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1. INTRODUCTION 

A Comprehensive Data' System Cost and Benefit Study was under­
taken by the Institute for Law and Social Research, Washington. D. C .• 
for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. Department of Jus-
tice. 

The objective of the study was to project the ?ost and ,benefits of 
the Comprehensive Data System (CDS). Empha~ls. was ~lVen. to the 
cost and benefits of the interstate exchange of crlmlnal hlstorles. or 
Computerized Criminal History (CCH) program. Tot.al CDS require­
ments were projected, with no attempt to allocate .fundlng between state 
and Federal agencies. 

This study identified potential benefits which justify the develop­
ment, in some form, of both the criminal history and statistical com­
ponents of the CDS program. However, the cost estimate. of $555.3 
million through 1984 is significantly in excess of planned fundlng levels. 
These costs, in the opinion of the project team, are higher than neces­
sary to achieve the anticipated benefits. 

Costs somewhat below or significantly above the level projected in 
,. this study, however, may actually be experienced depending on 

future CDS policies. A secondary purpose of this study. then, became 
the identification of policies which can be altered to reduce the cost 
of the CDS program. 

. This executive summary presents a background description <?f the 
CDS program, summary descriptions of project.ed co~t and beneflts. of 
the CDS program and its components, and a dlscussl.on of the pollcy 
issues which should be studied for improved cost-effectlveness. 

B ac kground 

As an outgrowth of the impetus given to the development of crim­
inal justice information systems by the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, LEA..4... conducted a review of state criminal 
justice information system capabilities in 1969 and co.n?luded that a 
uniform format for criminal history records would faclhtate both the 
interstate exchange 'of such records and the compilation of comparable 
criminal statistical data. 

Also in 1969, LEAA launched Project SJ?ARCH (System for Elec­
tronic Analysis and Retrieval of Crilninal Histories) with the dual pur­
pose of developing a prototype syst~m for the i,nt~rstat~ exchange, of 
criminal history data and of enhanclng state crlmlnal hlstory capabIl­
ities. After Project SEARCH had demonstrated the feasibility of a crim­
inal history exchange system the Attorney General, in late 1970. autho­
rized the FBI to manage such a system. 
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Currently, the FBI's computerized National Crime Information Center 
(NCIC) maintains, and responds to state inquiries about, criminaj. 'his­
tory records of Federal, multistate, and single-state offenders whose 
records have been entered in the system. This CCH capability of 
NCrC is. in essence, an improved and automated rap sheet which can 

. be accessed in a matter of seconds. 

Concurrent with efforts to develop CCH, LEAA initiated a project 
to develop a state-level, computer-based method of recording key events 
relating to persons as they pass through the criminal justice system. 
~alled Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS), the automated sys­
tem is expected to be as informative about criminal justice operations 
as CCH is about sus pects and criminals. 

Onset of CD' 

In 1972, the CDS program was announced by LEAA as a major 
milestone in its commitment to improve state and local criminal justice 
stc~.tist.ical and information system capabilities. Explicit in the program 
~ldehn,es.!./ was the goal of a voluntary state system, integrated to pro­
vIde, wlthout unnecessary duplication. both a national criminal history 
exchange capability and national criminal justice statistics. 

To support this goal, CDS included an OBTS/CCH component, link­
ing those two projects to a common data base. In addition, the program 
included four other components described in the following paragraphs. 

Statistical Analysis Center (SAC). The purpose of SAC is to pro­
vide a professional stiff that will oversee and coordinate a state's crim­
inal justice information and statistical systems; specify data require­
ments and insure quality control of data collection; coordinate technical 
a,ssist~nce to agencies participating in CDS development; supply objec­
tive, lnterpretative analyses of criminal justice data to appropriate 
agencies; and report criminal justice data accurately and uniformly for 
national-level comparisons. 

Uniform Crime Reports (UCR). The goal of UCR is to establish 
responsibility in a state-level agency for the centralized collection and 
reporting of uniform crime data gathered by law enforcement agencies 
within the state in accordance with standards developed. jointly by the 
FBI and the International Association of Chiefs of Police. The state 
agency then forwards the collected data to the FBI for inclusion in 
its national UCR reports. 

Management and Administrative Statistics (MAS). This CDS com­
ponent is intended to improve the effectiveness of criminal justice re­
source allocation by collecting and analyzing data pertaining to the 
financial status, personnel, facilities, and equipment of the various 
criminal justice functions at the state and local levels. 

. .!./ Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Guideline Manual: Com­
prehensiveDataSystemsProgram, Washington, D.C., rev. 1974, p. 3. 
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Technical Assistance (TA/CDS). The objective of TA is to provide 
state-level professional and technical capabilities needed to develop a 
CDS. 

Current Status of CDS 

Since its inception in May 1972, 35 states have indicated a willing­
ness to become part of CDS: to accept CDS funding on the one hand 
and to agree to regulations regarding the various components, their 
development, and as sumption of future funding., The states participat­
ing are indicated in Exhibit 1 by a check under the CDS Action Plan 
column. 

As of February 1975, 29 states had received CDS grants for one 
or more components. Exhibit 1 also reveals grant awards to states 
for each cOlnponent. (Component funding from other sources is not 
shown. For example, Florida's CCH system, developed with limited 
funding from Project SEARCH and major funding from state appropria­
tions, became operational in 1972. Although operational, Florida has 
not received CDS funding for OBTS/CCH.) Twenty-two states have re­
ceived funding to establish SAC J's; 17 states have received one or more 
awards for OBTS/CCH; 21 have UCR funding; and 6 and 7 have received 
MAS and TA/CDS grants, respectively. 

GAO Obs ervations 

Regarding the development of a criminal history exchange system, 
the General Accounting Office (GAO) issued a report2/ which concluded 
that cost estimates of a project of this siz·e were needed before the 
sponsoring Federal agencies or the Congress could decide whether they 
were able or willing to meet the financial requirements of the system. 
Further, since state and local governments were to assume project costs 
after a reasonable period of Federal assistance, it was vital that they 
have the information necessary to determine whether they could 
finance the development and continued operation of the system. 

Thus, GAO recommended that either the FBI or LEAA "determine 
the total cost of developing and operating the criminal history exchange 
system so that the participants can decide whether they are able, or 
willing, to meet the system's financial requirements." This recom­
mendation was foreshadowed by William Lee Reed, who, as Commis­
sioner of the Florida Department of Law Enforcement, presented a 
paper in 1972 at the International Symposium on Criminal Justice In-
formation and Statistics Systems: . 

2/General Accounti:qg Office, Development of a Nationwide Criminal 
- Data Exchan e Sysi:em--Need to Determine Costs and Improve Re-

portmg Was Ington, D.C .• Government- Printing lCe, January 
1973). 
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.,I CDS PLAN APPROVAL OR 
DISCRETIONARY GRANT AWARD 

EXHIBIT 1 

Totals 35 
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. f CCH-OBTS in providing' 
liThe anticipated benefits rom h "I J'ustice 

h ff tiveness of t e crImIna 
documentation on t. eth e thec effort necessary for its develop-
system are well wor e , . 
ment. implementation and operatlon .... 

, _ uire a major expenditure of 
, "However, "these Syst~:s r~lVhi1e providing little visible 

hme. resource~, and::- t y Criminal justice managers 
signs of benefit, mt~hed~ff~~Ultr~~sition of going before legis­
will be pla~ed ,In he t CCH-OBTS returns are, in fact, worth 
latures tq ,Justlfy t a cost-utility relationship between the 
the expendIture. The t '11 be given particular atten­
current and prop~sed sys em: ~~ense cOlnp~tition with other 
tion for we are In an era o· " 

-,f 

gov~rmnental services for the tax dollar. 

, 'of available cost projection~ for 
These concerns wIth the qualIty had two major effects. FIrst, 

the interstate cri~ix:~l ~istorl t~XC~~f~ost and Benefit Study and, sec­
it led to LEAA 's lr;I~latltohn tO't ehould produce reliable data to support 
ond. to the recogmhon a: s , 
policy decisions in the followmg areas. 

State-level predictions of th~ cost of criminal jus­
tice information system proJects, especially CDS 
COlnponents. 

Federal-level assessInent of the financial implica­
tions of the total CDS program. 

. t f system development 
State-level assIgnmen 0 .' ithin re-
priorities to Inaximize system benefIts w 
source constraints. 

State-level recognition of the ber;efits t~ be derived 
from a criminal justice informatlOn system. 

LEAA comparison of cost to results, a~fecting fund­
.ing decisions and performance evaluatlOns. 
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2. PROJECT APPROACH 

The CDS Cost and Benefit Study was. performed over a one-year 
period with apprOXimately seven months devoted to field study and five 
months to analysis. 

Field study entailed visits to the criminal justice agencies of eleven 
states, three regional areas, five municipalities, and the FBI. During 
the field study, the team investigated costs and procedures for: 

The identification process; 

Namesearch and fingerprint search methods; 

Collection and entry of arrest data to OBTS and 
CCH; 

Collection and entry of disposition data (arrest, 
judicial. corrections) to OBTS and CCH; 

'. Conversion of criminal histories; 

Storage of fingerprints and criminal histories; 

Transmission of criminal histories, both inter- and' 
intra-state; and 

Interfaces with regional, local, judicial, and cor:cec­
tions information systems. 

Preliminary analysis identified the need to automate the CCH cost 
calculations and the need to perform several support studies. Prin­
cipal among these studies was an analysiS of 6, 300 manual crilninal 
histories made available by the FBI. This analysis was made to deter­
mine the rate of growth of the number of offenders of each of several 
types which would exist in an automated criminal history data base 
(Appendix B, Cost and Benefit Study Report). 

The CCH cost calculations were automated on a Tektronix, Model 
31. programmable calculator. A detailed description of these calcula­
tions is given inAppendix A. 1 of the Study Report. The calculations were 
made at the individual state level and were later sumInarized by popula­
tion quintile. for . presentation in the report. No attempt was made 
to allocate these estimated costs between state, block grant, or CDS 
funding sources. The calculations can be rerun to estimate CCH cost 
under a variety of implementation assumptions. The CCH ~ssumptions 
programmed for this report are described in Section 4 of this summary. 
General assumptions applicable to CDS cost estimation are discussed 
below. 
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CDS Cost :B.istimation Assumptions - , 

The fonowingfive assumptions governed the cost estimation process 
. for all CDS components: 

. 
All states will implement all five CDS components. 

Political or jurisdictional obstacles will not signif­
-icantly d(~lay implementation. 

OBTS and CCH share a common data collection sys­
tem. 

UCR will be implemented according to FBI specifi­
cations. 

SAC, MAS, and TA/CDS funding levels are control­
lable. • 

All states, J?uerto Rico, and the District of Columbia (hereafter 
referred to as the 52 states) were assUlned to build all five CDS com­
ponents, excepting CCH in the District of Columbia which could con­
tinue to be handled by the FBI. Since they could reasonably be expected 
to complete CDS development by January 1, 1983, the estimates (;over 
a 10-year period, 1975 to 1984. This time frame includes completion 
of the system and two years of purely operational and maintenance ex­
pense. 

Political and jurisdictional obstacles 'that are currently delaying 
CCH development were not recognized in assessing cost and benefits. 
Participants were assumed to load criminal records at the cOlnpletion 
of system development, to interface with the national index, to update 
records with 100 percent of NCIC /CCH criterion arrests ona timely 
basis, and to record dispositions linked to arrests for privacy and other 
considerations. ' 

While OBTS was separated from CCH for analytical purposes, the 
two data bases were assumed to be linked operationally by a centralized, 
single-entry, data collection procedure satisfying OBTS and CCH re­
quirements simultaneously. OBTS qevelopment and operating costs were 
estimated as if states added OBTS data collection and report generation 
capabilities to existing CCH systems. Therefore, the estimated OBTS ' 
cost would not support "stand-alone" OBTS capability. 

States receiving UCR funding under CDS were assumed to proceed 
according to the standard FBI implementation procedure and to produce 
a system to FBI specificatiofls., 
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Funding policies for the SAC, MAS, and TA components were as­
sumed to continue past practices. The highly controllable nature of 
expenditures for these components made an elaborate.model unne~~s­
sary. However. the future cost of these components IS very sensIhve 
to changes in LEAA funding policies. ' 

Cost Estimation Methodology 

SAC, UCR, MAS, and TA/CDS costs were projected from a sur,-vej:,­
of grants already awarded to states. From this. surve~ and c~nsultatlOns 
with the FBI concerning UCR, the LEAA fundIng polIcy for I:hese c<?m­
ponents was inferred. The cost estimates were produced by extrapolat­
ing this policy to the remaining states over future years. 

OBTS/CCH. with its relatively uncontr~llab~e future fina~cial r,-e­
quirements, demanded a more ~la?~rate eshm:;ttlOn effort.. FIel~ trIps 
were made to 11 states where Slgmflcant OBTS/CCH planmng or Imple­
mentation had taken place. During the field trips, . i~formation wc;s 
collected on the designs of the systeIns, past and antiCIpated expendI­
tures, telecommunications and computing equipment requirements, and 
pereonal services required for both the, automated system and the manual 
system being replaced. ' 

, Based on the 11-state survey. OBTS/CCH cost elements were 
classified as either development or operating costs. Separat.e OBTS 
and CCH development cost estimates were made by extrapolatlllg data 
from the study states to the remaining states. ' 

To estimate OBTS/CCH operating costs, a model was constructed 
in the form of flowcharts and task descriptions, depicting state and 
Federal processing operations. Datafrom a sample of FBI manual crim­
inal histories were used to establish a relationship between the annual 
volume for each task and arrest volumes predicted for 1975 .through 
1984. Unit costs for each task, adjusted for regional salary d:fferen­
tials, were used to convert processing volumes into CCH operatmg cost 
estimates by year. 

Annual OBTS operating costs were estimate.' Iising the same mo~el 
and were computed as the cost of augmenting the CCH data base WIth 
the required OBTS data. Development and oper~ting estimates were 
combined to produce annual OBTS and CCH cost eshmat~s. 

'- . 
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3. CDS COST SUMMARY 

Annual and total projected costs for the CDS program are shown 
in Exhibits 2 and 3. As shown in Exhibit 2, total cost to develop and 
operate the entire CDS program for the 10-year period 1975 to 1984 
is estimated to be $404.4 million, or $555.3 million after adjusting 
for inflation. Annual CDS costs by 1984, after completion of develop­
Illent, are proj ected at $46. 9 million or $ 76. 0 nlillion with adjustments 
for inflation. 

CCIl 18.3 21.5 20.1 23.0 23.9 25.2 25.1 25.5 26.0 26.5 235.0 
OBTS 1.0 2.2 3.2 4.5 4.2 4.3 4.5 4.0 3.4 3.6 34.9 
UCR 4.3 4.9 5.6 6.2 6.8 7.6 8.3 8.1 8.1 8.1 68.0 

OTHER: 
SAC 2.2 2.7 3.2 3.7 4.2 4.7 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 41.5 
HAS .3 .5 .8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 12.0 
TA/CDS .4 .6 .8 '1.1 1.3 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 13.0 

Total CDS Program 
(Constant Dollars) 26.5 32.4 33.6 39.5 41.6 44.8 46.6 46.3 46.2 46.9 404.4 

CCH 18.3 23.8 23.8 29.2 31.9 35.0 36.2 38.3 40.6 43.0 320.1 
OBTS 1.0 2.4 3.8 5.7 5.6 6.0 6.5 6.0 5.3 5.8 48.1 
UCR' 4.3 5.4 6.7 7.9 9 .. 1 10.5 12.0 12.2 12.6 13.1 93.8 

OTHER: 
SAC 2.2 3.0 3.8 4.7 5.6 6.5 7.5 7.8 8.1 8.4 57.6 
~1AS .3 .6 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.9 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 17.3 
TA/CDS .4 .7 1.0 1.4 1.7 2.2 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.9 18.4 

Total CDS Program 
(Current Dollars) 26.5 35.9 40.1 50.2 55.5 62.1 67.3 6S.6 72.1 76.0 555.3 

Note: Additions perfonned before roundi ng. 

EXHIBIT 2: CDS COST BY YEAR IN CONSTANT AND CURRENT DOLLARS 

By 1981, CDS annual costs, measured in' 1975 dollars, will have 
almost leveled off below $50 million. The leveling shown in Exhibit 3 
occurs because of the completion of development efforts and because the 
ci\eclining cost of computer and telecommunications technology partially 
offsets the!, small, continuing growth of personnel costs. 
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EXHIBIT 3: COST OF TOTAL CDS PROGRAM 
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The accuracy of this forecast depends upon modification of trends 
and policies which differ from two of the principal assumptions ul?on 
which the cost estimates were based. The areas of divergence from 
these two assumptions are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Medium-cost record conversion policy: This assumption, made 
inSection 4, postulates a medium cost, "first-offender automation policy" 
for manual criminal history conversion. However, the ill.ore costly" re­
entrant conversion policy" is presently in use in most states. If con­
tinued. this latter policy would greatly increase the OBTS/cCH per­
sonnel costs included in this estimate. 

A specific timetable for CCH start-up in each of the 52 states. 
This assumption is also stated in Section 4 as a basis for CCH cost 
projection. Present expectation differs from two elements of this time­
table: 

All CDS components were assumed to become operational 
no later than January 1, 1983. Actually several of the 
less advanced states have no present plans to participate 
in CDS. The failure of these states to participate will 
reduce CDS funding requirements only slightly since most 
are included in the 20 smallest states comprising popula­
tion quintiles 4 and 5 and accounting for only nine percent 
of overall CDS cost (Exhibit 6, Section 4). Nonpartici­
pation by some states will, however, cause the loss of 
SOlne potential savings for the FBI. 

States already participating inOBTS/CCH are assumed to 
have kept up with their workloads. Few of the states al­
ready participating in CCH have been able to process ar­
rest and disposition records without building up large 
processing backlogs. Two states have withdrawn from 
NCIC/CCH after the date assumed in this study for start-

. up of their system operation, and other states have 
dropped one or more entire years of data from their entry 
process in order to catch up. Therefore, actual 1975 
costs will be somewhat less than those projected, and the 
missing costs would add to future-year projections when 
those states are able to process their outstanding back­
logs. 

Cost estimates were made assuming the development of a healthy 
CCH system and CDS program. Since the above assumptions may not 
be realizable, the CDS cost projections may require adjustment. How­
,ever, new cost projections under alternative assumptions can be pro­
duced rapidly in the future because the calculations which produced 
them were automated. 

-11-

'.~ . 

4. CCH COST ESTIMATES 

This section discusses specific CCH assuIT,lptions which supple­
ment the general CDS assumptions described in Section 2. The con­
struction of a cost model for CCH operation and development is then 
outlined, followed by a summary of the projected CCH operating and 
development costs. 

AssUlnptio~s for CCH Cost Estimation 

Although NCIC has broadly defined a national criminal history 
exchange system, many details affecting CCH costs are currently un­
specified. State record converslon criteria, the path of disposition 
data from courts to state repositories, and the date each state will 
contribute its first· records to NCIC I CCH exemplify cost factors that 
have not. or cannot, be fully specified by LEAA or the FBI. There­
fore, it was necessary to precede actual CCH cost estimation by 
specifying general assumptions reflecting (1) policies in the 11 states 
visited during this study, (2) announced intentions of FBI/NCIC and 
LEAA .. (3) anticipated legislative activity, and (4) the opinions of in­
formed observers. The principal assumptions centered around: 

Single-state Imulti-state configuration; 

Medium-cost record conversion policy; 

100 percent fingerprint and d.isposition submission; 

Generally available technology; 

Costl performance improvements in computing and 
telecommunications technology; 

Specific timetable for CCH start-up in each of the 
52 states; and 

System res pon~;e types consistent with current 
NCIC I CCH capabilities. 

$ingle-state/multi-state configuration. All Single-state, non-
Federal, criminal histories were assumed to reside in state data bases 
while multistate and Federal criminal histories are stored in NCIC I 
CCH. The NCIC central file also contains an index to all single-state 
histories. The index contains sufficient identification data to permit 
retrieval of the criminal history from a state data base. This assump­
tion is in accordance with an announced NCIC ICCH policy which has yet 
to be implemented. Present practice calls for a procedure in which 
single-state records also reside in the NCIC/CCH data base. 
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Medium-cost record conversion policy. Each state was assumed 
to establish automated records for all first offenders arrested af~er 
its eCl{ begins operation. Prior histories ~ill be converted only, for 
nonautomated multistate offenders who are beIng.arrested for the fIrst 
time in a new state and for automated subjects whoseNCIC/ CCHrecords 
are found by a state to be incomplete. Therefore, estima,ted convex:sion 
cost lies between the less expensive policy of automatIng .only frrst­
offender records and the more expensive policy of convertIng manual 
histories of all subjects rearrested after CCH begins operation. 

100 percent fingerprint and disposition subI?iss~on. Le,gislation was 
assumed to exist requiring that each state receIve fIngerprInt-supported 
reports of all arrests for NCIC criterion offenses .. Also Federal and 
state security and privacy laws were assumed to requIre that each arrest 
report be supplemented by a record of the dispositions of all charges. 

Generally available technology. All participants were assumed ~o 
operate well within technological frontiers anticipated through the est:­
mation period. Data storage, computer, processIng, and tele~?mmUlll­
cations costs were all assumed to declIne at ,rates c~nservahvel:y r.e­
flecting recent experience. Widespread InstallatIon of facsImIle 
equipment for fingerprint transmission was not assumed nor was auto­
mated fingerprint identification by either the FBI or the states. 

Cost/performance improvements in computing and tele,communi~a­
tions technology, The assumed indices for improvement In computmg 
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power and cost over the 
la-year period are shown 
in Exhibit 4. Computer 
perfornlance for a stan­
dard installation is ex­
pected to improve by a 
function which approxi­
mates 14 percent each 
year, while the cost of 
that installation is ex­
pected to decline by 5 
percent per year (before 
adjusting for inflation). 
Telecomnlunication line 
costs will decline at 
approximately 9 percent 
and data base storage 
devices at 15 percent 

. each year. Personnel 
productivity, measured 
byoutput per man-hour, 
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is assumed to be constant over the projection period. Price and salary 
levels were assumed to increase according to forecasts appearing in 
the FY 1976 U.~. Budget. , 

A specific timetable for CCH start-up. CCH cost is very sensitive 
to the time phasing of' state participation. Therefore, a tirnetable was 
prepared based on the earliest expected date that each state could attain 
sufficient technical capability. The timetable reflects the opinions of 
LEAA regional systems specialists, CDS project managers: and NCIC 
personnel. However, it is optimistic because all states were assumed 
to participate, and lengthy delays for resolution of political and bureau­
cratic issues were not included. The timetable implies that twelve 
states, with about 60 percent of all arrests, will have operating CCH 
systems by 1976 and that all states will be operational by 1981. 

SysteIu res ponse types are generally consistent with current NCIC / 
CCH capabilities. System response types include: on-line remote name­
search, on-line remote criminal summary production, on-line full crim­
inal history retrieval for record maintenance only, and off-line (batch) 
output of criminal histories for mailing to requesting agencies within 
24 hours. 

Additional CCH assumptions are discussed in Appendix A of the 
Cost and Benefit Study Report. 

CCH Operating-Cost Model 

A CCH operating-cost model was used to <;!alculate all elements of 
annual CCH cost for each state and for each 'year of operation as a 
function of the predicted arrest volume for each year. The model con­
sists of: 

Flowcharts describing state and Federal CCH process­
ing of arrest updates, disposition updates, and inquiries; 

A description of the work content for ea.ch ta.sk illustrated 
on the flowchart; 

Unit-cost estimates for each task; 

Definitions of the 16 types of arrestees moving through 
the flow paths; and 

Lists of tasks applicable to each arrestee type during 
disposition processing and inquiry . 

An excerpt from a cost model flowchart is shown in Exhibit 5. It 
illustrates the decision-making process for conversion of an ar­
restee's prior history based upon a criminal summary response from 
NCIC. The model depicts arrestee type E, a nonautomated subject 
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EXHIBIT 5: EXCERPT .FROM COST HODEL FLOI-lCHART 

® HeIC 

SUt·IMARY 

, 'g $2 81 'th the current arrest, Incurrln a . 
becoming a luulti~tate offender f ':~rrent arrest. Arrestee type G, wh<?se 
conversion cost In the stc~.te 0 notl'er state lacks one or more prlOr 
single-state record establIshed by I ad ,~ r the $2 81 and automatically 

, . t state wou mcu.. C Th arrests In the cU,r~en , ' lecOlumunication message to N::I. e 
generate one admlnl?tratlve Ctet retrieve the other state's history and lUeSSaiJ'e would adVise NCr . 0 
create "'a full multistate record. 

, 'Exhl'bit 5 re-h . resentation given In , 
Cost calculations, for t e, re~f arrestees belonging to eac~ type. 

quire estimates of the proport~on mple of FBI manual crIminal 
These estimates were drawn rom a sa rior arrests on the manilal 
histories. The tin:l.e int~~:l~heb~~~::;al~ . between futu~e arrests to 
records were used to pre th ssumed conversion pohcy. Separate 
be recorded in CCH underub 'e~t: with prior single-state, m:ultistate. 
estimates were made for s 1, t' of the time interval and mterstate 
and Federalre?or~s. Joint app, lca lon o'ection of recent arrest trends 
mobility distnbutlOns to a lme:r pr i arrestee. The cost model w~s 
generated arrest forecasts by ype 0 t 'to CCH 'operating cost esh­
used to translate these arrest forecas s m 
mates. 
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CCH Development Cost Model 

Development cost estimation did not require the rigorous modeling 
necessary for operational cost estimation.' D.evelopment costs were 
extrapolated from an analysis of the actual CCH cost experience of 
six states. Field study provided cost figures from Arizona, Georgia, 
Minnesota, and New Jersey. Published reports provided additional 
data from New York and Mississippi. Supporting detail was also ex­
tracted from a review of all OBTS/CCH grant applications. 

Extrapolation of development cost from the study states to the 52 
(3tates was based on the following assumptions: 

A state data communication system was assumed to be in 
place with lines, interfaces and terminals to major law 
enfor<;ement agencies, and with an interface to NCIC. 
A portion of the state data communication system's annual 
operating cost Was prorated to CCH on the. basis of trans­
action vol:umes. 

A state data processing center was assumed to be in place 
for processing both CCH and other law enforcement appli­
cations. State data processing center costs were prorated 
to CCH as an operating cost in a similar manner. 

A full state fingerprint identification capability was as­
sumed to be able to process fingerprint cards for all 
NCIC criterion arrests. Cost of additional fingerprint 
proce.ssing generated by mandatory 1 00 percent fingerprint 
SUblUission is attributed to CCH as an operating cost. 

Development tasks were assumed to be completed in the 
following time periods: 

Year 1 - systems definition and design, 

Year 2 - start implementation, start staffing, 

Year 3 - full staff ·hired, start operation. 

The size ,of CCH management and support staffs were 
estimated as a function of the state's population. 

Excluded from development costs but treated above as 
operating costs are: . 

. . 
computer upgrade cost, 

historical records conversion and data 
entry, and 

additional communication lines and ter­
minals to major prosecutors I offices. 
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1. Ten Largest States 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Fl, CA, NY, PA, Il, 
TX. MI, NJ, MA, OH 

GA, MN. lA, VA, MO. 
MD, IN, NC. TN, WI 

SC, CO. PR, Al. CT 
OK. HA, lA, MS, KY. 
KS 

AZ. UT, ME, NY, HI, 
NM. NB, RI, OR, AR 

5. Ten Smallest States 

10, NY, MT, Ol, HY, 
NH, SO, NO, VT, AK 

FBI/ldent. & NCIC/CCH 

EXHIBIT 6: 

60% 54% '74 10 . 45% 

19% 21% '78 10 13% 

12% 15% '79 11 8% 

7% 7% '78 10 6% 

2% 3% '79 10 3% 

25% 

CHARACTERISTICS OF POPULATION QUINTIlES 

Exhibit 7 disaggregates CCH cC'st into developm.ent and operating 
expense by year for each quintile ~\nd fort.rtf: FBI.. The substantial 
operating cost estimated for the largest quintile reflects the extensive 
CCH development work already accom.plished by those states. In all 
quintiles, estimated operating cost rises as states join the system, 
.until 1981 when all states are assumed ·to be operational. The fairly 
level cost profile following 1981 reflects the interaction of increasing 
transaction volumes, counterbalanced by decreasing costs for data pro­
cessing. telecommunications, prior history conversion, and error cor­
rection. 

The substantial proportion of development cost attributed to quintile 
1 indicates that despite large expenditures in past years, completion 
of systems currently being developed will require la.rge expenditures 
in the future. Generally, developluent costs 9,ecrease with state popu­
lation because smaller states n~ed less of the following components: 
training and equipment for coding and entry clerks, sophisticated soft­
ware to handle large transaction volumes and data bases, and field 
personnel for liaison with local agencies. An exception to this pattern 
is quintile 2, where substantial previous development in Minnesota, 
Georgia, and Louisiana lowers expected future development cost below 
that of quintile 3. 
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J q ! Quintile 1 Development Cost 5.8 4.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.3 
I Operating Cost 7.2 8.4 8.9 9.8 9.8 9,9 10.0 10.1 10.2 10.3 94.6 

-II 'i Total Cost 13.0 13.1 9.6 9.8 9.8 9.9 10.0 10.1 10.2 10.3 105.9 if 
Ii 

'll 
H Quintile 2 Development Cost 0.8 1.3 1.9 1.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.8 ,::~) 

" 
[ 

H Operating Cost 0.0 0.7 1.0 2.2 2.8 3.2 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 23.8 
~ Total Cost 0.8 2.0 2.8 3.2 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 29.6 
U 

1 Quintile 3 Development Cost 0.4 0.8 1.,6 1.7 1.2 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.4 
Operating Cost 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.3 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 13.3 
Total Cost 0.4 0.8 1.6 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 19.7 

\J 
Quintile 4 Development Cost 1.) 1.3 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.3 

I 
Operating Cost 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.8 hQ 1.4 1.4 1-:.1 1.4 9.0 

I-' Total Cost 1.3 1.7 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 14.3 1.0 
I 

Qui ntil e 5 Development Cost 0.2 0.6 0.5 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 
Operating Cost 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.5 0,,5 . 0.6 0.6 0.6 3.7 
Total Cost 0.2 0.6 0.7 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 1'.1 

FBI/Ident. Development Cost 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
I and NCrC/ Operating Cost 2.5 3.3 4.0 5.1 5.7 6.6 7.3 7.6 8.0 8.4 58.5 

~ CCH Total Cost 2.5 3.3 4.0 5.1 5.7 6.6 7.3 7.6 8.0 8.4 58.5 
II 

~ ij All Parti- Development Cost 8.4 8.8 5.5 4.4 3.1 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 32.2 
cipants Operating Cost 10.0 12.8 14.5 18.6 20.8 23.2 25.1 25.5 26.0 26.5 202.8 

ff 

I-
Total Cost 18.3 21. 5 20.1 23.0 23.9 25.2 25.1 25.5 26.0 26.5 235.0 

Note: . ~"" 

I 
Additions performed before rounding. 

EXHIBIT 7: ESTIMATED CCH DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATING COSTS BY PARTICIPANTS 

~ . -( 
\~ ~ i 

(, I 
, 1 

ill! 
II I 

"'\ 
I:' 

D 
" 

',' 

, L 
-I 

I 

I 



1'-' 

j\rrest and ,.." 
IdentHi. cation x/' 

. PrQCessHlg .. ,.,/ \. 

.,; 
,;/ 

,6H> .~ .. "'. 'H~:w.are) 
\

.... % ' .... 20 ........ . '19(11, 0 ••••• 
. f, 'I;) '~ .:-':.:-:-: '",", ..... ·)1 Sl'),. . .... "". • ••••••••• .1>......, ... ~ .. .. 

P s '" ..... . r~ces -....... -:.;.:-:-: 
1nn. " ••• ' ••••••• 

':J '.... ,',', •••••• 
""' .... II. • 

[}:.~J] Personnel Costs 

~ _ Hardware Costs 

"- ..... .. "", ....... . 

Total Hardware 
. 

Prosecutor Terminals 

Data Base Storage 
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EXHIBIT 8: ELEMENTS OF CCH COST· 

20% 

4% 

6% 

2% 

8% 

. . cost by major cost elem.ents. 
Exhibit 8 diSaggregates.,C~H ~f~~i~n~ost is incurred for labor c:nd 

It indicates that 61 percent.do tf' 'Hon and arrest record proceSS1l1g 
non-EDP equipment .. for 1 err 1 1~:nt is allocated to dis position collec­
in the states. An?-ddltlonal 19 pe:: . g 20 percent to hardware and ED:f>, 
tion and updating. and the remall:nn lar est component is com~uter 
personnel. Within that 20 perc~nt, the t d gto installation of termll1alS 
processing; another .~ percent /s p~rore~p~ of crilninal summaries. and 
in prosecutors 'tp{!ic0s.. (On- Ine I!.~nals is required to realize bene-

. a consequent need}or l{~nes and :t~r was as~um.ed that a hard copy full 
fits for prosecutors;. h()wey~~. ~~ hours of request .. would satisfy court 
criluinal history, maIled wIthIn l' and terminals to courts were not 
information needs. T~erefore, Ines 
included in the cost estllnate. ) 

. . " CCH costs showed small developm~nt 
In summary, the a~alysls of Within operating costs, increa~lng 

costs relative to operatlng co~ts. ents throughout the forecast penod; 
volumes raise personnel ~eqtllrem the cost of data base storage,. 
ever-improv$.ng technology decr~ases processing through the forecast 
telecoInluunications, and COlUpU er 
period. 
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5. STATISTICAL COMPONEN~j's" COST ESTIMATES 

This section includes cost estimates for the OBTS, UCR, SAC, 
ivIAs, and TA/CDS components of CDS. 

OBTS Costs 

OBTS cost estimates were based on the fol~owing principal assump­
tions: 

The acronym "0BTS "/ stands for Offender-Based Transac­
tion Statistics, rather than for Offender-Based Tracking 
System. Real-time processing is not assumed. 

State-level data collection and data entry, processed in 
common with .CCH. was assumed. OBTS was charged only 
with the marginal cost for data items not required by CCH. 

OBTS forms contain a common identifier which permits 
the linking 'of multiple offenses. for the same individual. 

Only state-level OBTS costs were included. No Federal 
costs were predicted, since no Federal role in OBTS pro­
cessing has been defined. Local OBTS costs were not 
included because of the presumption that OBTS data will 
be generatedas a byproduct of local record-keeping opera-
tions. ;' 

Developm.ent costs for OBTS were incurred during the two 
years following CeH start-u'p. 

OBTS costs are summarizedinExhibit 9 by population quintile. De­
velopment cost estimates for the ten smallest states range from $145, 000 
to $170, 000 for the two-year development period. In the largest states, 
the range extends from $240,000 to $410, 000. Individual estimates 
were made for 11 advanced states and for the District of Columbia. 

---:::-:-'J' 

Development costs for the ten-year period total $13.9 million, and 
operating costs total $ 21.0 million. 

'UCR Costs 

UCR cost estimates were based on the assumption that FBI speci­
fications for a UCR system would be followe"d, that each state would 
require a two-year developm.ent period, that all states would begin 
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EXIlIBIT 10; UCR DEVELOP~lENT AND OPERATlNGCOST BY YEAR 

development before January 1, 1981, and that, consequently, all states 
woul~ be fully operational by January 1, 1983.' 

Development costs were assumed to be equal for all states ~ Develop­
ment costs of $200, 000 for year 1 and $175, 000 for year 2 were based 
on a consistent pattern of costs observed in the study states. An observed 
median operations cost of $156,400 was applied to year 3 and beyond. 

UCR operations and development are shown in Exhibit 10. A cost 
leveling is forecast at $8.1 million by 1983, at the completion of the 
developluent p.hase. Ten-year development costs total $11. 2 million, 
operations cost will be $56.8 million, totaling $68. a luillion or, with 
adjustments for inflation, a ten-year total of $93. 8 mill~on. 

SAC, MAS and TA/CDS Costs 

Cost estimates for the SAC, MAS, and TA/CDS components were 
based on the assumption that funding for these components would con­
tinue at present levels. They do' not generate uncontrollable expenditure 
requirements and have negligible development costs. All states were 
assumed to be operating these components by January 1, 1981. 

Median costs for active 9r recently completed projects were used 
in the cost projections. On an annual basis, ,median costs were: 

SAC 

MAS 

TA/CDS 

$100, 000 

31,900 

34,700 
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EXHIBIT 11: OTHER CDS .CQl.IPONEtITS COST BY YEAR 

(SAC. !·lAS; TA/CDS) 

5.2 ' 

} 1.7 

} 1.8 

A cost summary for these three components is shown in Exhibit 11. 
A level annual cost of $8. 7 million will be reached by 1981. Ten-year 
total costs are shown below . ' 

SAC 

MAS 

TA/CDS· 

$41.5 

12.0 

13.0 

$66.5 
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$57.6 

17.3 

'18.4 

$93.3 
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6. CDS BENEFITS 

A measurement method for CDS benefits was needed for evaluation 
of future policies. Assignment of dollar values t? CDS benefits~ other 
than for direct cost savings, was rejected early in the project as a 
measurement method. It waS believed that subjective assigmnent of 
dollar values. in the absence of a competitive market for CDS prod­
ucts. would be misleading and of less value for policy analysis than 
would be a cataloging of objectively measurable CDS uses. This proj­
ect has therefore attempted (1 r to identify realizable CDS benefits and 
(2) to quantify the benefits as a basis for policy evaluation. 

CCH Benefits 

Six areas for CCH benefit assessment are examined in this sec­
tion: 

Improvem.ent of the criminal justice decision making 
, process; 

Federal agency operations; 

Community protection; 

Protection of individual rights; 

Criminal justice systelns improvements; and 

Cost displacement, or potential savings to be re­
alized from. the automation of manual processes. 

llnprovement of the Criminal Justice Decision-Making Process. 
Benefit assessment in this area was concerned with the ccEt systern I s 
capability for improving both the quality and speed of criminal justice 
decision-making. The decision processes. and the potential recipients 
of CCH benefits aloe ll::fLed lH~low. 

The principal operational benefits of CCH are the potential improve­
ments in the quality and timeliness of criminal justiCe decisions. These 
benefits result from the availability of information from CCH which is 
'not otherwise available within a usable time period (e. g., a record of 
crimescornmitted 'in a distant j"ilrisdiction). Rapid CCH response, 
particularly the 'availability of a criminal summary within seconds. is 
necessary for realization of these decision-making benefits. 
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CCH impact on the quality of individual decisions can be determined 
through comparisons between ,the volume of those decisions and the 
characteristics of the criminal justice system of the futUre that would 
be affected by "s peedy trial" legislation, and recomm.endations of the 
Nati,o~al Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
Ex...lllblt 12 presents an estimatc of tho numbers of decisions ill 1975 
and 1984 and an indication of decision tilne constraints based on recom­
:ne~dations of the National Advisory Commission (NAC). This analysis 
IndICates that ,by, 1984, ,C,CH could potentially contribute to the quality 
of oyer 19, mILlIon, ~ecIsIOns a,n~ually, and that it might irnprove the 
qualIty of il~QBe deCISIOns, speCIfIcally those which must be made within 
a matter of hours. Such decisions number in excess of 12 milIion ac­
cording to the same estimate. 

Exhibit 13 shows a pr<?j~ction to 1 ~84 of the number of arrests by 
:year and the numbe::- of deCISIOns potentIally supportable by CDS~ Dur­
Ing the 10-year pe,rlOd 1975,-1984, ~here are over 165 l11.illionpotentially 
supportable deCISIons. WIth the Implementation schedule aBsUlned for 

, cost estimation, CCH ~ill be able to support nearly 73 million. or 
44 per,ce~t of the potentIally supportable' decisions. By 1984, CCH sup­
port wIll Increase to 62 percent and will continue to increase. 
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NUMBER OF POTENTIALLY NUNBER OF RESPONSES 
DECISION PROCESSES SUPPORTED SUPPORTABLE DECISIONS I-1AXH1UM RESPONSE REQVIRED IoJITHIN 

(/1ILLrONS) BY CCH INQUIRIES nr~E (PERIOD 

1975 1984 
FOLLOlHNG ARREST) 

Investigations 
(Screening of suspects by 3.01 4.14 unkno~m 

, investigators) . 
Citation, Arrest and Minol' 
Case Disposition 
(Field officer's decision to 5.02 6.90 6 hours issue a citation or make a 
physical arrest; summary of 
processing of minor cases) 

Jail i n9 
(Booking individuals into 1,47 2.03 6 hours 
1 oca 1 j a i1 s ) 

Screening and Arraignment 
(Decisions as to further 
processing by prosecutor and 2.51 3.46 6 hours 
pretrial release by the 
magistrate) 

-
Plea Negotiations and Trial 
Preparation , .• 59 .81 30 days 
(Misdemeanor Pleas and Trials) 040 .55 60 days 
(Felony Pleas and Trials) 

Sentencing and Supervision of 
Sentenced Offenders 
(Presentence investigations, .90 1.24 unknown 
incarceration and i~ltel'state 
pr?bation, parole arrangements) 

TOrAL 13.90 19.13 

EXHIBIT 12: RESPONSE TIME REQUIREr~ENTS FOR CCH INQUIRIES 
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EXliIBIT 13: DECISIONS SUPPORTED BY CCH BY YEAR 
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Exhibit 14 shows the six decision-making processes in four func­
tional groupings: (1) police, (2) prosecutor, (3) judiciary and prose­
cutor, and (4) judiciary and corrections. Of specific interest is the 
major support afforded in non- police areas. Throughout the projection 
period, the major beneficiaries will be the prosecution. the judiciary 
and correctional 'officials . 

Federal Agency Operations. CCH will benefit those Federal agen­
cieswith criminal justice responsibilities as well as those making in­
quir,ies associated with employment, and licensing decisions (pursuant 
to Public Law 92-544), and Federally chartered or insured banking in­
stitutions. F'ederal agencies in the Department of Justice which will 
benefit from CCH are the Federal B"q.reau of Investigation, the I1ului­
gration and Naturalization Service, Bureau of Prisons, U. S. Marshall· 
Service, and Drug Enforcement Administration. Within the Department 
of Treasury, examples are. U. S. Secret Service, Bureau of Customs, 
and Bureau of Alcohol. Tobacco, and Firearms. Exaluples of other 
affected Federal agencies are the U. S. Postal Service, U. S. Civil 
Service Cornmission, and Small Business Administration. 
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Feder.al agencies are a major user of the present NCIC/CCH sys­

tem. Durlng the month of September, 1974, nearly 30 percent of' all 
N<=:rC!CCH criminal summary inquiries were fron1 Federal agencies, 
prlnclpally the U. S. Secret Service, FBI Field Offices, the Bureau 
of Customs and the Bureau of Prisons. This relatively high Federal 
use no doubt reflects the large percentage of the CCH data base currently 
?-evo:ted toFederal offenders. As state record contributions grow, state 
Inqulry volumes should follow, decreasing the proportion of total in­
quiries that are made by Federal agencies. The sole Federal consumer 
of on-line full criminal histories in September 1974 was the U. S. Bureau 
of Prisons with. inquiries totaling 53.6 percent of the national traffic. 

Community protection. Comluunity protection will be improved in 
several ways through the use of CCH information. These involve the 
enforcement?f ~riminal statutes directed at recidivists; special handling 
of career cruumals; assessment of the danger potential of persons in 
custody; awareness of previous escapes from custody and failures to 
appear for trial; and screening of persons for positions of public trust. 

Protection of individual rights. CCH can have both positive and 
negative effects on individual right's'. 

Positive effects. CCH will assist in minimizing unnecessary 
incarcer~tion by ~rovi?ing more infor?uation at the time of bail hearing. 
~ po~en.tlal beneFIt ex,lsts for reduct:on of danger to persons in jail by 
IdentIfYIng and IsolatIng dangerous Inmates. CCH will also promote 
evenhanded treatment, especially When diversionary decisions are to 
be made. 

CCH can contribute to protection of the privacy of individual's rec­
ords. Individuals having arrest records are entitled to protection from 
harm that might result fron1 disseluination of inaccurate records or 
fl~om their u:11awful. use. Present abuses include the timing and coIl1-
pleteness wIth WhICh records are established, updated, sealed and 
purged. In S01ne cases, locally maintained records have been used in 
a mar;.ner contrary to law and sound public policy--notab1y, private 
age.ncles have obtained infonuation as part of preemployment investi­
g.at:J.ons. CCH may rGd~lOO these EtLUses through the exercise of opera­
tIonal controls and audlts which are not available to manual systems. 
F?r .exa:mple: .CCH can. edit ~ecords to assure that they are updated 
WIthIn tln1e InUIts, espeCIally f1l1al disposition data. It can autom.atically 
generate messages to responsible authorities requesting the SUbluission 
of such data.. It has the potential for autom.atically erasing arrest in­
fo.rn~ation wh~n ce~tain cr~teria, e. g., the a<:ldition of disposition data 
wlthl.n certaIn tIme perlOds, are not met. Automated sealing and 
purgIng can be done with. more certainty and at a much lower cost. 
Safeguards can be installed (e. g., terminal operator codes) to provide 
greater protection for records than can be given recor·ds stored in file 
folders. . 
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Negative effects. Individuals wh.o might lai~ un~uthoriz~daccess 
to a terminal would have the opportumty to acqUIre InformatIon about 
individuals from throughout the United States. Such i:Uorm~ti(:m. could 
be used for extortion or otherwise to damage the reputatlOn of mdlvIdua1s 
of record in the system. 

Criminal Justice Systems Improvement. Implementation of Stan­
dards ana Goals1 / recommendations of NAC will be facilitated by CCH: 
The effects of CCH are assessed in Appendix C of the Cost and BenefIt 
Study Report c:S they apply to the following standar:ds: 

Use of Citations 

Police Standard No.4. 4: Citation 

Courts Standard No.4. 2: Citation and Summons in Lieu of Ar­
rest 

Corrections Standard No.4. 3: Alternatives to Arrest 

Screening and Diversion 

Police Standard No.4. 3: Diversion 

Courts Standard No. 2.1 and 2. 2: Diversion 

Corrections Standard No. 3.1: Use of piversion 

Pretrial Release 

Police Standard No.4. 4: Release on Own Recognizance 

Courts Standard No.4. 5: Presentation Before Judicial 
Officer Following Arrest 

Courts Standal'd No.4. 6: Pretrial Release 

Safety of Persons in Jail 

Corrections Standard No.2. 4: Protection Against Personal 
Abuse 

l/National Advisory Com.mission on Cril1?-inal Justic~ S.tandards .and 
- Goals, Six Iteports of the National AdVIsory ComIDlsslOn on CrIm­

inal Justice Stanaards and Goals (Washington, D. C., Government 
·-Printing O~fice, January, 1973). 
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Speedy Trials 

Police Standard No. 4.1: Cooperation and Coordination 

Courts Standard No. 3.1: Abolition of Plea Negotiation 

Courts Standard No.4. 1: Time Frame for Pronlpt Process-
ing of Criminal Cases 

Courts Standard No.4. 3: Procedure in Misdemeanor Prosecu­
tion 

Courts Standard No.4. 8: Prelilninary Hearing and Arraign­
l:nent 

Courts Standard No.4. 9: Pretrial Discovery 

Courts Standard No.4. 10: Pretrial Motions and Conference 

Courts Standard No. 4.11: Priority Case Scheduling 

Corr. Standard No. 4.10:· Expediting Criminal Trials 

Cost Dispiacelnent, or potential savings, to be realized from the 
a,u1;oma!ion of manual processes. Potential cost savings of $150 million 
{In 1975 dolIars) over the ten year period from 1975 to 1984 could be 
r.ealized from. r~placelne.nt of manual functions by automated CCH opera­
tIons. ~4~ mllhon of th1,s alnount could be realized by the states and 
$105 m.Ilhon at the FBI's Identification Division if the manual update 
of rap sheets were halted for all subjects automated in the CCH system. 
Howev~r, present practice and informed opinion suggest that parallel 
operatIon of ll1anual and automated systems m.ay continue for several 
years. For this reason the project team elected not to subtract this 
cost displacement amount from the projected costs shown in Section 3 
of this summary. These savings will remain potential until policies are 
established to reduce parallel operations. 

Summ,ary. Congressiongl enactment of speedy triallegislatiol1; and 
its implementation over the next 16 months, will have a profound effect 
on the ~ederal judicial system. This newly enacted Federal legislation 
Inay stImulate enactment of similar statutes in the states. When this 
happens, current manually operated criminal history systems will not 
be able to support the millions of decisions which must be made within 
hours of the time of arrest. 

If the criminal justice system is to evolve as NAC recommends 
and if it is to work effectively within speedy-trial time constraints, then 
an ~utOlnated cri1?inal. history exchange system will be a necessity. 
Untll that necessIty anses, CCH benefits can be summarized 'as: 
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·.! Support for 73 million state and local decisions for the 
period 1975 to 1984. 

H. SupportDf Federal agency operations for national se-
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Facilitating the exchange of criminal history information 
for community protection as well as protection of individ­
ual rights. realizing that hazards are introduced for per­
sonal security and privacy. 

Support for impo:dant criminal justice systeln improve­
ment as recommended by NAC, and 

Potential cost savings of $130 million from automation of 
manual processes. 

OBTS Benefits 

OBTS exists in the CDS program as a state-level capability for 
producing offender based transaction statistics as a byproduct of CCH 
data entry. The CDS guidelines ilnply that a. centralized. state-level 
common OBTS!CCH data base is the only fundable approacl'l;the cost 
model presented in Appendices A. 1 and A. 2 assumes such an approach. 
based on New Jersey's OBTS. 

There are, however. other OBTS' andfelated systems which are 
operating or planned in states and localities. In assessing benefits two 
other types of systems can be defined: a decentralized or local-level 
tracking system -- especially appropriate for major urban centers; ana 
a vertical or state agency systeln - - often appropriate for a state with 
a strong judicial conference andlor a centralized state-level correc­
tional agency. Benefits of the three approaches are discussed in turn 
below. 

Centralized. state-level offender based transaction statistics capa­
bility, as envj,sioned by CDS, can p;covide analytical support for a number 
of activities. Among -these' are: . ~. . . 

Allocating limited funds alnong correctional institutions, 
state court and prosecution activities, and specialized 
criminal investigation efforts. 

Planning and managing probation, p,arole, and correc­
tional programs, particularly when workloads are de­
termined by flows of subjects across <jilrisdictional 
lines. 

Coordinating and eva,luating special investigative! pros­
ecutorial efforts targeted at narcotics or organized 
crime. 
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Identifying and ameliorating scheduling problems in 
state trial courts. 

.' Developing and evaluating legislative initiatives in the 
fields of penal statutes, specification of permissibl'e 
sentences, and judicial procedure. 

Additional state-level uses have been cited in Project SEARCH 
Technicall~eports 4 and 5. 

Decentralized. local-level tracking systems, not funded by CDS, 
,are generally operating on-line within a single Iarge city or metropolitan 
area. These have other benefits, including the following: 

Ability to answer status and schedule inquiries from 
litigants and witnesses. 

Ability to monitor aging of cases. 

Ability to locate pending cases involving police officers 
no longer available for court appearance. 

Ability to identify multiple cases pending against a single 
individual and to use this knowledge in bond recOlnmen­
dations. 

Abilityto plan police Inanpower uses based on knmlirledge 
of when officers are needed in court. 

Besides these management uses, local, systems can periodically 
produce data tapes for cOlnpilation of transaction statistics as a by­
product of everyday operations. If these systenls are designed for CI?S 
data compatibility, these tapes can be passed to the state for analysIs 
and can be used locally as well. :l\ ... dded local benefits of these statistics 
include: 

Establishn1.ent of priorities in the use of criminal jus­
tice resources, with consideration for the impact of one 
seglnent's priorities on other segxnents of the criminal 
justice systel11.. 

Improved police/ prosecution coordination to decrease 
the incidence of unsuccessful prosecutions caused by 
procedural difficulties. 

Pr()gram evaluation and planning in such areas as pri­
son furloughs, pretrial diversionary programs, and in­
cres-sed use of citations in lieu of pretrial detention. 
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a criminal justice system component - - generally a state's judicial. and/ 
: t.,·, 01~ correctional systeln. LEAA has, as part of the CDS program, funded 

upwards of 12 state judicial information systems and an equal number 
.1 .... 
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. of state correctional information systems. Conceptually, post-arrest 

OBTS data requirements could be satisfied by extradion from a larger 
• 11 body of data passed from lower levels to a single, state-level agency 

1 inforlnation system. Agreed upon data elements could then be passed, 
by tape or on-line, to the final OBTS data repository. 
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Linkage of a centralized state-level OBTS to a vertical system could 
produce most -of the benefits ascribeq to OBTS/CCH. However, in the 
case of jUdicial systelTIs. the satisfaction of civil data needs and infor­
mation requirements would be an additional benefit. Correctional infor­
mation systems would produce other benefits in terms of information 
for management, research and evaluation. 

Because of the trade-ofis' between the OBTS/CCl{ components of 
CDS and the intrinsic benefits of other state and local systems which 
can also provide OBTS data, the following questions are raised: 

. Whether the improved quality of statistics pruduced as 
a byproduct of CCl{ operationp justifies the delay in CCl{ 
ilnplementation caused by linkage to OBTS. 

Whether the improved quality and standardization of data 
entered at the state level justifies the· expense of dupli­
cating data already entered in other state and local sys­
tem. 

INhether LEAA guidelines can 'be made flexible enough 
to recognize different systelTI configurations most com­
patible with various state operating environments, 

Whether states will address their statistical needs 
through flexible approaches involving planned coordina­
tion of criminal justice information systems at all levels 
within each state. 

Realization of potential benefits is subject to resolution of these 
issues. Therefore, assignment of benefits to OBTS as a CDS com-
pOD:ent cannot be made at this time. 

UCR Benefits 

UCR is expected to provide more complete crilne and arrest sta­
tistics, as the voluntary UCR program becomes state mandated. More 
comprehensive UCR data will enhance state and local law enforcement 
planning by providing: 
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More reliable statistical data from which the extent and 
seriousness of the state's, as well as each locality's, 
crime problenls can be determined. 

Specific crilne and' offender data including the ag,e. sex, 
and race of arrestees--needed for systems planmng; and 

A geographic, as well as a dem:ographic" d~stribution of 
offenses that will be of value In establIshIng program 
priorities for both planning and resource allocation. 

-, 

UCR statistics benefit law enforcement tactical operations primarily 
by facilitating timely and accurate special studies of parti~ular loc~l 
crilne problems. For example, by combining UCR da~a WIth c~rtall1 
administrative data, e. g., the size of the work ,force In a parhcul::-r 
crime zone, workloads can be continuously momtored and changed In 
an attempt to achieve optimum manpower utilization. 

Another significant benefit of state-level UCR is that it will force 
many police agencies to keep records of crimes and, oth~r law enforce­
ment events. lVIany slnall agencies have never mall1talned such data 
cOlnpletely and accurately, as required by the UCR component. The 
significance of this improvement should not be undere?tI:nated, but 
dollar~.and-cent assessment of it requires rather unrealIstic assump-' 
tions. 

SA C B enen ts 

At the present stage of CDS development, . Statistical Analysis ,Cen­
ter benefits have generally been nonstatistical. With rare exceptIOns, 
data collection systems have not been operational long enough to produce 
usable raw material for statistic.al analysis. 

However, in several states the SAC has served as a focal point' for 
expressing user needs to the designers of C?BTS/CCH: , Its status out­
side operating cril1'linal justice agencies umquely qualIfles the SAC f~r 
this rol.e.. Therefore, as lnore states begin OBTS/CClT developlnent In 
the futu).~e, this use of the SAC ca,n be expected to grow . 

Benefits of MAS and TA/CDS 

In the absence of specific reqUirements for these com.ponents, sta~~s 
have used MAS and TA/CDS funds to addr~ss a variety of needs speclflc 
to their situations. No misuse of these funds was noted in the study 
states; however. expenditures on these components cannot be described 
as financing progress toward any single national objective. 

-35-

". 
II r.I.' 

7. POLICY ISSUES 

The costs estim.ated in this study are significantly higher than those 
originally projected for CDS. Federal funding, originally planned for 
CDS development, is nowbeing used to cover initial operations and other 
costs which some participating states are either unwilling or unable to 
assume. Many states do not yet perceive the CDS program to be 
permanent and viable.' Consequently, they prefer to utilize Federal 
funds to the maximum extent possible while withholding a full commit­
ment of, state personnel and re~sources. The net, result is a CDS pro­
gram WIth a growing need for Federal funds. In the opinion of the 
project tean1, survival of the CDS program will J,.~equire either an in­
crease in Federal funding to more than double the present planned level 
over the next 10 years or the revision of several high-cost-impact CDS 
polkies to reduce the need for Federal funds. 

Several policies were identified as candidates for reviSIon, since 
they offer potentially large cost reductions yvith only minor los ses in 
CDS benefits. 

These policies are listed in: Exhibit 15, together with comments 
on theh~ contribution to CDS goals, rough assesSlneuts of their cost 
impact, and some suggested alternative policy directions. 

The issues are briefly discussed below. 

1. Participation of all 52 states is anticipated for the CDS program. 
This aesirable objective may not be achieved wit£lin 10 years because: 
(1) lack of program funds may require limitation of state participation 
to those most .able to help themselves, and (2) many less advanced 
states are unable to meet the adn1inistrative requirements fol:' CDS 
funding in a short tin1e period and may require technical assistance 
or actual Federal support ...... 

2. Manual criminal history systelns will duplicate CClT operations for 
la-years or more. With few exceptions. the participatilig CCH states 
and the FBI are continuing full manual duplicati0n of their CCH system 
entries and updates despite NCIC policy. If this practice continues, 
by 1984 more than $18 million per year in potential CCH cost savings 
will be unrealized. 

3. Dedicated computers for CCH must be under the management con­
trol of a criminal justLce agency. Some states £lave legislatively re­
stricted the number of cOlnputei-s or computer' centers within the state. 
Current NCIC policy requires that computers for CCH pr9ce~;isj;l1g, data 
base managelnent, and message switching he located under tE.;~Jmanage­
ment control of a criminal justice agency. The conflict between these 
two policies has prevented CCH participation by some states. 
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4. Lack of cooperation between law enforcement and judicial agencies 
in some states limits disposition reporting to OBTS/eCH. In some 
states, lack or cooperation between law enforcement agencies and the 
judiciary severely delays OBTS/CCH implement8.tion. increases collec­
tion cost, oX' diminishes the accuracy and completeness of disposition 
data collected for OBTS/CCH. Potential CDS cost increases, due to 
this problem, have not been incorporated in the cost projections of this 
study. No specific solutions are suggested by the study other than a 
serious need to develop funding policies which would encourage coopera­
tion among affected agencies in all participating states. 

5~ Delayed fingerprint identification, added pro'cessing, and duplicate 
reporting. Present practice in most states results in submissions of 
fingerprint cards to both the state fingerprint identification bureau and 
to the FBI's Identification Division. Duplicate fingerprint submission 
substantially, and needlessly. raises national fingerprint processing 
costs. Delay is another critical factor; unless the subject is known 
to local authorities. the present fingerprint identification process re­
turns positive ide11tification of an arrestee {required as the key for 
CCH inquiry) in time periods ranging up to two and three weeks. CCH 
benefits could be materially enhanced by shortening the time for all 
identifications to hours. 

6. Prior manual histories are converted for subjects rearrested after 
CCH start-up. Cornpared with "first-offender automation, II the present 
lire-entrant conversion" procedure of converting prior manual histories 
can more than double the num.ber of clerical personnel needed during 
the first 10 years of CCH operation. Therefore, this study assumed 
that first-offender automation must replace the current policy for all 
except multistate and Federal offenders. The CDS Cost and Benefit 
Study demonstrated that very little benefit is lost under the less costly 
policy and that neither policy will retire the luanual system wi thin ten 
years of CCH start-up. (See Exhibits B-5 and B-6 in Appendix B of 
the CDS Cost and Benefit Study Report. ) 

7. Multistate offender criminal histories reside in the central NCIC / 
CCH data base. 'The present CCH policy of maintaining mUltistate 
offender records at NCIC rather than in the state data bases has been 
ba8ed on the joint expectations of lower cost and higher reliability for 
this approach. The CDS Cost and Benefit study, however, found un­
expectedly high cost associated with error correction of entries to 
this central data base. Furthenuore, several states with strict pri­
vacy legislation are delaying NCIC/CCH participation because they fear 
loss of dissemination control over arrest records contributed to a cen­
tral file. The study does not include a cost/benefit analysis of alierna­
ti ve c onfigur ations . 

8. Disposition reporting requirements' are not being enforced. This 
policy facilitates CCI-I implenlentation by avoiding judicial/law enforce­
ment controversies. However. future privacy legislation may require 
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erasure or expunction of arrest records not followed by dis positions 
within a reasonable time period. In this case, retroactivedisposit~on 
collection would be virtually' impossible, rendering much of the data 
base UNusable. An LEAA funding policy requiring full.disposition re­
porting should be explored and cost-effective dis position collection 
methods developed. NCIC has an important' role to play in encouraging 
full disposition reporting. 

9. OBTS/CCH source document data are collected at the stllte level. 
Sourc:eaab. coding and key-entry compriseneady 60 percent of Cen 
cost. Several states are collecting dispositionJ$ource documents for 
key-entry at the state level even though the same, or similar, data 
are being key-entered into other state and local systems. Significant 

.opportunities exist to reduce costs and improve accuracy by a funding 
policy which would encourage non-redundant collection of dis position 
information through interface between OBTS/CCH and other automated 
criluinal justice information systems. 

10. Statistical components are being funded prior to development of 
a national systenl design. CCH and UCR systems are guided by a limited 
amount of tecnnical design documentation prepared by the FBI, but the 
statistical components, especially MAS and TA/CDS. are directed only 
by the general guidance given by the CDS Guideline Manual. As a re­
sult, the relativelyfixed amounts granted to states for these cOluponents 
are utilized in widely diverse ways which do not necessarily support the 
coherent growth of a national criminal justice statistics capability. 
Guideline revisions should be considered for more specific direction of 
these funds. 

11. Management control of the CDS program,. especially crilninal his­
tory exchange, is fragluented among: 

The FBI, including NCIC and the Identification Division, 
for record maintenance and identification; 

LEAA, including funding for the CDS, State JUdicial In­
formation Systems (SJIS), and Offender-Based State Cor­
rectional Information Systems (OBSCIS) programs; 

State Planning Agencies (SPA IS), which distribute block 
grant funds to state and local agencies; 

FBI/NCIC for systelns management and standards (CCH 
and UCR); and 

FBI/NCIC and LEAA for technical assistance. 

Since CDS inception, several of these policies have raised expendi­
tures above the level necessary to achieve CDS goals. Until resolved. 
they will continue to do so. The form of their resolution could raise 
future CDS costs above the path projected in this report. Substantial 

. future planning. supplemented by analyses of alternatives. will be needed 
to develop a more cost-'effective CDS. 
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1., Participation of all states is 
anticipated for the CDS program. 
However, some states are not 
ready for participation, and 
current funding policies may 
not support participation of all 
states within the next ten years. 

2. Manual criminal history systems 
will duplicate CCH operations 
for ten years or more. 

3. "Dedicated computers" for CCH 
are required to be under the 
management control of a crim~ 
inal ju st ice agency. 

4. Lack of cooperation between law 
enforcement and judiciary in 
some states limits disposition 
reporting to OBTS/CCH. 

5. Delayed fingerprint identifica-) 
tion response encourages multiple 
submissions, added processing, 
and duplicate reporting 

Very high 

Negative 

Barri er to some 
states' partici­
pation 

Negative 

Negative 

1. (a) Delay participation of techni­
cally less advanced states. Pro­
cess data from these states at 
federa 1 1 eve 1 .-
(b) Encourage participation of less 
advilnced states by providing tech­
nicalassistance and modified 
funding policies. 

2. (a) Refine CCH system design and 
provide technical assistance to 
reduce need for duplicate opera­
tions. 
(b) Modify funding policy to re­
duce financial support for dupli­
cate operations. 

. 3. Consider alternative definitions 
of secul'ity assurance. 

4. Consider funding policies which 
would encourage cooperation in 
those states. 

5. High technology, rapid response 
identification systems 1'lOuld en­
hance CCH benefits. Encourage a . 
uniform single fingerprint sub­
mission policy, and technical 
assistance by the FBI to the 
std,tes. 

EXHIBIT 15: SUMMARY OF COST-RELATED CDS POLICY ISSUES 
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6. Manual histories are converted for 
subjects rearrested after CCH startup Very 10\'/ 
(re-entrant conversion policy) 

7. Multistate offender criminal his­
tories reside in the central 
NCIC/CCH data base 

8. Dispositions are not required' 
for CCH arrest records as a 
condition for funding 

9. 

10. 

OBTS/CCH source document data 
are entered. at state level 

Statistic~l components are being 
funded prior to development of a 
national system design. MAS and 
TA/CDS components are undefined 
but account for 6~ of CDS cost 
over ten years. 

11. Management centrol of the cri­
minal history exchange program 
is ftagmented: 
.FBI/NCIC and FBI/Ident.: 
federal-level data storage 

.LEAA: funding for CDS, SJIS, 
OBSCIS 

.SPA'S: state and local block 
grants 

.FDI/NCIC: systems management 
and standards 

'.FBI/NCIC and LEAA: technical 
assistance 

Access to multi­
state information 
is essential to CCH 

.Higher speed of 
CCH implementation 

.System may violate 
future pri vacy 
legislation 

Less with each suc­
ceeding year (as lo­
cal criminal justice 
systems are imple­
mented) 

Nega ti Ve 

Negative 

6. Automate only those subjects whose 
first arrest occurs after CCH 
startup (first-offender automation 
policy) 

7. Maintain an index to both single 
and llIultistate offenders, \'lith 
records in state data bases. 

8. (a) Fu1l disposition reporting in 
NCIC/CCH Tormat 
(b) Full reporting. of dispOSitions 
linked to arrest charges. 

9. Collect OBTS/CCH dispositions 
through interface with ot!-.<:r 
automated systems 

10. Develop specific guidelines for 
implementing statistical compo­
nents, Consider diverting rt.AS 
and TA/CDS funds to other com­
ponents unt~l their roles are 
de7ined. 

11. 1971 O~lB recommendati on fo)" co­
ordination of interstate criminal 
history exchange pl"Ogram at the 
level of the Attorney General 

EXHIBIT 15: SUMMARY OF COST-RELATED CDS POLICY ISSUES (CONT.) 
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