preparing pre-
sentence reports or recommendations.

CCH requests

The use of CCH information obtained by computer requests
was almost exclusively for law enforcement functions. Only
about 7 percent of all these requests were for non-law en-
forcement functions. This is primarily because most non-law
enforcement agencies do not have access to CCH terminals.

For example, in California, the 240,000 online criminal his-
tory records were directly accessible primarily through
terminals located at police departments throughout the State.
However, these agencies may have subsequently provided the
information to judicial and corrections agencies.

17
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S - . :onal in late 1971. e
‘g¢sten became operatlona. omputerized.

, Theeggﬁysigry few criminal h1§torY‘rec:£iZs§ £§ - CoH

BTe e e enforcement agencies have nnot be

Very few non-law ords canno

. , detailed rec
termin§1’ and 1?n20i§ itizZiestor. Moreover, ccH igcgzgzeg&
transmitted ono B L7 o cent, of the 58,465 requests TH
for only 773, i’a;éncies in the three States @Urégﬁ's devel-
State and loca ) éod Thus, it is too early in = about |
_1-wee¥ iamﬁiea£§£ to draw any definitive conclusions ‘
opmen o :

the uses made of the CCH system.
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WHO RECEIVED CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION

To obtain a clearer picture of the extent to which all
segments of the criminal justice system used criminal history
information, we determined which type of agen¢y received the
information either directly from the FBI or State files or
subsequently from another agency which had initially received
the data. The following table shows, for each type of
request, the percentage of criminal history information
received by each segment of the criminal justice system.

Recipients of Criminal History Information

'Type of request

Fingerprint
card Nonfingerprint
To FBI To State To FBI To State
Agency - file - . files file files CCH
Law enforcement 77.2% 85.7% 17.3% 32.9% 67.7%
Judicial 16.7 11.3 77.3 53.5 - 24.0
Corrections 2.6 . 2.8 2.1 1.7 0.4
Other (note a) 3.3 . .2 1.0 3.2 1.2
Miscellaneous '
(note b) 2 0 2.3 8.7 6.7

dIncludes responses from such agencies as components of State
identification bureaus, State real estate boards, and Fed-

eral agencies, which could not be classified as State criminal
justice agencies. '

bIncludes requestors who said they did not make the request,
were not sure they made the .request, did not reply to our
questionnaire, or were testing equipment or training opera-
tors. :

The percentages follow for receipt of the information by

all criminal justice agencies regardless of the means of
request.

Agency ‘ Percent
Law enforcement 58.6
Judicial C . 32.9
Corrections , : 2.2 ‘
Other and miscellaneous’ .3

19




The data indicates that law enforcement agencies were
the most frequent recipients of the information. The results,
however, are influenced by the fact that the greatest percent-
age of requests (51 percent) for information were by finger-
print cards submitted by law enforcement agencies. As shown
in the table on page 14, almost all of such requests were
made routinely, and, as shown on page 13, were made at the

time of arrest.

When law enforcement agencies‘received criminal historxy
snformation in response to fingerprint card submissions, it
was generally not used for specific purposes. It became part
of the arrested person's file at that agency. The file is
available to judicial and correctional officials as the
arrested person moves through the criminal justice system.
‘The law enforcement agency could also use the file to provide
background data on the person if he were, subsequent to
release, suspected of further criminal activity. However,
1aw enforcement agencies made little immediate use of the
information they, received as a result of fingerprint card

requests. -

Officials of many police departments we contacted said
that information received from routine fingerprint card sub-
missions was filed and that no further immediate use Wwas
made of it. They said, however, that their files were open
to criminal justice agencies and that they knew judicial
agencies used the files but did not know the frequency of that

use.

4

A more accurate picture of who actually receives and uses
criminal history information is probably provided by
recipients of the data as a result of nonfingerprint requests.
As shown in the table on page 14, this information is requested
on a much less routine basis than fingerprint card requests.
Thus, it is probably more indicative of how criminal justice
agencies use criminal history information when they need to
know the criminal background of an individual. As shown in
the table on page 19, jucicial agencies were the major
recipients and users of criminal history information requested

by nonfingerprint means.

The information in the table on page 13, that discusses
specific purposes of requests, shows the extent to which
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ADDITIONAL MATTERS REGARDING STATE AND LOCAL USES
OF CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION

Several other findings from our work.might also be

useful to both the Subcommittee and Executive Branch in their

consideration of the proposed legislation. These matters--
the response time to requests for criminal history data, the
extent to which the States use such data for licensing and
employment checks, their purging and sealing provisions for
criminal history data, and the number of times a rap sheet is
requested--are discussed below.

Response time

The elapsed time between a request for criminal history
information to the FBI or State files and the requesting
agency's receipt of information was 1 week or more in most
cases. Most requesting agencies considered that response
time adequate, The following tables show, by percentage,

(1) the response times for the requests and (2) whether the
requestor considered the response times adequateé and'whether
detrimental effects resulted from slow response times.

Elapsed Time Between the Request for
and Receipt of Information

Type of request

Fingerprint Non-
card fingerprint
To FBI To State To FBI To State
Elapsed time file, files file files CCH
Less than 1 hour 0% - 0% 0% 8.3%_ 34.9%

At least 1 hour,
but less than :
1 day 0 6.4 0.9 12,7 1.5
At least 1 .day, - .
but less than
1 week : 1.0 0.2 7.3 . 22.0 - 23.8
At least 1 week,
but less than

2 weeks 12.1 4.3 32,2 16.7 2.9
Two weeks or more 52.9 61.4 . 34.8 21.5 0
Could not answer

or did not know 34.0 27,7 24.8 18.8 36.9
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Adequacy of Response Time

Type of request

Fingerprint Non-‘ |
garg - fingerprint
To FBI To State To FBI ‘To.State» oot
Adequacy file files file files - .
Considered
) time - e
;gzzaiiz 63.2% 65.7% 74.1% 76.1% } 66.1%
Considered
response time N .
inagequate 9.2 16.2 14.4 8
Could not answer 5 ‘3.9
or did not know 27.6 18.1 - 11.5 1?
100 100 100 100 100
d detrimental . )
Haeffects ' 2.1 3.2 2.6 1.5

Responses to fingerprint card requests took the longest

‘ i ~ ver 50 percent of these re-
i receive. Responses to over :
zzzitzomade to either the FBI or State flégz tgzkkioxeziiugi
i ‘ r or did n
. Excluding the could not answe
?grihe table on page 23, the percentage of such risggnzzi
that took 2 or more weeks to complete goes to ove

both FBI and State file requests.

FBI Identification Division officigls toléﬂzsczggt their

turnaround time 1is usually 3 days for flngezprihe ATl ation
equests. They believed that, in many cases, e iy
za%es much longer to get back to theolnquldua% who tally
requested it because the requesting individual's agenczr ave s
ali the fingerprint cards completed over sev;gil §£Ssuch
several weeks before submitting them to the fo; -
cases a card could have been with the agency

able time after being completed by the arresting officer oOT

ici ing sent to the FBI. Offi-
i rint technician before being 1. L
ﬁiﬁ%:rgf some agencies we contacted stated that fingerprint

FBI on the day they are com=-
are not always sent to the ,
;iiiid. Some agencies collected the cards for several days

before submitting them.
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The FBI said that the 'distance between California and
Washington, D.C., requires a longer period of time between
sending and receiving mail than in most States. Also,
because most fingerprints submitted by Florida agencies are
sent to the FBI through the State bureau, the FBI believed
response time would be adversely affected.

Regardless of the reason for the slow response time, the
time frame makes it difficult for the information to be use-
ful to law enforcement agencies in postarrest followup inves-
tigations or to courts for setting bail.

Nonfingerprint card requests were responded to more
quickly, primarily because fingerprint cards must be reviewed
and verified for identification purposes. Responses to only
about 35 percent of the requests made to the FBI and 20 per-
cent of the requests made to the State files were received as
long as 2 weeks or more after the request was made. Tele-
phone and teletype requests were returned more quickly possi-
bly because the request did not have to go through the mail.
But, in most cases, the response to -the request had to be
mailed. The shorter response time also held true for letter

requests even though they have to be submitted by mail, as do
fingerprint cards.

Response times for CCH requests were less than for other
kinds of requests. About 35 percent of the CCH responses
were received in less than 1 hour, some of them in seconds.
However, responses to about one-fourth of the requests were
in the "at least 1 day but less than 1 week'" category. The
major reason is that in California and Florida detailed
records could not be transmitted back to the requestor by

computer but were printed out at the State bureau and mailed
to the requestors.

A majority of requestors considered the response time
for their requests adequate. The percentage of requests for
which the response time was considered inadequate was between
0 and 17 for all of the various types of requests made. The
highest frequency of response times considered inadequate
(16.2 percent) was for fingerprint cards submitted to the
State files, and the lowest was CCH with no requestors con-
sidering the response time inadequate. Very few requestors,
3.2 percent or less in all cases, felt that detrimental.

effects resulted from the time.it required to receive the
information.
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This does not necessarily mean that the systems were
adequate for meeting criminal justice agency needs. Rather
it could imply that criminal justice agencies have merely
adjusted their operations to the system and do not consider
it necessary to have criminal history information sooner than
they normsily receive it. However, as more criminal justice
agenciegs begin to receive this information by computer they
may befin to realize that their operations can be improved if
tney receive the data sooner and would then consider that the
current, relatively long response times would adversely
affect their operations. Computerizing criminal history data
could affect the way that criminal justice agencies view and
use such data.

Licensing and employment checks

The three States require licensing or certifying of indi-

viduals before they can buy firearms or be employed at cer-
tain jobs or professions., The agencies responsible for
licensing or certifying these individuals must find out
whether they have criminal records. The FBI recognizes these
State requiréments and therefore sends criminal history
information to these'agencies in the same way it does to
criminal justice agencies. According to the FBI, only about
10 States do not have 'specific legislation authorizing cer-
tain State and local agencies to provide fingerprints to, and
obtain criminal history information from, the FBI for licens-
ing and employment checks.

In ddditon, the three States we visited allow certain
businesses and agencies access to the criminal history
records of applicants for jobs which are considered sensitive
or which would place the employee in a position where he
could be a menance to the public. Any Massachusetts agency
included in the list of 74 groups of authorized agencies may
have access to State criminal history records for licensing,
certifying, or employment checks. Some of the California
agencies authorized access for licensing, certifying, and
employment checks are county welfare departments, school dis-
tricts, the Board of Accountancy, the Board of Cosmetology,
the Board of Medical Examiners, and the Board of Funeral
Directors and Embalmers. Some of the Florida agencies author-
ized access to criminal history information for such purposes
are the Florida Beverage Department, the Board of Bar Exami-
. ners, the Pari-Mutual Wagering Board, and the Police Stand-
ards Board.

. The largest volume
1nfo?mation related to 1§fe§:
xas in.California. About 447
€re processed during fiscal

criminal fingerprintgcards. ¥§a;1§izg
took our sample, about 1,250 of the 5
submltted, or about 24 percent, were
cation, or employment checks, ’
Tequests we sampled in Massachu

guests for criminal history
ing, cert}fying, and employment
»000 applicant fingerprint cards

» Compared to 880,000
a, during the week we
»318 fingerprint cards
for licensing, certifi-
About 10 percent of the |
Setts were for such purposes.

iy Thus, a §ignificant amount
tion bureaus is related to suppl
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Purging and‘sealing of
criminal history information

" purging of criminal history information is generally
defined as the act of deleting or destroying all or part
of the data on a criminal history record. Sealing is usu-
ally defined as removing from an active file all or part of
a criminal history record and placing it in an inactive
file where it is accessible only under certain specified
conditions and/or to certain specified agencies. The FBI
Identification Division generally does not seal records but
purges the manual criminal history records of individuals
over 80 years old. However, if a State has a sealing
requirement, OT if a court order requires the -sealing or
purging of a record, the FBI will return the record to the
State, removing it from the FBI files. Many of the States
have laws or have established policies regarding the sealing

and purging of records.

When Florida automated its criminal history files,
about 200,000 of 600,000 records were purged. These in-
cluded records for persons with no criminal offenses for the
previous 5 years and those not containing a State or FBI
criminal indentification number. The State's current policy
provides for purging the files of records on minor traffic
violations, public drunkenness, job applicants, and people
over 80 years old. Also, all or part of a record is ex-
punged if a court sO orders, or if the contributing agency
requests expungement due to a previous recording error.

The Florida Department of Law Enforcement has proposed
to the legislature jmplementation of 4 new system, the
Offender Based Transaction Statistics System, which would
track an arrested person and report at various points his
progress through the criminal justice sygtem. One objective
of the system is to obtain better and more timely disposition
data. In preparation for the system, the Department is sur-
veying its records to determine how many lack disposition
data and is trying to obtain this data from the contributors.

A 1969 Florida Department of Law Enforcement survey
showed that the Department was receiving disposition data for
only about 18 percent of the arrests reported to it. Depart-
ment officials estimate that the percent of disposition data
received increased to about 65 percent by June 30, 1974, At
that time, the Department had a backlog of about 54,000
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. ssion and purging of record - Fi :
print cards are no longer posted i . tie
: . to the files £ 0 1i
drunkenness, violatio F o o e toats
; ns of local ordinances i i
violations, and certain mi o e st
. . : nor or nomnspecific offens
as investigation, suspicion, inqui i ® ey
a3 tavestigation, suspl » inquiry or disorderly. However
: its criminal histor d ’
if any individuals arrested  entioned charse
: 1S on the above-mentioned g
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to the contributor in all " Son T
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applicant checks. nses and

—-g years fqr misdemeanor arrests not resulting in
conviction or arrests later termed "detention only."

--7 years for misdemeanors resulting in conviction
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--7 years for arrests not resulting in a conviction
for an offense where a prior conviction would consti-
tute a felomny, for an offense which would be a felony
depending upon a disposition, and for felonies.

After these periods the records are purged.

Policy also provides for the purging of records of
felony convictions when the individual becomes 70 years old,
provided He has had no contact with the criminal justice
system since age 60. These policies were .expected to
become State regulations by August 1, 1974,

These criteria are not as restrictive as those provided
for in legislation now being considered by the Subcommittee.
However, the trend in the States is currently toward control
of submissions and disseminations to decrease unauthorized
access and to keep the files current and at a managable
size. Officials in all three States told us that lack of
disposition data or the existence of inaccurate disposition
data are serious problems. They believed they are more
serious problems than access of information by unauthorized
agencies. No matter how much dissemination is controlled,
if the records disseminated are inaccurate, injustices can re-
sult for the individuals. The Bureau of Criminal Statistics,
California Division of Law Enforcement, has conducted various
studies comparing the State records with local court records
and has found inaccuracies in disposition data in 100.percent
of the sampled records of some of the courts. If this sit-
uation prevails in the majority of the courts, action to in-
sure greater accuracy of records might be the first logical
step in providing for individual rights and in'improving
criminal history record systems. :

Numerous .requests for rap sheets

We noted that often various segments of the criminal
justice system request rap sheets on the same individual
as he passes through the criminal justice system. This
situation could be allevViated if there were better coordi-
nation among criminal justice agencies. 1In Florida, we were
told requests are normally made at eight different points as
the individual moves through the system. In California
there were instances where at least 10 rap sheets were
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* CHAPTER 4

"HOW'FEDERAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE

AGENCIES USE CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION

deral uses of criminal history data was
£ a random sample of requests to the

d, nonfingerprint means, OT by CCH made
1aw enforcement agencies:

Oour review of Fe
based on an analysis ©
FBI by fingerprint car
by the following domestic

Départment of Justice:

--Drug Enforcement Administration
--Immigration and Naturalization Service
--Criminnal Division :
--U.S. Marshals Service

--Bureau of Prisons

--U.S. Attorney's Office

Administrative Office of the U.S,ACourts:

--Probation Office
Department of the Treasury:

--Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms Division

--Bureau of Customs
--Internal Revenue Service
--Secret Service

Postal Service:

--Postal Inspection Serfice“
LDepértmen; of the Interior:

;ﬂNational Park Service

Department of Defense:

--All nonintelligence oY analysis agencies
uests made by FBI agents because

hat they considered criminal histoTy
nt of the FBI to another

We did not sample Teq
FBI officials advised us-t
information provided by one sSegme
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ing sgtti: igg;g;z:gal gp§rat10n which would not have a bear
! 1ition being considered i )
o ed by the Sub
extziieig 3§F ;ncou?ageq the FBI to do their own sizgglzzeiﬁe
oxtent to ¥ ich their field agents used criminal history i
n for pre versus postarrest purposes v

WHY CRIMINAL HISTORY ‘INFO '
NFORMA
WAS REQUESTED e

As i :
histors g:iafrggszlgzdiizferznd lzcal requests for criminal
) ) - Fed quests were also £ ‘
o 7 o for
purposes. However, Federal agencies were more likzgstizreSt

request information for : ;
agencies. or prearrest purposes than State or local

The following tahle shows the extent to which the in-

formation was u :
sed for ‘
request. : pre or postarrest purposes by type of

L}

Prearrest Versus Postarrest Use

' Type of Tequest

Fingerprint,
card Nonfingerprint CCH
Pr 2 ' |
ngarxest 1.9% . 30.3% :
.gtarrest . 94.2 . A
Miscellaneous (note a) 3.9 | ig.é 36.2
. . . 6.5

a : \ _
In : ‘
degizgzz ;:gzﬁizs :ﬁéated to employment checks, identifying
’ esting of CCH equi .

requ . e e quipment; a
Sugeeiigrsmggo s;md they;dld not make the requésts 3212 ﬁst

; y made the request, or did not repl ; °
naire. - ply to the question-

The specific ﬁurposéé'f' ; ‘
> ‘ or wh
and by which type of agency fdigo;?h the data was to be used
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Sﬁecific Purpose for Request (note a)’

S f&péxdf request

i rprint
Flngia?d" " Nonfingerprint  CCH
Law enforcement:
Suspicious circum-
stances arousing , 0 1678 Lo 58
police interest % |
First police report of ; ) )
a crime ' o
Followup investigation ‘ ) L g
before arrest 4.0 .
Arrest (i.e., booking ' p
of suspect) _ 66.0 4.0 11
Followup investigation | 0 6 6.1
after arrest ; 10.3 \ .0 | 2
Completion of case . . 0
cuting agency:
Prosgrosecﬁtign of suspect 16.2 4.8 1.8
Plea bargaining Q | |
Courts: ‘
Recommending or setting | 5.6 .
bail . - 8.; . .0 °
Sentencing. , ‘ _16.. .
Probation/parole:

Presentence report
preparation oT o ‘ .
recommendation ' _ 14.3 21,7
Supervision require-
ment after release .
of defendant on

parole or probation 8.3 - | 5.6 0
Corrections: . . , '
Incarceration 38.2 - . 0 Q
Establishing treat- . A
ment program R 23.9 a1 e
Other (note b) = 0 ‘ .0 - 36.2
Mistellaneous (note c) : . 3.9 :

aThe data‘could’ﬁe requested for more than one purpose. Thus,
percentages total more than 100.

i tionnaire, such as
b iudes purposes not listed on our ques nair
igguests'gelated to employment checks, jdentifying deceased
individuals, or testing CCH equipment.

CIncludes requestors who did not reply to the questionnaire,

were not sure they made the request, or said they did not
make the request. '
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- The general reasons wh

y the information was requested
follow. '
General Reason For Request (note a)
Type of request
Fingerprint ‘
Reason - card Nonfingerprint CCH
Routine agency | o
policy 90.3% 29.7% 43.6%
Obtain additional ,
background data ‘ 23.9 61.3 25.7
Need to form an
opinion:
To continue or _
terminate case 10.3 = ’ 9.7 11.6
Regarding subject's.
character or risk
to society 70.6 32.6 12.3
Other (note b) 3.9 19.°0 21.1
Miscellaneous (note c)' 0 0 T 3.9

8The data could be requested for more than one purpose. Thus,
percentages total more than 100. :

bincludes purposes not listed on our questionnaire,, such as

requests related to employment checks, identifying deceased
individuals, or testing CCH equipment. -

CIncludes requéstors who did not reply to the questionnaire,

were not sure they made the request, or said they did not
make the request. -

As was the case with State and local agencies, gen-
erally Federal requests submitted by fingerprint cards were
done so at the time of arrest, as a routine agency policy.
Whereas there was relatively little State or local use of
criminal history information received from fingerprint cards
by judicial or corrections agencies, there was considerably
more use of this information by Federal judicial and correc-
tions agencies. This could have occurred for several reasons.

‘~-Rap sheets received by law enforcement agencies are

forwarded about half the time to -the judicial agencies
responsible for prosecuting the subject.
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institutions fingerprint all

- srrectional ,
Federal €O their. identity when they enter

prisoners to verify
the prison.

fference between State and

jocal, and Federal agency uses of criminal history informa-
v ’

. , a
tion for prearrest purposes. Federal agencies used the dat

' in-
much more for prearrest purposes, regardless of how the

formation was requested. ~As with EheFSgaizlazgeizgzi iiegg‘
ies ' d way by Fede , )

s. however, the least used W ’ : :
i;in?such dat; was by fingerprint cards. But unilﬁzetm:de
State and local agencies,‘there_was ab?ut as mpcfor e st
of information received by nonflngerpilnt m:a;irposeg ires

i CCH for the sam .

rposes as was received by CCl : . . >
ggugd suggest that a very quick Tesponse time 1is notagéza%hey
Federal agency uses of FBI information becazse ti:tire'or |

i i i) latively long term
are investigating are of a re g t " T e
i vs files are sufficient to p

because their own agency'S &1 ;
most information they would need very quickly.

There was a significant di

history data maintained
cy use of it for pre-
as shown below.

Regardless of the way criminal
by the FBI was requested, Fedgrgl agen
arrest purposes was Very significant,

.. . : i forvPre
£ Criminal History Informat}ppvll' :
Federal Use ,O :::::: oses Regardless O'TE How Requested

Percent
'Prearrest ,23.3
Postarrest : 5 .4
Miscellaneous : 24,

One reason why Federal use of the data for prearrest

’ State or local use
rposes was so much greater than
%32?9 percent versus 6.7 percent) may be because the FBI

serves as the Federal repository for criminal history data

for all Federal agencies whereas 1ocal,law enforcement aiig;l
cies often use their own files for prearrest purposes.

law enforcement agency reques?s to the FBI ortStateotzzeiften

for criminal history information for prear{es}ipzzge b

k ’ i the suspect may !

are made only when they believe _su C o

i i ' i last crime was entere

mitted crimes elsewhere since the ’ . o
( - t+ained record. Another reason

the suspect's locally maintaine » on

the dif%erence’may‘be‘that, by nature, more Federal crlmlnal
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justice agencies are more conéerned with investigative matters
than State or local agencies., ' :

_ Nevertheless, even at the Federal level, most of the
criminal history information was used for postarrest purposes.
Often the data was used to help form opinions regarding the
individual's character or risk to society. For example, law
enforcement agencies may use the data in postarrest followup
investigations to prepare more complete cases for the prose-
cutors. Correctional institutions used 'the data to help
determine the best type of correctional programs and the
type of security that is necessary for the person.

Although Federal postarrest use was significant it was
less than State and local postarrest use.

State and local nonfingerprint requests to thé FBI in-
cluded 15.7 percent for prosecution of a suspect, 10.5 per--
cent for sentencing, 41.7 percent for preparation of a pre-
sentence report, and 10,5 percent for probation or parole
supervisory decisions. State ‘and local nonfingerprint re-
quests to the State files also showed heavy judicial use. '
For example, 9 percent were requested for prosecution of a
suspect, 9.5 percent for recommending or setting bail,

12.1 percent for sentencing, 23 percent for presentence
report preparation, and 11 percent for parole or probation
supervision requirements.

Federal nonfingerprint requests for these purposes,
although less frequent than non-Federal requests, also showed

. judicial segment need for information because 4 percent was

used for prosecution of a suspect, 5.6 percent for recommend-
ing or setting bail, 21.7 percent for presentence report
preparation, and 5.6 percent for probation -and parole super-
vision decisions. Moreover, when combined with Federal use
of fingerprint card requests for judicial purposes, it is
apparent that use of Federal criminal history data for judi-
cial purposes is significant.

Of additional significance in the Federal sample is
the fact that the largest purposes for requesting criminal
history data by both nonfingerprint means (41.4 percent) and
CCH (36.9 percent) was not connected with any normal criminal

~justice agency function. Such requests were classified under
" "other" and included such things as investigating agency job

applicants, verifying the identity of deceased persons,
| 37

¥

H
b

T ILEERES

v e e S e s




R B

. et
‘justice community’s nee

£ i £ files. This
 and routine updating o : ]
ﬁzm%BI staff dealing with the manuaé f%zger
-2t file may be spending a considerable am?upt‘i hi:tory
gzzgonding to Pederal agency riqgestzrigroiriﬁznirimiﬁal
i ignificant 1n c
data that s ty's 51g3;f:§ might be other reque;ts,czgdthe
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WHO RECEIVED CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION

Federal law enforcement agencies received more criminal
history information than either judicial or correction agen-
cies, which was also the case for State and local criminal’
justice agencies. The following table shows, for each type
of request, the percentage of criminal history information
received by each segment of the criminal justice system.

Recipients of Criminal History Information

Type of request

Agency Fingerprint card Nenfingerprint CCH
Law enforcement 4 56.9% 44.5% 87.9%
Judicial 28.1 ‘ 37.1 1.5
Corrections . 13.9 : 0 : 10.6
‘Miscellaneous ' . _
(note a) ‘ 1.1 18.4 0

a ) v o B : N . ) “» P . N - “
Includes responses from agencies, such as the Army Board for

‘the Correction of Military Records, which could not be clas-
sified as Federal criminal justice agencies and requests
made by agencies which did not respond to the questionnaire,-
were not sure they made the Tequest, or said they did not’
make the request. T T

The percentages for receipt of information by all Federal
criminal justice agencies regardless of the means by which the
information was requested follow. .

~Agency Percent
Law enforcement 69.8
Judicial ' 16.6
Corrections 8.4
Miscellaneous 5.2

As was the case with State and local requests, the Fed-
eral results were influenced by the fact that the greatest
percentage of requests for information were by fingerprint
cards submitted by Federal law enforcement agencies, usually
as a routine matter, at the time of arrest. Federal law en-
forcement agencies pass the criminal history information on to
judicial agencies almost 50 percent of the time so judicial
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agencies' receipt and use of the data was greater than for

similar State and local agencies, but not by too significant
a margin.

Therefore, whereas State and local criminal justice
agency representation on any board governing the policy and
use of criminal history information should be fairly repre-
sentative of both law enforcement and judicial agencies, it
seems that Federal representation on such a board should be
more weighted towards law enforcement agencies.

RESPONSE TIME

The elapsed time between making a request for criminal
history information to the FBI's files and receiving that
information varied greatly by method of request with finger-
print card requests taking the longest time and CCH requests
taking the shortest time. The response time was considered
adequate for at least 75 percent of all requests. In a
small percentage of the cases, requestors felt that detrimen-
tal effects, such as reporting available but incomplete data
to another criminal justice agency, resulted from slow re-
sponse times. The following tables indicate, by percentages,
(1) the response times for the requests and (2) whether the
Federal requestor considered the response time adequate and

whether detrimental effects resulted from slow response’
times, - ' '

Elapsed Time Between the Request for
and the Receipt ‘of Information

Type of request
Fingerprint card Nonfingerprint CCH

" Elapsed time

Less than 1 hour 0% -~ 5.6% 47.6%
At least 1 hour, but .

less than 1 day: 0 11.1 9.7,
At least 1 day, but '

less than 1 week 1.9 33.2 12,2
At least 1 week, but ' . ‘

less than 2 weeks 49.9 16.2 1.9
Two weeks or more 36.5 29.8 3.9
Miscellaneous 11.7 4.1 24.7
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Adequacy of Response Time

Type of request .
Fingerprint card Nonfingerprint CCH

Adequacy
Considered response
time adequate 74.4% 87.4% 73.4%
Considered response
time inadequate : 13.9 8.1 1.9

Could not answer or

did not know 11.7 4.5 24.7
100 100 100

Had detrimental
effects 7.8 8.1 0

Only 2 percent of the information requested by finger-
print cards was received in less than 1 week. Fifty percent
took at least 1 week, but less than 2 weeks, and 37 percent.
took 2 weeks or more. As with the local agencies, slow.sub- -
mission of fingerprint cards by requesting agencies or their.’
practice of retaining all cards completed for a period of
time and then submitting them together, may liave been a fac-

‘tor in some cases.

Responses to nonfingerprint requests were quicker.
About 17 percent were answered in less than 1 day. Most
responses were received in at least 1 day, but less than
1 week (33 percent) and in 2 weeks or more (30 percent).
The shorter response time for nonfingerprint requests may
result partly because some of these requests (phone, teletype)
did not have to be mailed to the FBI. Also, these requests
do not have fingerprints with them so the FBI does not have
to take time to verify the individual's identity.

Nearly half the CCH requests were answered in less than
1 hour. This seems to suggest that CCH is successful at the
Federal level in supplying information to requestors quickly.
Unlike the State level of the system, the FBI computer can
furnish detailed printouts of records to some requestors
online, o /!

Overall, response time by the FBI to Federal agency re-
quests appeared somewhat quicker than to State and local
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agencie§. For example, about ‘53 percent of all St ‘
ig;iisiggggrpglnt requests to the FBI were receivegt§yo:he
soduest Fezz 1weeks Or more, whereas, only about 37 percent
be such ral requests took that long. In both cases
er,.theunumber of requestors who considered the re:
;Eonse tlme inadequate was fairly close--9 percent for the
ate and local agencies and 14 percent for Federal agencies.

SUGGESTION

essary, try to reduce the amount i
e O I of time between
receipt of criminal history information. request and.
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CHAPTER 5

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Department of Justice, in a letter dated August 9,
1974, and the three States generally agreed with the report's

findings and rsonclusions.

The Department offered specific comments on certain
details contained in a draft of the report. These comments

have been recognized and included in approprlate‘places in
the report. (See app. 1.)

California said because our data showed only how the
information was used when received, the data would tend to
understate the use of rap sheets for prearrest purposes.
(See app. II.) California maintains that although local
1aw enforcement agencies might not use the rap sheet when
received, it becomes & part of the 1ocal agency file and
could play a major role in providing future investigative

*

data, thereby constituting a prearrest use.

We agree that local law enforcement agencies can sub-
sequently use the rap sheets received from the FBI or States
for prearrest purposes but local agencies did not have data
showing the extent to which this happens. Further, pending
legislation would not prohibit an agency's use of the in-
formation contained in its own file foT prearrest purposes.
We believe our data accurately reflects prearrest and post-
arrest use of criminal history.information requested from
the FBI and State data bureaus, the sources most likely to
be queried for information if it is not already in the local
agency's internal files. o

California, contrary to what local agenciesAtold us,

did not believe that current response time to requests 1s

adequate. It maintains that California criminal justice
agencies are supporting State attempts to improve turnaround
time and to meet legislation requiring that by 1978 the
State data bureau respond to all requests for information
within 72 hours of the receipt of the request.

California also believes there is a need for signifi-

cant improvement in the accuracy and completeness of data
maintained in criminal history records because the records
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. . 4 b 3 Y
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record is not converted, ticity of a positive match, the
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SCOPE OF REVIEW

our findings and conclusions are based on (1) the re-
sults of random samples we took of criminal justice agency
requests made to the FBI and to California, Florida, and
Massachusetts State criminal record bureaus, and (2) discus-
sions with Federal, State, and local criminal justice offi-
cials. Our samples were taken for a l-week period--the week
of April 8, 1974, for most requests to the 'FBI and the week
of April 15, 1974, for requests to State agencies.

"Our fieldwerk was done during April and May 1674 and _
included (1) reviewing the operations of the FBI's and States'
criminal record data bureaus, (2) selecting.a random sample
of requests for criminal history information, and .(3) secur-
ing answers from requestors about their requests. :

All percentages in the report are estimates of total
Federal, State, and local uses of criminal history informa-
tion on the basis of our sample findings. Sampling errors

~are at the 90-percent confidence ‘level and did not signifi-
cantly affect the findings in the report.

California, Florida, and Massachusetts were selected
‘for our review because they were considered by criminal jus-
tice officials to be more advanced than many States in the
collection and dissemination of criminal history information.
Consequently, we believed the activities in those States would
provide a fairly reliable indication of how criminal history
information could be fully used by criminal justice agencies.
Also, as noted on page 4 California and Florida have contrib-
uted about half of all State criminal history records entered
" into the CCH system by participating States and the District
of Columbia., In addition, Ccalifornia agencies submit dbout
12 percent of all fingerprint cards, received by the FBI.

We had to make two deViatipné from our general éémpling
plan to insure adequate universes from which to draw samples.

One deviation concerned the timeframe and type of re-
quests made by Federal agancies to the FBI's CCH file. FBI
officials, after discussing our proposal to sample all Federal
‘agency requests to the CCH system for a l-week period, advised
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zﬁazoizhange our approach for several reasons. They believed
agenéieswzzlgngs e;trigelyhdifficult, or impossible, for many
: why they had requested a r d indi
vidual by computer if the i i ecord of an indi-
[ y did not receive a
record. Accordingly, the ® o SOPY Of the
C hey suggested, and we agreed, to
ﬁiggtzh;agzlzzriﬁ 0§B5?31tive responses to Federal ;genc;aﬁgfe
' e s CCH file. FBI offici | |
lieved that, because CCH wa i11 jcials also be-
s still relatively n h
not be a sufficient universe t ) ’ yhews there would
_ o sample from if iust
1 week. Accordingl \ we used just
. y, they suggested, and we agr
&7 eed
Yg7iamgie the positive CCH responses’for the}pgfiod’Fggfﬁary 1
periéd tiough‘March 31, 1974. They told us that during ‘this ’
ere were 24,132 CCH requnsts made by other Federal

domestic law enforc :
PHLE Nt ement agencies - .
sponses were made. g es ‘and that 791 positive re-

. The second deviation from ‘
-EV .from our general sampling plan in-
Xglzgg ;gﬁ'sample‘takgn from the nonfingerprint reﬁuzsts ;Zde"
SUCh\requesismgzgzlofileé We had originally planned to sample
' nly by criminal justice a i i
three States However, FBI ici | gencles in the
. officials 'advised ha :
are relatively few non%inger i) us that there
print requests received duri
week from any one State It : SeLved curing a
P R -atC. was agreed that we would s
from all nonfingerprint requests received by the FBI dui?ﬁée

that week. Accordingl o
. : ur sa .
national in scope. ngly, mple of those requests was

For logistical purposes oui e ¢ . ‘
. OT : . ur sample of requests fo im-
i;a%ig;siory inforgatlon made by Federal agengies by m:agglm
erprint cards was taken from the Fed nci ToE-
fices located in the thr ' viowed -oEeRsies. of-
: cated ~ ee States we reviewed. On i
ofldlscu551ons with officials of the Federal agencizgeig?51s
Xi ved, we do not believe activities of their offices in the
ree States were unlike those of their other offices

The universes and sample sizes follow.

47

3
Ao Cooir




v

P

Requests Made to the FBI

Total Sample
Federal agency requests requests size
' | .50
Fingerprint cards iig | 0
Nonfingerprint o 2
CCH :
State and local agency requests
' 0
Fingerprint cards 1?,3?2 339
Nonfingerprint y
Requests Made to States
Total Sa@ple
State and local agency requests requests size
" Fingerprint cards ;Z,ggé , zgg
Nonfingerprint : y 3 ‘ > .
CCH . 773 5

After selecting our samples we delivered in person or
mailed to the requestor our questionnaire to determine why ]
the information was requested. We discussed most of the ques

tionnaires in person.

ined replies to our questionnaires from all re-
questﬁiscgﬁaéaliforgia and Florida and from about Qolyegcigt
in Massachusetts., All Federal.agency requestors reggle e .
our questionnaire. We received replles’from about penat:on_
of the nonfingerprint requests made to the FBI from our i
wide sample of the State and local requests.

48

e e TV ATTTRN RN PR R TR e e e e

APPENDIX I

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT GF JUSTICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530

Address Reply to the
Division Indicated
| and Refer to Initials and Number

A UG 91974

Mr. John D. Heller

Acting Director

General Government Division

United States General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Heller:

This letter provides our comments on the draft report

titled, "Criminal Justice Agency Uses of Criminal History

Information." - o
"Generally, we are in agreement with the report.

However, because of the limited time availlable to provide

comments on the draft report we were unable to analyze

in detail the statistics set forth in the report. We feel

the following comments clarify and strengthen the narrative
content of the report.

We believe that the Digest and the Introduction section
of the report should reflect the dramatically increasing use
of National Crime Information Center/Computerized Criminal
History (NCIC/CCH) file contents. In this respect, the
number of CCH transactions for calendar year 1972 was slightly
over 141,000. Calendar year 1973 data reveal that CCH
transactions were 323,000. As of June 1974, 226,000 CCH.
transactions have been counted and we estimate approximately
450,000 transactions will be made by the end of this calendar
year.

. Presently, 44 states engage in NCIC/CCH inquiries.
The six states which do not use the CCH files are prohibited

from doing so because they do not comply with NCIC security
policies. ~ :
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APPENDIX I

The number of states using the CCH file materials is
extremely significant. We consider it much more significant
than the fact that only four states and the District of :
Columbia contribute records to the CCH files. Indeed, the
fact that there are many users of the data after it is
entered into the CCH system, but relatively few contributors,
indicates a need to determine the reasons why states are
not contributing information into the system. Through our
evaluation of these reasons, We may be able to provide
assistance to help overcome the difficulties states are

encountering.

The term fingerprint request is used throughout the
report. The report should emphasize that fingerprint
submissions to the FBI Identification Division are made
for the purpose of up
The Digest and Introduction of the report should reflect
that fingerprint cards are submitted for the two-fold purpose
of (1) reporting the new arrests of individuals to the FBI's
central fingerprint repository SO that the criminal history
records of such individuals may pe complete and (2) enabling
the agency submitting the fingerprint card to obtain.an
updated copy of the identification record (rap sheet).

' [15 and 16] '

Pages 18 and 19 of the report show a l1imited use of
identification records for prearrest purposes. To help
explain this 1imited use we believe the report should state
that an individual's fingerprints generally are not available
before he is arrested or completely jdentified. Another
factor which would affect percent of use is that the GAO
review did not include internal agency use of identification
information in prearrest gituations. Ve believe agency
officers make considerable use of an agency's internal
identification-information. For example, during a survey
ponducted in April 1974, FBI Headquarters received 241
arrest fingerprint cards and 850 name check requests from
its Field Offices. The large number of name check requests
indicate a larger percent of prearrest jdentification
information is used within‘an agency than the GAO report
indicates. ; ' T

1. [pages 23-25] :

The statisticallfindings concerning response time
presented on pages 25-28 of the draft report may have been
affected by selecting Massachusetts, California, and Florida
as the sample states. For example, the distance between
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dating criminal histories of individuals.

" ‘than to fingerprint card requests.

APPENDIX I

California and Washingt ‘
Callfor ngton, D.C., requires a ‘ '
oo Withbitgiggsizgdlng and receiving mail. 1gﬁge§B§er;gd_d |
N combined’total Ofe and local requests from Californga;‘nded
ooooned total of only 980 state and local requests fran
Festare tine Shownuietts. Another factor which affectso?h
R T v s s that computerization efforts in F1l 3
e Departmentfles to transmit fingerprint cards to tgrlda
to the TR Wasnigétg§W’gnéorcgﬁgnt who then forwards th:m
: , . . I3 - )
Florida Department of Law Enforceméztpgggiiglﬁg g;§$nb3sthe

part of the avera

ge res i X .

by the FB% from Floridal.)onse time to an inquiry received
. [25],

Page '
FBI'madg qﬁgcigrthe draft report has a statem:nt that th
responses to nonfingerprint card requesgs
that : < The re ‘
priorggs ggire;?her gives nonfingerprint cgggtr:gﬁgeits
has more effecéiggegggéngfCﬁrddreQuests or that theSFSI
nonfi o s andling and ;
qu?ﬁiggeig:lnt card requests. Somg of tigsgggg;gg tﬁ the
may help Clgggggstizergggitto ggnf%ngerprint card rngests
tele . e FBI give ppioritv -
reprgggﬁz,:gduieletypq requests becausg, b? zzguggloiity to
gent request. Letter requests are ﬁorngly

- name ch ubj
ecks and are not subject to.the technical fingerprint

search and verification

B 1 an process given to fi i ’ :

ngmgm2§:;§g these processes the FBI can riéggigpgin: bk

L requests than to fingerprint card requester i
requests as a general rule are not posiiisé

- identifications and the FBI states this fact in its

responses.

The above points were discussed orally with members'

P _
~ of the GAO staff who made this survey. A number of other

observations were also furnished to the GAO staff members

The : '
, se observations related generally to factual situations

such as mandatory dis ition
ch a 2 position reportin
existing in many states, the FBI crimiia?t;ggzgscsg:gﬁgiéy

contain over 21 million fi
. d 1 3
used in the draft report. ngerp?lnt cards, and terminology
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APPENDIX I

EVELLE J, YOUNGER STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ATTORNKY GENKRAL .

' i ‘ i t on the draft i
We appreciate the opportunity to commen ) |
- report. ggease contact us if you have any gquestions. i

Sincerel BUREAU OF mEN'rmmAnoiq
Eppaﬂmmﬁ ﬂf auﬁttfP H:!'Lallll:;n::x‘;l'

4 3301 C STREKT ' SACRAMENTO 83813

Glen E. Pommerenring July 25, 1974

Assistant Attorney General ?

for Administration
| | Mr. Victor L. Lowe, Director
General Government Division

, ‘United States Governmental Accounting Office
G\‘AD ote: The numbers in brackets refer to page numbers in this report. | Washington, D. C., 20548
n : , . .

Dear Mr. Lowe£

We have reviewed the draft report to the Subcommittee on
Constitutional Rights, Committee on the Judiciary, United
States Senate, on criminal justice agency use of crinminal
) history information. -Your staff is to be congratulated on
. : the quality of this draft report. However, we do take
. g C ~ exception to two areas: One, where we feel the interpreta- .
: tion of criminal history usage results in a'distortion of
the true use of rap sheet data in pre-arrest vs. post-arrest
situations and the second dealing with the adequacy of
turnaround times. :
. Throughout the report are assertions to the effect that local
. ‘ ' ‘ , agencies use criminal history information almost exclusively
o : . : for post-arrest purposes because updated rap sheets are .
generally received. only after a new arrest has been made.,
The report further states that the rap sheet then goes
into local files to update their records.

It is our contention that the rap sheet becomes a very
important part of the local agency file and plays a major
role in providing future investigative data regarding the
subject, thereby clearly constituting a pre-arrest use of
rap sheet data.

The number of non-fingerprint requests for rap sheet infor-
mation from local agencies is relatively low primarily
because this data already resides in the local agency's files.
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APPENDIX II

July 25, 1974

Mr. Victor L. Lowe - D -

Further, it would have been helpful had your investigators
attempted to differentiate between requests for criminal
history information on subjects previously arrested and not
previously arrested in a particular jurisdiction. In the
latter situations, a prompt reply from a central source is
much more critical. The need is particularly great in both
pre-arrest investigations and in the processes immediately
following the arrest, e.g., booking, bail and arraignment.

We further question the assertion that State-maintained
criminal history information is of little value in pre-arrvest
investigations because most crime is committed by local

people with whom the investigating agency is familiar.

A survey of our criminal history file of subjects in the system
for more than five years indicates that on the average they
have a rap sheet 2% pages long with entries from five different
arresting jurisdictions. The only effective way local agencies
will know of these arrests in other jurisdictions is through
the State-provided criminal history recoxd.

The second area where we feel basic disagreement is in the
contention that existing turnaround time is satisfactory
on the return of rap sheet data to local agencies. We do
agree that local agencies have had to adapt their systems
to existing turnaround times, but this does not imply an
optimum situation.

In California, ‘the concern with improved turnaround time is
so great that the Legislature has required that by 1978

our Bureau respond to requests for information within 72
hours of the receipt of the request. (see Sections 13175
and 13176 of the California Penal Code, Statutes of 1973) .
To accomplish this goal will require significant improvements
to our processing methods and procedures. To our knowledge,
improvement in turnaround time has the wholehearted support
of all California law enforcement and other criminal justice
agencies. Perhaps your investigators derived the comments
regarding satisfactory turnaround time from interviews with
record keepers rather than record users. '
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Mr. Victor L. Lowe -3 - July 25, 1974

A third area not adequately covered in your draft report is
the need for significant improvement in the accuracy and
completeness of data maintained in criminal history records
These records must accurately reflect the complete story of'
factual events which actually took place. Our Bureau is in
the process of implementing a major effort to improve the
quality of data reported to us,to ensure that it is recorded
accurately &n our files and to ensure that this data is

disseminated only to those :
persong and agenci 4
by law to receive it. g es authorized

v

Again, we commend your staff for their
. performance of a 1l
and complex task in a relatively short period. 1 =rae

We hope these observations will be of assi
; sistance to you. If
we can be of further help to you, please call on us again.

- Very truly yours,
e
R S BASMUSSEN

C £ of Bureau

RJR ¢ smim
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WILLIAM A TROELSTRUP

APPENDIX III

STATE OF FLORIDA

POST OFFICE BOX 1489
TALLAHASSEE 222002 ‘
PHONE 904,488.7880 REUDBIN 0'D, ASKEW, Goverrior
. RICHARD {DICK) STONE, Secretary of Stote
AOBERT L, SHEVIN, A ltorhey Geieral
FRED O, DICKINSON, JR,, Complraller
THOMAS 0, O'MALLEY, Tredsurer
DOYLE CANNER, Contmissioner of Airlculiire
FLOYOD T.CHRAISTIAN, Commtisiioner of Edutation

18 July 1974
‘ In Reply Refer To:

¥

Mr. Victor L, Lowe, Director
General Government Division
U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D,C, 20548

Dear Mr. lowe:

In regard to the recent General Accounting Office audit of criminal history in-
formation uge within the State of Florida, it was pointed out that certain agencies
within the State were not in total compliance with NCIC or FCIC policy gulde-
lines. The particular agencies in question were identified to us by GAO repre-
sentatives from the Atlanta Reglonal Office.

In response to the above matter we have conducted a follow-up inquiry with each
of the agencies in question. Some of the agencies contacted advised that they

“had not been in total compliance with the NCIC or FCIC policies but were now

closely following established guidelines, Other agencies maintained that they
only released that information which was locally derived and denled not being

in compliance with the NCIC and FCIC policles. To insure a clear understanding
the latest NCIC and FCIC policies were closely revlewed with sach of the agencles

in questlon.

As a result of contact with each of the agencles there is every reason to belleve
that the agencies are currently in full compliance with NCIC Advisory Policy
Board guidelines. The Department does not anticlpate taking further action un-
less there Is renewed indication of policy non-compliance at which time CCH
gexrvice would be discontinued. The Department will continue to closely monitox
and audit the use of CCH information and will continue to periodically publish
NCIC and FCIC policy information in our monthly newsletter to participating

agencies,
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Mr. Vistor L. Lowe, Director
Page Two
18 July 1974

ly yours,

‘ca

William A, Troelstrup
Commissioner

( WAT:«cs

cc: Mr, Jesse Flowers
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Please be assured of our continued cooperation in matters of mutual concern,



FRANCIS W, SARGENT

ROBERT H. QUINN
ATTORNEY GENERAL
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APPENDIX IV

The Conumonmeaith of Mansachaetts

COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE

80 BOYLBTON STREET - SUITE 725.740 - BOSTON 02116 .
Ty

EAECUTIVE (817) 727-6301

PROGRAM (817) 727-8497

ADMINISTRATION (817) 727.4320
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

August 1, 1974

Mr. Victor Lowe, Director

General Government Division

United States General Accounting Office
wWashington, D.C. ‘

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This letter is in response to the Draft of Report to
the Subcormittee on Constitutional Rights, Committee on
the Judiciary, United States Senate, titled "Criminal
Justice Agency Uses of Criminal History Information (B-171019).

This report has been reviewed by this office and the
other Criminal Justice Agencies in Massachusetts, which
contributed information making this report possible.

This agency has only one requested change which I
feel would better reflect the current Massachugetts Criminal
History Record Conversion project. On page 12'”the report
states "It ig not clear, however, how the State is assuring
itself that the fingerprint, court, and correction data is
actually on the same person because the court status slips
and probation file record cards do not contain positive
identifiers such as arrest numbers or FBI numbers."

I do not believe this paragraph truly reflects the
effort that is being placed, by the Commonwealth, on insuring

.a positive match exists prior to converting and consolidating

these existing active criminal history records. This effort
is of primary importance to this project, and results in
thousands of existing subjects not being converted because
there is conflicting identification, no matter how small,
that reflects a possibility of not all data bein¢ on the same
person.

Since so much emphasis is being placed on this effort,
I am requesting that the above paragraph be replaced with
the following: "The State is assuring itself, through data
processing techniques and lengthly manual procedures that
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Mr, Victor Iiows
August-l, 1974
Page =- 2

positive identification exists bet

k . ween the Probati
gitg reﬁg;did:ﬁ:iggrrigtzon record, and the fingeiggiginﬁgfl

« Any -lcation criteria, that questi
authenticity of a positive match ' Th 2 oubjeas
: , lts in a subjec
record not bheing converted F ’ existi imi Thiet
PR only pomvexte » YOr existing criminal histories
: method available to th ’

Ssince the existing court sli ton S teaves

ng ) ps and prcbation file
cards do not contain positive arrest numbers or FB?eggégers "

I am sure that the information i i '
7 2 in this re i
value to the Subconmmittee on Constitutional Riggzs,wiil be of

answering their guestions on th T
-~ e use of ¢ i
mation for pre versus postarrest purposes{:lmlnal history infor-

S%§$erely / ' OQ
Dt QM .
Aﬁgold R, Rosenfeld @zh*ﬂ

Executive Director
ARR/mj -

GAC note: Numbers in brackets refer to pages in this report,




I e A

AR »'.Aw-.-.a,f’:p,,:.-r-.m.»..—..---_..m. Y e 5 i

i e b g - A 0
o h,,u;);q,,;;«s._‘.“‘,j‘f:,f,gf:w;;}f,.,{:f} ,}{_nh.«\.{;m_"’::

S APPENDIX V. _ | o
i ; ; I APPENDIX V
To, Commonwealtl «/ NMassnchuietts | |

o & ' E ggﬁz Di geller, Acting Director

A ' ‘ L =ra.l Government Division - ‘

g ' %mmmég/%% , on 2 July 25, 1974

: ! A e & » »/J

: , Sy R T

1 ‘ o ﬂ%@’%%%mmnoﬂwaaaﬂﬂgézz&muaz Ssitors B
" JOHN F, KEHOE, JR. A b
{ x _ COMMIBSIONKR OF PUBLIC SAFKTY' : o K

Tuly 255 1974 | . | 1 : It is respectfully suggested that such steps as you deem

appropriate should be taken so tha

g John D. Heller, Acting Director
i General Government Division

: U. S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

If the above sug i
£t O gestions were taken, and a ‘

+ : m - -
Eigﬁggiggg,ultlmate user were adoptéd, I feeitzggtoihgeter
| use by people would be drastically reduced o
Attention: 'Mr. Joseph Viega | :

: ‘Dear Sir:

et ey

Reference‘is‘made"to your letter of July 12, 1974 together
with draft of your proposed report to the Subcommittee on
Constitutional Rights, Committee on the Judiciary, United
States Senate on criminal justice agency use of criminal

-~ history information. - :

J hn_F. Kehoé, Jr. :
..Commissioner ’

-~ JFK:pam

Before your final report is issued, we would like to offer
Enclosure

several suggestions in a limited area, i.e. the guarantee
of security and privacy of criminal history information,
- for your consideraticn: - . - ‘

1. The request for information of criminal history infor-
‘mation type should be made through teletypewriter systems GAG note:

as much as possible. . . Numbers in brackets refer to

Pages in this report,

4
-

2. A system for the identification of the actual user of
the information - as opposed to the overall requests being
in the name of an agency chief - should ke used. That is,
Trooper John Smith, or Court Officer James Smith, or Deputy

- Joseph A, Smith, should be identified in the requesting
message ' '

T T e« S .

o 3. Attached to this letter is a copy of a directive of

~this office dated November 16, 1973 which requires in para-|

graph two, that next to the authorizing officer of this

department will be inserted, "the official number of te
person requesting such information." ‘ :

. f2e) : ‘

4. As page 30 of your draft mentioned the distribution 1is}

of Massachusetts, I will assume that paragraphs one and A

three are self-explanatory. Paragraph four is an extension/|

-of paragraph two. . " s

EEY
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messsge emanating from State Police, Boston: ‘ .

APPENDIX V

PHE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS [

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
1010 Commonwealth Avenue, Boston 02215 |

November 16, 1973 i

From: Commissioner Jobn F. Kehoe, Jx.

To: 'All Law Enforcement Personnel, Department of Public Safety
All Division and Buresu Heads, Department of Public Safety

Subject: BOP:and MSBI Record Requests

1. Your stteation is directed to Chapter 805 of the Acts of 1972, AN ACT
Providing for the Establishment and Administration of a Criminal Offender Record
Information System, and particularly to Section 178 which reads: - f

"ﬁ.ny‘ person who willfully requests, obtaina or seeks to obtain crminai of=

. fender record information under false pretenses, or who willfully commni-

cates or seeks to communicate criminal offender record information to any !
agency or person except in accordance with the provisions of sections one

hundred and sixty-eight to one hundred and seventy~five, inclusive, or any
member, officer, employee or asgency of the board, the advisory committee, {
the council or any participating agency, or any person connected with any 8
authorigzed resescvch program, who willfully falsifies criminal oftender |
record information, or any records relating thereto, shell .for each offense
be fined not more than five thousand dollers, or imprisoned in a jail or v
house of correction for not more than one year, or both." "

2. In complying with the above law, the authority for all Board of

Probation requests from the State Police installations will be that of the officer |

in cherge. Immediately sdjacent to this name will be the official identification
number of the person requesting such information. The identification mumber used
could be the same as the authority. Following is a sample Board of Probation

#A SPH/0000 BOP/1307. .
4999 PILE 15 &P BOSTON MASS
T BOP :

NOV 16-T3

REC PLS

JOHN J. JONES

200 SEA STREET
PODUNK, INDIANA

DOB 12-25-k)
AUTH SOT J KING 324 JKK 0823 HRS

END

#k
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3. Only duly authorized law enforcem .
’ ent officers will be furnighed B

lo’::::;1::wo:n¥:;:x::e2::£:::ernoa:gi of Identification information. Dulyno:;:hgr

. or 8 purpose are all sworn members o
%0 Toqueste. tven ounpiaias Of Detectives, Departaent. ooty meiants. fo rtivtor
constituted law enforcement agencies will he led %0 20p ony Lersonnel of oy

_ ntitled to BOP and MSBI info

All other requests for BOP and MSBI record % o tion.
approval by the Comdrerore” cords will be submitted in vriting for

' Records will be maintained

. ] on all requests for this informa

Lc:;mthe g‘zgyo:'ml:::ﬁflt:r;:y fo; one year. This information should &izgeb{hzh:me
: W enforcement officer requesting same : '

signative of the person who gives the information to thengrﬁcez".the date and f;he

ey

e |
(\, | L, /
(l John F. Kehoe, Jr.r/ '

T¥K:pem ' N | Commissioner \

1
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APPENDIX VII

SAMPLES OF CRIMINAL HISTORY DOCUMENTS

Te Gommonuwealthl off Meisackusorn
‘ igzwwvudmdwy%»q&ﬁfZdezéﬁmy |

E%quf4ékkqggaun¢ ?A%Quez é%?&ﬁﬁ»w.&ﬁ%ﬂ?

FBI fingerprint card (front)

=
L]

A st e

2. FBI fingerprint card (back)

i 667274
ol R A .
5,% Record Inquiry Memorandum #2 July 26, 1974 3. FBI rap sheet
; TO: Chief Probation Officers 4. FBI computerized criminal history--summary record
‘ S : ecor

{1 | Probation Officers in Charge
- | o S 5. FBI computerized criminal history--detailed record S

FROM = Commissioner of Probation

SUBJECT: IMMEDIATE TEMPORARY MEASURES éONCERNING SECURITY
OF COURT RECGRD INFORMATION

As the result of a recent investigation by the U.S. General Accounting
Office, approved and assisted by this office and participated in by many of you,
which documented a significant amount (more than 10% of a random sample)of
unauthorized access to court record information here by inquirers falsely pur-
porting to be court personnel, the Office of the Commissioner of Probation now
prescribes the following necessary security procedures as to inquiry of the
central record file by courts, effectiveAugust 1, 1974: ‘

i e L

‘5" : T, Eacﬁ Chief Probation Officer is hereby notified of
i his responsibility for the security of court record .
{; information provided to his office by OCP. '

2. Each Chief Probation Officer is to provide OCP with
names of person(s) not more than one for each five
probation officers, authorized by him to cbtain court
record information by telephone.

i

i

!

|

i 3. Each Chief Probation Officer, or an employee specif-
} jcally designated by him for this purpose will main-
: . tain a 1ist of records by name and date of birth, 8
{ requested (telephone and mail) and will provide OCP 5
| with same on a monthly basis. List will be cross-

‘ checked with 1ist maintained by OCP.

4 ‘
i 4, A1l records mailed by OCP will be directed to the
i Chief Probation Officer or person designated by him.

5, OCP will develop a system of random sampling of
record inquiries.

] 6. Record inquiries by the courts must not be made
other than in connection with the work of the court
and the probation offices. It should be called to

" the attention of all personnel that the Criminal
Offender Record Information System Act, established
by Chapter 805 of the Acts of 1972,(General Laws,
Chapter 6, Sections 167 - 178 inclusive) pvovides

in Section 178 severe penalties for the unauthorized

use of criminal offender vecord information.
L

| - ot |
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[i:]] LEAVE BLANK
B ' LEAVE BLANK Ir;'EASIRNPAi:‘lNT ALL w::?s}::‘"o" IN Bltcotu _ —_ “
DOE __ JOHN JOSEPH O
FOR FBI USE NAME OBTAINED FROM SUBJECT "
" ALIASES . g"‘w .. 6‘0"
TMEROR sTATE BURKAU USE T ST UR ARENCY ANO TereoT e 008
CNATURE OF PERSON FINCERPRINTED OTHER NAMKS ADDRESE Wikl B8 PRE~ e - 49

MAY PROVE TO BE VALUASLE BVIDENCE

USED BY SUBJECT

PRINTED BY €8I

THIS DATA MAY BE COMPUTERIZND 1N LOCAL, STATE AHD NATIONAL FILES

TCRATURT OF OFFICAL TAKNG FIVGERFINTS ] ~DAY-YEAR [M (W
TDATE | SGHATURE OF DFFIGIAL TAKING FINGERFRINTS MONTH=DAY- YEAR

W] KT
DATE ARRESTEQ.OR RECEIVID DOA | 31X | HAC! =

WaT, | W& | VAR ] PLACKOF BRTH POB

178 | BRo | BLk | ciTY & STATE

NK
YOUR SIGNATURE YOUR NO, OCA LEAVE BLA
o8 — aun : HIOTED i rer Axey § s
- BUSINKSS ~ .
RO e o T
2, MGERAV ASSLT - POL OFF ~ GUN 1N THIS SPACE, IF KNGWN
F ' NCIC CODRY 310 BN -
[0} STA TOXNT SUREAL 23
a SEIS cs‘;%.f,""f . "1“-’6"4 ‘ mt?w 1F_APPUCADLE ner
- hey . CIAL SICORITY FQ. S0C NI CLASS . FPC
PAL DISPOSIT NOW NSEAY IF KNOWN :
A FINAL DISPOSITION NOT . Y
1 ﬁ:unm. SUSMIT LATER ol W&N 'lv'lﬁ- l I J l l l

2. BMOW INTWRIM OA

= XETTTTT

OISPOBITION. 0N RIVERSE SIDE OF TS CARD.
A, INCLUBE N.CALG. YHIRORM
wtt:lvt:wv.o‘::s?l .Q‘Am 'DE" ‘“:'“‘.CQA‘:‘ ':M‘:."lﬁﬂ :'u‘ouw .z;‘;ﬂmﬂ
BSLOCK AND EXPLAN [} ) F‘?.m OoN
L B, PLACE sTATE PeiAL CodR REVERSE  SIOE W APPROPRIA .
NUMBERE O LOCAL CITATION )
HUMBARS ON REERSE Siow
. N STATUTE CITATION SiooK, — S S —
T WIGRT THURE ~[7 wGnT toEx 3 WICHT M ¥
. o€ 1n oRDER ,
G, HoserTaLe F.:_-‘a E_"l‘LY USE Wend » ‘ :: :w;“ o )
MULITARY INSTALLATIONS USKR T . "'
“INQUIRY * JoNLy, . APPROX HMATE
o % LEFT AING 10, CEPT LITTLE
6 LEFTY Tml 7. LEFTINDEX B LEFT MIDOLE '
| MAKE CERTAIN |ALL. IMPRESSIONS ARE ELEG!BLE .
FULLY ROLUED A CLNSSIFIABL .
ALL (NFORMATION REQUESTED |S ESSENTIAL..
)
; ‘ LErT rouUR PlNGIIiT“m”:‘ULT‘NlN!\.V LEFY THUMB RIGHT THUNS RICHT FOUR FMGII',YIKIN“WLTN“N’LV- )
N . —

FBI fingerprint card (front)
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YES NO

PHOYO AVAILABLE? D

{F AVAILABLE, PASTE PHOTO OVER INSTRUCTIONS
IN DOTTED AREA.

DO NOT USE STAPLES)

UHCE PHOTBGRAPH MAY BECOME DEFACHED INDICATE NAME,
DATE TAKEN, Fal Hung kR, CONTRIBUTOR AND ARREST NUMBER
ON REVERSE $iDE, WHETHER ATTACHED TO FINGERPRINT CARD (4
SUBMIT¥D LATER,

TRIM PNOTO TO BiT IN OOTTED AREA —r————

[ e e e e e e e
| |
INSTRUCTIONS

b URLESS OTHERWISE PROVIDED BY REGULATION IN YOUR STATE, FINGERPRINYS

ARE TO BE SUBMITTED OIRECTLY 1O FB1 (DENTIFICATION DViSiON, FORWARD s
HEDIATELY FOR MOST EFFECTIVE SERVICE;

2 FINGERPRINTS SHOULD o SUBMITTED BY ARRESTING AGENCY ONLY (uuLTipLE
PRINTS ON SAME CHARGE SHOULD ROY 8E SUBMITTED BY OTHER AGENCIES SUCH 43
JAILS, RECEIVING AGENCIES, ETC.). REQUEST COPIES OF oy IDENTIFICATION REC.
ORD FOR ALL OTHER IRTERESTED AGEHCIES IN BLOCK BELOW, GIvE couPLETE :
MAILING ANDRESS, IKCLUDING 219 Coor,

U T OATA ON FaToR ARRESY ONLY
IF ARREST FINGERPRINTS SENT FBI PREVIOUSLY AND FBI NO, UNKNOWN,
FURNISH ARREST NO. DATE

B TYPEOR PRINT ALL INFORMATION,

4 NOTE AMPUTATIONS N PROPER FiNviER BLOCKS,

STATUTE CITATION -s¥e msruction fen CIT

1. SHOW SEPARATE CiTATION on PENAL

2.0 CODE NUMBER FOR EACH CHARGE PLACED
) ON FRONT Sipe,

3, \

5 LIST FINAL DISPOYTION In BLOCK ON FROHT U1K, |¥ NOT Now AVAILADLE, s,
MIT LATER ON FBI FORM R4 FOR COMPLETION OF RECORD, 1F FINAL DItros,
TIOH NOT AVAILABLE SHOW PRE.TRIAL OR ARRESTING AGENCY DISPOSLYION, o, 4.,
RELEASED, HO FORMAL CHARE™, BAIL, TURNIED DVER TO, IN THE ARREST DIsPOS).

f TioR. BLOCK PROVIDED ON THIS NOE. :

A MAKE CERTAIN ALY [UPRESSIONS aRE LECIALE, FULLY ROLLED AND CLASSFIARLE,

[ o o vt s e e

T e e o i e e o ot 0 e e e o o o
7. CAUTION - CHECK BOX ON FRONT IF CAUTION STATEMENT INDICATED, BASIS FOR

———d

ARREST DISPOSITION mmsvuucn‘o.rxno > ADN .
HELD FOR GRAN JURY
1F DISPOSITION 1§ FiNAL , Kﬂg!l ON FACE OF CARD.
ENTER PENDING ot TEM 01SPO6 IMOoN HERE,

CAUTION CO) MUST CIVE REASOR FOR CAUTION, ¢, 9 ARMED AND DANGIROUS, '
SUICIDAL, €TC,

8. MISCELLANEOUS NUMAER (uny) « SHOULD IKCLURE SUCH NUMBERS AS HILITARY
SERVICE, PASSPORT Npy/oR VETERANS ADMINISTRATION (1DENTIFY TYPR OF NUM.
8ER),

EMPLOYER: 17y, 5. GOVERNWENT, INDICATE SPECIFIC AGENCY,
JF WILITARY. LiST BRANCH OF SERYICE AMD SERIAL N,

VBEFUL FOR FOLLOW-UP INVESTIGATION

9. PROVIDE STATYTE CITATION, IDENTIFYING SPECIFIC STATUTE (esample + PL 1o
PENAL LAWEAND CRIMINAL CODE €/TATION INCLUDING ANY SUR.$ECTIONS,

10, ALL IRFORMATIOR REQUESTED 1S ESSENTIAL,

OCCUPATION
. A Goop INVESTIGATIVE LEAD

RESIDENGE OF PERS?N FINGERPRINTED

MAY B85 vaLuAfLE IN BussEQLENT
FUGIMIVE INvESTIGATION

SEND COPY TO: ) ' B

+ INDICATE ANY ADDITIONAL CoPiEs Fom
OTHER AGEWCIES IN TWIS SPACE, Oivs

‘THEIR ComeLere MALLING ADDResE,
INCLUDING ziP Covox,

SCARS, MARKS, TATTOOS, AND AMPUTATIONS §y_1_'
FINGER, HAND, AND ARM AMPUTATIONS
SMOULD ALSO B NoTED W APPROPRUATE
FINGER  BLOCKS ON FROWT S\DE,

REPLY DESIRED? YES NO

REPLY WILL 8E SENTIN ALL CASES |F SUBJECT FOUND YO BE wanTED)

BASIS FOR CAUTION  1CQ s.a. :
AMMED avip OANGEROUS ~ SUICIDAL TENDENCIES

IF COLLECT WIRE OR COLLEGT TELEPHONE REPLY

OESIRED, INDICATE HERE. (WiRE SENT ON ALL UNKNOWN OECEASED)

.1 “LOT CHECK UNLESS wiLLine TO ACCKPT coLiLEcY tHanoEs.
WiRE REPLY

TELEPHONE REPLY TELEPHORE NO, AND AREA CODE

DATE OF OFFENSE poe SKIN TONE  SKN

LEAVE BLANK

IF KNOwWN 13,  LIGHT ,
MISC. NO, MNU 38-99-¢g- SELICTIVE SERVICE FOR.FBI UsE
IDENTIEY TYPe of NUMBER NO,
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION LEAVE BLANK *
: FOR FBJ USE

tD 249 1REV 426 71) 1y 1978 0 - 37.8m

FBI

fingerprint card (back)
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RGPOL 1973 0507479 MASTER MASTER

.72 : _

T PARTMENT OF JUSTICE

iUNlTEI:ESI.&IE.S“IEEU OF INVESTIGATION
IDENTIFICATION DIVISION
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20537

SIMULATED

; Is furnished FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY.

The foliowing FBI record, NUMBER 123&.?%%«” represents data furnished EBI by.Angerarint contributors,

&ﬁé‘nﬁa"b’::%:l;m" l:im;llod;m;‘:g’wN OR FURTHER EXPLANATION OF CHARGE OR DISPOSITION S

DESIRED, TOMMUNICATE WlTH AGENCY CONTRIBUTING THOSE FINGERPRINTS.

C‘;m:‘;;g;{" NAME AND NUMBIER ol CHARGE . msrosmo:1
-26 -~ D er Act yrs o
et Harrzr gm;th 12-26-68 USC Section | ITSV=
Indianapolis #14987 ol Dyer Act
Indiana 033 Th et
-2-69 | Dyer Act 5 yrs
ook H%"égzgm“h 7~2-69 v Par 4-22-71
Terre Haute
Indiana
-30- B ‘Robbery 10 yrs on
UsH I BaDes, 6-30-71] Darkk Bank Rob
Louisville ‘ Rot as BV
Kentucky ‘ _ C w/
‘ ‘ " |'Bank Rob
1-3-71| PV 10 yrs
USP John Doe 1
Terre Haute 323589 | Bank Rob
Indiana

FBI rap sheet
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.

| SIMULATED NATIONAL CRIME INFORMATION CENTER
SUMMARY RECORD

FBTﬁFTﬂ"ﬂou Number Dnte of tRGlTy.

. e e &

NCIC SUMMARY MULTIPLE STATE FBI/ 1234562 207/ 01/ 74

lﬁirL_yBgT“ TRace,  Date of Birty Height  Weight Eya Eolor,
“EH  DOE, JoHN M x{r EL DOB/092243 HGT/507 WGT/160 EYE /BRO
T SESHEEG ~Sears  Marks, Tattoos, Fig, -
HAI/BRO FPC/200610C0101205030910 SMT/5C R HND, sC CHIN
'Han- r Color Elngerprint ClasdMication : {Searsr rlght hand,__chin)

HAS BEEN DIABETIC REQUIRING INSULIN

Additional Comment Heid
TOTAL ARRESTS - 2

CHARGES CONVICTIONS OFFENSE

1 1 " STOLEN VEHICLE

1 0 WEAPON OFFENSES

1 1 ROBBERY ’
1 0 PAROLE VIOLATION

LAST ARREST STA
Daté Last Airist xrre§tmg Eg?, (éﬁgﬁ?_})ED ABOVE) -

063071 uysMm LOUISVILLE Ky '

“Arrest Charge b

‘01 ROBBERY-RANKING-TYPE INST

Arrest Offerises

ENLER

02 PAROLE VIOLATION .

COURT STATUS (INCI, - ‘
co“mmwm Tourt Offense - CLUDED ABOVE) ‘C"rmrpmo—,;

‘o1 ROBBERY-BANKING-TYPE INST-
cmmfom -Other_ Septencs B ProviEio CONV‘ICTEEL.

nE-Returned asFParole Violator

CONFINE/ 120M OTHER/RET PAR VIO CONC W/THIS CHG -

Concurrenl Wwith thls Char_ge
CUSTODY STATUS-
Lustody or Eu& vislon Agency Date Recelved custod,y_or Superv(s(onsmﬂﬂ

IN USP TERRE HAUTE 110371 RECEIVED

(US Pententiasy)
END
End ol Record

“ [

FBI computerized criminail history—-summary record
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' GIMILACED REDORD

UNITED STATES DEPARIMENT OF JUSTLUR
FEDERAL RUREAU OF INVESTLGALIOM
NATIONAL CRIME INFORMATION GRNTER
CRIMINAL Hi$CORY RECORD
FBT/1234567

MKE/EH . NAM/DOE, JOHN SEXAM’ SRAC/W  POB/RL - DOB/G w2l
, : EYE/BRO  HAI/BRO_ SMI/BG R HWD FPG/200610601012050 10910 £60/
= B ONAL IDENTIFIERS - HAS BEEN DIABKTIC REQUILNG INSULIN

SMT/8C_CHIN

Hat/v0y  WaE/160

- X MR

15 . AKA/EMITH, IARRY/DOE, JIM
hi . EST/US  DRE/O21372 ' DLU/110W72
4 CYCLE 1=

R . \

a3 ARREST- AGCY/US MARSHALL INDIANAPOLIS IN STATE ID/F092243  NAME USED/SMITH, HARRY
: ' CHARGE NO/01 CITATION/118/US/2312
{ . ‘OFFmBE/INTERSTATE TRANSP STOLEN VEH-DYER Act
BT CHARGE N0/02 '

W OFFEN SE/CARRYING CONCEALED-CCW

) COURT- AGCY/

i COUNT. §0/01

ny . GFFENSE/INTERSTATE TRANSP STOLEN VEH-DYER ACT DISP/CONVICTED
CONFINED/60M FINE/$2000 OTHER/INDETERM \

: CUSTODY~ AGCY/IN USP TERRE HAUTE
’ A DATE/050269 STATUS/RECEIVED

AGCY/IN USP TERRE HAUTE
B DATE/042271 STATUS/PAROLED .

CYCLE 2-

i CUBTODY~ AGCY/IN USP TERRE HAUTE
] A DATE/110371 STATUS/RECFIVED

END
1 OFFICIAL USE ONLY - ARREST DATA BAHHD ON

FINGERPRINT IDENTIFICATION BY SUBMIYTING AGENCY OR FBI

FBI computerized criminal history--detailed record
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DATE RECORD PRINTED 7/1/H

DATE ARR/122668

N

Y .
ARREST- AGCY/US M{mgmn TOUISVILLE KY GOATE ID/F092243  NAMF USED/DOE, JIM DATF. ARR/063071
OFFENGE/ROBBERY~BANKING~TYPE INST
CHARGE NO/02 '
OFFENEE/PAROLE VIOLATION .
COURT- AGCY/
s COUNT %0/01 i
il OFFENSE/ROBBERY ~-BANKING-TYPE INST DISP/CONVICTED ’
‘ - CONFINED/1204 OTHER/RET PAR VIO CONC W/THIS CHO






