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ABSTRACT

From April, 1972, until September, 1972, a survey of automated
criminal justice information systems was performed. The survey was
funded through a grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion (LEAA) to the National Association for State Information Systems
(NASIS). Under a contract with NASIS, The MITRE Corporation survey
team collected data from 153 state and local jurisdictions and prepared
the data for computer processing. The data were published by LEAA as
the 1972 Directory of Automated Criminal Justice Information Systems.
This report describes the process of performing the survey and presents
a limited analysis of the survey results. The report also discusses a
number of problems encountered during the data collection effort. The
report makes the following recommendations regarding follow-on and
related work:

¢ LEAA should pérform an annual update and republication of the
directory.

e LEAA should conduct, and encourage others to conduct, analysis
of the survey data.

e LEAA.and NASIS should continue to encourage the transfer of
systems, plans, designs or concepts among jurisdictions.

e LEAA and NASIS should encourage the regular use of the survey
data by officials in charge of reviewing or managing criminal

justice information system projects.

® LEAA and NASIS should encourage the use of the survey data as
a basis for developing seminars and workshops.

® LEAA should consider development of a comprehensive, well-~
defined set of criminal justice functions.

® LEAA should perform an analysis of specific areas of state-
level information systems plaunning.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

As part of its continuing effort to reduce crime and delinquency,
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) has placed a high
priority on aiding the development of automated criminal justice infor-
mation systems. There are many of these systems already in use through-

out the country and more in the development stages.

LEAA conducted an initial survey of criminal justice information
systems during 1970. At that time, each state was visited and brief
descriptions were prepared covering the significant state and local
accomplishments. Emphasis was placed on the state level systems. The
results of that survey indicated a wealth of ongoing developments in
information systems and pointed up a need for a more comprehensive,
nationwide directory of specific projects and contacts. Therefore, in
March 1972, LEAA awarded a grant to the National Association for State
Information Systems (NASIS) to conduct a more detailed survey, again

covering all the states but increasing the coverage of local systems.

This survey was to include all of the criminal justice applications
in each of the fifty states, the fifty-six largest cities (those with
populations in excess of 250,000), and thirty-five other selected juris-

dictions. The outcome of the survey was to be a directory of the auto-

mated systems in those jurisdictiomns.

1.1 The Survey Team

NASIS contracted with The MITRE Corporation to assist with the
planning and preparations for the survey and to conduct the survey
data collection operations. MITRE also analyzed the responses, tran-
scribed the data and assisted with the preparation of the LEAA 1972

Directory of Automated Criminal Justice Information Systems. NASIS

provided overall direction to the work performed under the grant and
made arrangements with the State of Iowa, Division of Data Processing,

to develop the programs required to process, store and print out




the data transcribed by MITRE. Iowa had previously developed programs
to create and maintain the NASIS Information Systems Index. The pro-
grams required to maintain the criminal justice information systems

data base were generally adaptations of these existing routines.

1.2 Performing the Survey

Survey planning began in April 1972, The survey questions were
developed jointly by LEAA, NASIS and MITRE and approved by LEAA and
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). Initial contacts were
identified in May with considerable assistance from the State Plan~
ning Agencies and from the LEAA Regional Systems Specialists. Ques-
tionnaires were mailed during the last two weeks in May. An intensive
phone follow-up and personal visits to 40 jurisdictions were conducted
during June and July to assist respondents in working out their re-
sponses. Most of the responses were received in July. Transcription
work was performed in August and early September. The balance of
September was devcied to editing and correcting the data, preparing
the introductory sections for the LEAA directory, and performing a

very limited set of analyses of the data gathered during the survey.

The response to the survey was extremely gratifying. Each of the
original 141 jurisdictions completed the survey questionnaire. 1In
addition, 12 jurisdictions not included in the original survey mailings

voluntarily requested and completed survey forms.

The 100% response to the survey was the result of several factors.
These included: (1) strong support from the LEAA Administrators'
office; (2) substantial aid and assistance provided by the State Plan-
ning Agencies in identifying contacts and, in some cases, actually
gathering the information; (3) assistance from the LEAA Regional Sys-
tems Specialists; {(4) assistance from the NASIS members in each state;

and (5) extensive personal contact and follow-up by the survey team.




Possibly the most effective aspect of the collection procedure
itself appeared to be a quick follow up by phone, generally within a
week after the questionnaires were mailed. Respondents frequently
indicated that the calls came quickly enough to keep the question-

nalres from being set aside with other business.

Before making any follow-up phone calls, the data collection
team conducted a search of the current technical literature to find
articles describing automated criminal justice information systems.
Where appropriate, the survey team used these articles in preparing
for phone conversations with the respondents. Information from the
articles frequently refreshed respondents' memories of details which
might otherwise have been lost. By themselves, the articles lacked
the depth and uniformity required to permit preparation of any except
the simplest kind of directory of systems. Nevertheless, they were
valuable as a supplemental source of information and should not be

overlooked in future surveys.

Most of the survey responses gave evidence of a lot of thought
and care in their preparation. All of the responses contained at
least the minimum required data and many were quite comprehensive.
In almost every case at least one telephone call back was required,
however, to clarify one or more points. Generally, the responses to

these calls were cordially and quickly provided.

During the course of the data collection work, representatives
of the survey team visited approximately one-fourth of the respondent
Jjurisdictions. These visits were of two types. The first and most
valuable type was visits whose purpcose was to provide team members
with a more thorough understanding of the operational environment in
which criminal justice information system development takes place.
This understanding contributed greatly to the team's ability to com-
municate effectively with contacts in other jurisdictions. The sec~-

ond type of visit was dedicated to the collection of data. These

3




visits were required in the few cases where a respondent required

extensive assistance in translating the information about his

system(s) into terms which were consistent with the intent of the
questionnaire. Both types of visits greatly enhanced later verifica-

tion, editing and analysis of the information presented in the direc-
tory.

1.3 The LEAA Directory
As published by the LEAA, the directory contains (a) a listing

of the automated criminal justice information systems sequenced alpha-
betically by state and city or county within the state, (b) an index
of the systems by system name, {(c¢) an index of the systems by function,
and (d) an index of the systems by the principal hardware element on
which they operate. for each jurisdiction covered, the listing briefly
describes criminal justice information systems which are operational

or being developed, who is doing the work and the current status of

the systems. Over 400 separately defined systems are represented in

the 153 jurisdictions.

The directory is primarily intended to aid people working with
criminal justice information systems to establish communications with
each other. It is set up to identify and describe in general terms
all of the specific criminal justice functions being served by the
information systems in each jurisdiction. Hardware and software infor-
mation, general financial data and other information about each system
are included in the directory. (A list of the data elements is pre~
sented in TABLE I.) The names of contacts who can provide more infor-
mation are listed for each system. Individuals interested in identi-
fying other projects of a specific type can use the directory to per-
form a preliminary screening of possible systems and should then obtain

detailed information from the contacts given.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

TABLE I

LIST OF DATA ELEMENTS

File Number - A unique identification number assigned to the record
for the system.

State Name - Name of the state in which the system is located.

Jurisdiction -~ Name of the city, county or state which operates
the system,

System Name - The name of the system.
Code Name - The acronym or short name of the system.

Federal Region - The number of the LEAA Federal Region in which
the system is located.

System Category - The type of system (police, courts, correctiors
or other),.

Agency - The name of the agency which has fiscal responsibility
for the system.

Population Area Served - The approximate number of péople served
by the system.

Present Status - The status of the system as of July 1972.

Operational Date -~ The date on which the system becomes or will
become operational.

Per?ent Complete ~ The percent of completion of the planning,
design and implementation work involved in building the system.

Con?ractors -~ The names of the currently active and previously
active, but now inactive, contractors involved in the system
development.

Total.Projected Cost ~ The projected total cost of the system/
function from its inception through initial implementation.

Total Costs Incurred - The total of all costs incurred between
} January 1968 and 1 January 1972 in planning, designing and
implementing the svstem/function.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

. TABLE I (con't)

Grant Costs Incurred ~ The total amount of costs incurred against
LEAA grants as of 1 January 1972 to plan, design and implement
the system/function.

Total Other Funds - The sum of funds. Reported under '"Other
Funds."

LEAA Grant Funds - The number and amount of any LEAA grants
awarded in support of planning, design and implementation of
the system/function.

Other Funds - The source and amount of any funds other than
LEAA grants to be used in support of planning, designing and
implementing the system/function.

Planned Additions - A statement regarding any system additions
planned for the near future.

Software ~ The major software elements of the system.

Hardware - The major hardware elements of the system (includes a
notation regarding whether the CPU and peripherals are leased or
purchased).

Environment ~ A statement of whether the system is operated on
a shared or dedicated environment.

Interface - A statement listing the major interfaces which the
system has with other systems.

Documentation -~ A notation of the extent of documentation avail-
able regarding the system.

Narrative Description - A textual description of the system.

Responsible Agency Contact - The name, address and phone number
of the individual to contact in the responsible agency for more
information regarding the system.

Data Processing Contact ~ The name, address and phone number of
an individual to contact regarding the data processing aspects
of the system.

System Functions -~ The names of specific functions performed by
the system. Where information for a function differs from that
for the system as a whole it is so noted.

2.0 SUMMARY OF THE SURVEY RESULTS

2.1 General Summary Information

The survey covered all of the automated criminal justice informa-
tion systems operated by police, courts, corrections and other agencies
in a total of 153 jurisdictions., These included all of the 50 states
plus American Samoa, the Canal Zone, the District of Columbia, Guam,
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, each of the 56 largest cities, and
41 other cities and counties. A complete list of the jurisdictions

covered is presented in APPENDIX I.

Over 400 uniquely defined systems were identified in the survey.
0f these about 41% were exclusively police, 177% served only courts
functions and 6% were completely corrections oriented. A substantial
portion, 367%, crossed boundaries and served more than just a single
agency {(police, courts, etc.). These statistics are of special interest
in that they suggest two different approaches to criminal justice in-
formation system development. The first of these approaches is to
develop a system which is restricted to a single agency while the
second is to develop systems which cross agency boundaries to provide
for more and easier use of the data collected by each agency. An
example of the second type of system is the offender based subject-
in-process system which tracks a defendant from his initial arrest
through the various courts processes and into the correction environ-
ment. This type of system assures that the same information is avail-
able to each agency and also that duplication of data bases is mini-
mized., These advantages are somewhat offset by the difficulty of

establishing responsibility for the quality of the data, however.

The survey obtained complete nationwide coverage of the state
level automated criminal justice information systems. Responses from
cities and counties did not cover all of the jurisdictions of these

types. Some occurrences of development of regional information systems




were noted. These were attributed to the cost advantages of common

development and some degree of recognition of the mobility of the

modern criminal.

A small number of the jurisdictions surveyed had no automated
system to report. In these jurisdictions manual methods are still

bei )
eing used to process police, courts and corrections information.

Most of the automated Systems reported were based on use of some
type of general purpose digital computer, A few systems used special
purpose hardware to perform their primary functions. Two examples of
the latter group are the ORACLE system in Los Angeles County, California,
which utilizes video tape and an internal indexing system connected to
television terminals to provide access to a file of more than eighteen
million sheriffs'’ department law enforcement documents and the MIRACODE
system in Rochester, New York, which uses a microfilm retrieval system

to facilitate fingerprint identification.

2.2 Systems Transfer

One of the secondary objectives of the survey was to provide a
tool which could facilitate the transfer and adavptation of so%tware
from the jurisdiction initially responsible for its development to
other jurisdictions. This approach to obtaining parts of or entire
criminal justice information Systems has the advantage of saving the
receiving jurisdiction some portion of the system development cost.

A number of examples of successful system transfer were encountered
during the survey. Two of the more illustrative examples are the
transfer of the Kansas City ALERT system to New Orleans and South
Carolina and the transfer of the Cincinnati CLEAR system to San Fran-
cisco. The ALERT System was transferred to New Orleans in the form of
a design concept, the programs were rewritten specially for the receiv-
ing city. South Carolina, on the other hand, is adapting some of the
ALERT programs directly. The CLEAR system was moved to San Francisco

by the contractor who had initially developed the system in Cincinnati

8

These examples illustrate the two fundamental approaches to

system transfer whose validity was noted by the survey team. The

first approach involves utilizing analysts and programmers from the
recipient jurisdiction to select salient portions of the subject system
and adapt them either in concept or as program packages to their juris-
diction's needs. The second approach involves contracting with a firm
which has previously developed a system to install their system in the
new jurisdiction. The first approach appears to have greater potential
for cost savings, but it also may involve a greater risk of error in
operations and maintenance due to inexperience 6n the part of the
receiving staff. Either way, the recipient should not expect the system
to be fully satisfactory without some adaptation to his specific needs.
The key to selecting the appropriate system to adapt is having a know-
ledge of a broad spectrum of potential systems. This should be easier
to accomplish with the availability of the LEAA directory. Successful
adaptation of an existing system appears to be dependent on good system
documentation at both the design and programming levels and the willing-
ness of the supplying jurisdiction to allow representatives of the
recipient to observe operation and maintenance of the system for as

long as three to six months prior to actual execution of the transfer.

2.3 Gaps and Omissions

Users of the survey data should observe a number of cautions re-
garding the information presented. The major point to remember is
that the number of systems covered, while greater than the number
covered in any previous survey, is still far from being a complete
nationwide set. Many systems in smaller cities and counties are not
covered in the directory. Also, in one case identified by the survey
team, operational control of the courts operations lies outside of
both the state and the city/county levels of government, thus the
automated systems in use by those courts are not reflected in the

data gathered during the survey.




Nor is the survey coverage necessarily complete in even the
jurisdictions covered. On-site audits of a number of the survey
returns indicated‘d few gaps in coverage, some of which may have
occurred uqnoticed elsewhere. Three types of omissions were identi-
fied. They are:

a., stray or infrequent batch jobs;

b. jobs not officially sanctioned;

c. related_jobs performed outside of cfiminal justice agency

control.

Examples of the first type of possible omission are current,
active applications which had been produced outside of the system
development framework and functions being performed by infrequently
used applications programs. In one city a Patrol Car Assignment model
has been developed and is in use. The model is used only twice a year,
however, to generate summer assignment-patterns and winter assignment
patterns. This model was overlooked by the respondent at first in the
survey but was picked up in an on-site audit. Similarly, jobs thkat
are only run once for a special study have probably been overlooked
iﬁ'many jurisdictions. Typical of these would be a model run to
determine the best location for a new police station or a calculation
to aid in analyzing a pattern of criminal activity. It i&§3likely that
many such jobs exist and have been inadvertently omitted from the

directory. : - B

Systems or functions not yet officially recognized by the agencies
in which they'?re being performed have probably been om&gted by’many
respondents. In one state, the Department of Justicé response ﬂade.
no mention of two innovative and effective programs which were being
used regularly for identifying major offenders and for recording
juvenile activity. Even though the programs fquliled vital Depart-
ment level functions, they were still treated as Branch-level opera-

tions., Similar ﬁrograms may have been omitted in other states.

10
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The third type of possible omission is the job which fulfills a
criminal justice function but which is performed by a non-criminal
justice agency. Mos t typical of these are the motor vehicle and driver
license operations. Records of stolen vehicles and stolen licenses
are sometimes maintained by policé agencies. Where this is so, the
functions were always reported in the survey. In cases where a motor
vehicle agency or a revenue authority maintained such records and
allowed police use of the files, there was some variation in response.
Some states repo;ted the driver licensing/vehicle licensing functions
as criminal justice functions; others omitted them. Records in the
directory are therefore likely to be incomplete regarding systems of

this type.

2.4 Survey Team Observations

The system descriptions provided by the respondents are generally
informative and concise. In conducting the survey the survey team
actively sought to identify flaws in the survey questionnaire and pro-
cedures. This was done both to insure that the results of the survey
were properly understood and to preclude repetition of the same mis-
takes at some later time. A few problems were noted during the col-
lection effort and those still unresolved are discussed in the follow-

ing paragraphs.

e
NS,
it aie

The wide diversity of systems concepts in the many jurisdictions

. caused some difficulty in obtaining uniform responses as regards func-

tions performed. Jobs such as the record keeping associated with_
courtroom assigéments might, -in one jurisdiction,be thought of as an

"Assignment - Courtroom' function,while in another jurisdiction, it
J s

might be treated as part of a '"Calendaring/Scheduling" or a '"Docketing'

function. In some instances respondents used funcP;on names which
were unique to their own systems. Where possiblé; these have been
changed with respondent approval to more standard function names.
Where changes were'considered inappropriate, the locally useq function
name was included.

11
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System status information was accepted as reported by respondents.
It was not possible to verify that all systems identified as opera-
tional were actually operating as described. Similarly, it was not
possible to audit all of the étatements regarding planned additioms.
Directory users should considexr the present status entrie; only as
general indications of progress. They should rely on direct contact

for exact data on the current status of projects.

The contact names provided have been carefully checked for
accuracy up to cJt—off time for printing in mid-September. Normal

turnover and organizational changes will alter the list with time.

jot all respondents included both a Responsible Agency Contact
name and a Data Processing Contact name. Some responses indicated
one individual as both the Responsible Agency Contact and the Data
Processing Contact; in this case the contact information was only

coded in the Responsible Agenny Contact Field.

The nature of system interfaces with one another is sometimes
difficult to describe. Some respondents minimize the number of inter-
facgs by defining their systems very broadly. 1In these cases, what
might have been shown as interfaces between more narrowly defined _.

systems are considered internal system relationships. e

Respondents offered various ways of reflecting one type of
"terminal" interface. This is the type of interface which exists '

llno

when a system in a local jurisdiction is queried and responds
relevant data" and procedures then call for the operator to.reformu;'
late the querylénd enter it on a terminal connected to a 8tate or
Federal svstemn. Tn theée cases, some respondents felt strongly that ™
-no real interface existed. Others felt equally strongly thgt the
existence of the manual procedure constituted a bona fide interface’

arrangement. The respondent's answer was.accepted regardless of his

interpretation of this interface. T

12
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Hardw i
are entr}es are reported as Leased or Purchased. In some

casee, items are on a Lease/Purchase plan.
"Purchased"

These items are shown as

with an explanatory note in the narrative. Some juris-—

diction tai i i i
s obtain their computing capability from outside service bureaus

a S

rative where space permits.

For a
number. of Systems, none of the desired financial informa-

tion w i
as available. For others, budgeting and accounting systems mix

the development costs with operating costs in ways which preclude

se i ] .
paration. Some figures reported were admittedly estimates. Such

fin . . . o ,
ancial information as is provided for the various systems should

therefore be used only as a rough gauge of the cost of the system

described.

None of the information limitations described above should have

any major effect on the usefulness of the survey data in the manner

i 3 I3 )
ntended, namely, as lnput to a directory. It is recognized that the

1ist ) .
1st of systems is far from a complete, pationwide listing. Never-

the . .t 'A
less, it still brings together, for the first time, descriptions --

an . . .

d location information on more than 400 automated criminal; justice
i . - . . ) )
nformation system functions being performed in 153 jurisdictions

Some patterns of activity are apparent from the data and some’.

inte Wi j
resting sets of facts emerge. These are presented in the follow-

ing section. . )
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3.0 ANALYSIS OF SURVEY DATA

In order to formulate some initial impressions the survey ques-
tionnaires were scanned and a limited set of data wac zccumulated.
This data was summarized by region and the results are presented below,.
The reader should note that the results given are approximations, and
that the statistics presented are not considered to be an optimum sum-
marization of the data in the survey. It is expected that a more
extensive, automated analyses of the computerized data base will be
possible as part'of future activity. Any such future analysis must,
of course, take into consideration the effects of the problems dis-

cussed in Section 2.3, Gaps and Omissions.

3.1 Number of Systems Reported

In order to place any regional summary of the number of systems
in the proper perspective, it is necessary to first define how the
term "system" is used. As used in this section a "system'" is a
uniquely named entity performing one or more functions. Under this
definition, as an example, Portland, Oregon's CRISS system was cdunted
only once despite the fact that the respondent detailed four distinct
phases of system implementation, all of which are reflected in the
LEAA directory. On the other hand, each of the approximately thirt§-
responses from Washington, D. C. was counted separately bggZuse each
was assigned a unique system name by the survey respondent. This
approach was taken to avoid, where possible, counting the same soft-
ware system more than once. Some of the statistics in this and subse-

quent sections w1ll differ slightly from those in the LEAA dlrectory
a7

due to the use of this definition.

Using the above definition, a total of 405 systems were counted.
These varied from a low of 21 each in Regions VII and X to a high of
69 in Region III. It should be noted, however, that the Region III
total may“be somewhat inflated since it includes over thirty responses

from Washington, D. C. The average number of system per region is 40
and the median is 45. '

14
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Examination of these and related statistics yield no immediate
explanation for the differences found. Comparison with the crime

rates, populations and the number of metropolican areas in each regiua

'might indicate the underlying cause of the variation.

3.2 Percentage of Systems in Each System Category

The system category determination was based on the functions
checked on the survey response. If the respondent checked functions
listed as police functions or if he listed additional functions in
the space provided under the list of police functions, the system was
categorized as a police system. Similarly, if functions were checked
from the courts or corrections lists, the system was called a courts

or corrections system, respectively. Combinations were also considered.

F

Overall statistics were presented previously. The percentage

of systems which included some police functions - in other words,

systems which were both purely police and which were combinations of
police with courts, corrections - or other functions ranged from. 40%
in Region VIII to 89% in Region IV. Similarly, systems which include
courts and corrections functions range from 13% (Region I) and 6%

(Region VIII) up té 497% (Region IV) and 39% (Region V), respectively.
It can be seen from the statistics that the development o automated

police functions has predominated in every federal region.

It was not possible to perform an analysis of the distribution
of implementation dates by system category. It should be expected“
that such a distribution would indicate increasing emph?i?s on correc-
tions and couf%s systems in successively later time periods. This ?s
one type of analysis which should be pursued by LEAA in ovder to ascer-

tain the potential benefits from increased emphasis on systems transfers

-
-

in the courts or corrections areas.

.
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3.3 Percentage of Systems Not Yet Operational

A significant percentage of the systems reported in the survey
are not yet operational. Overall, approximately two-thirds of the
systems areé wholly or in part operational. The remaining third range
from those in the initial planning stages to a few due to become opera-
tional within a month of the conclusion of the survey. By region the
percentage of systems reported as operational ranges from Region IV's
49% to Region VII1's 96%. The number of systems being implemented

indicate a tremendous rate of development in criminal justice informa-

tion systems.

No distinct general patterns as to the specific functions or cate-
gories of systems under development could be identified from the manual
summaries of the survey data. More detailed analyses of a single region
did, however, indicate that in that particular region the systems under
development were evenly distributed among police, courts and correc-
tions categories, This fact lends credence to the observation in Sec-
tion 3.2 that the emphasis on development of courts and corrections
systems must tend to increase aé.the need for police systems is satig-

fied.

3

3.4 Percentage of Systems Planning Additions S

et

Respondents indicated plans to add more functions, change or add
hardvare, or improve the efficiency of existing programs for over 60Y%
of the systems described. This can be attributed to such factors as
the absence of)comprehensive initial system planning, conformance fo
an incremental*development plan or changing information‘g§étems require-

ments within the jurisdiction.

Two inferences of potential importance to LEAA should be noted
here. The first of these is that this system dévelopment, as well
as that discussed in Section 3.3 above, offers great opportunities

for the LEAA to improve the effectiveness of law enforcement‘by

16

actively promoting measures (such as shared development or systems/
functions transfers) to reduce the cost of information systems. The
second is that the potential impact of the LEAA requirement that juris-
Aictions develop long-term plans for satisfying their information pro-
cessing requirements is tremendous. Any measures which can be taken

by the LEAA to insure that the required planning is of high quality
will contribute significantly to the future efficiency of the criminal

justice community.

3.5 Percentages of Systems Reporting LEAA Funding

Thirty-nine percent of the respondents' systems were developeﬂ
with some assistance from the LEAA. It is clear, though the exact
numbers have not been developed, that LEAA impact would be significantly
higher if only those systems under development siuce the LEAA's incep-
tion were considered in computing this percentage. By region, the
statistics range from the low of 287 in Region IX to a high of 67% in
Kegion VII. Most jurisdictions had at least one system which had bene-

fitted from LEAA assistance.
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4.0 RECCMMENDATIONS

The recommendations of the survey team in the area of -maintenance
and dissemination of the criminal justice information systems data
base are presented in Section 4.1 below. In addition, other problem
areas related to criminal justice information systems which became
known to the survey team during the course of the survey are presented

in Section 4.2. The supporting discussion 1is presented along with each

recommendation.

-

4.1 Data Maintenance and Dissemination Recommendations

1t is important O note that the field of automated criminal
justice information systems is a vital, dynamic and rapidly developing
arca. Therefore, the data collected in the survey will, unless con-
tinually updated, become cbsolete. A continuing effort will be re-

quired at a low level to maintain the file of data in a current status.

By monitoring the changes to the data over time, it will be possi-
ble to obtain some measure of the speed of growth and development in
the field. Analysis of the changes as they are reported will yié&ld

early indications of development trends.

e LEAA should perform an anﬁual update and republication of the
LEAA directory.’ This recommendation is based on the surygglteam's
evaluation of the reasonably low coStS of updating the directory and
the apparently high value of the information to the criminal justice
community; By sending copies of each jurisdiction's data to the
jurisdiction with a request that they enter the revised information
and return théjforms, the LEAA's and the respondent's ef§ofts would
be minimized. It is suggested that additional data such as the identi-
fication of major problems solved during system development OT the
annual operating costs might be requested in future surveys. This

additional data would increase the utlllty of the directory.
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o LEAA should undertake and should encourage others to conduct

ad . .
ditional analysis of the survey data to the maximum feasible degree

This is the first survey of its type and scope. The data should be

analyzed both with the idea of drawing any appropriate inferences

abou . . . . . .
t the field of criminal justice information systems and with the

oa . s .
goal of identifying more effective guestions and survey procedures for

future use. Unless these analyses are performed, the full potential

of an annual LEAA survey will not be realized. LEAA has a responsi-

bility to the contacts who responded to this survey to obtain the

maximum possible value from the data supplied

© Both LEAA and WASIS should continue to encourage the transfer

of o » i
systems, plans, designs or concepts among jursidictions and should

foster exchange through use of the LEAA directory. In addition to

existing contractual requirements for developers of new systems, LEAA
2

s N ,

hould consider other approaches to insuring that systems are used by

more t jurisdicti i
than one jurisdiction. Some possible approaches might be funding

development of system documentation and disseminating this documenta-

£ ) N .
ion through the LEAA National Criminal Justice reference service or

funding local jurisdiction personnel in jurisdictions with highly --
¢ : i
ransferable systems whose responsibilities would include:straining

personnel from potential recipient jurisdictions.

e Both LEAA and NASIS should encourage the regular use of the

survey data by officials in charge of reviewing proposals for new pro-

jects and by managers of existing projects of this type. The goal of

such use must Be the minimization of duplication of qysf%m develcpment

efforts. The poseihility »f cotablichiing

tgoan Luncentive system such as
general purpose discreti "y gr for i
‘ P retionary grants for State Planning Agencies or

regi inistr 1 i
gional admlnlstxatorsAwno are particularly effective in encouraging
transfe;s should be considered.
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® Both LEAA and NASIS should encourage the use of the survey
data as a basis‘for developing seminars and workshops. Here again is
~a way of encouraging system.transfer between jurisdictions. Lists of
individuals with similar interests could be developed. ‘Seminars could
be held wherein these individuals would have the opportunity to exchange

ideas on possible solutions to their problems. The possibility of

holding specially tailored seminars in conjunction with annual or 't

regional meetings of various groups such as NASIS, the International
City Management Association or the International Association of Chiefs
of Police should be explored.

4.2 Recommendations Regarding other Criminal Justice Information
Systems Work

@ LEAA should consider developing a comprehensive, well-defined
set of criminal justice functions. As discussed in Section 2.0 of
this report, the functions used in this survey were subject to a wide
range of interpretations. By developing a set of functions and encour-
aging their use in the criminal justice community, LEAA could f;;ili—
tate the exchange of information between jurisdictions at a far greater
1ével than is possible with the great discrepancies in terminology _.

which prevail at present. s

W

o LEAA should perform an analysis of specific areas of state
level infprmation systems planning. The goal of this analysis should
be to provide a structuring of the concepts around which a state infor-
mation system plan is to be developed at a sufficient level of gener-
ality to allongts use by many or all state planning agelicies. Some
specific questions which should he addressed are: What is the full- !
set of information systcm functions which might be covered in a state
plan; what factors should be considered in selecting functions from
this se? for a specific state or locality; what are the arguments for
and agaiﬁst distributed versus centralized control of specific func-

tions; what functions should be considered for local, county, regional

20

and state control; and what are the legal implications of the various
combinations of factors discussed above. 1In the course of the survey,

two state planning agencies indicat2? that tihey were in the process of

having this type of information developed for their own use. By pre-

paring a generalized analysis of this sort LEAA, could minimize the
cost of developing state plans by eliminating the duplications of
effort involved and could insure that state planners have enough infor-

mation to develop a good state plan.

-
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APPENDIX T

JURISDICTIONS SURVEYED BY FEDERAL REGION

. REGION I

State of Connecticut

City of Bridgeport

City of New Haven

City of Hartford

State of Maine

Commonwealth of ilassachusetts
City of Boston (including Suffolk City)
County of Middlesex

State of New Hampshire

State of Rhode Island

State of Vermont

REGION II

State of New Jersey
City of Camden
County of Camden
City of Jersey City
City of Newark
County of Hudson
County of Passaic
State of New York
City of Buffalo

City of New York (including New York County)

City of Rochester

County of Nassau

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
Territory of the Virgin Islands

REGION III

State of Delaware

City of Washiﬁgton

State of Marviend

City of BalLJmoxc

Montgomery County
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

City of Philadelphia (including Philadelphia County)

City of-Pittsburgh
Commonwealth of Virginia
City of Alexandria
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REGION III (con't)

City of Worfolk
County of Fairfax
State of West Virginia

REGION IV

State of Alabama

City of Birmingham

State of Florida,

City of Jacksonville (including Duval County)
City of Miami

City of Tampa

County of Dade

County of Hillsborough

State of Georgia

City of Atlanta -

Commonwealth of Kentucky

City of Louisville

State of Mississippi

State of North Carolina

City of Charlotte

State of South Carolina

State of Tennessee

City of Memphis

City of Nashville (including Dav1dson County)

REGION V

State of Illinois
City of Chicago
State of Indiana

 City of Indianapolis (including Marion County)

State of Michigan
City of Detroit
State of Iﬁnneépta
City of Minneapdlis
City of St. Paul
State of Ohio

City of Akron

City of Cincinnati
City of Cleveland
City of €olumbus
City of Dayton
City of Toledo
County of Hamilton
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REGION V (con't)

A

State of Wisconsin
Dane County

City of Milwaukee
County of Milwaukee
City of Madison

REGION VI

State of Arkansas
State of Louisiana

City of New Orleans (including New Orleans Parish)

State of New Mexico
City of Albuquerque
State of Oklahoma
City of Oklahoma City
City of Tulsa

State of Texas

City of Austin

City of Dallas

City of El Paso

City of Fort Worth
City of Houston

City of San Antonio
City of Wichita Falls

-County of Dallas

County of ELl Paso
REGION VII

State of Iowa

State of Kansas
Polk County/Des MMoines
City of Wichita
State of Micsouri
City of Kansas City
City of St. Louis
County of Jackson
County of St. Louis
State of Uebraska
City of Omaha

REGION VIII

State of Colorado
City of Denver
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REGION VIII (con't)

City of Colorado Springs

State of Montana

City of Billings

State of North Dakota-
City of Fargo

State of "South Dakota
State of Utah

City of Salt Lake City
County of Salt Lake
State of Wyoming

‘'REGION IX

State of Arizona
City of Phoenix

City of Tucson

County of Pima
County of Maricapa
State of California
City of Long Beach
City of Los Angeles
City of Oakland

City of Sacramento
City of San Diego
City of San Francisco
City of San Jose

City of San Mateo
County of Los Angeles
County of Orange
County of Santa Clara
State of Hawaii

City of Honolulu
State of Nevada
Territory of Guam

(including San Francisco County)

Territory of American Samoa

County of Alameda

REGION X 2

State or aAlaska
State of Idaho
State'of Oregon

City of Portland
County gf Multonomah
County cf Lane
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REGION X (con't)

State of Washington
City of Seattle
City of Spokane
County of King
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