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COMPTROl.LER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STAT1'::S 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 201148 

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 
res~lt of certain issues being raised during the Su6com­
mittee's March 1974. hearings on legislation (S. 2963 and 
S. 2964) to guarantee the security 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 reques'ted, we are also providing copies of the 
report to others who might be interested in the subject 
matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

_....0..- ____ ---...-----;_ ~ __ ..... "' ____ • ___ ' _1 _______ ........... 
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DIG EST ------

WHY 2.'HE 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 charge~, 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 
p)'earrest purposes and woul d al so 
p1revent dissemination of certain 
i hformation •.. 

Information on use is vital in 
d.~~termining the composition of any, 
glroup having a policymaking role 
Y'egarding the use of crimi nal 

, hli story data ·sothe group would be 
r'epresentati ve of the extent to 
Which the various criminal justice 
groups used the information. 

The Subcommi ttee reques ted that 
GJ\O determi ne 

--the extent to which criminal 
·history information was us~d by 

Tear .s.h....ruil. Upon removal, the report 
covel' date should. be noted hereon. 

HOW CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES USE 
CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION 
B-171019 

Federal, State, and local crlml­
na1 justice agencies for pre 
versus postarrest purposes; and 

--the extent to which the three . 
components of the criminal justice 
system, law enforcement, judi ci al , 
and corrections agencies, used 
the infprmation. 

GAO's findings are based on an 
analysis of a random sample of re­
quests'made by agencies. in Cali-' 
fornia, tlorida, 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 infonnation 

from local files, State identifi­
cation or data bureaus, and from 
the FBI. When transmitted from one 

i 

. a~Jency to another thi s i nfonnati on 
g~merally is recorded on a· "rap 
sheet. iI . 

Most rap sheets are requested from 
agencies by submitting a finger­
print card on the individual in 
question, usually at the time o~ 
arrest. They also may be obtained 
by letter, telephone, teletype, 
computer terminal, or in person. 

Most rap sheets distributed to 
criminal justice agencies result 
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from_ the submission of fingerprint 
cards containing data on the ar­
rested individual. 

State and 'loca'l uses 
of c'1'iminaZ history infG~'Pn1ation 

• State and local agencies primarily 
used criminal history information 
after a person was arrested. (See 
pp. 1 2 to 18',) 

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

Pe.rcent 

Prearrest 6.7 
Postarrest 83.5 
Miscellaneous 9.B 

Although use of this data for pre­
arrest purposes was relatively , 
s~allt 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 l, as shown below: 

Agency 

Law enforcement 
Judi ci al 
Corrections 
Other and 

miscellaneous 

Percent 

58.6 
32.9, 
2.2 

6.3 

The results are influenced by 
the fact that the greatest per­
centage of requests for information 
(51 percent) were by fingerprint 

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

Sti~te and local law enforcement 
Officials said this information 
WellS 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 infonnation 

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

Since requests by this means are 
less routine than fingerprint card 
requests, it is probab"ljy more indic­
ative of how criminal justice 
agencies use the infor1mation when 
they need to know an IgndiVidual's 
criminal background. 

Since State and local judicial 
agenci es were primar,'lf 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 cr'imi na 1 
history information. 

Certain questions arose during 
GAO's review regarding the dissemi­
nation practices of Florida'and 
Massachusetts. Thirteen criminal 
justice agencies in Florida were 
not complying with the Statels dis­
semiination practices for criminal 
history informati on in that they 
mi silnterpreted State pol icy and 
either allowed unauthorized access 
to the fi 1 es or furni shed crimi na 1 
hi story data to ,agenci es not 

authorized to receive it. 

In Massachusetts GAO could not 
determine who initiated about 10 
percent of the sample requests for 
crimi.nal history information made, 
to the Oepartment 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.) 

VariQus segments of the criminal . 
justice system requested rap sheets 
on the same individual as his case 
was processed thro"ugh the system. 
In California, there were instances 
where at least 10 rap sheets were 
requested on a Single individual. 
In Florida, requests were nQrma11y 
made at eight different points as 
the individual moved through the 
system. (See pp. 30 and 31.) 

Federa'l uses of 
c'1'imina'l histopY inf;'orrmation 

Analysis of requests for criminal 
history information made by domes­
t; claw enforcement <lgenc; es in the. 
Departments of JustiCe (not includ­
ing the FB!), 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 
local agencies, most Federal re­
quests 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 

Prearrest 
Pos ta rreslt 
Mi see 11 an\~ous 

Percent 

22,.9 
52~7 
24.4 

f1eoleral postarre\st use of criminal 
h\~story information was signifi .. 
c~nt although less than Stat~ and 
lOle,\1 postarrest use. 

The extent to which Federal' agen­
des received criminal history 
'l nformation follows. 

Law enforcement. 
Judidal 
Corrections 
Other and 

miscellaneous 

Percent 

69.8 
, 16.6 

8.4 

5.2 

Since State and local ~riminal 
justice agency ~presentation 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.r 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Department of Justice and the 
three States generally agreed with 
GAO's findings and conclusions. 
(See apps. I 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. ~ 
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information, usually on rap s'heets, 
is received from State data bureaus 
and FB I and placed in the agency' 5 
~files for possible future investi­
gative use. 

, Gil[) agrees that local criminal 
, justice agencies may use this in­

fo\rmation in their own files to 
assist in p~arrest investigations. 
Local agencies, however, did not 
maintain data showing the extent of 
such u:;eand the proposed legisla­
tion would not affect an agency's 
use of information contained in its 
own files for prearrest purposes. 

If local agencies do not have in­
formati.on in ,thei r own fi 1 es they 
would have to go to either St~te or 
FBI identification bureaus. Accord­
ingly, GAO believes its findings as 
to how this State and FBI datia is 
used accurately reflects the Way 
local agencies' use informatiolrl not 
contained in their own 1.iles. 

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 respond 
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 history 
records. • 

GAO agrees. on the basis of its 
findings and recommendations in an 
earl i er report to the Congress on 
the need to determine cost and im­
prove reporting in the development 
of a r!'Jti onwi de crimi na 1 data ex­
Chang. e system (B-.·171019, Jan. 16, 
1973}e 

F1 or; dll and Mass'achusetts sai d they 
have t,aken acticm to correct dis­
seminaition problems GAO noted dur­
ing its review. 

,iv 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Subcommittee on Constitutional Rights of the Senate 
Judiciary Comm)~ttee requested that we determine how the crim~ 
inal justice system uses criminal history information to 
assist it in considering legisla·tion'(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 certain 
information. 

Since specific data on how crimina+ justice agencies 
used criminal history information was not available, the 
Subcommittee requested that we develop this information. 
The SUDcommittee was also concerned about how policy and 
vrocedural decisions would be made regarding the use and 
dissemination of criminal history information. Historically, 
law enforcement, agencies havle made most of the decisions. 
The Subcommittee members and Administration witnesses at 
the March 1974 hearings generally agreed that any legisla­
tive decisions __ ~~gard~.~~ the composition of a j)~i'icyill.a.kin-g 
group would be.~Hlb.~n..,C;;~.9.. if data was available show'ing the 
extent to which all segments of the criminal justice community 
(police, courtf) and corrections} used this information. 
Therefore, the Subcommittee requested that we also provide 
information o~ the extent to which the various segments of 
the criminal justice community use criminal history informa­
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 c,ommenting on the appropria te­
ness of certain provisions of either S. 2963 or S. 2964. 

To obtain the needed data we randomly s'ampled requests 
, for criminal history information made to the Federal llureau 
of Investigation (FBI) and to the appropriate State agencies 
in California, Florida, and Massachusetts during a I-week 
period. Information on each sampled r.equest was than compiled 
either by interviewing the requestor or by analyzing completed 
questionnail'es. Details on the sampling meth.odology and scope 
of the review are in chapter 6. 

1 
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Without 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 werA similar to the 
way criminal justice agencies operate throughout the Nation. 
We also believe t~lat our random sample of requests for crim­
inal .history information made to the FBI by Federal domestic 
law enfor-i:ement agencies provides a.n accurate picture of these 
agencies' use of this data. 

2 
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CHAPTER 2 

CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION: 

WHAT IT IS AND HOW IT IS KEPT AND DISSEMINATED 

Criminal history information can gerterally 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
~nal 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 irlformation when Federal, State, or- local 
criminal justice agencies request it. Arrests are reported 
to th~ 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. VII.) 

Disposition data is also included on the rap sheet if the 
arres ting ;.t.g1ency or court of jurisdiction forwards this infor .. 
mation to the FBI, although ~hey 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 
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a matter of course, fOr1'lard.s an individual' s fingerr/rintcl~':.r.d 
to the FBI which makes a positive identificatiori and then 

, , . 
sends the individual's rap sheet to the arr~stlng agency . 
This positive identification insures that the recipient of 
the rap sheet rec~ives the T~cord of the individual whose 
~ingerprints were submitted. 

Requests. rO,1;' r(~pi!ih.;;;t~t§t, caEP,1s¥ be, made by ,l~1t:t:er, tel­
eph,on~ ~or telet}"l',f!, , ,Tn tt::eSe ;C:d.~';~%,' the F1U,"o/:i 11':f{"rrl~a~':d 
the rap sheet to'th-@, tequeshdf ;,\i;ttlf tJgI ~~tall,¥1,C8.t~.tln tlt~;t 

- "d' ',. '. 'f' , + ".~ ":'" "l ' 'n' ~~""'I' .,j.1<.h .,..", positive 1.' entJ,.t.l.,C,iil"C1Gfl 1~a.$ no'.: es ~",B.;].l.:LSHe~~u"", ¥J~'''''' '~~~,~ J,;;"-

questorha,d subm~_!I;t\,~d a.n: FBI a;:t'r<~'$t l'lUmber with' tl'u'!l,J'e'iuest. 
The FBI assigns"thi;; nUTft'b~T to ax;· indi viduf.l 1I/ifl!eti, i t .iir..'!;~t 
receives a fii:H}eJ.;"p~;i.,nt cfJ,rdsh~win,g 'he has Ueenh'fJ.:'cl:I,'!ted. 
Usually the FBI does not request to ktl.oW why a crimihal 51.15'" 
tice agency wants art individual's rap sheet. 

Most of the FBI's crirui~al ·history fi~es ~~e ~Rintained 
in a manual system. Ie 1971 the FBI begun ope:~ting, in con­
j unction with the States, a comp:ut~;ri zed, c!'irttin.al his tcsry 
(CCH) system., The GGH systel,h C/i\\ll f!TQvidel reques.'tC!.,rs either 
a detailed record of a pers:()n' ~ d.rindni\'-l history ,similar to 
the, information c'onta:ined on a rGJ,p snef.}'t, or a summary record. 
The summary record essentially co.ntains only the number of 
times a pe~son has beert arrested and convicted of certain 
offenses, and more detailed information on his last arrest. 
(See app. VII.) However, requests for CCH information aTe 
not accompanied by fingerprint cards 'so thei(; ·.is not posi ti va 
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 percen-: of ·the appi.'oximately 21 million individuals on whom 
the FBI has criminal history information. l Two of the States 
we reviewed California and Florida, h,\ld COJitributed ab·out , , 

half of all records enteied into the CCH file by participating 
States and the District of Columbia. 

1 In July 1974 FBI offici,fils adviSe.d us that two of the six 
States contributing to the CCH system, New York and Penn­
sylvania, had (b'oi>ped out, thus decreas;i.ng the number of 
~ecords in the syitem.-Nevertheless, the Department of 
justice noted that the number of States us~ng CCH file ma­
terials is significant and that CCH transactions have been 
increas ing. (See app. I.) 

4 

On Ma']fch 1, 1974, we .issued a report to the Subcommittee 
on.thi development and use of the CCH system. The report 
raised the question as to what the national policy should be 
regarding development of computerized c.riminal history infor­
mation systems and to what extent the' v:arious 'segments of 
the criminal~justice co~unity and appr~priate Federal agen­
cies should participate in such policy development. 

CALIFORNIA 

The Bureau of Identification, Identification and Infor­
matiqn ~ranch, of the State Division of Law Enforcement is 
primarily responsible for maintaining a,nd disseminating crim-

. inal history information maintained in the State's manual 
file. State and local law enforcement agencies are required 
by California law to subm~t fingerprint cards to the Bureau 
on all indi~iduals arrested for felonies or other serious 
crimes. Fingerprint card data; information from arrest 
formsl, and ~isposition,data is entered on the rap sheets 
main tained by the Bureau:-...... 

, At the ~ime 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 mjllion people were kept because, 
under State law, they ~ad to undergo a criminal history check 
to obtain a license or to obtain or r~!~l~ employment 

Information maintained in the Bureau's files is generally 
released upon receipt of a fingerprint card or arrest form, 
or upon Tequest 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 po~itive identification was not established. 

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

,lLaw enforcement agencies sometimes submit arrest forms in­
stead of fingerprint car.ds on lndividuals l'yho already have a 
fingerprint card on file at the local and State level and who 
already have State identification numbers. 
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in April 1973. It is operated by the Law Enforcement Consol­
idated Data Center. The State is converting certain ma,nual 
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
izedto 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 agenc¥, officer, or official when needed f6r performance 
of official functions. Information can be· obtained for crim­
inal justice purpoies 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 State'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 theFBI'~ 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 
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a criminal record. Inquiries c~n be made to the identifica­
~ion.file with only th~ individual's name. Upon making an 
1nqu1~y ~he requestor 1$ furnished with certain information 
~hat 1nd~cates whet~er. t~e State might have criminal history 
1nformat10n on the 1nd1v1dual and which file contains the 
information. '.!'\ 

The requestor can then use this information to request 
a rap sheet from the full h~story ftle or from the FBI. If' 
a rap sheet is available, the State fuails it to the requestor. 

As of June 1974, there were 367 telecommunication' term­
inals in operation at varip~s law enforcement ~gencies through­
'out the State. These terminals have direct access to the 
i~entification f~le, but only off-line access to the full 
h1story file. Requests for either identification or full 
historr inf~~mation can 'also be made by telephone,. letter, 
teletype, f1ngerprint card submission, or by personal visit. 

. The. D~partment of Law Enforcement's policy i.s to dissem-
1~ate cr1m1nal history information to criminal justiceagen­
::1es and any other ~gencies which have State statutory author-
1ty to d~ c~etks before licensing .or employment. There is 
n? restr1ct10n on what local criminal justice agencies can do 
w1th criminal history information they developed on their own. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

W~ereas the California and Florida criminal history in­
format10n systems aTe relatively similar to the FBI's system 
the Ma~sachuset~s system is. not. ' 

Massachusetts maintains criminal history information in 
three separate depar~ments: 

--The Department of Public Safety keeps identification 
(e.g., fingerprint cards and photographs) and arrest 
data~ 

--The Department of Probation keeps court arr~ignment 
tIlTough sentencing da t;:l. 

, 

--The Department of Corrections keeps sentence 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 asso:iates, 
arrest data, fingerprints, and photographs. Informatl0n re­
garding arrests and their disposition is entered on rap sheets. 
Records on about 800,000 individuals are ort 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 positive identification because fingerprint 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 cif 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 th~ 
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 
in the Department of Corrections file. 
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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 misde~eanors 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 fingerprint data, court data, and any existing 
correctional data is consolidated into a single record. ' 

It is not tlear how the State insures itself that the 
fingerprint, court, and correction data is actually on the 
same person because the court status slip~ a~d 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 insure~ as best it can, positive identification of 
such records, and if there is any question about the positive 
match ox records, the subject's records are not being consol­
idated. 

As of May 1974 about 15,000 of the 800,000 Dep~rtment 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. 

Th.e 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 i 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 suitability for 
employment. 

In addition to criminal history information files main­
taineQby 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 example, Alameda Coun.ty, Cal~fol"­
nia, keeps a multiagency criminal informati?n system wh1ch 
serves the sheriff's office, the county po11ce departments 
and othex local law enforcement agencies. Ten. California .. 
law enforcement agencies that we contacted durl:~g ~he reV1ew 
had locAl criminal history records on about 3 m1ll10n people 
with the Los Angeles County sheriff's office having the 
l~rgest file with records on about 1.2 million people. 

Although we did not r~view the ~s~s of.cri~inal ~~s~ory 
information in th~se files, local cr1m1nal Just1ce off1c1als 
told us the information is used extensively by judicial agen­
cies for setting of bail, sentencing, and pr?ba~ion dec~sio~s. 
In addition, law enforcement agencies use th1s 1n~ormat:on 1n 
prearrest.situations and for postarrest followup 1nvest1ga-
tions. 

10 
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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 the~ 
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 ~he 'types of requests under three consoli­
dated categories--fingerprint card,requests,l nonfingerpr~!1t 
requests (telephone, teletype, letter, or personal visit), and 
CCH requests. 

The agencies requesting information are discussed under 
t~ree.categories: 

1 

--Law enforcement agencies, which include police and 
sheriff's departments and other State or local 
enforcement-type agenciesw 

--Judicial agencies, w~ich include prosecu~ors, courts, 
probation and parole offices. 

--Correction agencies. 

Briefly, our work showed that: 

Fingerprint card submissions are 
information for a specific use. 
because they usually result in a 
rap 'sheet being forwarded to the 
file and possible future use. 

11 

not always made to request 
We considered them requests 
copy of the individual's 
submitting agency for its 
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--Criminal history information was used primarily after 
an individual was arrested. 

--Judicial and correction agencies most often used the 
data. 

--Requests for criminal history information 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 agencie5 than were fingerprint 
card requests and were more freque~tly made, not as 
matter of routine, but to develop additional informa­
tion on the arrested person. 

WHY CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION WAS REQUESTED 

One o,f the oasicquestions the Subcommittee requested 
us to answer was the extent to which criminal' history infor~ 
mation was used f~r pre versus postarrest activities of 
criminal justice agencies. Our findings showed that the 
data was used primarily for postarrest purposes, as can be 
seen in the followirig table. 

Activity 

Pre arrest 
Postarrest 
Miscellaneous 

(note a) 

Prearrest Versus Postarrest Use 

Type 
Fingerprint card 
To FBI To State 
file files 

1.5% 
91.5 

7.0 

0% 
100 

o 

of request 
N'on'fi'Il'g'e'r'pr'in't 

To FBI To St ate 
file files 

8.9% 
77.9 

13.2 

13.3% 
70.4 

16.3 

CCH 

32.3% 
47.0 

20.7 

alncludes requests for information used for such purposes as 
licensing, certifying, and testing of CCH. It also includes 
requestors who did not respond to our qu~stionnaire, were 
not sure they made the request, or said they did not make 
the request. 
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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) 

Purpose by agency 

Law enforcement: 
Suspicious circumstances 

arousing police interest 
First police report of a 

crime 
Followup investigation 

before arrest 
Arrest (i.e., booking of 

suspect) 
Followup investigation after 

arrest 
Completion of case 

Pro~ecuting agency: 
Prosecution of suspect 
Plea bargaining 

Courts: 
, Recommending or setting, bail 

Sentencing 
Probation/parole: 

Presentence report prepara­
tion or recommendation 

Supervision requirement 
after releas~'of defendant 
on parole or probation 

Corrections: 
Incarceration 
Establishing treatment 

program 
Other (note b) 
Miscellaneous (note c) 

TlEe 
FingerErint card 
To FBI To State 
file files 

0.3% 0% 

0.3 0 

0.9 0 

80.8 86.4 

9 ;0 10.2 
3.9 0 

8.3 0 
1.4 0 

4.1 0 
7.6 0 

5.5 -0 , 

0.7 0.2 

4.3 0 

3.1 3.2 
3.6 0 
0.9 0 

of reguest 
NonfingerErint 

To FBI To State 
file files 

3.9% 7.0% 

0 3,.3 

2.6 3.7 

0 19.7 

6.5 5.4 
4.8 1.5 

15.7 9.0 
2.6 O~ 4 

1.3 9.5 
10'.5 12.1 

41. 7 23.0 

10.5 i1.0 

1. 3, 0.4 

1.3 1.1 
32.8 15.6 

2.6 16.3 

CCH 

23.6% 

2.9 

2.9 

15.8 

14.1 
5.3 

0 
0 

0 
0 

4.4 

2.9 

0 

0 
19.2 
20.6 

a 
The data could be requested for more than one purpose. Thus, percentages 

b 

c 

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 ls State criminal justice agencies. 

Includes requestors who said they did ~ot make the request, were not sure 
they made the request, did not reply to our questionnaire, or were testing 
equipment or training operators. 
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The general reasons why the information was requested 

follow. 

General Reason Fo~ Request (note a) 
. •. i. ' ' . 

Reason 

Routine agency 
policy 

Obtain additional 
background data 

Need to form an 
opinion: 

To continue 
or termi­
nate case 

Regarding 
subj~ctts 
character 
OJ,~ risk 
to society 

Other 
(nQt~ h) 

Miscellaneous 
(note c) 

96.2% 100.0% 

30.3 17.4 

o 

18.1 3'.6 

"4.1 6.4 

0.2 o 

51.3' 

20.9 

53.1 

6.5 

2.8 

52.0% 

40.6 

10.4 

27.2 

24.0 

10.9 

CCH 

48.3% 

48.3 

6.0 

22.1 

36.6 

20.6 

aThe data ~ould be requested fOT more than one purpose. 
Thus, percentag~s total more than 100. 

bIncludes purposes which were not listed on our qu~stio~­
naire, ~uch as checking records of potential ju~ors;.11cens­
ing, certifying, OT employment chec~s; or updat1ng f1les. 

c 
Includes requestors who said they did not make the request, 

not reply to the 
or training opera-

were not sure they made the request, did 
questionnaire, or were t~sting e.quipment 
tOl'S. 
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An analysis of the data ,by type of request- -fingerprint 
card, nonfingerprint, or CCH .. -shows the following. 

Eingerprint 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 insu~e 
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 t use. In 
almost no cases did tbese agencies request the information 
from State files partly because judicial agencies usually 
obtain rap sheets directly by nonfingerptint 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 perc:ent 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: 
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--Most crime is committed by local people with whom the 
investigating agency is familiar and on whom the 
agency has a current criminal history file, which 
usually contains previously requested FBI or State 
rap sheets. 

--It takes too long to receive information from State 
or FBI files. 

Nonfingerprint requests 

An analysis of nonfingerprint requests for criminal his­
tory information provides a better indication of the extent 
to which criminal history data in FBI and the States' files 
was used for prearrest purposes. A relatively significant 
number of requests for criminal history information were 
used for prearrest purposes--8.9 percent of nonfingerprint 
requests made to the FBI and 13.3 percent of such requests 
made to the three States' files. This aata is more meaning­
ful than fingerprint card requests for determining the extent 
to which criminal history information is used for prearrest 
purposes because fingerprints generally are not taken before 

arrest. 

The 'time factor might also have an important impact on 
the degree to which criminal history data is used in pre 
vers~s p05tarr~st phases. Analysis of the CCH data indicates 
a much greater use of it in the States' CCH systems for pre­
arrest purposes than the data requested by fingerprint or 
nonfingerprint means. This may be because the response time 
is usually quicker for CCH and could indicate that as more 
criminal history information is computerized, law enforcement 
agencies will use it more for prearrest purposes than they did 
during our review. 

In summary, although the total weighted percentage State 
and local use of criminal history data for prearrest purposes 
is relatively small (see table below), it is significant 
enough to indicate that criminal history information in the 
FBI and State files is used by State and local agencies in 
prearrest investigations, but not on a routine basis at the 
time it is received. 
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St,ate ,~,n~ Local Use of Criminal Histor 
Informa tlon 'fo't 'P'r'e and 'Po'st'atr'es t 'P' Y R' 'dl' , u rp 0 s e s 

egar ess of Ho~ R~quested 

Prearrest 
PGstarrest 
Miscellaneous 

Percent 

6.7 
83.5 
9.8 

t
. Nonfingerprint requests for criminal history 
lon were overwhelmingl d f ,- informa-

primarily b,y J'ud' . 1 Y ma.e or postarrest purposes--lCla agencles (pro t ' 
tion or parole officers) U f s:cu ors, courts, proba-
three times the use for i. sef or t ese purposes was almost 
formation was often reque:~ ~ntorcement purposes. This in­
base an opinion regarding t~e .od:e7~re ~ata upon which to 
to society. Prosecutors' ln lVl ual s charact~r or risk 
individuals to help pre' wanted. complete background data on 

pare, cases against ~h C 
wanted comple'te backgrou d d' . em. ourts 
regarding bail probat' n ,ata on ''1hlch to base decisions 
7ers needed informatio~o~;O~rw~:n~enCing. Pr~b~tion offi­
lng the $ubjects' cha~acteror 17 kto base.oplnlons· regard­
cases these opinions re arde rlS ~o soclety. In some 
handle a person placed ~n pr~bh~~ th~ probation officer would 
cases the opinions were tran ~tlOn y the court; in other 
of preprobation or presenten~~~ ted.to the courts in the form 
the non£ingerprint requests SUb!i~~~~r~~'thNe;~iY h~lf of, 
one-fourth of those submitted t th ,e an nearly 
tion to assist probation or 01 e Sta~es were for informa-
sentence reports or recommen~:~~o~s~genCleS preparing pre-

CCH requests 

The use of CCH information bt' d 
was almost exclusively for la Of alne by computer requests 
about 7 percent of all th w en orcement functions. Only 
forcement functions. Thi:s~sre~~est: were for non-law en­
enforcement agencies do not h p lmarl1y because most non-law 
For example, in California ave access to ~CH te:minals. 
tory records were direcily'a~~:s!:~iOOO ~nll~e crlminal his-
terminals 10caied at' e prlmarl1y through 
However, these agenCi~~l~~; ~epartm~nts throughout the State. 
information to judicial d ,ave su.sequent1y provided the 

an correctlons agencies. 
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. t 1971 There ," ' tional 1n la e.. 
The CCH' s'-{j!'istem became opera . " ecords computer1zed. 

" , . 'nal h1stOTY r 
are currently V\9ry few cr1m~ a' encies have access to a CCH 
Very few non-la11J' e.nforcemen d

g 
tailed records cannot be 

terminal, and ill most States ~OT Moreover, CCH accounted, 
transmitted online to a reques f t· he 58 46-5 requests made by 

1 3 percent 0 , . r 
fo'r only 773, 01(' '. . . the three States dur1ng ou I 
~tate' and local agenc1eS 1n 't 1'S too early in CCH's deve -
'-' "d Thus 1 . but I-week sa.mple p~~r10 • 'd f" itive conclus~ons a 0 

, be abJe to draw any e 1n 
opment to d of; the CCH system. 
the uses rna e, 
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WHO RECEIVED CRIMINAL H!STORX INFORMATION .. 

To obtain a clearer picture of the extent to which all 
segments of the criminal justice system used criminal history 
information 7 we determined which type of agency 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. 

ReciEi~ts~fCriminal History Information 

TrEe of regu'es t 
Fingerprint 

card NonfingerErint 
To FBI To State To FBI 'ro Sta,te 

Agencr file ' file.s file files CCH 

Law enfo rcemen t 77.2% '85.7% 17.3% 32.9% 67.7% 
Judicial 16.7 lJ,~3 24.0 77.3 53.5 

I 
Corrections 2.Q 2.8 2.1 1.7 0.4 
Other (note a) 3.3 .2 1.0 3.2 1.2 
Mis cellaneous 

(note b) . 2 0 2.3 8.7 6.7 

aIncludes res,ponses 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 
j~stice agencies. 

bln~ludes 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 r~gardless of the means of 
reque.s t. 

~gencr 

Law enforcement 
Jud.icial 
Corrections 
Other' and miscellaneous' 
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Percent 

58.6 
32.9 
, 2.2 
6.3 
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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 ~~rcent­
age of ~equests (51 percent) for information w:re by f~nger­
print cards submitted by law enforcement agenc~es. 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 agenciesreceive.d crim~na~ hist~ry 
information in response to fingerprint card subm~ss~ons, ~t 
was generally not used for specific purposes. It be 7ame,part 
of the arrested person's file at that agency. The f~le ~s 
available to judicial and correction~l,offi7ial: as the 
arres~ed peison moves through thecr~m~nal Just~ce system., 
1he law enforcement agency could also use the f~~e to prov~de 
background data on the person if,h: were, :u~sequent to 
release, suspected of further c:~m~na~ act~v~ty. However, 
law enforcement agencies made l~ttle ~mmed~ate use of the 
information they, received as a result of fingerprint card 

requests. ' 

Officials of'manypolice departments we contacted said 
that information received from routine fingerprint card sub­
missions was filed and that no further immediate use was 
made of it. They said, however, that their file: w:r: open 
to criminal justice agencies and that they knew Jud~cl.al . 
agencies used the files but did, not know the frequency of that 

'. use. 

A more accurate picture o~ who actually ~eceives and uses 
criminal history information is probably p~ov~ded,by 
recipients of the data as a result of nonf~ngerpr~ntrequests. 
As shown in the table on page 14, thi's information is requested 
on a much less routine basis than fingerprint 7a~d re~ues~s. 
Thus it is probably more indicative of how cr~m~nal Just~ce 
agen~ies use criminal history infor~at~o~ when they need ~o 
know the criminal background of an ~nd~v~dual. As :hown ~n 
the table ,on page 19, jucicial ag~ncies w:re the ~aJ or . 
recipients and users of criminal history ~nformat~on 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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~udicial ag~ncies used the information. It is quite extensive 
~n relation to law enforcement or correctional use. 

~n summary, our statistics showed that law enforcement 
a~enc~es.were the most frequent recipients of, criminal 
h~story lnformation. But, if the way the information was 
requ~sted ~nd used is taken into account, judicial agencies 
are lt~ p~l~ary. users. Accordingly, it seems that State and 
~ocal J~d7clal agencies should have a significant say regard­
l.~g poll~les and procedures that govern the uses of criminal 
hl.storY lnformation. 

Ques~!~s regarding recipients of 
criminal h!story information 

, C:rta~n,quest~~ns arose during our rev:iew regarding some 
dl.sse~7natlon practlces in Florida and Massachusetts. An 
analysls of sampled requests in California did not indicate 
any dissemination problems. 

At least 13 ,criminal justice agencies in Flori4a mis­
interpreted State policy: and were not fully cOJllplying with 
the State's dissemination policies.' Our discussions with law 
e~forcem~nt agen~ies indicated that seven provided criminal 
hl.story lnformatl~n t~ requestors who' were not authorized by 
the State to recelV'e It. These included city agencies and 
other local empl~yers. One law enforcement official explained 
that he thought lt wa,s proper to disseminate information to a 
local employer who had Department. of Defense contracts if, it 
wa: ~or se~urity checks on individuals. One police agency's 
crl~l~al h~sto~y files were open to the public. Additionally, 
of~l~lals ~n SlX local agencies said they had provided 
crlm~nal hlstory information, to military recruiters and in­
vestlgators. State officials said these practices are con-
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trary to the State's dissemination policy. They noted however " 
that the FBI provides criminal history information to 'the ' , 
m~litary services and consequently some law enforcement agen­
Cl.es apparently incorrectly inte,rpreted the State's more 
restrictive policy. 

In Massachusetts, we were u~able t~ determine ~ho 
i~itiate~'about ~o percent of the sampled requests for criminal' 
hlstory lnformatlon made to the probation department. ~1ost 
of these requests were made by phone. The probation dopart­
ment's policies allowed its employees to respond to the phone 
reqJlests without calling the requestor back to insure that he 
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authorized to receive criminal 
was an employee ~f an agencYtacted the supposed requesting 
history informat10n. We cO~'ther the heads of the agencies 
agencies for t~e~e c~ses •.. 1, fficials contacted all 
or their ident~f1cat10n d1V~~1~~f~rmation from the probation 
persons author1zed to reque that' to the best of their 
department file. ~hey t~ld us , 'had requested the informa­
knowledge, n~ one, 1n ~he1':t\:::~;~e;rocedures for disseminating 
tion. The.probat~on epta! ~ a result of telephone requests 
criminal h1story 1nforma 10n a 
apparently were inadequate. 
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ADDITIONAL MATTHRS REGARDING STATE 'AND LOCAL :USES 
OF CRIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION 

S~veral 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 Stat~5 use such data for licensing and 
employment cliecks, their purging and sealing provisions for 
criminal history data, and the number of times a rap sheet is 
requested--are discussed below. 

ResEonse time 

The elapsed time between a request for criminal history 
information to the FBI or State files and the requesting 
agency's recei'pt of information was 1 week or more in most 
cases •. Most requesting agencfes considered that response 
time adequate. The following tables ~P.o,'.'lLJJ.y.~~rcentage, 
(1) the response times for the_requests and (2) wheth~ the 
requestor considered the response times' adequate--~ndtwheiher 
detrimental effects iesulted from s~ow response times. 

ElaEsed Time Between the Reg,uest for 
and ReceiEt of Information 

TYEe of request 
Fingerprint Non-

card fingerprint 
To FBI To State To FBI To State 

ElaEsed time file, files file files CCH 
• _.--. 4 .~ ___ ~_ 

Less than 1 hour 0% 0% 0% 8.3% 34.9% 
At least 'I 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 2l.S 0 
Could not answer 

or did I).!)t know 34.0 27.7 24.8 18.8 36.9 

23 

., 

I 
! 

!. 
!: 

oJ: 
U 



Adequacy of Response Time 

Adequacy 

Consid.ered 
response time 
adequate 

Considered 
response time 
inadequate 

Could not answer 
or did not know 

Had detrimental 
effects, 

Type 
Fingerprint 

card 
To FBI To State 
file files -

63.2% 65.7% 

9.2 16.2 

18.1 27.6 -
100 = 

100 = 

2.1 3.2 

of request 
Non­

fingerp rin t 
To FBI To State 
file files· 

--" ... _- , 

74.1% 76.1% 

14.4 8.1 

11. 5 15.8 - -
100 100 

2.6 1.5 

CCH 

66.1-% . 

a 

33.9 ------
100 = 

0 

. . t card requests took the longest 
Respons~s to f1ngerpr1n 0 over 50 percent of these re-

time to rece1ve •. , Responses B~ or State files took 2 weeks or 
quests made t? e1t~er th~dFnot answer or did not know column 
more. Exclud1ng the ~ou th rcentage of such responses 
in the table on page 23, e pe 1 te goes to over 80 for 
that took 2 or more weeks to comp e 

. both FBI and State file requests. 
.. , ff" 1 told us that their 

FBI Identification D1V1S10~ 0 1C1~ S • t card 
.' lly 3 days for f1ngerpr1n 

turnaround t1me 1S ~sua h t 'n many cases the information 
requests. They bel1eved ~ ak 't

1 
the individ~al who initially 

takes much longer to get ac ~. individual's agency save 3 

request~d it bec~use th~ reque~ ~~~ over several days or even 
all thefingerpr1nt car s.c~~p e them to the FBI. In such 
several weeks before SUb~1!n1~tth the agency for a c?nsider­
cases a card could.have e l t d by the arresting off1cer or 
able time after belng comp e e

b 
. t to the FBI Offi-

. h 'cian before e~ng sen •. . 
f~ngerpr1nt tec n1 . contacted stated that fingerpr1ut 
c1als of some agenc1eS we th FBI on the day they are com-
cards are not alway: sentl~o t ~ the cards for several days 
pleted. Some agenc1eS co ec e 
before submitting them. 
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The FBI said that the 'distance between California and 
Washington, D.C., requires a longer per~od of time between 
sending and receiving mail than in most States.' Also, 
because most fingerprints submitte~ 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 transmitte~ back to the requestor by 
computer but were printed out at the State bureau and mailed 
to the requestors. 

A majority of requ~stor$ considered the response time 
for their requests adequate. The percentage of requests for 
which the response time was considered inadequate was between 
a 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
sid~ring the response time inadequate. Very few requestors, 
3.2 percent or less in all c~ses, felt that detrimental. 
effects resulted from the time.it required to receive the 
information. 
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This does not necessarily mean that t'he systems were 
adequate for meeting criminal justice agency needs. Raiher 
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 nOT,mally receive it. However, as more criminal justice 
agenci~~s begin to receive this information by computer they 
may begin to realize that their operations can b,e improved if 
tMy 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 licens1ng or certifying of indi­
viduals before they can buy firearms or be "employed atcer~- ' 
tain jobs or professions. The agencies responsible for 
licensing or c~rtifying these individuals must find out 
whether they have criminal records. The FBI recognizes these 
State requirements and therefore sends criminal history 
information to these' agencies in the same way it does to 
criminal jus tice agencies. According to the FB I, only ab out 
10 States do not have 'specific legislation authorizing cer­
tain State and local agencies to provide fingerpriJlts to, and 
obtain criminal history information from, the FBI for licens­
ing and employment checks. 

In additon, the three States we visited allow certain 
businesses and agencies access to t~e 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 menanceto the public. Any Ma'ssachusetts agency 
included in the list of 74 groups of authorized agencies may 
have access to State criminal history records for licensing, 
certifying, or employment check~. Some of the California 
agencies authorized access for licensing) certifying, and 
employment checks are coun.ty welfare departments, school dis­
tricts, the Boa~d of Accountancy, the Board of Cosmetology, 
the BoaTd 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. ! 

__________ 2_6 ______ ........ ~ 

o . The larg~st volume of re' t f 0 0 

~nformation related to 10 ~ues s or cr~m~nal history • ~cens~ng c tOf 0 

was inCalifot:nia. About 447 0' er ~ y~ng,o and employment 
were processed during fO I' 00 appl~cant f~ngerprint cards 
criminal fingerprint ca~~~a r~a~l 19?~, comp~red to 880,000 
took our sample, about I' or~ a, du:~ng the week we 
submitted, or about 24 ,250 of the 5,318 f~ngerprint cards 

to percent, were for licen 0 0 0 ca ~on, or employment check Ab s~ng, cert~f~-
requests w~ sampled in M s'h out 10 percent of the 

assac usetts were for such purposes. 

o Thus, a Significant amount of k d 
t~on bureaus is related t I 0 wor one by identifica-
i~formatipn to allow pers~n:ui~ y~ng criminal history 
t~on, or employment. obtain licenses, certifica-
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P.urging and sealing of 
, criminal history information 

Purging of criminal history information is generally 
defined as t~e act of deleting or destroying all or part 
of the data on a criminal history record. Sealing is usu­
ally defined as removing fiom 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 indi~iduals 
over 80 years old. However, if a State has a sealing 
requirement, or 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 a.1'l.d 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 
reques ts expungement due to a previous r(~cording error. 

The Florida Department of Law Bnf.orcelnent has proposed 
to the legislature implementation of a new system, the 
Offender Based Transaction Statistics Syst¢m, which would 
track an arrested person and report at various points his 
progress through the criminal justice system. One objective 
of the system is to obtain better and mote 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 obxain this data from the contributors. 

A 1969 Florida Department of Law Bnforcement survey 
shm'1ed that the DepartmE~nt was receiving disposi tion data for 
only about 18 percent of the arrests reported to it. Depart­
ment officials estimat~ that the percent of disposition data 
rec'eived 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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dispositions that were to be ente, red o,nto records' 't 
information system. 1n 1 s 

maintM~SS:C~us~tts has no purging statutes for records 
whic a1ne ,1n 1tS file:. There is, however, a statute 
ordsha~~~~1~~ the se:11ng ,of Department of Probation rec-
f f ' years or m1sdemeanors and after 15 years 
v~~ ~10~1es. The r~c~~d can be sealed only if the indi­
sta~~te~ rec~rd pet1t10n: to have it sealed. No State 

and Depar~:~~~r~f r~~~~~~t~~n~h~i~:~a~~m~~tsoeflP,:bliC Safety a ed. 

Reques~s ~o,;he Department of Probation for informa­
on an 1nd1v1uual with a sealed record w~ll f ag , ..L , or cer-

~nc1es, resvtl. t in a "sealed record" response rather 
a no record" response. When the Stat ' ' ~r~~e~ becomes dope:ational, requests for se:l:dc~:~~~~~1zed 
e answere W1 th a "no record" response. 

tion 
tain 
than 

re~at;!!e~~i~~eM:~~~i!~i!!7!~dc:,~;!~~;i~fa~~~~;~s~e~Fl~l!~~eS 
pr1nt cards are no longer posted to the f'l . f . ,g drunke ,,' 1 es or pub 11c 
violat~~:~s, a~~o~:;~o~s o~ local ordinances, minor traffic 
as ' , " a1n m1nor or nonspecific offenses such 
the1~~:~!1;~~~on, su~p~ciOn"i~qUirY,Or disorderly. However, 
'f '" searc 1tS cr1m1nal h1story records to see 
~ada~~e~~~~:1~~~1: ar

l
re
1
:ted ~n the above-mentioned charges 

d h" 1m1na I1stor1es. If so, the State will 
sen w at 1nformation it has to the requesting agency 
Exce~t :EOI' those relating to peace officer applicant'(,' and 
app~~cants wanting to carry concealed weapons finge;print 
car s are no lon?er to be retained by the Sta~e unless it 
has a contract w1th the contributor to notify him in the 
event of a sub:eq,:ent arrest of the applicant. However a 
copy of any eX1st1ng record would be returned with th' d 
to the contributor in all ca~es The foIl" ~ car, 
P

e 'd f " ~ . oW1ng retent10n 
1'10 s or cr1m1nal history records are in effect: 

--No retention period for nonserious offenses and 
applicant checks. 

--5 years for misdemeanor arrests not resulting in 
a 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 wouldconsti­
tute a felony, for an offense which would be a felony 
depending upon a disposition, and for felonies. 

After these per~ods the records are purged. 

Policy alsa 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 pr0blems than access of information by unauthorized 
agencies. No matte.r {low 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 Lal'! Enforcement, has conducted various 
studies comparing the State records with local court records 
and has found inaccuracies in disposition data in lOQ,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 ~irst logical 
step in providing for individual rights and in'improving 
criminal history record systems. 

Numerous ,requests for rap ~heets 

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 alleViated if there were better coordi­
nation among criminal justice agencies. In Flo.ri'da, we were 
told requests are normally made at eight different points as 
the individual moves· througJi the system. In California 
there were instances where at least 10 rap sheets were 
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requested on a sipgle individual 
the criminal J'ust' as his case moved throUQ ... h 

Request for 
rap sheet --

1 

2 
3 

4 
5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

l~e sys tern. An -example fOllows. 

Incident 

Su~ect arrested and b 
ment ooked at Eolice deEart-

--reletype request to State d . ata bureau for ,complain.t purposes 
F~ngerprint card to State data bureau 
Flngerprint card to FBI 

Felony comnl ' t ' 
c aln lssued, defendant bound 

.9.Ye:- to sh:riff's office (j ailor) 
F:ngerpr~nt card to State data burea 

. F~ngerprlnt card to FBI u 
Dlstrlct Attorney assigned case 

Le~ter request to State data burea 
Probatlon assigned to prepare Eresente~ce 

Letter request to State data bureau report 
Defendant receives sentenc f ' 

remanded to pri e 0 Erlson!probation 
--n?~~~~7-~_~~s~o~n . . 

F~ng~rpr~nt card to State data burea 
Flngerprlnt card to FBI u 

Released to Eroba~ion or Earole 
Letter request to State data bureau 

POlice agencies indicated that h 
sheets or rap sheet inform t' ,t ey uSually SUbmit rap 
to the district attorney' ha lon wlth their arrest packages 

, owever the d' t ' re.quests rap sheets routin I ' lS rJ.ct attorney 
for prosecution. The probet~ on all ~ases assigned 'to him 
they request rap sheets onaa~~n,a~7n7~es also indicated that 
Prob~tion offict:lrs we contacted l~t l;ld ua~s assigned to them. 
obtaln rap sheets from tl1e ar t ,a e t at they usually 
attorney because the State d ~e~blng a~ency or the district 
requests takes too long. a a ureau s response to their 

SUGGESTION 

t ' We su?gest that Federal, State and 10 1 
lce agencles determine how to im' ca criminal jus­

formation is proVided to th .prove ~h7 ''lay rap sheet in-, 
to minimize the frequency o~ ;:qr~ou~ c

f
rlmlnal ~ustice agencies 

es s or the lnformation. 
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"CHAPTER 4 

HOW 'FEDERAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

AGENCIES USE CRIMINAL HIS'TORY INFORMATION 

. of Feder~l uses of criminal history data W0S 
Our rev~ew . f a random sample of requests to the 

based on.an ana~Y~l~a~d nonfingerprint means) or by CCH made 
FBI by flnger~r~nd t~ law enforcement agencies: 
by the follow~ng omes ~c 

Department of Justice: 

--Drug Enforcement Ad~.inistration . 
__ Immigration and Naturali.za.tion Serv~ce 
--Criminii1l Division 
__ U. S. Marshals Service, 
--Bureau of Prisons 
,--U.S. Attorney's Office 

Administratiye Office of the U.S. Courts: 

--Probation O~fice 

Department of t.he Treasury: 

--Alcohol, Tobac~o, and Firearms Division 
--Bureau of Customs 
--Internal Revenue Service 
--Secret Service 

Postal Service: 

--Postal Inspection Service 

Department of the Interior: 

-MNational Park Service 

Department of Defense: 

--All noninte lligence or analysis agencies 
... 

d by FBI agents because 
We did not sample re~uests ma e . d crim'inal history 

( 
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FBI officials advised us" that theYtCO~s~~:r;BI to another 
information provided by one segmen 0 ., 
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segment as an int~rnal operation which would not have a' bear­
ing on the legislation being considered by the Subcommittee. 
We agreed but encouraged the FEI to do their own study of the 
extent to which their field agents used crIminal history in­
formation for pre versus postarrest purpo~es. 

WHY9RIMINAL HISTORY INFORMATION 
WAS REQUESTED 

As was true with State and local requests for criminal 
history data, most Federal requests were also for postarrest 
purposes. However, Federal agencies were more likely to 
request information for prearrest purposes than State or local 
agencies. 

The following taQle shows the extent to which the in­
formation was used for 'pre or postarrest purposes by type of 
request~ 

Prearrest Versus Postarrest Use 

, , . , , , . , ., Type' of 'req'ue'st 
Fingerprint. 

c'a:rd 'NdnfiIigerprintCCH 

Prearrost 
pO~jtarrest 

Miscellaneous (note a) 

1. 9% 
94.2 
3.9 

30.3% 
53.1 
16.6 

27.3% 
36.2 
36.5 

alncludes requests rel~te·d to employment checks» identifying 
deceased persons, and testing,of 'CCH eqUipment; as well as 
requestors who said they did~ot m.ke the request, were not 
sure they made the request, or did not reply to the question­
naire. 

The specific purposes fo~ which the data was to be used 
and by which type of agency follow. 
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'f' Pu'rpose for Re'q'ue'st (note a) , ~pecl lC' _ _ 

Law enforcement: 
Suspicious circum-

stances arousing 
police interest 

First police report of 
a crime , 

Followup investigation 
before arrest 

Arrest (i.e., booking 
of suspect) 

FollowuP 'investigation 
after arrest 

Completiop of case 
Prosecuting agency: 

Prosecution of suspect 
Plea bargaining 

Courts: 
Recommending or ,setting 

bail 
Sentencing, 

Probation/parole: 
Presentence report 

preparation or 
recommendation 

Supervision require­
ment after release, 
of de fendan t on 
parole or probation 

Corrections: 
Incarcera tion 
Establishing treat-

ment ,program 
Other (note b) 
Miscellaneous (note c) 

.. , . . , . ~ ,. . 

Fingerprint 
card Nop.fingerprint 

0% 

o 

4.0 

66.0 

10.3 
o 

16.2 
o 

8.3 
16.2 

14.3 

8.3 

38.2 

23.9 
0 

3.9 

19.2% 

o 

o 

4.0 

9.6 
o 

4.0 
o 

5.6 
o 

,21. 7 

5.6 

0 

0 
41. 4 

0, 

aThe data could be requested for more than one purpose. 
percentages total more than 100. 

CCH 

19.5% 

o 

1.9 

11. 9 

16.1 
1.9 

1.9 
o 

o 
o 

o 

0 

0 

0 
36.9 
13.6 

Thus, 

blncludes purposes not listed on our que:tion~ai:e, ~~~~a::d 
requests 'related to employment ~hecks. ldentlfYlng 
indj"viduals, or testing CCH equ:J,pment. 

clncludes requestors who did not reply to t~e questionnaire, 
were not sure they made the request, or sald they did not 
make the request. 
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The" general reasons why the 'information was requested 
fallow. 

General Reason For Request (note a) 

Type of reques t 
Fingerprint 

Reason 

Routine agency 
policy 

Obtain additional 
background data 

Need to form an 
oI1.1inion: 

To continue or 
terminate case 

Regarding subject's, 
character or risk 
~9, society 

Other (note b) 
~iscellaneous (note c), 

card Nonfi'ngerprint 

90.3% 

23.9 

10.3 

70.6 
3.9 

o 

29.7% 

61. 3 

9.7 

32.6 
19;0 

" ° 

CCH 

43.6% 

25.7 

11. 6 

12.3 
21.1 

3,.9 

aThe data could be requested for more than 6n~' purpose. Thus, 
percentages total more than 100~ 

blncludes purposes not listed on our ques tionnaire, "such as 
requests related to emp,loyment checks, identifying deceased 
individuals, or testing CCH equipment~ , 

clncludes requestors who did not reply to the qUestionnaire, 
were not sure they made the request, or sa~d they did not' 
make the "request. 

As was the case with State and local agencies, gen­
~raliy Federal requests' submit~ed by fingerprint cards were 
done so at the time of arrest, as a routine agency policy. 
Whereas there w'as 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 reiis·ons·. 

"--Rap sheets received by l,aw enforcement agencies are 
forwarded about half the time to ,the judicial ageicies 
responsibl~for p~osecuting the subject. 
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C
orrectional institutions fingerprint all 

---Federal 'fy their identity when they enter 
prisoners to ver~ .. 
the prison. 

, " t difference between State and 
There was a s~gn~£~can, f criminal history informa-

• local, and Federal agency uses p~deral agencies ,used the data 
, tion for prearrest purposes. ... regardless of how the in­

much more for prearrest pu~pos:~h the State and local agen­
formation was requested. s dW1 by 'Federal agencies to ob­
cies., however, the leas~ use r~~~ cards. But unlike the 
tain such data was by. f~ng~rp re was about as much use made 
Stat.e and local age~c~es,the f' rpr';nt means for prearrest . e~ved by non 1nge ~ , , 
of informat~on rec . d b CCH for the same purposes. Th~s 
nurposes as was rece~vey . ' t';S not vital to 
.t" h qU1ck response 1me ~ 
could suggest t at a ~e~~I information because the cases they 
Federal agency.uses 0 f latively long term nature or 
are investi~at1ng are 0 ,a ~~les are sufficient to provide 
because the~r own agency s . kl 
most information they would need very qu~c y. 

, 'minal history data maintained 
Regardless of the way cr~ . of it for pre-

by the FBI was re~uested, ~ed~r~l agency u~ewn beloW. 
arrest purposes was very s1gn~f~cant, as so, , 

Federal Use of Criminal His tory Informa t.i,O~l ,for Pre 
and Postarre's'tP'lir'oses 'Re'gardle's's o'f How Re uested 

Prearrest 
Postarrest 
Miscellaneous 

Percent 

22.9 
52.7 
24.4 

One reason why Federal use of the data for prearrest 
than State or local use 

purposes was so much greater be because the FBI 
(22 9 percent versus 6. 7 percent) f· may , , al.history d. ata 

. th Fderal repository or cr~m~n 
serves as e e , h local law enforcement·agen-
for all Federal ~g:nc~es ~i~::a~or prearrest purposes. Local 
cies often use t e~r own to the FBI or State level 
law enforcemen~ agenc~ reques~s f r prearrest purposes often 
for criminal h~story ~nfor~~t~onth~ suspect may have com- . 
are made only when they b:~eve , rime was entered on 
mitted crimes elsewhere ~~nc: t~e la~;dc Another reason for 
the suspect's 10calblY. mtha1ntta~nye na~~~e ~ore Federal criminal 
the difference may e a,' ' 
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justice agencies are more concerned with investigative matters 
than Stati or local agencies. 

Nev~rtheless, 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 t s character or risk to society. For example, law 
enforcement agencies may use the data in postarrest follow-up 
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 the 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 iess frequent than non-Federal requests, also showed 

. judicial segment need for information because 4 percent was 
used for prosecution of a s,uspect, 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 trimina1 
histpry data by both nonfingerprint means (41.4 pe~cent) and 
CCH (36.9 percent) was not connected with any ~ormal criminal 

, justice agency function. Such requests were classified under 
"other" and included such things, as investigating agency job ' 
applicants, verifying the i.denti ty of deceased persons, 
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d routine updating of files. T~is 
testing the system; an taff dealing with the manual f:nger-
suggest~ that the FBIn~in a con~iderable amount of ~1me 
print f11e may be spe g quests for criminal h1story 
responding to Federal. ag~nf7Y rnet in term~ of the criminal 

h . not as s1gn1 1ca 'nd data t at 1S. . ht be other requests, a 
'justice community's need: as ~~! same priority. For CCH the 
probably should not be, g1ven by Federal agencies has 
data suggests that i ts p~i~~r~h~s;rimary purposes of cri~inal 
not been directly relate b the CCH system is fa1r1y 
justice agencies. However, e~au~; by Federal judicial or 
new, cannot yet be .used ext~~!~v:ot yet hav~ records on most 
correctional agenc1es,. an~ 'ly to judge the sys tern's 
offenders, we believe 1t 1S too ear 
usefulness. 
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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 Nonfingerprint 

Law enforcement 
Judicial 
Corrections 
Miscellaneous 

(note a) 
-----------.-~". 

56.9% 
28.1 
13.9 

1.1 

44.5% 
37.1 
o 

18.4 

CCH 

87.9% 
1.5 

10.6 

o 

aIncludes 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 re<j'iJ,es"t ;'or-' said they did not' 
ma~: the request. v- ' ••. , ____ •. ~_. _____ .•• ___ •. 

I 

The percentages for receipt of information by all Federal 
criminal justice agencies regardless of the means by which the 
information was ~equested follo~: ' 

Agency 

Law enforcement 
Judicial 
Corrections 
Miscellaneous 

p.ercent 

69.8 
16.6 

8.4 
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 fingerp~int 
cards submitted by Federal law enforcement agencies, usually 
as a ro~tine matter, at the time of ar:rest. 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 were also significant users of criminal history in­
formation obtained by fingerprint cards .. 

Interestingly, onlY about a third of the Federal a&ency 
nonfingerprint requests were made by the judicial segment, 
compared to about 77 percent of State and local requests to 
the FBI and about 54 percent of the requests to the States. 

This indicates that State and local judicial agencies 
are more likely to make requests for criminal history infor­
mation directly to identification agencies than are Federal 

judicial agencies. 
01',e primary r.eas on for this' situation could 'be that there 

is more routine exchange of information among Federal criminal 
justice agencies than among State or local agencies. For ex­
ample, in about 48 percent of the cases where Federal law 
enforcement agencies requested criminal history information 
by fingerprint card, the information was also received by the 
judicial segment. The FBI told us that Federal agencies 
usually stamp th~.'fingerprint card with the name of the judi­
cial agency which also should receive a copy of the criminal 
history record and the FBI forwards a copy to both in these 

cases. 
State and local judicial agencies only received informa­

tion requested by fingerprint card aoout 21 percent of the 
time from State or local 1aw enforcement agencies which made 
fingerprint requests to the FBI and only about 13 percent of 
the time that these requests were made to State files. Thus, 
there would not be as much of a reason for Federal judicial 
agencies to directly request criminal history information. 

Federal law enforcement agen~ies received almost 90 per­
cent of all CCH infQrmation requested by Federal agencies. 
However, ~e do not believe theCCH system has operated long 
enough to make definitive judgments about its use by criminal 

justice agencies. 
-In summary, Federal law enforcement agencies proportion-

ally received and used criminal history information more fre­
quently than did State and local law enforcement agencies. 
Accordingly, there was correspondingly lesS proportional re­
ceipt and use of the data by Federal judicial agencies than 
State and local judicial agencies. Federal corrections 
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a?e~ciesl receipt and use of the s~m~lar State and local data was greater than for 
a margin. agencies, but not by t . 00 s~gnificant 

Therefore, whereas State d 
agency re~r~sentation on an ban local c:iminal justice 
use of crlm~nal history infY oa:d govern~ng the policy and 
sentative of both law f ormat~on should be fairly repr

o
-

seems that Federal rep;~s~~~:~7nt and judicial agencies it 
more weighted towards 1 f ~on on such a board should b ' , aw en orcement agencies. e 

RESPONSE TIME 

h' The elapsed time between mak' .~story information to the FBI' ~~g a request for criminal 
~n~ormation varied greatl b s ~les and receiving that . 
pr~~t card requests takin~ th m~thod of :equest with finger­
taklng the shortest time. Th:' ongest t~~e and CCH requests 
adequate for at least 75 response t~me was considered 
small percentage of the percent of all requests. In a 
tal effects, such as re ~~~~~' req~estors felt that detrimen­
to another criminal jUs~ice g ava~lable but incomp1.e·te data 
sponse times The foIl . agency, resulted from slow re 

e
ll • ow~ng tables . d' -the response times for th ~n ~cate, by percentages 

Federal requestor considered ~h:equests and.e2l whether the' 
w~ether detrimental effect response t~me adequate and t~mes. . s resulted from slow response ,. 

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

Elapsed Time Betwe: h . 
'an'd 'the 'Re'c'eTP't'~'~f tT:f~~~~~~'~n for 

Elapsed time 

Less than 1 hour 
At least 1 hour, but 

less than 1 day' 
At leas~.l day, but 

less than 1 week 
At least 1 week, but 

less than 2 weeks 
Two weeks or more 
Miscellaneous 

Type of request ' 
Fingerprint ca d N _--...:=~s.:...::.!!~~~r~ onf in ge rp rin t 

0% 

o 

1.9 

49.9 
36.5 
11. 7 
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5.6% 

11.1 

33.2 

16.2 
29.8 
4.1 

CCH 

47.6% . 

9.7 

'12. t 
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Adequacy of Response Time 

Adequacy. 

Considered response 
time ade.qua te 

Considered 'response 
time inadequate 

Could not answer or 
did not know 

Had detrimental 
effects 

Type of request 
Fingerprin t card Nonfingerprint 

74;4% 87.4% 

13.9 8.1 

11.7 4.5 

100 100 

7.8 8.1 
, 

CCH 

73.4% 

1.9 

24.7 

100 = 

0 

Only 2 percent of the information requested QY finger­
print cards was received in less than 1 week. Fifty percent 
took at least 1 week, but less than 2 weeks, and 3q percent .. 
took 2 weeks or more. As with the local agencies., 5 low, sub- .. 
mission of 'fingerprint cards by requesting agenc,ies or ,;t:hei;r .. ', . 
practice of retaining all cards completed'£or.a per'iod of 
time and then submitting them together, maY'haVe 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 th,ese requests (phone, teletype) 
did not have to be mailed to the FBI. Also, these reques ts 
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 syst~m, the FBI computer can 
furnish detailed printouts of records to some requestori 
online. 

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.ex~mple, about '53 percent of all State 
local flng~rprlnt requests to the FBI were received byotrh 
requestor ln 2 weeks 0 h e 
of such Federal reques~Sm~~~k ~h:~elaoSn'gOnlYI abboutht 37 percent 
ho h' • n 0 cases 

wever,.t e.number of requestors who considered the re~ 
:~~~se t~m~ lnadequat~ was fairly close--9 percent for the 

e an ocal agencles and 14 percent for Federal agencies. 

SUGGESTION 

" We suggest that Federal, State, and local crim" " 
~l~e a?enc~es ex~mine ~heir information flow proced~~:; ~~s­

e ermlne ow qUlckly lnformation is needed and, where nec­
essary, tr

f
y t~ :educe the amount of time between request and 

receipt 0 crlmlnal history information. 
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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 ~onclusions. 

The Department offered specific comments on certain 
details contained in a draft of the report. These comments 
have been recognized and included inappropriate' Dlaces In 
the report. (See app. 1.) 

California said because our data showed only how the 
information was used when r'ecei ved, the data would tend to 
understate the use of rap sheets for prearrest purposes. 
(See app. II.) California maintains that although local 
law enforcement agencies might not use the rap sheet when 
received, it becomes a part of the local agency file and 
could playa major· role in providing future investi~ative 
data, the~eby constituting a prearrest use. 

We agree that local law eriforcement ~gen~ies can sub­
sequently use the rap sheets received fTom 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 for prearrest purposes. 
We believe our data accurat/~ly reflects prearrest and post­
arrest use of criminal histoty.information requested from 
the FBI and State data bureaus, the sources mo~t··.l.i1~~fy ... to 
be queried for information if it is not already in the local 
agency's internal files. 

Caiifornia, contrary to what local agencies told us, 
did not believe that current response time to requests is 
adequate. It maintains that California criminal justice 
agencies ar.e supporting State attempts to improve turnaround 
time and to meet legislation requiring that by 1978 the 

, State ~ata'bureau respond to a11~equests for in£ormat~on 
within.72 houts of the receipt of the request. 

California also believes theTe is a nee'd for signifi­
cant improvement in the accuracy and completeness of data 
maintained in criminal history records because the records 

must accurately refle t tl . which actually took p~ac" ~r c~mplete story of factual events 
menting a major effort t~'" ~e State data bureau is imple­
ness of its records. 1mprove the accuracy and comp1ete-

Florida said it had cont d id~ntified as not being in to~cte eac~ of th~ agencies we 
gU1delines on dissemination fa~ ~omp11~nce w1th State policy 
State policies with each ~ 1n ormat10n and reviewed 
the agencies are now COm;lY~ ee ~~h~ II~.) It believes th~t 
said it would continue t . 1ng W1 p~11cy guidelines and 
of criminal history info~m~~~~:~y mon1tor and audit the use 

Massachusetts officials indo d 
toward improving their metho 1ca~e t~ey were working 
records and were strength .ds f~r"1ns~r1ng the· accuracy of 
and self-evaluation effor~~1ng(~ e1r d1ssemination policies • ee apps. IV, V, ahd VI.) 

The Massachusetts De t . contacted those requestor~a; ment of Probation said they had 
~id not make the requ~st. ~~ our sample who told ~s they 
1ssue~ new policy guidelines t

a r~~u1t, the Department has 
limitihg access to the f"l bO a ~equestors significantly 1 es y telephone. 

Regarding the accuracy f th . from the three State f"l .0 e consolidation of records 
Massachusetts committe~ ~~ ~~i~"on~ ~omp~terize~ file, the 
only records they are certain a

1na 
ust1ce adv1sed us that 

being consolidated and co t r de accu:ately matched are t. nver e and 1£ thar . 
10n regarding the authenti't f' .. e 1S any ques-

record is not converted. C1 y 0 a pos1tlve match, the 

lA previous GAO report to the C Nationwide Criminal Data E h ongress. "Development of a 
Cost and Improve Reporting~c(;~i;l~i~tem--Need to Determine 
also ~o~ed a need to improv.e ' Jan. 16. 1973) 
of cnm1nal history records. the. accuracy and complet;ness 
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CHAPTER 6 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

Our findings and con~lusions 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, a~d , 
Massachusetts State criminal record bur~a~s, ar;d (~), dISC~S­
sions with Fede.ral, State, and local crImInal J~stlce offI­
cials. Our samples were taken for a I-week perlod--the week 
of AprilS, 1974, for most requests to the 'FBI .an.d the week 
of April 15, 1974, fol' requests to State agencIes. 

, Our fi~lclW0rk was done during' April- ~nd' May}_9} 4 _ a~d - ~, 
included (1) reviewing the operations of. the FBl',S and States' 
criminal record ,data bureaus, (2) selectlr;g, 3: 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 St'ate an'd local uses of .criminal .htstory Informa­
tion on' the 'ba~h~ of our sample findings. S~mpling ~rr~r: 
are at the90-percent confidence 'level and dId not SIgnIfI-
cantly affect the findings in the report. 

, California, Florida, and Massachusetts were :e:ecte~ 
'for our review because they were c,?nsidered by Cl'lml:r:al JUs­
tice officials to be more advanced than many States In th~ " 
collection and dissemination of criI!1inal history informatlon~ 
Consequently, we believed the activities in th~s~ Stat~s would 
provide" a fairly reliable indicati~n ~f. how ~rlm:nal hIS :~r~ 
information could be fully used by crImInal JustJ:ce agenc'I~;:;. 
Also as noted on page 4 California and Florida have contrIb­
uted' about half of all State criminal history records.ent~r~d 
into the CCH system by participating States and the .DI~trlct 
of Columbia.. In addition, California agencies submit rLbo1.1t 
12 percent of all fingerprint cards, received by the FBL 

We had to make two deviations from our general s;~mpl:i,ng 
plan to insure adequate univers:es from which to draw samples. 

One deviation concerned the timeframe and typ~ of 
quests mad~ by Federal agQ~cies to the FBlts CCH ~ile: 
officials, after discussing our proposal to sample"al l 

'agency requests to the CCH system for a I-week perIod, 
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us to change our approach for several reasons. They believed 
tha t. ~ t would be extremely difficult, or impossible, for many 
a?enCleS to know why they had requested a record of an indi­
vIdual by compu~er if they did not receive a copy of the 
record. AccordIngly, they suggested, and we agreed to sample 
from the universe of positive responses to Federal ;gency re­
quests made of the FBI's CCH file. FBI officials also be- , 
lieved that, because CCH was still relatively new' there would 
not be a sufficient universe to sample from if we'used just' 
1 week. Accordin~l!, they suggested, and we agreed, that 
we sample the POSItIve cca responses for thepe~iod February 1, 
197~, through, March 31, 1974. They told us that during 'this 
perIod. there were 24,132 CCH requDsts made by other Federal 
domestIc law ~nforcement agencies and that 791 positive re­
sponses were made. 

, The second deviation, from our general sampling plan in­
volved the sample taken from 'the nonfingerprint requests made 
to tlie FBI's manual file. We had'originally planned to sample 
su~h requests made only by criminal justice agencies in the 
three States. However, FBI officials 'advised us that there 
~re r~latively few non£ingerprint requests re~eiyed'during a 
$eek from any. one S~~te. It was agreed that we 'would sample 
from all nonflngerpr1nt requests received by the FBI during 
that week. Accordingly, our sample of those requests was 
national in scope. 

. F?r logistical purposes our sampl'e of requests for crim-
Inal.hlstory information made by Federai agencies by ~eans 
of fIngerprint cards was taken from the Federal agencies '~of:'~ 
fices located in the three States we, reviewed. On the basis 
of discussions with officials of the Federal agencies in­
volved, we do not ,believe activities of their offices in the 
three States were unlike those of their other offices. 

The universes and sample si~es follow. 
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Requests Made to the fBI 

F~~eral agency requests 

Fingerprint cards 
Nonfingerprint 
CCH 

State and local agency requests 

Fingerprint cards 
Nonfingerprint 

Total 
requests 

310 
411 
791 

18,855 
1,856 

Requests Made to States 

Sta te and local agency .requests 

Fingerprint c~rds 
Nonfingerpr,int 
CCH 

Total 
requests 

12,621 
24,360 

773 

Sample 
size 

50 
21 
50 

300 
79 

S~mple 
size 

50 
295 

55 

After selecting ,our samples we delivered ~n pe:son or 
mailed to the requestor our question~air~ to determ~n~h~hYues_ 
the information was reque~ted. We d1scussed most 0 q 
tionnaires in person. ' 

We obtained repli~s to our questionnaires from all re-
ues~ors in California and Florida and from about 90 ~ercent 

in Massachusetts. All Federal agency requestors rep11ed to 
ou; questionnaire. We received replies from about 99 perc~~t 
o~ the nonfingerprint requests made to the FBI from our na lon-
wide sample of the State and local requests. 
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APPENDIX I 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

A ddre •• Reply to the 

Divi.ion Indica ted 

and Refer to Inlti.l. and NUlllher 

9 1974 AUG 

Mr. John D. Heller 
Acting Director 
General Government Division 
United States General Accounting 
Washington, D.C. 20.548 

Dear Mr. Heller: 

Office 

This letter provides our comments on the draft report 
titled,' "Criminal Justice Agency Uses of Criminal History 
Information. Il ' ' 

Generally; we are in agreement with the report. 
However, because of the limited time available 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 141,0.0.0.. Calendar year 1973 data reveal that CCH 
transactions were 323,0.0.0.. As of June 1974, 226,0.0.0. CCH, 
transactions have been counted and we estimate approximately 
450.,0.0.0. transactions'will be made by the end of this calendar 
year. 

Presently, 44 state~ 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 CCH file materials is 
The number of states USl.ng'd r l.'t much mbre significant 

'f' nt We consl. e 't f extremely signl. l.ca. states and the Distrl.c 0 
than the fact that only f~ur to '!<he CCH files. Indeed, the 
Columbia contribute recor s ~f the data after it is 
fact that there are many user~ t relatively few contributors, 
entered into the CCH syste~, ~&e reasons why states are 
indicates a n~ed ~o dete~~l.~einto the system. Thro~gh our 
not contributl.ng l.nforma l.0 we may be able to provl.de 
evaluation of these reasons, the difficulties states are 
assistance to help overcome 
encountering, 

. est is used' throughout the 
The term fingerprl.n~drequ hasize that fingerprint . 

report. The report shou . e~~ication Division are made 
submissions to the FBI I~entl.riminal histories of individuals. 
for the purpose of updat 7ng c the report should reflect 
The Digest an~ Introductl.Ons~~mitted for 'the two-fold ~urp~se 
that fingerprl.nt cards are t of individuals to the FBI s 
of (1) reporting the new ~rres s that the criminal history 
central fingerpr~nt. r~p~':~!O~~y s~e complete and (2 ~ enabling 
records of such,l.n~l.vl.dfiner rint card to obtal.n.an . 
the agency SUbml.ttl.n~dth~ific:ti~n record (rap sheet). 
updated copy of the l. en . 

, [16 and 16} t show a limited use of 
Pages 18 and 19 of the ~:i~~est purposes. To help 

identification records for Pb lieve the report should state 
explain this limited u~e we r~nts generally are not available 
that an individual's fl.ngerp 1 tely identified. Another 
before he is arrested or comp e f use is that the GAO 
factor which wo~ld affe<?ttPer~~n!g~ncy use of identification 
review did not l.nclude l.n ~~~ations We believe agency 
information in pre~rres~lsl. se of a~ agency~s internal 
officers make consl.dera, e u F example during a survey 
identification· i~for~;!l.o~in H~~dquarter~ received 241 
conducted in Aprl.1 1, 0 name check requests from 
arrest finger~rint cards land 8~umber of name c~eck,reqUests 
its Field Offl.ces. The tar~eprearrest ide~tifl.Catl.on 
indicate a l~rger per<?et~' 0 n agency than the GAO report 
information l.S used Wl. l.n a 
indicates. 

t; [pages 23
0

2,6} • ncerning response time 
The statistical/ fl.ndl.~g~h co draft report may have bee~ 

presented on pages 25-28 0 :etts Ca1ifor~ia, and F1orl.da 
affected by selecting Massachu 1e 'the distance between 
as the sample states. For examp , 
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APPENDIX I 

California and Washington, D.C., requires a longer period 
of time between sending and receiving mail. The FBI provided 
GAO with 1,279 state and local requests from California and 
a combined total of only 980 state and local requests from 
Florida and Massachusetts. Another factor which affects the 
response time shown is that computerization efforts in Florida 
require local agencies to transmit fingerprint cards to the 
Florida Department of Law Enforcement who then forwards them 
to the. FBI in Washington, D.C. This processing time by the 
Florida Department of Law Enforcement should be shown as 
part of the average response time to an inquiry received 
by the FBI from Florida. 

~ [25] I 

Page 28 of the draft report has a statem,:;..nt that the 
FBI ·made quicker responses to nonfingerprint card requests . 
than to fingerprint card requests. The report suggests 
that the FBI either gives nonfingerprint card requests 
priority over fingerprint card requests or that the FBI 
has more effective ways of handling and responding to the 
nonfingerprint card requests. Some of the reasons why 
quicker responses are made to nonfingerprint card requests 
may help clarify the report. The FBI gives top pr.iority to 
telephone" and teletype requests because, by nature, they 
represent an urgent request. Letter,requests are normally 
name checks and are not subject to,the technical fingerprint 
search and verification process given to fingerprint cards. 
By omitt'ing these processes the FBI can respond faster to' 
name check requests than to fingerprint card requests. 
Name check ~equests as a general rule are 'not positive 
identifications and the FBI states this fact in its 
responses. 

The above points were dis~ussed orally with members 
of the GAO staff who made this survey. A number of other 
observations were also furnished to the GAO staff members. 
These observations related generally to factual situations 
stich as mandatory disposition reporting statutes currently 
existing in many states, the FBI criminal files currently 
contain over 21 million fingerprint cards, and terminology 
used in the draft report. 
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APPENDIX I 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft 
report. Please contact us if you have any questions. 

GAf.) note: The numbers In brack
ets refer to page numb.er,s In. this report. 
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APPENDIX II 

EVELLE J. YOUNGER 
ATTOftNIlY ClIlNIlRAL 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

BUREAU OF IDENTIFICATION 

itpunmtut nf ~1UItitt 
3301 C BTRIEKT 

July 25, 1974 

Mr. victor L. Lowe, Director 
~neral Government Division 
United States Governmental Accountin~ Office 
Washington, D. c., 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

MAILINg ADDU .. , 
... O •• ox .. 417 

.ACftAMIlNTO ••••• 

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 criminal 
history information. -Your staff is to be congratulated on 
the quality of this draft report. However, we do take 
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 
si tuati,ons 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 
for post-arrest purposes because updated rap sheets are , 
generally received, only after a n~w 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 age~cy file and plays a major 
role in providihg 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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Mr. victor L. Lowe - 2 - July 25, 1974 

Furthl3r, it. would have been helpful had your investigat.ors 
at.tempted t.o differentiat.e bet.ween requests for criminal 
hist.oJ~y informat.ion on subjects previously arrest.ed and not 
previously arrested in a part.icular jurisdict.ion. In t.he 
latt.er situations, a prompt reply from a central source is 
much more critical. The need is particulat:ly great in both 
pre-arrest investigations and in the processes immediately 
following the arrest, e.g., booking, bail and arraignment.. 

We further quest.ion the assertion that. stat.e-maintained 
criminal hist.ory information is of lit.t.le value in pre-ar~est 
invest.igat.ions because most crime is commit'ted by local 
people with whom the invest.igating agency is familipr. 
A survey of our criminal history file of subjects in the system 
for more than five years indicates t.hat. on the average they 
have a. rap sheet 2~ pages long wit.h ent.ries from five different 
arresting jurisdict.~ons. The only effect.ive way local agencies 
will kno~ of t.hese ~rrests in other jurisdictions is through 
t.he state-provided c,dminal ~istory record. 

The second area where. we feel basic disagreement. is in t.he 
contention that. exist.ing turnaround time· is satisfactory 
on the return of rap $Iheet data. to local agencies. We do 
agree that local agenc:i.es have had to adapt their systems 
to existing turnaround times, but this does n~t imply an 
optimum ~ituation. 

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 acc?mplish this goal will re~ire 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 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 hist.ory records. 
These records must accurately reflect the complete story of 
factual events which actually t.ook place. Our Bureau is in 
the ~rocess of .implementing a major effort to improve the 
qua11ty of data report.ed to us/to ensure t.hat it is recorded 
accurately ~n our files and to ensure t.hat this dat.a is 
disseminated only to those persons and agencies authorized 
by law to receive it. 

Again, we commend your staff for their performance of a large 
and complex t·ask in a relatively short period. . 

We hope these observations will be of assistance to you. If 
we can be of further heJ.p to you, please call on us again. 

RJR:snun 

Very tr~ly yours, 

~~ R oJ S ~SMUS'SEN 
C i 'f of Bureau 

" 
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APPENDIX III 

sf ATE OF FLORIDA 

WILLIAM A TROELSTnUp 
CommlUiu"" 

£?)~ (Y!uv W~~ 
rOIlT OFFICE BOI< 1409 
TAL.,I.AHASS£E 32302 
PHONE 904.408.7800 

18 ;ruly 1974 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe, Director 
General Government Dlvisiqn 
U.S. General Acc()untlng Omce 
Washington, p. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. lLowe: 

I,. Reply Reier To: 

REuolN 0'0, ASKEW, Oout,,,or 
RICHARD IDIC~I STbN£, S .. ",lo,), d( Slot. 
RODERT l., SHE VIN'." Horne), ditll'rO' 
rAED D. DICKINSON, JR., ComplfflU" 
THOMAS 0, O'MALl.f:- Y I <"r,·l,..,,.,,r 
OOVl..B Cc)NNf! R,C'UtlllfliAl'ltilltr of ".rltuHure 
FLOV 0 'r, CH AISTIAN, ('fUIUlIlu'O"'" of ftdU(dHon 

In regard to the recent General Accountlng Office audit of crimlnal hiStory In­
formation use within the State of Florida, tt was pointed out th8.t certaln agencles , , 

wlthLn the State were not In total compllance with NCIC or FCIC pollcy gulde-
llnes. The partlcular agencies In questlon were ldentlfied to us by GAO repre­
sentatlves from the Atlanta Regional Offioe. 

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

'had not been in total compllance with the NCIC or FCIC poUcles but were now 
closely folloWlng estabUshed guidellnes. Other agencles malntalned that they 
only released that lnformatlon which was locally derived and denled not being 
In compllance with t)1e NCIC and FCIC pollcl.es. To insure a clear understanding 
the latest NCIC and F91C pollcies were olosely reviewed witb,c:lllch of the agencles 
In question. 

As a result of contact wlth each of the agencies there ls every reason to belleve 
that the agencies are currently In full compllance with NCIC Advlsory PoUcy 
Board guidellnes. The Department does not anticipate tak.lng flU'ther action un­
less there is renewed lndication of pollcy non-compllance at which tlme CCH 
service would PEl discontlnued. The Department will contlnue to closely monito~ 
and audit the use of CCH lnformation and will contlnue to periodically publlsh . 
NCIC and F'CIC pollcy lnformatlon In our monthly newsletter to partlclpatlng 
agencles. 
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Mr. Victor L. Lowej Director 
Page Two 
18 July 1974 

APPENPIX III 

Please be assured of our continued cooperation tn matters of mutual concern. 

~4 
WilUam A.. Troelstrup 
Commissic)ner 

WAT:cs 

cc: Mr. Jesse Flowers 
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APPENDIX IV 

COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
00 ElOYL.ElTON STREET • sUITE 7215·740 • BOSTON oall6 

E:AEcUTIVE (0171727.0301 
PROGRAM (017172,/.11497 

FRANCIS W. SARGENT 
GOVERNOR 

AOMlthSTIlATION 10171727.4320 ARNOLD R. ROSENFELD 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

ROBERT H. QUINN 
ATTORN~Y GENERAL. August 1, 1974 

OHAIRMAN 

Mr. victor Lowe, Director 
General Government Division 
united states General Accounting 
Washington, P.C. 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

Office 

This letter is in response to the Draft of Report to 
the Subco~~ittee 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 ~e 
other Criminal Justice Agencies in Massachusetts, whi~h 
contributed information making this report possible. 

This agency has only one requested change which I 
feel would better reflect the current Massachusetts criminal 
History Record Conversion project. On page 12~Jthe report 
states "It is 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 positiv~ 
identifiers such as arrest numbers or FBI numbers." 

I do not believe this paragraph t.ruly reflects the 
effort that is being placed, by the COIMnonwealth, 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 bein9 converted because 
there is conflicting identification, no matter how small, 
that reflects a possibility of not all data bein~,1 on the same 
person. 

Since so much emphasis is being pla,ced on this effort, 
I am requesting that the above paragraph be replaced with 
the following: liThe state is assuring itself, thro\\gh data 
processing techniques and lengthly manua;l procedures that 
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Mr. Victor !,Ol\I.Q1 
August '1, 19'74 
Page .. 2 

ARR./mj 

GAO note: Numbers in brackets refer to pages in this report. 
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/....--1 ' .- . 
JOHN F. KEHOE. JR. 

COMMIUIONIlft 0' PU8LIC S ... ,.:TY 

July 25, 1974 

John D • Heller,' Acting Director 
General Government Division 
U. S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. ',C. 205~8 

Attention: 'Mr. Joseph Viega 

Dear Sir: 

1~ 

Reference is ,made' to your letter of July 12, 1974 together 
with d~aft of your proposed report to the Subcommittee on 
Constitutional Rights, Cpmmittee on the Judiciary, United 
States Senate on criminal justice agency"use of criminal 
history information •. 

Before your final report is issued, 'we would like to offer 
several suggestions in a limited area, i.e. the guarantee 
of security and privacy of criminal history information, 

:' for your consideration: ' 

1. The request for information of criminal history infor­
'mation type should be made thr-ough teletypewriter systems 
as much as possible. 

-2. A system for the identification ,0£ the actual user of 
the information - as opposed to the overall requests being 
in the name of an agency chief - should be used. That is,' 
Trooper John Smith, or Court Officer James. Smith, or,Deputy 
Joseph A. Smith, 'should be identified in tqe requesting 
message 

3. Attached to this letter i!:;l 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 'the 
p~rson reques!-,~ng such information. If 

. [26} 
4. As page 30 of your draft mentioned the distribution 1 
of M,assachusetts, I will assume that par~graphs one and 
three are self-explanatory. Paragraph four is an extension 
of paragr?lph two. '. 
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John D. Heller, Acting Director 
General Government Division 

APPENDIX V 

July 25, 1974 

It is respectfully suggested th 
appropria1te should be taken so ~~~uc~ steps ~s you deem 
need for criminal histor . f a, a l- agenCl.es that have 
bility. y l.n ormatl.on have a teletype capa-

I~ ~he above suggestions 
ml.nl.ng the, ultimate user were taken, and a method of deter-
authorized use by people were adopted, I feel that the un-

would be drastically reduced. 
,We appreciate your giving us th' 
Proposed r ' t ' l.Sopportunity t.o review your epor and.allow~ng t . us 0 comment on 1. ts contents. 

\Cl'<fJ:fry 
t ):ilYtfi0U s ", y 

i .Y~ ,C 
, vt.-z,.y c ~ 

JL~ F. Kehoe, Jr. 
.. C~isSioner 
" JFK:pam 

Enclosure 

GA 0 note: 
Numbers in brackets refer to 

pages In this report. 
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APPENDIX V 

~ COI.n.sONWEALTH OF JlASSACBUSE'l"l'S 
~ DEPAR'lMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 

1010 CaIIIOnwealth Avenue, Boston 02215 
• November 16, 1913 

CommiBBi~ner John F. I<ehoe t Jr. 

'1'0: All Law Enforcement Personnel, Department ot Public Sa.tety­
All Division and Burea.u Heads, Department ot Public Safety 

Subject: BOP', and MBBI Record Requests 

1. Your a.ttention is directed to Chapter 805 ot the Acta of 1912, .All ACT 
Prov,i,ding tor the Esta.blishment and Administration ot a' Cr1m:1nal Offender Record 
Information System, and. particularly to Seetion 118 which reads: 

I 
J' 
! 
I 

n.An:i' person 11110 w'111tully requests, obtains or seeks to obtain crUdnal ot­
,tender record information undeJ." talse pretenses, or who w111tuUy cOJIIDWll­
cates or seeks to' caamu,nicate criminal offender record 1.ntol'lll&tion to ~ 
agency or person except in accordance with the provisions ot sections one 
hundred and sixty-eight to one hundred, and seventy-tive, inclusive, or any 
m_ber, officer, employee or agencY' of tbe board, the advisory eCllllldttee, 
the council CI~ !l.!ll" participating agency, or any person connected, with any' i I 
authorized reseat'ch pl'Ogram, who willfully talsities ·cr1m1nal offender I [I 
record information, or any records relating thereto, shall ,for each ottense 1 
be tined not lllQretban five thousand dollars, or imprisoned in a ~,aU or 1!~i.'I· 
house ot correction for not more than one ye$l', or both. It . 

2. In complying ~n th the above law, the authority for all Board ot I ' 
Probation requests from tbe State Police installations wiU. be tbat of the otiicer i 
in charge. Immediately adjacent to this name will be the official identification ! 
n'!lJl!ber ot: the person requesting such intol'llation. The identification IIUIIlber used t 
could 'be the same as the authority., FoUoriDs is a eample Board of Probation I 
meoes.ge emanating from state Police, Boston: II 

'A SPH/OOOO BOP/1307 • 
4999 PILE 15 ~;~ BOSTON MASS lfOY 16-73 
TO BOP 

REa PLS 

'JOHN J. JONES 
200 SEA STRm' 
PODUlIK, ~IANA 

AUTH SGT J KING 

/I 

324 0823 IiRS 
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APPENDIX V 

~Obation ~~a:u1Y authorized law enforcement officers will be turnieh~ Board of 
orized law eDforcs:::::e!;~i:::!ef~~:f Identification information. Duly auth­
Uniformed Branch,' Captains ot Detective purpose &l"e aU sworn -_bersot the 
to requests trom outSide agenCies to th:~ ~~ective Lieutenante, Inre1ation 
constit~ted law entorcement agencies will be entlt~!; ~nl~;worn pezoaormeJ. ot duly 
All other requests for BOP and MSBI records will be SUbmitted~: ::~!iint~r.ation. 
a.PProval by the CODIIlissioner. ng 401' 

4. Records will be maintained on aU t 
Department of Public Batet t reques B tor this in:tormation by the 
of the duly constituted la! e~~o::.!::r ~tt~ls informa:ion should include the D8I!1e 
signat~~J;'e or the person who gives the :l.n1'Orma:o~e::e::e ~ttS::;. the date and ~be 

JlI'K:pam 
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APPENDIX VI 

~W~~,f~ 
. Cfj(H/WlliJJMne1b ~ g;~'1/ 

2()(J r..4lP ~tm'b JaUJ&, eW()IJlAHv. tJ2/af 

Record Inquiry Memorandum #2 

TO: Chief Probation Officers 
Probation Officers in Charge 

FROM Commissioner of Probation 

SUBJECT: IMMEDIATE TEMPORARY MEASURES CONCERNING SECURITY 
OF COURT RECORD INFORMATION 

July 26,,197~ 

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, effective August 1,1974: 

;). Each C'hi ef Probati on Offi cer is hereby noti fi ed of 
his responsibil ity for the security of cO'urt record 
information provided to his office by OCP. ' 

2. Each Chief Probation Officer ;s to provide acp with 
names of person(s) not more than one fot' each five 
probation officers, authorized by him to obtain court 
record information by telephone. 

3. Each Chief Probation Officer, or an employee specif­
ically designated by him for this purpose will main­
tain a list of records by name and date of birth, 
requested (telephone and mail) and will provide acp 
with same on a monthly basis. List will be cross­
checked with list maintained by OCP. 

4. All records mailed by OCP will,be directed to the 
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 inc1usive)pWfovides 
in Section 178 severe penalties for the unauthorized 
use of cr1minal offender recor~~~,",~ 
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APPENDIX VII 

SAMPLES OF CRIMINAb HISTORY DOCUMENTS 

FBI fingerprint card (front) 

FBI fingerprint card (back) 

FBI rap sheet 

FBI computerized crimin~l hi,story--swnmary record 
FBI computerized criminal historY--detailed record 

\ , 

65 



if 
.::J 

1/ 
.1 

:1 
I 
I r 

I f q 
I, 

I f 
1/ 
I! , r 

! 

I 

I 
I 
! 

J 
! 
1 

! 
! ! 
It 

d !, ! 
~', r 
~: i 

fJ 

APPE.NDIX VI I 

LEAVE BLANK TVPE OR PRINT ALL INFORMATION IN BLACK f!!! LEAVE BLANK 

\).'-FOR FBI USE 
LAn HAMe NAM fiRST H.I"I "'DOLI H .... 

cOi" JOH~ JOSEPH 
N"MI: O"T"INI.D FilUM .U ... eCT 

AL\"Sn CDtfll1llUTOIII 

Yc.HATUItI 01" ,.nS04 rlHGUl'lUHID 

MI.V '''OllIE '10 M ""\..UAIM.1. I!VtOI!.NGI 

II • 

" MIGUT THUMa 

c. 
u •• 

SP CIMEN 
•• LIft THUM' 1. LUT IHDU 

MAKE CERTA'N 
FULLY 

ALL INFORM 

L1" '(Xut ,utal" T~Ot SlIolULTo\HlOUiLY 

AOa&RT SMITH 

OT14£R NA.MII' 
USIIO I;V CU8.l'(.T 

J, 1,Q4T /rt4IDDLI 

!!.!!! 
VOUR. MIHCV AND 
AOORIR WII."'.. "1-
ptAlNTED rrt ,.., 

DATI Of' lilT" DOB' 
...... Oty - y .. , 

., - '" - 49 

CLA~ ________________ ~ ____ ~~~ ____________ -i __ 

4. IIIIGHT IIMG. S, liGHT LITTLI 

~\. M\IIIT .. ,It 

••• 

INGERP INT CA D 
10. LlPT L,ITTLI 

ED IS ESSENTI~L. 

Un nU,lN1 ftlCMf TNUlti I'GHT 'OUI 'eM'II' lAKIN WIilUL,lAMIQUSL,V 

FBI fingerprint card (front) 
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FEDERAL BUREAU 

PHOTO AVAILABLE! 
YES 

o 

.1;;.",: 

APPEND IX VI I 

OF INVeSTIGATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20537 

NO 

o 
I--
I 
I 

" . -------------------------------------, 
I INSTRUCTIONS 

I I. U~LEU OTlllRwUr. PROVIDED BY RlCULATlOpoj IN YOUR n.n 'IHCUI'RINTl 

IF AVAILABLE, PASTE PHOTO OVER INSTRUCTIONS 
IN DOTTED AREA. =::::::::-::-:. :-:-:: _________ --1_ 

'DO tlOJ UU 5tAPLf\l ... I ARE TO BE SUBMITTED OIRl!CTLy TO fBI IDEt4TIFICATIOH OiYli'otrt' 'ORWAID 1M 
I MEDIATlL't FOR Mon l!'flCllVI SlAVIC!. " 

~HCE PHo,b~R.PH "'A'Y 8EC('I"I£ DEU.CHED INDICATE HAMe I 21 '"",CEAPRhoiU SHOULD BE SUBIoIITUD BY A,UUTltlC A~tMCY ~LY IMULTIPLI 
O"T! TA~EH, FBI .'OM8U. CONTRIBUTOR AHD ARRUT tlUU8~R I PRltlTS OM SolME CHAReE SHOULD!!.2.!.1I SUBMITTED BY QTHU ,U,EHelll SUCH 
~~a~~;::~i.!t~:;.W~ET'rtfR AttACHED TO FttlGERPIIIHT CARD OR : JAIL.', RECIIVU4(; AClHCIU. ETC.). RlOUUt COPIU 0, '1IIOEHTlflCATla...:t 

TRt P I ORO FOR ALL OTttU IHURUTI!D AGlt/tIU ht Bl.oeM; ULOw. GIVE COWPLITl 
'" IIOT'O TD FIT IN Oo'rrEO AAe.t.. _--. I ·"LIMG '"D'fII,I.CLUDING II. COOl, 
• D"TA. ON ,.,0" ",,,un OOII.V ~ 1 TYPlD, P 

IF ARREST FINGERPRINTS SENT FBI PREVIOUSLY ANO FBI NO UNKNOWN I ' RI.I 'LL 1.'OR.'"0., 
FURNISH ARREST NO. DATE ' • I " ~OT! '.PUTAIIO.II. PROPU "MlllO 'LOC~I, 

--sSTT,A;:;T;;:Uj;T;E-;C:;:IT~A~T:;;IO~N;-;.I:::/I:':I.:::I::IR:::U:CT:::,D:::"::'.::-O,'":,-, -:C:::I::T------...:.===---~~ I, LilT fl.'L OIlPOIITID. I. BLOCK 0" ""1 ~DI, I'.OT HOW AVAlLA'LI, lUI. I 
I IoIIT unA ~ fal FOR ... R.U '011: CO"'PLlTION 0, RICORD, I' 'IMAL o",oth I 

1 IWOW ... ft ... ft ... ..-.- I llOH HOT A,VAILULl \HOw PU.TRIAL OR .!tAUTING AGIN" DUPOSITIOH I 
' ---~--.~ CIT"TlOH 011. PIN,..L I R!LUIlD,.O 'O'.'L CHARr, 'AIL, TU'H'D DYU 10, IH IHI ' .. elT Dli:.o:i: I 

2, , toOt: MUMacSl,OR. I!IiIC.H ~~. PU.UCl I TID. BLOCK PROVIO'DO. '"'\"0'. I 

3, 
ON ~T Sloe. I I 

I " MAKE tlln"l~ ALl.IIoIPRU$IO"'t ARll.ECllIL(, FULL.'!' 1I0t.1.I~AHD CLAU~'I""l.l. I 
--------------_________ I -"ARREiiTiiiSPQ;SiTji;iN-;;-;:::;;;;;;::::-:::'"-:--;:;::::----------__ ....J I. CAUTION CHECK IDA 01'4 ,ROHT IF CAUTIOH ~T"-;I!-:I;;-iH~I~~r;..;SI';o;_--~-J 

ARREST DISPOSITION Ull"'URUCTION' HO) ADN. ~:I~:~~~I'~~~. ,u,Uty tlYE RU10H FOA CAUTIOH. f. '" ARMlo ANI) OANCUOOS. • 

HELD FOIt "<a0 ' -
IIf DI5'OIiTIOM I. 1:,*,-~':P1'IIt'U~ FA.Ca ex: CAA 
ENr.R '.WDING ~ T-...~ OISPClGITIOtI ... O. 

"illitE, 
EMPLOVER: I, U. s. GOVE.Rr"h,I,(HT. (MDleUr \PECIFI( ACfHC't. 

IF IoI'LlTARY, I.I$T !U1lCH OF 'UVICE "'~D UAll\, 140. 

WIllFUL FOR. Fou,ow-t!P 11Mi6l"lW.Tl0ll1 

OCCUPATION 

" GOOD .NV&aTIG ... TIIlIt Le,.,O 

RESIDENCE OF PERSPN FINGERPRINTED 

M-.V H "Al.UAt"'I.~ It.! 'Sll\!!oIi\~IJI,tN~ 
FUGmVE IN\IWsrlGAnQN 

SCARS, MARKS, TATTOOS, AND AMPUTATIONS SMT 

BASIS FOR CAUTION !£Q S. G. 

AAM.o .... D 0A)lc:..,,~ - &UICoIOt.L TENDIINelllS 

DATE OF OFFENSE DOD SKIN TONE SKN 
•• 0. I..IGHT 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

'02491REV 426 III '.1'0 IU71 U" 417.MII 

I, IoiISClI.lAHEQU\ NUII.~U (/oINU) • \HQU\.D IHClUOI WCH NUMIIU .U ""\.ITARY 
!~~;.lCf. PAUPORT '..NIVOR VEllUM' AOWINIU .... 'IOft 1I0ltHiFY lYPI OF HUt.I. 

'. PROVIDE STATUTE CITATIOH, IDIHTlF'tUiG SPfCIFIC nA'UTI ' .... ,1. ~ 1'1. I •• 
P!HAlI.AwilHD CRh.mlAL COO! CIUllOH UoiCl.lJDIHG AMY WI,,$ICltOH', 

10, ll.llHFORIloIl1iON Q!QUUTlD 11 USEHlIll" 

SEND COpy TO: 

REPLY DESIRED! YES NO 

'R'PLY WILL It U.T I. ,LL Cgf lU.ac~LTO or ''''UDI 

FOR, FBI USE 

FO~ ,FEU USE 

FBI fingerprint card (back) 
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APPENDIX VI I 

11 GfO I If" 0.109-." 
MASTEl MASTER MAST •• 
1·4 (ft •• , 5·9·721 

IUNITE~E:ll~I~u::~~~~~i.~JG~rO~USTICE SIMULATED 
IDENTIFICATION DIVISION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20537 

I. furnl,hetd FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. 
The followIng FII recordth~~::!t~ft~~J~~i~cord repre.en .. data TfUI.O;~'hO: ~~::G~n,~~r~~~:~;:~~~~o7$ Information thown on t HOWN OR fURTHER EXPLANA S 
WHEIE DISPOSITION IS fllOT S Y CONTIIIUTING THOSE FINGER'RINT • DESIRED, COMMUNICATE WitH AGENC 

DlSPOSlTlOH ••• aTID OR CHA'" CONTII.urOI O' HAM. leND HUM ••• .ICIIVIO ......... INTS 

, yrs on Harr~ Smith 12-26-68 D~er Act USM 
T1 USC ~ection ITSV-#1 ·9872 

Dyer Act 
Indianapolis 

~:2 Indet 
Indiana 

,-2'-69 Dyer Act , y-s:s . USF H:&~~28mith Par ~-22-71 Terre Haute 
Indiana 

6-30-71 BlUlk Robbery 10 yrs on USM J~8~g~9 PV Bank Rob Louisville 
Kentucky Ret as PV 

CC w/ 
·Bank Rob 

11"';3-71 PV 10 yrs USF J~,gge Bank Rob Terre Haute 
Indiana 

. 

FBI rap sheet 
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APPENDIX VIr 

SIMULATED NATIONAL CRIME INFORMATION CENTER 
SUMJ.l.tARY RECORD 

CHARGES CONVICTIONS OFFENSE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

o 

.1 

o 

STOLEN VEHICLE 

WEAPON OFFENSES 

ROBBll:RY 

PAROLE VIOLATION 

LAST ARREST STATUS (INCLUDED ABOVE) _ 
j?lIii LasfAi'rii~ ~tre·slIiigAgei1iiY-(US M:l!'Aha.!J 

063071 USM LOuiSVILLE KY 
Arrear ctiarg,~)~!imbel"8·· . 

\
'01 ROB~E~Y ":"I\AN~G-TYPE INST 

~.LI"!!UlrtenselS 
02 PAROLE .VIOLATION . 

~~1..¢2~~~S~~~~~~~~CLUDED ABOVE) - troort-n1SiioBFlon 

'01 ROBBERY -BANKINQ.-TYPE mST-CoNVrcTED 
C'ol!{~~~il!t:.!mFntns: .Qther_.~~ltten~o.:Y~n!!::l!eturnc~ ~~JiieYiolator 
CONFINE/120M OTHER/RET PAR VIO CONC W /THIS CHG . 

==~. =-" .. ~. . Concl!rre,!~.w~th. ~Is flLarJl~. CUSTODY STATUS- . 
cu!,!~y.!!r ~ul!!!!'!.I!!!! ~(l!!.nCi O~le R~Ciivei!. :~!I~tQd.I.9r.:suPe"isToiis!ca~u.!. 

END 
IN Us.p TERRE HAUTE 110371 RECEIVED 

@S...E!!'!!!!~t1ary J 

FBI computerized· criminal history--summary record 
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APPENDIX VII 

U tvtIT.A'fED l!PJlORD 

lJ'NITED STATES DEPAR'l'Mll:N'l' aI" .rUSTl~:F. 
FEDERAL BUREAU o~' JNVWl'CWA'~t!:~4 

NATIONAL CRIME IN~~RMATION CENTEH 
CRIMINAL r,lorORY RECORD I r'at/123 ~'i'6?' 

DATE REWRD PRIJU'D 7/l/1f 

MI{E/Eli NAM/DOE, JOHN SEl</M' 'IWl/W V013/~'L J)(Jfl/CI·.-2'13 HG'I!/,O', 
b'YE/BRO HAI/BRO SM'r/SC R lIIJl FPC/2tl()fj10C!010120!iIJ W910 i.CO/ 
ADDITIONAL IDENTIFIERS - ILU D'EN DlABI!:'l'IC IH;QlJlHING _LN~trLLN 
SMT/SC CHIN - -
AKA/SMITH !tARRY/DOE JIM 
EST/US ORE/O~1372' DLU/110472 

WG'J!/160 

CYCLE 1-
STATE ID/F092243 NAME USED/SMI'CH, HARRY 

ARREST- AGCY/US MARSHIILL INDIANAPOJ.lS IN 
CHARGE rlO/01 CITATIONI'£18/US/2312 
OFFENSE/INTERSTATE TRA'tlSP fj'fOLEN VFJ(··pnn AC!r 

-CHARGE NOI02 
OFFE2l SE/CARIlYINO CONCEALED-COW 

COURT- AGCY/ 
COUNT NO/01 . .OFFENSE/INTERSTATE TRANSP STOLEN VEli-D~ ACT 
COUFINED/60M FINE/,2000 OTHER/IUDETERM 

DISP/CONVICTED 

CUSTODY- AGCY/IN USP TERRE HAUTE 
A DATE/O~0269 STATUS!RECElVED 

AGeY/IN USP TERRE HAUTE 
B DATE/042271 STATUS/PAROT.F.D 

CYCLE 2-
ARREST- AGeY/US MARSHALL LOUISVILLE,KY 

STATE ID/F092243 - NAME UBED/DOE, J!M 

0lWIiB' NO;tB1 . 
OFFENSE/ROBBERY-B~~INQ-TYPE INST 
Clt1;RGE NO/02 • 
OFF~-eE/pAROLE VIOLATION 

COURT- AGCYI 
COUNT NO/01 OFFENSE/ROBBERY-BANKING-TYPE !NST DISP/CONVICTED 

-CONFINED/120M oTHER/RET PAR VIO CONC W1TH!S CHG 

CUSTODY- AGCY/IN USP TERRE HAUTE 
A DATE/110371 STATUS/RECF.IV~ 

END OFFICIAL USE ONLY - AllllEST DATA BARBrJ eN 
FINGERPRINT IDENTIFICATION BY SUBMITTING AUEN~~ OR FBI 

DATE ARB/122668 

DNeF. AllR/0630'11 

FBI computerized criminal history--detailed record 
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