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CHAPTER 1 - PLANNING FOR CRIME REDUCTION 

Standard 1.1 CRIME-QRIENTED PLANNING 

Every criminal justice planning agency and 
coordinating council should: 

1. ~alyze the crime problems in its juris
diction; 

2. Identify specific crimes deserving prior
ity attention; 

3. Establish quantifiable and time phased 
goals for the reduction of priority crimes; 

4. Evaluate and select alternative strate
gies and programs for reducing priority crimes; 

5. Allocate its own funds and staff resources 
in accordance with the crime goals, strategies, 
snd programs chosen; 

6. Maintain close working relationships with 
criminal juatice and other public agencies to im
plement crime reduction goals and objectives; and 

7. Assume responsibility for the effective 
evaluation of its planning and funding decisions, 
and the use of evaluation results to refine goals, 
strategies, and programs. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standar4 provides an underlying theory 
for all criminal justice planning. It calls for 
setting priorities and objectives for reduction of 
crime, the selection and implementation of strate
gies, and the continued evaluation of programs. 
Moreover, this Stand&rd suggests the overriding 
theme of criminal justice planning might ·be to 
reduce the incidence of crime in our society rather 
than analyze the criminal justice system. 

The COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS endorses, in 
general, effect.ive state planning. The Council 
enumerates four objectives of planning that corre
spond with some of the recommendations set forth 
in this Standard. 

"1. Identify public gQds and ob
jectives and assist policy makers in their 
formulation. 

"2. Propose long-range plans to reach 
those goals and objectives. 

"3. Provide factual data, projections, 
and analysis to assist policy makers in 
the selection of programs and the establish
ment of priorities. 

"4. Look across the narrow functional 
program lines."l 

The INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 
(ICHA) also delineates five principles of planning 
that correspond with this Standard. The ICHA indi
cates that effective planning is achieved by de
fining objectives, setting priorities, developing 
action programs, implementing action programs and 
evaluating and revising the plans. 2 It appears 
that most planning principles have applicability 
to all problem areas, including the criminal 
justice system. 

1 

More specifically, the ADVISORY COMMISSION 
ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS has set out ""hat 
the responsibilities are of a state planning 
agency in the criminal justice system. These 
responsibilities are to evaluate law enforcement 
problems, develop and coordinate programs, set 
priorities, encourage local planning and evaluate 
the total state effort. 3 

The NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 
(NCCD) recommends that plans be drawn up for con
duct:f.\1g research in the criminal justice system 
in order to implement sciefitiflc and technological 
advances in law enforcement. Also, the NeCD feels 
that to apply 'cesearch findings, strategies and 
programs should be developed. 4 

Feeling that a national strategy to reduce 
crime is needed rather than a state-by-state 
approach, the COMHITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
advocates that a federal agency be established. 
That agency should develop.strategic plans and 
priorities, evaluate performance of ongoing pro
grams, and provide advisory service to state and 
local agencies. S Another role of the federal 
agency would be to collect dependable and com- . 
prehenaive data covering every aspect of criminal 
justice. 6 

The CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES 
in Marshaling Citizen Power Against Crime calls 
for the setting up of private committees to study 
the crime problem in each locality. The steps to 
be taken by each committee in planning for crime 
reduction are: 1) discover what the problems 
are, 2) select the problem areas most in need of 
remedial action" and 3) select and implement 
action programs to achieve the goal of crime re
duction. 7 This p'cocedure for private crime-ori
ented planning seems to parallel most recommend a
eions for the public approach to the problem. 

The NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS in 1972 set ten 
minimum standards for state planning agencies. 
Standard 10 sets forth the general responsibili
ties of a state planning agency with the goal 
being to "oversee the development of the State's 
annual criminal justice improvements plan."S This 
goal seems to fall into the trap alluded to in 
Standard 1.1; the emphasis is on "systems and 
planning" rather than crime reduction. However, 
in Standatd 3 the NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS focuses 
on "Evaluation [of] whether the project or pro
gram accomplished its objective, in terms of 
either preventing, controlling or reducing crime 
or delinquency •.•• "9 

lCoullcil of State Governments, State Plan
ning and Federal Grants (Chicago, IL: Public 
Administration Serv~ce, 1969), p. 23. 



2International City Management As.ociation, 
Managing the Hodern City (Washington, DC: Inter
nattonal City Kan.gemen~ Ae80ciation. 1971). 
pp. 241-42. 

3Advi80ry Commie. ion on Intergovernmental 
Rel.ti~n., State-Locel Relation. in the Criminal 
Justice System (W.ehingto~., DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1971), p. 245. 

4Nac,iolUl1 Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
Goal. and Recommendations (New York, NY: National 
Council on Crime and Pelinquency; 1967), pp. 34-36. 

5Committee for Economic Development, Reducing 
Crime and Assuring Justice (New York, NY: Committee 
for Economic Development, 1972), pp. 69-71. 

6Ibid • 

7Chamber of Commerce of the United States, 
HarilhaUn,.s Ci,tiz_n Power Against Crime (Washington, 
DCt Chamber of COll1lDerce of the United Stater., 1970), 
pp. 8l-M. 

aNational Confer~nce of State Crim,inal Justice 
Planning Administrators, Minimum, Standards (Wash:l,ng
ton, DC: National Advisory Commission on Criwinal 
.luatic!! Standards and Goals-Criminal Justice 
System, 1973), p. 260. 

91bid ., at p. 259. 

Stilildard 1.2 lMPROVING THE. LINKAGE BETWEEN PLANNING 
AND BUDGETING 

State and local governments should develop 
mechanisms for in~roducing the analyses and recom
mendotions of criminal justice planning agencies 
into their budsetAry processes. These mechanisms 
may include formal integration of planning and bud
seting eHorta through program budgeting systems, 
tho institution of planning and budgeting staff 
~oordlnation procedures, and the development of de
taUed master plane for spec.ific areas of criminal 
Justice o~erationa. 

1. By 1978, State criminal justica planning 
Agencis8 should develop a general system of multi
year planning that takes into account all funda 
directed to crille contrQl activities within the 
Stato. This would include all sources of Federal 
fundal State, ~en~ral, and capital funds; State 
aublidy funds to local government; local govern
~nt funds; and private donations, endorsements, 
and contributions. Where available, the relevant 
~tate prosram budgeting format should be employed. 
~lub.tate criminal justice planning agencies and 
councils ahould utablish congruent and aupportive 
~yHt •• B of _ult1y.ar planning to those established 
by the State. 

2. Plann1nl!t and budgeting un1ts should 
i-.,dhuly adopt additional coordinating machaniems 
Mld\ •• joint tttl\(( teams on spcct.1ll problems and 

2 

planning staff participation budget hearings. 

3. De.-;ailed "master plans" should be de
veloped wh, ,;e appropriate for those specific areas 
of criminal justice operations that require fore
casts of long-term problems and needs. Assuming 
continuous evaluation and update, such plans 
should serve as a basis for annual budgeting and 
appropriations decisions. Although either opera
ting agencies or criminal justi(,e planning 
agencies may provide and direct staff effort, both 
should be directly involved in the development of 
master plans. 

1. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard emphasizes the coordination of 
planning and budgeting operations. Planning 
agencies should develop master plans and multi
year plans based on the total projected amount of 
funding. More specifically, agencies should adopt 
program budgeting systems as a means, of buildi.ng 
recommendations into the budgeting operation. 

National organizations that comnlent on crimi
nal justice planning seem to ignore the budgeting 
aspect of planning. The only straight forward 
endorsements of a close link between planning and 
budgeting come from groups concerned with govern
mental planning in general. 

The INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 
(lCMA) recommends that planning agencies be placed 
under the general supervision of the chief budget 
officer. This is because " ..• the budget officer 
should be the prinCipal administrative planning 
aide ...• coordinating the studies and recommenda
tions of the analysiS and planning staff with the 
fiscal and operating aspects of programming and 
budgeting."l The rCMA also endorses the adoption 
of a Planning-Programming-Budgeting System 
(PPBS).2 PPBS is a relatively new concept which 
is an effort to link planning (determining a~ency 
goals and purposes) arid budgeting (assigning 
financial resources) through prograws. Af.ter ob
jectives are accepted. programs to achieve the 
objectives are identified Jlnd implemented. Then 
they are analyzed in terms of the extent to which 
they are achieving the objective and with what 
effectiveness. 3 The purpose of the system is to 
sllbject Lhe bud6et process to hard questions and 
intensive ststematic analysis which should pro
duce the most appropriate program mix to achieve 
community goals. 4 

The COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS also speaks 
of the use of PPBS. It notes that many improve
ments in administration can be expected to flow 
from the use of PPBS but that" •.. it ill unlikely 
that any single emphasis, approach or design will 
prove adequate to bring about quickly sophisti
cated management or planning in all state environ
ments. "5 The Council notes, however. that I'PBS 
is a step in the right direction and that im
prove.d c.oordination between planning and budgeting 
18 esaentiaL 6 

Tbe COMMITTEE ON STATE PLANNING OF THE NATIONAL 
GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE in 1~'6 7 recognizee' the impor
tance of budgetary eon9iderations in state planning. 
It recommended that pl.,anning Rnd research agencies 
set up to report to the goveH,or, or the legisla
ture should determine the cost of all altentatives 
when developing goals and strategies. 7 

II. Special Consid~rations 

In. a "Planning Advisory Service Report" pub
lished by the AMERICAN SOCIETY OF PLANNING OFFI
CIALS, the author characterhes planning and bud
geting as "strenge bedfellows" which must coexist 
under one roof. The need for competent planners 
to link the planning and budgeting functions is 
especially noted. a 

lIntet.lational City Management Association, 
Managing the Modern City (Washington, DC: Inter
national City Manag~ment Association, 1971). p.2a9. 

2 Ibid., p. 370. 

3Ibid ., p. 371. 

4Ibid • 

5Council of St.ate Governments, St~te Planning 
and Federal Grant~ (Chicago, IL: Public Administra
tion Service, 1969), p. 22. 

6Ibid . 

7 Ibid .• p. 48. 

s...rk Hoffman, Ct'iminal Justice Planning 
(Chicago, IL: American Society of Planning Offi
cialo, 1972), p. 22. 

* .. * ... * 
Standard 1.3 SETTING MINIMUM STATEWIDE STANDARDb 

FOR RECIFIENTS OF GRANTS AND SUBGRANTS 

Every State criminal justice planning agency 
should establish minimum standards for making 
grants and subgrants from all funds under its con
trol to criminal justice and related public and 
p~ivate agenCies. Grants and sub grants to specific 
agencies should be contingent upon the agency's 
adoption of established minimum standards. 

1. Standarcl-setting efforts should be limited 
to those human resources, physical resources, and 
management and operations requirements tllat are 
clearly essential to tbe achievement of the goals of' 
the criminal justice system. 

2. Where exieting State bodies have established 
standards, such standards should be. considered con
trolling, and State planning agencies should use 
them as minimum standards for funding_ 

3. Standards should be adopted by State crimi
nal justice planning agencies only after a thorough 
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effort has been made. to not1.ij all interested and 
affected parties and to solicit their opinions. 

4. State criminal justice planning agencies 
in their standard-setting efforts should refer to 
and consider majQr national ~tudies on standards, 
such as the National Advisory Commission on Crimi
nal Justice Standards and Goals, and the standards 
Gt major professional associations. 

5. Continuous evaluation of the usefulness 
of adopted standards in meeting established goals 
should be undertaken by every State planning 
agency. 

1. Officially [{nOWCl Endorsements anu Obj~ction6 

This Standard requires two steps to be taken 
by state planning agenci'as: (1) establ1ah mini
mum standards for the administration c;:~ criminal 
justice, and (2) condition gran'ts to publ j.e and 
priv~te agencies upon their.adoption of those 
standards. There have been a few .dj ree t, endorse
ments for this type of an approach; it represents 
a novel concept in criminal justice grant admini
stration. 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act provided each state planning agency utilize 
40% of all planning funds for local or regional 
~se. No requirement of compliance to a set of 
minimum standards is required by the Act. l The 
ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 
(ACIR) appears to endorse the continuatil'·n of 
this "no strings cttached" method of funding. The 
ACIR 

" ... p.ndorsed the manner in which sub
grants a~e being distributed to countie~, 
cities, and areawide bodies but urgp.d that 
no state plan be approved unless the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration 
finds that it provides an adequate allo
cation of funds to areas of high crime 
incidence."2 

Conspicuous by its absence is any requirement that 
the subgrantees adhere to a set of minimum stand-· 
ards. 

The NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE PLANN'ING ADmSI1JTRATORS, in setting out 
a recommendation for the expedltious flow of 
federal grants. also did not mention any contin
gency upon which the grants should depend. 3 The 
inference is that the organization 1s content with 
the "no strings attached" approach. 

The strongest endorsement for the let,ting of 
minimum standards and the conditioning of the 
receipt of grants on compliance with the standards 
comes from the COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
(CEO) • The CEO sharply cri.tizes the Law Enforce
ment Assistanc.e Administration (LEAA) for its 
failure to d~Zine objectives and goals, to pre
scribe priorities, and to enforce standarda. 4 The 
CED recognizes the NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMISSION ON 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE STANDARDS AND GOALS aft 8 "con-
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attUl:tiVf" effort: 'bUt claims it has "no real 
pOlllel: ,"05 the. eEl) then recOlDlllends that a federal 
.b~Cy be established to promulgate criminal 
ju*t1cll. dtandard. and to administer fund.. Dis
but"aement woul.d be conditional upon fundamental 
re.t'orJl\ Bt statf aod 10clil levels along the lines 
or the ~t.nd4rd aet forth.6 

IIdditiona lly, the 'PP,ESlOEN'f I S COMMISSION ON 
LAW ~NFOP.CEH£NT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, in 
itfJ.1967 report :r'he Challenge of CJ:"ime in a Free 
§od~t.Y. advocates the setting of minimum stand
ard~ in lit leaat one area of crilJlirtal justice. 
Th<.' CammJ.I.H410n recommends: 

"Po:lice. 8tandaJ:"ds comrnissions IIhould 
be eatablished in every state, an~ em
powered to eel: Ill8ndatory requirements 
and to give financial aid to governmental 
unttl! for the implementation of standards."7 

II. Special Considerations 

tn the Planning Advi80ry Service Report put 
oUt by the AMER.ICAN SOCIETY OF t'I.ANNING OP'FICIALS, 
the author aluo attacks the LEAA ,for being ~Ipain
fully 81o~ in developing national standards, and 
the 8tate planning agencies fot being equally 
d18l.\ppoint:ing in their O\ol'll right. "8 The report 
advocatel the need for Buch standards and, there
sf I;U;, the nelid for ',Ci.gid enforcement. 9 

Thlk enforcement and complianc.e with accepted 
IJtIHidard.. 1s Il highl)' problematic subject area. 

~rk Hof.'hlAlI, Planning Advisory Service 
,'!epott ~ edDlin;~ice· PlannBla (Chicago, IL: 
Malr1C/ln Society of Pltlfinil18 Officials, 1972), 
p. 10. 

2.j\dv.!I.t(Jry COIlllll:f.ssion on Intergovernmental 
:RdiJ. ticn"'l !ta te-Loca 1 Relations in Criminal 
~uiltiCIl Slstem (Washington, DC: Covernment 
Printing Orfice, 1971), pp. 245-46. 

:lN8tlonal Conference of State Criminal 
J lid tic. P,iaoning Admit1ia trators, Minimum Standards 
(W~.hlrtKton, DC: National Advisory Commission on ~ 
CY;illlinl\l JUllt,1.c:C SUndar:d9 and Goals - Criminal 
JUllUc:tSy"te.lII (Washington. DC~ Oovernmentl'rint
ioS O(fice, 1973). p. 260. 

4CoIIDitue for Economic Development, Reducing 
,<,:1'1_ tl,ld A8fluring Justice (New Yor.k, NY : Committee 
fen: ECOllOll)1.C Development, 1972), pp. 68-70. 

51,bid, 

6 ·thid. 

1 ('raaid.nt' $ CommiuiQn 01\ Law Enforcement 
~nuhdlllt.niltt'att~1\ of ,J\HIt,i<;,e. lht" Challenge of 
~...!....F'r,. ~~~~ .• t,.m C).~al.l,lngtlln, DC: Govun
• ne f'l,'intil's. OfH;;-tl. 19(7), p. 121. 

4 

~rk Hoffman, Plannin Advisor Service Re
port - Criminal Justice Planning Chicago, IL: 
American Society of P1t.nning Offidals, 1972), 
p. 24. 

9Ibid • 

.,. .,. .,. .,. .,. 

Standard 1,4 DEVELOPING PLANNING CAPABILITIES 

State and local governments should provide 
support for planning capabilities at the several 
major levels of decisionmaking: agency, local, 
and State. 

1, States should, by &tatute., establish 
permanent State criminal justice planning agencies. 

2. Cities and counties should establish 
criminal justice coordinating councils under the 
leadership of local chief executives. 

3. Every city with a population over 250,000 
and every county with a population over 500,000 
should establish a criminal justice planning 
office wtth a minimum of one position for a pro
fessional planner to aid the chief executive and 
the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (CJCC) 
in the development of priorities and programs for 
the jurisdiction. 

4. Metropolitan cities and counties should 
be encouraged to consolidate criminal justice 
planning operations, and should not be penalized 
for doing 80 through restrictions of funds or loss 
of representatioDon S~ate criminal justice policy 
boards. 

S. Large ~nd medium-sized operating agencies 
of law enfo~cement and criminal jURtice should 
establish separate planning sections. In smaller 
agenCies, the performance of the planning function 
should be done either by the senior executive or 
b~' staff on a part-time basis. 

6. The administration of grants should be 
subordinate to planning efforts at all levels and 
should not be permitted to dominate agency opera
tions. 

7. Planners at all levels should be placed 
on the staff of the chief executive and should 
have open and free acce9S to him. 

t. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The main thrust of this Standard ~.s that at 
the state level a permanent planning a~ency should 
be established by legislation; that at the local 
level a criminal justice coordinating cOllncil 
should be establisht!d; and that at all level.s 
criminal justice planning should be conducted in 
an efficient and coordinated manner. Although 
there is substantial agreement on the need (or 
criminal j usUee planning, the organizatf Oil for 
that planning has sometimes come under Mtllck. 

The PRESIDE~"S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATlO~ OF JUSTICE in 1967 called for 
the establishment of a planning agency in ew~ry 
city and state. l As a result, in 1968 the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act provided feder~l 
money to be funneled to the states under the Law 
Enforcement Assistanc~ Administration. This block 
grant of federal money ;~as conditioned on the 
state formulating a conp~'ehensive plan for use of 
the funds. The state plar,ning agency, in turn, 
was obligated to provide 40 percent of all plan
ning funds to local or regional use. 2 Such a 
scheme for planning has received both endorsements 
and objections •. 

The ADVISORY COMHISSION ON INTERGOVERNHENTAL 
RELATTONS (ACIR) endorses the present system for 
criminal justice planning, but reconnnends that 
more emphasis be put on the development of local 
criminal justice coordinating councils. 3 The ACIR 
recommends that the state legislature create a 
permanent committee to provide continuing study 
and review of the criminal justice system. Also, 
a heavy emphaSis is put on coordination of all 
criminal justice planning. 4 Although the ACIR 
argues that local criminal j ust.tce planning should 
be emphasized, it contends that the work of re
gional planning agencJ.es can supplement local 
councils and, therefore, the existence of both is 
wan:anted. S 

The COMMISSION ON THE CAUSES AND PREVENTION 
OF VIOLENCE strongly urges state planning agencies 
take the lead in 'criminal justice planning and 
f'·;tablish full-time criminal justice offices in 
major met;:opolitan areas. 6 Coordination with all 
other planning agencies is also recommended. 

Standards prepared by the NATIONAL CONFERENCE 
OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING ADHINISTRATORS 
emphasize a strong, permanent state planning agency 
with the bulk of its time being spent on planning 
rather than grant administratiot\,7 

The COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (CED) 
in its report Reducing Crime and Assuring Justice 
came out strongly against the existence of plan
ning through permanent state a~~ncies. The Com
I~ittee doubted the ability of the state agencies 
to admir.ister federal grants and critized the use 
of state agencies to funnel money to local govern
ments. S The CED recommends that a federal "super
agency" be established to administer all criminal 
justice programs and to set and enforce criminal 
justice standards. 9 

The COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNHENTS, on the 
other hand, recommends a reduction of federal dic
tates in the administration of ~lanning programs. 
The Council would allow each state to organize in 
the way that it determines ia most efficient. 10 

[n J.!:s Survey of Criminal Justice Planning, 
the NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND U.S. CONFERENCE 
OF ~IAYORS observed that dividing responsibility 
for criminal justice planning created a tremendous 
barrier to unified, coordi~ated planning. ll The 
Survey sl'£'dfically noticed that planning was less 
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effective where there existed a local planning 
unit and a regional planning unit covering the 

, aame geographic area.12 These findings could be 
viewed as implying a need for more centralized 
planning at either the state or federal level. 

Finally, the management ser.ies of the INTER
NATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION entitled 
Managing the Modern City recommends some general 
structure for all urban planning. The agency 
should be essentially a managerial one With a 
single head rather than an administrative board 
or commission. P~~~ver, liberal uae should be 
made of advisory committees; furthermore, the 
budget officer should be the prinCipal administra
tive planning aide. 13 

lPresident's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of qustice, The Chal1enze of 
Crim.e in a Free Society (Wastlington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), p. 280. 

2Hark Hoffman, Criminal Justice Plamcitlg 
(Chicago, IL: American Society of Planning Offi
cials, 1972), p. 7-8. 

3Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, State-Local Relations in Criminal 
Justice System (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, 1971), p. 63. , 

4Ibid., p. 64. 

5Ibid ., p. 63. 

6 Ibid., p. 249. 

7Wationa1 Conferenc-a of State Criminal 
Justice Planning Administ~ators, Minimum Stand
ards (Washington, DC: Nati1nal Advisory Commission 
m;-criminal .Tustice Standalds and Goals; Criminal 
Justice System, 1973), p. 2;0. ---

8Connnittee. for Economic Developnll'nt, Reducing 
Crime and Assuring Justice (New York, NY: Com
mittee fo, Economic Development, 1972), pp. 68-70. 

9 Ibid • 

10The Gouncil of State Governments, State 
Planning and Federal Grants (Chicago, IL; Public 
Administration Service, 1969), p. 43. 

llNational League of Cities and United States 
Conference of Mayors, Survey of Local 'Criminal 
Justice Planning (Washington, DC: National League 
of Cities and United States Conference of Mayors, 
1973), p. 8. 

l2 Ibid . 

l3lnternational City Management Association, 
Managing the Modern City (Washington, DC: Inter
national City Management Association, 1971), 
pp. 289-290 . 

tr. '* *. * #< 



Standard 1..5 PARTIC1PATION IN THE PLANNING PROCESS 

Criminal justice planning agencies and coordi
nating councils should, Beek the participation of 
crilllinal justice operat:l.ng agencies, governmental 
depllrttDents, Bnd pr.1vate citizens and groups in the 
plannIng process, Coordinating mechanisms include. 
th(l. f 0 110wing : 

L Wheresupervtapry boards are established 
for pl,anning agencies, at least one-third of their 
tnembertlhip should be from non-criminal-justice 
IIgenci~B snd private citizens. Meetings. of boards 
should he publicized and opon to the public. 

2, C dminal j uetice plllnning agencies and 
c~luncill1 should request d.1i::ect written communica
tipn from operating agencies to assist them in de
fining the jurisdiction's needs, problems, and 
pdorltles. 

3. The results of planning agency studies 
lInd activJ.ties should be communicated through the 
public dlilsemlnation of planning documents, news
lect¢ra, sponsorship of intergovernmental confer
ences, nnd fonnal and informal bdefings. 

4. Temporary exchanges of personnel between 
cdminnl justice planning agencies and councils 
{lOti 0pl.ll:lltlng agencies-should be undertaken on 
u regularized basis. 

L Offidally Known Endorsements and Objections 

1'h:l.l1 Ztandard calls for the assimilation of 
three major groups J.nto the criminal justice plan
ning process: 1) criminal justice operating agencies, 
2) governmental departments and 3) private citizens. 
It also suggests three means of assimilation: 1) 
establish olle-third membership of supervillory 
hOllrdl! from private citizens or governmen1tal 
agencies, 2) communicate ideas and studies to the 
pub Uc and open up the lines for an interchange 
o.ftdcas and 3) establish temporary exchanges of 
peraonnel between cJ;iminal justice planning agencies 
Rnd emmcilll. 

l'he I.AW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTM~CE ADMINISTRATION 
(LEAA) has established guidelines for the balanced 
representatlot! requirement 011 the supervisory 
boards of state planning agencies. To meet these 
guidelines the boards 

" ..• must include representation from 
State law enforcement agenCies; elected 
policy-making or executive officials of 
units of general local government; law 
~nforcem&nt officials or administrators 
.from locd units of government; each major 
l1'1w enforcement function - police, correc
tions Ilnd court systems, plus, where appl'o
p~iat~, teptusentation identified with the 
Act's $pecial emphllsis are8S, such 8S or88-
nbed crime and riots and civil disorders; 
th(' juvenile deUnquency and adult crime 
C()I\ttO 1 fle1ds; and community ot citizen 
hltere:ltA. til 
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This Standard indicates that a 1971 internal LEAA 
survey showed that 22 states had over one-third 
of the:!" board membership from non-criminal jus
tice sources. 

Notwithstanding the survey of the 22 states, 
the representation on supervisory boards has been 
criticized. The NATIONAL URBAN COALITION has 
charged that state planning agencies suffer from 
an across-the-board shortage of representatives 
from public and private social service agencies 
as well as from citizen and community interests. 2 
They recommend that the board include individuals 
who have been products of the system - parolees, 
reformed alcoholics and ex-convicts. 3 

The NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND U.S. CON
FERENCE OF MAYORS note that membership lacks 
elected local government officials. 4 Also, in a 
study published by the AMERICAN SOCIETY OF PLAN
NING OFFICIALS the author recognizes the lack of 
proper and suitable representation on regional 
and statewide boards. He argues for a careful 
mix of criminal justice professionals, elected 
officials, minority repres,entatives. laymen, ex
convicts. and other groups.5 

Several groups endorse, in general, the con
cept of balanced, representation on supervisory 
boards. The UNITED STATES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
recommends that: 

" ••. membership on, or participation 
with, the criminal justice committee or 
task force that is ultimately established 
by the organization should include those 
representing a cross-section of the citi
zen leadership of the communities within 
the designated rcgion. 1I6 

The ADVISORY COMMISStON ON lNTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS endorses the .present representation on 
supervisory boards saying that the representation 
is balanced and that local governments are ade
quately l:epresented. 7 ,. 

Several other organizations, while not 
directly addressing the representation on super
visory boards, endorse citizen participation, the 
exchange of ideas, and interchange of personnel. 
The'COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT has en
couraged businessmen not only to seek membership 
on criminal justice planning boards, but also to 
provide input of ideas and facts into the system. 
A high level of communication between the private 
sector and planning agencies should be maintained~ 
The ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RE
LATIONS encourages the day-to-day exchange of 
ideas with the public including discllssion of 
common problems and encouragement of joint ven
tures and studies. 9 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCE
MENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE recommends the 
participation of industry, religious institutions 
and other private groups. Each of these organi
zations can provide help by offedng their 

special expertise in th~ fight against crime. lO 

Finally, the INTERNATIONAL CITY NANAGEMENT 
ASSOCIATION points out that a planning agency 
should serve as a clearinghouse for all the analy
sis and planning done by other ~gencies, private 
groups and governmental departments. Advisory 
committees should be set up to aid the planning 
process. ll Also, a public relations campaign 
should be started so 8S to disseminate information 
to the public and thereby stimulate response. 12 

lAdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, Stnte-Local Relations in the Criminal 
Justice Syatem (Washington, DC: Government Print
ing Office, 1971), p. 245. 

2National Urban Coalition, Law ~nd Disorder 
II: State Planning UndeT Title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(Washington, DC: National Urban Coalition, 1970), 
p. 5. 

4Nntional League of Cities and U.S. Conference 
of Mayors, Survey of Local Criminal Justice Plan
ning (Washington, DC: National League of Cities 
and U.S. Conference of Mayors, 1973). p. 10. 

SHark Hoffman, Criminal Justice Planning 
(Chicago, IL: American Society of Planning Offi
cials, 1972), p. 22. 

6United States Chamber of Commerce, ~lin& 
Citizen Power Against Crime (Washington, DC: United 
States Chamber of Commerce, 1970), p. 78. 

7Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, Mak~ng the Safe Streets Act Work 
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 
1970), p. viii. 

8Committee for Economic Development, Reducing 
Crime and Assuring Justice (~ew York, NY: Committee 
for Economic Development, 1972), p. 63. 

':lAdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, State-Local Relations, p. 246. 

10president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and' Administration of Justice, The Challenge of 
Crime in a Free Society (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing. Office, 1967), pp. 289-90. 

11 International City Management ,.\ssuciation, 
Managing the Mod.£!.n City (Washington, DC: Inter
national City Management Association, 1971), p. 289 • 

l2 Jbid ., p. 377. 

Recommendation 1.1 H.DERAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
f'LAo.'mING 
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Although this report has concentrated upon 
standards for State and local agencies, the 
Commission recognizes that Federal, State, and 
local efforts are inextricably linked. The Com
mission urges th~ Federal Government to apply, 
where appropr~.ate, the principles contained in 
the standards previously discussed. 

Recommendation 1.1 urges the federal govern
ment to apply the Standards of Chapter 1. Inas
much as it calls only for federal action, it does 
not directly concern agenCies within Ohio and is, 
therefore, beyond the scope of this project. 

1< 1< 1< 1< 1< 
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CHAPTER 2 - REQUIREMENTli FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
INFORMATION 

This Chapter contains no Standards. 

9 



CHAPTER 3 - JURISDICTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Standard 3.1 COORDINATION OF INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
DEVELOPMENT 

Each State should create an organizational 
structure for coordinating the development of in
formation systems and for making maximum use of 
collected data in support of criminal justice man
agement by taking the following steps: 

1. Establish a criminal justice information 
planning and analysis unit that will coordinate 
the development of an integrated network of in
formation systems in the State and will satisfy in
formation needs of management decisionmaking for 
State and local criminal justice agencies as well 
as satisfying established Federal requirements for 
information. 

2. While making provisions for continued re
view and refinement, prepare a master plan for the 
development of an integrated network of criminal 
justice information systems (including the produc
tion of data needed for statistical purposes) spec
ifying organizational roles and timetables. 

3. Provide technical assistance and training 
to all jurisdiction levels and agencies in data 
collection methods, system concept development, and 
related areas. 

4. Arrange for system audit and inspection 
to insure the maintenance of maximum quality in 
each operating system. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This broad, vaguely-defined Standard sets the 
general outline for a major, centralized informa
tion systeM to be shared by the various components 
of the criminal justice system (courts, corrections, 
police). An unstated but implicit ,portion of the 
recommendation is that the system is computer
based. This Standard, being quite general, is de
tailed portion by portion in Chapters 4-11 of the 
Criminal Justice System. While this paper will 
deal only with similarly broad statements about 
the need for an information system, later Stand
ards ~'ill discuss sub-points more fully. 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE has spoken extensive
ly about the need for the type of information sys
tem recommended in this Standard. In the over
view volume The Challenge of Crime in a Free So
ciety. the Commission suggests that: 

tem 
the 
tan 
and 
and 

An integrated national information sys
is needed to serve the combined needs at 
National, State, regional and metropoli
or county levels of the police, courts, 
correction agencies, ani of the public 
the research community. 

While this particular portion speaks of the 
need for a national system, other referen~es 
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suggest that many information system activities 
are best performed at other levels. When a func
tion is best performed at the state level, the 
state should have primary responsibilities for 
that function. 2 

In addition to the recommendations in the 
master volume, several of the Task Force reports 
for the Commission, especially those on police, 
courts, science and technology and corrections 
have recommendations calling for a centralized in
formation system. The Jask Force Report: Science 
and Technology most extensively discusses this 
issue. The Task Force suggested that 

"criminal justice could benefit 
dramatically from computer-based infor
mation systems, and the development of 
a network designed specifically for its 
operations could start immediately."3 

The report went on to sug&est guidelines for such 
a system. 4 

An early response to The Challenge of Crime 
in a Free Society came from the NATIONAL COUNCIL 
ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY (NCCD). In the organi
zation's Goals and Recommendations, wholehe~rted 
endorsement was given to the development of lIan 
integrated national information system" to meet 
the needs of criminal justice agencies. The NCCD 
said states should play an important, although 
subsidiary, role in the management of such a 
system. 5 

Project SEARCH (System for Electronic Analy
sis and Retrieval of Criminal Histories) is a 
federally-funded, interstate group committed to 
investigating criminal justice information systems 
and recommending standards for development of 
those systems. As would be expected they strongly 

'support the creation of such systems; also they 
suggest the state is often the best level for 
such activity.6 Further, the project goes on to 
suggest necessary tools for a state to effectively 
run an information system. These include power 
over technical standards7 and rigorous quality 
control of data in the system. S 

The NATIONAL GOVERNORS'CONFERENCE 1972, 
passed the following resolution which, while lack
ing in detail, includes most functions included 
in this Standard. The state should provide for: 

Development of mandatory statistical 
data collection and analysis for all com
ponents of the criminal justice system in
cluding police administration, court case
load, correctional data, and expenditures 
by state and local governments for criminal 
justice institutions. 9 

A final recommendation in this area is the 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION's (ABA) Uniform Criminal 
Statistics Act. In this suggested legislation, 
the ABA suggests that each state create a Bureau 
of Criminal Statistics responsible for collection 



of cr1aiDal justice data from all agenciea. The 
Jureau would have r •• ponaibility for t.bulating. 
.naly.ina. and int.rpreting thi. d.ta. The Bureau 
i. aiven the power to .udit the information
aath.rina proce ••• nd to .et .t.ndards on the level 
.04 quality of information produced in each agency.10 
fbi. raca..end.tion ••• ign. to this Bur .. u only 
• ome of the information .y.tem functiona recommended 
by the St.nd.rd. Non.thel.... the powers given to 
the Bureau .. tch tho.e .uBsested by the Standard. 

It .hould b. e.pecially noted that this ABA 
r.co ... ndation w •• p .... d in 1946. However, Project 
SHARCH, prob.bly the moet recent and authoritative 
body in this field, augs.sts that it is completely 
.ppropriate to our time. 

lpr.aident'. Commiaaion on Law Enforcement and 
Ada1ni.tr.tion of Justice, The Challenge of Crime 
in • Pree Society (Wa.hlnston, DC: Government 
Printing Office, 1967), p. 267. 

21bid ., pp. 266-8. 

3pre.ident'. Commission, Taek Force Report: 
Sci.nc. and Technology, p. 68. 

4 Ibid., pp. 68-79. 

5National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
Goal •• nd Recommendation.: Re.ponse to Challenge 
~ Cri .. in • Free Soci.ty (Washington, DC: Na
tional Council on Crime and Delinqgency, 1968), 
pp. 3-4. 

\ 

6project SEj~H, Technical Report 13, De
.1aning St.tewide Criminal Ju.tice Statistics 
S .t •• _ - The Demon_tration of a Protot e· 
S.cramento, CAl Crime Technological Research 

Pound.tion. 1970), p. 1-104. 

7Ibid ., p. 5-2. 

6 Ibid., pp. 5-4. 

9N• t ional Governor.' Conference, 1972, Com
pendium of Hodel Correctional Legislation an~ 
St.ndard. (Chicago, IL: Alllerican Bar ASlociation, 
1972), p. 1-130. 

l0A-.ric.n Bar A •• ociation, Model Crime Sta
thUc. Act, in Project SEARCH, Technical Report 
li, p. AI-M9. 

• • tit • tit 

~r..ndard 3.2 STATE ROLE IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE IN
FORMATION AND STATISTICS 

B.ch St.te .hould establish a criminal justice 
information aYlte. that provides the following ser
vicea: 

1. Oo-line fllee fulfilling a common need of 
all c:r1a1nal juattce aganciell, including wanted 
per.on. (felony and miedemaanor), and identifiable 
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stolen 1tewi~ 

2. Computerized cdminal history f11es for 
persons arrested for an NCIC-qualified offense, 
with on-line ava11abil1t,;'f of at least a summary 
of crillllinal ac~ivity and. current status of offen
ders; 

3. Aceeas by computer interface to vehicle 
and 4river f11~s~ if computerized and maintained 
sepst:lltely by s,,,other State agency; 

4. A high-speed interface with NCIC provid
ing access to all NCIC filesi. 

5. All necessary teleconmwnications media 
and terminals for providing access to local users, 
either by computer-to-computer interface or direct 
terminal sccess; 

6. The computerized switching of agency-to
agency messsges for all intrastate users and 
routing (formating) of messages to and from quali
fied agencies in other States; 

7. The collection, processing, and reporting' 
of Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) from all law en
forcement agencies in the State with report gen
eration for the Federal Government agencies, ap
propriate State agencies, and contributors; 

8. In conjunction with crimlile." history 
files, the collection and storage of additional 
data elements and other features to support offen
der-based transaction statistics; 

9. Entry snd updating of data to a national 
index of criminal offenders as envisioned in the 
NCIC Computerized Criminal History files; and 

10. Reporting offender-based transaction sta
tistics to the Federal Government. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements snd Objections 

Standard 3.1 broadly specifies that each 
state should develop a criminal justice informa
tion system, and defines the character of that 
system. The Standard recommends that each state 
should develop a criminal justice information 
system that provides a single data source (impli
citly computer based) for such information as is 
necessary for the operation of more than one 
criminal justice agency. The state system should 
also coordinate with a national and/or regional 
system in sharing such data as may be useful. 
~~')ad categories of these data include some state 
~'Jministration files, criminal case histories, 
and those additional dsta necessary to develop a 
comprehensive criminal justice statistics system. 
Each standard in the subsequent chapters details 
each point more fully. 

This is an extremely broad Standard. Few 
organ~ations have called for so broad a set of 
activities to be assigned to a criminal justice 
information system; typically each organization 
~ecommends that part of the system most closely 
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aligned to their intereats. 

One group speaking broadly and inclusively 
in recommending the requirements of this system is 
the PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE. While it speaks primarily 
of s national system which, for optimal efficiency, 
should be administratively centered at the state 
and local level, there would be no major difference 
in the actual operation of the two syste~. The 
Commission duplicates the Standard in suggesting 
that such an information system should provide 
instant access to state files, such as car regis
tration, retain unified criminal case histories 
for all criminal justice agencies, and considerable 
information on i~cidenta in the criminal justice 
system that would serve as a basis for resesrch. l 
These recommendations are more fully developed in 
the Task Force Report: Science and Technology.2 

Another group makes suggestions in the area 
of criminal justice information systems that corre
late with the Standard; Project SEARCH (System 
for Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal 
Histories) is especially concerned with informa-. 
tion systems applications in criminsl justice. 
A series of recent publications detail their recom
mendations for criminal justice information sys
tems. They also recommend comprehensive state-
run criminal justice information systems that 
interface with a national system and with each 
other. They have a heavy emphasis on a coordi
nated system between different components of 
the criminal justice system. This coordinated 
information system is especially designed for 
statistical analysis, but the project recognizes 
that comprehensive and accurate criminal case 
histories are required to develop the desired 
statistical data. 3 The project says little about 
tie-ins with state administrative files. 

Other groups are less broad in,thetr recom
mendations. The NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND 
DELINQUENCY makes several recommendations in their 
1967 publication Goals and Recommendations: A 
Response to The Challenge of Crime in a Free 
Society. These recommendations, however, revolve 
around the concept of better crime reporting and 
statistical analysis; the e~phasis is primarily on 
a national system, although they specify that some 
functions should be dealt with at the state level. 4 

The 1972 NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE calls 
for an exhaustive criminal justice information 
system in each state, with a statistics analysis 
cspability as a critical part of the system. Other 
capabilities they call for should meet the working 
needs of various criminal justice agencies. Thus 
by implication the system is envisioned as more 
than just a statistics system and would presumably 
include other key points recommended in this 
Standard. S 

Several groups interested in corrections 
make recommendations for corrections information 
systems that would tie into broader informations 
systems. An example of such a group is the 
ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS. 

13 

The Commission recommends that the atate Depart
ment of Corrections carry out full research and 
ststistics analysis on those activities which 
concern the department. They also should retain 
full criminal case histories and records of be
havior on all offenders. Thus, from the perspec
tive of corrections, some recommendations partial
ly aligned with the Standard can be seen • 

lpresident's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, The Challense of 
Crime in a Free Society (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), pp. 266-269. 

2president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Repo~t: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), pp. 68-80. 

3project SEARCH, Tech~ical Report #3: De
signing Statewide Criminal Justice Statistics 
Systems - The Demonstration of a PrototYpe 
(Sacramento, CAl Crime Technologicsl Research 
Foundation, 1970), passim. 

4Natj,onal Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
GC.llls and Recommendations,: A Response to "The 
Challenge of Crime in a Free Society" (New York, 
NY: National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
1960), pp. 3-4, 23, 36. 

SlIatienal Governors' Conference, 1972 in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972)~ p. X-130. 

6Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, "State Department of Correction Act," 
in Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation 
and Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Associa
tion, 1972), pp. 1-15-16. 
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Standard 3.3 LOCAL 'CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS 

Every locality should be serviced by a local 
criminal justice information system which supports 
the needs of criminal justice agencies. 

1. The local criminal justice information 
system (LeJIS) as defined in the commentary should 
contain information concerning every person ar
rested within that locality from the time of 
arrest until no further criminal justice transac
tions can be expected within the locality con
cerning thst arrest. 

2. The LCJIS should contain a record of 
every local agency transaction pertaining to a 
criminal offense concerning such persons, the 
reason for the transaction, and the result of 
each such transaction. A transaction is defined 
as a formal and public activity of a criminal 
justice agency, the results of which are a matter 



of a public record. 

3. The LCJIS should contain the present 
criainal juetice atatua for each individual under 
the cognizance. of criminal justice agencies. 

4. The LCJIS should provide prompt response 
to inquiries from criminal justice agencies that 
have prodded information to the data base of LCJIS. 

5. If the LCJIS covers a geographical area 
containing conti,uous jurisdictions, it should pro
vide inveatlgative field suppurt to police agencies 
within this total area. 

6. LCJIS should provide a master name index 
of persons of interest to the criminal justice 
agencieo 1n ito jurisdiction. This index should 
include identHying .infot1lletion concerning persons 
within the locality under the cognizance of crimi
nlll justice agencies. 

7. The LCJIS should provide to the proper 
State agencies all information concerning post
arrest offender stat.istical data ao required. 

8. The LCJIS should provide to the proper 
State agencies all post-arreot data necesoary to 
DUI:lntain II current criminal hiotory record on 
persono arrested and procesoed within a locality. 

9. If autor.~ted, LCJIS ohould provide tele
communications interface between the State CJIS and 
cr1Dlinal justice e.genc1es within its locality. 

I. Status in Oh10 

In Ohio, the Administration of Justice Divi
aton (AJD) is developing a statewide criminal 
justice system, and has addresaed the issue of how 
the local criminal justice syotems should be 
structured. l AJD'o requiremento for the local 
aubsyotem ore in sccord with Standard 3.3. 

(1. Background 

AJD hao specified that any local or regional 
efforts ~ust not duplicate the state's efforts in 
the development of the Comprehensive Criminal 
IIhtories (Cell) and OHender-Baoed Tracking Sys
telll (OBTS). However, the local subsystem must 
furnbh data to the State's CCIl and OBTS. In 
furnishing this information to the state, the 
locality 1noures that thio information is avail
able not only to itself, but aloo to other locali
ties, the state, and the National Crime Information 
Center. 2 In. terms of Standard 3.3, all necessary 
information 1s available to the locality. 

In regard to users of the system, in order 
to effectuate the State CCII and OBTS, informational 
input ie necessary f~om all criminal justice agencies 
within a locality (i.e., police, courts, corrections). 
Standard 3.3 requ1res that acceoe to the LCJIS be 
given to all agencies which have provided infor
mation to the data baae. Thuo, because all agencies 
contributed to tha data base, these agencies are 
aSliuted of acNINS. The requirement of a mastQr 
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name in.d';;J' presents no problem; development of an 
appropriate software program could elicit this 
information which i8 already stored in the data 
bank. 

Standard 3.3 opecifies that the LCJIS should 
be capable of providing investigative ,field sup
port to the police. The LCJIS will have the in
formation needed (such as warrants outstanding, 
parole status, bail status) to assist police in 
their investigation and decision making in the 
field. Problems in this area will be in terms of 
adequate police capability to obtain the infor
mation. That is, the police in the field must 
have access to a line and terminal that links to 
the information system. Rather than being a con
sideration of the LCJIS, this is within the pro
vince of the law enforcement agencies, and neces
sitates improvement of radio communications. 

Finally, AJD has mandated that local infor
mation systems must be capable of interfacing 
with the state system. 3 

1Directives For Criminal Justice Planning FY 
1974 (Columbus, 011: Administration of Justice 
Division, 1973), p. 42. 

2Ibid • 

3Ibid • 
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Standard 3.4 CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMPONENT INFORMA
TION SYSTEMS 

Every component agency of the criminal jus
tice system (police, courts, corrections) should 
be oerved by an information system which supports 
its intraagency needs. 

1. The component information system (CIS) 
should provide the rationale for the internal 
allocation of personnel and other resources of 
the agency. 

2. The CIS should provide a rational basis 
for scheduling of events, cases, and transactions 
within the agency. 

3. The CIS should provide the agency admini
strator with clear indications of changes in work
load and workload composition, and provide the 
means of distinguishing between short-term varia
tions (e.g., seasonal variations) and long-term 
trends. 

4. The CIS should provide data required for 
the proper functioning of other systems as appro
priate, and should retain only that data required 
for its own specific purposes. 

5. The CIS should provide the interface be
tween LCJIS and individual users within its own 
agency. This interface provision should include 

telecommunications facilities as necessary. 

6. The CIS should create and provide access 
to files needed by its users that are not provided 
by the State or local criminal justice information 
systems to which it is interfaced. 

7. The CIS should support the conduct of re
search and program evaluation to serve agency mana
gers. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard suggests that every component 
agency (police, courts, corrections) of the crimi
nal justice system should be served by an !nfor
mation system which supports its unique intra
agency needs. Such a system would facilitate 
those activities which support the agency mission 
but are not reason~b1y handled by a regional or 
state information system. Often such systems 
fall into the "management information" category. 

There are two levels at which this Standard 
i8 supported. The first level is that of a broad, 
general statement suggesting that diverse agencies 
each need their own suppnrting information system. 
The second level is that of a series of recommenda
tions saying that for particular types of component 
agencies, e.g., police, certain functions should 
be supported by an information system unique to 
the agency. 1n ~oth types of recommendations, 
the use of co~uters 1s implied where such compu
ters are cost-effective. 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE is the primary group 
that speaks on all agencies generally. The Task 
Force on Science and Technology most clearly ad
dresoes this subject. They suggest: 

The basic criminal justice opera-
tions occur at the local level, and com
puters can help managers in their day
to-day decisions. Since these functions 
vary so widely, it is difficult to describe 
in complete detail specific systems that 
would be applicable to more than a few 
localities .1 

They go on to detail specific tasks that do 
not need to be centralized, but will help an 
agency to function more effectively. They empha
size that, "even where there is a state system, 
certain routine tasks might be implemented 
locally. "2 

Most other statements in this area suggest 
ways in which information systems can provide 
management information for particular agency 
activities. The Science and Technology Task 
Force, for example, suggests that police,3 courts,4 
and corrections5 each have activities that need 
not be centralized but by implication, would be 
ouch more effective if supported by computer. 

Other groups echo this sentiment. Within 
the area of corrections, the AMERICAN CORRECTION 
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ASSOCUTION (ACA), 1n its Manual of Correctional 
Standards, suggests that: 

"Electronic data processing equipment 
r~adi1y lends itself to the management 
function of controlling and accounting 
for equipment. Lists of equipment can 
be prepared with a min1mum of effort 
through the use of a punched card-system."6 

The ACA lists several other functions that might 
be facilitated in the same way. 

Police have several activities, whooe perfor
mance can be enhanced by a smooth, effective in
formation system. The ~mRICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 
(ABA), for example, in its Standards Relating to 
the Urban Police Function, talks of this problem. 
They suggest that systematic analysio of infor
mation and operationo has led to a more efficient 
allocation of patrol1strength; certainly a police 
activity.7 

In the area of courts, an example of computer
based information system application is to be 
found in calendar management. The Special Comm{t
tee on Electronic Data Retrieva1, a committee of 
the hBA, suggests particular applications and 
guidelines for the apGlication of information 
systems in this area. 

This is not an exhaustive account of endoroe
ments for the suggestions of this Standard, but 
rather a selected group to indicate the strong 
consensus which exists regarding the merito of 
these ouggestion5. 

1president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), p. 77. 

2Ibid .• p. 74. 

3 Ibid., Task Force Report: Police, p. 57. 

4Ibid ., Task Force Report: Science and 
Technology, p. 78. 

5 Ibid., p. 77. 

6American Correctional Association, Manual 
of Correctional Standards (Washington, DC-:----
American Correctional Association, 1966), p. 203. 

7American Bar Association, Standardo Relating 
to the Urban Police Function (Chicago, IL: Ameri
can Bar Association, 1972), p. 237. 

8Special Committee on Electronic Data Re
trieval, Computers and the ~!!I.!, by Robert P. 
Bigelow, Chairman (Chicago, IL: American Bar 
Association, 1966), p. 72. 
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CHAPTER 4 - POLICE,INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

Standard 4.1 POLICE INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

Every police agency should have a well-defined 
information system. Proper f~nctions of such a 
system include: 

1. Dispatch information, including the genera
tion of data describing the dispatch operation and 
data useful in the dispatching process; 

2. Event information, including the genera
tion and analysis of data on incidents and crimes; 

3. Case information, including data needed 
during followup until police disposition of the 
case is completed; 

4. Reporting and access to other systems 
which provide required data for operational or 
statistical purposes; and 

5. Patrol or investigative support data not 
provided by external systems, such as misdemeanor 
want/warrant data, traffic and citation reporting, 
and local property data. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard states that every police agency 
should have a multi-purpose, well-defined infor
mation system capable of providing the police de
partment with information necessary for operations 
and management. 

Information systems, as it is used in this 
Standard, implies the use of co~puters. Computers 
are not explicitly recommended because the Advisory 
Commission recognizes the obvious fiscal infeasi
bility of all criminal justice system units using 
computers. In some senses, therefore, the Standard 
can be discussed either in terms of formal, com
puter-based information systems or at the level 
of regul~rized procedures for processing data for 
such functions as record-retention. or research. 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE speaks extensively 
about the subject of this Standard. Some commen
tary from Task Force Report: Science and Technology 
follows: 

Criminal justice could benefit drama
tically from computer-based information 
sy~tems, and development of a network de
signed specifically for its operations 
could start immediately. Such syste~a 
can aid in the following functions: 

Police patrol.--Enabling a police 
officer to check rapidly the identi
fication of people and property again@t 
a central "wanted" file. 

Crime investigation.--Providing 
a police officer or detectiv~ with 
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supporting information files such 
as crime patterns, modu~ operandi, 
criminal associates, and perhaps in 
the future, the ability to match 
latent fingerprints from a crime scene 
against a central fingerprint file. 

Police deployment.--Altering 
polic~ deployment in response to 
changing patterns ~f crime on an 
hourly, daily, seasonal or emergency 
basiB. 

Budgeting.--Collecting uniform 
statistics on agency operations and 
workloads. prQviding a basis for 
estimating personnel needs and for 
o~t1mum allocation of men and dollars. 

Research.--Providing a collection 
of anonymous criminal histories to 
find out how best to interrupt a 
developing criminal career and to 
achieve a better understanding of how 
to control crime. l . 

These suggestions are repeated in other volumes 
of the Commission's report. 2 

Other groups do not speak as specifically in 
regard to police infornwtion systems. The AMERI
CAN BAR ASSOCIATION, in its Standards Relating to 
the Urban Police Function emphasizes the role of 
the police research function ss a tool to improve 
police service. As written, it closely ties in 
with the information system suggested in this 
Standard, although it is not as extensive. 3 

The 1972 NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE 
passed a recommendation relati~g to this Standard. 
They recommend that there be "mandatory stat1sti~ 
cal data collection and analysis for all compo
qents of the criminal justice system including 
police administration."4 Again, this especially 
n;lates to the research ",ctivities of the infor
mation system. 

Additionally, this Standard is similar to the 
recommendations of Project SEARCH (System for 
Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal 
Histories) for a statewide statistics and infor
mation system for criminal justice. Such a sys
tem would be especially helpful in the areas of 
reaearch and quick data retrieval for criminal 
apprehension. 5 

The volume Municipal Police Administration, 
a publication of the INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT 
ASSOCIATION, deals extensively with the need for, 
and structure of, an efficient police records 
system,6 and in additj.on, the planning and re
search function based on those records. 7 

lpresident's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
~cience and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment P;:;inting Office, 1967), p. 68. 



2P~esident's Commission on L8~ i~forcement 
and Administration of Justice, !a~k Force Report: 
The Police, p. 57, and The Challenge of Cdme in a 
~~ty, pp. 266-268. 

3American Bar Association, Standards Relating 
to the Urban Police Function (Chicago, IL: American 
Bar Association, 1972), pp. 236-238. 

4':ational Governors' Conference, 1972, in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Associetion, 
1972), p: X-l30. 

Sproject SEARCH, Technical Report 03: ~~sig~= 
ing Statew.de C~im1nal Justice Statistics Systems
The Demonstration of a Protf/cype (Sacramento, CA: 
Crinlc Technological Research Foundation, 1970), 
p. V. 
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Standard 4.2 CRIME ANALYSIS CAPJ\BILIT" 

Every police dl:jlartment shou':.d improve its 
crime analysis capability by utilizing information 
provided by its information system within the de
partment. Crime analysis may' include the utili
zation oC the following: 

1 .. 
nal.a; 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Methods of oper~tion of individual crimi-

Pattern recognition; 
Field interrogation and arrest data; 
Cr~me report data; 
Incident report information; 
Dispatch information; and 
Traffic reports, both accidents and 

These elements must be carefully screened for 
information that should be routinely recorded for 
crime analysis. 

1. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The emphasis of this Standard is that police 
departments should regularly perform rese~rch 
activities. Even a r':!gular analysiS (If the common 
police report data would greatly enhance police 
efficiency. 

There is It wide consensus strongly supporting 
this Standard. It is qu:l.te generally believe(~ 
that there has not been nearly enough research per
formed on basic crime. patten-,s. A;, 'n~rease (>f 
research in this area should result in .:.:onsiderable 
dividends. 

The PRES!DENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE speaks extensively 
on this topiC. Generally, 'they emphasize the need 
for police research and suggest possible areas in 
which police usearch might be beneficial. l To allow 
specialized research in particular are«s they 
recommend that each large department have a research 
unlt.2 
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Several of the Commission's subcommittees 
also speak to this topic. One subcommittee, in 
Task Force Report: The Police, duplicates the 
Standard by calling for the analysis of CODliDon 
police data to identify problems. 3 The Task 
Force Report: Science and Technology also makes 
recommendations for part.icular ccmputer applica
tions to research. 4 

The INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
in the volume Municipal Police Administration, has 
an extended section on research for police. They 
suggest several activities for police research: 

1 Activity and Crime Analysis. A 
co~prehensive ~eview of time, incident, 
and location data of criminal actions to 
note such things as frequency, type, pat
terns, and so f~rth. This information 
can be used to layout patrol p.tt~rns, 
to identify high crime areas, and to 
assist in identify::'ne ('.('1min8.1 suspects. S 

Other groups make pert!>I>tnt, b'Jt less detail
ed recommendations in this area. For example, the. 
1972 NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE, issued a con
cise series of recommendations on ,the criminal 
justice system. One of these dealt with crime 
data collection and analysis and the governors 
recommended that this kind. of analysis be manda
tory for all components of the criminal justice 
system, including police. 6 

Additionally, the AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, 
in its Standards Relating to the Urban Police 
function, says this a~out the g:.owing trend in 
police research: 

Within the past decade, many police 
agencies have established planning and 
research units. These units h~ve con
cerned themselves primarily with the allo
cation of police manpower, with the stream
lining of record-keeping procedures, with 
the reorganization of operating units, and 
with the preparation of plans for the 
handling of major events. On the whole, 
they have made significant contribution 
toward improving the operating efficiency 
of police agencies. 7 

They go on to suggest that the role of police re
search units should be expanded to include not 
just research into the efficient means of accom
plishing the givlan goal, but also some critical 
evaluation of those goals themselves. 

lpresident's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, The Challenge of 
Crime in a Free ~ociety (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), pp. 166-8. 

2 Ibid., p. 275. 
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3President's Commfssion on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
The Police (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Off~ce, 1967), p. 25. 

4president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), p. 68. 

5George D. and Esther M. Eastman, editors, 
Municipal Police ~~dmin~~tration (Washington, DC: 
International City Mar~Bement Association, 1969), 
p. 216. 

6National Governors' Conference, 1972, Com
pendium of Model Correctional Legislation an~ 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), pp. x-130. 

7American Bar Aasociation, Standards Relating 
to the Urban Police Function (Chicago, IL: American 
Bar Association, 1972), pp. 236-8. 
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Standard 4.3 MANPOWER RESOURCE ALLOCATION AND 

CONTROL 

Every police agency should develop a manpower 
resource allocation and control system that will 
support major efforts to: 

1. Identify through empirical means the 
need for manpower within the department; 

2. Provide planning for maximum utiliza
tion of available resources; 

3. Provide information for the allocation 
and instruction of patrol officers and specialist 
officers; and 

4. Provide for t~~ evaluation of the adopted 
plan. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard suggests that every police 
agency should develop an empirically-based man
power resource allocation and control system that 
will maximize the effectiveness of the agency. 
Evaluation and adjustment of the manpower distri
bution should be routine, that is not infrequent. 

Broad consensus exists rugarding the recom
mendations of this Stand~rd. The PRESIDENT'S 
COMMISsiON ON LAW ENFORCDilNT AND ADMINISTRATION 
OF JUSTICE clearly supports the Standard. In The 
Challenge of Crime in a Free Society the Commission 
suggests that the new computer-based information 
systems should facilitate allocation of manpower. 
They say: 

"such systems can aid in the following 
functions: police deployment - altering 
police deployment in response to changing 
patterns of crime on an hourly! daily, 
seasonal, or emergency basis." 

Such alterations in deployment would enhance police 
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efficiency. 

A subcommittee of the President's Commission 
concurs with the CommiSSion's view on manpower 
allocation. In their expanded discussion of this 
issue, they list "distributing available field 
officers according to the need for their service6" 
as the first step toward maximum utilization of 
field personnel. They go on, then, to suggest 
some of the recent techniques for determining 
needs and, consequently, allocation of manpower. 2 

Approaching the issue slightly less directly 
is Project SEARCH (System for Electronic Analysis 
and Retrieval of Criminal Histories). The empha
sis of this group is on testing the degree to 
which computer based information systems can 
effectively be ucilized in the criminal justice 
area. One of thej,r views is -that incressed and 
rigorous statistical efforts will yield the most 
efficient allocation of resources; this would in
clude allocation ,for such activities as workload. 3 

The INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
in Municipal Police Administration calls for 
systematic research analysis by the police. The 
consequency of activity of this Bert is: 

"information (Which) can be used to 
layout patrol patterns, to identify high 
crime areas and to assist in identifying 
criminal suspects."4 

Finally the AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION in 
Standards Relating to the Urban Police Function 
states that each police department should have a 
research capacity to assist the administrator in 
systematically formulating and evaluating police 
policies and procedures. An important activity 

'of this group, they suggest, should be allocation 
of police manpower. S 

lpresident's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Admini8tration of Justice, The Challenge of 
Crime in a Free Society (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), ? 266. 

2President's Commission on Law Enforcement, 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
The Police (Wa,shington, DC: Government Printing 
Office,l967), p. 52. 

3project SEARCH, Technical Report #3: Design
ing Statewide Criminal Justice Information Sys
tems - The Demonstration of a Prototype (Sacra
mento, CA: California Crime Technological Re
search Foundation, 1970), p. 1-4. 

4George D. and Esther M. Eastman, eds., 
MunIcipal Police Administration (Washington, DC: 
International City Management Association, 1969), 
p. 216. 

5American Bar Association, Standards Relating 
to the Urban Police Function (Chicago, IL: Ameri
can Bar Association, 1972), p. 237. 

." ." it * ." 



Standard 4.4 POLICE INFORMATION SYSTEM RESPONSE 
TlME 

InL:mll4tioCl should be provided to users in 
.lIufUciant time to affect the outcome of their de
c1d:l.ons. The IIlII!ximum allowable delay for in for
IIlIIcion delivery, measured from initiation of the 
r~que8t to the delivery of a response, varies ac
cording to user type. 

L For users engaged in unpre.d;1ctable field 
activity of high potential danger (e.g., vehicle 
il top) the DUl'llimum delay should be 120 seconds. 

2. For users engaged in field activity with
out direct exposure to high potential danger (e.g., 
checldng pllrked vehicles) the maximum delay should 
be 5 minutes. 

3. FOr usero engaged in investigatory acti
vJ ty without peraonal cont,act (e.g., developing 
SUflp'~ct lists), the maximum delay should be 8 
hours. 

I.. ~'OI: Uflers engaged in postapprehension 
1.dent1f:lcation and criminal history determinations, 
the moximum delay should be 4 hours. 

I. Of Uc:lally Known Endorsements and Obj ections 

'rh1.s Standard argues that key information 
should be provided to police in sufficient tim~ to 
affect the outcome of their decisions. The maxi· 
11IUOl allowable delay for information delivery varies 
according to the type situation. Patrolmen, for 
example, need the quickest response. 

Th1.!i Standard does not mention the use of 
computers, bur. 1s meaningless apart from that ob
vtous impHcation, Another detail of the Standard 
I II t hil C tt specifies the maximum responne tiute for 
VII·r!OUS Hi CUll tions. No group has made such de
tuil(:t1 t'ecommendat:\.ons: only one has even suggested 
vllgue tj,me intervals. 

The PitESlDEN1" S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
fiND .flDHUnSTRNrION OF JUSTICE has addressed this 
COMept directly. This is most evident in the 
Tilsk Force Report: Science and Techn~, where 
';';vera'l pages dE.'.tnll a "response inquiry" system. l 

The 'rask }'orcc. even recommends vague time maxi
Inumt;\ for lnformation response to given circumstances. 
Thry IIUp,8f.!11t informational support for the patrol
mlln should be available between a one to five min
utt~ maximum,·2 (The Standard recommends 120 seconds.) 
lithilt' types of poHc~ activities, the Commission 
iHly'Il, should receive information from centralized 
11 tl\t:e, Ql~ national, Ules within hours or in II 

Illllxtlnum of one or two days. 3 

"he inquiry systelm is also discussed by the 
J:!!..~.k..J;'.Q£,ce Reeort: The Police. It: focuses on the 
need (or such n system and its possible uses, 
t'lithcr than dnaUng with response times. 4 The full 
l;o!llllilisioll aiao centers its attention at this level, 
dlllCUuln& the need for, and pOBsibl.a uses of, 
ll1fOrmal'i<m systemu touching only briefly on 
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response times for police.S 

The INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 
(lCMA) , in its publication, Municipal Police 
Management, does not speak of computerized infor
mation systems, nor, consequently, information 
system response times. Yet the association's 
position can be inferred from the "Records and 
Communications" chapter; it emphasizes the way in 
which speed of communication can enhance police 
effectiveness. 6 Tied in with this, is the need 
for well-defined information storage and process
ing, procedures. Without this, it is suggested, 
information will take increasingly longer periods 
to retrieve and use, reducing departmental effi
ciency.7 In a concluding paragraph th~ ICMA 
speaks quite favorably of the development of cen
tralized computer information systems as an infor
mational aid to the resolution of problems in 
police functions. Such centralized systems would 
make more information available, and malte it 
available more quickly.8 

lPresident's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Re20rt: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Covern
ment Printing Offjce, 1967), pp. 71-74. 

2Ibid ., p. 71. 

3 Ibid., p. 72. 

4president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
The Police (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1967), p. 57. 

5president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, The Challenge of 
Crime in a Free Society (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), pp. 266-9. 

6George D. and Esther Eastman, eds. Municipal 
Police Administration (Washington, DC: Interna
tional City Management Association, 1969), p. 250. 

7 Ibid., p. 265. 

8 Ibid., p. 274. 

* * * * * 
Standard 4.5 UCR PARTICIPATION 

Every police agen~y should, as a minimum, 
participate fully in the Uniform Crime Reporting 
program. 

1. OffiCially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The emphasis of this Standard ("Every police 
agency should, as a minimum, participate fully in 
the Uniform Crime Reporting system") is thal if Ii 

police agency participates in no other statistics 
reporting system, they should at least participate 
in this very minimal system. Obviously any group 

recommending participation in a broader, more com
prehensive statistics information system would at 
the game· time be encompassing the goal of this 
Standard. 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE makes two recommenda
tions which match this Standard. First. the Com
mission recommends statistical reporting and a 
criminal justice information system that tie in 
closely with the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Uniform Crime Reports. l More importantly, they 
make strong recommendations for the development 
of a complete, more detailed information system 
for criminal justice that would be far superior to 
the Uniform Crime Reports. 2 

The FBI did not develop the Uniform Crime 
Report program independently. Indeed, it was 
done originally by the International Association 
of Chiefs of Police. While it cannot be assumed 
that they suggest requiring participation, it 
seems likely that they would strongly encourage 
such participation. 3 

As suggested above, no other group specifically 
recommends participation in the Uniform Crime Re
port. Several, however, do recommend universal 
participation in a more comprehensive statistics 
system. Project SEARCH (System for Electronic 
AnalYSis and Retrieval of Criminal Histories), 
for example, details several pages of irtforma~ 
tion that should be required in a minimum criminal 
justice information system. 4 

The NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 
makes several recommendations to "promote uniform 
procedures for comprehensive crime reporting," in
cluding "mandatory uniform reporting within' the 
states."s 

lpresident's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, The Challenge of 
Crime in a Free Society (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), pp. 286-28/. 

2Ibid ., pp. 267-269. 

3Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform 
Crime Reporting Handbook (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1966), p. 1. 

. 4project SEARCH, Technical Report #4: Imple
menting Statewide Criminal Justice Systems - The 
Model and Implementation Environment (Sacramento, 
CA: Crime Technological Research Foundation, 1972), 
pp. 16-25. 

sNational Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
Goals and Recollllllendations: A Response to "The 
Challenge of Crime in a Free Society" (New York, 
NY: National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
1967), p. 1. 

* * * * * 
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Standard 4.6 EXPANDED CRIME DATA 

For use at the local level, or for State and 
regional planning evaluation, data collected con
cerning an incident regarded as a crime should in
clude as a minimum: 

1. Incident definition, including criminal 
statute violated and UCR offense classification: 

2. Time, including time of day, day of week, 
month, and year; 

3. Location, including coded geographical 
location and type of location; 

4. Incident characteristics, including type 
of weapon used, method of entry (if applicable), 
und aegree of intimidation or force used: 

5. Incident consequences, including type and 
value of property stolen, destroyed, or recovered, 
and personal injury suffered; 

6. Offender ch{lracteristics (each offender), 
including relationship to Nictim, age, rsce, sex, 
residency, prior criminal record, criminal JUBtice 
status (on parole, etc.), employment and educa
tional status, apparent intent, and alcohol/nar
cotics usage history; 

7. Type of arrest (on view, etc.); and 
8. Witnesses and evidence. 

The data should be obtained at least for 
murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assaul~ 
and burglary (both residential and commercial). 

I. Status in Ohio 

Given the diversity of data suggested by 
this Standard, it is not surprising that there is 
great variation in the extent to which these ele
ments are, or will be, implemented in the Ohio 
Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS). The 
Ohio CJIS, fully operative by 1975,1 will have 
'data elements sufficient to guarantee the availa
bility of elements one and m~st of element six. 

Most of the other elements suggested are 
items that would normally appear on some written 
report in the criminal justice system. Both the 
time and place of an incident should be in the 
initial police investigation; police typically 
include incident characteristics in their investi
gation. Certainly the prosecutor knows the wit
nesses and evidence. As for the type of arrest, 
if not regularly gathered such dats could easily 
be accumulated. 

Since most of the suggested data are availa
ble in Ohio (and in most parts of the nation), 
the critical portion of the Standard is the ready 
accessibility of this data for research and plan
ning. 

II. Avenues and Costs of Implementation 

While the implicit thrust of the standards 
ir. Chapter 4 is the computerization of various 
criminal justice tasks, research could be accom
plished without computers. 

Several basic police textbooks suggest (orms 



andprocedul'ea which, if followed cona1atent1y, 
101111 ,ather, proce.a, and group the data suggested 
in the Standard for eaa, analysis. Examples are 
V.A. Leonard'a Tha Police Records System,2 O. W. 
Wilaon'a Police Adminilltration,3 and Wi1aon's Police 
Recorda and Thair Inata11ation. 4 Adopting one-or--
the ayate .. outlined in theae works would not 
neceaaarlly involve significant costs. The only 
coat would be that of adapting present records to 
the new (OE1lll1t. 

Some police departments choose to develop 
their own forms and procedures in light of their 
own analyll. of data requirements. Often this is 
done throuah .yatems analysis, hoping to increase 
efficiency of data processing and accuracy of data 
collection. Recent studies of this type have in
variably been connected with the computerization 
of several police functions. 

Cincinnat.i and Kansas City, t-lissouri are 
recent examples of two agencies in which both the 
report forma snd the processing of those forms 
have been revamped as part of s new computer 
package. It is impossible to isolate the cost of 
the form changes from cost of the entire computer 
package. S In both cases the systems are considered 
exemplary, both generally and more specifically in 
terms of research capacity. Both systems are 
several million dollar projects. 

lAdministratiotl. of Justice Division, Toward 
a Safer Hore Just Society: Ohio's 1974 Com~
~ive Criminal Juatice Plan (Columbus. OH: Admini
atration of Juatice Division, 1973), p. D-90. . 

2V. A. Leonard, The Police Records System 
(Springfield, IL: Thomas, 1970). 

30 • W. Wilson and Roy C. McLaren, ~ 
AdminiBtration 3rd Ed. (New York, NY: McGraw-Hill, 
1972) . 

40 • W. Wilson, Police Records and Their In
,Atallation (Public Administration Service, 1951). 

SLaw Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
Directory of Automated Criminal Justice Informa
tion Systema (Washington, DC: Government Print
iog Office, 1973), pp. 434-609. 

Stundard 4.7 QUALITY CONTROL OF CRIME DATA 

Every police agency should make provision 
fol. an independent audit of incident and arrest 
repOtting. The audit should verify that: 

1, Crime raporta are being generated when 
IIpp rop ria te ; 

2. lnci.denta are being properly classified; 

3. Reports are baing properly prepared and 
l1ullmi.ttl'!d. 
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To establish an "audit trail" and to provide 
the basic documentation needed by management, the 
following key characteristics or records should 
be adopted: 

1. The police response made to every call 
for police service dhould be recorded, regardless 
of whether a unit is dispatched. Dispatch records 
should be numbered and timed; if the service leads 
to a complaint, the complaint should be registered 
on a numbered crime report, and that number also 
be shown on the dispatch record. 

2. All dispatches should be recorded, indi
cating time of dispatch and arrival on scene. 

3. Dispatch records should show the field 
unit disposition of the event, and ahould be 
numbered in such a way as to link dispatches to 
arrest reports or other event disposition reports. 

4. All self-initiated calls should be re
corded in the same manner as citizen, calls for 
service. 

I. Officially Known Endorsementa and Objections 

This Standard suggests that every police 
agency should make provision for an independent 
audit of incident and arrest reporting. The audit 
should first verify that crime reporta are being 
generated when appropriate and then that the data 
supplied to the information system are both accu
rate and adequate. 

This rather common concept in accounting. and 
information science has only infrequently been 
suggeated to have direct applicability to the 
criminal justice system, at least by official 
groups. One group that has done so is the 
PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE. They suggest, in Task 
Force Report: Science and Technology, the need to 
guarantee the accuracy of data in the criminal 
justice system. They suggest that a regular 
monthly audit by an outside agency is the best way 
to meet this goal,l 

Project SEARCH (System for Electronic Analy
sis and Retrieval of Criminal Histories) also 
makes recommendations regarding quality control 
over crime data. At one point the group recom
mends that a state statistical agency have the 
power to inspect all incoming records, presumably 
for purposes of quality control. 2 SEARCH'a sub
committee on privacy and security echoes the re
commendation for quality control of data. In the 
subcommittee's view data auditing and verification 
are mandatory in guaranteeing the personal liber
ties of all citizens. 3 

In the field of information science there is 
authoritative support for the quality control of 
information being gathered by any information sys
tem. Not unreasonably such genera1izationa can 
be applied to more particular cases such as, for 
example, control over crime data being gathered 
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for police. The CODASY~ (Conference on Data 
Systems Language) systems committee speaks to this , 
issue in its recommended Feature Analysis of 
Generalized Data Base Management Systema, empha
sizing technical aspects. They speak of an "audit 
trail," a report "designed for study by the data 
administrator so that he can scrutinize events that 
have taken place during a period of processing." 
A full auditing analysis will also include analysis 
of the input data. 4 

II. Special Considerations 

Other noted authorities in police work agree 
with the need to oversee and control the accuracy 
of information-gathering. If! Police Administra
tion, (3rd edition) o. W. Wilson emphasizea the 
need for some type of inspection and review pro
cess as a control on police reporting system. 5 

lpresident's Coromission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), p. 75. 

2project SEARCH, Technical Report #3: De
signing Statewide Criminal Justice Statistics 
Systems - The Demonstration of a Prototype 
(Sacramento, CAl California Crime Technological 
Research Fo~ndation, 1970), pp. 5-7. 

3Committee on Security and Privacy, Project 
SEARCH, Technical Memorandum #3: A Model State 
Act For Criminal Offender Record Information 
(Sacramento, CA: California Crime Technological 
Research Foundation, 1971), p. 19. 

4The Conference on Data Systems Language 
Systems Committee, Feature Analysis of Data Base 
Management Systems (New York, NY: Association 
For Computing Machinery, 1971), p. 450. 

50. W. Wilson & Roy C. McClaren, Police 
Administration, 3rd Ed. (New York, NY: McGraw
Hill Book Company, 1971), p. 198. 

• • • • • 
Standard 4.8 GEOCODING 

Where practical, police should establish a 
geographical coding system that allows addresses 
to be located on a coordinate system as a basis 
for collecting crime incidence statistics by beat, 
district, census tract, and by other "zoning" sys
tems such as schools, planning zones, and zip codes. 

r. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

A Geographic Base File (GBF) can provide data 
in geographic detail. It provides a useful tool 
in determining day to day &llocation of patrol man
power and provides cause and effect for crime analy
sis and investigative efforts. Such a detailed 
level of geocoding is necessary for proGram evalua
tion or experimentation. 
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One of the first major attempts to appl),' a 
computer analysis of crime incidence rate fOl the 
purpose of manpower allocation is under way in 
Washington, D.C. The Metropolitan Police Depart
ment under a grant from the Law Enforcement Assis
tance Administration (LEAA) under contract with 
MATHEMATICA, Inc., is developing a aystem of com
puterized police dispatching based upon coding of 
the city by individual city (surveyor) block. 
These coordinates are derived from census files. 
The city blocks are grouped to form a set of beats. 
The geographic location to which the police unit 
responds will be aggregated by city block provid
ing a cal1s~for-service per blockl ratio. A com
puterized long-range planning technique is also 
being used by the Kanaaa City, Missoud, Police 
Department. A program known as Computer Oriented 
Police Planning System (COPPS) has been develuped 
to assist the development of corJputedzed planning 
systems. One of the ,sub-routines of COPPS is for 
patrol car allocation. In.Dayton, Ohio a system 
has been developed to "draw" every beat using a 
computer so that each beat will have an equal 
work load. In St. Louis, IBM Corporation has put 
together a computer program package known aa 
LEMRAS (Law Enforcement Manpower Resource Alloca
tion System)". The procedure determines the mini
mum number of units required for each beat so 
that all objectives are fil1ed. 2 . 

The success of these programs has not been 
conclusively established as yet. However, there 
is a "strong suspicion" that a correlation exists, 
for example, between a 5% reduction in traffic 
accidents in Kansas City (uaing fewer number of 
men on traffic patrol) and the selective enforce
ment resulting from the COPPS computerized man
power a1location. 3 

Iproject SEARCH, International Symposium on 
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics 
Systems (Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion, 1972), pp. 167-175. 

2 Ibid., p. 151. 

3Ibid ., p. ISS. 



'.1 

L,,] 
'i 

[I:] 
[ Ii] 

[t] 
. r 

[~] 
[ r] 
[] 
[I] 

[ 1 ] 

[I] 

[I] 

[I] 

[I] 

[ I] 

[I] 

[I ] 

[I] 

[ ! ] 

CHAPTER 5 - COURTS INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

Standard 5.1 DECISIONHAKING IN INDIVIDUAL CASES 

A Court information system should provide in
formation unique to the defendant and to the case. 
Required information includes: 

1. Defendant background data and other char
acteristics needed in decisionmaldng such as de
fendant's family status, employment, residence, ed
ucation, past history, indigency information rel
ative to appointment of counsel, and such data as 
might be determined by a bail agency interview. 

2. Current case history stating the proceed
ings already completed, the length of time between 
proceedings, continuances (by reason and source), 
representation, and other participants. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The particular emphasis of this Standard is 
that certain types of information should be avail
able to help judges make decisions before and dur
ing trial. The information should emphasize de
fendant background data and a complete case his
tory. Two implications of this Standard are: first, 
the information is to be computer based; second, the 
information is to be part of pooled data used by 
police, courts and possibly corrections. 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, in their document 
Task Force Report: The Courts, emphasizes early 
fact-finding for the courts to aid judges in making 
informed decisions on such matters as release-on
recognizance and trial continuances. l Since most 
of this information is already available in the 
criminal justice system, it would be redundant 
and more costly to completely duplicate the re
search to generate this information. A coordina
ted information system should save money. 

The AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION'S (ABA) Stan
.dards Relating to Court Organization emphasizes the 
need to collect data required for adequate judicial 
and administrative decisions. 2 In the appendix to 
this work the ABA suggests that co~puters can be 
used to retain case histories, previous actions of 
the court, and data relating to each defendant. 3 

According to the AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE'S 
Hodel Code of Pre-Arraignment Procedure, some of 
the data in question which relates to case his
tories should be made available to the courts by 
the police. 4 

The pre-trial personal data also overlaps to 
a very great degree with the suggested elements of 
pre-sentenc~ reports required after a defendant is 
found guilty. Pooled data will both speed crimin
al justice and reduce the costs incurred by dup
licating information at several points in the cri~ 
minal justice system. 5 
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!President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
The Courts (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1967), pp. 41-2. 

2American Bar Association, Standards Relat
ing to Court Organization (Chicago, IL: American 
Bar Assoication, 1973), pp. 95-97. 

3Ibid ., p. 106. 

4American Law Institute, Model Code of 
Pre~Arraignment Propedure (Philadelphi&, PA: 
American Law Institute, 1966), p. 40. 

5American Bar Association, Standards Rela
ting to Probation (Chicago, It: American Bar 
Association, 1970), pp. 34-35. 

,* '" * * * 

Standard 5.2 CALENDAR MANAGEMENT IN THE COURTS 

Crimlnal courts should be provided with 
sufficient information on case flow to permit 
efficient calendar management. Basic data to, 
support this activity include the following: 

1. Periodic disposition rates by proceed
ings; these statistics can be used to formulate 
and adjust calendar caseload limits; 

2. An attorney and police witness schedule 
which can be used to minimize scheduling con
flicts; 

3. Judge and courtroom schedule; 
4. Range of time which proceedinga consume; 
5. An age index of all cases in pretrial 

or awaiting trial (by type of trial requested) to 
determine if special attention is required or the 
speedy trial rule endangered; 

6. An index relating scheduled cases to 
whether the defendant is confined, released, 
rearrested, at large, or undergoing adjudication 
on a separate offense; 

7. A recapitulation of offenders booked in 
jail but not released, tG determine 1£ special 
attention is required; 

8. An index of multiple cases pending a
gainst individual defendants, to permit consoli
dation; 

9. An index of information on possible or 
existing case consolidations; and 

10. An index of defendants whose existing 
pro~ation may be affected by the outcome of cur
rent court action. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION'S Commission 
on Standards of Judicial Administration notes 
the importance of case flow information to assist 
in calendar management. The Commission endorses 
the use of data elements as outlined by this 
Standard, finding them essential to case flow and 
calendar administration. 1 

The CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE OR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA observed in its Court-Management 



Study that continuances and over.et calendars were 
both the caUe. and effect of congestion and delay 
in the trial courts,2 The committee recommends: 

"The trial courts in the Dhtrict of Columbia 
ehould develop calendar management programs 
for ... crimina1 cases which include ••• an ~f
factive information system which will enable 
the courts t~ measure their performance a
galn~t the establiahad norma and to evalu4te 
new polid.es and procedures. 1i3 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCE
MENT AND THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE in the 
Task .Force Report: The Courte, re;Jorts that 
crowded, badly congested urbsn c,ou·:ts could no 
longer monitor and schedule ca1t""· 0' .• their calen
dar on a case by case basia. 'the :eport con
cludes that improved casef10w an~ transactional 
information capabilities are needed to form a ba
a1s for effective calendar management.4 

lAmeric~n Bar Association, Standard's RelaL 
,lng to Court Organization (American Bar Associat~ on, 
1973), pp, 106-7. 

2U.S. Senate, Congressional Committee on the 
[)istrict of Columbia, Court Management Study, 
(Summary) (Washington, DC: Governmen~ Printing 
Office. 1970), p. 46. 

:3 
Ibid., p. 55. 

I. 
President's Commission on I,aw Enforcement 

and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
The Court.! (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1967), p. 89. 

Standard 5,3 COURT MANAGEMENT DATA 

Fat effective court adminiatration, criminal 
courts mu.st hllve the capability to determine month
ly cilscilow and judicial personnel workload pat
terns. This capability requires tt • .! follOWing 
8t.tiati~nl data for b~~h in misdemeanors and fel
onies: 

1. HUng and di.apositions-number of cases 
filed and the number of defendants disposed of by 
offense categories; 

2. Monthly backlog-cases in pretrial or 
prl.\liminl1ry he8l;'ing atage: cases scheduled for 
trial (by type of trial) or preliminary hearing; 
and CHacs acheduled for sentenci.ng, with delay 
!linee previous step in adjudication; 

3.' Status of cases on pretrial, settlement, 
or trial calendars-number and percent of cases 
aunt to judges; continued (liated by reason and 
source), ~ettled, placed off-calendar: nolle pro
at!qut, bench warrants; terminated by trial (ac
cording to type of ~rial); 

4. Time periods between major steps in adju
dication, including length of trial proceedings 
by type of trial; 
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5. Judges' weighted workload--number of 
cases disposed of by type of disposition and 
type of proceeding or calendar; 

6. Prosecutor/defense counsel workload
number of cases disposed of by type of disposi
tion and type of proceeding or calendar accord
ing to prosecutor appointed defense counsel, or 
private ~efense counsel representation; 

7. Jury utilizat:l.on-number of individuals 
called, placed on panels, excused. and seated 
on criminal or civil juries; 

8. Number of defendants admitted to bail, 
released on their own recongizance, or retained 
'.I" custody, listed by most serious offense 
charged; 

9. Number of witnessess called at hearings 
on serious felonies, other felonies, and mis
demeanors; and 

10. Courtroom utilization record. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

A Staff report to the NATIONAL COMMISSION 
OF THE CAU~~ AND PREVENTION OF VIOLENCE endorsed, 
by implication, the use of a court data system 
in their recommendations to the commission, and 
emphasized centralized control and sophisticated 
management personnel as prerequisites for the 
use of data covering the entire spectrum of 
courtroom activity. The following programs were 
included in their recommendations for improving 
court management: 

.Estab1ish single, unified state court sys
tems s~bject to central administrative management 
within the judiciary. 

.Estab1ish timetables for the completion of 
variouti =~~~pq of criminal cases. 

.Use professional court administrators and 
business efficiency experts to assist judges in 
their management functions.l 

As early as 1966, commissions investigating 
crime in urban areas recognized the importance 
of a systematized approach. 

"A basic tool for improvement in the 
administration of criminal justice is the 
management survey ..• We must look beyond the 
usual management time study to the broader 
methods of Systems Analysis."2 

Other studies emphasize the importance of 
centralizing the administration of justice into 
a central administrative body which would make 
optimum use of the case monitoring and schedul
ing made possible by advanced data and informa
tion systems. The PPXSIDENT'S COMMISSION ON 
LAW ENFORCEMENT A.~D ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, 
Task Force Report: The Courts feels that the 
administrative body receiving this information 
must be given the statutory authority to imple
ment the changes and improvements suggested by 
the information. 3 

II. Special Considerations 

The Standing' Committee on Law and Techno
logy in Automated Law Research takes the 

L 

r I] 
r ,) 
r r] 
[r] 

r r] 
r ,] 
[I] 

r I ] 
[ [ ] 

r ] 
[I] 

[I] 

[ 'J 
[I] 

[' ] 
( .~. ] 
[ 1 ] .J. 
1._] 

,~ 

position that: 

"Those who p1.an computer systems for 
tomorrow's courts should concentrate on ways 
the computer can analyze judicial data for 
managerial purposes. The aim should be to 
create justice infornation systmes, or 
multipurpose, multicourt data service centers. 
Serving metropolitan regions. These Data 
Centers would automate all civil and criminal 
dockets in the reg1.on. "4 

lStaff Report to the National Commission on 
the Causes and Prevention of Violence, Crimes of 
Violence (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1969). p. 838. 

2president's Commission on Crime in the Dist
rict of Columbia (Washingt~n. DC: Government Print
ing Office, 1966), p. 353. 

3president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
The Courts (Washington, DC: Government Printil'.g 
Office, 1967), p. 82. 

4Standing Committee on Law and Technology, 
Automated Law Research by David T. Link, Chairman 
(Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 1973), p. 
83. 

it it .,. it .,. 

Standard 5.4 CASE MANAGEMENT FOR PROSECUTORS 

For the purpose of case management, prosecu
tors shall be provided with the data and statis
tics to support charge determination and case 
handling. This capability shall include, as ap
propriate, the following: 

1. A means of weighting cases according to 
prosecution priority, policy and the probability 
of sucess: 

2. Time periods between major steps in ad
judication; 

3. Daily calendar workloads and dispositions; 
4. Age of casss in pretrial or awaiting trial 

(by type of trial) to determine in part whether the 
right to a speedy trial is enforced; 

5. Case schedule index listing police wit
nesses, expert witnesses. defense counsel, assigned 
prosecutor, and type of hearing; 

6. Record of continuances by case, number, 
and party requesting; 

7. Selection criteria for witnesses at court 
hearings; and 

8. Criteria for rating adequacy of investi
gation and legality of procedure by each police 
unit. 

I. Offieia11y Known Endorsements and Objections 

A study by the AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION (ABA) 
on the prosecutor's function emphasized the power 
of the prosecutor to influence casef10w in the 
courts. 
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" ••.• The power of the prosecutor to insti
tute criminal prosecutions vests in him an 
authority in the administrstion of criminal 
justice at least as sweeping as, and perhapa 
greater than, criminal cases ••• "l 

The prosecutor also has an advisory function, and 
is consulted on questions of criminal procedure, 
most often by police and court officials. 2 

The NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S ASSOCIA'l'IOt\ 
noting the importance of the prosecllting att9rney'IJ 
function, conducted a study into ways prosecutorlJ 
could improve their case management. One conclu
sion of the study was that: 

" ••.• the management of the records and files 
of the prosecutor's office becomes a basic 
factor in its effectiveness and efficiency 
as an element in the.,criminal justice sys
tem." 3 

The study recommended the establishment of case 
file management systems to aid the district 
attorney in carrying out his legal function. 4 

A study conducted by the Research Operations 
Divisi.on of the NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCE
MENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE emphasized the impor
tance of having prosecutors evaluate cases on the 
basis of an objective, systematic approach, 
applying estab1!shed criteria to control dispOSi
tions of cases. The criteria suggested by the 
study are analgous to those listed in this Stan
dard, and are to be used to aid the prosecutor in 
his screening and special case selection process
es. 6 

lAmerican Bar Association, Standards Relat
ing to the Prosecution Function, Tentative Draft 
(Chicago, IL: American Bar Association. 1970), p. 
15. 

2Nationa1 Association of Attorneys General, 
Report on the Office of Attorney General (February 
1971), p. 115. 

3National District Attorneys Association, 
National Center for Prosecution Management, Man
aging Case Files in the Prosecutor's Office 
(National District Attorneys Association, 
Chicago, IL: 1973), p. 37. 

4Ibid ., p. 43. 

5Nationa1 Institute of Law EnforceMent and 
Criminal Justice, Case Screening and Selected 
Case Processing in Prosecutor's Offices (Washing
ton, DC: Government Printing Office, 1973), p. 34. 

6Ibid ., p. 46. 
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Standard 5.5 RESEARCH AND EVALUATION IN THE 
COURTS 



)/ 

To create the capability for continued re
aearch and evaluation, courts should participate in 
or adopt for thelr own use a minimum set of data 
on the transactions between defendants and various 
court agencies, including the outcome of such 
transactions. A recommended minimum set of data 
element8 are thosc related to court proce88es as 
prellented in Project SEARCH, Implementing State
wide Criminal JU1tice Statistics Systems--The 
Hodel and Implementation Environment, Technical 
Report No.4. . 

L Officially Known Endorsements and ObjectHJnS 

This Standard suggests the value of gathering 
informat:i.on earmarked for extrinsic evaluation of 
the court lIystem, through data '.nalysis and more 
particularly with computer simuip.:ion. The PRES
IDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFOR~EMENT AND ADMINIS
TRATtoN OF .JUSTICE, in its Task Force Report: Sci

enceand Technology included a simulation of the 
District of Columbia's system for processing fel
onies :1n its studies of court management. l The 
study emphasized the value of a system of evahtl\
tion which could be used without disrupting th .. 
operating courts. 2 The Task Force concluded th,'t 
"simulation appears to be an effective tool for 
eXllmining rea1.1.oc6tion of existing resources or 
eff.l.cient alloca tion of additional resources. "3 

TIle AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION'S Commission on 
S tllnd'lrds. of Judicial Administra tion, emphasized 
the importance of detailed evaluations of existing 
court systems before the institution of advanced 
computer systems. 4 The Commission also noted the 
benefits of routine evaluations. 

"A court system and each subordinate 
unIt within tt, should make periodic eval
unCions of its information systems .•. The 
putpoue of ouch evaluations is to determine 
whether adjustments could be made that would 
improve the quality or efficiency of the ex
isting systems and whether major innovations 
mi.Rhc be requ:l.red. 5 

Noting that the results of statistical anal
yttl11 lind simulation may be incomprehensible to 
present COllt't offic1.nl q , the CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT
'rEf; ON THE DISTRICT OF COT.UMBIA, :I.n its Court-Man
Ilgement Swdy, cautioned: 

"The objective should not be to produce 
lin avalanche of statistical reports with a 
plethora or undecipherable data. The detailed 
data must be filtered and analyzed so that the 
chief j udga and the cour t executive are pre
sented with the most relevant information in 
comprehe.nsible form."6 

Iprcsidcnt's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Adruiniatration of Justice, Task Force Report: Sci
unc~;,. and TechnolS.&l. (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, 1967), pp. 37-44. 

21btd., p. 37. 
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3Ibid., p. 44. 

4American Bar Association, Court Organiza
tion, Tentative Draft (American Bar Association, 
1973), p. 99. 

5Ibid ., .p. 98. 

6U•S• Senate, Committee on the District of 
Columbia, Court Management St~, Summary, 
90th Congress 2nd Session (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1970), p. 97. 

1< 1< 1< 1< 1< 

Standard 5.6 CASE COUNTING 

Transactional and Event Data Elements shall 
be recorded for counting purposes as follows: 

1. Data elements using indivdual defen
dants as the basic statistical unit shall record 
action taken ir. rega.rll to one individual and one 
distinct offense. The term "distinct offense" 
refers to those sets of related criminal activi
ties for which, under State law, only one convic
tion is possible, plus conspiracy. 

Under this standard, if tltlO men are charged 
for the same criminal activities, this is reported 
as two defendR~t cases. If two charges for which 
an individual might receive two separate convic
tions are consolidated at one trial, it is to be 
reported as two trials. If a jury trial is held 
for three men on the same crime, the event should 
be reported as three jury trials. 

2. Data elements that describe events oc
curring ~~ ~h~ criminal justice system shall re
cord the number of events, regardless of the num
ber of defendant transactions involved. Those 
data elements may report the number of individual 
transactions as an additional explanatory item. 

Under this standard, if tw6 men are charged 
for the same criminal activities, this is report
ed as one charge or one charge with two defen
dants. If two charges are consolidated at one 
trial, it is to be reported as one trial or one 
trial on two charges. If a jury trial is held 
for three men for the same. crime, the event shoull 
be reported as one jury trial or one jury trial 
for three defendants. 

I. Officially Known Endorser,lents and Objections 

The Court Management Study conducted by the 
Congressional Committee on the District of Colum
bia, found transactional and event data crucial 
to an integrated system of court management and 
notably deficient in the jm;isdiction studied: 

"Our study revealed that the information 
systems of the courts are seriously deft-· 
cient. Information and/or analysis of such 
key performance indicators as the number 
and type of incoming and pending cases, the 
manner of disposition of cases, continuance 
rates, time intervals between each signi
ficant step in the case processi.ng system 
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and the productiVity of the judgea. were either 
lacking or not available on a timely basis."! 

This standard advocates the de-emphasis of re
cording actions as they relate to individ~al defen
dants, and the use of cases or events instead for 
recording and counting purposes. 

The Staff Report to the NATIONAL COMMISSION 
ON THE C~USES AND PREVENTION OF VIOLENCE clearly 
concurrs with this position. Included in its 
recommendations to the Commission is this com
mentary: 

"Statistics of court decisions are not statis
tics of criminals (persons); the two concepts 
should be clearly separated. In asseSSfllents 
of court work the number of persons involved 
in the decisions may be important, but the 
main factor must be the ~umber of decisions ••• 
New data, on decisions are therefore essen
tial."2 

The AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION'S Commission on 
Standards of Judicial Administration, found that 
transactional and event recording were basic fune
tions for an automated data processing system, ad
vocating the recording of the following data: 

1. Changes in the status of a case, by de
cis10n, or lapse of time, or non-happening of an 
event. 

2. The preparation of inventories of cases. 
3. T~e making of case COUi1tS and statistical 

summaries. 

lU. S. Congress, Senate, Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia, Court ~~nagement Study, Summary, 
90th Consress, 2nd Session (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1970), p. J. 

2 
Staff Report to the National Commission on 

the Causes aud Prevention of Violence, Crimes of 
Violence (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 
1969), p. 826. 

3 American Bar Association, Court Organization, 
Tentative D~aft (n.p.: American Bar Association, 
1973), p. 104. 

1< 1< 1< 1< 1< 
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CHAPTER 6 - CORRECTIONS INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

Standard 6.1 DEVELOPMENT OF A CORRECTIONS INFOR
MATION SYSTEM 

A corrections information system must satisfy 
the following requirements: 

1. The information/statistics functions of 
offender accounting, administrative decisionmaking, 
ongoing research, and rapid response to questions 
should be supported. 

2. The information now used or needed by 
corrections personnel at each decision point in the 
corrections sys,. n should be ascertained before the 
information system is designed. 

3. The. requirements of other criminal justice 
information systems for corrections data should be 
considered in the data base design. Interface be
tween the corrections system and other criminal 
justice information systems should be developed. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

rhe Standard makes three major recommendations 
for the development of a corrections information 
system. First, all information needs sho~i~ be met. 
Second, the needs should be determined beforla the 
system is designed. Third, coordination of 1nfor
mation systems among various criminal justice ele
ments should be maximized. 

In the first area, the primary conce.rn is 
that information necessary to decision-making as 
regards inmate treatment and discipline be avail
able. While few sources explicitly recommend a 
computer-based illformation system, several do sug
gest the minimum information necessary for adequate 
decision-making. 

One of these groupa is the AMERICAN CORREC
TIONAL ASSOCIATION (ACA), which in its Manual of 
Correctional Standards lists eleven categories of 
information that should be available for each il.l
mate when other elements of the criminal justice 
system transfer him to corrections. If the infor
mation is not available, it should be developed 
immediately. 1 

. Another group, the AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE, 
suggests similar standards in its Model Penal 
Code. 2 Some variation is suggested in a more 
limited set of information requirements for short
term prisoners. 3 However, in general, the require
ments ara,similar to those of the ACA. 

The ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTER-GOVEkNMENTAL 
RELATIONS, in its model f.:tate Department of 
Corrections Act, also suggests necessary decision
making data to be retained. The emphaSis, however, 
is on a record of the inmRte whil~ under correc
~ior.~l jurisaiction. Within this limit the sug
gestions do not appear to vary significantly from 
either of the above grollps.4 

As a general summary, it should be noted that 
the PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
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ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE speaks mOBt directly to 
this part of the Standard. The Commission sug
gests that information on individuals is often not 
avpilable tor decision-making. S There is a major 
ne(ld, they suggested, for procedures to gather 
facts on which to b~\se fair decisions. 6 

The second portion of the standard obviously 
implies development of a computer-based informa
tion system but fails to state this explicitly. 
Here again, only the President's Commission deals 
with the thrust of this part of the Standard. 

The suggestions of the sources cited above 
address in part the second section of the Standar~ 
These sources have, in efiect, determi.ned minimum 
needs that should be met in designing a system. 

The third portiqn of the'Standard suggests 
cooperation for the purpos~s of information 
gathering among elements of the criminal justice 
system. The President's Commission in Task Force 
Report: Courts suggests this concept becau6e of 
the need to provide more rapid and reU.able access 
to [·(,cords. 7 This sugges tion is echoed by the 
1972 NATIONAL GOVERNOR'S CONFERENCE which called 
for "mandatory statistica.l data collection and 
anal¥sis for all components of the criminal jus
tice system including ... correctional duta."S 

lAmerican Correctional Association, ~anual of 
Correctional Standards, 3rd Ed. (Washington, DC: 
Americ~n Correctional Association, 1966), p. 356. 

2American Law Institute, Nodel Penal Code in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), pp. IV-39. 

3 Ibid., pp. IV-23. 

4Advisory Commission on Intergov~~nmental 
Relations, State Department of Corrections Act, 
in Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation 
and Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Associa
tion, 1972), pp. I-IS. 

5Pr~sident's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice, The Challenge 
of Crime in a Free Society (Washington, DC: Gov
ernment Printing Office, 1967), p. 179. 

6Ibid ., p. 181, 

7president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Courts (Washington, DC: Government Printing Offic~ 
1967), p. 19. 

." * * * * 
Standard 6.2 UNIFORM CLASSIFICATION OF DATA 

Uniform definitions should app],.y to all like 
data in all institutions and divisions of the 
corrections system. Stan~ard procedures should be 
established and clearly outlined for recording, 



collecting, and processing each item of statistical 
data. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

" The recommendation in this case is thi~: 
throughout tl;e corrections system there should be 
standardization of information classification and 
of information processing procedures. Several 
groups su:port this recommendation, some directly, 
some by implication. 

the AMERICAN CORRECTIONAL ASSOCIATION SUppoLts 
the standard in its '.'olume Manual of Correct-ional 
Standards. Chapter twelve, "Statistics and""Records," 
details the need for a centralized (statewide), 
uniform classification of correr'lo'lal inforllW.tion. 
Procedures for the collection of information are 
also outlined. The suggestions clearly support the 
Standard. l 

Other statements are not as direct, but also 
support the Standard. The AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE, 
in its Hodel Penal Code, calls for statawide cen
tralization of the correctional function. The 
Director is to be responsible for standards of 
management, operation, and programs in all insti
tutionsi this will include statistics and records 
activities. 3 The Division of Records and Training 
is to maintain and preserve a central prisoner 
file. 4 It can be reasonably assumed that such a 
centralized system would use only a single basic 
code of classification. 

The COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, in its 
publication Reducing Crime and Assuring Justice, 
calls for the complete centralization in the state 
government of all corrections functions. S It can 
be assumed that this envelopes uniform data classi
fication and stsndardized information-processing 
procedures. 

Similar to this, although in some ways broad~L. 
ia the recolllllendation of the 1972 NATIONAL GOVERNORS 
CONFERENCE.. They suggest a unified dsta collection 
and analysis progrem for all elements of the crimi
nal justice system. 6 Presumably this would require 
uniformity w.tthin each component, including correc
tions. 

Additionally. the ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTER
GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS, in its State Department of 
Corrections Act, suggests uniform, centralized 
classification ~f the research, planning, and sta
tistiCS functions. Again by implication, it seems 
likely that a suggestion of a centralized system 
card (!s with it a requirement of uniform classif1-
CLition of data throughout that system. 7 

Finally, the NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND 
DEL!NQUENCY (NeeD) echoes the above suggestions in 
calLing for a state Department of Corrections with 
unifiea, control of activities. NCCD recommends 
specifically authorizing the director to develop a 
program of classification, a suggestion quite Simi
lar to that of this Standard. 8 
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lAmerican Correctional Association, Manual of 
Correctional Standards, 3rd Ed. (Washington, DC: 
American Correctional Association, 1.966), pp. 215-
222. 

2 American Law Institute, Model Penal Code in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. 1-38. 

3 
Ibid., p. 1-39. 

4 Ibid., p. 1-44. 

SCommittee for Economic Development, Reducing 
Crime and Assuring Justice (New York, NY: Commit
tee for Economic Development Research and Policy 
Committee, 1972), p. 66. 

6National Governor's Conference, 1972, in 
Compendium of Model Corr~ctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. X-130. ' 

'Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, State Department of Ccrr,ections Act, 
in Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation 
and Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Associa
tion, 1972), p. 1-15. 

8 National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
Standard Act for State Correctional Services, in 
Compendium for Model Correction Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. 1-27. 

* * * * * 
Standard 6.3 t::i\I'ANSION OF CORRECTIONS DATA BASE 

The corrections information/statistics system 
should be flexible enough to allow for expension 
of the data base a·"d to meet new information needs. 
A modular system should be designed and imple
mented to provide this flexibility. Techniques. 
Hhould be established for testing new modules 
without disrupting the ongoing operation of the 
system. Interaction with planners and admini
st~ators should take place before the data base 
is expanded or new techniques are introduced. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard suggests that the corrections 
info.mation system should be designed to allow for 
expanded or revised information needb. This 
Standard, far more than most other's, is not mean
ingful unless it is viewed in the context of a 
computer-based information system_ 

The Standard seems to have its primary origin 
not in the suggestions of other national groups, 
but instead in common sense. It is simply a re
minder that when one is dealing with systems, the 
cost of change is high. Potential major savings 
in money and effort can result from foresighted 
planning. 

Few groups dial, even tangentially, with the 
planning of expenaability in a data base for 
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criminal justice information systems. The 
PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE suggests that the design 
of criminal justice information systems should be 
based on the expected information needs. l An effec
tive planner would probably understand this to in
clude leaving room for the possibility of expanded 
or revised data needsi however, the recommendation 
does not make this explicit. 

Moving from the criminal justice sector, the 
CODASYL (CONFERENCE OF DATA SYSTEMS LANGUAGES) 
Systems Committee makes some recommendations about 
elements in the general, ideal information system. 
Since the language is rather technical, a summary 
follows. They suggest that in developing self
contained capacities in the information system (that 
is, designing a system which will allow for a mini
mum need to redo the basic data bank in order that 
some new task might be performed), pro!ramming 
flexibility and fac:l.l1ty are enhanced. 

II. Special Considerations 

Few sources in informstion science develop 
broad generalities on the ideal information system. 
One group of authors is nearly unique in the compre
hensiveness of their recommendations, although, 
since they try to draw generalities applicable to 
an extreme diversity of types of systems, they lack 
specificity. Nonetheless, in their Management 
Information Systems Handbook they make this recom
mendation in reference to general development re
quirements and constraints. "Expandability: Expan
sion needs for program growth should be specified 
with quantitative references to space,. features, 
or file reservations."3 This recommendation dupli
cates the intent of the S~andard. 

1president's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice, Task Force: Science and 
Technology (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1967), p. 69. 

2CODASYL Systems Committee, Feature Analysis 
of Generalized Data Base Management Systems (New 
York, NY: Association for Computing Machinery, 
1971), Section 4-2, p. 3. 

1W. Hartman, H. Matthes, A. Proeme, Management 
Information Systems Handbook (New York, NY: McGraw
Hill, 1968), pp. 1-7. 

* * .,. .,. .,. * 
Standard 6.4 OFFENDER STATISTICAL DATA 

Th,'! following typeli of corrections data about 
the offender should be I!ollected. Minimum require
ment!' are: 

1. Official data, including data of entry 
into the correctional system, offenses and sentences, 
concurrent or consecutive sentences, recommenda
tions of the court, conditions of work release or 

-assignment to halfway houses or other community 
supervision, and county (court) of commitment or 
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entry into the correctional system; 

2. Personal data, including age, race, and 
sex; marital/family status; intelligence classifi
cation; military experience; classification cate
gory; other test and evaluative information, job 
placement, housing arrangements, and diagnostic 
data; and 

3. Historical data, including family back
ground, educational background, occupational 
record, alcohol and drug use background, and prior 
criminal history. 

The correctional system may not need all of 
the information dElscribed above for persons in
volved in short-term custody. Each system should 
make a careful determination of its information 
needs concerning short-term detainees. 

\ 

1. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard suggests that a correctional 
information system ahould supply a criminal cuse 
history for each offender, detailing both the 
offender's previous experience in the criminal 
justice system and personal data about the offen
der. The personal data section should include the 
offender's background, personal characteristics, 
and diagnostic summaries. 

As might be expected, the AMERICAN CORREC
TIONAL ASSOCIATION, in its extensive Manual of 
Correctional Standards, matches the suggestions of 
this standard most completely. In a statement 
about the admission summary, the ACA suggests 
various categories of information that an offen
der's file should include. If the data are not 
previously availab"le, they should be rese.arched at 
the time of the offender's entry into the institu
tion. Virtually ali the information requirements 
of the Standard are included in the admission 
sU1ll!"..:.ry.l The 0' • exception is the offender's 
diagnostic summary for the period while incarC'.cr
ated. As an alternate to such a summary, the 
Manual recommends up-to-date progress and diag
nostic reports. 2 

The AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE in its Model 
Penal Code also has a strong recommendation in th~ 
area of this Standard. Section 304.3 is included, 

Each prisoner's file shall include: 
(a) his admission slimmarYi (b) his. pre
sentence investigation report; (c) the 
report and recommendation of the Reception 
Classification Board; (d) the official 
records of his conviction and commitment 
as well as earlier criminal records, if 
any; (e) progress reports and admission
orientation reports from treatment and 
custodial staff; (f) reports of his dis
ciplinary infractions and of their dis
position; (g) his parole plan; and (h) 
other pertinent data concerning his 
background', conduct, associations, and 
family relationships.3 



There are not other group recommendations 
known that so exhaustively match this Standard. 
Several groups, however, address part of the sug
gestions of the Standard. For example, the 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY, in its 
model Standard Act For State Correctional Services, 
specifies the need for offender records on treat
ment4 and discipline. S 

Also, the ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERN
MENTAL RELATIONS recommends that a comprehensive 
record be kept on each offender, emphasizing the 
need for information on his behavior, accomplish
ments, progress toward rehabilitation, and his 
disciplinary record. 6 

lAmerican Correctional ASLociatign, Manual of 
Correctional Standards, 3rd ed. (Washington, DC: 
American Corr.ectional Association, 1966), p. 356. 

2 Ibid., pp. 357-8. 

3American Law Institute, Model Penal Code 1n 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. IV-39. 

4National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
Standard Act For State Correctional Services, in 
Compendium For Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. 1-28. 

5 
Ibid., p. 1-31. 

6Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, State Department of Corrections Act in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation 
(Chicago, IL: Am~rican Bar Association, 1972), 
p. 1-16. 

.,. .,. .,. .,. 1< 

Standard 6.5 CO~CTIONS POPUk~TION AND MOVEMENT 

The corrections information and statistics 
system should account for the number of offenders 
in each corlt",Pticns program and the daily changes 
in those num~'i,l"S. Offenders should be identified 
by the institution or jail in which they are incar
cerated or rohe probation, parole, or other commu
nity program to which they are assigned. 

Movement of an individual from one institution 
or program to another should be recorded in the 
corrections information system as soon as possible. 
Assignment to special status such as work release 
or weekend furlough also should be recorded to en
able the system to account for all persons under 
supervision. Sufficient information must be re
corded to identify the offender and the reason for 
movement. Each agency should record admissions and 
departures and give the reasons for each. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The thrust of this Standard, that the 
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corrections information and statistics' system 
should acc~unt for the numbers of offenders in 
each corrections program and the daily changes in 
those numbers, leans strongly on the implicit 
assumption of a centralized automated data pro
cessing syste~. With this as a backdrop, several 
groups make recommendations pertinent ~o this 
Standard. 

The only group that specifically addresses 
this Standard is the AMERICAN CORRECTIONAL ASSOCI
ATION (ACA) in its Manual of Correctional Stand
ards. They recommend that "(d)aily reports of 
population in movements should be submitted by 
institutions to the central statistical office."l 

The ACA also sets the content for other 
organizational recommendations when they suggest 
that a continually updated listing of program in
volvement would almost certainly require auto
mated data processing. 

It is rather difficult to maintain 
a current record of the status of an 
individual in all phases of his program 
while he is in the institution. His 
custodial status may be changed from 
time to time, his work program, and many 
other assignments frequently change through 
classification procedures. An information 
system utilizing punch card, magnetic tape, 
or random access devices, facilitates the 
ease of record keeping and provides admini
strators with more facts for decision 
making. 2 

Several groups recommend collection of data 
items from which a continually updated report 
would be available. For example, the ADVISORY 
COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS, in its 
State Department of Corrections Act, suggests that 
for each individual a complete record be kept of 
his involvement in various programs. 3 The 
AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE, in its Model Penal Code, 
suggests the retention of offender records at 
least as comprehensive as suggested above. 4 . 

Other groups also call for comprehepsive 
personnel records. The NATIONAL COUNCIL ON ~RIME 
AND DELINQUENCY, in its Standard Act for State 
Correctional Services, recommends full records' on 
offenders as part of its research statistics and 
planning function. 5 

In an automated system which includes data 
of this sort, only minimal effort would be needed 
to develop reports geared to the recommendations 
of this Standard. 

lAmerican Correctional Association, Manual of 
Correctional Standards, 3rd ed. (Washington, DC: 
American Correctional Association, 1966), p. 214. 

2 Ibid., p. 221. 
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3Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, State Department of Corrections Act, in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), pp. 1-16. 

4American Law Institute, Model Penal Code in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), pp. 1-39. 

5 National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
Standard Act for State Correctional Services. in 
Compendium for Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), pp. 27, 31. 
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Standard 6.6 CORRECTIONS EXPERIENCE DATA 

Prior to the release of the offender, data 
describing his corrections experiences should be 
added to his statistical record. When associated 
with postrelease outcomes, these data can be 
particularly valuable in evaluating correctional 
programs. Such data should include: 

1. Summary of work and tnlining experience, 
attitude, job placement, salary, etc.; 

2. Summary of educational experience and 
accomplishments; 

3. Participation in counseling or other 
specialized programs; 

4. Participation in treatment for drug addic
tion or alcoholism; 

S. Participation in special organizations 
(self-help groups, civic associations); 

6: Frequency of contacts with corrections 
staff, attempts to match offenders with correc
tions personnel, and direct services provided 
by the staff; 

7. Services provided by other agetlcies out
side the corrections system; 

8. Summary of disciplinary infractions in 
an institution or violations of probation or 
parole; and 

q. Special program exposure. 

Much of this information will not be appli
cable to persons involved in short-term custody. 
Each system should make an appropriate determina
tion of its information needs concerning short
term detainees. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard suggests that prior to the re
lease of an offender, his record should be updated 
to describe his correctional experience in such 
areas as training and experience, staff counseling 
and special programs, and discipline. This func

,tion will be quite valuable in evaluation of 
correctional activities. 

This concept is strongly supported by a large 
number of national groups. One of these groups is 
the AMERICAN CORRECTIONAL ASSOCIATION. In its 

35 . 

Manual of Correctional Standards the ACA recom
mends this practice in two different sections. 
First, the chapter on offender classification 
specifies that their recommended categories in 
offender information be regularly updated. 1 Then 
the chapter on statistics and records affirms the 
need to update each offender's record immediately 
before his release. 2 

The AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE'S (ALI) Model 
Penal Code also has recommendations pertinent to 
this Standard. In a section on the prisoner's 
record file, the ALI recommends that it should 
be regularly updated. It should include infor
mation on the prisoner's disciplinary record, his 
treatment program, and progressive reports. 3 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSIDN ON LAW ENFORCE
MENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE. while more 
general, speaks about the~issue. The CQmmission's 
emphasis is that this kind of record-keeping 
should be done for each offender. 4 The purpose, 
however, is primarily that comprehensive records 
will allow large-scale analysis of programs. S 

There are other similar recommendations with 
the emphasis on record-keeping as a data-base for 
research. The NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND 
DELINQUENCY, in its suggested Standard Act For 
State Correctional Services, recommends records 
which are updated while the prisoner is being 
held. 6 The ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERN
MENTAL RELATIONS, in its State Department of 
Correction Act duplicates the recommendation. In 
both cases the groups base their recommendation on 
the need to have these records as a foundation for 
research into the effectiveness of various 
correctional programs. 7 

lAmerican Correctional Associa~ion, Manual of 
CQrrectional Standards, 3rci Ed . (Washington , DC: 
American' Correctional Association, 1966), p. 219. 

2 Ibid., p. 3S7. 

3American Law Institute, Model Penal Code, in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Standards and 
Legislation (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. IV-39. 

4The President's Commission On Law Enforce
ment and Administration of Justice, Task Force 
Report: Corrections (Wnshington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, 1967), p. 13. 

5The President's Commission on Law Enforce
ment and Administration of Justice, The Challenge 
of Crime in a Free Society (Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 180. 

6 National Counc:U on Crime and Delinquenc:y, 
Standard Act For State Correctional Services, in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Standards and 
Legislation (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. 1-28. 



7 Acl-/isory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, State Department of Corrections Act, in 
Compendium of Hodel Correctional Standards Legis
lation (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972) ,. p. 1-15. 

* * * * * 
Standard 6.7 EVALU,',TING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE 

SYSTEM 

An information system for corrections should 
provide performance measures that serve as a basis 
for evaluation on two 1eve1s--overa11 performance 
or system reviews as measured by recidivism and 
other performance measures, and program reviews 
that emphasize more immediate pro~~am goal achieve
ment. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard suggests that the correctional 
information system should provide performance 
measures for evaluating the entire correctional 
activity and also for evaluating the effectiveness 
of particular correctional programs. While no 
group has specifically addressed the development 
of performance measures, the idea is strongly im
plied by several suggested recommendations for 
developing extensive data-based research programs. 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCE
MENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, Task Force 
Report: Corrections, suggests the need for accurate 
data and extensive research to analyze tec,hniqlles 
of correctional treatment. 1 In Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology, the Commission reiterates 
the recommendation, suggesting the need for statis
tical analysis for large numbers of criminal career 
histol'ies for the purpose of treatment eva1uation. 2 

Several other groups make recpmmendations in 
this area. The AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE, in its 
Model Penal Code, suggests the use of offender 
data, especially concerning sentencing and treat
ment, as a basis for research and treatment develop
ment. 3 The ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS, in its model State Development of 
Corrections Act, suggests several research, sta
tistics, and planning activities, including evalua
tion of the performance of various functions (pro
grams) and of the generalized effectiveness of 
treatment. 4 

Other groups suggesting models in the area 
of this Standard include the NATIONAL COUNCIL ON 
CRIME AND DELINQUENCY. They suggest, in their 
Standard Act For State Correctional Services, that 
a ra,search statistics operation be developed. One 
main emphases of the research would be to evaluate 
the performance of the various treatment programs 
for offenders. S 

Finally, the NATIONAL GOVERNOR'S CONFERENCE 
of 1972 suggests mandatory data collection and 
analysis for all components of the criminal 
justice system. This was to include several 
correc tiona11y-based df,ta research efforts. 6 
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1president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Correct1,ons (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1967), p. 13. 

2president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), p. 47. 

3American Law Institute, Model Penal Code, in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
S~~ndards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. 1-44. 

4Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, State Department of Corrections Act, 
in Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation 
and Standsrds (Chicago, IL: Americen Bar Associa
tion, 1972), p. 1-15. 

5Nationa1 Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
Standard Act For State Correctional Services, in 
Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. 1-28. 

6 
National Governor's Conference, 1972, in 

Compendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
Standards (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 
1972), p. X-130. 

* * * * * 
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Standard 7.1 

Cl~TER 7 - OPERATIONS 

DATA ELEMENTS FOR OFFENDER-BASED 
TRANSACTION STATISTICS AND COMPUTER
IZED CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORDS 

Identical data elements should be used to 
satisfy requirements for similar information to be 
developed from either an OBTS or CCH system over all 
areaa of the criminal justice system. 

Advisory committees determining the ,designs 
of both systems should have sow~ membership in 
common to assure data element compatibility. Be
fore completion of the data element list for both 
systems, conferees from both advisory committees 
should meet. to confirm data element conformity. 

The coding structure of all overlapping data 
elements should be developed to guarantee that both 
statistical and operational information will be 
available and comparable. Where national specifi
cations and requirements for data e1e~ent structure 
exist, they should be considered the ~inimum accept
able. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

As early as 1946, the NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF 
COMMISSIONERS ON UNIFORM STATE LAWS in the Uniform 
Criminal Statistics Act (UCSA), noted that two 
different and equally valid approaches to criminal 
statistics were being used by criminal justice 
agencies. Some agencies reported data on the 
criminal history of offenders while others focused 
upon transactions within their systems. While 
not wishing to interfere with. the autonomy of state 
systems, the Commission felt constrained to impose 
requirements that certain specific data elements be 
reproduced identically by all systems. These data 
elements would then be common to all state systems 
and readily employable in a national system. 1 

Project SEARCH's STEERING COMMITTEE has en
dorsed all of the objectives of the UCSA. Whether 
a state adopts the Computerized Criminal History 
System, (CCH) or the Offender Based Transaction 
Statistics System, (OBTS), the Committee believes 
that the systems must include sufficient identical 
data e!ements to insure compatibility with other 
state systems and national networks. To this end, 
the Committee has recommended a list of data ele
ments which should be common to any CCH or OBT~ 
systems adopted by the states. However, the SEARCH 
Committee also noted: 

"No state should be constrained by the 
data elements that are indicated in SEARCH 
Technical Report No.4; these-should be 
considered a minimum to which additional 
information should be added."3 

The NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES in its pro
ject on computer databanks reported that the 
National Information Center had limited its data 
requirements to the most basic of data elements, 
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personal identification and transactional data of 
only the major steps in felony prosecutions. The 
study observed that state and local agencies 
should, at the very least, be prepared to receive 
and transmit these conwon data elements to the 
NCIC.4 

1Nationa1 Conference of Commissioners on 
Uniform State Laws, Uniform Criminal Statistics 
Act (Chicago, IL: National Conference of Commis
sioners, 1946), Section 5. 

2project SEARCH Statistical Steering Commit
tee, Implementing Statewide Criminal Justice Sta
tistics Systems (Sacramento, CA: Project SEARCH, 
1972), pp. 18-24. 

\ 

3Ibid ., Technical Repo£t No.5, p. 44. 

4Nationa1 Academy of Sciences, Databanks in 
a Free Society (New York, NY: Quadrangle Books, 
197~), pp. 22-23. 

* * * * * 
Standard 7.2 CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCY COLLECTION 

OF OBTS-CCH DATA 

The collection of data required to satisfy 
both the OBTS and CCH systems should be gathered 
from operating criminal justice agencies in a sin
gle collection. Forms and procedures should be 
designed to assure that data coded by agency per
sonnel meets all requirements of the information 
and statistics systems, and that no duplication 
of data is requested. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard emphasizes the importance of a 
single data collection foI' both Offender Based 
Transaction Statistics System and Computerized 
Criminal History systems integrated with the nor
mal operations of criminal justice agencies. The 
goal of the collection process should be to mini
mize the imposition made upon the normal operation 
of the agency, avoiding duplication and wasted 
effort. 

Project SFARCH's Statistical Steering Commit
tee reporting on the data collection function of 
state agencies reached a similar conclusion. 

"We strongly endorse the concept that 
statistical information on state crime 
which is developed for a national crime 
statistics system should be collected and 
maintained by state level agencies as a 
part of their own ongoing operations."l 

The Committee stressed the importance of a 
single reporting of local agencies to state col
lecting agencies in the form of common data base 
elements from which statistics for all systems 
could be developed. This process would eliminate 



much duplication of effort, f~r the comu.Lttee 
found thut "too often the local ~~enc:!.es are re
qu.1red to re-report the same information to various 
departments of state governments."2 

A study conducted for the u.s. Department of 
Commerce by the Air Force Office of Scientific 
Research involved designing a basic configuration 
for a national system of interlinking networks. 
The study found that each individual use-unit, 
(In thi~ case, each local criminal justice agency), 
should organize their normal input information 
into a standard format for transmi~sion to Infor
mation Centers. Then a single collection from 
each use-unit will provide infor",at1on in a form 
which the Centers can effectively analyze and pre
pare for further use by related JYFtems and other 
use-units. 3 

The FEDERAl. BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION (FBI) 
prescribes information collection techniques for 
local criminal justice agencies in its Handbook 
for Uniform Crime Reporting. The reason for this 
publication was to insure that local agencies pro
duced unif,jrut crimin!)l data ill their daily oper .. 
tion which would be readily transmittable to 
national agencies such as the National Crime In
formation Center. The FBI concluded that this 
requirement of uniformity would prevent the un
necessary waste of effort and duplication caused 
by preparing separate data for each system. 4 

ll'roject SEARCH Statistical Steering Cormnit
tee, DeSigning Statewide Criminal Justice Statis
,ties Systems (Sacramento, CA: Project SEARCH, 
1972), Technical Report 5, p. 63. 

21?rOject SEARCH, Report 4, p. 45. 
;} 
Air Force Office of Scientific Research, A 

proposed Basic Configuration for a National System 
£f Interlinking Information Retrieval Networks 
(W;lshington, DC: Department of Cormnerce, 1964), 
pp. 55-57. 

4Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform 
£r.ime Reporting Handbook (Washington, DC: Depart
Inent of Justice, 1966), pp. 1-2. 

Standard 7.3 OI,\TS-CCH FILE CREATION 

Files created as data bases for OBTS and CCH 
systems, because of their common data elements 
lind their cOll1lllon data input from operating agencies, 
should be developed simultaneously and maintained 
as much as possible within a single activity. 

Juvenile record information should n()t be 
enLered into adult criminal history files. 

t. Offic.1ally Known Endorsements and Objections 

Project SEARCH's Statistical Steering Commit
tee noted the importance of implementing informa-
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tion collection processes which would gather at 
one time all data required for both Offender 
Based Transaction System and Computerized Criminal 
Histery systems. l The committee recommended a 
common data base of criminal activity maintained 
by the state, to allow statistics for all systems 
to be derived in a single operation. The commit
tee concluded that instituting this single opera
tion is the most important implementation poin~, 
avoiding duplication at all levels of the system.2 

A project by the NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME 
AND DELINQUENCY, designed to develop a foundation 
for a national system of parole reporting, ob
served that any national information network must 
have certain data capabilities. The data collec
tion computer must have the ability to retrieve 
history data as well as to provide data for com
parison and analysis. 3 This goal is consistent 
with the recommendation in this Standard that both 
OBTS and CCH data be developed and maintained in 
a single activity. 

Studies on the content of interstate and 
national criminal justice systems uniformly advo
cate the exclusion of juvenile records from adult 
criminal history files. For example, the PRESI
DENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND ADMINI
STRATION OF JUSTICE in the Task Force Repot't: 
Science and Technology recommended that only per
sonal information about adults with criminal 
records be included in information transmitted to 
systems centers. 4 While the Task Force noted the 
importance of maintaining systems for the pro
cessing of juvenile records, the report indicated 
that these records should be excluded from inter
linking national systems. S 

Project SEARCH'S Committee on Security and 
Privacy in its report on such consideration in 
criminal history information systems stated: 

"First, Project SEARCH excludes in
formation concerning juvenile offenders, 
by which is meant the subject was by 
reason of his age (and not the age of any 
victim, co-defendant, or other relevant 
party) tried in a juvenile or family court. 
The reasons for this exclusionary rule are 
essentially those which already render 
much infQ~r.~tion concerning juvenile 
Qffenses confidential in many states; the 
widespread belief that this may contribute 
to the ultimate rehabilitation of the 
juvenile offender or delinquent."6 

1 Project SEARCH Statistical Steering Commit-
tee, DesisningStatewide Criminal Justice Systems, 
~ (Sacramento, CA: Project SEARCH, 1972), 
p. 42. 

2 Ibid., p. 45. 

3 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 

A National Uniform Parole Reporting System (Davis, 
CA: National Probation and Parole Institutes, 
1970), p. 28. 
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4President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), p. 70. 

5 Ibid., p. 71. 

6project SEARCH Committee on Security and 
Privacy, Security and Privacy Considerations in 
Criminal History Information Systems (Sacramento, 
CA: Project SEARCH, 1970), pp. 16-17. 

* * * * * 

Standard 7.4 TRIGGERING OF DATA COLLECTION 

With the exception of intelligence files, 
collection of criminal justice information concern
ing individuals should be triggered only by a for
lI~l event in the criminal justice process and con
tain only verifiable data. In any case where dis
semination heyond the originating agency is 
possihle, this standard should be inviolable. 

1. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

Project Sfu\RCH's Committee on Security and 
Privacy recommends that criminal history data main
tained on a state level include only the results 
of each formal stage of the criminal justice pro
cess. These formal steps include the fact, date, 
and results of arrest, pretrial, trial, sentencing, 
review, release, pardon, and any other for~l ter
mination of contact with the criminal justice 
process. The only other data collected by the 
system would be physical and identifying data. l 
The Committee noted these data restrictions would 
result in a data system that is "limited and rela
tively hazardless" by reducing error through re
ceiving and disseminating "hard data" that can and 
should be thoroughly verifiable. 2 ' 

The Security and Confidentiality Committee 
created by the National Crime Information Center 
(NCIC) proposed that the NCIC include only ,infor
mation of public record, plus personal identifica
tion. Thus NCIC data collection would only be 
trigge~ed by major steps of an individual's pro
gression through the criminal justice process-
arrest, prosecution, trial, imprisonment, and 
parole. In addition, the Committee recommended 
that only serious offenses be included in the 
system. 3 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE concerned iteelf with 
the problem of insuring that data disseminated in 
a national or state system be as error free as 
possible. The Commission concluded that the most 
effective way to insure accuracy was to have only 
the most basic data elements trigger the collection 
process. Thus, their recommendation was that the 
network include only formal events in the criminal 
justice process, plus identifying information. The 
national or state network would ser.ve as a directory 
aimed at identifying persons with criminal histories, 
while more detailed information would be obtain
able from local agencies. 
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lproject SEARCH Cormnittee on Security and 
Privacy, Security and Privacy Publications 
(Sacramento, CA: Project SEARCH, 1973), Part I. 
p. 16. 

2Ibid ., p. 17. 

3 
Proposals from the Security and Confiden-

tiality Committee of the NCIC, as sun:Imtl:!zed in 
National Academy of Sciences, Data Banks in a 
Free Society (New York, NY: Quadrangle BookH, 
1972), pp. 62-3. 

4 ' 
President's Commission on Lall' En forcement 

and Administration of Justice, Task Force Repor~: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), p. 76. 

* * * * * 

Standard 7.5 COMPLETENESS AND ACCURACY OF 
OFFENDER DATA 

Agencies maintaining data or files on per
sons designated as offenders shall establish 
methods. and procedures to insure the completencHs 
and accuracy of data, including the following: 

1. Every item of information should be 
checked for accuracy and completeness before entry 
into the system. In no event should inaccurute, 
incomplete, unclear, or ambiguous data be entl'red 
into a criminal justice information system. Data 
is incomplete, unclear, or ambiguous when it 
might mislead a reasonable person about the true 
nature of the information. 

2. A system of verification and audit should 
b~ instituted. Files must be designated to ex
clUde ambiguous or incomplete data elements. Steps 
must be taken during the data acquisition process 
to verify all entries. Systematic audits must be 
conducted to insure that files have been regularly 
and accurately updated. Where files are found to 
be incomplete, all persons who have received mis
leading information should be immediately nolifie~ 

3. The following rules shall apply to 
purging these records: 

a. General file purging criteria. In 
addition to inaccurate, incomplete, mis
leading, unverified, and unver-ifiable items 
of information, information tllat, because 
of its age or for other reasons, is likely 
to be an unreliable guide to the subject's 
present attitudes or behavior ,should be 
purged from the lJystem, Files shall be 
reviewed periodically. 

b. Purging by virtue of lapse of time. 
Every copy of criminal justice information 
concerning individuals convicted of a serious 
crime should be purged from active files 10 
years after the date of release from super
vision. In the case of less serious offen
ses the period should be 5 years. Informa
tion should be retained where the individuai 
has been convicted of another criminal 
offense within the United States, where he 



is currently under indictment or the subject 
of an arrest warrant by a U.S. criminal 
justice agency. 

c. Use of purged information. Informa
tion that is purged but not returned or des
troyed should be held in confidence and 
should not be made available for review or 
dissemination by an individual or agency 
except 8S follows: 

(1) Where necessary for in-house 
custodial activities of the record
keeping agency or for the. regulatory 
responsibilities of the Security and 
Private Council (Chapter 8); 

(2) Where the information is to be 
used for statistical r Impllations or 
research studies, in wh:l.ch the individual's 
identity is not disclo,ed and from which 
it is not ascertainable; 

(3) Where the individual to whom 
the information relates seeks to exer
cise rights of access and review of 
files pertaining to him; 

(4) Where necessary to permit the 
adjudication of any claim by the in
dividual to whom the information relates 
that it is misleading, inaccurate, or 
incomplete: or 

(5) Where a statute of a State 
• necessitates inquiry into criminal offen

der record information be:rond the 5-and 
10-year limitations. 

When the information has been purged and the 
individual involved is subsequently wanted or . 
arrested for a crime, such records should be re
opened only for purposes of subsequent investiga
tion, prosecution, and disposition of that offense. 
If the arrest does not terminate in conviction, the 
records shall be reclosed. If conviction does re
sult, the records should remain open and available. 

Upon proper notice, a criminal justice agency 
should purge from its criminal justice information 
system all information about wh~'.,r.:h a challenge has 
been upheld. Further, information should be purged 
by operation of statute, administrative regulation 
or ruling, or court decision, or where the infor
mation has been purged from the files of the State 
which originated the information. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

An adequate program of data verification 
ought to possess the following characteristics: 
First, participating agencies must conduct syste
matic audits of their files calculated to insure 
that those files have been regularly and accurately 
ul,dated. Second, when errors or points of incom
pleteness are detected, the agency of record should 
be obliged to notify the customer index and parti
cipating agencies of the inaccuracy previously 
transmitted. l 

With regard to purging, the first purpose is 
to simply eliminate information found to be in
accurate or unverifiable. The second purpose is to 
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eliminate information that due to its age is an 
unreliable guide to the subject's attitude or be
havior. The third possible purpose is that 
society ought to encourage rehabilitation by 
ignoring relative ancient wrongdoing. 2 Toward 
this goal, records should be removed when the 
agency of record indicates that (1) the offender 
is not under correctional supervision and that no 
additions have been made to the offenders criminal 
history for a period of timr-: beyond which the 
likelihood of recidivism is remote or (2) that 
purging of every entry on the history has been 
ordered by competent councilor executive author
ity.3 

Under the Model State Act proposed by Pro
ject System for Electronic Analysis and Retrieval 
of Crime Histories, SEARCH, the Security and Pri
vacy Council would adopt regulations creating a 
continuing program of data auditing and verifica
tion to assure the completeness and accuracy of 
offender record information. These regulations 
would provide for prompt and complete purging of 
criminal record information when such purging is 
required by statute or valid administrative regu
lation, court order, law of another jurisdiction 
where the data originated, to correct errors, and 
to improve the efficiency and fair administration 
of criminal justice. 4 

The administrative regulation recommended by 
Project SEARCH is that criminal offender record 
information shall be regarded as closed or ex
punged upon formal application received from the 
individual or formal notice from a criminal jus
tice agency that the arrest has legally termi
nated in favor of the arrestee, unless a'nother 
criminal action or proceeding is pending or un
less there has been a prev}.olls conviction. Re
cords should also be closed where the individual 
has been outside the criminal justice system for 
five years if the last conviction was a less seri
ous crime and for ten years where the last con
viction was a serious crime. S 

Inaccuracies in data are primarily due to the 
following management weaknesses: 

1. Lack of adequate rl;view procedures. 
2. Absence of standards for evaluation of 

l:ehabilitation. 
3. Ineffective guidance and instruction by 

higher levels. 
~. Inadequate staffing and training of 

personnel. 6 

It is not surprising that there is little 
written on this subject since it is a relatively 
new concep.t. As yet, few organizations have h,"t!i 
opportunity to take a position with respect to 
purging. It is possible that some might be ex~ 
pected to do so in the near future. 

lproject SEARCH, Security and Privacy Con
siderations in Criminal History Information Sys
~, Technical Report No.2, Committee on Secur
ity and Privacy (July, 1970), pp. 19-20. 
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2Ibid ., pp. 20-21. 

3I bid., p. 21. 

4project SEA.RCH, A Model State Act for Criminal 
Offender Record Information, Committee on Security 
and Privacy, Technical Memorandum No.3 (May, 1971), 
pp. 19-20. 

* * * #I * 
Standsrd 7.6 SEPARATION OF CO~~tITERIZED FILES 

For systema containing criminal offender data, 
the following protections should apply: 

1. All criminal offender record information 
should be stored in a computer dedicated solely to 
and controlled by criminal justice agencies. 

2. Where existing limitations temporarily 
preven~ the use of a solely dedicated computer, the 
portion of the computer used by the criminal justice 
system should be under the management control of 
a criminal justice agency and should be dedicated 
in the following manner. 

a. Files should be stored on the com
puter in such a manner that they cannot be 
modified, destroyed, accessed, changed, 
purged, or overlaid in any fashion by non
criminal-justice terminals. 

b. The senior criminal justice agency 
employee in charge of computer operations 
should write and install, or cause to h~ve 
written and installed, a program that will 
prohibit inquiry, record updates or destruc
tion of records from any terminal other than 
criminal justice system terminals which are 
so designated. 

The destruction of records sqould be 
limited to specifically designated terminals 
under the direct control of the criminal 
justice agency responsible for maintaining 
the files. 

c. The senior criminal justice agency 
employee in charge of computer operations 
Should have written and installed a classified 
program to detect and store for classified 
output all attempts to penetrate any criminal 
offender record information system, program, 
or file. 

This program should be known only 
to the senior criminal justice agency, and 
the control employee and his immediate 
assistant, and the records of the program 
should be kept continuously under maximum 
security conditions. No other persons, in
cluding staff and repair personnel, should 
be permitted to know this program. 

3. Under no circumstances should a criminal 
justice manual or computerized files be linked to 
or aggregated with non-criminal-justice files for 
the purpose of amassing information about a speci
fied individual or specified group of individuals. 
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1. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard touches upon the crucial pro
blem of insuring that data collected for use in 
criminal justice information systems does not end 
up being use;'] for other purposes in derogation of 
the individual's right to privacy. Specifically, 
the Standard recommends that criminal history in
formation be kept in separate computer files, sub
ject to strict supervision by a senior criminal 
justice agency. 

The NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES in its pro
ject on computer databanks reported these obser
vations of important protections to be included in 
the FBI's National Crime Information Center: 

"All users of the system would be 
criminal-justice\agencies:" police, prose
cutors, courts, correc~ion, parole, and 
special criminal-justice units. Computers 
and terminals linked to the system would 
have to be either owned by criminal-justice 
agencies or, if using a partitioned segment 
of a multiagency computer center, the parti
tioned segment using the criminal-record . 
system would have to be under the 'manage
ment control' of law-enforcement officials. 
Criminal-history reco~ds would not be 
stored in databanks also containing non
criminal information, such as welfare, 
hospital, education, or Voting-registration 
records ..• Rules for removing information 
would be based on state or federal laws 
and controlled by the agency that submitted 
the original record. A purge of a record 
would wipe out all personal-identification 
data in the file, as well as the criminal 
records."l 

Project SEARCH'S Committee on Security and 
Privacy included in its report a model state act 
regulating the operations of criminal justice 
systems. The section of the act dealing with 
systems security limits access to system informa
tion to criminal justice agencies, unless another 
agency receives special authorization for access. 2 
In its statements of considerations of privacy 
in the criminal justice system, the committee in
cluded recommendations that strong measures be 
used to insure information stored in system com
puters is protected against unauthorized disclos
ure, use or alteration. 3 The committee also reco
mmended that a senior criminal justice agency be 
established to institute this regulation of infor
mation. 4 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON L/,W ENFORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE in the Task Force 
Report: Science and Technology concluded that the 
security of information and the separation of 
criminal history files would be further aided by 
a decentralization of the collection process. 
Only the most basic information would be trans
mitted to nationwide and statewide systems. More 
complete records would be kept on local levels, 
and security measures such as absolute separation 
of files and fingerprint identificat i.on access 



could be instituted by effectively controlling 
criminal justice statistic agencies. S 

lNational Academy of Sciences, Databanks in 
a Free Societ~ (New York, NY: Quadrangle Books, 1973), 
p. 62. 

2project SEARCH Committee on Security and Pri
vacy, Security and Privacy Publications (Sacramento, 
CA: Project SEARCH, 1973), Part II, p. 20. 

3Ibid ., Part I, p. 41. 

4 Ibid., Part II, p. 16. 

5president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, T~sk Force Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), pp. 74-77. 

." ." ." ." ." 

Standard 7.7 ESTABLISHMENT OF COMPUTER INTER
FACES FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMA
TION SYSTEMS 

The establishment of a computer interface to 
other criminal justice information systems will 
constitute the acceptance of responsibility for. 
a control unit for those agencies served by the 
interface. 

1. Each computer interface in the criminal 
justice hierarchy from local criminal justice in
formation systems through the national systems 
will be considered a control terminal and allowed 
to interface if all of the identified responsi
bilities are accepted by that control unit. 

2. Each control unit must maintain techni
cal logging procedures and allow for 100 percent 
audit of all traffic handled by the interface. 
Criminal history response loss should be main
tained for 2 years--others for 1 year. 

3. The control unit must maintain backup 
or duplicate copies of its files in secure loca
tions away from the primary site. 

4. All personnel involved in a system are 
subject to security checks. 

5. The control unit'must establish a log 
checking mechanism where machine-generated logs 
of other than "no record" responses are compared 
with manual terminal loss and discrepancies between 
the two resolved. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard suggests placing responsib1.lity 
fo.r data quality and systems security upon control 
units within the computer systems. Each computer 
interface between the criminal justice aystem and 
local criminal justice agencies will be a control 
unit.. Noting that many local agencies will not 
haVE! the need for or resources to establish on-line 
terrninals to existing systems, the Standard offers 
a methodology local agencies can use to interface 
with the systems while employing the facilities at 
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their command. 

Project SEARCH's Statistical Steering Com
mittee emphasizes the importance of effe~tive con
trol at the ~oint where contributing agencies 
interact. At this point there must exist a means 
of insuring sufficient control over local units 
to enable constant review of the status of records 
and to establish mechanisms for reminding local 
agencies that data is due, to reduce delay and 
data loss.l The establishment of a control unit 
of interface points,as suggested by this Standard, 
is consistent with SEARCH's goals. 

A study conducted for the DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE includes communication centers as key 
links in its model information retrieval network. 2 
The function of the communication center is in 
many respects analogous to the control unit sug
gested by the Standard. The communication center 
would be the unifying link between the local use 
units 9.0d the national network. 3 The center is 
to be the policy and coordination he'adquarters 
for loc~l units, with responsibility for main
taining data consistency and insuring the use of 
uniform procedures and practices by local use 
units. 4 

The NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES in its pro
ject on computer databanks endorsed.the goals of 
this Standard by implication. The' study notes 
that in developing new, large computer networks 
designers faced problems of requiring local user 
agencies, with limited information collection 
capabilities, to keep complete, uniform and up-to
date information. The study approved of systems 
with control units capable of deterauning when a 
report frOID a local agency was missing or incom
plete, and having responsibility for periodic 
audits, enforcement of security regulations, and 
resolution of data discrepancies. S 

lproject SEARCH Statistic Steering Committee, 
Designing Statewide Criminal Justice Statistics 
Systems (Sacramento, CA: Project SEARCH, 1972), 
pp. 14-15 •. 

2Air Force Office of Scientific Research, A 
Proposed Basic Configuration for a National -
System of Interlinking Information Retrieval Net
works (Washington, DC: Department of Commerce, 
.1964), p. 61. 

3 Ibid., p. 62. 

4 Ibid., p. 66. 

SNational Academy of Sciences, Databanks in 
a Free Society (New York, NY: Quadrangle Books, 
1972), pp. 62-63. 
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Standard 7.8 THE AVAI~BILITY OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

The availability of the information system 
(the pl~rcentage of tJ.me when the sYfltem is fully 
opera t ing and can process illquiries) should not 
be less than 90 percent. This availability must 
be measured at the output device serving the user 
and may in fact be several times removed (techni
cally) from the data base providing the informa
tion. 

1. Status in Ohio 

The Ohio Criminal Justice Information System 
(CJIS), currently being developed, will contain 
over 600 terminals throughout the state. l Availa
bility of the information system will be measured 
at the output terminals. Projected availability 
figures suggest a 100 percent functioning rate. 2 

II. Background 

In order tQ attain 100 percent availability 
rate at the terminals of CJIS, the system would 
have to be operative (without "down time") 24 hours 
per day to accommodate any potential user. At 
the present time, Administration of Justice Divi
sion (AJD) plans call for 24 hour availability.3 

In addition, proper maintenance of the ~ystem 
will minimize the possibility of unavailability 
due to system hreakdown. The contracting firms 
have indicated that a "firm maintenance policy \.':'1.1 
be established which will provide the State with 
maximum responsiveness to terminal failures."4 
Also, spare terminals will be maintained at strate
gic locations in order to provide a back-up system. 

Each ter~nal will be equipped with an Opera
tions/User 'Procedures Manual which will provide 
general terminal operations techniques and a com
pilation of all message types available in the 
system. Key items to enter and corrective actions 
to be taken on errors will be outlined. S The 
existence of this User Procedures Manual will en
HlIre that potential users have access to the sys
tem in terms of instructions on operation and en
try into the system. 

There 1.s no specific information on the criti
cal component in data storage and retrieval, which 
is the non-operating, maintenance and emergency
stop "down time." It should be borne in mind that 
24-hour availability does not mean available use 
24 hours a day during the year. 

lproposal to the State of Ohio For The Design 
and Implementation of the Ohio Criminal Justice 
Information System, prepared by AMS Incorporated 
and Battelle's Columbus Laboratories, 1973, p. 32. 

2James Wagaman, Ohio Administration of Justice 
Division, interview with Peter Webster, November, 
1973. 
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3Ibid., (same interview). 

4proposal For The Design and Implementation 
of the Ohio Criminal Justice Informp,tion System, 
p. 49. 

SIbid., pp. 68-69. 
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CHAPTER 8 - PRIVACY AND SECURITY 

Standard 8.1 SECURITY AND PRIVACY ADMINISTRATION 

1. State Enabling Act. Each State should 
adopt enabling legislation for protection of 
security and privacy in criminal justice infor
mation systems. The enabling statute shall estab
lish an administrative structure, minimum standards 
for protection of security and privacy, and civil 
and criminal sanction for violation of statutes or 
rules and regulations adopted under it. 

2. Security and Privacy Council. Each State 
shall establish a Security and Privacy Council. 
Fifty percent of t~e members named to the Council 
shall be private citizens who are unaffiliated with 
the State's criminal justice system. The remainder 
shall include representatives of the criminal 
justice information systems and other appropriate 
government agencies. The Security and Privacy 
Council shall be vested with sufficient aut,hority 
to adopt and administer security and privacy 
standards for criminal justice information systems. 

The Council should furth~r have authority to 
establish rules and regulations in this field and 
to sanction agencies which fail to comply-with 
them. 

Civil and criminal sanctions should be set 
forth in the enabling act for violation of the pro
vision of the statute or rules or regulBtions 
adopted under it. Penalties should apply to im
proper collection, storage, access, and dissemina
tion of criminal justice information. 

3. Trainina of System Personnel and Public 
Education. All pers~ns involved in the direct 
operation of a criminal justice information system 
should be required to attend approved courses of 
instruction concerning the system's proper use and 
control. Instruction may be offered by any agency 
or facility, provided that curriculum, materials, 
and instructors' qualifications have been reviewed 
and approved by the Council. 

Minimum course time should be 10 hours for 
opp.rators, w:\ th 15 hours required of immediate 
supervisors. Each operator or supervisor shall 
attend a course of instruction within a reasonable 
period of time after a~signment to the criminal 
justice information system. 

The Council should conduct a program of public 
education concerning the purposes, proper usp.. and 
control of criminal justice information. It may 
make available upon request facilities. materials. 
and personnel to educate the public about the pur
poses. proper use. and control of crimin&l justice 
informstion. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

Regarding security and priv'1cy for crimi,ual 
justice information systems being developed in 
many states. Project SEARCH (System for Electronic 
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Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal Histories) has 
recoDmlended that each state establish a "Criminal 
Records Control Committee to regulate ths collec
tioll. storage. d,issemination and usage of criminal 
offender record information."l The model state 
act further recommended that such a counc~l con
sist of not more than eight members and a chair
man appointed by the governor. 2 

Project SEARCH fe 1 t it was necessary for aach 
staee to adopt such l( ,:-l.lliation to: 

"improve the organization. coordination, 
and control of criminal offender record
keeping ••• to develop procedures which pro
vide vigorous protection for individual 
rights of privacy, while at the same time 
strengthening thr.cecord-keeping capa
bilities of Ii CJIS. (This will) assure a 
more credible and use'ful criminal record
keeping system."3 

Ohio has taken two steps in this direction. 
First. Ohio has proclaimed that criminal record,S 
and information supplied to the superintendent of 
the Bureau of Criminal Identification and Investi
gation "are not public records."4 Second, Ohio 
has created a law enforcement communications 
committee to aid and e~courage coordination in the 
use of data p~ocessing facilities in the statewide 
law enforcement network. S 

Massachusetts has adopted enabling legisla
tion very similar to that proposed by Project 
SEARCH's model state act. The Massachusetts 
legislation is perhaps the most complete that has 
so far been adopted. It provides for a Criminal 
History Systems Board,6 an Advisory Committee. 7 

-and a Security and Privacy Council. S This legis
lation provides for the listing of agencies and 
individuals who are authorized access to the in
formation9 and the protection of the rights of. the 
individuals whose records are being kept. 10 

The need for legislation in this area is 
apparent. The right Qf privacy - the "right to be 
let alone" - has been called by Justice Brandeis 
thE! "right most valued by civilized men." An 
American's right to be let alone - his right to 
privac;; - must be given paramount consideration :l.n 
the development and use of computerized data 
systems. The creation of dossiers by meaflS of 
such systems poses a gruve threat to the constitu
tionally guaranteed rights of each American to ex
~ress himself and his ideas freely. At the same 
time. we must recognize the value and legitimacy 
of properly safeguarded computerized data systemB 
containing limited personal information for 
limited and specific aims. Americans must be 
gua,canteed that the tonic ,d high speed informa
tion handling does not cont~in a toxic which will 
kill privacy. 11 

The implied th.rust of this statement is the 
need for enabling legislation for the protection 
of security and privacy, to protect the iodividual 
from potential abuses of high speed data proces8-
ing at a large scale magnitude. This is 



demonstrstive of the need for regulation, super
vision, and ct)ntrol of these diJiiiiier compiling 
systems by independent detached agencies who would 
~ct on behalf Qf the citizens and his fundamental 
ri3.ht to privacy. 

The legislation enacted by Massachusetts also 
contains sanctions for misuse of the system. It 
provides criminal penalties for willfully misusing 
the aystem by wrongful disclosure or attempting to 
obtain information wrongfully.12 The statutes also 
provide civi1 redress for those who have been 
wronged by allnwing a tort action for damages andl 
or injunctive relief as an equitabie remedy.13 

The functions of a supervisory committee have 
been studied by the House Conunir:'ee on Government 
Operations. Their recommendation for a committee 
to supervise the National Data Canter is: 

A. Such a supervisory commission should be 
appointed from non-gov.!!tnmental as well as govern
mental experts in the f:1.elds of data gathering, 
storage and usage, statistics, law, the social 
sCiences, and civil liberties. 

8. The cOlllllission should report to the Con
gress on a regular basis. Its reports should in
(:.Lude financial, administrative, and systems sum
maries. They should also include detailed infor
mation on the types and sources of information 
st;or(Jrl :in tile system and on the agencies with 
aCcess to the data. They should list the types 
of information available to each agency, the 
purposes for which each type might be used, as 
well as the justification for and description of 
ellch printout from the national data bank. 

C. The supervisory commission would be inde
pendent of any eXisting agency or bureau and would 
be responsible solely for the operation of the 
nat10nol data bank. Various suggestions have pre
viollsly been advanced to locate the national data 
tHink. in, for example, the General Accounting 
Office, the Library of Congress, the Bureau of the 
Budget or the Burellu of the Census. It is the 
f(!ellng of the committee, however, that tile crea
tion of a acp[lrate and distinct supervis,)ry com
miasJol1 wouLd most adequately resolve the manifold 
pr.'()bl(>tns C'ontn.1.ned in the national data bank con-
l)C,pt: .1'. ' 

1project; SEARCH, A Model State Act for Criminal 
Offender Record Information (Sacramento, CA': Crime 
;fechnology Resellrch 'FouQdation, May, 1971), p. 16. 

21bid ., p. 15. 

J1hid., p. 28. 

(Im1.~ll.)l.evised Cod t;;. , 109.57 (d). 

50h10 Revised Code, 109.57.1 (c). 

6Hassachusetts CLC. 6, 168. 

7'HasSllchusetts GLC. 6, 169. 
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8Ibid., 170. 

9 Ibid., 172, 173. 

10Ibld., 175, 176. 

llCommittee on Government Operation, Privacy 
and the National Data Bank Concept, Thirty-Fifth 
Repert (Washington, DC: Committee on Government 
Operations, August 2, 1968), p. V. 

l2Massachusetts GLC. 6, 178. 

13Massachusetts GLC. 1.i, 177. 

14Committee on Government Operations, Privacy, 
p. 8. 

'I< ., 'I< 'I< 'I< 

Standard 8.2 SCOPE OF FILES 

An item of data may be collected and atored 
in a criminal justice information system only if 
the potential benefits from its use outweigh the 
potential injury to privacy and related protected 
interests. 

I. Special Considerations 

Regarding the necessiLY to place limits upon 
the systematic recording and dissemination of in
formation about individual citizens, in a series 
of cases during the 1960's, lower federal courts 
ruled in favor of individuals who sued to have 
their fingerprints returned and their arrest 
records expunged when charges against them were 
dropped, dismissed, or ~ithdrawn.l The rati~~ale 
for restricting the scope of data collection con
cerning private individuals as suggested by the 
judiciary in a leading case is that "this is a 
form of surveillance and control which may easily 
inhibit freedom to speak, to work, and to move 
about in this land."2 The courts have suggested 
that the mere retention of some records in FBI 
files were violating individual rights. 3 The 
courts' reasoning in this case was that "no . 
public good is accomplished by the retention of 
criminal identification records (after an acquit
tal). On the other hand, a great imposition is 
placed upon the citizen. 4 Two subsequent cases 
have held that data should not be maintained 
where the state is unable to show a compelling 
necessity to retain the record sufficient to out
weigh the person's fundamental right of privacy.5 
Deciding what personal information ought to be 
collected or acquired at all has been described as 
"the broadest challenge to organizational author- , 
ity and programs. and is probably the hardest of 
the civil libertips interests on which to derive 
public ~olicy based upon broad national consen
sus. 6 

The increased sensitivity which has been 
demonstrated by the courts could lead to stricter 
supervision of the way major government record 
systems are operated. However, it does not seem 
realistic to expect the Supre~ Court to strike 
down major government record systems in the near 
future on the grounds of privacy. Rather, the 
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court can be expected to scrutinize government 
record-keeping to demand that legislative and ad
ministrative schemes are sufficiently defined that 
they do not abridge the First Amendment rights •••• 7 

Two positions in this area may be tenable. The 
first .is to allow general collection of data and 
satisfy due process by giving individuals notice of 
reports, a way to learn their contents, and a pro
cedure for challenging them prior to dissemination. 
The second is to define and limit both the types of 
information collected, and specific investigative 
methods that should or should not be used. S 

For example, arrest-only records should not be 
circulated unless a case can be made, with solid. 
supporting evidence, that a person arrested but not 
convicted of a crime is more likely to be a poor 
employee, misuse his license privileges or engage in 
misconduct in his work than someone with the same 
background and supervis':~n who has never been 
arrested. 

This principle of limitinb the scope of data 
files has made itself felt in the U.S. Congress. 
One of the findings and conclusions of the U.S. 
Congressional House Committee on Government Opera-
tions was: ' . 

"4. Need for Limitation on Types of Data 
Stored. From testimony pr~sented at the 
hearings, it is clear that there should be 
definite limitation on the type of data 
collected .••• There is a natural tendency 
for more and more data to be requested; 
and if uncontrolled this process would in
fringe on individua~ freedom. Well defined 
restraint (emphasis added) is ',lecesE,ary on 
anyone who evolves or opp~dces data systems 
containing personal in!'crmation."9 

lU.S. v. Kalish, 217 F. Supp. 968 (D.P, Rico, 
1967); U.S. v. McLeod, J85 F2d 734 (1967); Morrow 
v. District of Columbia, 417 F.2d 728 (1969); and 
Wheeler v. Goodmar., 306 F. 3upp. 58 (W.D.N.C., 
1969) . 

2Menard v. Hi.tchell, 328 F. Supp. 718, 726, 
(D.DG., 1971). 

lu.s. v. Kalish, 271 F. Supp. 968, (D.P.R., 
1967). 

4 Ibid., 970. 

5Eddy v. Moore, 487 p. 2d 211 (1971), and 
Davidson v. Dill, 503 p. 2d 157, (1972). 

6National Academy of Sciences, Alan F. Westin, 
Data Banks in a Free Society, Computer. Record 
Keepins and Privacy, (1972), p. 379. 

7 Ibid., p. 382. 

8Ibid ., p. 383. 
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9 Committee on Government Operations, Privacy 
and the National Data Bank Concept. Thirty-Fifth 
Report, Committee on Government Operations, 
August 2, 1968. 
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Standard 8.3 ACCESS AND DI~SEMlNATION 

1. General Limits on Access. Information in 
criminal justice rUes should be made available 
only to public agencies which have both a "need to 
know" and a "right to know." The u~er agency 
should demonstrate, in advance, thst access to 
such information will serve a criminal justice 
purpose. 

2. Terminal Access. Criminal justice 
agencies should be permitted to have terminal 
access to computerized criminal justice informa
tion systems where they have both a need and a 
right to know. Non-criminal justice agencies 
having a need or right to know or being authorized 
by statute to re.ceive criminal ju'stice information 
should be supplied with such information only 
through criminal justice agencies. 

3. Certification of Non-Criminal-Justice 
Users. The Security and P.rivacy Council should 
receive and review applications from non-criminal
justice government agencies for access to criminal 
justice information. Each agency which has, by 
statute, a right to such information or demon
strates a need to know and a right to. know in 
furtherance of a criminal justice purpose should 
be certified as having access to such information 
through a designated criminal justice agency. 

4. Full and Limited Access to Data. 
Grimina1 justice agencies should be entitled to 
all unpurged data concerning an individual con
tained in a criminal justice information system. 
Non-criminal-justice agencies should receive only 
those portions of the file directly rel&ted to the 
inquiry. Special preeautions should be taken to 
control dissemination' to non-criminal-justice 
agencies of information which might compromise 
personal privacy including strict enforcement of 
need to know and right to know criteria. 

5. Arrest Without Conviction. All copies of 
information filed as a result of an arrest that 
is legally terminated in favor of the arrested 
individual should be returned to that individual 
within 60 days of final disposition,if a court 
order is presented, or upon formal notice frolll 
one criminal justice agency to another. Inf~rma
tion includes fingerprints and photographs. Such 
information should not be disseminated outside 
cd.minal justice agencies. 

However, files may be retained if another 
criminal action or proceeding is pending against 
the arrested individual, or if he has previously 
been convicted in any jurisdiction in the United 
States of an offense that would be deemed a crime 
in the State in which the record is being held. 



6. Dissemination. Dissemination of personal 
criminal jU8tice information should be on a need 
and right to know basis within the government. 
There should be neither direct nor indirect dis
semination of such information to nongovernmente1 
agencies or personnel. Each receiving agency 
should restric~ internal dissemination to those 
employees with both a need .;;nd right to know. 

Legislation should be enacted which limits 
questions about arre~ts on ap~lications for 
employment, licenses, ,end other civil rights and 
pr1vileges to those arr~sts where records have not 
been returned to the arrested individual or purged. 
Nor shall employers be entitled to know about 
offenses that have been eXY".ng!.!d by virtue of lapse 
of time (see Standard 7.5). 

7. Accountability for Receipt, Use, and Dis
seminst10n of Data. Each person and agency that 
obtains access to criminal justice information 
should be subject to civil, criminal, and admini
strative penalties for the improper receipt, use, 
and dissemination of such information. 

The penalties imposed would be those generally 
applicsble to breaches of system rules and regula
tions as noted earlier. 

8. Currency of Information. Each criminal 
Juat1ce agency must ensure that the most current 
r.ecord 1s used or obtained. 

I. Offic1ally Known Endorsements and Objections 

The Model State Act for Criminal Offender 
Record Information developed by Project SEARCH 
(System for Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of 
Criminal Histories) recoDDDends that access by 
crtml~al offender record information be granted to 
(1) criminal justice agencies and (2) non-criminal 
justice agencies, if the latter are authorized by 
statute to receive such information. l The Act 
strongly recollllllt:nds that state legislatures care
fully evaluate each situation to determine whether 
such accesll is necessary and desirable. 2 The Act 
alAo limits the accessibility of offender record 
informIition for the purpose of research to pre
vent th(l violation of individual rights. 

The National Crime Information Center (NCIC) 
POl1.cy Paper proclaims that direct inquiries into 
NCrC records will be permitted only for criminal 
luscice agencies in the discharge of their official 
~ndated responsibilities. 3 

Nerc ia the agency that processes data for 
the FBI, Department of Justice, Bureau of Customs, 
Provost Marshall General of the Army, Naval In
vcstiglltions, Air Force Office of Investigation, 
Mnrine Corps, Secret Service, Postal Investigations, 
lind Bureau of Prisons. The policy paper precludes 
the dissemination of data for use in connection 
with licensing or local or state employment, other 
thlln with a criminal justice agency, or for other 
USe9, unless such dissemination is pursuant to 
state and federal statutes. 4 
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No information was ~btainab1e from the 
American Civil Liberties Union c'oncerning this 
Standard. The ACLU is presently consolidating all 
its information in an effort to lobby for a pro
posed Omnibus Privacy Bill and has, therefore, not 
issued any pre1iminsry policy statements. 

In addition, the research on this topic has 
not produced any information published by the 
American Bar Associati~n (ABA) on this point. 
Communication with the Ohio Bar Association only 
revealed that the ABA and Ohio Bar have recently 
undertaken the study of this problem by committee 
and that reports and model legislation will be 
forthcoming. 5 

1Project SEARCH, A Model State Act for 
C~imina1 Offender Record Information (Sacramento, 
CA: Crime Technology Resesrch Foundation, May, 
1971), p. 33. , 

2 Ibid., p. 34. 

3National Crime Information Center, Computer
ized Criminal History Program Background, Concept 
and Police, September 20, 1972, n. 1, p. 6, at 12. 

4Ibid ., n. 1, p. 6, at 16. 

5American Civil Liberties Union, Washington, 
DC: and Ohio Bar Association, telephone conversa
tion. 

* * * * * 
Standard 8.4 INFORMATION REVIEW 

1. Right to Review Information. Except for 
intelligence files, every person should have the 
right to review criminal justice information re
lating to him. Each criminal justice agency with 
custody or control of criminal justice information 
shall make available convenient facilities and 
personnel necessary to permit such reviews. 

2. Review Procedures. 
a. Reviews should occur only within 

the facilities of a criminal justice 
agency and only under the supervision 
and in the presence of a designated em
ployee or agent of a criminal justice 
agency. The files and records made 
available to the individual should not 
be removed from the premises of the 
criminal justice agency at which the 
records are being reviewed. 

b. At the discretion of each criminal 
justice agency such reviews may be 
limited to ordinary daylight business 
hours. 

c. Reviews should be permitted onll' 
after verification that the requesting 
individual is the subject of the criminal 
justice information which he seeks to 
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review. Each criminal justice agency 
should require fingerprinting for this 
purpose. Upon presentation of a sworn 
authorization from the individual in
volved, together with proof of identity, 
an indiVidual's attorney may be permitted 
to examine the information relating to 
such individual. 

d. A record of such review should be 
maintained by each criminal justice agency 
by the completion and pr~servation of an 
appropriate form. Each form should be 
completed and signed by the supervisory 
employee or agent present at the review. 
The reviewing individual should be asked, 
but may not be required, to verify by his 
signature the accuracy of the criminal 
justice information he has reviewed. The 
form should include a recording of the 
name of the reviewing individual, the date 
of the review, and whether or not any ex
ception was taken to the accuracy, complete
ness, or contents of the information re
viewed. 

e. The reviewing individual may make 
a written summary or notes in his own hand
writing of the information reviewed, and 
may take with him such copies. Such indi
viduals ~y not, however, take any copy 
that might reasonably be confused with the 
original. Criminal justice agencies are 
not required to provide equipment for 
copying. 

f. Each reviewing individual should be 
informed of his rights of challenge. He 
should be informed that he may aubmit 
written exceptions as to the information's 
contents, completeness or accuracy to the 
criminal justice agency with custody or 
control of the information. Should the 
individual. elect to submit such exceptions, 
he should be furnished with an appropriate 
form. The individual should record any 
such exceptions on the form. The form 
&hould include an affirmance, signed by 
the individual or his legal representative, 
that the exceptions are made in good faith 
and that they are true to the best of the 
individual's knowledge and belief. One 
copy of the form shall be forwarded to 
che Security and Privacy Council. 

g. The criminal justice agency should 
in each case 'conduct an audit of the 
individual's criminal justice information 
to determine the accuracy of the exceptions. 
The Council and the individual should be 
informed in writing of the results of the 
audit. Should the audit disclose in
accuracies or omfssions in the information, 
the criminal justice a€ency should cause 
appropriate alterations or additions to 
be. made to the information, and should 
cause notice of such alterations or addi
tions to be given to the Council, the 
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individual involved, and any other 
agencies in this or any other juris
diction to which the criminal justice 
information has previously been dis
seminated. 

3. Challenges to Information. 
a. Any person who believes that 

criminal justice information that refers 
to him is inaccurate, incomplete, or 
misleading mD.y request any criminal 
justice agency with custody or control 
of the information to purge, delete, 
modify, or supplement that information. 
Should the agency decline to do so, or 
should the individual believe the 
agency's decision to be otherwise un
satisfactory, the individual may request 
review by the S~curity an~ Privacy 
Council. 

b. Such requests to the Council (in 
writing) should inc1ude'a concise state
ment of the alleged deficiencies of the 
criminal justice information, shall s~ate 
the date and result of any review by the 
criminal justice agency, and shall append 
a sworn verification of the facts alleged 
in the request signed by the individual 
or his attorney. 

c. Each Council should establish a 
review pro~edure for such appeals that 
incorporates appropriate assurances of 
due process for the individual. (A 
model of procedure in such appeals is 
contained in detail in Reference Number 1 
below. ) 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The Model State Act for Criminal Offender 
Record Information, System for Electronic Analy
sis and Retrieval of Crime Histories, (Project 
SEARCH), states that it is imperative that the 
rights of access and challenge should be given to 
those persons whose criminal records are contain
ed in the system. Such rights will help guarantee 
the accuracy of records and prevent unnecesaary 
injuries to individuals. The Act recommends that 
no fee be charged for inspection of records or 
the institution of proceedings to challenge. 1 

The NATIONAL CRIME INFORMATION CENTER POLICY. 
PAPER states "The person's right to see and chal
lenge the contents of his record shall form an 
integral part of the system with reasonable ad
ministrative procedures.,,2 

II. Special Considerations 

The Supreme Court of the U.S. has addressed 
this topic. In Greene v. McElroy, Chief Justice 
Warren said: 

"Certain principles have remained 
relatively imutab1e in our j~risprudence. 
One of these is that where government 



/.Ietion injures an individual, the evidence 
must be disclosed to the individual so 
that he has a right to show that it i~ 
untrue ... not only in criminal cases ••. but 
where administrative action (is) under 
acrutiny.,,3 

The growing pressures for the establishment 
of individual access rights have alresdy produced 
changes 1n administrative practice and law. En-
8u:ring 1,ndlviduals access to their records is 
therefore a major priority for public policy.4 The 
concept of access involves three elements of pro
tection for the individual: notice (whether he is 
informed that a record about ~ists); insp,!£:"" 
tlon (whether he can learn the r.ontents of the 
'(';Ci)rd if he wishea to); and ¥Iallenge (whether he 
can obtain a formal hearing and make higher 
appeals to contest the appropr~ateness, accuracy, 
or completeness of the information). 5 

The problem with complying with these prin
ciples is that to give notice to all the people 
about whom records are kept would produce a severe 
logistical problem for the agencies involved. a 

I\b 

ao alternstive, a Citizen's Guide to Files could 
be produced containing a list of every government 
agency spec.1.fying the nature and contents of its 
files, the statutory authority for its maintenance, 
the class and number of persons covered and the 
useli to which it is put. This guide would provide 
the citizen with s thorough, detailed directory 
of records systeDU> that contain information about 
him and the general rules under which it is being 
held snd used.7 

The objection to free inspection is twofold: 
the need to encourage frankness in reporting, and 
the need to protect the individual from learning 
inf.ormation about his statu8 that cou:.d harm him. 
Actess could still be granted in such cases, if 
IlOt to the individual himself, then at least to his 
lawyer or other selected representative. Another 
problem with inspection is that after the file has 
been revi,ewed without subsequent challenge, it 
could be inferred that the individual has "con
h~!lsed to the information." Such an assumption 
shOUld be prohibited by policy.8 

Regarding guidelines for automated processing 
of information kept on individual citizens, former 
FBt Director J. Edgar Hoover observed before the 
Senate Appropriations COlllllittee that "Computers 
ne.1i:hO;!.r enlarge nor restrict the persona and 
agencies to whom the records are presently avail
ablt~.H True to his long-standing position, the 
Dlrllctor declared that Il person having a record 
shOUld have no absolute right to see it. However, 
ehe Fn'I hAIl no objections to a declared right of a 
ptltllOn, by statute or judicial decision, to learn 
the content of his identification r.ecord and to 
protest alleged error when it appears that the 
t'ilcord is to be used against him in any manner. 9 

ConcerninK tha right to access, the House 
l:o\lll1lttct. on (:overnment Operations made their find
Ing. 
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"The best and DIOst reliable way to assure 
that erroneous or non-contextual information 
is not stored ••. would be to allow each in
dividual access to information concerniI.g 

him. 
"Even with restrictions on the type of 

data that can go into a data system and 
Frovisions for guaranteeing that only proper 
retrievals be made, procedures should be 
established to allow an American the right 
to determine the nature ~f information that 
could harm him. (By implication, this would 
entail Notice, Access and Challenge). 
Electronic Data Processing need not and 
should not subvert the constitutional and 
legal safeguards Americans have the right to 
expect and demand."IO 

lModel State Act for Criminal Offender 
Record Information, Proj~ct SEARCH, (Sacramento, 
CA: May, 1971). 

2National Crime Information Center, Computer
ized Criminal History Program Background, Concept 
an~'Policy Paper, No.1, Septemb3r 20, 1972, p. 6 
af; 17. 

3Greene v. McElroy, 360 U.S. 747 (1959). 

4 Ibid., p. 357. 

'i_. -d 
- .1.01 ., p. )61. 

6Ibid. , p. 362. 

7Ibid . , p. 363. 

8Ibid • , p. 369. 

9Ibid . , p. 302. 

10Committee on Government Operations, Privacy 
and National Data Bank Concept, Thirty-Fifth 
Report, Committee on Government Operations 
(~ashington, DC: August 2, 1968). 

* * * * * 
Standard 8.5 DATA SENSITIVITY CLASSIFICATION 

Places and things included in criminal 
justice information systems should be classified 
by criminal justice agencies in accordance with 
the following aystem: 

1. Highly Sensitive--places and things 
which require maximum special security provisions 
and particulari~ed privacy protection. Items that 
should be included in this category include, for 
example: 

s. Criminal history record informa
tion accessed by using other than per
sonal identifying characteristics, i.e., 
class access; 

b. Criminal justice information dis
closing arrest information without con
viction disseminated to criminal jUHtlcc 
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agencies; 
c. Criminal justice information marked 

as "closed"; 
d. Computer, primary. and auxiliary 

storage devices and physical contents, 
peripheral hardware, and certain manual 
storage devices and physical contents; 

e. Security system and backup devices; 
and 

f. Intelligence files. 
g. Additional items that may be includ

ed in t~is category are: computer programs 
and ~/stem design; communication devices 
and networks; criminal justice information 
disseminated to non-cria1nal-justice 
agencies; and research and analytical re
ports derived from identified individual 
criminal justice inforruation. 

2. Confidential--places and things which re
quire a high degree of special security and privacy 
protection. Items that may be included in this 
category, for example, are: 

a. Criminal justice information on 
individuals disseminated to criminal 
justice agencies; 

b. Documentation concerning the sys
tem; and 

c. Research and analytical reports 
derived from criminal justice information 
on individuals. 

3. Restricted--places and things which re
quire minimum special security consistent with good 
security and privacy practices. Places that may be 
included in this category are, for example, areas 
and spaces that house criminal justice information. 

Each criminal justice agency maintaining crimi
nal justice information should establish procedures 
in order to implement a sensitivity classification 
system. The general guidelines for this purpose 
are: 

a. Places and things should be assigned 
the lowest claSsification consistent with 
their proper protection. 

b. Appropriate utilization of classi
fied places and things by qualified users 
ahould be encouraged. 

c. Whenever the sensitivity of places 
or things diminishes or increases it should 
be reclassified without delay. 

d. In the event that any place or thing 
previously classified is no longer sensi
tive and no longer requires special secur
ity or privacy protection it should be de
classified. 

e. The originator of the classifica
tion is wholly responsible for reclassifi
cation and declassification. 

f. Overclassification should be con
sidered to be as dysfunctional as'under
classification. 

It shall be the responsibility of the Security 
and Privacy Council to assure that appropriate 
classification systems are implemented, maintained 
and complied with by criminal justice agencies. 
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within a given State. 

I. Special Considerations 

A minimal system of claSSification in the 
criminal justi~e information system would deter
mine the security pattern of proceasing, storage 
and transmission; the individuals to whom the 
data may be disseminated, manner in which the data 
must be protected by the recipient thereof, and 
the procedures for declassification and/or des
truction. 

The definition of what is "sensitive" per
sonal information varies considerably among dif
ferent types of organizations, depending upon the 
relationship of the individual and the organiza
tion, the uses made of the data, and similar 
factors. Information defined as most sensitive 
within each organizatfon should not generally go 
into computer files ann instead be kept in manual 
form. 1 

When moving into computerization, most organ
izations have pursued the most cost-effective 
applications, usually the high-volume routine 
operations. This makes computerization of in
frequently used files - generally the more sensi
tive and subjective ones - a low priority.2 

A problem in developing this Standard is the 
lack of uniformity among the agencies. Organiza
tional norma have sometimes designated information 
as confidential but still specified other agencies 
with which this information would be shared. Such 
is frequently the case where sensitive personal 
information is collected but there is no desire to 
entirely seal off the data. 

Under American law and practice, much per
sonal data is considered. public information acces
sible to the press and any person with "legitimate 
interest." There is also sharing of information 
which ia done informally under the "information 
buddy ays tem" hinging upon personal rel,a tions • 
Thia sharing is not generally known to the public 
and is in direct violation of formal confiaen
tia11ty rules. 3 

The thrust of sharing data is that classifi
cation of data as to sensitivity alone is in
sufficient unless the rules for disclosure to 
other users would require them to have the same 
standards of confidentiality. Adequate sanctions 
need to be provided to prevent 'mauthorized 
sharing. Direct violation of tormal confiden
tiality rules is difficult to expose and is a 
substantial aspect of organizational life. 

One solution proposed to provide for rigid 
standards of confidentiality is the establishment 
of special agencies for sensitive data, or in
formation trust agencies. This would be a~pro
priate where there are many participating users 
in a date system having different institutional 
and social interests and where the misuse of data 
could result in serious harm to the individual. 
This is particularly true in law enforcement. 



A pracUcing agency such as !:he FBI cannot be 
wholly disinterested. Its format for classifica
tion may meet police needs but may not be fully 
(esponslve to W/"At courts, correctional agencies, 
th(} legal profession and students of criminal 
jUIJt1ce oystelll8 desire in a criminal justice 
fltadst1cal service. An independent trust agency 
would not have ongoing responsibilities which would 
confl.ict with :its responsiveness to the interests 
of various users. 4 

In I,lupport of developing a systelll8tic classjl
f1cation of data, the 1I0USE COMMITTEE ON GOVERN
MENT OPERATIONS recollllllended that prior to the 
National Data Center entertainin~ a request for 
data, it should request each srolnr.y to provide its 
subaggregate according to a uniform classification 
flystem (emphasis added) so that the center itself 
would only total and transmit the necessary aggre
gate desired. In the cases where variables from 
more than one agency must be correlated, other 
agenCies involved should send tbeir data to the 
agency contributing the most sensitive data for 
processing. S 

Concerning the planning and development of 
Info[lIllltJ.on ilystelll8, the excerpt from "Privacy and 
FreedomH by Alan F. Westin,6 cited by the HOUSE 
GOHMIT'l'EE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS in its Thirty
PLfth Report, recoRlllended that the input to systems 
be set up to limit those who are allowed to put 
tnformation in, to have the machine reject tainted 
information, and to classify all information accord
ing to a sensitivity code from public-recDrd to top
aet1sit".i ve. 7 

The sena,itivity classification recoDJlllended by 
Project SEARCH (Systems for Electronic Analysis 
Dnd Retrieval of Criminal Histories) is: 1) Highly 
Sensitive for those places and things requiring 
lDltximUIII security provisions 2) Confidential for 
those places and things requiring a high degree of 
apccial security and privacy protection and 3) 
Rcacrirted for those places and things requiring 
minimum protection. 8 

The spec,tHc guidelines for a?plying these 
dlllilo:lf.i(';} .:.ions t:ecommcnded by SEARCH are too 
lengthy and detailed to be reproduced here. 

lNational Academy of Sciences, Alan F. Westin, 
,11!It,a Banks in a Free Society, Computer, Record 
~Elng and Privacy, (1972), p. 249. 

2 [bi.d., p. 250. 

3 Ibid., p. 253. 

4Ib i.d. ,p. 40L 

SColll1l.1ttee. on Government Operati4ms, Privacy 
npd the National Data Bank Concept, Thirty-Fifth 
,~{'Eort, Committee on Government Operations, August 
'],. 19613. 

6r,hl,d. 
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7Committee on Government Operations, Pr~vacy 
Report, p. 27. 

8Committee on Security and Privacy and 
Security, Project SEARCH, Model Administrative 
Regulation for Criminal Offender Record Informa
tion, Memorandum No.4, March, 1972. 

1< 1< * * * 
Standard 8.6 SYSTE~I SECURITY 

1. Protection from Accidental Loss. Infor
mation system operators should institute proce
dures for protection of information from environ
mental hazards including fire, flood, and power 
failure. Appropriate elements should include: 

a. Adequate fire detection and 
quenching systems; 

b. Watertight facilities; 
c. Protection against water and 

smoke damage; 
d. Liaison with local fire and public 

safety officials; 
e. Fire resistant mat~rials on walls 

and floors; 
f. Air conditioning systems; 
g. Emergency power sources; and 
h. Backup files. 

2. Intentional Damage to System. Agencies 
administering criminal justice information sys
tems should adopt security procedures which limit 
access to information files. These procedures 
should include use of guards, keys, badges, pass
words, access restrictions, sign-in logs, or 
like controls. 

All facilities which house criminal 
justice information files should be so, designed 
and constructed as to reduce the possibility of 
phySical damage to the information. Appropriate 
stepa in this regard include: physical limita
tions on access; security storage for information 
media; heavy duty, non-exposed walls; perimeter 
barriers; adequate lighting; detection and warn
ing devices, and closed circuit television. 

3. Unauthorized Access. Criminal justice 
in(ormation system" should maintain controls 
over access to information by requiring identi
fication, authorization, and authentication of 
system users and their need and right to know. 
Processing restrictions, threat monitoring, pri
vacy transformations (e.g., scrambling, encoding/ 
decoding), and integrity management should be 
employed to ensure system security. 

4. Personnel Security. 
a. Preemployment Screening: Appli

cants for employment in information 
systems should be expected to consent to 
an investigation of their character, 
habits, previous employment, and other 
matters necessary to establish their 
good moral character, reputation, and 
honesty. Giving false information of 
a substantial nature should disqualify 
an applicant from employment. 
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Investigation should be designed to 
develop sufficient information to enable 
the appropriate officials to determine 
employability and fitness of persons enter
ing critical/sensitive positions. Whenever 
practicable, investigations should be con
ducted on a ,preemployment basis and the 
resulting reports used as a personnel 
selection device. 

b. Clearance, Annual Review, Security 
Manual, and In-Service Training: System 
personnel including terminal operators in 
remote focations, as well as programmers, 
computer operators, and others working at, 
or near the ceptral processor, should be 
assigned appropriatp. security clearances 
and should have their clearances renewed 
annually after investigation and review. 

Each criminal justice information sys
.tem should prepare a security manual list
ing the rules and regulations applicable 
to maintenance of system security. Each 
person working with or having access to 
criminal justice infotlll8tion files should 
know the contents of the manual. To this 
end, each employee should receive not less 
than 10 hours of training each year con
cerning system security. 

c. System Discipline: The management 
of each criminal justice information system 
should establish sanctions for accidental 
or intentional violation of system security 
standards. Supervisory personnel should 
be delegated adequate authority and res
ponsibility to enforce the system's 
security standards. 

Any violations of the provisions of 
these standards by any employee or officer 
of any public agency, in addition to any 
applicable criminal or civil penalties, 
shall be punished by suspension, discharge, 
reduction in grade, transfer, or such 
other administrative penalties as are 
deemed by the criminal justice agency to 
be appropriate. 

Where any public agency is found by 
the Security and Privacy Council will
fully or repeatedly to have violated the 
requirementa of the standarJ (act), the 
Council may, where other statutory pro
visions permit. prohibit the dissemina
tion of criminal history record informa
tion to that agency, for such periods and 
on such conditions as the Council deems 
appropriate. 

1. Spelial Considerations 

It is exceedingly difficult to attempt to set 
a minimum set of technological safeguards in the 
abstract for computerized files. According to the 
National Academy of Sciences, the level of protec
tion required will always depend on the nature of 
the organization, its mission. policies, and 
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structure and on the specific manual and computer
ized elements which comprise its data processing 
system. Without this knowledge it is like de
Signing a safe craft without knowing what medium 
it will travel in, its intended speed, its pas
senger load, and whether the principal risks it 
will face a~e snow storms or guided missiles. It 
would hardly advance civil liberties in this coun
try if government agencies were to adopt the 
authoritarian environments and intrusive personnel 
policies used by defense and intelligence agencies 
to safeguard their information systems. l 

On the other hand, the Academy recognizes 
the need for system safeguards. They feel that, 
"Information security involves an organization's 
efforts to ensure that only authorized persons 
obtain access to secret or £onfidential files and 
partakes of the larger problem of providing sys
tem security, p~eventing the loss, alteration or 
compromise of data through natural disaster, 
machine failure, deliberate destruction, fraud, 
theft, or accidental humsn error."2 The problem 
with developing adequate safeguards is convincing 
the organization that unauthorized persons want 
their information about persons badly enough to 
try to get it without permission. 3 

The important areas which Project SEARCH 
(System for Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of 
Criminal Histories) believes require the most 
emphasis are: (1) Unintentional errors, (2) Mis
use of data, where information could be used out 
of context by unauthorized persons, and (3) In
tentional data change. 4 They recommend as a 
Policy Statement that: (1) The input, modifica
tion, cancellr' ")n, or retrieval of information 
from the syst n will be limited to authorized 
.agency terminals. (2) Disclosure of inforlll8tion 
from the system through terminals will be limited 
to authorized final users. (3) Information in 
the system will be protected from unauthorized 
use. (4) Information in the system \o/ill be pro
tected against unauthorized alteration. (5) In
formation in the system will be protE!cted again&t 
loss. (6) System security is a live responsi- i 

bility equal in importance to system performance. S 

Project SEARCH further recommends that: 

"It shall be the responsibility of each 
criminal justice agency to formulate methods 
and procedures to assure the continuing 
security of criminal offender record infor
I118tion in its custody or under its control.,,6 

Project SEARCH recommended thl! establishment of a 
Security and Privacy Council in their Model State 
Act. SEARCH's approach to security, in large, is 
to have this committee adopt regulations to assure 
the security of record information from unauthor
ized disclosures at all levels of operation with
in the state. 7 

Areas to be guarded against in a resource~ 
sharing computer system would include theft, un
authorized copying of files, unauthorized access 
to different levels of sensitivity where files 



are stored, operator error which would allow un
authorized "ina" to the ayatem, "bugging" of equip
ment, crosa-talk between communication systems, 
improperly identified users and the right of the 
user to access, and software vulnerabilities. The 
seriaUsneS8 of these problems depends upon the 
sendtiv1.ty of the information being handled, the 
claas of U8er~ the operating environment, and the 
skill with Which the network was designed. 8 

No information was obtainable from the American 
Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) concerning this 
Standard. The ACLU is presently consolidating all 
ita information in an effort to lobby for a pro
po.ed Omnibus Privacy B!ll and has therefore not 
issued any preliminary policy star~mP.nts. 

In addition, the research on this topic has 
not produced any information published by the 
American Bar Association (ABA) on this point. 
Communication with the Ohio Bar Association only 
revealed that the ABA and Ohio Bar have recently 
undertaken the study of this problem by committee 
and that reports and model legislation will be 
fotthcoming. 9 

INational Academy of Sciences, Alan F. Westin, 
Data Banks in a Free Society, Computer, Record
Keeping and Privacy, (1972), p. 393. 

21bid,. p. 303. 

3Ib1d., p. 315. 

4Project SF~CH, Security and Privacy Con
,1!1derations in Criminal History Information 
§ystem~, ~echnical Report No.2, (July, 1970). 

51bid., pp. 40-43. 

6Pt'oject SEARCH, Model Administrative Regu
lations for Criminal Offender Record Information, 
Technical Memorandum No.4, (March, 1972), p. 9. 

7('roject SEARCH, A Model State Act for 
Criminal Offender Record Information, Technical 
Memorandum No.3, (May, 1971), p. 20. 

8W1llia H. Ware, Security and Privacy in 
,gomputer Systemu, Rand Corporlltion for Def.ense 
Documentution Center, (ApriL 1967). 

9tnformation provided by Mr. William Moore, 
Oh:l.o Har Representative, telephone conversation, 
t:l December 1973. 

litlllldard 8.7 PERSONNEL CLEARANCES 

1. The Security and Privacy Council shall 
nlRo have the responsibility of assuring that a 
personnel clearance system is implemented and 
(:\)mpl1ed with by criminal justice agencies within 
the State. 

2. Personnel shall be granted clearances for 
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access to sensitive places and things in accord
ance with strict right to know and need to know 
principles. 

3. In no event may any person who does not 
possess a valid sensitivity clearance indicating 
right to know have acce~s to any classified 
places or things, and in no event may any person 
have access to places or things of a higher sensi
tivity classification than the highest valid 
clearance held by that person. 

4. The possession of a valid clearance indi
cating right to know does not warrant uncondi
tional access to all places and things of the 
sensitivity classification for which the person 
holds clearance. In appropriate cases such per
sons may be denied access because of absence of 
need to know. 

5. In appropriate cases, all persons in a 
certain category may be granted blanket right to 
know clearance for access to places and things 
classified as restricted or confidential. 

6. Right to know clearances for highly 
sensitive places and things shall be granted on a 
selective and individual basis only and must be 
based upon the strictest of personnel investiga
tions. 

7. Clearances shall be granted by the head 
of the agency concerned and shall be binding only 
upon the criminal justice agency itself, except 
that right to know clearances fo~ m~mbers of the 
Council shall be granted and shall be valid for 
all purposes where a need to know exists. 

8. Clearances granted by one agency may be 
given full faith and credit by another agency; 
however, ultimate responsibility for the inte
grity of the persons granted right to know clea.
ances remains at all times with the agency grant- • 
ing the clearance. 

9. Right to know clearances are executory 
and may be revoked or reduced to a lower sensiti
vity classification at the will of the grantor. 
Adequate notice must be given of the reduction or 
revocation to all other agencies that previously 
relied upon such clearances. 

10. It shall be the responsibility of the 
criminal justice agency with custody and control 
of clas61ified places and things to prevent com
promise of such places and things by prohibiting 
access to persons without clearances or with in
adequate clearance status. 

11. The Council shall carefully audit the 
granting of clearances to assure that they are 
valid in all respects, and that the categories of 
personnel clearances are consistent with right 
to know and need to know criteria. 

12. Criminal justice agencies shall be 
cognizant at all times of the need periodically 
to review personnel clearances so as to be certain 
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that the lowest possible'clearance is accorded 
consistent with the individual's responsibilities. 

13. To provide evidence of a person's sen
sitivity classification clearance, the grantor of 
such clearance may provide an authenticated card 
or certificate. Responsibility for control of the 
issuance, adjustment, or revocation of such docu
ments rests with the grantor. In any event, all 
such documents must have an automatic expiration 
date requiring affirmative renewal after a reason
able period of time. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

In Technical Memorandum No.4, Project SEARCH 
noted that from the standpoint of system deaign the 
moat difficult problem was the identification and 
control of persons and agencies that should be 
given access to system data. l SEARCH advocates a 
solution of Security and Privacy Committee to 
manage and control access to the system. Although 
the Standard does not include provisions for 
offender access to criminal justice data, SEARCH 
"strongly believes" that provisions for such 
access should be an "integral part" of any future 
system. 2 Included in the Model Administrative 
Regulations for SEARCH's system, is a detailed 
enumeration of the agencies which should have 
access to the system and the extent of that 
access, which would define the focus of the Super
visory Council. 3 

The NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES, in its Pro
ject on Computer Data Banks, endorsed the idea of 
information trust agencies whose function would be 
to manage bodies of particularly sensitive infor
mation, controlling access to data which had been 
collected, for example, for purposes of law en
forcement. 4 The Academy objected to the political 
appointment of members of these agencies, noting 
that personnel clearance might end up being granted 
without adequate regard of personal liberties.5 

A study conducted by the UCLA LAW SCHOOL and 
reprinted by the AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION cited 
technical alternatives to personnel clearance con
trolled by a supervisory council. Examples of 
these technical alternatives were the inclusion of 
secur1.ey data within the computer system itself or 
voice-prints, or fingerprints or code numbers pro
grammed into the system to identify personnel 
authorized to receive information. 6 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCE
MENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE. in the Task 
!orce Report: Science and Technology, while noting 
the existence of technical means of controlling 
access to criminal justice systems, concluded that 
no technical means could guarantee that computer 
information would not be misuaed. The Commission 
endorsed the use of technical means coupled with 
an ~rganization analogous to the Security and 
Privacy Council, to manage and control information, 
to keep a permanent record of and audit inquiries, 
and to keep a running check on the security of. the 
system. 7 

I Project SEARCH Committee on Security and 
Privacy, Technical Memorandum 2 (Sacramento, CA: 
Project SEARCH Staff, 1972), p. 23. 
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2Ibid., p. 28. 
3 Ibid., Technical Memorandum 4, p. 9. 

4National Academy of the Sciences Project on 
Computer Databanks, Databanks in a Free Society 
(New York, NY: Quadrangle Books, 1972), p: 400. 

5 Ibid., p. 351. 

6UCLA Law Review Research Project, American 
Bar Foundation, Sponsor, Computerization of Govern
ment Files (Chicago, IL: American Bar Foundation, -
1968), p. 1408. 

7President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), p. 75. 

* * * * * . 
Standard 8.8 INFORMATION ~OR RESEARCH 

1. Research Design and Access to Informa
tion. Researchers who wish to uS,e criminal jus
tice information should submit to the agency 
holding the information a completed research de
sign that guarantees adequate protection of 
security and privacy. Authorization to use crimi
nal justice information should only be given when 
the benefits reasonably anticipated from the pro
ject outweigh the potential harm to security or 
privacy. 

2. Limits on Criminal Justice Research. 
Research should preserve the anonymity of all sub
jects to the maximum extent possible. In no case 
should criminal justice research be used to the 
detriment of persons to whom information relates 
nor for any purposes other than those specified 
in the research proposal~ Each person having 
~ccess to criminal justice information should 
execute a binding nondisclosure agreement with 
penalties for violation. 

3. Role of Security and Privacy Council. 
The Security and Privacy Council should establish 
uniform criteria for protection of security and 
privacy in research programs. If a researcher or 
an agency is in doubt a~out the security or pri-! 
vacy aspects of particular research projects or 
activities the advice of the Council should be 
sought. The Council should maintain general over
sight of all research projects using criminal 
justice information. 

4. Duties and Responsibilities of the 
Holding Agency. Criminal justice agencies should 
retain and exercise the authority to approve in 
advance. monitor, and audit all research using 
criminal justice information. All data generated 
by the research program should be examined and 
verified. Data should not be released for any 
purposes if material errors or omissions have 
occurred which would affect security and privacy. 

I. Special Considerations 

Provisions need to be made for secondary 
usage of criminal justice information files. 
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Th.re are numerous people who do not meet the cri
ted.a for direct access to files, yet granting them 
access would seem socially desirable. There has 
been strong interest, for the benefit of the crimi
nal justice 8y~tem, in making available as much of 
the data in criminal justice information files as 
possible to qU/ll1fied social and behavioral science 
rellearehers. 

Reaaonable steps to safeguard the privacy 
interests of the subject would be: (1) each part i
(~ipating agen(:!y and every proposed program of re
aenrch should expHcltly acknowledge a fundamental 
cor~itment to respect privacy interests in the con
du(~t of their research; (2) no program of resesrch 
should be initiated unless an adv~sory council has 
fUlly investigated the proposed ~rDgram; (3) the 
identification of: individual subj~cts should be 
divorced as fully and as effectuJlly as possible 
from data: (4) the research data should be shielded 
by a security system which is comparable to that 
which ordinarily safeguards the systema data; 
(5) any code which identifies individuals should be 
destroyed as soon as possible: (6) data obtained 
f.or anti research project should not be subsequently 
used for another project without prior, specific, 
wr.1t:teo permJlssion of authorized representatives 
of the system; (7) these requirements should be in
clUded in any research Contract or agreement. 1 

Along tihese lines, model legis1stion has been 
proposed by the System for Electronic Analysis and 
Retrieval of Crime Histories(Project SEARCH)which 
would allow for research consistent with this 
Standard. SEARCH recommended that: Research in
v01v:tn8 cr.1minal offender record information should 
Ill' closely monitored to prevent any violation of 
lndividual privacy rights. The Security and Pri
vacy ICommittee should promulgate regulations that 
would (1) preserve the anonymity of the record's 
/:Iubjlll::t, (2) shield research data by stringent 
secud ty sYlltem, (3) require non-disclosure forms, 
(4) limit the use of criminal officer records to 
l(~gitimate qualified researchers engaged in verl
Hed pri)jects.2 Particular research programs 
should be perm.1tted access to criminal offender 
record :1.nformation only if it is found that threats 
(..0 privlu~y have (1) been minimized by methods and 
procedure.a reasonably calculated to prevent injury 
or embarrassme.nt to individuals and (2) are clearly 
outweighed by the advantage for the criminal justice 
syatem that may reasonably be expected to result 
if the program ~a permitted. 3 

There is 1I0me support for the proposition that 
rescarchers have 8 "right" to this information akin 
to the righta of newsmen. This right, as the right 
of newsmen, is not unqualified. Paul Nejelski, 
OlT~ctor of the Institute of Judicial Administration, 
cX~llored this relationship in an article "The 
l'rollccutor and the. Researcher: Pre.sent and Pros
pective Varitltions oC the Supreme Court's Branzburg 
deddQn. " 'rhe Standards proposed by Nejelski wou:"d 
..:n11 for: documentation of the value of research 
and the importance of confidentiality; establish a 
cteudnghollG4! to COllect information on the problem; 
d(>vc10p models for regulation of prouecutoria1 dis
t'ret ton: and develop research agreements tha t 
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guarantee the deserved 'protecticn and even a boy
cott of research for a particular go~ernment 
agency. Nejelski expressed the view that 
Standard 8.8 

"allows for substantial abuse on the 
part of the agencies being studied or having 
records because it gives them a veto power 
over the researcher and his product. I 
would prefer to establish protection for the 
researcher regardless of where he obtains 
the data.,,4 

No information was obtainable from the 
American Civil Liberties Union concerning this 
Standard. The ACLU is presently consolidating all 
its information in an effort to lobby for a pro
posed Omnibus Privacy Bill and has therefore not 
issued any preliminary policy statements. 

In addition, the research on this topic has 
not produced any information published by the 
American Bar Association (ABA) on this point. 
Communication with the Ohio Bar Association only 
revealed that the ABA and Ohio Bar have recently 
undertaken the study of this problem by committee 
and that reports and model legislation will be 
forthcoming. 

lProject SEARCH, Security and Privacy Con
siderations in Criminal History Information 
Systems, Technical Report No.2 (Sacramento, CA: 
July, 1970), p. 31. 

2project SEARCH, A Model State Act for 
Crimir,al Offender Record Information, Technical 
Memorandum No.3, May, 1971, Committee on Security 
and Privacy (May, 1971), p. 35. 

3Project SEARCH, Model Administrative R~ 
tions for Criminal Offender Record Informati~ 
Technical Memorandum No.4. Committee on Secu~, 
and Privacy (March, 1972), pp. 14-17. 

4Criminal Justice Newsletter NCCO, Vol. 4, 
No. 22 (November 12, 1973), p. 6. 
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CHAPTER 9 - n:CHNICAl. SYSTEM DESIGN 

Standard 9.1 STANDARDIZED TERMINOLOGY 

To establish appropriate COmmunications among 
local, State, and Federal criminal justice agencies, 
the data ele~nts for identification, offense cate
gory and disposition 011 each offender shall be con
sistent with specifications prescribed in the NCIC 
operating manual, or if not covered in NCIC, the 
Project SEARCH Implementing Statewide Criminal 
Justice Statistics Systems--The Model and Imple
mentation Environment Technical Report No. 4 and 
the National Criminal Justice Information and 
Statistics Service Comprehensive Data System guide
lines. There ma.y be a need for additional or 
translated equtvalents of the standard data elements 
at individual agencies; if so, it shall be the 
responsibility of that agency to assure that the 
basic requirements of this standard are met. 

1. OffiCially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCE
MENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE in the Task 
Force Report: Science and Technology, notes that 
the different levels of government (law enforce
ment agencies, state, federal, and local) have 
different informational needs. l For a national 
criminal justice system, the report advocated 
using only the most serious of criminal contacts 
as data elements in the system, and in addition 
strictly limiting access to the system. 

There should be a national law enforce
ment directory that records an individual's 
arrest for felonies and serious misdemeanors, 
the disposition of each case, and all subse
quent formal contacts with criminal justice 
agencies related to those arrests. Access 
should be limited to criminal justice 
agencies. 2 

Project SEARCH in Technical Memorandum No. 2 
endorsed the use of these limited elements fo·.. • 
P. nattonal system. Having systems data which is 
marked and "readily identifiable" as data from the 
network would promote efficient \!:;je and prevent 
misuse of network information.3 

II. Special Considerations 

In a study funded by the AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIA
·TION on the impact of computerization of govern
ment files in general reports that the Bureau of the 
Budget turned over the process of standardization 
of its systems to the National Bureau of Standards. 

The technical aspects of the coordinated 
management program are assigned to the NBS. 
Its primary function. which portend tremend
ous change in the Federal Statistical System • 
is the promotion of compatibility and stand
ardization. Standardization involves creating 
identical machine elements for all government 
machines; compatibility involves making exist
different elements capable of working together. 4 
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The study concludes that the need for standardiza
tion caries ovet to any national data system in
cluding a criminal justice information system.5 

Ipresident's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), p. 74. 

2 Ibid., p. 76. 

3project SEARCH, Technical Memorandum 2, 
(Sacramento, CA: Project SEARCH Staff, 1972), 
p. 32. 

4Amer:Lcan Bar Fpundation' Research ProJect, 
"Computerization of GO'/ernmcnt Files," UCLA Law 
Review (Chicago, IL: American Bar Foundi.ltioll, 
1968), p. 1395. 

5Ibid ., p. 1396. 
.,. .,. .,. .,. .,. 

Standard 9.2 PROGRAMING LANGUAGES 

Every agency contemplating the implementation 
of computerized information ~ystems should insure 
that specific programing language requirements are 
established prior to the initiation of any pro
graming effort. The controlHnp, agency should 
provide the direction concerning programing lang
uage requirements already in f(;)rce, or establish 
the requirements based on curt'ent or projected 
hardware installa tion and program1.ng needs 
(especially from a system standpoint) of present 
and potential users. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard f- ~ses on the importance of 
having local agcl\,r ,oJ. contemplating the imple
mentation of a r ~puter system, use language in 
the system th1' ... will insure compatibility with 
higher level governmental agencies. As early as 
1946, the problem of the lack of uniformity an4 
compatibility of statistical information gathered 
by various state and local agencies was isole~_~ 
in the commentary to the Uniform Criminal Sta
tistics Act. l Project SEARCH's Technical Memoran
dum on the design of statewide criminal justice 
data systems" has ut·ged that the information ele
ments of computerized information systems in
clude input output statistics reconcilable between 
various user agencies. 2 

The importance of having local agencies 
seeking to implement computerized systems esta
blish, at the outset, programming language common 
to other systems was recognized by the PRESIDENT-S 
COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
OF JUSTICE. 

One major 1,nformation problem in the 
criminal justice system is the dispersion 
of information with no ready means of 
communicating even its existence to agencies 



raquirina tha information. Thus. the first 
stap in astabliahing a remote-accesa infor
mation system to service criminal just1,ce 
agencies ia the development of the basic 
communication networks which tie together 
the various users and repositories of in
formation. The communications may take the 
form of voice radio. digital d~ta links. 
written reports. and the mail. 

Central to this communication founda
tion is the need for cOlDlDOn definitions aDd 
coding and format standards., This r~qu~re
.. nt is frequently overlooked. leading to 
fragmented systellS incapable of communi
cating with each other.) 

11. Special Considerations 

A project funded by the AMERICAN BAR FO~~{tA
TION and conducted by the UCLA Law Review on the 
cOlDputsritation of government files. noted that 
laying a proper gr,oundwork for Automated Data 
Proceasing Systems was essential. The study in
cluded the task of providing for common program
ming langUAges as Olle of the most illlfl)ortant ele
.. nU of the foundat:ion of an informaticn system. 4 

INational Confer.nce of Commis.ioners on 
UnHonD State LaVi. Ur.\1form Criminal Statistics 
~ (Chicago. IL: National Conference. 1946), 
Section I, cOlDIDent. 

2project SEARCH Statistical Adviaory 
Committee. Technical Report No.2 (Sacramento. 
CAl Project SEARCH Staff, 1970), pp. 5-2. 

3Preaident 's Commission on Law Enforcement, 
and Adminiatration of Ju.tice. Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: U.S. 
Government Printing Office. 1967), p. 78. 

4UCLA Law Review Research Project, American 
Bar Poundation, Sponsor, Computerization of 
Government Piles (Chicago. IL: American Bar 
Poundation, 1968), p. 1408. 

... ... it it ... 

Standard 9.3 TELEPROCESSING 

During the desfan phase of the development 
of information and .taeistics systems, each agency 
mu.t provide .ufficient resources to assure ade
quate teleproce.sina capability to satisfy the 
intra- and inter-agency communications require-
.. nt.. Attention .hould be given to other criminal 
ju.tice information .ysteme (planned or in opera
tion) at the national. State and local levels to 
In.ure the de.ign includes provision for inter
facing with other systellS as appropriate. Addi
tionally, the specific req~irements for internal 
communications mu.t be included in the technical 
ay.te. de.ign. . 

I. Officially ~own Endorsements and Objections 

The importance of designing new computer 
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systems capable of inter-relating w! '~h existing 
programs has been generally acknowledged by msjor 
groups studying criminal justice systems and 
data systems. Por example, Project SEARCH's 
Statistical Steering Committee, in its examination 
of prototype computer based information systems, 
endorsed the use of two teleprocessing techniques. 

The availability of current information can 
be further enhanced by two technical aspects of 
the teletype network design. One is the circuit 
switching capability of the communications portion 
of the system; this permits communication between 
the various "subscribers" of the system, although 
updates, changes. and additions ca~ only be made 
from the originating terminal. The other is the 
network ability to make use of computer-to-com
puter ties. Such ties include at present NCIC, 
NeIC-CCH, and the state vehicle and license 
computer. 1 

While acknowledging the importance of design
ing new systems with the technical ability to 
communicate with other agencies and more brosdly 
based ,computer networks, THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF 
SCIENCES has objected to the imposition of 
standardized teleprocessing information ability, 
before local agenci~s have properly assessed 
their individual needs. 

"In welfare departments, ~olice 
departments, and many other governmental 
agencies, it is by no means clear what 
factors about individuals or events are 
the critical ones for predicting future 
needs or helping determine what organiza
tional policies ought to be ."2 

As late as 1972 the project personnel ob
served that many potential user agencies were 
still years away from being able to correlate 
local information requirements with data which 
could be integrated with national systems. 3 

~~ever, the PRESIDEWr'S COMMISSION ON LAW 
ENFOHCi:MENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE reached 
a d~fferent conclusion as to design priorities. 
The Commission concluded that: 

11. 

" ••• the first step in establishing 
a remote access information system to 
service criminal justice agencies is the 
development of the basic communication 
networks which tie together t:he various 
users and repOSitories of information."4 

Special Considp,rations 

In its study of the C!omputeril:ation of 
government files, the UCLA Law Revj:ew emphasized 
the advantage of interrelating diUerent computer 
systems. 

"Another important advantage of computer
ized filing is the ability to interface 
with other units over connecting communi
cations lines. No one agency has in its 
files all of the information that it would 
like to have for every phase of ies 

----~-~--------

operations. Thus interconnection of 
computer banks offers the important 
possibility of a large pool of govern
mental information from which each agency 
may draw."S 

lproject SEARCH Statistical Steering Commitee, 
DeSigning Statewide Criminal Justice Systems 
(Sacnlmento, CAl Project SEARCH, 1972), p. 60. 

lNational Academy of Sciences, Databanks in 
a Free Society (New York. NY: Quadrangle Books, 
1972); p. 238. 

3Ibi,d., p. 239. 

4President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Forc~.Report: 
Science and Technology (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, 1967), p. 78, 

SUCLA Law Review Research Project, American 
Bar Foundation, Sponsor, Computerizatio~ of 
Government Files (Chicago, IL: American Bar 
Foundation, 1968), p. 1384. 

~ ,., ... * ... 
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CHAPTER 10 - STRATEGY FOR IMPLEMENTING STANDARDS 

Standard 10.1 L~ISLATIVE ACTIONS 

To ~~avide a solid basis for the development 
of 8yste~s supporting criminal justice, at least 
rhree legislative actions are needed: 

1. Statutory authority should be established 
for planning. developing, and operating State 
level information snd statistical systems. 

2. States should establish, by statute, 
mandatory .reporting of data necessary to operate 
the authorized system~. 

3. Statutes should be enacted to establish 
security and confidentiality controls on all 
systems. 

r. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

Project SEARCH'S Statistical Steering Commit
tee is in complete agreement with the objectives 
of this Standard. 

"Regardless of the overall approach 
selected or the sophistication or amount 
of resources available for the implemen
tation of an offender-based transaction 
statistics system, the most important 
prerequisite is the legislation which 
enables the collection of criminal 
justice data. The more comprehensive the 
statute, the clearer the mandate and the 
~ore likely that creation of the statis
tics activity can proceed constrained 
only by resources and criminal justIce 
policies. Hl 

The NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES. in its 
project on computer data banks. reports that city 
;lnd county governments attempting to institute 
lc~al data systems have frequently feiled due to 
a lade. of resources or their inability 1:0 take an 
overall view of what information should be in
cluded. The study would endorse a st?ong state 
legislative plan structured to insure ~ompatib1lity 
with existing information systems aa well as aerve 
statewide information requirements. 2 

rI. Special Considerations 

The UCI~ Law Review in a study funded by the 
American Bar Foundation noted the importance of 
carefully structuring plans for the institution of 
automated data proce@sing systems. The study 
reached this conclusion: 

"Without a well-defined state ADP 
(Automated Data Processing) policy and 
long range plan there is no standard by 
which departmental systems can be made 
c08patible. The groundwork of standard
ization had to be laid. • • . "3 

The study advocates legisladon to provide for 
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standardization of system data, to insure that 
all participating agencies make their systems 
compatible with the statewide system, and to 
require security safeguards in thc:t system. Tile 
report concludes It ••• if continued progress 
is to be made, it will be necessary to imple
ment 3 binding master plan of statewide 
ADP. . • ."L\ 

lproject SEARCH Statistical Steering 
Committee, Implementing Statewide Criminal 
Justice Statistics Sy~ (Sacramento, CA: 
Project SEARCH, 1972), p. 65. 

2National Academy of Scip.nces, Data 
Banks in a Free Society (New lork, ~ 
Quadrangle Books, 1972). p. 236. 

3UCLA Law Review Research Project, 
American Bar Foundation. Sponsor, Comeuter-:. 
ization of Government Files (Chicago, n.: 
American Bar Foundation, 1968), p. 1.408. 

4Ibid •• p. 1410. 

Standard 10.2 THE ESTABLISHMENT OF CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE USER GROU~S 

All criminal justice information systems, 
regardless of the level at lIi,hich they operate, 
must establish user groups. These groups 
should, depending on the particular system, 
have considerable influence over the operation 
of the system, its continuing development. and 
~odifications to it. 

1. A user group should be e~tablished 
from representatives of all agencies who re
ceive service from the criminal justice infor
mation system. 

2. The user group should be considered 
as a board of directors assisting tn establish
ing the operating policy for the criminal 
justice information system. 

3. The user group should also be re
spon03ible fot' encouraging utilization of the 
system in all agencies and should be directly 
concerned with training provided by both their 
own staff and the central agency. 

4. Membenhip in the user group should 
include the officials who are actually re
sponsible for the various agencies within the 
criminal justice system. 

5. Technical representation on the user 
group' should be of an advisory nature, should 
assist in providing information to the user 
group but should not be a voting or full mem
ber of the user group. 
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Desl in Statewide Criminal Justice Statistics 
Szsteu Sacraaento, CAl Project SEARCH, 1972), 
Technical Report 5, p. 9. 

2Air Forc:e Office of Scientific Research, 
A Proposed BaBic Configuration .t?r a National 
System of Interlinking Information Retrieval 
Netvorka (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 1964), pp. 61-2. 

3National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
A National Uniform Parole Reporting System 
(Davis, CAl National Probation and Parole 
Lnstitute, 1970), p. 17. 

* * * * * 
Standard 10.3 SYSTEM PLANNING 

Each State should establish a plan for 
the development of information and statisti
cal systems at State and loc:al levels. Cri
tical elements of the plan are as followH: 

1. The plan should specify system ob
jectives and services to be provided, in
cluding: 

a. Jurisdictional (State, local) 
responsibilities; 

b. Organizational responsibili
ties at the State level; 

c:. Sc:ope of each system; and 
d. Priorities for development. 

2. The plan should indicate the appro
priate funding source both for development 
and operation of the various systems. 

3. The plan should provide mechanisms 
for obtaining user acceptance and involvement, 

I. Status in Ohio 

The Administration of Justice Division 
(AJD) Directives for Criminal Justice Planning 
FY 1974, outlines a plan for the development 
of inf;rmation and statistical systems at the 
State and local levels. 1 

II. Background 

In regard to jurisdic:tional responsibili
ties, the State is responsible for development 
of a ComprehenSive Criminal Histories and 
Offender-based Tracking System. Also, local 
units and the state voluntarily collect the 
necessary data for the Uniform I':rime Reports. 
The local subsystems must provide data to the 
State's centralized Comprehensive Criminal 
History and Offender-based Tracking Systems, 
Uniform Crime Reports and any necessary manage
ment statistics. Any matters of purely local 
conc:ern are within the jurisdiction of the 
local sub-system. T: is 'includes crime clear
ance. rat.es) manpower allocation. dlspatchlng, 
and court scheduling,2 

[11 
[ II 
[ :1 
[ I], 

I 
[ r ) 
[rJ 
[I] 

[rJ 
[ ,] 

[I] 

[I] 

L I] 
[I] 
t. '] 
[ I] 

L L] 

.[. L] 
'1 

l [1 
III 

At the State level: the organization re
sponsible for the development of tbb State-
wide criminal justice information system is the 
AJD. On the local level, planning and development 
is carried out by the Regional Planning Units. 

The criminal justice information system at 
the State level loIill encompass law enforcement, 
courts, and c:orrectional agencies ac:ross the 
state. Additionally, it will provide a tie-in to 
appropriate federal systems, such as the Uniform 
Crime Reports and the National Crime Information 
Center. On the local level, the local sub-systems 
will correspond to the geographic:al area of the 
Regional Planning Units or Administration Planning 
District, whichever is.appropriate. The 10c:al sub
system information system will provide service to 
the criminal justice agencies loIithin these dis
tricts. 

Priorities have been established for the 
development of the criminal justice information 
~ystem in 1974. The Ohio Criminal Justice Super
visory Commission established these priorities to 
inform the Regional Planning Units and the Admin
istrative Planning Districts of the type of pro
grams which would be funded in 1974. These prior
ities are specifically enumerated in Directives 
for Crim!nal Justic:e Planning for Year 1974.3 
Annual updates will oc:cur. 

In summary, the necessary elements of system 
planning, as suggested by this Standard, are con
tained in the Administration of Justic:e DiVision's 
publication, Direc:tives for Criminal Justice 
Planning FY 1974. 

lDirectives for Criminal Justice Planning FY 
1974, by David C. Sweet, Director (Columbus, OR! 
Administration of Justice Divis10n, 1973), p. 42. 

2Ibid., pp. 42-43. 

3Ibid " p. 41. 

* .,. * * * 
Standard 10.4 CONSOLIDATION AND SURROGATE SERVICE 

In those cases where it is not economically 
feasible to provide the information support func
tions described in Chapter 3 at the organizational 
level specified, these services should be provided 
through consolidation of adjacent units at the 
organizational level specified, or by the estab·· 
lishment of a "surrogate" at the next higher or
ganizational level. 

L Agency support should be provided within 
the agency requiring the support. When economical
ly unfeasible, such services should be provided by 
a consortium of nearby agenc:ies of similar type 
(e.g., tlolO nearby police departments). Alterna
tively, such services can be provided by the local 
CJIS on a "service bureau" basis. 
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services, if economic:ally unjustified for an 
individual locality. s houldbe provided by a 
regional CJIS composed of adjacent localities. 
Alternatively, such services can be provided 
by the State CJIS on a service bureau basis. 

3. State CJIS func:tions, if economical
ly unjustified for af. individual State, 
should be provided on a regional bas:Ls by the 
collective action of several States. Provi
sion of these services by the next h:l.gher 
(Federal) level of CJIS is not appropriate. 

4. Financial responsibili ty fol' the 
proviSion of services. in cases where consoli
dation or surrogate provisions are carried 
out should remain at the organizational levels 
spp.cified in this chapter. The basis for 
establishing the cos'ts of such service, and 
thta quality of performancE deemed adequate 
fo:r the provision of each individual service 
re'ndered should be expressed in ·contractual 
terms and agreed to by all parties to the 
consolidation or surrogate relatiollfllrip. 

S. In cases of consolidation or surro
g~te relationships, a strong voice in the 
p()licies and general procedures of the infor
ml~tion system should be vested in a lIsers 
group in which all users of the system are 
represented, 

6. If at all practical, surrogate agen
cies should provide the same level of data 
that would be provided if the lower level agen
cies had their own systems. 

I. Status in Ohio 

The National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals has cJted 
two Ohio programs, CIRCLE and Projec:t CLEAR, 
as references in formulating this partic:ular 
standard. 

Projec:t CLEAR/Criminal Justice Informa
tion System is an example of a regional 
Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) 
composed of adjacent localities. This system 
serves 43 independent law enforc:ement depart
ments on the city, township, county, and 
regional federal level in Cincinnati and 
Hamilton County.l The CLEAR/CJIS systnm is 
financed by a county tax levy and was de
signed by a user group c:omposed 'of all the 
criminal justice agendes served by the 
system. 2 The Regional Computer Center of 
Hamilton and the City of Cincinnati, Ohio, 
operate the shared facilities on a conCrac
tual basis.3 

Project CIRCLE is a regional Rystem 
serving the Montgomery County area. It was 
designed to satisfy at a minimum all priority 
needs of ~he Montgomery County criminal justiclI! 
agenc:ies. The implementation of the system 
has been planned in succ:essive stages until 
the optimum level 1s reache.d. When this fin!!..l 



"ta,e hll1ple_mted, the needa of all the cr1l11nal 
Juetic8 a".oc188 abould be uti.fled, and thua the 

!~~.!IJ:!e1::. ~~o;~!~: ~~~e~:':~5ex;~:;~~~ a. if 
GlJi.Cl,E 18 tunded throuah the local Regional Plan
ninl Unit (RPIJ), and Law Enforce_mt Aaa18tancg 
.Ad.lniatutlon (LEM) grante have been sought. 
A ayetna of allocating operating costs over t.1me 
and. alllOn¥ the USI! agencies has not yet been 
8ettl.ed, 

Another re~ional criminal just.1cc information 
ilysum h!lll been planned for the Toledo-'Lucas-Wood 
County area. In the plannlng stage, this project 
has the goal. of consol'1dation and organization of 
the information needs of the varir..us department. 
~ithln the criminal Juetice sys.Jm. d At present, 
the l,eve1 of data supplied and too allocation of 
tht! funding have not yet been de.:ermined. 

In IJUIIIlII4ry, in the development of criminal 
jll8dce infol:'IIIIltton systeDlll, Ohio haa made use of 
the pdnc1p1e of consolidation and surrogate ser
vit;l,Iu. The Admlti8trat1on of Justice Division h:l1J 
1lJ:)(tCif iC11 U>, undertaken consolidation of s"-rv1.t!es 
a~ 11 goal ilt ~yfltem development,9 

lCal~fornia Crime Technological Research 
Poulldation j Proceedings of the Inter<\lational 
.$molli\Jm~ Criminal Justice Infotlt.Jlltion and 
.Statiatlcs SJstem (New Odeans, LA: Project 
SfJ\RCH, 1972), p. 355. 

2Ib1d ., pro 355-357. 

)rbid .• p. 355. 

l'Ibid. , p. 315. 

5 Ibld .• p. 316. 

6
b 

. 
T id" p. 316. " 

7I b 1<1., P, 319. 

8ro!!!!o-Lllc8a County 1974 ComJ1~ehenlJ1ve 
Grl.lnaf Justice Plan, Andy Devine, Chairman 
-(Tohdt), OH: Toledo-Lucas County Criminal 
J\laUce ReaioMl Planning Unit, 1973), p. 385. 

9IHrect:1.vcs.'or Criminal Justice Planning 
FY 1974: David C. Sweet. Director (Columbus, OH: 
The Adminlzttntlon of Justice Division, 1973), 
1\' 4~. 

Stl\.ndard 10,5 SYSTEMS ANAl.YSIS AND DESIGN 

Any tndl,vidulll lIy_tellls covered under the 
plan ducd.b4td IIbove, funded by Sate Streets Act 
\'IIO\lCl)'1[I or other, State Bunt pl:'ograma, _hould be 
pUdicated on a sy_til •• nalyaie and dedgn con
IIbt.n~ vUh the tttand.rds in this repol:'t. 

t. OtflddlyKnown !n(iOI:'IH'menti and Objections 
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Thi. Standard deals primarily with the 
funding of projects under the Omnibu8 Crime 
Control and Safe Street8 Act. The Standard 
says that information systems for which fund
ing i. sought under the Safe Streets Act should 
generally be influenced by the standards of the 
Criminal Justice Systems Report of the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stand
ards and Goals. At this point no group has 
issued a formal response to this particular 
Standard. 

L .... '] - .•.. 

CHAPTER 11 - EVALUkTION STRATEGY 

Standard 11.1 PREIMPLEMENTATION MONITORING 

Preimplementation monitoring ahould consist 
of a continuous review, analysis, and &ssessment 
of available documentation and milestone achieve
ment covering system analysis, ·design, development, 
and initial steps leading toward actual implemen
tation. All items should be monitored relative to 
costs (both dollars and man-hours): milestone ac
comp~ishment (time): and quality (response time, 
scope, sophisticstion, and accuracy). Both intra
and interagency considerations should be included, 
particularly with respect to consistency with oth
er planned or operationrl information and statis
tical systems. 

The following items should be considered in 
this monitoring standard: 

1. System Analyses Documentation. 
2. System Recruitment Documentation. 
3. System Design Documentation. 

a. Functional specifications; 
b. Component flow charts: 
c. Data base design (or administration); 
d. Groupings of files; 
e. Structure of data in files; 
f. File maintenance 
g. File capacity; 
h. Timeliness of data inputs to fi~e; 
i. Data standards; 
j. Module interfaces/data links; 
k. Edit criteria; 
1. Output reports; and 
m. Response time requirements. 

4. System Development Documentation 
a. Module description; 
b. Component descriptiln; 
c. User manuals; 
d. Operations description; 
e. Data base description: and 
f. Procession modes description (manual, 

computer-based batch, on-line, real-time). 
5. System Implementation Documentation. 

a. Component implementation report: 
b. Data base implementation report: 
c. Test plan report; 
d. Hardwv.re requirements report: 
e. Software requirements report: 
f. Physical site report: 
g. Data security and confidentiality report: 
h. Implementation monitoring report: 
1. Impact evaluation report: and 
j. System training report. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

Thls Standard is concerned with technicsl 
evaluation of dat.a procesSing systems leading to
ward actual implementation. It recommends review 
and analysis of design. development and milestone 
achievement. Due to the very technics! nature of 
the Standard, direct endoraements or objections 
are scarce. However, some organizatioq8 have com
mented generally on preimplementation evaluation. 
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The COUNCIL OF STATE r~VERNMENTS recommends 
that preliminary to the invitation for bids (RFPa) 
on data processing equipment, comprehensive and 
detailed systems planning and design should be 
performed. This planning should include a feas-
ibility study of the design specifications and 
implementation standards. i . 

The INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT A5~OCIA
TION (leMA) points out that planning for the im
plementation of a computer cuts across the entire 
system of an organization: 

"To take advantage of the capacity of 
the computer it is necessary to redesign 
carefully the entire system, including the 
activities to be performed by each position, 
the methods and procedures to be ulled by 
people as wel] a.:; the computer .... "2 

THe ICMA also notes that system development 
should indude a detailed definition of its objec
tives, specUicat!on of limitations such as cost 
and time, and the design of a c~mplete computer 
based system ~hich will meet the objectives with
in the specified limitations,3 

Project SEARCH indicates that improved mon~ 
itoring techni2ues for data processing systems 
are essential. Although Project SEARCH does not 
distinguish between preimplementation mon1.toring 
and implementation monitoring, it notes that mon
itoring is needed to introduce quality control 
concepts into' computer management. S 

Finally, the PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE re
cognizes the need for data collection, statis
tical analysis and planning. It recommends that 
a user. ourvey be made to determine what informa
tion is critical so that the implementation of a 
computer system can be built around these prior
ities. 6 

1 Council of State Governments, Automated 
Data Processing in State Government (Chicago) IL: 
Public Administration Service, 1965), p. 29. 

2International City Management Association, 
Managing the Modern City (Washington. DC: Intet
national City Man~gement Association, 1971), 
pp. 224-25. 

3Ibid • 

4project SEARCH, ~lementing Statewide _ 
Criminal Justice Statistics Systems - Technical 
Report No.4 (Sacramento, CA: Project SEARCH, 
1972), p. 12. 

5Ibid. 

6president's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration o( Justice, Task Force Report: 
Crime and Its Itrpact - An Assessment (Washington, 
DC: Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 136. 

* * * * * 



S.tandard 11. 2 IHP.LEMENTATION MONITORING 

A key consideration in iMplementing systems 
is providing maximum aa8u~ance that the even-
tud operatIng lIyatem Meets the design objectives. 
!mplelHntllt:1on monitoring should employ a specific 
'Hide" of quantifiable measuring instruments that 
r~port on the cost and perfOrMance of component 
parta and the total system. The cost/performance 
lIIoo.:1tor1n8 of ao operating or recently developed 
"Ylltolll should focus on) man-machine interaction, 
Bo(tware (computer and/or manual processes ), and 
hllrdware (computer and/or nonautomated equipmt!nt)'. 

1. (lff.1dal.ly Known Endorst!ments and Objections 

Although this Standard speaks in technical 
terma and makes specific technical, recoDDDendations, 
!.til general thru.st may be simplified. The Standard 
reconnend8 that there be some aS8urance that the 
e\l'~ntual operat.ing lIystem 101111 meet the design 
objective. Hore speCifically, a monitoring plan 
shOUld de.velop consistency in measuring the cost
benefH aSllocia ted with the implementation of ne\; 
Bnd improved ayAte.s. 

Project SEARCH directly addresses this Stan
dard, It notea that evaluation, including techni
ques of cost-benefit ~81ysi8. is becoming a byword 
In criminal Justice administration and research. l 
Project SEARCH 11.180 recognizes the concept of pro
gram budgeting and 8ays that with such a concept a 
,Ult of IItatilltical information is absolutely es
tltlntilll to PlIIking predictions or measuring outcomes. 2 

Furthermore, l'r:c>,lect SF.ARCIi indicates the goal of 
ndequnte implementation monitoring: 

"The COil t8 assoc1a ted with the develop
ment of an offender-based transaction ap;
prolich to II til tis tics , in terms of initial 
exp1lOscll, datil collection, processing and 
IIl1alyllts. can be justified only if the resul
cant inforPllltJon can be translated into bet:i.er 
management which, in turn, returns at least 
lill Nilial vallie in benefit. "3 

The COUNCn. OF STATE GOVERNMENTS makes tw~ 
IIpecifil7 rllcnlllDl11endationll for implementation mon
iLOring. Pirst, repotts should be required on the 
1.1IIe lind coat of exiBting compliter installations and 
ili!l~OO(j, unHormHY shOUld exist among computer in
$tn1.ln e lOOli .tn tlYBtems design, programming conven
tton~, ~nd standards ~n documenfation. classifica
t,iunfl, cod~1J and data elements. These. two require
munto would .insure. the comprehensive evaluation of 
th~' syst('m Itnd its IIbility to meet the desired ob-
J ,~("t Lvell. 

Tht' lNTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 
tN'(\\1lI1M!nd~ the n\oni.toring of existing systema: 

"R('sular evaluation of each new llystem 
~hould be. planned and carried out tQ be Bare 
that ~ht\ sYllt:em continu •• to meet organiza
tional nquirl'ments" and continuea to conform 
to th~ C('ite.ria initially eatablished when the 
rC!quirt.'mt.'nts Wet'''' defined. "5 
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It notes t:ha t without regular ":'eview, computer
ized systems may not be modified to keep up with 
changes either in the wo~k to be performed or in 
the organization served. 

The PRESIDENT'S COMMISSIDN ON LAW ENFORCE
MENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE has recommended 
implementation monitoring. It notes that keeping 
abreast of changing reuqirements should be a major 
function of a computerized statistics center. 
This requires periodic use surveys, the use of 
special studies on requirements, the development 
of new indicators for new crime problems, and 
the development of better methods of presentation.7 

lproject SEARCH, Implementing Statewide Cri
minal .Justice Statistics Systems - Technical 
Report No.4 (Sacramento. CA: Project SEARCH, 
1972), p. lI. 

2 
Ibid" 

3 Ibid., p. 9. 

4 Council of State Governments, Automated 
~.Processiong in State Government (Chicago, 
IL: Public Administration Service, 1965). p. 29. 

5International City Management Association, 
Managing the ~odern City (Washington, DC: Inter
national City Management Association, 1971), p. '." 
236. 

7President's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: 
Crime and its Impact - An Assessment (Washington, 
DC: Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 136. 

• • • • • 
Standard 11.3 IMPACT EVALUATION 

Impact evaluation should begin with an inves
ti'gation of system outputs at the component level. 
Once individual components have been asses9~d 
as to their capability for supporting users, impatt 
analyses should be conducted for larger aggrega
tions made up first of multiple and then totaA 
components. This process permits criminal justice 
agencies to draw conclusions about the immediate 
and long-range effects of various inputs. 

In g~neral, an impact evaluation should de
termine: (1) what information, communciation and 
decision processes in a criminal justice agency 
exhibit the greatest positive and negative impact 
due to the information and statistic system; and 
(2) what relationships exist between specific 
features of the system and the benefits to the 
us~r. 

Impact evaluation should adhere to the fol
lowing cr.1.teria: 

1. Installation of the impact plan. Oper
ation of each component of the system should be 
evaluated. Quantifiable data that is needed to 
evaluate an investigative file/data base includes: 

a. Number of inquiries or file searches per 
specified period; 
b. Number of investigative leads or clues 
provided per specified period; 
c. Number of accurate versus erroneous 
suspects identified; 
d. Number of arrests as a result of id~ 
entification by the system; 
e. Number of criminal cases cleared as a 
result of an arrest and/or conviction; and 
f. Dollar value of property recovered. 
This should be computed on a per c~pit!l basis 

and cost ratio with the system. Similar formal 
evaluation should be undertaken of such files as 
traffic citations, calls for service, case re
porting, in-custody, want/warrant, court schedu
ling. criminal histories, and so forth. 

2. Analyb_~ of operational impacts over time. 
Each component of the system as well as the entire 
system shoul~ be regularly analyzed. These eval
uations should include the more significant data 
suggested above and should be focused on how much 
more effectively an agency is attaining its goals 
and objectives. For information systems serving 
multiple agencies, the evaluations should focus 
on achieving integrated criminal justice system 
goals. 

3. Analysis of attitudinal. and beha.vioral 
impacts over time. The entire system shoulli be 
assessed for a change in the attitudes and behavior 
of the users. This is a relatively subjective 
evaluation but can be quantified by appropriate, 
periodic user surveys. 

4. Analysis of management and planning 
capabilities. The system should be evaluated to 
learn if it aids criminal juatice managers and 
planners in achieving coordination of resources. 
For example, how many cirminal justice managers 
used the system and how often? vlliat degree of 
support did the system provide the manager? In 
retrospect, how accurate was the system in planning? 
Was it accurate, for example, in pred:l.cting the 
calls for service in a reporting district over the 
subsequent 12 months? Or how effectively was a 
court calendar scheduled? 

5. Analysis of management decisions as they 
relate to the cost of criminal 1ustice operations. 
The system should be designed to report on the 
ratio of its cost to the expenses of overall agency 
operations. Cost c·enters should be estsblished and 
the expehse of the system reported by user and or
ganizational unit. Costs should also be determined 
for criminal justice programs and processes (e.g., 
public relations programs, probation programs, the 
prevention/suppresRion process. etc.) on regional 
bases (county, area, State, coun~ry) as well.as on 
a user or agency basis. 

6. Analysis of technology or equipment. The 
cost of hardware should be subjected to a trade-
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off analysis. For example, if a rotating filing 
cabinet were in.stalled, what would be the mone-. 
tary savings and user advantaaes in terms of more 
rapid access to warrants or prisoner recorda. ac
curacy of filing, and ease of file maintenance 
Similarly, for computer systems: What are the 
savings and advantages? Will the information b(! 
available and helpful to more people? Are th~re 
some other uses for the equiPlllent which would 
affect the net cost of the system? 

7. Analysis of program and policy change. 
All programmatic and policy changes within the 
criminal justice agency should be related to the 
influence that the information and statistical 
system may exert on them. 

8. Evaluation of achievement. Criminal 
justice personnel. managemen~, and citizens 
in need of service are beRt qualified to measure 
how effectively the system· aids accomplishment 
of the agency's goals. By far, the most challen~ 
ing requirement is to assess the "worth" of an 
information system as it relates to a pa~ticular 
set of goals. To illustrate: Does the informa
tion system reduce police response time from 4 
minutes to 2 on an average per call for service? 
Or, does the system aid in rehab:l.litation by 
predicting effective treatment methods for in
dividual offenders? This analysis will necessar
ily be more subjective than others. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard focuses on measuring thc ex
ternal impact of a computer system rather than on 
the evaluation of the system itself. Although 
the Standard is concerned with a highly techni-' 
cal evaluation of the system output, its main 

,thrust is to look to the defined objectives of 
the system and determine if those objectives are 
being accomplished. 

The pnESIDE~IT'S COMMISSION ON lAW ENFORCE
IllNT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE recognizes 
the basic need for data processing systems in 
order to achiev! the objective of reducing crime 
in our society. The impact of such a system 
would be to answe~ some basic questions that are 
operationally relevant to criminal jlistice 
planning: 

"1. The effects upon court and correctional 
costs of a given percentage increase,in 
police clearance rates. 
2. The cffci;t::i upon courcs and correctional 
costs and workloads of providIng free counsa 
to all arrestees. 
3. The projected workload and operating 
costs of police. courts and corrections for 
a given number of years. 
4. The effec.ts upon recidivism and associa~ 
ted costs of statistical techniques which 
permit sentencing judges to prescribe op
timum treatment programs." 2 

The Presideqt's Commission notes that con
tinued evaluation of the output of such an infor-



matlon system is essential. 3 

Project SEAROI recommends the evaluation of 
statistical systems impact. It notes that: 

"This kind of capsbility would enable decision 
makers to evaluate alternative policies at 
various p6intB in the system, and ass1.st in 
Ilssessing total cost implications. "4 

Impact evaluation may also be accomplished by ap
proximating the relationships between components: 
simulating changes in one part of the5system and 
projecting the impsct on other parts. 

The NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELIN~ 
QUE~CY views impact evaluation tn srnnewhat dif
ferent terms: 

ItP~rhaps the most s1gnifi~aut impact of the 
program can be to help increase agency con
cern to Beek empirical confirmation or refu
ta tion of tes table hypothese s ••• "6 

The COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS recommends 
that in evaluating the impact of a computer sys ...... Jl. 

the review should include major functional areas 
having common or overlapping inform~tional sources. 
Effort should be made to coordinate these areas so 
as not to duplicate ~fforts.7 Also, priorities 
should he 8et for the extension of the computer 
system into new areas. S 

Fin~lly,1 the INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT 
ASSOCIATION recommends that the entire data pro
cessing system be continually reviewed and eval
uated to insure that it is meeting organizational 
requi,rements and conforming to the defined objec
tiveo.9 

lpresident's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Adminis era tio.n of Justice, Task Force Report J Sci
ence and Teohnology (Washington, DC: Government 
Pdnting Office, 1967), p. 65. 

2Ibid . 

3Xbld .• pp. 65-67. 

4project SEARCH, Implementing StAtewide Crim
inal Ju,ttce Statistics Systems - Technical Repgrt 
~ __ (Sacramento, CAl Project SEARCH, 1972), p. 12. 

5Ibid. 

6Natlonal Gouncil on Crime and Delinquency,~ 
til!r1onal UnHor:n Parole Reporting System (New York, 
NY: National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1970), 
pp. 27-29. 

7 Counc:.t.l of State Governments, Automated R,ata 
Procus1ng in State Government (Chicago, It: Public 
Administration Service, 1965), p. 30. 
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~International City Management Association, 
Managing the Modern City (Washington, DC: Inter
national City Management Association, 1971), p. 
236. 
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CHAPTER 12 - DEVELOPMENT, IMPLEMENTATION,.AND 
EVALUATION OF EDUCATION CURRICULA 
AND TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE PERSONNEL 

Standard 12.1 DEVELOPMENT, IMPLEMENTATION, AND 
EVALUATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS 

In selecting and placing personnel with the 
necessary skUl and knowledge to fulfill effici
ently and effectively the objectives of the crimi
nal justice system, criminal justice agencies, and 
ageucies of education should undertake the follow
ing activities: 

1. Identify specific and detailed roles, 
tasks, and performance objectives for each criminal 
justice pOSition in agencies of various jurisdic
tion, size, and locale and in relation to other 
positions in the criminal justice system and the 
public. These perceptions should be compared with 
actual practice, and an acceptable level of ex
pected behavior established. 

2. Eatablish clearly the knowledge and skill 
requirements of all criminal ju~ice positions at 
the operational, support, and management level on 
the basis of roles, tasks, and performance objec
tives identified for each position. 

3. Develop educational curricula and training 
programs only on the basis of identified knowledge 
and skill requirements; terminate all unnecessary 
programs. 

4. Develop implementation plans that recog
nize priorities ann constraints and use the most 
effective learning techniques for these education 
and training programs. 

5. Develop and implement techniques and plans 
for evaluating the effectiveness of education and 
training programs as they relate to on-the-job 
performance. 

6. Develop for all criminal justice positions 
recruitment and selection criter.ia that incorporate 
the appropriate knowledge and skill requirements. 

7. Develop techniques for a continuous 
assessment of education a:ad training needs as they 
relate to changes in social trends and public needs 
on a national and local basis. 

8, Require all criminal justice personnel to 
possess the requisite knowledge and skills prior 
to being authorized to function independently. Re
quire personnel already employed in these positions 
to obtain the requisite knowledge and skills within 
a specified period of time as a ~ondition of con
tinued employment. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The emphasis of this statement is not to re
quire education and training for criminal justice 
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employees. Instead, the emphasis is on analysis 
of the job requirements and development of train
ing, education, and entrance standards that will 
result in recruitment of people able to meet those 
job requirements. 

While many organizations have suggested 
training and education requirements necessary to 
fill positions in the criminal justice system, few 
of these recommendations have been tied in with 
a call for a rigorous evaluation of the duties in
volved in the jobs to be filled. The Challenge of 
Crime in A Free Society is by far the strongest 
advocate of such a position. It indicates that 
there is little substantial knowledge of job re
quirements; conse.quently, training lacks appro
priateness. l However, this report goes on to 
recommend many training and educational standards 
that have little assured connection to the duties 
to be performed. Two earlier publications by the 
American Prison Association (now American Correc
tional Association) settin~ up recommended college 
curricula2 and in-service training programs3 make 
rudimentary efforts to analyze job tasks before 
defining the education and training required, how
ever, there are few Standards available for com
parison in this area. 

lThe President's Commission on Law Enforce
ment and Administration of Justice, Task Force 
Report: The Police (Washington, DC: U.S. Govern
ment Printing Office, 1967), pp. 20-21. 

2American Prison Association, Suggested 
College Curricula as Preparation for Correctional 
Service (New Y~rk, NY: American Prison Associa 
tion, 1954), pp. l4~18. 

3American Prison Association, In-Service 
Training Standards for Prison Cus~.odial Officers 
(New York, NY: American Prison Association, 1951), 
pp. 24-27. 

.,. .,. .,. .,. .,. 

Standard 12.2 CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM CURRICULUM 

Criminal justice system curricula and pro
grams should be established by agencies of higher 
education to unify the body of knowledge in 
criminology, social science, law, public admini
stration, and corrections, and to serve as a basis 
for preparing persons to work in the criminal 
justice system. 

The following factors should be included in 
the development of curricula and programs: 

1. A range of associate arts programs 
through graduate offerings should be established 
as rapidly as possible. 

2. Care should be taken to separate the 
academic nature of the curricula from training 
content and functions best performed by police, 
courts, and corrections agencies. 

3. Liaison should be established with 
criminal justice agencies to insure that 
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thlloretical c:ont€;nt keeps pace with rapid new 
developments 10 the Held, 

L Of(:l.c1a.11y Known Endorsements and Objectiuns 

1.0 the early 1950's, the American Prison Asso
cibtion (APA), (rlow American Correctional Associa
tion) suggested model curricula for those interested 
in corrections. The emphasis generally was on 
social studies, with some courses dealing with 
correctiOns, No courses were specifically oriented 
toward trai.ning lower level personnel for their 
tasks. 1 

tn 1971, the American Association of Junior 
Colleges prepared a suggested law enforcement 
curriculum for the Associate of Arts degree. For 
a 1l:1.xty-four hO,ur program they rr.;colJllllended eight 
3-hollr courses i.n lawen forcem{,llt, including intrv
ductory courses titled Introduction to Law Enforce
ment, Police Administration, Police Operations, 
Police Role in CdDle and Delinquency, and others. 
The other hours are primarily in the social sciences 
and the humanic1es,2 

1'1. Spcc:ial Gonsidi!r:a tions 

There are few official organizational positions 
taken on criminal justice curricula. To say this 
is not co Bay that there is no interest in the topic. 
Indeed, interest :l.s considerable. A search of pri
IMry literature in t.he field indicates that there 
ure cwo dist:l.nct po~itions. 

First, there is the traditional view that 
police and other criminal justice personnel pri-
1M r 11y /I re in tc res ted in, and need, job rela ted 
information and training.;) The emphasis, it is 
suggested, should be on the "practices, techniques, 
needs, lind milieu of police work."4 This is a very 
specific job related information primarily oriented 
toward :Immediate, direct applicability. Academic 
n\.tlterilll, when it can be shown to have that same 
direct applicability (e,g., etudy of juvenile 
deUnquenCY), is favored. Charles W. Tenney in 
111gher Education in Law Enforcement and Criminal 
JustJ.ceEduc.tion suggests that curricula of this 
lype-,~-rn~lly "training" oriented. 5 

Tenney suggests that other types of criminal 
juatJ.ce higher education programs can be subdivided 
tnto "profe8s:Ional" and "social science" groupinga. 6 
Uotl! types of \>rograms, however, follow more 
ttad:itionally academic curricula, often emphasizing 
criminal justice or social science courses. For 
simplicIty, both "professional'· and "social science 
RtollpJ.ngs" 101;111 be analyzed here as one "academic" 
l'ategory. 

The underlying assumption on which "academic" 
prOKrama Rre based, an assumption shared by the 
\}l'(:Riclent' /I Commisaion on Law Enforcement and 
Admi.nistration of Justice, is that the dynamic 
(on:eR of change in aociety and in criminal justice 
Ilcrivit.i.cs require II diverse, adaptable man to 
lOO~t thl! challenge effectively. Thus, training 
('OUrSIHI alont: are of comparatively little value. 
ltltl lead, !lupporters of the "academic" oriented pro
gt lIms IHlulllly encourage a solid education in the 
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liberal arts with an emphasis in crimin"l justtce 
related social studies, for both a two year (A.A.) 
or four year (B.A.) program. 7 They recommend that 
training be done by the agencies and not by 
collegeR and universities. S 

One survey of 30 criminal justice experts 
suggested six courses as basic in a criminal 
justice curriculum: Legal Aspects of Law Enforce
ment, Human Relations Skills, Philosophy and 
History of Law Enforcement, Principles of Admini
stration, Psychology, and Juvenile Delinquency. 
It was suggested that this should be about one
fourth the credits required for a baccalaureate 
degree. These courses would be supplement~d with 
others in the major and with liberal arts offer
ings. 9 

lAmerican Prison Association, Suggested 
College Curricula Preparation for Correctional 
Service (New York, NY: American Prison Associa
tion, 1954), pp. 14-18. 

2American Association of ,Junior Colleges, 
Guidelines for Law Enforcement Education Programs 
in Community and Junior Colleges (Washington, DC~ 
American Association of Junior Colleges, 1971), 
p. 6. 

3George A. Lankes, "How Should We Educate The 
Police," Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, 
and Police Science 61 (December, 1970):588. 

4Robert S. Prout, "An Analysis of Associate 
Degree Programs in Law Enforcement," Journal of 
Criminal Law, Criminolo~d Police Sc.i.ence 63 
(December, 1972): 589. 

5Charles W. Tenney, Jr., Higher Education in 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Education 
(Washington, DC: Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, 1971), pp. 9-14. 

6Ibid ., p. 43. 

7A• F. Brandstetter, "Career Concepl for 
Police," Journal of Criminal La'lo', Cr!~nology, 
and Police Science 61 (September, 1970): 440. 

BLeo C. Loughrey and Herbert C. Friese, Jr., 
"Curriculum De.velopment for a Police Science 
Program," Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, 
and Police Science 60 (June, 1969): 270. 

9Richard F. Marsh and W. Hugh Stickler, 
"College-University Curriculum for Law Enforce
ment Personnel," Journal of Criminal Law, Crimi
nology, and Police Science 63 (June, 1972): 300-
303. 
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CHAPTER 13 - CRIMINAL CODE REVISION 

Standard 13.1 CRIMINAL CODE REVISION 

Any State that has not revised its substan
tive criminal law within the past decade should 
begin revision immediately. Federal or State 
funds should be provided as appropriate. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

The need for criminal code revision appears 
to have almost universal acceptance. The AMERICAN 
LAW INSTITUTE (ALI) began to draft a model for cri
minal code revision that culminated in the Model 
Penal Code of 1962. 1 Even organizations of~ 
cato.s and businessmen such as the COMMITTEE FOR 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT include in their general re
ports on criminal justice a recommendation for 
revising criminal laws. 2 In the thirty or more 
atates which have either completed and enacted 
new substantive criminal codes or are at some stage 
of the revision process,3 the local bar associa
tions have provided assistance and impetus to the 
process. 4 The only objections to revision seem 
to be based on the manner of the revision rather 
than the need for updating the criminal statutes. 5 

It is significant that the time period chosen 
by the standard for characterizing criminal (odes 
as obsolete is ten years. The ALI's Model Peyal 
Code was published in 1962 and the Standard indi
~s that it is the "greatest single force be
hind ••. new revisions." States which have revised 
their criminal statutes have testified to the 
Model Penal Code's utility as a guide in both or
ganizational and substantive aspects. 6 

Although thp. M.P.C. has been lauded as a tool 
for criminal code revision, the literature does 
not discuss or emphasize a ten year dividing line 
for revision of criminal statutes. This is prob
ably due to the nature of the ptCiu!em. In many 
states criminal codes had not been revised for 
nearly a century or more. The discussion in the 
literature seems to focus on the need to update 
the ~ore obsolete codes. 7 

The 109th General Assembly passed a compre
hensive revision of Ohio's substantive criminal 
lawa which was ~igned into law by the Governor on 
December 12, 1972. The new law became effective 
on January 1, 1974. 8 

lAmerican Law Institute, Model Penal Code -
Proposed Official Draft (t:>hiladelphia, PA: Amer
ican Law Institute, 1962). 

2Committee f~r Economic Development, Reducing 
Crime and Assuring Juatice (New York, NY: Committee 
for Economic Development, 1972), p. 14. 

3president's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice, The Challenge of Crime 
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in a Free Society (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, 1967), p. l2~. 

4"Symposium: Recodification of the Criminal 
Laws," 4 Journal of Law Re~orm 425 (1971). 

5 National District Attorneys Association, 
The Role of the Local Prosecutor in a Changing 
Society: A Confrontation with the Major Isaues 
of the Seventies (Chicago, IL: National District 
Attorneya Association, 1973), p. 13. 

6"Symposium: Recodification of the Criminal 
Laws," pp. 429-42. 

7Ibid ., p. 461. 

80hio Legislative Service Commission, Sum
mary of Am. Sub. H.B. 511, The New Ohio Criminal 
Code (Coilumbus, OH: 'Ohio Legislat.ive ServIce 
Commission, 1973), p. V •• 

'" '" * 1< '" 

Standard 13.2 COMPLETENESS OF CODE REVISION 

Subatantive code revision should be complete 
rather than partial; should include general doc
trines as well as specific definitions of crime; 
and spould arrange those definitions functionally 
according to the harms proscribeJ, rather than 
alphabetically. 

General code provisions, including those on 
sentencing, should apply to criminal statutes 
outside the criminal code itself when practical 
considerations mandate the continuation of 
special criminal statutes elsewhere in the 
State's laws. To the maximum extent possible, 

·inherited sta.tutory crimes that are unenforced, 
or can be enforced only randomly or discrimin
atorily, should be eliminated, whether or not 
they involve identifiable victims. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

Widespread endorsement of this Standard's 
requirements of completeness, functional arrange
ment, and generality can readily be inferred 
from the recent criminal code revisions in many 
states. The AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE's Model 
Penal Code (M.P.C.) substantially takl!S the ap
proach suggested in the Standard. l Many states 
have patterned their new codes directly after 
the organization of the M.P.C. including CaUf
ornia, Massachusetts, Delaware and Illnois. 2 

No national stan~ard setting organizations 
have commented upon the form of criminal law 
drafting. Rather, an inference as to what form 
is preferable must be drawn from the style of 
the model acts themselves. For example, model 
legislation mostly concerning corrections 
drafted by the NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND 
DELINQUENCY adopts the principles of drafting 
enumerated in the Standard.3 



A controversial aspect of this Standard is its 
requirement of eliminating laws which are unenfc·rced 
or can be enforced only randomly or disc~iminately. 
These laws include what are traditionally known as 
"victimless" crimes (prostitution, pornography and 
hOf!losexual activity) and also crimes which indicate 
"illness" (elcoholis'll and drug abuse). The M.P.C. 
excludes from the scope of criminality some offenses 
such as consensual heterosexual and homosexual re
lations but refuses to abl101ve other "victimless" 
c~~duct such as prostitution. 4 Each state that has 
recently revised its criminal code has had to 
wrestle with this problem'nd the.figal result has 
u8ually been ~ political compromide. Organiza
tions such as the ADVISORY COUNCIL OF JUDGES OF THE 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DET.INQUENCy6 and the 
ALLIANCE FOR A SAFER NEW YORK7 na'le recommended a 
decriminalization of certain drug offenses and vic
timless crimes. On the other hartd, wholesale abol
ition of criminsl sanctions for victimless crimes 
ia oppoaed by many law enforcement officials. 

II. Special Considerationa 

The new Ohio Criminal Code which became ef
fect;ive January I, 1974 is organized substantially 
a& the Standard suggests. There are both general 
doctrines and specific difinitions of crimes with 
each chapter being arranged functionally according 
to the degree of harm inflicted. 

the new Ohio Code deals, to some extent, with 
the problem of victimless crimes. For example, in 
Chapter 2907 on sexual offenses, the new code does 
not criminalize fornication, adultery or sodomy in 
the context of consenaual, private adult relations. 
On the other hand, prostitution is retained as a 
crime. 8 

l~merican Law Institute, Model Penal Code -
Proposed Official Draft (Philadelphia, PA: Ameri
can Law Institute, 1962). 

2t1Symposium: Recodification of the Criminal 
Laws," 4 .Iournal of Law Reform 425 (1971): 429, 
443, 1161, 476. 

3Nat1onal Council on Crime. and Delinquency, 
"Model Sentencing Act," .?entencing Alternatives 
and Procedures (New York: American Bar Association, 
1967). 

4 
American taw Institute, Model Penal Code, 

1962. 

S"symposium," 4 Journal of Law, 1971. 

6Adviaory Council of Judges of the National 
Council of Crime anJ Delinquency, Narcotics Law 
Violations (New York: National Council on Crime 
~nd Delinquency, 1964), p. 13. 

7 
Alliance for a Safer New York., Crimes With 

No Victims (New York, NY: Alliance for a Safer 
New York, 1972), p. 73. 

• it it • it 
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Standard 13.3 PENALTY STRUCTURES 

A revised substantive code should simplify 
the penalty structure, impose procedural controls 
on the exercise of discretion in sentencing, and 
encourage use of probation where circumstances so 
warrant. 

I. Officially Known Endorsements and Objections 

This Standard is divided into three distinct 
recommendations concerning penalty structures; 
(1) the penalty structure should be simplified, 
(2) procedural controls should be implemented to 
govern the exercise of discretion in sentencing 
and, (3) the use of probation should be encouraged. 
National groups have commented on each of these 
recommendations. 

Simplification of the penalty structure has 
bl:!en endorsed by the AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 
(ABA) in its Standards Relating to Sentencing 
Alternatives and Procedures. The Standards 
SUb~est that for purposes of sentencing, crimes 
should be classified into several categories 
which reflect the differences in gravity of each 
offense. Also, the legislature should refrain 
from specifying a mandatory sentence for any 
category of offenses.; a sentence appropriate for 
each individual case can then be selected from 
a range of alternatives. l 

Expanding further on this plan, the ABA 
suggests that the legislature set a maximum term 
permissible for eacr offense. Then the sentencing 
court may prescribe a term up to the statutory 
maximum. The leg.fslature should not set a re
quired mir.imum that must be served before parole 
eligibility. The sentencing court may impose a 
minimum that must be served before parole eli
gibility. The sentencing court Iilay imposf,': a mt"\
imum sentence, but this minim\lm s~n~ence may no\. 
exceed 1/3 of the maximum sentence. 

The AMERICAN LAW INSTITUTE, through the 
Model Penal Code (MPC), has also called for 
simplification of penalty structures. The MPC 
defines degrees of harm and attaches a flexible 
penalty structure to each classification. Both 
minimum and maximum terms are set within a range 
established by the legislature. 

Procedural controls to govern the discretion 
of the sen~encing court are discussed in several 
contexts., One of the areas of dispute is whether 
a judge may impose consecutive or concurrent 
sentences. The ABA's position is that consecu
tive sentences are rarely appropriate and can be 
utilized only in very narrow circumstances -
such as finding that the length of confinement 
is necessary to protect the public from further 
criminal conduct. 4 

On the other hand, wide discretion is given 
the sentencing court to reduce felony conviction 
to a lower category of felony or to a misdemean
or. This reduction is urged, at the court's 

[ :1 
[ ~] 

L ~] 

l ~] 

l ":1 
,-.~ , r 

discretion, whenever the court feels the term 
would be unduly harsh considering the nature and 
circumstancea of the offense and the history and 
character of the defendant. S 

The use of a presentence report acts as a 
procedural control on judicial discretion b~ pro
viding information to be used in ascer~aining an 
appropriate sentence in t.he light of all informa
tion cOD . .:erning the defendant. The ABA recom
mends that a pre-sentence report be msndatory when 
a sentence of one year or more is a possible dis
position. However, the court should be author
ized to obtain a pre-sentence report in every 
case. 6 

The NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 
(NCCD) also calls for the use of a presentence 
report whenever commitment for one year or more is 
possible. Likewise, the NCCD also would recommend 
that the court obtain a pre-sentence report when
ever it felt that a report were called for. 7 
Furthermore, the Model Penal Code(MPC) Section 
7.07 deals with pre-sentence reports. Under the 
HPC, a pre-sentence. report is only msndatory upon 
a felony conviction or when the sentence will be 
for an extended term.8 

As another procedural control, the ABA sug
gests a mechanism of appellate review for sentences 
which would operate apart from n review of the con
viction. The sentence appeal would be of right, 
and the reviewing court would have the power to 
consider the propriety of the sentence in regard 
to the circumstances of the particular case.9 

National groups generally endorse the liberal 
uae of probation in sentencing. The ABA calla for 
311 sentencing to be minimal in terms of length of 
confinement, with probation being the preferred 
disposition. In this regard, the ABA suggests 
that the legislature authorize the use of proba
tion in every case. Only the most serious offenses 
(1.e., murder and treason) llould be exempt from 
this principle. lO 

The NCCD suggests that: 

"non-dangerous offenders be dealt with by 
probation, suspended sentences or a fine. 
Dangerous offenders may be sentenced to a 
~erm of confinement not to exceed 30 years. 
However, before a felon can be classified 
as a 'dangerous offender,' the court must 
find that the pers~n is suff~ring from a 
'severe mental or emotional disorder. indica
ting a propensity toward continuing danger
ous criminal activity. '''11 

The AMERICAN CORRECTIONAL ASSOCIATION suggests 
that the court be authorized

l 
by stat~te, to use 

probation at its discretion. 2 Fuxthermore, this 
would req~ire that statutes, which designate a 
apecific crime or tYJIe of offender as non-proba
tion~ble, be removed from the c=iminal code. 13 

II. Special Considerations 

7J 

The new Ohio Criminal Code hRS 4ubstantially 
adopted the recommendations of this Standard. 
Penalty structures b~ve been simplified by adopt
ing general classificat'ions of harm and then 
applying a flexihle penalty str~cture to each 
class. Guideli'nes for chOOSing penalties have 
been mandated to curb undue discretion on the 
part of the trial judge. Aiso, probation week
end sentencing, "split sentencing and concurrent 
sentences have been provided for.14 

lAmeJ:'ican Bar Association, StandardlJ Rela
ting to SentenciDS Alternativ~~ and Procedu~es 
(New York, NY: American Bar ASSOciation, 1976), . 
p. 13. 

2 Ibid., pp. 20-21. 
l 

3American Law Institute, "Model Penal Code
Sentencing Provisions," Compendium of Model Cor
rectional, Legislation and Standards (New York, 
NY: American Bar Association, 1972), pp. 11-63. 

4American Bar AsSOCiation, Standards Rela
ting to Sentencing Alternativ8B.and Procedures, 
p. 23. 

5Ibid ., p. 26. 

6 
Ibid., p, 27. 

7 Advisory Council of Judges of the Na tional 
Council on Crime and Delinquency, Model Sentencing 
~ (New York, NY: National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency, 1963), pp. 1-5. 

8American Law Institue, "Model Penlll Code
Sentencing Provisions," pp. 11-63. 

9American Bar ASSOCiation, Appellate Review 
of Sentences (New York, NY: Ame'rican Bar Associa
tion, 1967), pp. 9-11. 

10American Bar Association, Standards Rela
tips to Sentencing Altern&tives and Procedure~, 
p. 14. 

llI\'~ld., pp. 330-331. 

l2American Correction-Ill Association, Manual 
of Correctional Standards (I~ashington, DC: n.p., 
1966), p. 99. 

l3Ibid •• p. xxiii. 

l40hio Legislative Service Commission, Sum
wary of Am. Sub. H.B. 511, The New Ohio CrimInal 
Code (Columbus, OH: Legislative Service Commission 
1972), p. 63. . 

* * * * * 
Standard 13.4 CORRECTIONS LAW REVISION 

Each State should immediately undertake a 
complete revision of its corrections laws to pro~ 
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IJiOO'ltld uf1!:ct: llor.a~ c(}n.d.1~ions of employment, 
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AAn~ SUltRlrFS ASSOCtATlON'1I ManUAL on Jan 
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dl.cSpllnarv AetSortl. 11 

U. $p<l:dill ("ouid(lt'4Ucl\$ 

Th«! l,. ... Utv:!JlJ,(1rI f>t: n.e Oh1~ Crudnal Code 
I1U<l.14 Mt <~'nutnll{ly pr\')vh~onu d1.rl!ctl)' ~on
\.'H~,iuS tlib ~I'.,a ;;x·f eo[''t~cti9t'1S. nlil!re(ore, 

Ohio's correctional agencies continue to operate 
under former law. and administrative procedures., 

------_. 
I American Law Inst1tute, "Model Penal Code," 

t~mpendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
~rds. ed.! American Bar Associati.on (New York, 
~N; n •. p.; 1972), p. 1-37. 

It National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
Standard Act for State Correctional Services," 
pomp~dium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
~.!:£! (l'ew YCl:k, NY: Amftrican Bar Association, 
1972), p. I-2). 

') 
Ibid., pp. 1-28. 

4Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rel
ations, "State Oepartment of Correction Act," Com
pendium of Model Correctional Legislation and -
~tandards (New York, NY: American Bar Association, 
1972), pp. 1-11. 

5 
American Law Ins tltu te, pp. iv-·3G. 

6Advl~ory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, pp. 1-17. 

7NacilHlal Counc:1.1 on Crime and Delinquency, 
pp. 1-30,31-

8 American Correctional Association, "Manual 
<Jf Correl'tional Standards. It Compendium of Model 
Correctional Legislation and Standards (New York, 
NY: l\merican Bar Association, 1972), pp. x-24. 

q 
" Na tional Council on Cr ime and Delinqutillcy, 
Model Act: for P'rotection of Rights of Prisoners, II 

~omRendium of Model Correctional Legislation and 
§tandards (New York, NY: American Bar Association, 
1172), pp. tv-55 . 

],°Amer1can Law Institute, pp. IV-28,29. 

1) National Sher1ffs Association, "Manual of 
Jail Administration," Compendium of Model Correc
tional Legislation and Standards (Nel.l York, NY: 
AmerIcan Bar As.aciation, 1972), pp. x-54. 

Standllrd 13.5 ORGANIZATION 'FOR REVISION 

1n determining e1iaibility for funding of 
criminal law revision projects, a drafting body 
should be f'a'Vor<!d that, in the casl,' of lIubstantive 
and corrections ~ode revision, maintains maximum 
effective liaison with the legialature or, in the 
calle of procedural 'reViSion, maintains liasion 
w1th the State supreme court if this court haa 
broad rulemaUng powers. An applicant agency 
should r~ly either ~n law fac~lty mambers for the 
preparation of drafts, or ahould employ qualified 
full-time committee or COlllllillsion staff members 1;0 
prepare drafts Bnd commentaries. 

The drafting c081li •• 10n membership, iu comb-
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ination with special advisory committees, should 
reflect the experience of all branches of the. 
legal profession, corrections, law enforcement 
," _~i key community leadership. There are sever;l 
alternative methods of organ:i.zation for revis Ion 
commissions: 

1. Legislative CommiSSion; 
2. Augmented Legisla tive COI1I11\1.ss:ion: 
3. Executive CommiSSion; 
4. State Bar Committee; and 
S. Jud idal Council Qr Advisory Commit tN'. 

I. Officially ~own Endorsements and Objectinnli 

None of the national organizations whit'll 
draft model rules or advocate changes ;l,n lhe 
criminal law comment upon how a revision of 
criminal laws and rules sh'CruTd be accomplished. 
Endorsements and ~bje~t10ns to a particular way 
of organizing for revisions can only be inhl"r('.t\ 
from the manner in \lhich the UlQdel ntleR are 
created. ~'urthermot;e, many s ta tl!S have been 
through criminal code rev isions lind, as :1nd:l!:J tl!d 
in Standnrd 13.5 itself, the ,form of ot'/olanhatio\'\ 
chosen by the states indicates whic.h methods haVt' 
been most successful. Final:!.,y, s~veral !utert'tU 
groups concerned with legislative drafting in 
general have made rccommendntions (\$ to orglll)! lI/I" 
tion for revision of codefJ. 

An example of how a private group draftinR 
IOOdel rules organizes for such a project 16 
found by obllerving the AMERICAN BAR ASSOC1A'.fl0i!' s 
(ABA) production of Standards for CrJmino] JUY· 
dce. The governing body of the ABA authod;:ed 
funds and cODll'olissioned a special c()inlnittee t() 

turn out .. he model rules. A fllll-t:f.rnf' dircetor 
was hired and a central office was H~t up to 
administer the project. l Si~nificButly, the 
ABA, which represent's a wide ranee of vie.WjJolnlH, 
appointed separate ttadvisory comml tt~~eutl for 
each specialized area of the proj,·\·t. ~;(jcli ()t 
those cOlJllllittees WIIS composed of members wlth 
experience and e~pertise in the Ddmln1Htration 
of criminal jUBtice, including Ilppella ttl lind 
trial judges; prosecuting attorneys, public 
defenders, and other public officials; criminal 
law professors, and practicing la~"YeJ;'H. 'l'h\1 
comm1ttees were aided by raporters and cO!)I:H.II
tants dravn from law faculttes acr()IJB th<' nlll..iol1 
and b) the resources of interested 8pecllllizcd 
organizations. 2 The organization set: up by thu 
ABA to draft its model rules ref1.Ecta un endorse:
ment of the ideas set out in Standard 11.5. 

The ClOSt: direct endorsement of orgl\nlzlItlol\
a1 methods comes from the states wld,cr. have tOOI-' 
pleted criminal code revisions. Standard 11.~ 
lists five different l'fIodes of organtzation lind 
cites which states have used chnl: method in 
each instance. Also, a review of the authol~itJt'H 
referr'!d to by Standard 13.5 indtcatu thl!;l 
somewhere .1n the legialatlve proc(>98 the oppor
tunity for critiCism, input of variou~ v.lewr'ointl; 
and political comprom1s~ was extended, 

The NATIONAL INSTITUTE' OF HUNICll'AL I.AW 
OF~ICERS sugge!lts tha t law r,\!V 1s'~on commit tf'1'1I 
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';~"1.". H' ,,!;tH. 

.. .e~.., .. n*l\th "Jill lU ~ .. \II:t.tliih' dHit l.'n'
.!i* 'I.t, '.;4'ft~lIhhHI ••• <'h $uH* th4t hu !'Xlf. d!)f\C} 
.' ,"Hill"";; .... !jtI1II'ft \i.l1'.~. ,,~!t~ H1<MNlhly 1' .... , ... 
$h d 1~1Nll NtU' •• hlftt h •• \,\U\~. tl'i* ..... ~. :~h:,dt" 
lCJ41 *'f,."H·1I0.'I\.\H 'jj..;"U~ •• ~,nd <~£tt.<}. 
h11-ilul "f lht .. tu~41! .~\tN\ll'd .. tlif.lt. thf! .... 
,r""''''' ~~. MlI\ft n1lH ;l)f c~ •• h;~htlt~lHlta~.'" 
~ H~~1 1· •• 11(t'<'U!·jti ~"' .. A .. u'h'i\~t ~rA.IIJ¢"hH()n 
L ./'0 ?-,," .!. ~\I'l It h.t~l Ju\.t(' ... ~tJ !,.'ItIH!):' \J;l\iht1ll 
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Qr aodel dralt sUtut •• Oil specialized tt>pic" . 

1. Offit:i.aH;t 'Kn<>¥1l lndornaenta and Objectiona 

:t~ appur. to be.n uncontested fact tn.t 
,t:rillrdn,dpco<:; .. dlJral.rul .. are ill .need of periodic 
revl/Hon.E.ndorseaent •• n.d objections then auat 
bl! If.Hed t(J ho", 1:OOse .rulu .rlt reviaed. and 
IIhu: l'IholJld be the lJubltance, of the revisioll, 

~y hr thtlgrut'ut ape.tua behilld the 
't'fl"'/lIfi(ln (If. Tulu [or criminal procedure is the 
}JUI'J'tXCA.1t BAR ASSOCIATION f a (ABA) Standard. for 
17!:.!!Il1n.al JUIIt1CI!\' With the announce" goal of 
rUit;{onvide ;{lIlplfl_nt.tion, the ABA h~j promulga
t~d 1.7 flllt. of fint.". standard. for the criminal 
jUlitlce "YII telll , All IItated by Chi.ef JU9tice 
&lrau, wh()",u inUNtdyauoc:.La ted v1th the 
AM Pi:'oj eet befou thi.e appointment to the. U.5. 
Supnu'~ Co'llt't, thtt ABA standard8 are not I114ndli
uiry lJ.'Jiddinell' but !luggeated concept!! from 
lothich Jut'illcHc1iolH'l may der.1.ve apec::f,ftc rules 
flJ't rlldr tllItI. 

. 'rhf.l II()rk rtf the AM hlUl not been critich:eci 
1,), /lily 11.8 t!onnl .fit aodard .1lt1.t ting organizs tion . 
l'h1i.l :hi pro}Htbly .du~ to the makA!up of the ABA 
flJIIliIIlUCel!' vhi,ch drafted the stsndards, The 
CO!llll!iUtl!l. ine'luded attorneys and judgu repre.-
8~nting 111 lides of the politic.l 8pectrum. 3 
Ot's.llniMtioll/.l: lluch as the NATIONAl. DISTRICT 
A'tr(lIHn,YS ASSpI!Al'WN have even iJot'lu~d ",lth the 
M,l.A CQultlilttNW toEldopt standards :relating 
dSr.etly tD their Qpeclfic Inte.redt. 4 -

t:l'\dUl'Ilfl.mMt: ol the A1JA standards can be 
JIll-en h'c,1t .!lOme of the imple!llenta tion efforts, 
AI< (If F'1~hl'u!lry 1, 1973 th fLOR.tDIt St]PRrJfE COURT 
Atlopt.cd lIIOt$t of th~ AM standards by incorporat
ins, lhitJ:1 ln~o tnt: nvtid.on of the cdminal pro
('~duu 1'1.\1e\l,5 There.i5 at lell/.lt some :1mplemen
(~ehll1 activity in 40 bt<lCIHI w1.t1\ SODle states. 
~mchl\li Color_dQ, virtually implementing the 
.tandardij by court deciaions. 6 

-OthClrJ,\ation.al organizations ha\ll also dtait
ltd. \J.l{1cd (:riJllinalrulu. The AHERICAN LAW INSTl
'TUft II .. pubUshed A Model Code of Pre-Arraian
.!!I~,llt.J!1'2S:Cldure which covus ruln of 1?rocedure. 
tn~ tiut.?Ol1ce contactthrougt, arrest, and 
a1.o ruh~ C(}O(!lW':lini IItIN'Ct. and IH,,!z:ure." The. 
Al'{tl!.IGAN CIVIL 'LI8DtrIES l..'NION then prepared ma
t~rhh .harply criticbing the. Model Code 'Of 
~!~-:A,.tt'd,nHnt Proc~ for giving law enforce
Mot Ii •• neb_ t60 .uch power and thereby endan8~ 
ilrlna.ind1v!duAl Hbe.rtit'l/l, 8 

!h~ .N"nONAl. COUNcIL ON CRIK!:ANDOEI.IN~ 
QU'~CY hU 4.lao pr:Qallglttltd !4!>del Rulu of 
~nNU('c Action CrOWl Arust.· to Arra1gn-. 
~~. Th •• e rule, Itt mainly an atteapt to 
('(HIlly. ~h~coo.titut!on~1. andpract1cal rulu 
CIIl<ht:illi at thlli~tlnt;;. 

The St4t~ of Oh10 has adopted a tOtal u
vh{on 1)( it. rule!! fl;lr criminAl procedure. 
th. rutttli h<!l'l;'Ul~ e!hctlvlt .)uly 1, 1973.10 
~ ~ ~ _ w ~ ~ _ ~ ~ 
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lAmer1can .Bar Association, Annual Report of the 
Chairman 1971-1972 (Chicago, II.: American l~r As~' 
sociation, 1972), p. 5. 

2 Ibid ., pp. 8-9. 

3 . 
American Bar Association, Standards for 

Cr iminal Justice. (Chicago, IL: American Bar 
A~sociation, 1972). 

4 
Annual Re.port of the Chairman, 197~-1972, 

p. 31. 

5"Symposium: ABA Minimum Standards for Criminal 
Justice," 33 LOllisiana Law Review, 541, 51i4 (1973). 

61bid ., p • .545. 

7 American. Law Institute, A Hodel Cod,e of Pre
Arraignment Procedure, Offic.ial Draft No.1 
(Philadelphia, PA: Americnn Law Institute, 1972). 

8 
American Civil Liberties Union, Materials 

Prepared by the A.C.L.U. Concerlling Tentative 
Draft No. 1 of A Hodel Code of Pre-Arraignment 
Procedure (New Yor.k, NY: American Civil Liberties 
Union, 1966), 

9National Council on Crime' and Delinquency, 
Hodel Rules of Court on Police Action from Arrest 
to Arraignment (New York, NY: National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency, 1969)·. 

10Lewis, R. Katz, Ohio RU.les of Criminal Pro
cedure (Cleveland, OH: Banks-B~ldwin Law Publishing 
Co., 1973). . . . .. . 
Standard 13.7 CODE COMMENTARIES 

All interim and final code drafts shoul~ be 
suppotted by detailed cCl1DlIltmtaries that show the 
derivation of language of each section, the rela
tionship of the section to existing State law, and 
the changes 'proposed through the draft. A 11st 
of atatutes to be repealed, amended, or trans
ferred by the effective date of the code also 
should be sumbitted to the legislature. 

I. Officially Knovn Endorsements and Objections 

Endorsements of this Standard are manifeated 
by the nearly unanimous compliance found 'with its 
recommendations. Almost all of the states which 
have revised their criminal c.odes and procedures 
and all of the national organizations which have 
promulgated model rules have included detailed 
commentaries with their drafts. 

The Proposed Amendments of the Rules of Cri
minal Procedure for thlii U.S. D1.strir.t Courta-
illustrates s typical format for procedural law re
vision. Each amended rule is printed showing the 
deleted mat.te~ stricken through with the new mat
ter put in italics. Follo",ing each rule is an 
"Advisory CCiIIIIlitl:ee Note" explaining the bads for 
the amen<imtHlt, the effect: of the change. and the 
lesal authority underlying the change. l The 
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Proposed Oregon Criminal Procedure Code also 
includes a table showing the disposition of ~ach 
existing statute as a result of the new code. 2 

The derivation of the language of each new 
section and proposed interpretation of certain 
key vords may be even more important when a re
vision is being made of the substantive crim:t!\!l1. 
code. Proposed criminal codea of New York,3 
Hinneaota,4 Pennsylvania,S ami Missouri,6 all 
iilustrate the inclusion of such meaningful 
commentaries. As the Proposed Criminal Code o~ 
~ssachusetta indicates, the cO\1llllentary should 
not only indicate the der:lvation of particuV.r 
language but a160 changes being made in exiating 
law and existing statutes being L'epealed or 
amended,7 

Model acts drafted by national otganizatiolls 
slways include exp.lanatory 'notes lind commentarlc!l 
Since these organizations are trying to get 
~\ur1sdictions to adopt their model rules, it Jlrl 
imperative that they ind:l.cate the underlying 
rs:tionale for each rule. For eX<lmple, such com
mentaries are found in the AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIA
TION's Standards for Criminal Jus t:l,ce 8 (Illd 
in the model rules put forth by tho NATIONAL 
COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY. 9 

II. Special Considerlltiol1l1 

The 01110 LEGISLATIVE SERVICE COMMISSION 
included c(,)11IIIents to each new section in 
its Summary of Am. Sub. H.B. 511, The New Ohio 
Criminal Code. IO The comments werl~ mostly (!dilCd 
vers:i.!)ns of the comments of the Tedmica l Conun:i.t.
tee which drafted the original proposed code. 
The comments may be used by covrts for inte,rpret
ing \egislative intenl, but they arc not conelu
sive. ll The Staff Notes explaining the new OhIo 
Criminal Rules will be ioIritten by the Supreme 
Court's rules staff and published in the near 
future. 12 

lCommunicstion from the Chief Justice of 
t.he United States, Proposed Amendments to t~ 
Rules of Criminal ('rocedure for the U.S. Dlotrict 
Courts (Washington, DC: Government Printing ,.-
Office, 1911). . 

2Criminal Law Revision Commission, r~opoue~ 
Oregon Criminsl Procadure Code (Salem: C::r:L'J\j,Olll 
La", Revision COl!lmisaion, 1972), p. Xl\:XV. 

~E\W York State Commission on Rev1sf.on of 
the Penal L.aw and Criminsl Code, Propo8e'J~ 
York Penal Law (Brooklyn, NY: Edvard Thompson 
Co., 1964). 

4Advieory Committee on ReVi.sion o( the 
Criminal LEo"" Proposed I'Hnneaota Crimi'.lal 
Code (St. Paul, MN: West PUblishing Co., 1.962). 

5 Joint 5 ta te Government Commiasi/(m, Pro-. 
posed Crimes Code forPellnsylvani.1 (lIiarr:13burg, 
PA: Joint State Government CouoiSs!O"I, 1967). 
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too18·aDd t.o partlcipate 111 proper .feru.e 
vbere thia "uc.Uoul proc ... caD be, car
ded out. 

--Toeb: Vduabla educatlonal. .. t«1&b ar.e 
availabl. '\IfI'01l tequeetftca the Sectional 
Suf( Dttecto~ ••• 

-·HWeHedia! Should be invelved at the 
oote't + III 

th" .AIA II .. prov.i.ded .fundina for alch 
of tfA adue.tien en it. SUndarde and each 
,.a.'I" .it pllrU,c;!pet.e ;ill .. n)' conference. and 
protr._ drlceted to bpl_nutlen of the ilA 
1;lt..andud •• 

10 tll. J'IObl1c: at ... , ... utee vhlcb have adopt
ed nev cd.;;al codee reeegniu the need fer 
CPftt1mi1n, educatien. lIo_vat' , it eppe.n that 
it t" Ii.ually htr. up to pdvate orsanizatione 
to pJ;'QV.1da t:he ~.netr;uctlon. 

Cd.-ba! juetiee plana of .. ny etat ... nce.
Mod .the "up,radl«\, of lav enferce_nt p.r.eonnel" 
jnlerlul'L, The. 1973 Cri.J.nal Juetice Plan for 
!!!:!.!. clll, t()r incre •• ed poU.C<l officer training 
.• ora. tretnln, equis-ent, collele level .In.truc
t1.on. Ind 1nl:entivn f()'C' hrlhar educatien.3 The 
r.r1.rnU Junice Plan (,or Mev Janey 1973 abe 
raco-."dll .tncr ..... d acad_i.c training fer law 
I\Il\ft,n:ceQ1\t ofCic,bh .. 4 To the extent that 
than tta1niNl pr:elr_. include educatien on the 
ert.ina! coda, the), ptovide public funding for 
Ilut:h f:dueati(ln, However" t.he nuaber ,of people 
rurdvi:1I11 educ,U(ln ill l:lIIited and the tbll~ lag 
(r01l\ oilnacblltlltt of the code te 1D1ple_ntaticm 
fI\.~y 'Mt:: be l.lnough ,Q' ill 1 OW' theee public progr ... 
f;QWQr\r;. 

Itl tr.,~ YTiVatc .ector, educadctfl on the new 
cod. cl". in thre. generlll ",ay.. firat, In
div!d\ll,'l attorfiey. Wl'iU and publ1ah book. which 
pUfportto eu...rbe the new law .nd ~xPUin 
"h()v to practice'lllnd"r the new cod... Theae 
booltJl no. PI:' cOlfue. aeld t:o the pubUc: for. 
pdl:e and th.,ufor. the fund ina ,of the "educa
Uooll COlIIII, f rOIl tb. buynr. It. eecond way the 
J}t'1vata .CetOl' provide. education 1& throulh 
t~ othtina of' couuea and lectur~. on the oew 
eod'h Th ... ceune. an. provlted by ituch aroup. 
.. thtt ...... dc.n lAw Inat1tute. or indiv1dUiill 
et:at.'. ot,~b..tlon.for centinuina legal 
.d~.tton. Th. tuition. for the .. courue i, 
borne b)' the '1ntaUat~ putlei?~.~r:~ The third 
waf dUlt education 0t'I the nev c~~ ia provided 
it t:hrouah the .e~i1a. TelevbleQ ano new'paperill 
often ~un a sedltS (;n ("he: new la", vhich providea 
h:Mt !nfc:rrut.1on.Theprobl_ with f;hii 
.. tbod b t;hat it h usually toe ,anenl in 
• ~to .. tCt btl hdpful to anyone but the general 
~bHe. 

Utboul" t.beu au no ob jlC.tiona tepro
vidtf\i ed\,lc::.tibn on tbtl nev cd.lna!. eod4!,1t 
ueua'll,. (alh on the privett'; MetOr te previde 
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it. this may be disadv~ntageous when the cost of 
the education precludes some participant. ln the 
criminal justice syste. from gaining acceas to it. 

It appears that. each concerned interest group 
in Ohio is previding its own education on the new 
cede. The Ohio Peace Officers Training Manual is 

~:;~9bY ~a~h:n!~~~:~~~d:fi!~:!: !~~~::l~n;~:!:= 
ment officials could enrell in a course presented 
b)' the Oh.le Legal Cente~ In!5itute which co~ers 
the complete criminal code. Also, there are 
IIhandbooks" publ1shed and written by law professors 
pn the new crimlnal code. ll 

1 American Bar Association, Annual Report of 
the Chairman 19~1-1972 (Chicago, IL: Amerlcan Bar 
Aa80~iation. 1972). p. 54. 

,~ 
. American Bar Association,' Annual Report of 

the Chdrman 1972-1973 (Chicago, IL: American Bar 
AssQciatien, 1973), pp. 14-16. 

3 Criminal Justice Council, Office of the 
Governor, 1973 Criminli.1 Justlce Plan for Texas 
(Austin, TI: Criminal Justic~ Council, Office of 
the Governor, 1973), p. 169. 

4State Law Enforcement Planning Agency, Cri
minal Justice Plan for New Jersey 1913 (Trenton, 
NJ: State La,,' Enforcement Planning Agency, 1973), 
p. 53. 

5Robert M. Pit1er, New York Criminal'Practice 
Under the CPL (New York, NY: Practicing Law Inati
tute, 1972). 

6 
Joint CeDlJllit.tee on Continuing Legal Education 

of the American Law Institute and the American Bar 
Association, Cataltlg of Continuing Legal Education 
Pregrams in the United States (Philadelphla, PAl 
Amerlcan Law Institute, 1972). 

70h.lo Legal Center I~stitute, Reference 
Manual for Continut;s Legal Education Program 
- Criminal Code (Columbus, OU: Ohio Legal 
Center Inst.ltute, 1973). 

80hio State Daily Lantern, January 21, 
1974, p • .1. 

9Ibid . 

\OOhio Legal Center Institute, Reference 
l1Anwal for Continulng Legal Educatl.on Program <. 

Cr1miWll Code. 

llSchreeder & Katy, Ohle Criminal Law 
(Cleveland, Oll: :aanks Baldwin Publishlng Ce., 
19i'3) . . " ... 
Standard 13.9 CONTINUING LAW REVISION 

Centinuing law revia10n is requlred 1f the 
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achievements of initial code reform are to 
be maintained. Federal or State funds, there
fore, .hould underwrlte the creation of criminal 
law review coa:missions, or review functions with
in existing law revision coa:missions! (1) t.o 
Icreen all legislative pTopesals bearing cri~lnal 
penalties ln order to asc.ertaln whether a need 
for them actually exists; (2) to review the 
penalties in propesed crimlnal atatutes to lnsure 
that they are consonant with the reviaed cr~(mtnal 
code. sentencing and penalty structure; (3) to 
propese draft statutes for legislative consider
atlon whenever functional gaps in criminal law 
enfercement appear; and (4) to correlate criminal 
statutes with cognate statutes elsewhere in th .. - " 
body of State statute law. Placement: of the 
review function within the legislative, executive, 
or judicial branch should be made in view of each 
State's governmental and political needs. 

1. Officially Known' Endor.sements and Obj ection(l 

The COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMEN1'f! recolll1\ends 
establlshing either a separ~te agency or using 
the existlng leglslative service agency to 
review all new legislation passed during a 
session. The agency '\IIQuld then report on how 
the new law would fit into the existing statuto,"y 
scheme or whether s major revision would bt1 re
quired. 3 The Council also reports th«t 36 stutes 
have a legislative service agency whiCh :fs res
p<'nalble for either continuous revision of the 
coda or at least the checking of pend~ng legis
lation to avoid conflicts with existing statutes 4 

II. SpeCial Considerationsj 

The references liste~ at the end of this 
Standar~are primarily reports and critiques of 
indlvidual states' experiences in revising their 

'criminal laws. The most influentisl endorsement 
of continued law revision 1s the coenizance of 
the states of the need for such r~visions. Re
gardless of the organhational form chosen by a 
atate te accomplish a complete code revisien, 
some method of continuing evuluation is usually 
advecated. The 1973 Criminal Justice Plan for 
Texas edvocates centinued revisiens of l~,lola
t10t'1 and also reform of the constitution. Other 
stat~s have also recognized 1n their Criminal 
,Justlce Plans the need for continual updating of 
their criminal laws and procedures. 2 

The Ohio 1.eg1alative Service COlmaiosion J.s 
charged with the job of continuous law revlbion 
and alse the checklng of. pending legislation to 

" avoid cenflicto with existing statutes. Tele 
• Cummlseion alse brings the form of the statute 

into conformity with the existing code. 8 

The Mlchigan Law Revisien Commis8;!,on pro
v.1des an .xample of the duties 4811igned to auch 
a greup in that State: 

1. To examine the cemmon law and statutes 
,of the sute and current judicial decisions 
for the purpose of dlscovering defects 
and anachrenisms in the law and tl!coDlllendlng 



needed reform. 
2. 1"0 receive and conaider proposEd changeR 
in the law recOIIIIIIended by the Amexic,an Law 
Institute., the National Conferencl! of Com
IDhllionera on Un1fo[11l State Laws, my bar 
lIuodation or other learned bodJ:es. 
). To t;'ece:ive and con aider suggestiom. ,hom 
jUlltice,B, judges, legislators, and other 
public officials, lawyers and the pUbllc 
genera.illy 80 to defecto and 8nachronif!ms in 
tIl!! law. 
4. 1"0 r.ecommend, from time to time, such 
changes in the law as it deems necessary 
in order to modify or el,iminate antiquated 
and lnequltahle rules of law, and to bring 
the 111101 of thill state, civil and criminal, 
into harmony with modern conditions. 5 

The need to establish permanent law revision 
COlllJlhdono 1\46 been recogl ~zed by study groups 
und echolaI'll. The ILLINOIS COMMISSION ON THE OR
GANU..ATION OF' THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY has recommended 
increa~ed ataff and funding for its Legislative 
Reference Bureau which performs the duty of con
ti)lUQ'..:8 law rcvlsion. 6 Furthermore, former Chief 
. 1uot.1ce Traynor of the California Supreme Cou .. :: 
hall come our: strongly for the establishment of 
pf,\rm8nen~ 111101 revis:1on commissions. 7 

'lCrildnal Justice Council, Office of the Gov
ernor, ~973 Criminal Justice Plan for Texas (Au8~~~, 
1'X: Criminal Justice Council, Office of the Gover
nQr. 1973), p. 119. 

2S tace Law Enfrocement Planning Agency. 
r:r,itaina1 Justice Plan for New Jersey, 1973 (Tren
t'on,NJ':Stllte Law Enforcement Planning Agency, 
1973), p. 59, 

3Coundl of State Governments, Legal ~ervices 
f.2E~:9~tel:!&1s1oturea (Chicago, IL: Council of 
Iltate GovernlDenta, 1960), p. 6. 

4 
Ibid., pp. 7-10. 

5H.1ch.1gan LIlIol Rev:{,sion Commission, Fourth 
,!'I.!t~.';!.~1,,~~..J.J,~2. (8 t. Paul, !iN: Wes t Publish
inR CUI! 1970), p. 8. 

6Ulin(lis Commisaion on the Organization 
IIf the Gt1.nerlll Assembly, Improving the State 
L~!!;Ll!lIIture. (Chicago, IL: University of Illinois 
Prtlllll,. 1.967), p. 99. 

7Roger J. traynor, The Unguarded Affairs of 
.tJl.tt.~~~t;. tiistres!!., 113 U. Po. L. Rev. 485, 
495 (1965). 

8Council of State Covernn\ents, Legal Services 
} ,\\~ ,Sgl,~:.!U1.eJll:.!!.L'!tut,t;.'!.L. p. 9. 
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