
> i 
j 

TECHNICAL REPORT NO. 14 

THE 
AMERICAN CRIMiNAL HISTORY 

RECORD 

PRESENT ST,,!\TUS 
AND FUTURE REQUIREiV1ENTS 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



THE 

TECHNICAL REPORT NO. 14 
September 1976 

AMERICAN CRIMINAL HISTORY. 

RECORD 

PRESENT STATUS AND FUTURE REQUIREMENTS 

NOV 9. 

ACQUlSlTl0NS 

Report of work performed 
under Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Grant No. 75~SS~99-6020. 

Submitted by SEARCH Group Inc. 
1620 35th Avenue, Suite 200, Sacramento, California 95822 



..... •.. ...... .. "'-"~~-'~'''''''~~--., ... ~ .. -

I: j , 

~ 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 3 

METHOD ................. ........................................................ 9 

Data Definition. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . .•.. 9 

Questionnaire Design. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 10 

Sample Design . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 10 
Copyright © SEARCH Group, Inc., 1976 

Survey Administration .......................................................... " 19 

Data Extrapolations. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 20 

Future Projections. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 21 

Extrapolation Accuracy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 21 

RESULTS ............... . ' ......................................................... 23 

Population Estimates ...........................•................................. 23 

State Criminal History Information Centers, 1975 ..................................... 24 

Operational Agencies, 1975 ........ ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 27 

Future Projections, 1975 to 1985 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 29 

FINAL COMMENTS ................................................................ 35 

REFERENCES. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 37 



,I 

CCH PROJECT COMMITTEE 
MEMBERS 

LT. O. S. NEELY (Chairman) 
Criminal Identification Bureau 
West Virginia State Police 

'CONRAD BANNER, Deputy Assistant Director 
Computer Services 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 

WILLIAM HOFFMAN 
Chief Assistant District Attorney 
San Jose, California 

CAPTAIN JAMES HOSLEY, Commander 
State Police Data Processing Section 
Kentucky Department of Justice 

DONALD LOVE, Director 
Criminal Justice Information System 
Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehension 

RONALD QUAKE, Director 
Identification and Information Services 
New York State Division of Criminal JLI~tice Services 

LEWIS STEPHENSON, JR. 
Superior Court Administrator 
King County, Washington 

RONALD STROUP, Chief 
Nevada Bureau of Identification and Communications 

ANTHONY TRAVISONO 
Executive Director 
American Correctional Association 

ROBERT UEOKA, Business Management Officer 
The Judiciary 
Office of the j\dministrative Director of the Courts, 
Hawaii 

ROBERT D. Z'JMWAL T 
County Clerk 
San Diego 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
BERT DIPAOLA, JR., Program Coordinator, SEARCH 
Group, Inc. 

PROJECT MONITOR 
BERNARD SHIPLEY, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, NCJISS 

PROJECT CONSULTANTS 
Boeing Computer Services, Inc. 

ROBERT DEAN, Ph.D. 
DONALD MATTHEWS 

• ex-officio member 

ii 

PREFACE 
The primary goals ofthis study effort were to conduct an intensive analysis ofthe life cycle of criminal history 

information; and to address the needs for, and uses of this information today and in the future. 
Acknowledgement is made to the members of the project advisory committee who labored long and 

conscientiously. The expertise and insight brought to bear on the issue, and comments made did much to 
enhance the quality of this report. 

Special thanks is extended to the entire SEARCH Membership Group for each member's. assistance in 
administration of our national survey. Recognition is also due to tQose criminal justice practitioners who took 
valuable time out to respond to our questionnaires.' . 

Others who participated meaningfully are those individuals of the project team from Boeing Computer 
Services, Inc. This firm provided the necessary subcontractor support services. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The American criminal history record chronicles 
each contact that an individual has with the criminal 
justice process by documenting such events as 
arrests, dispositions, sentences, and correctional 
commitments. The American criminal history record 
is the informational thread that weaves together the 
functions performed by law enforcement, prose­
cutors, defense, courts, corrections, probation and 
parole. 

To quantify the patterns of usage and the 
growing need for criminal history information, this 
research focused on the following objectives: 

• Identify the present national capability at the 
state and local level for collection and dis­
semination of criminal history information. 

• Estimate the national requirements for criminal 
history information from 1975 through 1985. 

Based on data collected and analysis performed 
during the study, four major conclusions have been 
drawn: 

L The criminal history record is a primary source 
of information vital to exercising discretion and 
making decisions concerning' individuals 
throughout the criminal justice process. There 
is no substitute. 

2. The existing criminal history system is in­
capable of satisfying the data demands and 
timeliness requirements being placed on it. 

3. Growth trends and usage patterns indicate that 
this condition will worsen in the future, and that 
the present criminal history system configura­
tion may become unmanageable. 

4. A national computerized criminal history 
(CCH) system offers the potential for making 
the system managabte, thereby alleviating 
many present and projected problems. 

Since 1969, the United States has been developing 
a computerized system for the interstate exchange of 
criminal histories. At present, 28 states have 
computerized name indexes and 17 have com­
puterized at least some of their' records. Overall, of 
the 28.5 million criminal histories maintained at the 
state level, 3.9 million have been computerized. 

However, conditions exist that prohibit an orderly 
and manageable national CCH system. 
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Today, the collection of data, its storage, and the 
dissemination of criminal history information is 
uncoordinated at all govel'l1mental levels. The 
number of users and their requirements for CCH 
information is misunderstood. Operationa;l criminal 
justice agencies are relying on secondary sources for 
CCH records and are storing these records in their 
own tiles. 

New users of criminal history records are 
continually emerging, and unanticipated usage is 
being made of CCH systems: Yet, accuracy, 
completeness and timeliness of data are not 
acceptable. Additional requirements and constraints 
imposed by Security and Privacy rules, speedy trial 
provisions and bail reform are not practical in light of 
present deficiencies. 

In 1975, the United States maintained over 195 
miUion criminal history records at state and local 
levels. These records, stored in manual, automated, 
or electro-mechanical form, were in addition to the 
21.4 million records in the tiles of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

Using 1974 FBI data, it was calculated that only 12 
milIion records would be required nationally to 
accountfor the number of first time and repeat adult 
criminal offenders. This is appro:dmately one­
sixteenth the number presently being kept. 

DUPLICATION, REDUNDANCY, and OBSOLES­
ENCE are obvious characteristics of the present 
state of practice. 

Based upon the results of this research, only 
one-third ofthe operational criminal justice agencies 
in the United States need criminal history informa­
tion to conduct primary criminal jlI.stice functions. 
More importantly, only local police and local 
corrections have immediate, real-time requirements 
to obtain this information. Local law enforcement 
alone accounted for 800/0 of all requests for criminal 
history in 1975. 

Files maintained by local police served as the 
source. for ,70 percent of criminal history requests. 
This datum suggests that local law enforcement b; 
serving as a secondary source for information --. 
independent of the centralized state and federa! 
files. 



The existence of redundant, unmanageable crim­
inal history files and the multiple ways to request 
this information enlarges the problem. Today, when 
local criminal justice practitioners obtain cl'iminal 
history records to make decisions, 30 percent of 
those records are missing required data. Moreover, 
10% of these records have erroneous data contained 
in them. 

If the state repository record is considered the 
master criminal history record, tw'o factors contri­
bute to inaccuracy and incompleteness at that level. 
First, 30 percent of the states do not have mandatory 
reporting requirements. Secondly, in many of those 
states with mandatory reporting, repoNing time­
frames as well as compliance are difficult to enforce. 
Nevertheless, arrests in 1975 generated 19 million 
input transactions to the criminal history system. 
(Input transactions are reporting of intermediate 
events and final dispositions). 

Futul'e Conditions 
The number' of adult criminal arrests as well as the 

relative number of adult criminal offenders is 
expected to increase through 1985. One can expect 
the number of requests, responses, records and 
updates to increase also. New requirements will 
continue to be placed on system resources. 

To determine what the system will look like in 
1980 and 1985, projections were made. Based upon 
these projections, the number of requests for 
criminal history will increase 22 percent by 1980 and 
37 percent by 1985. 

The numbel' of input transactions wiII also 
increase. The 19 million event-reportings in 1975 is 
projected to incl'ease to an average of 23.5 million by 
1980 and 27 million by 1985. 

The primary unknown for the future is the number 
of direct access tel'lninals that will be required. The 
data indicate police agencies and local corrections 
have an immediate need fot· computer terminal 
response times, and it is estimated that there are 
approximately 10,000 such agencies in the United 
States. The situation is much less cleat· with respect 
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to the courts and prosecutors. Although the 
prosecutors have a need for four times as many 
criminal histories as they are receiving, it is possible 
their needs can be met other than with computer 
terminals. If, however, courts and prosecutors are 
shown to need terminals, the total rises to 
approximately 17,000. 

As states continue to enhance computerized 
capabilities, new, unanticip'ated uses will be made of 
their systems. Pt'esently, one out of five requests to 
state-level CCH centers is for non-criminal justi~e 
uses; for license and employment applications and 
security checks. While the processing of these 
requests receives a lower priority than those criminal 
in nature, this 20 percent represents competing 
demand upon existing system resources. And, this 
percentage will increase. 

A national CCH system would not be of the 
magnitude perceived today. Rather, its scale of 
operations can be quite manageable. 

A national CCH system would involve a much 
smaller number of records than presently exist, with 
no significant increase in the number of required 
data inputs and outputs. On a national basis, the 
projected number of needed records in 1975 was 
approximately 12 million. Assuming a ten-year 
purge criterion, 20·25 million records would be 
needed in 1985. Thill was approximately the number 
kept at the state-level in 1975. 

Often, automation has been viewed as the means 
of handling a growing and increasingly complex 
problem of data processing. The startling conclusion 
made from this study is that computerization of 
criminal history records is necessary to simplify the 
system itself, not solely the procedures to deal with 
it. 

In overview, it is concluded that a national CCH 
system would provide the potential for a more 
manageable criminal history operation. As an 
alternative to the present methods of operation, it 
would appear to provide the most promise for 
adequately meeting projected criminal justice needs. 

I, 
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BACKGROUND 

The criminal history record (illustrated in Figures 1 
and 2) is an integral part of America's criminal justice 
system. A record is initially established when an indivi­
dual is arrested for the first time. Entries concerning 
charges, dispositions, and sentences are made as the 
individual is processed through the criminal justice 
system. If an individual is arrested more than once, 
additional entri~s are appended to the same record. 

The possible forms of the criminal history record 
are as complex as the criminal process itself. After 
an individual is arrested. the charge may be dismissed, 
plea bargaining may result in a lesser charge, or the 
defendant may be tried and found innocent. If found 
guilty, the offender may be incarcerated, placed on 
probation, fined, receive a suspended sentence, or 
receive a deferred sentence. According to Crime in the 
United States, 1974, 81 percent of those arrested in 
1974 were subsequently tried in the courts. Further, 
75 percent of those tried were found guilty, either of 
the same or a lesser charge; 45.2 percent of those 
found guilty were incarcerated, 41.4 percent were 
placed on probation, 6 percent wew fined, and 7.4 
percent received "other" dispositions. I A criminal 
history record, if complete, will contain an individual's 
entire criminal past, describing the consequence of 
every arrest. 

The FBI, as part of its "Careers in Crime" program 2 

conducted an analysis of 207,748 records in its Com~ 
puterized Criminal History (CCH) file, and found that 
34.8 percent of the records contained a single arrest, 
18.1 percent contained two arrests, 10.9 percent 
contained three arrests, and 36.2 percent contained 
four or more arrests. The "average" record reported 
four arrests over a period of five years five months 
between the first and fourth arrest. 

Prior to this study, there was no estimate of the 
number of criminal history records that exist in the 
United States. The FBI has 21.4 million. In addition, 
ml.,:,1'. ~.:ates maintain separate files in central reposi~ 
tor res. Further, local criminal justice agencies often 
mail.!tain criminal history files of their own. Since a 
total of 57,575 criminal justice agencies have been 
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identified by the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin­
istration J the number of criminal history records is 
potentially very large. 

Criminal history records have been maintained in 
the Uni'ted States since before the turn of the centl1lY. 
Common practice has been to maintain a record 
indefinitely, regardless of whether the individual ever 
comes into contact with the criminal justice system 
again, or even whether h<i is alive. Consequently a 
large number of records are no longer active. Some 
indication of the proportion of inactive files can be 
gained from a recent experience in the state of Minne­
sota where the criminal history files were purged in 
preparation for development of a computerized criminal 
history (CCH) system. The purge criteria were the 
elimination of: 

• all records of individuals over 75 
• all records of individuals who had had no contact 

with the criminal justice system for ten yer's 
or more 

• all records for which the dispositions after arrest 
were unknown 

Using these purge criteria, the Minnesota criminal 
history file was reduced from 300,000 to 100,000 
records, a two-thirds reduction. 

Whether active or inactive, criminal histories are 
often incomplete. The FBI, for example, has reported 2 

that an examination of 835,000 charges revealed that 
disposition data had not been received on over 372,000 
(45a,o). The problem of incompleteness is more severe 
at the state and local levels where agencies do not 
possess the extensive data collection capabilities of the 
FBI. 

The criminal history record is used for a wide V'arJety 
of purposes. Among these are prearrest investigations 
b'y law enforcement officers and prosecutors; arrest 
and bail release decisions; plea bargaining, court case 
preparation, and witness verification; juror qualifi­
cation, witness verification, and sentencing; and post­
trial corrections and probation/parole activities such 
as estimating the likelihood of escape and violence. 

i 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

IDENTIFICATION DIVISION 
WASHiNGTON, D.C. 20537 
FICTITIOUS R2CORD 

The following FBI record, NUMBER oro 000 x , is furnished FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. 
Information shown on this Identification Hotord represents data furnished FBI by fingerprint contribJ'ors. 
WHERE DISPOSITION IS NOT SHOWN OR FURTHER EXPLANATION OF CHARGE OR DISPOSITION IS 
DESIRED, CO,"IIMUNICATE \filTH AGENCY CONTRIBUTING THOSE FINGERPRINTS. 

CONTRIBUTOR OF 
FINGERPIW4TS 

so Clanton AL 

SO Clanton AL 

80 Clanton AL 

PD Hontgomery 
l-l.L 

St Dd of Corr 
z.1ontgomery AL 

St Do (, f Con: 
Mon t<Jomery JI.L 

PD Montgomery 
AI. 

St Bd of Con: 
Montgom8ry AL 

USM 
Jacksonville 
FL 

USP 
Lewisburg FA 

NAME AND NUMBER 

John Doe 
A-OOO 

John J. Doe 
A-OOO 

John J .. Soe 
A-OOO 

Josepn Doe 
CC-OOO 

John Joseph 
Doe C-OOOOO 

J'oseph John 
Doe C-OOOOO 

John Doe 
A-OOOO 

John J. 
C-OOOOO 

John J. 
OO···C 

Doe 

Doe 

John Joseph 
Doc OO-NE 

ARRESTED OR 
RECEIVED 

3-9-65 

6-11-65 

9-18-65 

6-11-66 

10-18-06 

returned 
9-5-67 

2-20-68 

:returned 
2-21-68 

10-14-70 

11-15-70 

CHARGE 

susp 

vag 

intox 

forg 

forg 2nd deg 

PV (forg 2nd 
deg) 

burg & 
escapee 

burg & 

escapee 

ITSHV 

I TS,HV 

Figure 1. Mallual Criminal HistOlY Re'cord 
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DISPOSITION 

rel 

rel 

$25 or 25' 
das: pd 

2 yrs & 1 
day par 
5-15-67 

to serve 
un-expired 
term of 2 
yrs & 1 
day 

TOT St Ed 
of Corr 
Montgomery 
AL 

2 yrs 

18 mos 
par 8-1-71 

DATE 
TI ME 

07-02-76 
1335 

RU"I NO q996 
CON F IDE r·! T I A L 

STAlE OF NEW YOR~ 
DIVISIO~ UF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SE~~ICFS 
. ALBANY, ~E~ XORK 1220R 

TO: AUTHORIZED AG~NCY 

------------------------------------- ---------------.-I I\IAME I ",IVSlf.) 

-----------.------~-------.---------- .. _------------.-CAUTlu~ - IDENTIFICATION NOT BAsED UN FING~RPRI~T 

~,A""ES ilSED tly SUEiJfCT 

T t;> to N S I'-lO 0 Q CPS 
PAGE 1 
B tt 558077'1 
D08 07-10-31 
RAe \'IHITE 
SEX MALE 
HGT 0-01 
st'C 131-31.1-2520 FaI l1UliA 

COMP RISON 

-- - __ S!J'''lI1.ARY OF NVS CRHiINAL HISTORY INFOR~ATTa~ - - -
DATE 

05-28-69 PL D FEL 
PL o FEL 

06-07-71 FEL ASLT 
LL E FEL 
?L D FE.L 
PL o FEL 

CHARGfS 

DANG INST/INT USE ILL 2ND OFF 
ROSSERy-3RD 

CHARGE CLASS E FEL LIEN LAS 
BURGLARY- 3R8 
aURGLARY-3R 

[) I 5 P 0 SIT r 0 ·,1 

06-01-69 DISM1SSED 
06-23-t,9 LJ yEARS . 
06-10-71 PR08 3 yQS 

< < < C < < < CRI~INAL HISTORy> > > > > > > - ___________________________ D. ______ ._. ________________ ._. ___ • __ ._. __________ _ 

ARREST DATE ARREST C~ARGES DISPOSITION AND 
INFOR~ATION I CORRECTIONS DATA. --_.---------------------------------_._._----._-----------.-.. ~~.-.--.--.----'* OUT-OF-STATE 

N. JERSEY 
ARREST DATE 
FEB 10,1958 

ARREST AGENEY 
NEw BRUN5!'11 K 

CONFIDENTIAL 
-Rtpmenta (1-' iII~ unlUppor*! ~y fingerprints in our filel. 

All entries are 01 complete 01 the data fumhhed 10 DCJ5. . DOS· 5 (1,/75) Summary Ca .. History 

Figure 2. Computerized Criminal History Record 
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frank J. Regen 
c-N1Iioner 



Criminal historie~ are also used for such non-criminal 
j\l\tice purposes as making se :urity checks and veri­
fying license applications. (Nevada, for example, 
requires that all persons employed in the gambling 
industry undergo a criminal hbtory .;h(;ck.) To ensure 
that criminal history information \',ould be available 
to criminal justice agencies, the state,> joined with the 
federal govcrnment in a cooperative program to 
develop criminal history systems. 

In 1969 the Law Enforcement A~sistance Adminb­
tration (LEAA) initiated Project SEARCH,* a comor­
tiUlll of state~, to develop a prototype computerized 
criminal history (CCH) system for the interstate 
exchange of criminal history information. In 1970 the 
Allorney (,eneral authorized the FBI to manage the 
interstate exchange portion of thb system. 

In 1972 LEAA announced the Comprehemive Data 
Sy'stem (CDS) Program 4 designed "to encourage 
each ,~tate to develop an information sys[em to meet 
its own c!'irninal justice data nL'eds and, at the same time, 
to insure uniformity of essential data reported to the 
nationallevci." CCH system development is an inte­
gral part of this program By May 1976, 26 states 
were participating in CCH de;~Iopment (see Figures 3 
and 4). 

In 1974 the Comptroller General of the United 
States' in response to a request by the Senate Sub­
committee on Civil Rights and Constitutional Rights, 
conductcd a preliminary investigation of the uses of 
criminal history information. A random sample of 
requests for criminal history information over a one 
week period was obtained from the criminal history 
data centers maintained by the FBI and the states of 
California, Florida, and Massachusetts. The study 
concluded that criminal history information is used 
primarily for post-arrest purposes, and that law 
enforcement agencies are the primary recipients. S 

However, because local criminal justice agencies 
often maintain their own files independently of the 
FBI and the state data centers, a question arose con­
cerning how nationally representative the Comptroller 
General's data were. 

In June 1975 The Institute for Law and Social 
Rcsearch completed a cost and benefit study of CDS· 
for LEAA. As a basis for this study it was assumed 
that all 50 states would have developed a complete 
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CDS cap:tbility by 1983, and that the present manual 
criminal history system would continue to exist 
throughout the CDS development period. Total costs 
for developing an operating CCH (exclusive of those 
associated with the parallel manual system) from 
1975 through 1984 were estimated to be $264 million 
in 1975 dollars. Among the benefits anticipated from 
a computerized criminal history system were: 

o potential cost savings as compared with a manual 
system 

o greater effectiveness of the criminal justice system 
.. greater community protection 
o increased protection of individual rights 

Because the needs and uses of criminal history infor­
mation had not heen adequately quantified, the study 
reported I,(!re was designed to: 

0) Identify the national capability at the state and 
local level for collection and dissemination of 
criminal history information in terms of the size 
and location of the files, the number and type 
of input transactions, the number and type of 
requests, the purposes for which the information 
\vas requested, the accuracy of the information 
obtained, and the time required for information 
retrieval. 

.. Project the national requirements for a com­
puteriLed criminal history information system 
from 1975 to 1985 in terms of the size of the 
file, the number of input transactions, the 
number of requests, and the required response 
times. 

A national survey of criminal justice agencies was 
conducted to determine their uses and needs for 
criminal history information. The data from the 
survey were used to determine the current situation 
within the United States with respect to manual and 
computerized criminal history capabUities, and to 
project the overall requiremen ts through 1985. This 
methodology was chosen for two reasons. 

First, it offers the potential of providing the level 
of in-depth information needed to answer questions 
raised during CDS development. Second, the meth­
odology offers individual states a procedure that 
enables them to carry out more detailed studies on 
their own. ' 

* The acronym SEARCH originally stood for System for Etectonic 
Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal Histories. More recently. with 
the broadening of tht! purpose of the organization and its incorpor­
ation as SEARCH Group, Inc., this meaning has been dropped. 

fl· '. ' ! .. 
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Figure 3. Manual Criminal Histo/y Files 
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Figure 4. Computerized Criminal History Input/Output Areas 
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METHOD 

The methodological basis for the study consisted of: 
• Definition of the data requirements through a 

cooperative effort under the direction of 
SEARCH Group, Inc., with Boeing Computer 
Services, Inc. serving as a subcontractor, and an 
advisory committee made up of representatives 
of state and local criminal justice agencies 
throughout the country. Representatives of 
LEAA and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI) served as ex-officio members of this 
committee. 

• Design, including field testing, of seven 
different questionnaires, one each for state data 
centers, law enforcement agencies, courts, 
prosecutors, defense counsel, corrections insti­
tutions, and probation/parole offices. 

• Design of a national sample that would be 
representative of state and local level criminal 
justice agencies in terms of level of government 
(state, city and county), and size of population 
served. 

• Administration of the survey by mail with a 100 
percent follow-up mailing to the non­
respondents. 

QUERY 

INPUT CONTROL 

• SOURCES 
• CONTENT (E.G., ARREST) 
• DATA VOLUMES 
• MEDIA (E.G., TELETYPE) 

STORAGE 

o FILE SIZE 

• Administration of a follow-up telephone survey 
to determine whether the non-respondents to 
the questionnaire wel'e representative of the 
respondents. 

• Extrapolation of the survey data to the national 
cdminal justice system as it existed in 1975. 

• Projection of the results to detet'mine the 
national CCH requirements through 1985. 

Data Definition 
I 

The initial step was to defi!,1e the data to be 
collected. To accomplish this, the information 
system model shown in Figure 5 was used. Primary 
issues of concern were: 

• Data input - in terms of the sources of the 
data, the volume of input data, and the elapsed 
time between occurence of a criminal history 
event and its entry into the file. 

• Data storage - in terms of the number of 
records, their location, the type of storage 
(manual, computerized), the type of record 
(name index, summary record, complete 
record), and the accuracy and completeness of 
the records. 

• USES/NEEDS 
• SOURCES (E.G., POUGE) 
• IDENTIFIERS (E.G., FINGERPRINTS) 
• NUMBER OF QUERIES 

PRIMARY 
OUTPUTS 1----- SECONDARY 

OUTPUTS 

• PRIMARY USES/NEEDS 
• SECONDARY USES/NEEDS 
• ADDRESSES 
• DATA VOLUMES 
• RESPONSE TIMES 
• MEDIA (E.G., MAIL) 

• FILE STRUCTURE (E.G., FELONS) 
• FILE TYPE (E. G., FOLDERS) 

Figure 5. Information system model. 
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• Data inquiry - in terms of the number of 
requests, thc agencies making the requests, the 
agencies queried, and the reasons for making 
the rcq uests. 

• Data output - in terms of the number of 
criminal histories provided, the recipients of the 
informalion, and the total time required to 
provide thc information. 

A total of 14 potential sources of information were 
idcntificd. These were state data centers, state and 
local law enforcement agencies, appellate courts, 
courts of general jurisdiction, courts of special and 
Iimitcd jurisdiction, state and local prosecutors, 
statc and local defensc counsel, state and local 
corrcctions institutions, and state and local 
probation/parole offices. 

1n every case the data were referenced to the 1975 
calendar yeal' (the size of the data files in ] 975, the 
numbcr of requests made in 1975, etc.). 

Qucstionnait'c Design 

Seven diffcrent questionnaires were designed, 
one each for the following components of the 
criminal justice system: 

• state criminal history • probation/parole 
information centers • law enforcement 

• courts • prosecutors 
• dcfense counsel • corrections 
Each questionnaire was foul' pages long and 

consisted of one page of explanatory material and 
thrcc pages of questions. All questions required 
numericalrcsponses (e.g., "How many requests for 
criminal history information will your agency have 
received during the 1975 calendar year fro111 
non-criminal justice agencies?," and' 'What percen­
tage of the criminal history data you receive has data 
missing?"). 

Because of the exploratory nature of the study, it 
was 110t known to what extent the agencies receiving 
the questionnaire would be able to provide the 
requested information. To control for this, the 
explanatory material on the first page of each 
questionnaire state that only ± 5 percent accuracy 
was desired and that in the case of future needs only 
n "best estimate" was required. In addition, the 
respondents were informed that they were to 
indicate "UI A" (Le., unavailable) where insuffi­
cient information was available to permit a 
reasonable estimate. 

Prior to being finalized, the questionnaires were 
extensively field tested by the advisory committee to 
ensure that the questions were clear and that 
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requested information was available. 
The state center questionnaire is presented in 

Figure 6. The core questions in this questionnaire 
were as follows: 

• "How many offenders are listed in your 
criminal history file?" 

• "How many criminal history records will your 
agency have provided during the I 975 calendar 
yeal'?" 

• "What was the approximate number of update 
transactions (e.g., arrests, prosecutions, couti 
dispositions) to your criminal history files 
during 1975?" 

• "How many requests for criminal history 
information will your agency have received 
during the 1975 calendar year from criminal 
justice agencies?" 

• "How many requests for criminal history 
information will your agency have received 
during the 1975 calendar year from non­
criminal-justice agencies?" 

• "How are the requests for criminal history 
information transmitted?" 

All of the questionnaires designed for the 
remaining six types of criminal justice agencies (law 
enforcement, courts, etc.), although different in 
specific content, were similar in overall format to the 
law enforcement questionnaire shown in Figure 7. 
The core questions on these questionnaires con­
sisted of: 

• "Does your staff maintain its own criminal 
history file?" 

• "Approximately how many requests for 
criminal history information will your staff have 
made during 1975?" 

• Based on your personal experience, what 
percentage of the criminal history information 
you receive has data missing?" 

• "What were the intended uses of the criminal 
history information requested during 1975?" 

• "If your staff had access to a complete national 
computerized criminal history (CCH) system 
during 1975, what is your best estimate of the 
requests that would have been made?" 

Sample Design 
According to the Criminal Justice Agencies 

Directories compiled by LEAA, there were a total of 
57,575 criminal justice agencies in the United States 
at the beginning of 1975. These consisted of 17,464 
law enforcement agencies, 17,583 courts, 8,739 

Computerized 
Criminal History 
Information 

STATE CENTERS 

• ....,.....,...,. ............... Iw*e.,.... .. . 

5a1lif~1rf liiROUP 11i)~. 
1620 35th AVENUE/sUITE 200 

SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95822/(916) 392-2550 
GARY D. McALVEY. Ch.lrman 

O. J. HAWKINS. Executive Dlr.ector 

SEARCH Group, Inc. is conducting a national survey of the needs and uses for computer­
ized adult criminal history (CCH) information. The results of the survey will be used to 
establish a basis for projecting national, state, and local CCH needs for the period from 
1975 to 1985. 

Questionnaires are being sent to: 
The central criminal history repositories in all 50 states 
416 law enforcement agencies 
327 prosecutors 

69 legal firms (defense counsel) 
384 courts . 

94 probation/parole departments 
223 correctional institutions 

93 diversion and pretrial service agencies 

Each agency receiving the questionnaire has been selected carefully based on size,.pop­
ulation served, and geographic location, This selection will ensure a valid, representative 
national sample. It is extremely important, therefore, that agencies receiving the question­
naires return them to SEARCH no later than January 9, 1976. 

Since the data from the questionnaires are to be averaged, ± 5% accuracy is acceptable in 
answering the questions. I n the case of those questions pertaining to future needs, how­
ever, a "best estimate" is sufficient. 

Copies of the final report will be available after June 1, 1976 and may be obtained from 
SEARCH without charge. 

The completed questionnaire should be returned no later than January 9, 1976, to 

CCH Project 
SEARCH Group, Inc. 

1620 35th Avenue 
Sacramento, California 95822 

Figure 6. State center questionnaire. 
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State Criminal H~story Information Center 1.0. ________ _ 

1-14 

NOTE: Write "VIA" when the information is unavailable . 

Does your agency have a comp.uterized criminal history capability? Yes 0 
16-1 

If yes: 

How many offenders are listed in a computerized name 
index file? 

"How many offenders are listed in a computerized criminal 
history summary file? 

How many offenders are listed in a complete computerized 
criminal history (rap sheet) file? 

How many of your computerized rap sheets are compatible 
with NCIC's CCH input standards? 

How many offenders are listed in your manual criminal history 
file? 

How many criminal history summaries will your agency have pro­
vided during the 1915 calendar year? 

What percent of these were obtained from your computerized 
files? 

How many complete criminal history records (rap sheets) will 
your. agency have provided during the 1975 calendar year? 

What percent of these were obtained from your computerized 
files? 

Figure 6. (Continued.) 
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I 
17·23 

I 
24-30 

I 
31·37 

I 
38-44 

45·51 

52·58 

61·67 

No 0 
16-2 

~ 

J 

=-::;;:,---- % 
59-60 

Approximately how many requests for summary criminal history 
statistics will your agency have received during the 1975 calendar 
year? 

What was the approximate number of update actions (e.g., 
arrests, prosecutions, court dispositions) to your criminal history 
files during 1975 ? 

Of these, what percent were from: 

Percent 

Average 
Update 
Time * 

Law enforcement agencies % 
':"24--=-=25=---

Courts 

I nterim transactions % 
31.32 

Final dispositions % 
38-39 

Prosecutors % 
45-46 

Corrections % 
62.53 

Probation/parole 
59060 

% 

Does your state have a mandatory requirement that criminal 
history events (e.g. arrests, prosecutions) be reported to your 
agency? 

26-29 

33036 

40.43 

47.50 

54-57 

151-64 

70.74 

16-23 

yes 0 noO 

* Update time refers to the total time from the occurrence of a criminal history event (such as 
arrest or court disposition) to the updating of the criminal history file; indicate the units used 
(hours, days, weeks, etc.) 

Figure 6. (Continue£!.) 
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How many requests for criminal history information will your 
agency .have received during the 1975 calendar year from 
criminal justice agencies? 

Who made the requests? 

Law enforcement agencies 

Courts 

Prosecutors 

Defense counsel 

Probation/parole offices 

Corrections institutions 

Diversion and pretrial service agencies 

Other (specify) 

TOTAL 

How many requests for criminal history information will your 
agency have received during the 1975 calendar year from !:!Q.!!: 
criminal-justice agencies? 

What was the purpose of these requests? 

License applications 

Employment applications 

Security checks 

Other (specify) 

TOTAL 

66-72 

16-17 

18-19 

20.21 

22·23 

24=~-

26-2; 

28-29 

30.31 

100 

I 
32·38 

39-40 

41·42 

43-44 

45-46 

100 

How are the requests for criminal history information transmitted? 

Average 
Response 

Percent Time ** 

Mail % 
47-48 49-52 

Telephone % 
54-55 56-59 

Teletype % 
61-62 63-66 

Facsimile % 
68069 • 70.73 

Computer terminal % 
16-17 18-21 

In-person % 
23-2" 25-28 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

** RESPONSE TIME refers to the total time from initial transmission of the request by the requestor to 
receipt of the output; indicate the units used (hours, days, etc.) 

Figure 6. (Contil/ued.) 
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Computerized 
Criminal History 
Information §1E.'i\frlJgIrf fiililDINP Ilill!:. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

1620 35th AVEN'UEISUITE 200 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 9&822/(916) 392.2550 

GARY D. McALVEY, Chlllr1nan 
O. J. HAWKINS, Exo<:utlve,OlrE!Ctor 

SEARCH Group, Inc. is conducting a national survey of the needs and uses for computer­
ized adult criminal history (CCH) information. The results of the survey will be used to 
establish a basis for projecting national, state, and local CCH needs for the period from 
1975 to 1985. 

Questionnaires are being sent to: 
The central criminal history repositories in all 50 states 
416 law enforcement agencies 
327 prosecutors 

69 legal firms (defense counsel) 
384 courts 

94 probation/parole departments 
223 correctional institutions 

93 diversion and pretrial servi~e agencies 

Each agency receiving the questionnaire has been selected carefully based on size, pop­
ulation served, and geographic location. This selection will ensure a valid, representative 
national sample. It is extremely important, therefore, that agencies receiving the question­
naires return them to SEARCH no later than January 9, 1976. 

Since the data from the questionnaires are to be averaged, ± 5% accuracy is acceptable in 
answering the questions. I n the case of those questions pertaining to future needs, how­
ever, a "best estimate" is sufficient. 

Copies of the final report will be available after June 1, 1976 and may be obtained from 
SEARCH without charge. 

The completed questionnaire should be returned no later than January 9, 1976, to 

CCH Project 
SEARCH Group, Inc . 

1620 35th Avenue 
Sacramento, California 95822 

Figure 7. Law enforcement questionnaire. 
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Law Enforcement Agencies 
l.D. _________ _ 

NOTE: Write "UIA N when the information is unavailable. 
1-'4 

J:' 

How many full-time equivalent sworn personnel are on your force? I '~J 
1&020 

How many people reside in your jurisdiction (approximately)? I I 
21.28 

How would you describe your Jurisdiction? (check one) 

Predominantly urban 
02901 

Predominantly suburban 
02902 

Predominantly rural 02903 

How many arrests were made by your force during 1970 and 1975? 

1970 1975 

Criminal homicide F ~~ Forcible rape :,.57 ..... 50 

l L Robbery 
5W::i 80(1) 

Assault 1 
1.22 

J Aggravated assau It 
~. 

j Burglary 
..... 50 51·67 

Larceny I I I -.. 5.71 80(2) 

Motor vehicle ~heft I I 
I I Narcotics 

30.36 31~ 

Does your staff maintain its own criminal history file? yes 044-1 no 044-2 

0 If yes: 

Approximately how many offenders are listed in the file? I 
"!iPS, 

What percent are stored in a computerized form? % 
52·53 

Figure 7. (Continued.) 
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Criminal History Information 

Approximately how many requests for criminal history information 
will your staff have made during 1975 ? I 

a.eo 
What were the sources from which the information was requested? 

Percent of Average 
Source Requests Response Time * 

Your own file % 
61-62 63-66 

Other law enforcement agencies % 
68-69 70073 

Courts % 
16-17 18-21 

Prosecutors % 
23024 21).28 

Parole/probation % 
30031 32·35 

Correctional institutions % 
31·38 39042-

Diversion and pretrial service 
agencies % 

44-45 46-49 

Regional information centers % 
51·52 53056 "'--

State information centers % 
58059 60-63 

FBI % 
65-66 61·10 

NCIC % 
72·73 74-77 

Other % 
16-17 18021 

How are the requests for criminal history information transmitted? 

Average 
Percent Response Time * 

Mail % 
23024 21).28 

Telephone % 
30031 32-35 

Teletype % 
37-38 39042 

Facsimile % 
44-45 4&049 

Computer terminal % 
51·52 53066 

In·person . % 
58-5' 60-63 

Based on your personal experience, what percentage of the criminal 
history information you receive has data missing? 

What percentage contains erroneclUS information? 

~:::--_% 
66-66 

:=-:=--_% 
67068 

RESPONSE TIME refers to the total time from initial transmission of the request by the requestor to 
receipt of the output; indicate the units used (hours, days, etc.) 

Figure 7. (Continued.) 
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Uses and Needs 

NO TE: Write "VIA" when the information is unavailable. 

What were the intended uses of the criminal history information requested by your force during 1975? 

Percent Average 
of Response 

Uses Requests Time * 

Patrol investigation % 
~ 71·74 

Detective investigation % 
~ 18-21 

Dispatch preparation % 
~ 25-28 

Prior to citation or summons % 
~ 32·35 

In-field interrogation 
~ 

% 
39-42 

Arrest/citation decision % 
~ 46-49 

Booking decision % 
~ 53-56 

Casp. preparation % 
~ 6()'63 

Witness verification % 
~ 67·70 

For other criminal justice 
% system agencies 

~ 73-76 

For non·criminal-justice 
% system agencies 

~ 18-21 
Other % 

TOTAL 100 % 

If your staff had access to a complete national computerized criminal history (CCH) system during 
1975, what is your best estimate of the requests that would have been made? 

Number Required 
of Response 

Uses Requests Priority ** Time * 

Patrol investigation 
23-29 30 31·34 

Detective investigation 
36-42 43 44047 

Dispatch preparation 49:55-- 66 57·60 

Prior to citation or summons 
62·68 69 7();73 80(7) 

In-field interrogation 
19,.;l2 ::!~ 24-27 

Arrest/citation decision 
29-35 ~6 37·40 

Booling decision 
42·48 49 5()'53 

Case preparation 
55-61 62 63-66 80(8) 

Witness verification 
16·22 23 24-27 

For other criminal justice 
system agencies 

29-35 36 37·40 

For non-criminal- justice 
system agencies 

42·48 49 5().53 

Other 
55-61 62 63-66 80(9) 

* RESPONSE TIME refers to the total time from initial transmission of the request by the requestor to 
receipt of the output; indicate the units used (hours, days, etc.) 

*" CODE: 1 = Top Priority; 3 = Moderate Priority; 5 = Low Priority 

Figure 7. (Continued.) 

18 

prosecutors, 524 defense counsel, 5,468 corrections 
agencies, 3,285 probation/parole agencies, and 
1,818 "other" agencies. 

On the basis of an assumed response rate of 40 
percent, a sample size of 1,500 was deemed 
appropriate. 

The sample of 1,563 agencies represent approxi­
mately 3 percent of all criminal justice agencies 
listed in the LEAA Directories. It included all state 
criminal history data centers in the United States 
and incorporated a representative sample of state 
and local level criminal justice agencies covering all 
50 states within all the LEAA regions. 

To control for agency size, development of the 
sub-sample of local agencies consisted of selecting a 
sample of 300 municipalities and 83 counties, 
stratified on the basis of size, and then selecting all 
criminal justice agencies associated with the 
selected cities and counties. Municipalities of less 
than 2,500 in population were excluded. 

In selecting the sample from the LEAA Direc­
tories, the following types of agencies were 
excluded: 

• university security forces 
• liquor control boards 
• department of fisheries, parks, etc. 
• coroners 
• Justices of the Peace 
• juvenile agencies 
• the "other" category in the LEA A directories, 

Total Adjusted 
Agency Sample Sample* 

Law and enforcement 416 398 

Prosecutor 327 72 

Defense counsel 69 43 

Courts 384 105 

Probation/parole 94 87 

Corrections 223 221 

State centers 50 48 

Total 1,563 974 

Number 

which include crime laboratories, police training 
academies, special investigatory commissions, 
etc. 

Survey Administration 
Survey administration consisted of the following 

three phases: 
• Mailing out the questionnaires to the selected 

sample of 1,563 criminal justice agencies. 
• Remailing the questionnaires six weeks later to 

those agencies that failed to respond to the 
original mail-out. 

• Telephone follow-up to a selected sample of 90 
non-respondents to determine whether they 
differed in a systematic maimer from those 
agencies that responded t<3 the survey. 

The overall response rate was 31.2 percent. 
Forty-eight of the SO states responded to the state 
center questionnaire, the two non-responding states 
(Vermont and Hawaii), along with Mississippi do not 
have a centralized state criminal history information 
center. 

On the basis of the survey responses (many of 
which consisted of letters stating that the agency 
receiving the questionnaire did not deal with 
criminal cases) and on the basis of the telephone 
follow-up, the original sample of 1,563 agencies was 
pared to 974 agencies that dealt with criminal 
histories. This yielded an adjusted overall response 
rate of 36.1 percent. (See Table I). 

Adjusted 
Adjusted Response Response 

Responding Response Rate (%) Rate (%)* 

156 130 37.5 32.6 

77 31 23.5 43.0 

25 16 36.2 37.2 

72 38 18.7 36.1 

67 47 71.2 54.0 

43 43 19.2 19.4 

48 47 96.0 97.9 

488 352 31.2% 36.1% 

* Adjusted figures include only those agencies having a need for adult criminal history information. 

Table I. Sample size and response.rate. 
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The questionnaires were designed specificaIIy to 
avoid random guessing. As a result many of the 
respondents indicated that the requested informa­
tion was unavailable. The percentages of instances 
in which this occurred are shown in Tables II and III. 

Data Extrapolations 

Three different procedures were used to extra­
polate the survey data to the population of criminal 
justice agencies within the United States. 

Since the response from State Data Centers was 
very favorable, extrapolations involved primarily a 
sum of the questionnaire data. 

Since the questionnaires sent to the state-level 
criminal justice agencies were proportionate, the 
extrapolations were accomplished by mUltiplying the 

Questionnaire 
Component* 

1975 File size 

survey results by the appropriate factor which was 
based on the ratio of survey responses to the total 
number of associated agencies within the United 
States. 

In the case of local-level criminal justice agencies, 
a sample stratified on the basis of county or 
municipality size, the extrapolations were done by 
computing an average value for each stratification 
category (for example, the average number of 
criminal history requests made by law enforcement 
agencies for municipalities having a population 
between 250,000 and 500,000), and then multiplying 
the average by the number of agencies within the 
category. Where there were missing cells for any 
given stratification category, the average values 
were estimated through the use of a series of 

Percent 

13 

1975 Update actions 25 

1975 Requests 23 

*Each major component on the questionnaire contained a number of sub questions (e.g., name indices, computerized 
summaries, lype of update actions). 

Table 11. Percent of responding state data centers that provided no information on major questionnaire components. 

Questionnaire 
Component* Type of Agency (in %) 

Law Probation/ 
Enforcement Prosecutors Defense Courts Corrections Parole 

1975 File size 24 61 89 76 38 35 

1975 Requests 36 37 47 54 40 15 

1975 Sources 31 38 42 51 31 11 

1975 Uses 43 34 68 63 31 9 

Estimated CCH 
Requirements 51 42 63 67 56 22 

, 

*Each major component on the questionnaire contained a number of subquestions (e.g., manual file size, 
computerized file size). 

Table III. Percent of responding operational agencies that provided no information on major questionnaire compQ!,l,ents. 
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least-squares regression fits involving linear, expo­
nential, hyperbolic, or rational polynomial equa­
tions. When the regression coefficients were not 
statistically greater than zero an overaH aggregate 
average was used. 

Future Projections 
The foHowing procedure was used to project the 

future requirements for a national computerized 
criminal history system through 1985. 

• First, using the arrest data for 1974 published 
by the FBI, the annual arrest rate was projected 
through 1985. Upper and lower bound estimates 
were made. The upper bound was based on a 
straight-line projection and the lower bound was 
based on aged-weighted Census Bureau 
projections. 

• The file size associated with these arrests was 
projected using data from the FBI's "Careers in 
Crime" program. 

• The number of input transactions was projected 
using the arrest/prosecution! guilty ratios in the 
FBI's 1974 report Crime in the United States. 

• The survey results, in conjunction with the 
arrest projections, were used to project the 
number of requests for criminal history 
information. 

• FinaIIy, the survey results, in 'conjunction with 
the arrest projections, were used to project the 
output volume and response time requirements. 
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• Extrapolation Accuracy 
The national estimates given in this report are 

point estimates, for which, using sampling theory 
and the information in Tables I, II, and III, 
confidence intervals could be generated. Confidence 
intervals based solely on sampling theory, however, 
would be extremely questionable for they would teII 
us nothing about the accuracy of the information on 
the questionnaires nor the validity of tb,e extrapola­
tion procedures. 

A partial check on these latter concerns is 
available from the law enforcement and prosecutor 
surveys. The Bureau of the Census estimates that 
the 1974 popUlation (the closest year for which 
published data were avaHable) of the United States 
was 211 milJion; extrapolations from the law 
enforcement and prosecutor questionnaires gave 
total 1975 popUlation estimates of 208 million and 
206 milJion, respectively. It appears, therefore, that 
the extrapolation procedures used in this study do 
not unduly distort the data. Moreover, given a 
straightforward question such as, "What is the 
popUlation of your jurisdiction?," the respondents 
did conscientiously fiII out the questionnaires. With 
respect to more nebulous questions such as, "If your 
agency had access to a complete nationalized CCH 
capability during 1975, how many requests would 
have been made?"; these must be seen as best 
estimates by professionals within the criminal justice 
field, the accuracy of which wiIJ improve as CCH 
development proceeds. 
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RESULTS 

The analysis of the data from this study was 
concerned with three issues: 

• Estimating the number of the state and local 
criminal justice agencies within' the United 
States that have a direct involvement with 
adult-level criminal history information. 

• Extrapolating the survey results to those 
agencies to determine the national status in 
1975 with respect to criminal histories (number 
of records, the number of requests, etc.). 

• Projecting the results through 1985 to identify 
the overall requirements for a national CCH 
system. 

Population Estimates 
The estimated number of state and local criminal 

justice agencies having a need for direct access to 
adult criminal history information is shown in Figure 
8. All of the values in Figure 8 exclude municipalities 
with populations of less than 2,500. In accordance 
with this Figure, it was estimated that 33 percent of 

LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

the agencies listed in the LEAA Directories are 
directly involved with criminal histories. These 
consisted of 37 percent of the listed law enforcement 
agencies, 26 percent of the courts, 27 percent of the 
prosecutors, 52 percent of the defense counsel, 49 
percent of the corrections institutions (including 
local jails), and 23 percent of the probation/parole 
offices. 

The process used in preparing these estimates 
consisted of first excluding from the LEAA 
Directories all criminal j~stice Jlgencies associated 
with municipalities with less than 2,500 in popula­
tion, and then excluding from the remainder all 
agencies which were clearly not involved with 
criminal histories. This latter step was based on the 
mailout/telephone surveys, a detailed review of the 
LEAA Directories, and supplementary sources. The 
mailout survey, for example, indicated that state 
highway patrols are primarily traffic oriented and 
thus could be excluded from the agency population 
of concern. Also, city courts of limited jurisdiction 

.... !-. .. I111 .... ~!III .. IIII.L\(7 .530) (20,158) • a. as a ••••• ''-1-______________ - __ - - --
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COURTS 
(4,548) • ••••• •• ______ -________ .. ______ (17,583) 

PROSECUTORS 

,?,380) • __ ________ ' ___ ' _ (8,739) 

DEFENSE 
(280) 

,.. (524) 

CORRECTIONS 

....... ~ .. (2,654) , •• a • _____ (5,468) 

PROBATION/PAROLE 
(760) ... ____ (3,285) 

o 5,000 

• ONLY ONE-THIRD OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES 
IDENTIFIED IN THE LEAA DIRECTORIES HAVE A NEED 
FOR DIRECT ACCESS TO ADULT CRIMINAL HISTORIES 

10,000 

NUMBER OF AGENCIES 

NUMBER NEEDING ACCESS 
___ DIRECTORYTOTALS 

15,000 20,000 

, Figure 8. Crimina/justice agencies having a need/or direct access to adult crimina/ histories. 
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tend not to handle gross misdemeanors and felonies 
and could also be excluded. A number of the maHout 
responses suggested that many of the agencies 
Hsted in the LEAA Directories no longer exist 
because of consolidation efforts; this was corrobo­
rated by the telephone follow-up. The LEAA 
Directories, themselves, provided a basis for 
rejection; for example, agencies dealing solely with 
juveniles. Finally, supplement.ary information 
sources were used to the extent that they were 

Name 
Index 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona • 
Arkansas • 
California • 
Colorado • 
Connecticu t • 
Delaware • 
Florida • 
Georgia • 
Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois • 
Indiana 

lowa • 
Kansas • 
Kentucky 

Louisiana • 
Maine 

Maryland • 
Massachusetts • 
Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska • 

Summary 
Records 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

available; the National Survey of Court Organiza­
tions, for example, indicated that none of the 115 
Missouri probate courts listed in the Directories had 
criminal jurisdictions. 

State Criminal History Information Centers, 1975 
All states, except Mississippi and Hawaii, have 

some form of criminal history data processing 
capability at the state level, 28 of these have a 
computerized capability (Table IV). 

Complete NCIC/CCH 
Records Compatibility 

• • 
• 
• • 

• • 
• • 

• 

• 

• 
• • 

, 

• • 
Table IV, Computerized capabilities of state crlmmal history mformatlOn centers In 1975. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table IV, (Continued.) 

Name 
Index 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey • 
New Mexico 

New York • 
North Carolina • 
North Dakota 

Ohio • 
Oklahoma • 
Oregon • 
Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 
i 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee • 
Texas • 
Utah • 
Vermont 

Virginia • 
Washington • 
West Virginia • 
Wisconsin • 
Wyoming 

Total 28 

The data on file sizes are shown in Table V. Of a 
total of 29.2 million complete criminal histories 
maintained at the state level, 4.1 million were 
computerized in 1975. 

The data on input transactions are presented in 
Table VI. A total of 4.2 million separate criminal 
history events (arrest, sentencing, release from 
prison, etc) were entered into state files during 1975. 
Average time between the occurrence of the event 
and entry into the file ranges from a ntlnimum of five 
days for data from correctional institutions to a 
maximum of 26 weeks for interim transactions for 

-------- --- -- -- ---

Summary 
Records 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
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Complete NCIC/CCH 
Records Compatibility 

• • 

• • 
. 

\ 

-• • 

• 

• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 

17 16 

the courts. The longer update or interim transactions 
from the courts, as compared with final dispositions, 
suggests that the courts may tend to submit all their 
data at the s,[\me time. 

The data on the requests for criminal history 
information from criminal justice agencies are 
presented in Table VII. According to this table, 80 
percent of all criminal justice system requests were 
from law enforcement agencies. Requests for 
non-criminal justice uses are shown in Table VIII. 

The data on information transmission are pre­
sented in Table IX. Overall response time from the 

,i 
I 
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~ 1 



Type of File 

Criminal History Complete Complete 

Name Index Summaries Criminal Histories Criminal Histories 

(Compu terized) (Computerized) (Compu terized) (Manual) 

Number of 
4,066,000* 25,086,000 

Records 8,348,000 3,586,000 

*3,221,000 of the computerized complete histories are compatible with CCH standards of NCIC. 

-
Table V. File sizes of state criminal history mformatlOn centers durmg 1975. 

Number of Average 

Source Transactions Update Time* 

Law enforcement 2,500,000 12 days 

Prosecu tors 77,000 11 days 

Courts 
26 weeks lnterim transactions 330,000 

Final disposition 725,000 16 weeks 

Corrections 430,000 5 days 

Pro ba tion/ parole 184,000 9 days 

*Represents the total time from the occurrence of a criminal event (arrest, release from prison, etc.) and the entry 

of that event into an individual's criminal history data. 

Table VI. 197~ data input into state criminal history information center files. 

Type of Number of 

Requesting Agency Requests 

Law enforcement 2,749,000 

Prosecu tors 200,000 

Defense counsel 1,600 

Courts 47,000 

Probation/parole 206,000 

Corrections 148,000 

Diversion/ pre trial 29,000 

Other 43,000 

Total 3,423,6Cf1 

Table VII. Criminal justice agencies requesting crimina/histories from state data centers during 1975. 
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Purpose Number 
of Requests of Requests 

-
License applications 397,000 

Employment applications 129,000 

Security checks 144,000 

Other 17,000 

Total 687,000 

Table VIJI. Non-criminal justice system agencies requesting criminal histories from state data centers cluring 1975. 

" 
Method of Percent of Estimated 

Transmission Histories Transmitted Response Time* 

Mail 70.6 6 days 

Telephone 5.3 18 hours 

In-person 3.4 5 hours 

Facsimile 12.5 3 hours 

Teletype 4.8 2.5 hours 

Computer terminal 3.4 4 minutes 

Total 100 

*Response time is the total time from initial transmission of a request to receipt of the au tpu t. 

Table IX. Estimated 1975 response times for criminal histories requested from state criminal history 
information centers. 

initial request to output receipt ranged from an 
average of six days for the mail to four minutes for 
computer terminals. The mail accounted for 70 
percent of all transmissions. 

Operational Agencies, 1975 
The estimates of the criminal history file sizes 

associated with the operational agencies are 
presented in Figure 9. It is estimated that there 
were 195 million criminal history records being 
maintained during 1975 by state and local level 
criminal justice agencies. Approximately one-half of 
these were in local level criminal justice agencies. 
These data do not include municipalities of less than 
2,500 in population. 

The requests for criminal histories made by state 
and local level criminal justice agencies during 1975 
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are shown in Figure 10. It is estimated that 
approximately 68 million requests were made, 80 
percent by local law enforcement agencies. Again, 
these do not include municipalities of less than 
2,500. 

Overall, it was estimated by the operational 
agencies that 31 percent of the criminal histories 
they receive have missing data and that 10 percent 
have erroneous data. 

The sources from which the operational agencies 
received their criminal justice information are shown 
in Table X. Files maintained by law enforcement 
agencies served as the source for 70 percent of the 
requests. It is evident, therefore, that the law 
enforcement files are serving as a secondary source 
of information, independent of the centralized state 
and federal files. 
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~---... -------------------------------------------------------, 
STATE DATA CENTERS _______ (28,000,000) 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
STATE 
LOCAL 

COURTS 

(11,000,000) (105,000,000) 

APPELLATE (0) 
GEN: JURISDICTION. (3,000,000) 
SPEC./LiM. JUR IS. .(850,000) 

PROSECUTORS 
STATE 
LOCAL 

DEFENSE 
STATE 
LOCAL 

CORRECTIONS 
STATE 
LOCAL 

PROBATION/PAROLE 
STATE 
LOCAL 

• (1,000,000) 
_____ (21,000,000) 

1(200,000) 

• (500,000) 

• (700,000) 
____ (15,000,000) 

- (5,000,000) 
_ (3,000,000) 

OF AN ESTIMATED 195 MILLION CRIMINAL 
HISTORY RECORDS MAINTAINED BY STATE 
AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES, 
APPROXIMATELY ONE·HALF ARE IN LOCAL 
LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES. 

a w ~ W M 100 

CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORDS (MILLIONS) 

Figure 9. Estimated number of criminal history records ("rap sheets") maintained by state and local 
level criminal justice agencies during 1975. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
STATE _ (3,000,000) (54,000,000) 
LOCAL .............................................. .. 

PROSECUTORS 
STATE 
LOCAL 

DEFENSE 
STATE 
LOCAL 

COURTS 
APPELLATE 
GEN. JURISDICTION 
SPEC./.LlM. JURIS. 

CORRECTIONS 
STATE 
LOCAL 

PROBATION/PAROLE 
STATE 
LOCAL 

.(160,000) 
_ (2,000,000) 

• (300,000) 
• (750,000) 

(0) 

• (500,000) 
_ (700,000) 

• (700,000) 
- (4,OOO,Ooo) 

_ (1,000,000) 

.(650,000) 

o 10 

AN ESTIMATED 68 MILLION tlEQUESTS FOR CRIMINAL 
HISTORY INFORMATION WERE MADE DURING 1975 
BY STATE AND LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES. 
OF THESE, 79 PERCENT WERE MADE BY LOCAL LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES. 

20 40 50 

CRIMINAL HISTORY REQUESTS (MILLIONS) 

Figure 10. Estimated number of requests for criminal history ("rap sheet") information by state and local 
criminal justice agencies during 1975. 
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Requesting Agency (Percent of Requests)* 

Information Law Probation/ 
Source Enfnrcement Courts Prosecu tors Defense Corrections Parole 

Own file 73.0 21.0 20.0 2.0 52.0 52.0 

Law enforcement 5.0** 64.0 48.0 74.0 20.0 34.0 

Courts 3.0 1.0** 11.0 2.0 2.0 6.0 

Prosecu tors 1.0 11.0 2.0** 7.0 6.0 6.0 

'Corrections 1.0 2.0 0.5 0.5 1.0** 5.0 

Probation/parole 2.0 3.0 0.4 5.0 (i.0 . 
5.0** 

Diversion . 
1.0 0.5 2.0 0.4 5.0 1.0 

State/regional 
information centers 7.5 2.6 16.7 9.4 19.2 30.1 

FBI/NCIC 8,0 51.0 7.0 0.6 25.0 12.0 

Other 2.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.0 7.0 

Total*** 103.5 156.3 107.6 100.9 137.2 158.1 

*Includes requests made for other agencies. 
**lndicates requests to other ~geJ1cies of the same type. 

***Percentages sum to more than 100% because the same history is often requested by different sources. 

Table X. Sources of criminal histories. 

The uses for criminal history information within 
the criminal justice system are shown in Table XI. 
The primary uses for criminal histories was in 
pre·arrest investigations by law enforcement a· 
gencies, an observation that is at variance with the 
earlier report by the Comptroller General's Office. 
On the questionnaires, pre·arrest was defined as 
patrol and detective investigations, dispatch pre. 
aration, citation/summons preparation, and in-field 
interrogation. The data in Table Xl exclude requests 
made for other agencies, thus the totals are lo'¥er 
than in Table X. 

The estimates on criminal history needs are 
summarized in Table XII. It appears that the primary 
unmet needs are for greater output volume for the 
prosecutors and for improved response times for the 
law enforcement agencies. Table XIII compares 
required response time to actual response time. 
Table XIV integrates the "needs datatl with the 
transmission time estimates from the state center 
survey; this table indicates that law enforcement 
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agencies and corrections (including local jails) have 
the primary need for computer terminal response 
capabilities. 

Future Projections, 1975 to 1985 
The arrest projections are shown in Figure 11. The 

histodcal part of this figure is based on the Uniform 
Crime Reports and excludes arrests for drunken­
ness, disorderly conduct and vagrancy; it also 
excludes juvenile arrests. The upper bound for the 
1975-85 projections represents a straight-line 
projection ofthe 1965-74 increase in per capita crime 
rate; it takes into account the Census Bureau's 
estimated 1980 and 1985 American popUlations. The 
lower bound for the 1974-85 projections represent an 
age-weighted projection in which it is assumed that 
the 1974 crime rate for each age group will remain 
constant at the 1975 level; it takes into account the 
Census Bureau's popUlation projections by age. 7 

The upper and lower bounds estimates indicate that 
there will be between 5.5 and 6.6 million adult 



Type of Reque;,ting Agency 
(Number and Percent of Requests)* 

-' 
Law Probation/ 

Use Enforcement Prosecu tors Defense Courts Corrections Parole Tot I 
,,-

Prearrest 38,200,000 60,000 38,260,000 

(65.4%) (0.1%) (66.5%) 

Arrest/ charge! 
bail/diversion 3,800,000 290,000 290,000 180,000 

(6.6%) (0.5%) (0.5%) (0.3%) 4,560,000 
(7.8%) 

Pre-trial 6,400,000 1,460,000 530,000 480,000 8,870,000 

(10.9%) (2.5%) (0.9%) (0.8%) (15.2%) 

Trial 350,000 230,000 540,000 290,000 1,230,000 2,6140,000 

(0.6%) (0.4%) (0.9%) (0.5%) (2.1%) (4.5%) 

Post-trial 3,610,000 420,000 4,030,000 
(6.2%) (0.7%) I 

(6.9%) -- . 

Total 48,400,000 2,160,000 1,050,000 1,200,000 3,900,000 1,650,000 .)8,360,000 

(82.9%) (3.7%) (1.8%) (2.0%) (6.7%) (2.8%) (100%) 

"'Excludes requests made for other agencies. 

Table XI. 1975 uses for crimillallzistaries. 

Law Probation/ 

Enforcement Prosecu tors Defense Courts Corrections Parole 

Total 1975 
agency requests*" 48,500,000 2,160,000 1,050,000 1,200,000 3,900,000 1,650,000 

Estimated CCH 
requests** 44,000,000 8,360,000 2,000,000 1,050,000 3,800,000 2,500,000 

1975 response time 4 hours 2 days 3.5 days 13 days 5 hours 8 days 

Required 
6 days 1.5 hours 5 days response time 36 minutes 4.4 days 18 days 

*Excludes requests for other agencies. 
**Based on the survey question, "If your staff had access to a complete national computerized criminal history (CCH) 

system duriIlg 1975, what is your best estimate of the number of requests that would have been made." 

Table XII. 1975 CCH needs. 
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. 
Type of Agency 

-..~ 

Law Pl'obation/ 
Enforcement Prosecu tors Defense Courts Corrections Parole 

35% 93% 94% 11% 8% 26% 

Note: "Response time adequacy" is defined as the percent 0" requests for which the 1975 response tinle is less 
than or equal to the estimated required response time,exc\usive of requests made for other agencies). 

Table XIII. Average 1975 response time adequacy oj the national criminal history system. 

, 

Type of Agency ... 

TJ'ansmission 
Technique/ Law Probation! 

Response Time* Enforcemen t Prosecu tors Defense Courts Corrections** Parole 
~ 

Computer 
tel'minal/4minutes 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Teletype/2.5 hours 46% 

Facsimile/3 hours 

In-person/5 hours 97% 8% 

Telephone/18 hours 3% 58% 100% 80% 100% 

Mail/6 days 30% 64% I 79% 92% 

*Response time is defined as the total time from initial transmission of a request to receipt of the output; 
estimates were obtained from the survey of state criminal history information cen ters. 

I **lncludes local jails. 

Table XIV. Percent oj 1975 response time requirements capable oj being met with alternative transmission techniques. 

arrests in 1980 (exclusive of arrests for drunkenness, 
disorderly conduct, and vagrancy) and between 5.7 
and 8.3 million adult arrests in 1985. 

The number of input transactions to be generated 
by the projected arrests are shown in Figure 12. The 
input transactions were estimated on the basis that 
81 percent of all those arrested are subsequently 
prosecuted,2 that 75 percent ofthose prosecuted are 
found guilty, and of those found guilty, 45.2 percent 
go to prison, 41.4 percent are put on pl'Obation, 6 
percent are fined, and 7.4 percent receive "other 
dispositions".l In accordance with these conditional 
percentages, and the assumption that every correc­
tions and probation/parole entry transaction also 
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generates a termination transaction, each arrest 
generates an average of 3.9 input transactions. The 
upper and lower bound estimates for total input 
transactions were 25.7 to 21.4 million for 1980 and 
32.1 to 22.1 million for 1985. 

The estimated number of offenders is shown in 
Table XV. The file size estimates associated with 
these offenders are shown in Figure 13. These 
estimates were base~~ on the FBI's "Careers in 
Crime" program 2 which indicate that 65 percent of 
those arrested are arrested two or more times and 
that the average rearrestee is arrested four times 
over a five-year five-month period. Based 011 these 
estimates it was calculated that in 1974 there were 

l 

i 
; 
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5.24 million known criminals stiII pursuing active 
"careers in crime". Upper and lower bound 
projections for known active criminals were 6.4 to 7.2 
million for 1980 and 6.8 to 9.2 million for 1985. 
Ul?per and lower bound estimates of total file size 
assuming a ten year purge criterion (in which a file 
would be purged if an individual had not been 
arrested in the last ten years) are 19.3 to 17.8 million 

8.5 

7.5 

ARRESTS 
6.5 

(IN MILLIONS) 

5.5 

4.5 

2.5 

3.5 
1960 1965 

for 1980 and 24.6 to 19.6 million for 1985. 
The projected number of CCH requests is shown 

in Table XVI. These estimates were calculated by 
multiplying the estimated number of CCH requests 
from the survey questionnaires by the ratio 
between 1974 and 1980-85 projecteti jl.nests. The 
upper and lower estimates were 82 to 69 million for 
1980 and 99 to 71 million for 1985. 

BASED ON 1965-74 INCREASE IN PER-CAPITA 
CRIME RATE AND CENSUS BUREAU'S 
OVERALL POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

1970 1975 

BASED ON 1974 CRIME RATE AND 
CENSUS BUREAU'S POPULATION 
PROJECTIONS BY AGE GROUP 

1980 1985 

Figure 11. Estimated number of adult (over 18) arrests, exclusive of drunkenness, disorderly conduct, 
and vagrancy. 

ACTUAL 
DISPOSITIONS PROBATION/PAROLE 

ARREST CHARGES CORRECTIONS 

1974 (19,217,000) 

UPPER ESTIMATE 

1980 E r------
(21,447,000) 

UPPER ESTIMATE 

1985 t---~-~I 
(22,104,000) 

o 10 20 

DATA INPUT REQUIREMENT (MILLIONS OF TRANSACTIONS) 

Figure 12. Projected national criminal history data input requirement. 
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1974 

1980 

1985 

Single-Arrest Multiple-Arrest 
Year , Offenders Offenders , 

1965 330,000 3,420,000 

1967 350,000 3,430,000 

1968 360,000 3,510,000 

1969 400,000 3,680,000 

1970 450,000 3,950,000 

1971 490,000 4,240,000 

1972 510,000 4,410,000 

1973 510,000 4,580,000 

1974 590,000 
. 

5,240,000 
" 

Projections 
~ 

1980 Upper 780,000 7,240,000 

1980 Lower 650,000 6,390,000 

1985 Upper 980,000 9,230,000 

1985 Lower 670,000 6,770,000 

Table Xv. Estimated number of offenders. 

ACTUAL 

t-------~U.L~~~~~=.i (11,660,000) 

UPPER ESTIMATE 

t--------k.~"""""""""~~~~~~"'ta.a.::;c.c.::;Q (19,260,000) 

LOWER ESTIMATE 

UPPER ESTIMATE 

j---------_J:Gc:~~~~~~c.c..:::~;ca;ca;cac.c.::::~~~~~(d(24,570,000) 

o 

LOWER EST!~·:.ATE 

5 

c:::J SINGLE-ARREST ~RIMINAL HISTORY RECORDS 

~'MULTIPLE-ARREST Cf!IMI~AL HISTORY RECOI1DS 

10 15 20 

FILE SIZE REQUIREMENT (MILLIONS OF RECORDS) 

Figure 13. Projected national criminal history file size requirement [as.~umes lO-year purge criterion]. 

- _______________ ~_~_~ ____ +s.' _________________________ .-" ~ __ 



1975 1980 
(Actual) (projected) 

Upper estimate 62,000,000 82,000,000 

Lower estimate - 69,000,000 

Note: Projections are Qased on data obtained from 1975 survey. 

Table XVI. Estimated CCH requests 
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1985 
(projected) 

99,000,000 

71,000,000 

FINAL COMMENTS 

For a population of approximately 5 million career 
criminals, the United States is maintaining about 195 
million criminal history records at the state and local 
level. For this situation to exist, many records must 
contain individuals whose crime careers are over or 
who are no longer alive; records must be 
fractionated across many files; and records must be 
held redundantly in a number of different files. 

Regardless of file size, however, the current 
criminal history system within the United States is 
severely input limited. The FBI has reported 1 that 
out of a sample of 835,000 documented charges it 
was found that disposition data were ultimately 
received on only 463,000. The problem of insufficient 
data input is more critical at the state data centers 
which reported a total of 4.2 million 1975 input 
transactions, whereas 1975 arrests should have 
generated a total of 19.5 million transactions. 
Moreover, operational agencies indicate that 30 
percent of the criminal histories they receive have 
missing data. 

Two factors contribute to the problem of 
inaccurate or incomplete data. First, 30 percent of 
the states do not have any requirements that 
criminal history events be reported. Second, even in 
those states with mandatory reporting, there is often 
either no time specification, or enforcement power; 
as a result, criminal history transaction reporting 
receives a low priority. 

With respect to output volume the current system 
appears to perform well, with the exception of 
prosecutors. Law enforcement agencies, for ex­
ample, estimate that they would require fewer 
outputs from a national computerized system than 
they are currently making with the present system., 
because a single system would require fewer 
redundant requests from a number of different files. 
The prosecutors estimate that their output require­
ments from a single system would be almost four 
times th~t which they are currently receiving. 

With respect to response time, the current 
system is severely constrained. This is particularly 
true for law enforcement agencies which estimate 
that they need an average response time of 36 
minutes, but are currently getting an average of 4 

35 

hours. Apparel1tly, this need is because the primary 
use of criminal histories by law enforcement 
agencies is for pre-arrest purposes. A response time 
problem also exists for the correctional institutions 
(including local jails) who estimate tJi.ey need an 
average response time of 1.5 hours, but are currently 
getting 5 hours. The data suggest that the response 
time problem is particularly critical for those 
correctional institutions that receive prisoners on 
short notice and have an immediate need to assess 
the prisoner's tendency toward violence or escape. .. 

It is surprising to observe that a great many 
agencies do not know, in a quantitative sense, what 
the histories are used for. For example, a defense 
counsel may know that the agency uses criminal 
histories for plea bargaining, but may be unable to 
quantify requests made for this purpose. Overall, 63 
percent of the defense counsel and 67 percent of the 
courts were unable to quantify their use of criminal 
histories. Although the law enforcement agencies 
were. somewhat more successful (43 percent were 
unable to quantify their uses), inspection of the data 
indicates that this was not the case with the larger 
law enforcement agencies. Presumably, because of 
their size, no one person in the large agencies is in a 
position to fully know how the requests are used. 

These qualifications, notwithstanding, the over­
whelming use of criminal histories at the state and 
local level within the United States is for pre-arrest 
purposes by law enforcement agencies. Law 
enforcement agencies are estimated to account for 
over 80 percent of all criminal history requests. 

Often, automation has been viewed as the means 
of handling a growing and increasingly complex 
problem of data processing. The startling conclusion 
from this study is that computerization of criminal 
history records is necessary to simplify the system. 
By 1985, a national computerized criminal history 
system· would reduce the more than 195 million 
reco't'ds 'distributed in criminal justice agencies 
throughout the United States to a managabte 20 to 25 
million "cords maintained in state data centers. 
These estimates assume that all 50 states will have 
developed CCH systems by 1983' and that a ten year 



purge criterion is applied to the data files. 
Because a ten year purge criterion has been 

assumed, the file size projections represent an upper 
. limit. If, for example, a perfect technique were to be 
developed for predicting rearrest, the 1985 files 
could be reduced from the estimated 20 to 25 million 
records to between 6.8 and 9.2 million, the estimated 
number of know career cri'ininals for 1985. Although 
it is extremely unlikely that a perfect zero-error 
procedure for predicting rearrest r:ould be de­
veloped, a moderately successful procedure could 
reduce the overall file size considerably. State 
privacy and security regulations which require file 
purging under such conditions as the dismissal of a 
charge, acquittal, or failure to receive disposition 
data could also affect file size. These regulations 
could reduce the criminal history file size below that 
estimated here. 

Although the rate of file size growth is not dealt 
with directly in this study, this is an extremely 
important consideration for CCH development, and 
is dependent on the "conversion philosophy" 
chosen. Conversion options, the ground rules used 
in determining whether a criminal history should 
converted to a computer-readable form include the 
following: 

• historical conversion of all manual records 
• purging the manual records prior to conversion 

using such criteria as age, time since the last 
arrest, etc. 

• converting the manual record whenever an 
individual is arrested 

• converting only records on first offenders 
• converting the manual record whenever an 

individual is released from prison 
• converting the manual record whenever a 

period of probation or parole is terminated for 
an individual 

As with tile size, file growth is closely related to 
rearrest rate. A state that chooses to convert only 
curt:ent arrests, does so on the assumption that a 
current arrestee has a higher probability of being 
arrested again than someone who was last arrested 
ten years ago. Selection of the best .conversion 
philosophy is, thus, strongly dependent on a 
thorough understanding of rearrest patterns; an 
understanding that does not at present exist. 

To make a computerized criminal history system a 
viable reality, it is essential that the problem of data 
entry be resolved. This is especially true of court 
dispositions. Not only are dispositions insufficiently 
reported, but when reported they are an average of 
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four months out of date. It is unlikely that this 
problem can be resolved solely within the context of 
CCH, for, to assure that necessary disposition data 
is available and. timely, courts must develop 
reporting systems for this information. Until court 
information systems have been developed, it is likely 
that CCH will continue to be input limited and that a 
significal1t number of criminal histories will lack 
critical data. 

To determine which agencies should have on-line 
access to CCH is largely a matter of trading "cost" 
against "effectiveness". The results from this study 
indicate that police agencies (with the exception of 
highway patrols) and local jails have a need for 
immediate access. Defense counsel and probation/ 
parole offices, on the other hand, have response time 
requirements that can be met without direct 
computer access. The situation is less clear for the 
prosecutors and courts. The volume requirement for 
the prosecutors may be sufficient to justify direct 
computer access from a cost-saving viewpoint. For 
the courts, 80 percent of their response time 
requirements can be met without direct, real-time 
computer access, suggesting their needs may be of 
lesser priority than that of police and corrections. 

On a national scale, providing terminals for all 
police and correctional institutions would involve 
approximately 10,000 agencies, and providing them 
to all courts and prosecutors dealing with criminal 
histories would involve an additional 7,000 agencies. 
However, there undoubtedly exists a need hierarchy 
within the various components ofthe criminal justice 
system, such that some agencies have a much 
greater need for direct access than others. This 
study did not deal directly with such a need 
hierarchy, partially because of the research difficul­
ties involved, but also because this is a problem that 
can be more effectively dealt with at the state level. 

Finally, the projections in this study were made 
under the assumption that there will be no major 
discontinuity in the criminal behavior of the 
American people or in the effectiveness of the 
American criminal justice system over the next ten 
years. Since there have, been no such discontinuities 
over the 200 year, history cif the Unitt;d St,ates, this 
aS5urhption would appear to be fairly safe.' Criminal 
justice, however, is an extremely dynamic field, and 
few things have more explosive potential for 
generating change than information. Consequently, 
there is risk in attempting to predict the future. 

Moreover, information systems often exhibit 
growth phenomena that elude forecasting. Once a 
computerized system is operational, new uses are 

made of it and demands beyond those originally 
conceived are placed on the capability. As CCH 
systems become operational, courts, prosecutors 
and corrections agencies may come to depend on the 
criminal history information as the basis for 
exercising discretion and making decisions. As a 
result, the patterns of needs and uses for CCH might 
shift dramatically to the point that terminal access 
to the data is then required by many more agencies 
across the justice system. 
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