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INTRODUCTION

In September, 1980 the Criminal Justice Statistics Association,
Inc. (CJSA) administered a survey on the status of Offender Based
Transaction Statistics (OBTS) system development in the states.
The purpose of the survey was two-fold: (1) to assess the status
of OBTS development in the states and (2) to assess the level of
analysis that can realistically be expected given current and
planned data availability.

In theory an OBTS system is designed to track the movement of
an offender from point of initial entry (e.g., arrest) to final
departure or exit from the criminal justice system. The charge (s)
leveled against the offender at the point of arrest, prosecutor or
court filing, final court disposition, and corrections entry may
be recorded as well as the disposition of each charge. Addition-
ally, the dates of entry and exit from the system as well as dates
at which intermediate processing events (e.g., pre-trial hearing)
occur may be maintained so as to provide estimates of the elapseq
time between events in an offender's processing. -

When assessing the status of OBTS development several issues re-
lated to the various approaches to collecting OBTS data need to be
addressed. One issue concerns the tracking mechanisms being used.
In order to track an offender from point of entry (e.g., arrest)
to final disposition Oor exit from the system requires the submis-
sion of data from various agencies: law enforcement, courts, cor-
rections. Hence a mechanism must be developed which allows the
records from the various agency files which are associated with a
particular offender arrest incident to be linked. This may be
done through the use of a multi-part form with a unique identifi-
cation number which "follows" the offender as he moves through the

system. Under this system, each agency records the events related
to the offender's processing which occurred while the offender was
under their jurisdiction (e.g., court clerk records charge(s) at



central data base. Alternatively, each agency may maintain sepa-
rate automated management information systems which record informa-
tion on offender processings but which use the same unique identifi-
cation number on any records associated with a particular offender
arrest. Data related to each offender processirg may then be ex-
tracted from the separate management information systems and linked
via the unique identification number in order to form a complete
picture of an offender's processing through the criminal justice sys-
.tem. Alternatively, a state may choose to collect OBTS data on a
sample of offenders by manually extracting data from the various
agency files. How successful a state is in merging or tracking
offender movement from one agency to another depends in large part
on the cooperation of the agencies involved, and the compatibility
of the data bases or record keeping procedures used by each agency.

Another criteria which should be addressed in assessing OBTS
development concerns the data base accounting unit. That is, does
each record or each form represent one charge leveled against an
offender at arrest (charge accounting), those charges associated
with a specific criminal incident for which the offender is accused
as a result of the arrest (incident accounting), or all charges re-
sulting from an arrest (offender accounting). If data is being ex-
tracted from separate agency systems, are the record accounting
units of the various systems the same or compatible?

Additionally, the charge, disposition and sentence characteri-
zation of an offender arrest needs to be dztermined. For example, are
the offender processings being described by the most serious charge
at arrest and the resulting disposition (and where convicted, the
sentence) associated with this charge; the most serious charge dis-
posed of by the court and its disposition (and where convicted, the
sentence); or the most serious charge with the most serious dispo-
sition (and sentence where convicted). Does the data base from
which this information is extracted retain all the charges recorded
against an offender at each stage or only the most serious accord-
ing to one of the above characterizations?

The specific data elements which are being included in the OBTS
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daca bases should also be determined. The level of detail of the
data elements included typically depends on the ability or willing-
ness of the clerks to fill out the forms related to offender arrests,
the data elements included in the individual agency systems, and/or
the difficulty and cost associated with extracting these data elements
and as such may vary from state to state.

Finally, the guality and reliability of the OBTS data collected
should be assessed. That is, how timely is OBTS data reporting
(e.g., how quickly are final court dispositions reported in support
of an OBTS system) and subszquent file update (e.g., once received,
how quickly are fingerprinis etc. entered on the system); how com-
plete is OBTS data reporting (e.g., what portion of required arrests
are actually reported, what portion of required dispositions are
actually reported).

As stated previously, the second, and perhaps more important,
objective of the survey was to assess the level of analysis that
can realistically be expected given current and planned data avail-
ability. The primary purpose of an OBTS system would appear to be
to provide a comprehensive picture of offender processing in a
state so as to be able to address issues of concern (e.g., prison
overcrowding). Some states may be able to generate a comprehensive
picture of offender processing dispositions from two or three in-
formation systems. However, it may not be practical for the state
to literally merge or track offender movement from one agency to
another. Hence in order to address this objective, it was felt to
be important not only to determine the status of OBTS system develop-
ment according to the criteria outlined above, but also to identify
the types of issues, questions which the states are interested in
addressing and to determine the types of information systems (in addi-
tion to OBTS systems) and data generally available in the states which

can be used to address these questions on offender processing.



Description of Survey

Questionnaires were sent to the Statistical Analysis Center
(SAC) Director in each state with a SAC (i.e. 40 states) and to
the Criminal Justice Council (CJC) Director in each state without
a SAC. These individuals were asked to coordinate the completion
of the questionnaire with the appropriate people in their state.¥

The guestionnaire consisted of eleven sections. Only the first
two sections were applicable if a state was not currently operating
or developing a state OBTS or did not have active plans to develop
a state OBTS. States with an OBTS in the planning, design, develop-
ment, implementation or operational stages were asked to complete
all séctions of the questionnaire.

Essentially the sections of the guestionnaire corresponded to
the major areas or concerns related to OBTS development discussed
above, namely:

1) Information system overview

2) Offender statistics -~ development and use

3) Stage of development of offender based trans-
action statistics

4) Manner of reporting OBTS

5) OBTS tracking mechanism and tracking accounting
unit

6) OBTS charge, offense and disposition information

7) OBTS police, courts and corrections data elements

8) Timeliness of OBTS data reporting and file update

9) Completeness of OBTS data reporting

10) OBTS data guality control and audits

11) OBTS analysis

A copy of the gquestionnaire is included in Appendix A.

In a survey conducted last fall it was found that SACs are typi-
cally involved in all phases of OBTS development in their state,
and, in particular, in the planning, design, and analysis phases
(see State of the States, Statistical Analysis Centers, April, 1980;

Criminal Justice Statistics Assoc., Inc.). Hence it was felt appro-
priate that the SAC Directors coordinate completion of the survey in

+heir states. For the most part, states without a SAC are not in-
volved in OBTS system development and it was felt that the CJC Dir-
ector would be the best person to coordinate completion of the sec-
tions related to information system development and analysis in
their state.
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Su:vey Highlights - Status of OBTS System Development

Responses were received from forty-seven of the fifty-two
states (includes District of Columbia and Puexrto Rico) who re-
ceived a questionnaire.®

Some highlights of the survey results are the following:

1. Thirty-one of the forty-seven states indicated they
were developing, or had developed, some type of OBTS sys-
tem. Of these thirty-one states, eleven indicated that
they had an operational OBTS system. However, it should
be noted that operational means simply that the report-
ing and design of the OBTS system has been completed and
data may be entered; it does not m=an that accurate or
complete reporting is occurring. Additionally, the

data segments of a state OBTS may be at different stages of
development and/or some states may have chosen to imple-
ment only certain segments based on their needs and
avallability of data. For example, the survey results
indicated that 17 states have an operational police/
fingerprint segment, 18 have an operational arrest-
charge police disposition segment, 10 have an opera-
tional prosecutor segment, 17 have an operational court
segment, 16 have operational state custody/parole seg-
ments, 5 have an operational local custody segment, and
9 states have an operational probation segment. The
differences in the number of segments that are opera-
tional could reflect the fact that a state may be using
a phased approach to implementing OBTS or that a state
may have chosen not to implement (or not to link to
their OBTS) a particular data segment.

2. The principal means of reporting data to the state
OBTS systems would appear to be via prescribed form
for the police, prosecutor and court segments, with
the second most frequent means of reporting court
data being as a by-product of a court management in-
formation system.

Nevada, Texas, Tennessee and Vermont did not return questionnaires.
Puer?o.Rico returned a questionnaire after the results from the
remaining states had been analyzed and the tables had been printed
up. Since they indicated they were not developing an OBTS system,
an@ as such, only completed the first two sections of the question-
naire, no attempt was made to include them in the general discussion
of the survey results, nor in the tables or displays. Their re-
sponses to Sections I & II of the gquestionnaire are included in
Appendix B.




3. The states are using varied types of tracking mechan-
isms to link the data segments of their OBTS. About half
of the 31 states developing an OBTS system would appear to
have a tracking mechanism whereby each component (e.g.,
law enforcement, courts) uses the same numper to refer to
an offender arrest processing. The remain}ng states would
appear to rely on the use of several identifiers (g.g.,
state criminal history identification #, date of birth,
date of arrest) to track the processing of an offender, or
do not have an official tracking mechanism (e.g., they
manually link events associated with an offender arrest).

4. The majority of the states (19 out of 31) use an offend—v
‘er-arrest accounting unit for their OBTS system. Under
this system one reporting form (or medium} is comple;eq )
which includes all the charges placed against an 1n§1y1d—
ual as the result of a particular arvest. The remaining
states use a charge accounting system where separate forms
(or mediums) are completed for each charge, an offanse-
incident accounting system where all the charges related
to a crime incident resulting from a particular arrest

are reported on the same form (or medigm), or some com-
bination of the three types of accounting units.

5. Almost half (45%) of the states with an OBT$ system
currently record all charges at one or more points in
an offender's processing. In nine of the gtates on}y
information on the most serious charge is included in
their OBTS file. The remaining states indicated that
they plan to include all charges at one or more points
in processing in their OBTS file even though they may
currently be collecting information only on the most
serious charge.

Furthermore, the survey results indicated Fhat, in
general, where an OBTS file includes informatlon_on all
charges associated with a given offendgr processing,
the respective court disposition associated with each
charge is reported and maintained as well, to the ex-
tent possible.

6. With respect to the types of felony'offenses in-
cluded, about half of the states are either gurrent;y

or planning to include information oply on fingerprinted
felony offenses* (which may in some instances be all

For purposes of the survey a felony level offense was defined as

an offense which carries the possibility of imprlsonmept for a
year or more and a misdemeanor level offense as one which carries
a lessor penalty.
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felony offenses). Similarly, about half of the states
who are, or will be, including misdemeanors in their
OBTS file (about 80% of the states with an OBTS) will
only accept fingerprinted misdemeanor level offenses.

7. In general, the state OBTS files would appear to

be designed to include most of the data elements listed
in the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) OBTS tape sub-
mission standards.* Dates other than the dates of arrest
and final disposition, as well as data on the type of
counsel and types of trial tend to be excluded.

8. The level of reporting data to the state OBTS files
would appear to vary from state to state. Twenty-five
states indicated that arrest data was being reported
to their OBTS file; in eleven states more than 90% of
their total FY 1979 arrests (required to be reported
for OBTS or CCH purposes) were reported to their state
OBTS with three states indicating that 71-90% of the
required arrests were reported. The survey results
further indicated that reporting levels of less than
90% were, in general, due to the fact that specific
jurisdictions were not reporting all or some of their
arrests, or that specific jurisdictions were not yet
required to report due, for example, to phased imple-
mentation of the OBTS system.

9. At the time of the survey, only about one-third of

the 25 states where data is being reported and included

in their state OBTS file indicated that more than 90%

of the offender dispositions disposed of by their upper
court in FY 1979 were reported and included on their

state OBTS with approximately 12% of the 25 states esti-
mating that 71-90% of their final upper court disposi-
tions were reported and included in their OBTS files.

Lower court dispositions would appear to be, in general,
less consistently reported than upper court dispositions,.**

*

See Attachment A to the OBTS questionnaire included in Appendix A
for a listing of the BJS OBTS tape submission standards as well
as the SEARCH Technical Report #4 OBTS data elements.

**
In some states only felonies are required to be reported to the
OBTS (or CCH if the same) system and felonies are primarily
handled only at the upper court level. Additionally, some states
have only one trial court. 1In those states with only one trial
court, the estimated percentage of dispositions reported was in-
cluded under the percentage of upper court dispositions reported
but may refer to both felonies and misdemeanors.

T N AN o i st i oL



In those states where less than 90% of the final court
dispositions were reported the respondents generally in-
dicated that the level of reporting was due primarily to
the fact that specific jurisdictions were not reporting
all or some required court dispositions, or were not yet
required to report.

Survey Highlights - Analysis of OBTS Data

10. When asked to indicate the types of questions or
concerns which their state had in regard to the process-
ing of offenders, most respondents felt it was important
to monitor the elapsed time between arrest and trial and
the impact of delay in processing on court dispositions,
the number of offenders processed through the various
components of the system, how many people released from
the system return and how far they will penetrate upon
return, the cost of processing an offender through the
criminal justice system, how many rearrests occur while
people are active in the system, how many people are
active in the various stages of the system at a given
point in time, and how many offenders their state cor-
rections department should plan for in the future.

11. Similarly the areas of analysis which would appear
to provide the most utility to the states in addressing
these questions (based on the number of states who have
done work in the area in the past and the number who are
currently doing work in the area) are providing system
"offender" processing descriptions and system rates of
processing followed to a lessor extent by providing
trends in system processing and forecasts/projections

of future processing, providing a system resource, work-
load and cost description as it relates to offender pro-
cessing, analysis of elapsed time between events in pro-
cessing and the effect on backlogs, analysis of length
of offender stay in various sentencing alternatives, and
analysis of offender return to the system.

12. The majority of respondents felt that an OBTS file
would be useful in addressing questions on offender pro-
cessing in their states, however, they also mentioned
other types of data bases which would be critical to,

or of assistance in, addressing the questions (e.g.,
state judicial management information system, correc-
tions management information system, population/demo-
graphic data).

Furthermore, some states have performed analysis in
a particular area (e.g., analysis of elapsed time be-
tween events in processing) without the aid of an OBTS
system per se, by using available data on offender pro-
cessing (e.g., aggregate statistics, one-time study using
offender tracking data on a sample of offenders).*

* v .
These same states may currently be developing an OBTS system.



Survey Analysis - Final Reports
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This report summarizes the results of the survey. For compara-
tive purposes, the states were grouped by type of OBTS system they
are developing, if any. However, very little formal analysis of
the data by state grouping is given.

Essentially Grouping 1 represents those states who extract OBTS
data from a CCH (Computerized Criminal History) file and reporting
to the CCH is mainly via form. States in Grouping 2 are those states
where OBTS is extracted from the CCH and reporting to the CCH is
via form or by direct terminal entry. Grouping 3 represents those
states where OBTS is collected mainly as a by-product of management
information systems (e.g., state judicial management information
system, state corrections management information system). Groupings
4A and 4B represent those states who do not have active plans to
develop an OBTS system with states in Grouping 4A being those states
with SACs and states in Grouping 4B heing those states without SACs.?*
A listing of the staﬁe groupingsis included in Appendix C.

This report is organized into three parts:

1. Part I is an overview of the development and use
of offender processing statistics in general (e.g.,
with or without an OBTS system) in the states and
summarizes the responses to Sections I and II of

the questionnaire;

2. Part II describes the status of OBTS system de-
velopment in the states and summarizes the responses
to Sections III-XI of the gquestionnaire; and

3. Part III gives state examples of different an-
proaches to offender processing statistics develop-
ment and implementation.
More specifically, included in Part I of the report is an over-
view of information system development in the states as it relates
to offender processing data, a summary of the major issues or ques-

tions on criminal justice offender processing which concern the

*The classification of each state into a Grouping was made based on
the survey results and in some instances the choice may not have
been entirely clear-cut. A state may have indicated they currently
collect OBTS data one way but plan to switch to another method or
they may use a combination of methods. Additionally, the classi-
fication of states into Groupings 4A and 4B (with and without a SAC)
was made based on the known current status of the SAC within the
state. Louisiana and Missouri both had SACs at one time, but at
the time of the survey it was not clear they were still in operation.
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states (e.g., how many offenders state corrections should plan

for %n the future), and a description of the types of information
systéms which can be used to address a particular question (e.g.,
court system). Part I also shows the types of frameworks or struc-
tures for representing offender processing data (e.g., rates of re-
turn - recidivism) that can assist in addressing questions on crim-
inal offender processing. Included in Part II of the report is

a summary of the stage of development of OBTS by state; the manner
of reporting OBTS by state; a description of the tracking mechanisms
(e.g., traveling form which follows the offender Srom one stage to
the next) and accounting units (e.g., charge, offender) being used;
the types of charge, offense, and disposition information included;
the timeliness of OBTS data reporting and file update; the complete-
ness of data reporting to the state OBTS systems; the types of data
quality control measures being used to insure accurate reporting;
and the types of analysis done or being planned for OBTS data.

Part III describes, in some detail, three state OBTS systems. The
systems described were selected to represent the different approaches
being used to collect OBTS data, e.g., from a CCH, as a by-product
of agency management information systems.

As stated previously the two objectives of the survey were to
1) assess the status of OBTS>development in the states and 2) to
assess the level of analysis which can reasonably be expected given
current and planned data availability. This report summarizes the
overall results of the survey. A second report entitled "Analytic
Plan for the Representation and Use of Offender Processing Statistics"
has also been written.* The survey results, as well as examples of
work done at the state level, were used as a base of information in
writing the analytic plan report.

Specifically, based on the state interest in addressing questions
related to offender processing and the availability of OBTS data and
aggregate offender processing data in general, as indicated by the
survey results, an analytic plan for the representation and use of
offender processing statistics was developed. Essentially the analytic

plan report describes six structures for the representation and use of
—

The report is entit}ed "Analytic Plan for the Representation and Use
of Offender Processing Statistics™; Criminal Justice Statistics Assoc.,
July, 1981.

- 11 -



of fender processing statistics, illustrates their use at the state
level, and describes data bases (e.g., OBTS/CCH) or information
sources which support the structures.

The structures correspond to the major areas of analysis which
the survey results indicated would appear to provide the most
utility to the states. They are:

1. Offender Processing Flows and Stocks - e.g., manner
and outcome of process, offender characteristics,
number of offenders active in the system at given
points in time or waiting to be processed.

2. Elapsed Time Between Events in Processing and Impact
on Processing Stocks - e.g., number of days between
events, analysis of pending population, effect of
court backlog on pre-trial detainee and corrections
populations.

3. Corrections Intake, Length of Sentence and Length
of Stay and Its Impact on Corrections Population -
e.g., impact of sentencing decisions on size of
corrections population.

4, Rates of Return of the Offender to the Justice
System (Recidivism) - e.g., from state custody,
state supervision, rearrest.

5. Projections of Future Volume and Manner of Criminal
Justice Processing - e.g., arrest projections, pro-
jections of number of offenders active at various
processing points.

*6. Justice System Resources and Costs - e.g., cost
of processing offenders, level of government
services.

The report is organized into six chapters corresponding to each
of the six structural areas listed above. FEach chapter contains a
conceptual definition of the framework (e.g., rates of return); an

illustration of the use and display of the framework based primarily

*
This chapter of the report was not available at the time of

initial distribution. It will be disseminated later as an ad-
dendum to the report.

o e

on individual state work in the area; identifies issues in data
collection, extraction, and aggregation related to the framework
(e.g., unit of count for analysis-~offender vs. charge); identifies
alternative sources of data to support the framework; and finally
displays data files and output reports in support of the framework.
Taken together, the two reports (i.e., this report and the
analytic plan) attempt to describe the state of the art in offender
based transaction statistics tracking systems and the use of offend-
er processing data in general. They identify issues related to the
collection and aggregation of offender processing data, illustrate
different state approaches to collecting and aggregating the data,
and describe ways of using the information at the state level.
The illustrations of the uses of offender processing data are made
based on the types of data generally available and the work which
has been done at the state level. Neither report is meant to pro-
vide the final word in the type of OBTS system which should be de-
veloped or the types of analysis which should be performed. Rather
they are meant to illustrate different approaches which can be, and
have been, used in the different states and in this way it is
hoped that they can contribute to the states building a strong

capacity for systemic justice analysis.
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PART 1. OVERVIEW Op THE DEVELOPMENT AND USE oOF OFFENDER PROCESSING
_ STATISTICS IN THE STATES

SECTION 1. Information System Overview

States of information Systems in Support of offender Processing
Statistics ang the likeiihoog of continuead development of state
OBTS systemsg in the absence of future federal funds,

OBTS and ccH Development
TT——————=— “¢Velopment

Table 1.1 Presents an Overview of ORBTS development in the
States as indicated by the Survey results, describing the types

the process of developing, O presently Planning to implement

a statewide OBTg System. Of the 31 States, 81sg indicated g3
combined OBTS/ccCH development effort (45% of the 31 states in-
dicateg they extract OBTg from the CCH file, 26%¢ Create Separate

Mean that accurate or complete Teporting ig Occurring,

As stated above, the information in Table I.1 is based en-
tirely on the Survey Tesponsesand as such may be subject to
Certain limitaiiong (e.g. the "best" pPerson(s) to Yespond for
a state was not Contacted, not all stateg Tesponded) . While
it is believeqd that the information in Table I.1 is representa-~
tive of the actual (as of September 1980) status of OBTS ang CCH
development in the States, for Comparative Purposes, results from

*In actuality, 33 respondentsg indicateq that they were Currently
maintaining, developing, Or planning for an OBTS. However, only



|
TABLE I.}: OVERVIEW OF OBTS DEVELOPMENT IN THE STATES |

R e :Eysénop TYPE OF OBIS SYSTEM STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT
’
Cs)'lz"z\mp WJEENSB%S CQMBINED OBTS,CCH
EXTRACTED | SEPARATE SEPARMIE |

States YES NO FROM CCH | AT ENTRY | OTHER oBrs ! ccH OBTS
T [

1. California X X | OPERATTONAL OPERATIONAL A
Georgia X X | OPERATIONAT, . IMPLEMENTATION | 4
{linois X X |_coprrarTrONAT OPERATTONAL 1
lowa X X | OPERATTONAL - IMPLEMENTATION
Michigan X X ) I|_OPERATTONAT, OPERATTONAL
Nebraska X X .| OPERATIONAL PLANNING -

New Jersey X X .| OPERATIONAL . | QPERATIONAL __ |
"Ohio X X OPERATIONAL OPERATIONAT, o
Qregon X X OPERATTONAL .. QPFRATTONAL _._._....
Utah X X OPERATTONAL QPERATTONAL,
=) : )
Virginia X X ! OPERATTONAL OPERATTONAL
Wisconsin X X i INVESTIGATION | PLANNING
Wyoming X X x2 DESIGN DESIGN
2. Arizona X X OPERATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
~" Colorado X X i|_OPERATTCNAL PILANNTNG ]
i i B | DEVETOPMENT
Connecticut X X DEVEIOPMENT
”””” Delaware X X OPERATTONAL _. | IMPLEMENTATION . ___|
" Hawail . “ X . OPERATTONAT ngm{om —_
__Massachusetts X 4 X : DEVELOPMENT._ : PLANNTNG. e oo e o]
New Mexico | x| I X 1 PLANNTNG. - | e e
| New York X _1 X o OPERATIONAL, . TMPLEMENTATION _ ..
... Okahoma | i ‘ OPEFATIONAL . _ .OPERATIONAL. ._ ..
_.... Qklahoma | _x . - X . RO e
3. Arkansas X ! X L N/A o [ OPERATIONAL
T 'DE>-—_- o T ! X___,-__ INVFQ'T‘T(‘-.A'I‘TQN__&__ NVESTIGATION.. . ..e. :
| Kansas_ | X __ i . X DESIGN | BLANNING. _ ____ - |
T Maine Tz i . tx__ . ! prANNTNG . PLANNING . __. __| |
Maryland  ~ x4 . - __X_ . .|DevrromEnT . . . DEVETORMENT ... ..
" Minnesofa "X ; TION < e
Minnesota . _ | - x w4 . - X ...}l NOT_PROGRESSING: TMPIFMENTAT
| Pennsyivania "X , R X - M@%;EN
... Rhodelsland [ x | : X -~ PLANNDG. .. _ INWVEST GhrIn - =
. SouthCarofina_| X'~ ‘ S . srmm s - um VARIES BY COMPONENT
- 20utn »aroin: B, ]
)
_4A. Alabama | 1 .X_ | . . — e e .
A..I.a.s.k.a__ X : HE . —_— ;ﬂ e mtn e % A o o = e e = —a
_ ... ldaho___ I X __. : B | N S
.. Mississippt | | X, ] : : e e ‘
_.. Montana | 1 X : ! e e
Nevada X . . e ]
~ " NewHampshire | T [Tx T hT ; DESIGN DESIGN
Hampshire X . X : - . ]
- \?V%gﬁiﬁﬁﬁ'“"”"“_ Tx ; OPERATTONAL . PLANNING. __ .. | 1
. 4B. Florida | . X OPERATIONAL __ | e ;
o lL[:de?s?:nE' o -—;Eb : ! 'OPERATIONAL ' TMPLEMENTATION - ;
[ Missour T T X ” : . 5 ;
. _NorthGarolina | == | X ‘ : ] |
... North Dakota lx o o {
N outh Dakota X o ; \ : - .. :
[ \:?Veét_Virgini'a"—"}“ B ! : X IOPERATIONAL ' PLANNING i

®Mhe corrections component. of the Wyoming OBTS data base will be a by-product of their corrections system,

blouisiana was ir the process of implementing an OBTS system, During the sumrer of 1980 activities associated with
OBTS dJevelopment were terminated.

SCURCE:  Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CISA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A ~ Questions 1,2,&3).
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a 1979 SRI International Survey Final Report entitled "An
Assessment of the Status of the National Computerized Criminal
History Program" is presented in Exhibits I.1 and I.2. Speci-
fically, Exhibit I.l1 summarizes criminal justice state planning
agencies (SPA) responses with respect to information system de-
velopment in their state, and with respect to CCH and OBTS
system development in particular. Exhibit I.2 summarizes
responses from state computerized criminal history agencies
with respect to the current (1979) status and type of CCH sys-

tem (e.g. integrated CCH/OBTS) operating or under development
in their state.

Commitment of the Statesto Continue OBTS Development

A series of questions were asked about the commitment of the
states toward continued OBTS development in the absence of future
funds. Figure I.1A describes the estimated level of assistance
needed by the states from BJS in order to assure continued OBTS
development. As noted, approximately 32% of the 31 states with
an OBTS indicated they needed no additional support from BJS in
order to assure continued OBTS development while 35% of the
states indicated the need for funds in the range of $15,000 -
$40,000 or enough for extraction and analysis of the data.
Another 19% indicated they needed at least $100,000 and/or the
continuation of current levels of grant support for system de-
sign and development.

Figure I.1B describes the estimated level of support existing
in the states for OBTS development should federal assistance be
severely restricted at the conclusion of any on-going funding.
Specifically, approximately 61% estimated that their state
would continue to support current levels of operational expenses
for their OBTS system (or CCH system if the same) while 26% ex-
pected none to only minimal support from their state should
federal assistance be restricted at the conclusion of on-going
funding.

Figure I.2 displays the respondents' perception of the depen-

dency of their state's progress with respect to OBTS development



FIGURE I.lA: Estimated Level of Federal Assistance Needed by the
States@ in Order to Assure Continued OBTS Development

FIGURE I.2: Dependepcy of States? with Respect to OBTS Development
on Continued Progress with Respect to CCH Development

Level of Assistance and Implementation
2 States [::]None
$15,000~-525,000
¥ — ! ! Dependency of OBTS Progres
ff B 10 States [TI1}s30,000~540,000 gress on CCH
| Extraction & Analysis/BJS Tape [ ]Very Dependent
4 States i BEEBPreparati,on Y / P ¥ P
Y X Over $100,000 : EEEH Somewhat Dependent
f Conti ti 18 States
o ates EoEoRELRaELD Of Suprent grants/ Ml Yot Dependent
C Unknown/No Response . m No Response/Noc Applicabie
5 States‘\t 3 ' 1 State
e 2 States
4 States

C . a
FIGURE I.1B: GEstimated Level of Support Existing in States  for
OBTS Development Should Federal Assistance be Restricted
at the Conclusion of on-going Funding

Level of State Support

1 State
[::] None/Little/Minimal
Resources but no $

Continuation of current level/Opera-
EEEH tional expenses/Already state funded

m Unknown/No Response

7 States

AR
ﬁxv
i

19 States "

4 States 1

a
Based on responses from the 31 stat indi

' ; es who indicated th
Or were planning to implement, an OBTS system. 2t they had,

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS 'administered b

the CJsa i
1980 (see Appendix A - Question 3(b)Y A in September,

aBased on responses from the 31 states who indicated they had, or were
planning to implement a state-wide OBTS.

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September,
1980 (see Appendix A - Question 2(b) & (c)). } *
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on continued progress with respect to CCH development and

: , FIGURE I.3A: i a aa ‘
implementation. More than half (about 57%)of the 31 states Commitment of States™ to Providing the Resources Needed

to Operate OBTS (or CCH if t ;
developing an OBTS capability felt that OBTS development in e

their state was very (18 states) or somewhat (3 states) ‘ N

dependent on continued CCH development and implementation.
St .:tes where OBTS is in the operational stage or will be
operational at the conclusion offon—going grant support were {

asked to comment on whether or not their states were committed ! o

to providing the resources needed to operate the OBTS system f

(or CCH system if the same) and the resources needed for gen- 5 States

erating OBTS output reports and analyzing and disseminating

the information consistent with state needs. Twenty-two states

responded to this question. Figures I.3A and I.3B display the
results. ' N
Specifically, 16 respondents felt that their states were

committed to providing the resources needed to operate OBTS

FIGURE I.3B: Commitment of States®
! for Generating OBTS Ou
other hand, only 12 respondents felt that their states were ' Disseminating the Info

ommitted to providing the Tesources nested Lo cperats NS to Providing the Resources Needed
tput.Reports and Analyzing and
rmation Once OBTS is Operational

committed to providing the resources needed for generating

OBTS output reports and analyzing and disseminating the infor-

mation once OBTS is operational while 10 respondents were un- State is Committed

Jves
MMM vncertain

Il Yo Response/Not Applicable

certain about their state's commitment.

OBSCIS, SJIS, PROMIS System Status

12 States

Questions were asked in the survey on the status of OBSCIS,
SJIS and PROMIS* system development in the states, as well as

on the status of other information systems either operational

or under development which could contribute to offender - 0 States 9 Stat
; ates

oriented statistical development. The survey responses are

summarized in Tables I.2A and I.2B.

Specifically, Table I.2A displays the stage of development
of OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS in the states as indicated by the

survey respondents, and indicates with ar asterisk the systems @Based on responses from th
e

. . - 31 states who indi
that are anticipated to contribute as a by-product to OBTS ’ planning to implement a stat tndicated th

: ey had
e-wide OBTS . Y ¢ OF were

development. As noted, thirty-four of the forty-seven respon- SOURCE :

Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September
I ’

dents indicated that an OBSCIS (or its equivalent) system is, 1980 (see Appendix A - Questions 4(a) & (b))

* .
OBSCIS = Offender Based State Corrections Information System

SJIS = State Judicial Information System

PROMIS = Prosecutor Management Information System
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TABLE I.2A:  OBSCIS, SJIS, PROMIS SYSTEM STATYS3
TABLE I,2p: OTHER INFORMATION SYSTEMS (COUNTY/STATEWIDE) IN STATES2 EITHER
OPERATICMNAL OR UNDER DEVELOPMENT WHICH ARE OR COULD CONTRIEUTE
STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT TO OBTS DEVELOPMENT
States OBSCIS SIIS PROMIS; 1P l 2 3
1. California < c c OFFENDER | JUVENILE
Georgia - States [AWENF| COURTS | PAROLE/PROB_ | CORRECTIONS | TRACKING  |TRACKING | OTHER
Tilinois OPERATIONAL *PLANNING | o - (County Level)
lowa *OPERATIONAL *PLANNING I I 1. California
Michigan IMPLEMENTATION | * DEVELQPMENT 1 Georgia
Nebraska = lllinois X o
New Jersey DEVELOBMENT DEVELOPMENT o lowa *X
Ohio OPERATIONAL 7] Michigan X
Oregon Nebraska X
Utah *DEVELOPMENT | *DESIGN *VARIES B New Jersey X
Virginia *OPERATIONAL | PLANNING DESIGN DEVELOPMENT Ohio X
Wisconsin DEVELOPMENT - ] Qregon X b
Wyoming Utah *X X X
Virginia X
2, Arizona *OPERATIONAL * INVESTIGATION ! Wisconsin
| Colorado *OPERATIONAL | *OPERATIONAL *QPERATIONAL (9} counties) Wyoming ¥ X
Connecticut IMPLEMENTATION IMPLEMENTATION | PLANNTNG emn .
Delaware IMPLEMENTATION *IMPLEMENTATION ] 2. _Arizona X
Hawaii IMPLEMENTATION *IMPLEMENTATION| INVESTIGATION | i ] Colorado
| __ _Massachusefts | DEVELOPMENT | *IMP/OP ! B Connacticut
New Mexico *OPERATIQNAL i . Delaware *X
New York *OPERATIQNAL *OPERATIONAL IMPLEMENTATION | DEVELQPMENT Hawaii

~__Oklahoma _ | *PLANNING *PLANNING ot | Massachusetts

e o o New Mexico
| 3 Arkansas_ _ DEVELOPMENT ] ; New York *X *x *y *y

b *OPERATIONAL *QPERATIONAL .. : Oklahoma
| Kansas R *OPERATIONAL *PLANNING I
B Maine__ _ DEVETLOPMENT e o ; | 3. _Arkansas
_ . Maryland | *QPERATIONAL | *OPERATIONAL __{OPERATIONAL | INVESTIGATION | .__. _____ ... __ " DC *X X e ) wg
.. Minnesota OPERATIONAL | OPERATIONAL H U RO ; Kansas *y :

__ Pennsylvania DEVELOPMENT H _ R Maine

_..Rhodeisland | INVESTIGATIOM OPERATTONAL . .. !OPERATIONAL ..l __ e ] Maryiand X X

__.South Carolina_ | OPERATIONAL __|OPERATTONAL R . ; Minnesota

“““““ - L i Pennsylvania 0 < - |
| 4A. Alabama | OPERATIONAL | IMPLEMENTATION |DEVELOPMENT ___; TMPLEMENTATION | QPERATIONAL | Rhode Island X X
e f(\jlaﬁka._,._._~-__*_DQVELOPMENT *PLANNING S I South Carolina X X X :
fom e v a o R saatd ~L - ——— e - B
| .._Mississippi ___ [ ______ I e e 4A. Alabama : ‘
__Montana | OPERATIONAL , S I . " Alaska X X X ;
. Nevada DEVELOPMENT__| INVESTIGATION_ _ i ST O ldaho X : i
*OPERATIONAL |[*OPERATIONAL . Mississippi *X X P ; "
_PLANNING PLANNING = | | OPERATIONAL o i Montana e X
Nevada - i
. -..|-OPERATIONAL | IMELEMENTATION !OPERATIONAL INVESTIGATION e - New Hampshire *y *y T i
i ___Indiana _ . __ - OPERATIONAL . I Washington
i ___louisiana OPERATIONAL
_ Missouri | OPERATIONAL | OPERATIONAL OPERATIONAL 4B. Florida x
—_ __North Carolina .| OPERATIONAL | IMPLEMENTATION 4 indiana
" "NorthDakota | _ Louisiana
e South Dakota . |IMPLEMENTATION] OPERATIONAL DEVELOPMENT Missouri % '
i West Virginia North Carolina X 5
North Dakota X X
*System anticipated to contribute as a by-product to OBTS development {(or CCH where the same). South Dakota
®It should be noted that different stat be implementing different i ( dules) wiost Yiania ” i
shou e note a irieren states ma e 1im ementin 1 eren versions or modules . .
of these systems. This table is only intené'ed to grovide agbroad overview of OBSCIS, SJIS, *Systems anticipated to contribute as a by-product to OBTS development
PROMIS system status in the states, More detailed information on their status is given in
Exhibits I.1.-I.4.

b . . . . ) . ) %These systems may be at varying stages of develcpment in tha states. This table is only intended to
PROMIS is typically implemented at the local or county level and as such the respondents to the , provide a broad description of the types of informaticn systems being developed in the states which
questionnaire may not be up-to-date on all PROMIS development in their state. Some state re- . . are or could contribute co OBTS developmment.
spondents did indicate more than one PROMIS system being implemented in their state, at differ- .
ent levels of development. These are noted in the table under the PROMIS 1, 2, and 3 columns. -

Exhibit I.4. gives a more detailed description of PROMIS status by state. : SOURCE: Questicnnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in Septavber, 1980 (sée Appendix A - ques-

Not under the jurisdiction of the California Bureau of Justice Statistics. tions 768).

NOTE: A stage of development is listed only for those systems where a respondent indicated the .

gtatn_xs of the system. No response should imply that the state has never received fund- - 23 =
ing for the system. (It could also mean that the respondent was unaware of the system
status or chose not to respond.)
SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in Sentember, 1980 (see Appendix A -
question 5). ¥ !
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or has been, funded in their state with the systems being at

the following stages of development (as of 10/80): 56% of the
systems are operational, 12% are being implemented, 24% are
under development, and 9% are in the planning or investigation
stages. Twenty-one of the 47 respondents indicated that an

SJIS system (or its equivalent) is, or has been, funded in

their state with 33% of the systems operational, 38% in the
process of being implemented, 5% under development and 24% in
the planning to design stage. Finally, 24 of the 47 respondents
indicated at least one jurisdictional PROMIS system in their
state with approximately 40% of the specified systems operational,
7% being implemented, 20% under development and 33% in the plan-
ning to design stages."

Of the respondents who indicated they are receiving or have
received funds for an OBSCIS system, approximately 47% indicated
the systems are anticipated to contribute .s a by-product to
OBTS. Similarly, 38% of the SJIS systems funded are anticipated
to contribute as a by-product tn OBTS development and 42% of the

.states with PROMIS systems anticipate these systems to contribute

as a by-product to OBTS.

It should be noted that Tables I.2A and I.2B were compiled based
entirely on the survey responses and may not be indicative cf
the actual status of information system developrment as it re-
lates to offender oriented statistical development in the states.
That is, the people who completed the guestionnaire may not be
completely up-to-date on the status of information system de-
velopment (particularly on PROMIS development which typically
occurs at the local or county levels) in their states and/or
the questions as worded in the survey instrument on the status
of these systems may not have been completely clear.

An attempt was made to compare the information on stage of
development of OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS obtained as a result of
the survey with information on the status of these systems
obtainea from the Bureau of Justice Statistics (for OBSCIS

development), the National Center for State Courts (for SJIS

development) and INSLAW, Inc. (for PROMIS development). The
status information maintained by the three agencies listed is
very much more detailed than that requested in the survey. For
comparative purposes, Exhibits I.3 - I.6 display the status of
OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS development in the states based on
information obtained from the Bureau of Justice Statistics,

the National Center for State Courts and INSLAW, Inc.,
respectfully.?*

Specifically, Exhibit I.3 displays the status of OBSCIS by
component by state as of April, 1980 based on Bureau of Justice
Statistics information. Exhibits I.4 and I.5 identify the
states developing automated modules as part of state-level
judicial information systems as of June 30, 1980, and for those
states having operational state-level judicial modules, indicates
whether they are non-automated, partially automated or fully
automated as of June 30, 1980, based on a survey conducted by
the National Center for State Courts.

Final