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Chapter 1

A SUMMARY OF .THE CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this project, which was ‘conducted jointly by the Research
Triangle Institute and Midwest Reseavch Institute, was to evaluate the effec-
‘tiveness of the work the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) has
undeértaken during the past six years in the two areas: the development of
criminal justice information éystems'and the produétion and dissemination of

crime and criminal justice statistics. The objectives were to provide assess- v
ments of (1) the producer-consumer relationships between the National Crimimal
Justicé Information and Statistics Service (NCJISS) and the receivers and users
of NCJISS~produced statistics and (2) LEAA support for criminal justice infor-
mation system development. The conclusions and recommendations are summarized

first for the information systems and next for the use of statistics.

II. CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Evaluation of 76 criminal justice information systems (chapter‘é) showed
that most of them are promoting rapid retrieﬁal.of more accurate information,
and thus aré greatly assisting criminal jUStiEe agencies in the performance
of their functions. v

LEAA funds have made decided differences in the rates of development of
information systems. Many would not have been developed if LEAA funds had 
not been available. The timing of these funds was often more important than
the amount; for examplé, a $20,000 contribution to a $200,000 locallyyfuﬁded
system may have kept the development alive. The presence or absence of LEAA
dgvelopment funds did not appeér to have influenced either the sophistication

or the level of user satisféction. Information systems appear ‘to be most

- advanced in the law enforcement area; more of LEAA development funds have been

expended in the law enforcement area than in courts or.corrections areas.
Rather than funds, the factors which appeared to most influence user satis-
faction were the degrees of user participation in the design and user

familiarity with the system.
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LEAA technical assistance has been limited largely to sponsoring seminars,
publishing informative méterials, and providing funds for visits to other sys-
téms. Technical and technology transfer assistance have been provided most
often by in~house data procesging personnel, computer industry vendors, manage- “;
ment consulting firms, aerospace industries, and academic institutions. Syétéms
operators would have used LEAA technical assistance if it had been available

when they were designing their systems.

Consumers of LEAA development support would like to have more and better v
information about other systems which are operating successfully, techmnical “
assistance in measuring system efficiency, clearer and firmer guidelines and .

regulations, and less administrative delay.

Based on the above conclusions, the following recommendations are made:

. Provide and disseminate timely and accurate information
on successfully operating criminal justice information
systems and on software packages appropriate for use by
criminal justice system agencies.

° Sponsor more seminars for promoting the "cross-fertili-
zation" of data processing and law enforcement ideas.

. Enhance the technical assistance capabilities of State Planning Agencies.
. Develop an information system evaluation methodology.
. Promote a high level of user ﬁarticipation in the dévelop~

ment and use of information systems.

. Clarify and expedite the dissemination of LEAA regula-
tions and guidelines.

’ Review the grant evaluation and award processes.
. Promote the development of classifications, definitions,
and a standard terminology for criminal justice informa-

tiorn systems. -

The recommendations are amplified in chapter 4.

IIT. USE OF NCJISS STATISTICS . ' )

- Evaluation of the use on NCJISS~-produced documents and data services were
based on personal interviews in state awd local agencies, at LEAA headquarters
and in non~LEAA federal agencies in Washington. Also, telephone interviews

1-2
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found the series to be invaluable.

were held with general subscribers to NCJISS-produced documgnts; and documents
produced in the field were evaluated. - Décuments and services which the NCJISS
Statistics Division provides have generally met the federal needs which they
were originally designed to meet. When thg NCJISS data series were initiated
in 1972, they provided benchmark data -for several subjects on which no othérs
were available at the national level, thus those interviewed in Waéhington
However, the documents and data series

have not kept pace with the changing needs at the fedéral level. The documents
are being used frequently in educational institutions, particularly those par-
ticipating in LEAA's Law Enforcement Education Program.

There is no evidence that any of the NCJISS documents and data series
were designed specifically to meet the needs of state and local agencies.
Generally they meet few of these needs. If NCJISS is to meet the needs, the
data series must give more complete coverage to staté and local areas, the
documents must permit realisticlcompariéons within and between states, and the
states must have help in upgrading their capabilities to perform analyses |

using the data.

A, Non-LEAA Federal Agencies

The following conclusions were drawn from the findings in interviews with

14 non~LEAA agencies in-the District of Columbia. The NCJISS-produced. documents

and data series are more strongly supported in this set of interviews than in
the others. Most of the persons interviewed expressed needs for series
relevant to their specific functions. Most do make use of the documents or the
data series. The documents seldom are used as primary data sources for research
and anal&sis; they are used moét often as general reference sources. Only the
victimization data are useéd for research and analysis, but the usefs have
actess to the raw data. .

Based on these conclusions, the following recommendations are made:

. Improve document use by providing brief summary documents )
pointing out the important findings, trend changes, or key f
statistics to the high level administrators who should ’ '
know about them.

. Improve statistical series use by providing the Statis-
tics Division with adequate staffing to produce and :
disseminate special reports at the requests of federal : :
(or other) users. ‘

1-3
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. Increase user interaction between NCJISS and federal
agency researchers and analysts.

3. LEAA Headquarters

The following conclusions were drawn from the findings in interviews with
18 persons in LEAA headquarters in the District of Columbia. The NCJISS docu-
ments are used within these offices. The frequency of use ranges from daily
to one—time—onli dependihg on the document and the needs of the office.

The victimization series is considered to be "a gold ﬁine”; howevet, its
present documentation needs to be improved and the NCJISS Statistics Division
should increase its capability to perform special analyses with these data.
The routine tabulations should be more in line with LEAA programs. The victim-
ization survey is needed and the collection procedures are sound. The major
complaints-are that no analysis is made of the data to draw out implications
for resedrch and program planning and that tables in the documents do not
show classifications of interest tc most receivers of the documents,

The expenditure and employment data are used occasionally in all other
LEAA offices and frequently in the Office of Regional Operations. Needed are
timely, up-to~date data and regiomnal breakdowns. 4

Criminal justice agency listings are used infrequently by the LEAA
officés, except the Office of Regional Operations. They are most useful as
sources of the approximate numbers of agencies in a region or state. Correc-

tions documents, except for Children in Custody, were most useful for bench-

mark data when the sefies were first produced. Data showing trends and signif~
icant changes that are relevant to planning the corrections programs would be
useful. TabuiationS'of the characteristics of women in prisons were specifically
requested. The one court document on the list is used infrequently as a |
general reference. ‘The Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) reports from the FBI are
used widely in these offices.
The conclusions led to the four recommendations for improving the producer-
consumer relationships and the Division's statistical capabilities and services.
* Increase liéison with LEAA research and program offices

to enhance the relevance to and use of-dqcuments~by
the offices.

. Increase the analytical staff resources, and the
-number and 'quality of analytical studies in support
of LEAA policy and prog-am designs.

1-4

Recommendations in this section are amplified in chapter 5.

s

Continue to make all data from the statistical series
easily available for special analyses, to publicize
the availability of procedures for performing special
studies, and to provide andlytical services to LEAA
and non-LEAA offices’ that have no analytical capa-
bility available to them. '

Review its procedures for producing documents-—in
the expenditures and employment series and the criminal
justice agency series in particular-—to insure that the

documents are as current and timely as good management
will permit. :

C. State and Local Agencies

These conclusions were drawn from interviews with over 100 plannefs, re-—

searchers, and system operators in state and local agencies. The NCJISS
documents and data series were usually received, scanned once, and placed

on & shelf for possible later reference but were not widely used by state

and local agencies. Planners in state agencies fiost often use or attempt

to use‘them to compare their states with others of a similar demographic mix,
When they are unable to’compare, théy consider the data incomplete or the
methods of tabulation inappropriate for their needs. Researchers and analysts
need victimization data on their states, their local. areas, |

» or their regions
to use with FBI crime. statistics.

From the cqnclusions évolved three recommendations to»helb NCJISS improve |

its services to state and local agencies.
. Develop a'program‘to assist state and local agencies in

dgta analyses to fulfill the immediate need for straight-

forward examples of practical criminal justice analyses.

Develop a larger, analytically trained staff and/or ob-
Fain consultant assistance to draw from the data series
inferences relevant to state and local criminal justice
planning and analysis. |

Replace the more bulky documents in some series with sum- |
mary apalyses. : !

Make criminal justice data in the repository readily
accessible to researchers and analysts in states with
advanced analytical capabilities.
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S. Statistical Documents

From, the 18 states, 100 documents were received for review and 47 were
.uaged relevant to the evdluation of the impacts of LEAA-produced statistics
on the state-produéed.statistical documents. Conclusions based on the evalua-
tions are presented here.

. With few exceptions, the judged quality of the documents
was not high.

. The quality of documents referencing LEAA/UCR documents
was higher than it was for documents not referencing
LEAA/UCR documents.

. The quality of documents referencing LEAA/UCR documents
increases as the number of LEAA/UCR documents referenced
increases.

. For all documents reviewed, references to only LEAA docu-

ments (UCR excluded) occurred 19 percent of the time.

. For all documents reviewed, some LEAA/UCR statistics
were used in 38 percent of the documents.

. Documents referencing LEAA/UCR sources and using LEAA/
UCR statistics were judged to be of somewhat lower
quality than documents referencing LEAA/UCR sources but
not using LEAA/UCR statistics.

. Documents funded by LEAA were- judged to be of higher
quality than documents not funded by LEAA.

No recommendations were derived from this evaluation of state-produced documents.

E. Survey Subscribers and LEEP Institutions

The random samples of 300 subscribers to NCJISS publications and 50 persons
in institutions participating in LEAA's Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP)
were interviewed in the telephone surve&. The subscribars use the documents
more than the personnel in state and local agencies do. Most of the LEEP par~
ticipants were users. Uses for both groups were primarily general reference,
research, and classroom instructionm.

Recommendations based on both groups of respondents were consistent with

those of local and state agency personnel. The main two were:

. Include more narrative explanations of analyses, and
. Include more interptretation of data.

Details are in section E of chapter 5. ..
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Chapter 2
REASONS FOR THE EVALUATION

I. INTRODUCTION

This study is an evaluation of the effectiveness of the work LEAA has
undertaken in information systems and statistics services over the past six
years. This chapter is a review of those years and the objectives of the LEAA
divisions with the primary responsibilities for leadership in two areas:
the System Development Division and the Statistics Division of the National
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Services (NCJISS).*

State and local developers of information systems and statistical ser-
vices typically refer to statements of need expressed by the President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice in the pre-
ambles to their plans and reports. A typical quote is:.

America's system of criminal justice is overcrowded, undermanned,

underfinanced, and very often misunderstood. It needs more infor-

mation and more knowledge. It needs more technical resources. It

needs more coordination among its many parts. Above all, it needs

the willingness to reexamine the old ways oi doing things, to re-

form itself, to experiment, to run risks, to dare. It needs vision.

The purposes of the review are to describe the federal context in which state
and local developments occurred and to examine LEAA objectives against which

accomplishments can be measured.

II. BACKGROUND: 1920-75

Efforts before 1955 to provide information about crime and the criminal

justice system are described by the Califormia Bureau of Criminal Statistics:

generally limited to "summary reporting' through annual,
quarterly or monthly reports . . . of the number of offenses, the
number of persons arrested, prosecuted, convicted, and sentenced. . . .
Because they are furnished by many separate independent agencies
they tend not to provide uniform data nor do they permit other
than gross evaluation of crime and delinquency.

In the early 1920's, a tremendous interest in . . crime in the

United States was generated . . . As a result, . . . studies,

funded by private foundations, were undertaken. The first of

these, the Cleveland Survey, was undertaken in 1919 with reports ~

*Appendix C provides a glossary of the acronyms used in this .report.
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published in 1922, The major surveys which followed were the
Missouri Survey published in 1926, the Illinois Survey published
in 1928, surveys of activities in New York State sponsored by

the Legislature published in 1928 and 1929, and the Oregon Survey
published in 1932. The pattern . . . was to . . . search first
the police files to establishy the base data on persons arrested
and charged and then to trace them through each procedural step
taken in bringing the case to . . . either release or conviction

and sentence.

In 1931, the National Commission of Law Observarnce of Law Enforce-
ment (known as the Wickersham Commisgion) made a comprehensive
review of criminal justice in the United States . . . The Com-
mission ctalled upon the separate states to accept responsibility -
for their collection of criminal data and suggested a natidnal
center should be established to focus state data into at least

a general national picture.

. . . In the following years . . . . the Census Bureau . . . es-—
tablished a method of collecting individual information on prisoners
admitted to and released from federal and state penitentiaries and
reformatories in 1926. The International Association of Chief's of
Police sponsored . . . the collection ef police statistics in 1928~
29. Ag a result, a recommendation . . to obtain monthly summary
data on major crimes from local pdlice departments . . . was under-
taken in 1930. Congress authorized the FBI to carry out this
program and since 1931 these data have been published by the FBI as

the Uniform Crime Report.

In 1932 .. ._the Census Bureau inaugurated collection of data . .
accounted for dispositions of defendants in the courts by charged
offense, and . . . for sentences imposed by the courts by convicted
offense. At its peak this collection covered some 1,500 courts of
general jurisdiction out of over 3,000 counties in the states . . . .
Incomplete, it tended to be inaccurate since there was no provision
for supervision, audit or check-back on the figures . . . . There
was only limited support . . . this effort was abandoned in 1946.

The need expresséed by the Wickersham Commission for better criminal
statistics in the states . . . caused some scholars . . . to sug-
gest that a uniform criminal statistics act be developed which

N states could adopt as they adopted other types of uniform state

’ laws. . Dr. Thorsten Sellin of the University of Pemnsylvania drafted
such an act which was promulgated by the Commissioner on the Uniform
State Laws in 1946. The act called for the establishment, within
a state, of a central agency or bureau . . . for the development
of reporting on all phases of crime and delinquency so that reliable
information would be generated . . . . Prior to 1955 no state had
adopted this act. 1In that year the California Legislature enacted

a law . . . based on this uniform act . . . .
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énfaérzgzgdtlQEIY information, a police officer could hold
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. * - » detailed background o : )
whe ‘ n how . , ,
sengzzget: correctional treatment, a judge could mor:f§2§:§i§'
second offender. With better projections of nextlszz:%z
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get office woul '
budget for additional parole offic:ri R0V whether and where to

C ] [ i . (]
- I‘ lminal justice could bEHEfit ram i ~—
’ o dra atlcally from computer based

An 1 .
thelntegra§Ed national information system is needed to se
e i . s
Levels of tiglggiiéeStize,treglogal and metropolitan or c;ZSty
- .ce, urts, and correcti ;
the public and the research éommunity Cg:gﬁs ey, and of

for collecting it i
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:z;:ln:l‘justice information Systems. With thig impetus and the interpreta
o . s ) s . . -
informatzzz re:ponSL?ll%tles to Congress, LEAA made the development of advanced
o ' an 'statlstlcal services one of itg important functions With
1:1ted dlscretlonary funds available, the agency recognized that i; could
:o effectively produce a "top down" federally operated information s s:e

or the country. asg LEAA Administrator, Richard W. Velde stated in l§74 )

3 ‘ ’
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tg?g Z;;:r: threshold decision vVery early in its existence that
‘ ) could best be achieved by building up state and la 1
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(‘;;;abilities rather than establishing a massive in-house federal

| systems capability and then 'handing it down on high' to the

; several states. LEAA's role has been to serve as a catalyst and

Lf? provide financ?al assistance. That is still our mission.
The somewhat limited LEAA mission was a product of the legislation which
created and sustains it. This legislation created for the agency a primary
role of providing service—Qprimarily in the form of money-~to states and
local governments so thatvthey could upgrade theilr criminal justice systems.

Most LEAA action funds were provided to the states us b;oék grants to

be distributed to state and local agencies to meet their own 'needs." The
remainder of the funds were for LEAA's leadership role, but a part of such
discretionary funds was committed to mixing with state and local funds (block
and general funds) to support approved programs. Thus, the funds available
to LEAA to be.independently innovative in information systems were quite.

limited. This situation LEAA still shares with other federal agencies (e.g.,

.the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration and the Office of Civil

and Defense Mobilization), which are supporting traditionally local and state
responsibilities. These agencies can influence the direction of state and
local developments through guidelines related to federal grants, but Ehey
cannot create or require.the creation of criminal justice éystems which are
interrelated and compatible across the Natiom.

Only a few of these interviewed in state agencies recognized the limi- "
tations that federal legislation places on LEAA's leadership roles, but one
SPA staff member commented: '"Congress assumed the local people knew what to
do--that they only needed monmey to do it. This just isn't true. They need

new ideas as much as they need money.'* LEAA recognized the need for mew

ideag in criminal justice information' systems, and one of the first activities

~initiated by LEAA to provide this leadership was Project SEARCH (now SEARCH

Group Incorporated). This project was initiated because of the large number

¢f requests for L¥AA support of state and local eriminal justice information

systems and because of the expectation that undirected support would create

*Unreferenced quotes such as this will be found throughout the narrative.

‘They are not exact representations of a consensus of the issue at hand.

In many cases, they are an evaluator's best recollection of a statement(s)
used to illustrate a point when it appeared necessary or informative.

-
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unnecessary duplication of development and incompatible systems. There was

a concerr. that:

N each state might go off in its own direction, leaving us
with a bewildering complex of independent and incompatible pro-

grams.3
By placing $600,000 in project SEARCH and involving six participating states,
LEAA hoped to develop a demonstration project which would show all states
how they could have interrelated, compatible systems for retrieving criminal
histories throughout the Nation. Fifteen states eventually joined the project,
the dembnstragion was judged to be successful, and the states decided to make
the experiment an operational part of their information systems.

Out of this experiment grew the concept of Comprehensive Data Systems
anid many of the standards recommended by the National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. Documents related to these two activ-
ities over the years have significantly influenced the grant applications
from the states,

At the time the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 was
passed, there were few operational criminal justice information systems and
they were limited in their functions—~-according to a 1968 survey conducted by
one of the analysts in this study.6 Seven states and 27 cities had manage-~
ment/statistics systems; eight states, two countieg, and seven cities had
.real-time direct inquiry systems; seven staﬁes, two counties and two cities
had message switching systems; and one city had an operational computerizéd
command and control system. In contrast, after four years of LEAA funding
there were 454 separate systems operating in 153 jurisdictioﬁs pefforming 75
separate functions by 1972.-7

Although by 1974 LEAA had estimated that over $300 million of LEAA funds
had beeg devoted directly to criminal justice information systems, Administra-
tor Richard Velde reported that this represented only 10 to 15 percent of the
total of state and local government funds spent on all types of information
systems over the five years of LEAA existence.4 It is within the context of
limited but growing contributions of LEAA funds for information systems
and statistics services that RTI and MRI conducted this study of producer-
consumer relationships between LEAA's NCJISS and the state and local criminal

justice agencies.
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III. PROGRAM PLANS: 1976-77

This section describes the objectives of the two NCJISS Divisions and
the producer-consumer relationships which may take place with the receivers
and users of their products--normally, the compiled statistics and the de-
velopment support for information systems. The emphasis is on relationships

between NCJISS and the potential state and local users of its products

A, Systems Development Division

The Systems Development Division of NCJISS is responsible for planning,
coordinating, and enhancing of flatiomal policy for information and communica-~
tions systems in the criminal justice community through the development,
testing, and implementation of innovative systems capabilities. These respon-
sibilities are carried out in two major programs.

The first program attempts to provide national direction and leadership
to developing state and local information and telecommunication systems.

Objective of Program 2.206: . . . in FY 76 and 77 to assist states

in improving the quality of decisionmaking at both operatiomal

and planning levels through continued improvements in criminal

justice information and communications systems; including NLETS

(National Law Enforcement Telecommunications System), the Organized

Crime Index Project, SEARCH projects, full implementation of a

Correction Education Network, and other efforts to upgrade th
quality and efficiency of natiomnal systems. :

This objective is tb be accomplished within the Division using 5.48 profes-
sional man-years plus 1.39 man-years of regional support. Funding was set
;t $6 million in data systems funds and $2 million in Part b (law enforce-
ment) discretionary funds for FY 76. The larger amount is supporting Project
SEARCH and other efforts to advance the state-of-the-art in information sys-

tems. The smallexr amount is supporting the development of advanced systems

in state and local areas.

The second program--the Comprehensive Data Systems (CDS)——attempts to
improve the quality and quantity of state-collected criminal justice data and
the consistency in data elements so that there will be compatibility across
the states. The SAC (Statistical Analysis Center) element of the program is
to provide a high level’of professionalism in the data collection and analysis

so that better management decisions can be made.
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Objective of Program 2.207: . . . to assist states in development
of state level capacity for collection, utilization dissemiSat‘
and evaluation of criminal justice statistics and iﬁformation O;OH
all agencies within the state through continued support for CDS

program in FY ;
tioﬁ. 76, and promote state level analysis of CDS informa-

This objective is to be accomplished within the Division using 2.40 profes-

sional man-years and additional support of regional specialists. Funding was

set at $2 million in data systems fgnds, $11 million in Part C (law enforce-

ment) discretionary funds, and $8 million in Part E (corrections) discretionary

funds. This program began in 1972 with the funding of $12 million for FY 73

By March of 1975 there were 36 states participating. One of the Division's
objectives was to raise this participation to 52 states by June 1976. The
objective was contingent on five years of LEAA support; none of the étates have
had time to complete the first five-year planning and development cycle.
Compared to the number of people and funds expended throughout the
Nation fér information systems, the resources of the Systems Development
Division are not large. Although this study did not involve a management
analysis of the Division, the impressions were that much of the‘available time
was taken up in reviewing action plans and grant applications; there are very
few face—to*fage consumer-producer relationships. Both the Division and
persons interviewed in the states said that there were few direct contacts
between NCJISS and the operators and users of information systems. The
Division exercises its leadership through CDS. guidelines and grants, SEARCH

grants, other grants, and workshops, as discussed below.

1. Comprehensive Data Systems

| Leadership through promulgation of {as yet unofficial) guidelines
for CDS and review and approval of grant requests is performed by the Division.
More direct contact with states is maintained by the system speclalists and
financial officers in the 10 LEAA regional offices. Regional systems special-
ists spend much time in the rgview and approval of plans and grants. They
provide direct and appreciated assistance in preparing grant applicatioms,
but they spend little time in assisting states in carrying out their plans.
As discussed in later sections, many states would like more technical assis-

tance from LEAA regions or NCJISS in developing their systems and review of

their progress.




2. SEARCH Grants

SEARCH Group, Inc., is a primary mechanism for the development of

prototype systems intended to be transferable to other states with similar
needs. SEARCH also participates in projects in which a number of states are
involved and in special technology transfer projects. The SEARCH Policy
Committee is another outreach avenue for the Divis;on: every étate is repre-
sented by a member appointed by its governor. However, through 1974, commit-
tee membership tended to be heavily concentrated in law enforcement; few
represented courts or corrections. Only one court administrator had been
appointed by the state govermors. One judge and two corredtions representa-
tives had been added by LEAA appointments. Also, the SEARCH representative
in at least one state represented a Police Information Network, which was
actively opposing the CDS plans of the State Plamnning Agency (SPA). Thus,

it cannot be assumed that the appointed representatives were useful channels

of information to all of the criminal justice agencies in a state.

3. Other Grants

In addition to SEARCH funds for research and prototype development,
the Division also funds a small number of other grantees to advance the
state-of-the-art in criminal justice information systems. This includes such
projects as a model state plan for telecdmmunications, an emergency communi-
cation system,badvanced 911, fingerprint classification and transmission, and
an updating of NLETS. The praducer-consumer relationships between the Division

and the ctates are very limited in these advanced developments.

4. Workshops and Meetings

NCJISS supports a large number of ad hoc workshops and meetings
in which state, regional, and Division people discuss mutual problems. The
only one of these meetings that received special mention .by the states was
the 1975 BAC workshop; it received favorable comments from several who had
attended.

In summary, the producer-~consumer relationships between the Systems
Development Division and the states are lacking direct contacts. In its
program plans for FY 76 and 77, the Division proposes to increase this con-

tact by working with and through the regional specialists. However, the
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and the state and local sy

size of the . ibili

he staff and other responsibilities may not permit a major increase
3 - “ I3 S
in site VlSltS, so the leadership function ma
lines, grant review, funding, and progress reports.

B. Statistics Division

This Statistics Division is responsible for the col

lection, eval ic
iis . ’ uation
analysis, publication, ’

e and dissemination of national criminal justice statisg-
lca . . . )
series, for the coordination of and assistance for state statistical
systems, and for the provisi i
3 sion of statistical analysi .
' it ¥y81s support to =)
e DD to other LEAA

ObjectiYes of Program 1.108: . . . continue in FY 76 and 77, th
co}legtlpn, analysis, and dissemination of stdtistical data’re—e
quired by all levels of government for developing, analyzing

3

1mplement1ngf ?nd evaluating programs to reduce crime and im-
prove the criminal justice system.

These objactives are to be accomplished in FY 76 with approximately 10 a'
. ' man-
years of professional .staff and $15.422 million of data system funds

| The
expected results of greatest relevance to this study are that:

$2flpubli?ation and dissemination of these statistics and analyses.
+l provide a valuable tool for state and local criminmal justice

la - .
griizersdt? use in d?V?lOplng and evaluatin§ programs to reduce
and Improve criminal justice systems. 10

Th are i
e products are intended to be equally useful to all levels of government
.and to the research and education community, |

The statistical program established in 1970 hag concentraﬁed on the
development of 15 on—-going data series and has contracted

. most data collec—~
tions to the Bureau of the Census. ’

N The series include such national efforts
as. , , .
8 the National Crime Panel (victimization studies of a rando

> m sample
citize- ’ -

), the Juvenile Justice Statistics Program, the Em

' ployment and n-
ditur.. Survey, i .

and the National Prisoner Statistics. The Division is under-

going a ¢ i i i
going hange in management so the objectives and program responses are now

. ‘ the program emphasis will be shifted to
apaly51s of incoming data from the statistical series.

There have been yary

under reassessment, Reportedly,

c .
rew d nta

lrect contacts hetween the Division personnel
stews or statistical analysis units.
more contacts was expressed in the program plan:

The need for
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It should be pointed out that while we cannot force state and

local criminal justice planners and other personnel to use our

data and analyses, we can direct our collection and presentation

efforts to make the data that they need readily available in a

timely manner. This will be accomplished through contacts with

state and local criminal justice agencies and through the develop~

ment and implementation of the Criminal Justice Statistics

Repository.lO
The Statistics Division has not yet taken steps to ascertain the needs of the
states for assistance in the "coordination of and assistance for state
statistical systems." To the extent that this has been done at all, it has
been through the CDS program of the Systems Development Division.

In summary, the producer-consumer relationships between the Statistics-
Division and state and local consumers are limited alnost entirely to the
one-way dissemination of data in the Division's published documents. Thus,
evaluation of these relétionships is an evaluation of the impacts of the dig-
seminated documents. There is greater exchange at the federal level, as re-

ported in chapter 5.
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Chapter 3

DESCRIPTION OF THE RTI/MRI STUDY

I. INTRODUCTION

During November 1975; teams from the Research Triangle Institute (RTI)
and the Midwest Research Ipstitute.(MRI) interviewed operators ard users of
information systems and statistical services in nine states to obtain facts,
opinions, and documents with which to evaluate the effectiveness of LEAA's
six years of support in the developmént of the systems and in the promotion
of useful statistics on crime and criminal justice. To prepare for inter-~
views in these nine states, September and October 1975 conferences were held

in Denver, Colorado; Research Triangle Park, North Carolina; and Washington,

D.C.; with LEAA regional specialists and with representatives from nine other

states. In December and January, personnel in LEAA headquarters and in other

selected federal agencies were interviewed. Thus, the methods of obtaining

data for the evaluation were interviews with federal, stdate, and local govern-

ment audiences'aﬁd reviews of example documents produced by state and local
agencies,

Using the collected information, RTI and MRI evaluated the criminal
justice information systems (cﬁapter 4)‘and the use of ‘statistical documents
(chapter 35).

The evaluations are retrospective in the semse that the evaluators
looked'baék over the past six years to reconstruct events from incomplete
records and fallible memories. This less than desirable situation exists
in part because, in its early years, LEAA and the Congress did not emphasize
evaluation of LEAA programs and the state programs supported by LEAA through

block grants. This situation is being corrected by the creation of the

" Office of Planning and Management and the Planning and Evaluation Division

within this Office. However, the new emphasis on evaluation has just begun
to have its effect in ﬁhe preparation of guidelines and in the performance
of special evaluations, such as this study. It has not yet resulted in '
the design of ‘evaluation procedures and ‘the collection of performance or
impact measures which would permit a realistic '"prospective" evaluation.

Because the study had to be planned and the information c?llected from a
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lzarge number of states and local agencies over a two-month periocd, there purpose government decisionmaking; e.g at level of local or
3 ] .y O

state elected officials, city managers, budget officers, etc.

. ! It may also be necessary to include other state efforts su
. : ) » e » g 3 ,__ » - ‘1 ) p -
limitations, it is believed that the conclusions in chapter 1 will be sub : ported through block grants to build information systems.

were obvious limitations on the depth of the evaluation. Despite these

stantiated if a more carefully planned evaluation is carried out in the

future : ; ‘ B . * Determine whether organizations in the sample participate in

e

II. THE DATA COLLECTION

The contract of Septémber 1975 suggested the types of questions which

were to be asked and the types of individuals who were to be interviewed in
obtaining answers to the questions. The types of information to be obtaine

from the interviews were:

Identification of Information‘and Statistics Needs and'Priérities

‘Determine the priority of .needs for information,‘statistics,

and information systems in 1968. What have been the responses
to those perceived needs? '

Ideritify programs that have been funded for the development of

information systems and statistics, by title, purpose, level of
funding, type of agreement. Insofar as possible, determine why
a decision was made to fund these rather than other activities.

Locate and evaluate a limited sample of state and local govern~
ment ‘units that have not used LEAA data or have not had information
systems support from LEAA to determine how these units differ

from those which LEAA did support. Would the products of these

- organizations have been improved by use of LEAA help?

Identify types of data bases or information systems among units
in the sample that were gemerated for local use only. What part
did LEAA funds have in the establishment of these information
banks or systems?

Evaluation of Information System Development

Describe data systems in use by organizations surveyed.

Assess use or development of information systems supported by
NCJISS, including-.the telecommunications programs, as well as
specialized programs for police, courts, and corrections agencies.

Evaluate selected projects in terms of their technical quality
and the reliability and coverage of the data bases developed.
Assess the development and utility of the Comprehensive Data
Systems (CDS) programs. Selectively, through survey, etc.,
evaluate utility of CDS to state and local governments in:
operating agency planning, management, SPA planning, general
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SEARCH and at what levels; ascertain .the usefulness and
methods of application of SEARCH products. ‘

Evaluation of Statistical Systems and Programs

. ' Assess the ability of state and local agency personnei to
- utilize statistical information in the planning and evaluation
of criminal justice programs.

Determine how states, SPA's, and local governments have used
nationally provided statistical data and what LEAA has done to
make it available, usable, and understandable.

Identify the uses that top management, program managers, and
research managers within LEAA have made of statistical data and

their judgments of its utility, quality, and effectiveness in
supporting their mission.

Determine what groups or individuals have  actually become the
final repositories for the LEAA data. ’

Identify what data state and local governments could have used
if it had been available and whether LEAA could have supplied it.
Determine why some recipients have. not used LEAA data or estab-
lished criminal justice information systems.

Determine state a@d local government persomnel awareness of the
broad array of data that is available from LEAA and whether

they confine their usage to small parts of the information sent
to them.

Obtain from a sample of the agencies surveyed a sample of plans
and documents produced with or without the help of the LEAA and
evaluate the use of LEAA-produced statistics in the documents.
In essence, these questions and statements first called for descriptions of
the information systems and statistical services which were either in some
stage of development or already operational in the places that were surveyed.
. Next, they required assessments of the needs which the systems and services
were designed to meet, including LEAA's roles in the development of these

needs. Then, information on the effectiveness of these systems and services

was to be rated primarily by the assessments of users and tﬁe objective
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evaluations of the interviewers. Finally, they called for recordings of the
consumer-producer relationships between LEAA and the recipients of users of
its services or products. The operator and user interviews were to include

a subsample of information systems which had not been developed with LEAA sup-

port so that their effectiveness and utility could be compared to those supported

by LEAA.
The interview procedures were also essentially directed by the contract

tasks, and the procedures were followed with the exceptions nated,follewing
the statements of the tasks below.

Task 1

Convene in a locatlon adjacent to the respondents involved, not
less than three groups of from 8 to 10.persons each, any one
group to represent personnel from three states. These group
meetings will serve to furnish the information and format for
many of the questions to be used later in developlng a survey

questionnaire.

Task 1 was completed by convening representatives from three states
‘each in Denver, the Research Triangle Park, and the District of Columbia.
The representatives invited were gemerglly the SPA information specialist,
the SAC director, and the SEARCH Group representative. Where these were
not available or were‘qgmbiged in one or two persoms, other representatives
were selected by the SPA directors, and it was tequested that they send an
operator or user of a local infoymatigq system or a regignal planming unit
representative whenever this was feasible. Regional information specialists
were -also directed to attend and 8 of the 10 were present. The states
selected by RTI, MBI, and LEAA to attend were:

Conference-Attending States

Colorado North Carolina District of. Columbla
Washington Maryland '~ New York
Kansas ~ Mississippi Michigan

The selection of these and the nine states to be visited gave a judgmental

sample based on the following criteria:

1. Minimal overlap with states in which the Advisory Committee on
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) was performing its study.

2. Inclusion of states with both advanced systems and fledgling systems,
. as judged by NCJISS personnel.
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3. Inclusion of states in all LEAA regions in either the conference
or the interview schedule.

4, A reasonable representation of chiefly urbdn or rural states.
5. A reasomable representatlon of LEAA-funded and non-LEAA-funded
systems. : '

The funding sources considered during the initial selection process were:

"LEAA grant funds' and "other funds," using the 1972 Directory of Automated

Criminal Justice Information Systems. During the interviewing, attempts were

made to distinguish between LEAA discretionaty and block funds. No attempts

were made to further subdivide the types of funds.

Information from the attendees at the three conferences and the contract-

specified questions were the primary inputs into the design of the interview
forms. Some information was also obtained from the attendees in response to
the questions which later appeared on the final forms. Apptopriate interview
forms were later mailed to a number of the attendees; some of these were re-
turned in time for use in the evaluation.

It was learned from the attendees that the nature, scope, and configura-
tion for information systems and statistical services was so diverse within
and between states that no questionnaire could be developed to elicit all of

the desired information. (A regional information systems specialist reported

that "a state criminal Justice information system is whatever a state decides

it is to be.'") As a result, interviewer guidelines rather than questlone

naires were developed. The resulting forms, presented as appendix A, were:

Form A - State or Regional Planning Agency and Statistical Analysis
Center Checklist. This form contains a number of open
questions designed to dé¢termine the history and significant
events in the development of the information systems and
statistical systems in a state or regional planning unit.

It then asks for information about the specific systems
within the state, their operators and users, their funding,
and LEAA participation in their development. Specific
questions are also asked about the development of standards
and goals, needs, and uses of data and statistical reports.
These results were of use in deciding whether ‘the predeter-
mined interview schedule was appropriate, changes were made
where warranted.

Form B - Criminal Justlce Information System Operator Interview
Checklist. This form was uséd when interviewing operators
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of systems, as the name implies. Much more detailed infor-
mation was elicited about the system, its functions, its
funding, and its uses and users.

Form C - Criminal Justice Information System User Interview Checklist.
This form was designed to determine the level of participa-
tion of the user in the system design, the type of use made
of its output, and the user's evaluation of the value of the
output in performing his functions.

Form D -~ Criminal Justice Statistics Report Use Checklist. This

, form was used to determine which, if any, of the documents
produced by the NCJISS Statistics Division were received and
used by state and local persomnel. A form was filled out
only if the interviewee was familiar with at ieast one of
the decuments and if this persom's duties would logically

require that he make use of the type of data which the docu-
ments contain, .

Interviews for collecting informationm on Forms A-D were conducted by RTI
‘and MRI teams, as specified in Task 2.

Task 2

ngdgct a survey of State Planning Agencies (SPA) and local grantee
criminal justice units in no less than nine states ‘ Several

small teams of well-trained personmel will be deede& éoéyéhis phase

of the work.

Each team leader and some of the members of the teams had experience in
research or plamning related to criminal justice information systems. The teams
were not trained in any formal sense because the tight schedule of conferences
a@d inte¥views allowed no time for such training. (Résumés of the evaluators
are in appendix B.) However, membe;s did review background documents, partici-
pate in the conferences, and contribute to the interview guidance form designs
and the survey procedures.

' Interviews were conducted with SPA's and state and local grantee

criminal justice units in selected states representing organizations that
have received LEAA grants, have applied but been denied LEAA grants, and
have never applied for LEAA.grahts, Data were gathered primarily through

personal interviews with key personnel. Nine states were gelected for the
interviews:

Interview States

Loui§iana ' Illinois California
Florida ; Maine Moentana
Texas : New Jersey v Missouri

3~6

The survay of Louisiéna was performed in late October and served as a pretest
of the instruments and procedures. Interviews in the remaining eight stdtes
were conducted during November, after receiving LEAA approval of the four
interview guidance forms. California, Missouri, and Montana were surveyed by
a team from MRI; Florida, Texas,; Louisiana, Illinois, New Jersey, and Maine wére'
surveyed by two teams from RTI. The limited amount of training and the method:
of scheduling survey teams were unavoidable disadvantages in the survey. More
consistent results and better analyses could have beer obtained if the team
member with the most knowledge about a particular type of system or service could
have performed all of the interviews in, for example, local law enforcement |
systems. ,

Team members requested documents produced by the agencies. The documents
received were examples of comprehensive plans and statistical reports on state

crime and victimization studies.

Task 4

Obtain from the offices mentioned in Task 2 above, a sample of

documents produced both with and without the help of LEAA funds.

Procure from a small sample of non-LEAA-~funded organization of

similar character and function a group of the same kind of docu-

ment outputs.
Documents were obtained, as required, from the_LEAA—funded‘organizations.'
Similar documents could not be obtained from non~LEAA-funded groups. There
were no state or local systems or services which were both non-LEAA-supported
and producers of documents of any significance; only computer printouts of
simple tabulated data were available from these. However, a number of LEAA-
funded agencies‘produced non-LEAA~funded documents. .

The final data were collected through interviews at LEAA headquarters
and offices of other federal agencies, as requested in Task 3 (see Section

III). Form D was used to determine if NCJISS documents were serving the

needs of federal agencies. Open questions were used to elicit their com-

ments or recommendations to NCJISS.

III. ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION

Given the limitations discussed in the introduction and the need for a

rapid overall gvaluation of the NCJISS impact on and effectiveness of state '
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and local programs, it was neither practical nor feasible to design and carry
out a detailed evaluation., The only feasible approach, within' the three months
and within the constraints of the contract, was to select general hypotheses
to be tested within the stated objectives of the study and to gather as much
information as practical with which to test these hypotheses. The'hypotheses
were based on the curtract statements: '

The basic objectives of this contract are to evaluate the effective-

ness of the work LEAA has undertgken, in two areas during the past

six years: the development of criminal justice information systems
and of statistics about crime and criminal justice.

The objective of the study, then, is to provide an assessment of the
producér-consumer relationship between NCJISS and the recegivers and
users of compiled statistics and of its support for information sys-—
tems development.

The end results of this project will be both a documented assessment:

of the effectiveness and utility of the NCJISS programs as well as

providing a basis for increased compatibility between what is being.
" produced by LEAA and what can be used by the intended audierce.

The expected results of the analysis and evaluation were specified in Tasks
3, 5, and 6.

The data referred to in Task 3 were gathered from the SPA's and local
grantee criminal justice units in nine states (Task 2) and from LEAA and

non-LEAA federal agencies (implied in Task 3).

Iask 3

Analyze data accumulated in Task 2 above to determine: (1)
LEAA's capability for identification, retrieval, storage,
analysis, publication, and dissemination of data on crime and
criminal justice over the past six years, and (2) for the
assistance provided in the development of criminal justice
information systems. Information should be developed about
the extent to which states, local governmeint, and LEAA head-
quarters, have been effectively served, as well as about their
capacity to use the information systems and statistical pro-
grams introduced, produced, or funded by LEAA, '

This two-part task was performed as required and the results are presented

for part (l) in chapter 5 and for part (2) in chapter 4.

Task 5

Retain at' least three consultants knowledgeable in criminal
justice planning, administration, and enforcement who will

3-8

evaluate the documents described in Task 4, above, for sig-
nificance of content, creativity, applicability to law en-
forcement needs, foresightedness, and amount of use of LEAA

data.
With the agreement of the contract monitor, this task has been performed.by
analysts experienced in criminal justice research, planning, and administra-

tion on the RTI and MRI staffs. The results of this evaluvation of documents

will be reported under separate cover.

Task 6

Write repotrts on all work, prepare a presentation for LEAA

management.

A prelimindry report on the results of the survey was presented to LEAA on
January 5. This report was presented in draft.on January 20.

In January of 197@, Task 7 was added to the contract. It was the desire
of the sponsor that a larger, more representative group of users and potential
users of NCJISS-produced documents be interviewed. The task statements speci-
fied (1) that telephone interviews be planned and conducted for a random sangle
of 300 persons who subscribed to at least one NCJISS document and with 50 per-
sons who participate inm LEEP (Law Enforcement Education Program) and (2) that
parsonal intérviews»be planned and conducted in 12 non~LEAA federal agencies
in the Washington atrea. . The purposes of the task were to permit random
sampling of local and state users and to add the users frém the university,
research, and federal communities. The findings from the 12 agencies are in

chapter 5; those from the 350 are summarized in chapter 5 and detailed in a
separate report. |
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Chapter 4

CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEMS

I. INTRODUCTION
A.  General

This chapter on criminal justice information systems is organized into six
sections: section-I provides a general description of criminal justice systems,
their development, and the scope and limitations of the analyses which follow;
section II presents an analysis of local law enforcement systems; section III
presents an analysis of local and state court information systems; section IV
presents an analysis of state correction information systems; section V pre-
sents a review of state. law enforcement systems and of comprehensive data sys-
tems; and section VI presents a list of recommendations based on a synthesis of
comments and suggestions provided by all individuals who were involved in the
design, operétion, and/or use of criminal justice information systems, énd who
weére interviewed by RTI and MRI evaluators. |

Within sections II-V the information systemns have beer subclassified ac-~

cording to the following. functional characteristics:

II. LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS -
A. Manpower and Resource Allocation '
- 1. Computer-Aided Dispatching Systems
2. Nondispatching Computer—-Aided Systems- : . B
B. Data Storage and Retrieval - v ' ' 3
1. Master Name Index Systems i
2. Multifile Systems . ;
3. Investigation-Oriented Systems
4. Multipurpose Systemns

III. LOCAL-AND STATE COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

A,  Local Courts
1. Person-Case Tracking Systems
2. . Court Management Systems
3. Person-Case ‘Tracking/Management Systems i3
B. State Courts . ;;ﬂ\ {
: 1. Court Activity Reporting Systems. \ ! 4
2. Other State Systems & !
s Y}
IV. STATE CORRECTIONS INFORMATION SYSTEMS Gy )
A. Data Storage and Retrieval : %"\\;. ;
B. Inmate Tracking ﬁ%ﬁ\ : !

4-1
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V. STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT AND COMPREHENSIVE DATA SYSTEMS
A. Statewide Law Enforcement
B. Comprehensive Data Systems

A brief description of each of these types of systems is presented at thewbegin—
ning of each subsection. The tables which accompany the narrative summarize
some of the pertinent features of the information systems and list the systems
beginning with the most expensive in each subsection. A Criminal Justice ;n—
formation System Glossary in appendix D lists each system's full name and loca-
tion alphabetically by acronym. The descriptions, tables, and glossary should
facilitate the reader's review of the many and diverse criminal justice systems
which are covered in this chapter.

Although the specific features of the nation's criminal justice systems
vary greatly according to the function and level of the operating agency and
its volume of activity, the pattern of their development was not unlike that of

any other private or public system which converted to computers in the past two

.decades. The pattern usually begins with a reoognition that manual files are

growing beyond the capacity of the system to store and rapidly retrieve them.
The first stage is typically to convert manual files and procedures to computers,
but to continue to perform more.or less as before. In the second state, system
managers are.approached by vendors of computer equipment and suvftware with
ideas to expand the capability of the systems to perform new activities. This
second stage may produce failures because the vendors do not understand or
respond to the needs . of the managers and the managers do not know'enough about
Systems to express their needs in appropriate terms. If the system reaches the
third stage, either the systems analysts or the management staff bridge the
understanding gap and useful products are produced for analysis and planning.
Systems analysﬁs assume responsible roles in the organizational structure at
this poinf. Users must then be tralned in the value an@_gge_gi_ghe system be-

e e e s i ST T T e \
If this occurs, a new set of varied requirements

fore it becomes effectlve

will develop and more flexible report routines and analytical software packages
are added to meet these unexpected requirements. Assuming that the value of

the system is then established, subsequent development inclﬁdes enhancement or
revisions as new computer generations are produced and new analytical techniques

are developed.
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In the criminal_justice field, the relatively early development of state-
wide networks and of local law enforcement systems has had a major influence

on the direction-of all criminal justice information systems development in

the states. At the state, level, there has.been. a_ tendency fo T the law enforce-

ment component to hold a commandlng p051t10n 1n decisiong regarding funding

e v AN P L5 T ey s e, b e 0 58

and the location of the components of the Comprehensive Date“§ystems (CDS).
‘However, the courts and correctlons components often obJect to“;;ograms,
standards, and goals which they.consider to be dictated to them by the law
enforcement component. They call attention to the poor representation on co-
ordinating committees of courts and corrections interests and raise objections'
to the lack of attention to their needs. Thus at this point in time RTI/MRI
observed little activity in the area of OBTS/CCH for total criminal justice
systems. ‘ .

"Although the need for more cooperation between criminal justice agencies
has slowed the OBTS/CCH effort, it has not prevented the rapid development of

a multitude of local and state law enforcement and court and correction informa-

tion systems--some of which may serve as components of an OBTS/CCH in the future.

B. The Analysis Approach

Each information system which is reviewed in the following discussion has

been organized (for the purpose of analysis) into categories according to its :

salient features.

Furthermore, each information system has been analyzed with

respect to several broad criteria which were established to answer questions,

-such as: ' o
. What are the functions of this system?
. How is it used? ;
. Does it interface with any other local, state, or federal information :

systems? _ ;

. What prompted the development of this system? i
. What factors influenced the design of this system? ‘ ﬁ
. How do the system's uSers evaluate the system? f
. What was the extent and source of funding?
. Has LEAA fuhding and/or assistance supported systems which are dif-

ferent from those which did not receive such assistance? . if

4en3
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As stated earlier in this report, it is important for the reader to keep
in mind the éeneral limitations inherent in the following analyses. First, not
all of the systems considered herein are completely operational, and opera-
tional systems are enhanced and modified on a more or less continuous basis..
Wherever it is possible to isolate them, descriptive features of incomplete -
system components (such as level of funding and user's evaluation) are not »
included in the analysis.

Second, it was not always possible to get ome, let alone multiple; user
evaluation (s) of many of the information systems surveyed for this analysie.
Thus, the summary of user evaluations of a particular system presented herein
may be incomplete and biased. Occasionally RTI and MRI evaluators were unable
This is

The

to locate or interview key persoms in the design of a certain system.

the case particularly with systems which were designed several years ago.

systems personnel turnover rate in criminal justice information systems was

et g e

g

f;und to be quite high.
Third, the readér is reminded that any quotes cited in the narrative are
not to be considered as representations of a consensus on the issue‘at hand.
Rather, in many cases the quotes are an evaluator's best recollection of a state-
ment or statements made by one or more individuals and are employéd to elucidate
a point when it appears necessary. i ‘
Finally, the reader must be aware of the specific assumptions employed in
the analysis and limitations of the data and findings presented in this report.
Funding information on all of the systems being evaluated was generally
difficult to obtain and therefore is often incomplete and inaccurate. Any
references to system 'development costs' are based on an evaluator's attempt
to piece together information from interview estimates, LEAA's Grants Manage-
mént Information System, and occasionally from grant applications. Even if
exacﬁ dollar amounts were available, a valid comparison of development costs
for different systems necessitates controlling for such factors as:
size, area density, number of personnel in, and persons flowing through each
Jaw enforcement agency; and the functions and level of sophiétication of each

information system.

the geographic
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When interpréting the narrdative or the accompanying tables, the reader
should keep in mind that a "significant" funding contribution indicates that
wighout this contribution the system operators would not hdve been able to
dave%op this system. The degree of significance was primarily dependent upon
the relative availability of alternative sources of funds. -Although such a
detérminatiqn is often related to the proportion of»totél deveiopment fuﬁds a-
funding contribution represents, the feader,should not assume that a "minor"
contribution is less than or a "significant" contribution is more tﬁan half
of the development cost of an informatiOn system. Evaluators observed several
instances where a funding contribution of 25 percent of the total development
cost of a system constituted the most "significant' contribution to system de-
velopers in that all other funding source potentials have been exhausted.

All of the systems in this chapter have been analyzed with respec£ to fhe
types and sources of nonfinancial assistance which &eré directly provided to
system ope;atdrs in designing their systems. In gereral, nonfinancial assis-
t;nce to system developers consisted of: site visits to other systems; tech-~
nical assistance in selecting hardware and/or designing séftware; and the
t?ansfer of software concept, logic, and/or formdt from one system to another.
Occasiomally a system déesigner was indirectly assisted by his exposure to pub-
lications and seminars, etc.

At a minimum, eagh observation of funding amount and 'significance," de-
sign assistance, and type of interface with other information systems will be

noted in the tables fpr every criminal justice information system analyzed in

this evaluation. Whenever available, more information is provided in the nar-

rative portion of the report.

II. " LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT SYSTEMS

Local law enforcement systems can be placed into two categories: (1) man-
power and resource allocation systems, which are primarily used'for‘managing
pqlice operations such as vehicle dispatching or beat assignments, and (2) data
storage and retrieval systems which range.from indexes of individuals in
the criminal justice system, input and accessed at one pointfonly,'to OBTS/CCH

systems with multiple points of data entry and retrieval. The second category

45
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systems has been developed to facilitate recordkeeping and to expediate re-
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trieval of data for numerous purposes such as mandatory reporting roequlrementa

or apprehension of wanted persons.

A Manpower and Resource Allocation Systens

Many state and local law enforcement agencies use computefs for the allo-

cation of manpower and resources and for other agency functions which will be

reviewed later. Discussed herein are the computerfaided dispatching and non- .
dispatching systems used for.distributing police personnel and vehicles. -’
1. Computer—-Aided Dispatching Systems

RTI and MRI evaluators observed nine computer-aided dispatch (CAD) .
systems which were fully operational in 1975 or which will be so in 1976. Two

of the nine, LOCATE (Oakland, California) and CAD (Jacksonville, Florida) were

operational several years earlier than 1975. All except FLAIR actually dispatch

law enforcement agency vehicles. . (FLAIR, Fleet Location and Information Report-

ing, is an automatic vehicle-monitoring system which inputs the location and
status to a mdnually operated control center that dispatches vehicles in St.
Louis.) Table 4-1, part A, shows that some of these systems interface with other

computerized files, i.e., wanted persomns, warrants, etc. Some generate inci-

dent and activity reports.
The users of computer—aided dispatch systems are exclusively law en-

forcement personnel in the CAD operating agencies. Unlike the users in some

other categories of systems surveyed in this evaluation; the users of CAD sys-
tems are pleased and dependent on the relatively new computerized assistance

for vehicular dispatching. One user comments:

Even with a 200 percent increase in calls for service over
a 4-year period, with the CAD system the Jacksonville,
Florida, police department has reduced response time from 12
minutes to 3 minutes with only a 10 percent increase in

personnel. .
In jum, it appears that the CAD is used "every second of the day" to enhance )
cperational effectiveness and that users, after less than a year in most cases, "

find computer-aided dispatching anvin&ispensiﬁle tool in performing their

routine duties.

MG
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‘ sentatlves to observe other CAD _Systems.

Table 4-1. TYPE OF INTERFACE: LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT

MANPOWER/RESOURCE ALLOCATION SYSTEMS

SYSTEM NAME,
TYPE, AND LOCATION

TYPE OF INTERFACE
Local State Federal

. Diséatching

A
1. FLAIR, St. Louis, MO - - -
'2.SECQCSZ Los Angeles, CA : - P P
3. LOCATE, Oakland, CA E E E
4, CAPS, San Jose, CA - E -
-5, CADOLIS, Peoria, IL - . - | E -
6. CAD, Jacksonville, FL - E " E
7. CAD, Rockford, IL - - P P
8. CATCH 1, Camden, NJ - E E
9. CAD, Dallas, TX E E E
B. Nondispatching
1. ADAM, Los Angeles, CA P P P
2. Model Trenton, NJ : - - Co-
3. LEAS, Billings, MT o - - -
4, PMIS, Rockford, IL ' - - -

NOTE: "g* means_existiﬁg; "P" means planned.

Prior to designing their own system, most CAD operators sent repre—

Some of these visits resulted in the
transfer of the concept or the software of the operational system to the one
under development (see table 4-2), For example, in the development of CAPS
(Computer Assisted Public Safety), the San Jose police department looked at.
dispatching systems of Seattle, Las Vegas, and Huntington Beach - (Callfornla)
as a result, CAPS is a. turnkey upgrade of the Seattle and Las Vegas systenms.
Tnese visits and feasibility studies, when conducted, were often paid for by
LEAA. The technical design expertise was (except for tangential contributions)
prov1ded by non-LEAA persons such as computer vendors or aerospace industry
vendors, as in the case of ECCCS of Los Angeles and FLAIR of St. Louis.

The CAD systems owe their existence almost exclusively to LEAA de-
velopment funds; omne exception was the system in Jacksonville where operators
Jndlcated that local funds were and are available to finance the system and

that the system would mot. have been dlfferent with LEAA funds. The Jacksonville .

S
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system operators reported that the system required $150,000 to design and de-
velop and $125,000 annually to operate. The Rockford, Illinois, and the Camden,
New Jersey, systems required less than a quarter million dollars to develop.
The Dallas, Peoria, and the San Jose systems required less than half a million
dollars; and the Qakland'and Los Angeles and the St. Louis systems exceeded a
million dollars each to develop. Of the systems surveyed there is, howeVer,
no apparent difference in the users' evaluations which relates to the éxtent or
source gLEAA vs. non~LEAA) of development funding.

Financial éupport was the only type of assistance provided by LEAA,
or by LEAA-funded state and regional units, to agencies operating CADS.

2, Nondispatching Computer-Aided Systems

In this subsection, the four computerized systems shown in tables 4-1
and 4-2, part B, are discussed. These systems assist in resource allocation
through routine assignment of manpower and rescurces but do not provide comput-
erized vehicular dispatching. While CAD systems improve the capability of a
police agency for immediate response to service requests, the nondispatching
computer-aided systems enéble an agency to effectively assign manpower and
equipment rescurces to beats. For the most part, these systems were developed
before CAD systems.

All of these systems were characterized by a lack of interface with

other systems and by users WHdWWérevextremely”éé;isfiéaqééénggpﬁgiengwggbghe
outputs. For eﬁample, in Trenton, New Jersey, -.

The city pressured the police department to reduce costs, and

cvertime costs were targeted for elimination. Based on the

output of the Trenton system, overtime costs have been reduced

through personnel assignments.

The four systems employ batch-processing for generating management
reports on officers per shift, beat assignments, and frequency in performing
traffic, criminal, and administrative activities. In general,. they are
technically less complicated and less costly to develop than CAD systems.
Annual maintenance costs range from approximately $5,000 to $50,000 for the
systemsAreviewed. An exception is ADAM, which aids the Los Angeles police de-
partment with vehicle deployment planning information--by providing propor-
tional needs for manpower by geographic areas and detailed workload statistics.
Being more sophisticated and serving a far greater universe of police and citi-

zens, this system is understandably more costly.

4-8
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Table 4-2. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT MANPOWER/
RESOURCE ALLOCATTON.SYSTEMS '

DEVELOPMENT COST AND
FUNDING SOURCE

DESIGN ASSISTANCE

. Tech-

SYSTEM NAME, Cost, S?gj _ n‘ology
TYPE, AND LOCATION ’ - thous. nifi- ) S]..te. Tech- Trans-—

dollars cant Minor None /isit nical fer Other
A. Dispatching
1. FLAIR, St. Louis, MO $2,718 L NL - WL NL -
2. ECCCS, Los Angeles, CA 2,472 L NL NL - - -
3. LOCATE, Oakland, CA 1,701 L NL - - - -
4. CAPS, San Jose, CA 1,027 NL L L/NL - NL -
5. CADOLIS, Peoria, IL 797 L NL - NL NL -
6. CAD, Jacksonville, FL 275 NL - L - - L
7. CAD, Rockford, IL (P) 241 L NL NL L NL -
8. CATCH 1, Camden, NJ 132 L NL L/NL L L/NL
9. CAD, Dallas, TX ? - - NL - L L
B. Nondispatching
1. ADAM, Los Angeles, CA §765 L NL - NL - -
2. Model, Trenton, NJ' 117 L NL - . NL - -
3. LEAS, Billings, MT 4 NL - - ~ - -
4. PMIS, Rockford, IL ? L - - - - -

NOTE: '"L" means provided

by LEAA sources; "NL'" means provided by non-LEAA sources.
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The ADAM system was preceded by a system called LEMRAS which wis de-
signed by a major computer vendor and transferred from St. Louils in 1967 to
Los Angeles and Kansas City. Los Angeles, Kansas City, and St. Louis have
found the need for systems with better orientation to the needs of users and
have discarded LEMRAS. The ADAM system thus represents an advancement in the
state-of-the-art due to LEAA funding.

Trenton and Los Angeles acquired from LEAA $100,000 and $800,000,
respectively, to deVelop their resource allocation model systems. Trenton's
‘two unsuccessful efforts cost LEAA $80,000 before a $20,000 system was finally
developed successfully. These two attempts at developing a resourée allocation
model were thwarted due to lack of continuity in préject management. Both op-
erating agencies acquired technical assistance from non-LEAA personnel. Two
more limited systems (Billings, Montana, and Rockfor&, Illinois) were designed
and developed in-house according to user specifications without LEAA financial
and/or technical assistance. The Billings system was operational prior to LEAA's
existence. The Rockford operators felt it ''was part of the police department's
duty to update their services' and, therefore, did not request any ocutside fi-
nancial assistance. In spite of the wide variation in the sophistication and
development cost of these four systems, the users indicated equal satisfaction
with their respective resource allocation systems. In other words, the users

evaluation of these systems did not appear to relate to the amount or source

(LEAA or non-LEAA) of funding for resource systems.

B. Data Storage and Retrieval Systems

Discussed herein are 22 data storage and retrieval syuiems, three of which’
are categorized as master name indexes, six of which are categorized as multi-
file systems, eight of which are categorized as investigation-oriented systems,

and five of which are categorized as multipurpose criminal justice information

systems.

1. Master Name Indexes

0f 22 systems.surveyed, three were master name index systems developed
to expedite retrieval of information from unwieldy card indexes or manual files.
(More elaborate storage-retrieval systems usually have some type of name index-
locator file as the core of the data processing program.) Théy are all batch

processing systems which became operational in 1974~75. Table 4-3, part A, shows

4-10
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Table 4-3.. TYPE OF INTERFACE: LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
' DATA STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS

TYPE OF INTERFACE
Local State Federal

SYSTEM NAME,
TYPE, AND LOCATION

A, Mastér Name Index

. 1. DATUM, Paterson, NJ - - -
o 2. Microfilm, Rockford, IL - - -
. 3. LEIS, Jacksonville, FL . - E E

B. Multifile

PIS, Ft. Lauderdale, FL -

1. - -
2. PIS, Patetrson, NJ - P P
3. SAPIS, San Antonio, TX - E E
4, ¢, Camden Co, NJ - - ~
5. ALECARS, Lafayette, LA - - -
6. CJIS, Winrnebago, IL - - -
NOTE: "E'" means existing; 'P'" means planned.

that only one system (LEIS) interfaces with other state or federal . criminal
justice information systems. .

The three master name indexes list all people who have at Some point
come in contact with the police department. (Fof examply, DATUM indexes all in-
dividuals in seven New Jersey cities who have been fingerprinted and points to
the location of fingerprint cards.) Indicators point to the location of a
manual or semiautomated file or hard copy which contains the complete records
ahd/or more detailed descriptions of the individuals. Table 4-4, part A, and
footnote shows that two of the index systems cost less than $100,000 to develop
and much less to maintain annually. Two were planned, designed, and maintained

annually with local funds. In two cases, LEAA funds were used to purchase hard-
- ware and support initial‘system implementation. LEAA paid for all three inde:
operators to investigate other systems; however, no technology was directly
transferred and the operators designed their own unique index systems.

The users‘(primarily police officers, oceasionally noncriminal jus-
tice agency users such as employment bureaus) indicated great satisfaction in
spite of the fact that index systems usually are the girst computer applica-

rions in the agency and, therefore, frequently endure initial distrust and

4-11
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Table 4-4. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT DATA
STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS

DEVELOPMENT COST AND
DESTGN ASSISTANCE

"FUNDING. SOURCE

CJIS, Winnebago, IL

SYSTEM NAME, _ Tech-
TYPE, AND LOCATION Cost,  Sig- _ nology
thous. nifi- Site Tech- Trans-
dollarxs cant Minor MNone Visit nical fer Other
A. Master Name Index
1. DATUM, Paterson, NJ $294% L - - L - - -
2. Microfilm, Rockford, IL 86 L ? ? NL - - L
3. LEIS, Jacksonville,“FL ? L - - L - - -
B. Multifile
1. PIS, Ft. Lauderdale, FL $1,500 NL - L NL - - -
2. PIS, Paterson, NJ - 688 L NL - - NL NL -
3. SAPIS, San Antonio, TX 120 NL_ - L - - NL -
4. €%, Camden Co, NJ 70 L NL - - - - L
5. ALECARS, Lafayette, LA 50 NL - L - - - -
6. ? - - L - NL NL -

NOTE: "L" means provided by LEAA sources; "NL" means provided by non-LEAA sources.

*This figure reflects the total development cost for identical systems in Paterson
Each system cost $42,000.

and six other New Jersey Police Departments.
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skepticism from persons unskilled in data processing.  Ad obaarved ahovae, tHipe
satisfaction wich master name lndex systems was not related to efther Lhe tolal
cost of svstem development or the source of development funds. A few users
cited the inevitability of converting more manual files (i.e., wanted persons
and warrants) for computerized storage and linking them to the initial master
name index file., In fact, the next category of systems to be discussged are
"multifile" data storage systems designed to facilitate more rapid retrieval of
individuals' records on file-'at the operating agency. .

2. Multifile Systems

The six multifile systems surveyed by RTI and MRI became operational

in the late 60's and early 70's. They were chardcterized by six or seven of these

component files: (1) offenses, (2) arrests, (3) warrants, (4) radio dispatch

analysis, (5) traffic information (i.e., accidents), (6) complaints, and (7)

stolen property such as vehicles and firearms. All six systems were developed to

reduce manual files and to increase access to timely information. Most system
operators cited the legislatively mandated reporting requirements or the avail-
ability of LEAA funds as the major impetus to initiating system development.
Table 4~3, part B, shows that except for one system (SAPIS), these systems did
not interface with state or local systems. Officers in the policy agehcy (in-
cluding its district offices) were usually the primary users. ' '
Table 4-4, part B,.indicates that all but two (Paterson, New Jersey,
and Camden County Computer Control Center) used local funds exclusively in
planning, developing, and operating the systems. Most system operators studied
other systems and employed concepts and file layocuts ‘'in designing their own.
Other operators'designed their systems inhouse. Development costs ranged from
$20,000 to $1.5 million. Maintenance cost the agencies $20,000 to $30,000

annually. 1In a few cases, a major vendor provided some technical assistance

B ——— o e e

to system designers; LEAA did not provide technical assistance to any of the
o T e .

e e

six system developers.
Six system °f .

~ Except for one case (Winnebago County Sheriff's System) in which non-~
administrative personnel were ignorant of the system's capabilities, the users
indicated high degrees of use of, and satisfaction with, the systems. The
level of use and/or satisfactlon with these multifile systems did not vary ac-

cording to either the level or source (LEAA vs. ﬂon—LEAA) of funding. 1In every

W,
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case except the Winnebago system, users cited close involvement with data proces-

sing perscmnel during all phases of the destpn, fmplomentar fon, amd opatat o of

thelr systoems.
3. Investigation-Oriented Systems

This category includes eight systems so grouped because the major
The cities which these

function is to aid the investigations of current cases.
systems serve are all relatively large in population and the focal points for

the more populated metropolitan areas. They have varied, transient, and Semi—

permanent populations. These demographic characteristics, coupled with a generally

increasing crime rate, dictated that an accurate and timely investigation-oriented

system be developed for effective law enforcement. In the records management

area, prior to the development of these types of systems, virtually ‘toms of

bulky paper files had to be maintained. The files were expensive to store and

difficult to access quickly. Also before the advent of these systems, support

for the officer in the field was minimal and sometimes nonexistent. Inquiries
concerning suspect license numbers, vehicle identification, etc., were time con-
suming at best. Often information retrieved by the officer was incomplete so
that, in the case of a wanted or dangerous person, the officer's job was diffi—
cult as well as life endangering.

The investigation components of these systems‘became operational be-

tween 1968 and 1975. The eight systems have data files on persons (missing,

wanted, arrested, paroled, etc.), incidents, and/or stolen property which in-
vestigators can retrieve and match with other relevant data to track individuals

and resolve incidents. . Table 4-5, part A, shows that of eight systems listed,

five of them interface with other local systems. A sixth is planning

several interfaces for the near future. All systems required 3 to 5 years to

E develop and implement.

" Table 4-6, part A, shows that for those six for which funding informa-
‘ tion was available, LEAA played a major funding role during all development
stages. LEAA provided significant technical assistance to designers and opera-
‘tors of the PSIS, Long Beach system. Despite the complexity of investigation-
criented systems, only three of them (PSIS, Long Beach; CRIME, Oakland; CABLE,
San Francisco) used siénificant outside techmnical assistance in developing their

! systems. The PSIS and CABLE systems were based on several systems throughout
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Table 4-5. TYPE OF INTERFACE: - LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT

DATA STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS

| - igggEMAggMi, IYPE OF INTERFACE
, ~LOCATION - Local State Federal
. . .A. Investigation~Oriented
| - o 1. PATRIC Los Angeles, CA - - -
{ g 2. CABLE, San Francisco, CA E E E
3. CPDS, Chicago, IL E E E
- | -4, PSISv Long Beach,. CA P E -
) 5. AWDI, Los Angeles, CA P - -
’ 6. CRIME, Oakland, CA - - -
: 7. PIN, Oakland, cA E - -
8. AFIS, Los Angeles, CA - E -
B. Multipurpose
1. REJIS, St. Louis, MO - E E
2. QUAD/NET ALERT, Davenport, IA - E -
dnd Rock Island, IL :
3. SECURE, Baton. Rouge, LA - E -
4. ALERT II, Kansas City, MO - E - E
5. MOTION, New Orleans, LA - E E
.' NOTE: "E" means existing; "P" means planned.
the country (CLEAR Cincinndti; MOTION, New Orleans) after system designers
made visits recommended by HUD*, LEAA, and SEARCH members. In fact, "bits and
1t
pieces" of these systems, including the concept, logic, and'iﬁplementation
strategles, were transferred to PSIS. CRIME system developers (Oakland) en-

1
isted two major electronics industry firms for their detalled system requlre—
ments. '

According to available figures, the observed systems require between
§11, OOO and $1 million- annually to operate. Development costs were most
. difficult to isolate due to system complexity and the length of time for sys-
tem development however, they apparently range from $500,000 to $7 million.
Users of these investigation systems agre prlmarlly law enforcement

personnel (investlgatlon and crime lab units) within the operating agencies

Il
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Table 4-6. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT DATA

STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS

DEVELOPMENT COST AND
FUNDING SOURCE

DESIGN ASSISTANCE

SYSTEM NAME,

Sig~
nifi-

cant Minor None

Site

Tech~
nology

Tech-~ Trans-—

Visit nical fer Other

TYPE, AND LOCATION Cost,
thous.
dollars

A. Investigation-Oriented

1. P?rRIC, Los Angeles, CA  $6,645
2. CABLE, San Francisco, CA 6,375
3. CPDS, Chicago, IL 3,100
4. PSIS, Long Beach, CA 2,447
5. AWDI, Los Angeles, CA 1,800
6. CRIME, Oakland, CA 217
7. PIN, Oakland, CA UNKNOWN
8. AFIS, Los Angeles, CA UNKNOWN
B. Multipurpose

1. REJIS, MO-KS $4,500
2. QUAD/NET ALERT, Davenport, 560

IA and Rock Island, IL
3. SECURE, Baton Rouge, LA 450
4, ALERT II, Kansas City, MO.UNKNOWN
5. MOTION, New Orleans, LA  UNKNOWN

[ ol ol n o ol

L

« NL

NL
NL
NL
NL
NL
NL

NL
NL

L
NL

NL

NL

NL
NL
NL

NL

NL

NL

NL -
NL L
- L
L L
- L
NL L
NL L
NL -

NOTE: "L'" means provided by LEAA sources;

"NL" means provided by

non-LEAA sources.
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If the data include regional information, these same units in other law enforce-
mert agencies are also users. Users of the Automated Worthless Document Index
(Los Angeles police department) cited that fact that:

47 LAPD forgery investigators are able to clear approximately

16,000 cases per year at a cost of $64.38 per case. AWDI is

able to clear an additional 4,500 cases a year at a cost of

$40.47 per case: ‘ '
In all but one case (Chicago police depatrtment system)®* users were uncondition-
ally pleased with the effectiveness of the systems.

4. Muitipurpose Criminal Justice Information Systems

The five systems in this category are'chéracterized.by two features—-~
the users include representatives of police, courts, and correction agencies;
and some of these systems actually ''manage" the activities of more than one seg-
ment of the criminal justice system.

Four of the five operational systems have at least partial online
service, interface with both state and federal information systems, and serve
large geographic areas. (See table 4-5,‘part B). These four systems either
have or will shortly have completed a CCH component. The fifth (SECURE, Baton
Rouge) is a baﬁch proéessing system. SECURE provides some wsers with criﬁe
and criﬁinél information (police) and others with management information (courts,
cqrrections); therefore, it is not currently designed to provide a complete CCH.
Outputs of all systems comsist of multiple statisticalvfeports, lists, notices,
documents, and dockets; thus mény clerical procedures are eliminatéd.

Kansas City's ALERT II was operational prior to the establishment of
LEAA in 1968. ALERT II has itself been widely transferred. A major computer
vendor promoted the transfer of the Kansas system almost in toto (including
hardware specifications) to the QUAD/NET ALERT system in Rock Island, Illinois,
and in part to MOTION in New Orleans. All except one of the systems (SECURE)
have derived at least conceptual features from ALERT II. SECURE was designed
inhouse, funded with 1968 local funds ($240,000), and abandoned until LEAA funds
(5210,000) were available for the 1973 system design and implementation stages.

*The major complaint about the Chicago police department system was not about
the design but about downtime. Apparently any downtime is frustrating to
the officers who are extremely dependent on the systems for' performing their
routine responsibilities.
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(See table 4~6, part B.) Both the Kansas City and the New Orleans systems were

Zunded exclusively with local funds.
ment's moderate computer capabilities were expanded with $200,000 in city funds
The city's current op-

In 1972, the New Orleans police depart-

to accommodate MOTION's addition of online booking.

erating budget allocates $400,000 annually to maintain and operate the. system.
QUAD/NET ALERT operators in Rock Island have received $560,000 in

LEAA fundé, to date, to develop and maintain their system which is not fuliy

operational. This is the only money which is available to the system operators.

The REJIS system serves most of the functions served by the ALERT

systems. However, REJIS became "an independent organization'" in 1973. It is

the result of a consolidation of several discrete systemé engineered primarily
" by the St. Louis metropolitan police and the LEAA regional planning unit with

cooperation from several criminal justice agencies. REJIS and its separate

components have received approximately $4 million in LEAA funds.
Users of all of these systems dre extremely satisfied with the sys-
They are reported to play indispensable roles

tems' performance and output.
New Orleans and Kansas City

in criminal justice agency routine operatioms.
personnel and investigation units observed that when their systems are doqg

v '"the department operations are disrupted." Users of the ALERT II resource bro-
N Jection éompbﬁéﬁt”étated that "85-90% of crime activity projections for the

following month are accurate." All but the MOTION users cited the need for

.p  training more police persomnel to insure more adequate knowledge and use of
*y their systems' capabilities. The various users of REJIS made significant con-

5 i
A

tributions to the system design, except for the prosecutor's office which may

adopt Washington's PROMIS. PROMIS has been an LEAA exemplary project. Once

again, there is no apparent difference in the use of, or satisfaction with,
the multipurpose criminal justice information systems surveyed that can be

attributed to the level or source (LEAA vs. non-LEAA) of development funds.

c. Conclusions ~ Local Law Enforcement Systems
For 26 out of the 35 local law enforcement systems surveyed, LEAA provided
Twenty-three of the 26 ob-

at least some of their system development funds.
served that without LEAA funds their system could not have been developed at

all. 1In the few cases where LEAA money was not a significant factor, this was

uéually due to the availability of local funds; only rarely was it
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satisfaction of users of these sy
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» technology transfer, and sug-

In a few ISPé
cases aerospace anpd electronics induétry

} gestions for site visits.
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II. LOCAL AnD STATE COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

t .
. A, Local Court Information Systems
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.0 process a person at least through the entire court, if not criminal justice,
rocess. These systems include information on, and sometimes "manage," book-
.ng, charges, future court appearances, jail release dates, probation notifi-
cation, custody complaint, calendaring, and disposition. In many cases tne
users of _hese person-case tracking systems are representatives of law enforce-
ment, public defender, prosecutor, prison, as well as court agencies. '

The second type of system to be discussed herein is court management/in-
formation systems. RTI and MRI observed seven of these systems which handle
the court-oriented data base in a manner which supports the necessary planning,
organization, structuring and staffing, allocation of resources, direction of
activities, organizational changes, and evaluations of these events. The users
of these systems tend, more often than not, to represent strictly the court
and court-processing agencies.

Finally there are seven systems which serve both the person-case tracking
and court management/information functions. The users of these systems, like
the person-tase tracking systems, are usually representatives of many phases of
the criminal justice system including police and prison personnel. All sys-
tems .operators cited the need to reduce manual files and the recent ' speedy

trial" legislation as the magor factors prompting the development of local

- = . s
court systems.

L ———

1. Person—-Case Tracking Systems

Only one of these systems is currently fully operational (JURIS).
However, all three are characterized by their present lack of interface w1th

(See table 4~7, part A.) Table 4- -8, part A, “in-

any other 1nformat10n system.
‘dicates that except for PROMIS which serves a relatively large client popula-
tion (Los Angeles), the person-case tracking systems surveyed were relatively
less exoensive to develop than the other types of court systems surveyed in .
this evaluation. In gpite of the low relative cost of these systems, all but

the JURIS system required extemsive site visits, technical assistance, and

e et e i - g g i e
e

technology transfer prior to their designm. '

In all three cases LEAA money played a 31gn1f1cant role in promoting
the development of these person~case tracking systems.. LEAA did not otherwise
participate in their design. The one exception is.that LEAA played a direct

role in funding a grant to adapt the programs and promote the transfer of PROMIS
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Table 4-7. TYPE OF INTERFACE:

LOCAL COURT
. INFORMATION SYSTEMS -

SYSTEM NAME,
TYPE, AND LOCATION

TYPE OF INTERFACE
Local State Federal

A. Person-Case Tracking Systems

1. PROMIS, Los Angeles, CA P - -
2, SIPCF, Hillsborough Co., CA - E E
3. JURIS, St. Louis, MO = - - -
B. Court Management Systems
1. CJIS, Duvall Co, FL - - -~
2. CMIS, Camden Co, NJ - ~ -
3. CMIS, Mercen Co, NJ - - -
4. JARS, Lake Co, IL , - - -
5. ACCMIS, Hudson Co, NJ _ - - -
6. RCIS, St. Louis, MO - E -
7. TCS, Billings, MT - - -
C. Tracking/Management Systems
1. CJIC, Santa Clara, CA E E E
2. CJIS, Bexar Co, TX - E E
3. CJIS, Dallas Co, TX - E -
4. CIS, Cook Co, IL - E -
5. CABLE, San Francisco, CA P - -
6. CJIS, Dade Co, FL E E E
7. ACCPS, Passiac Co, NJ - - -
NOTE: "E" means existing; "P" means planned.

from Washington to other sites such as Los Arigeles. Among other thlngs, repre-
sentatives of the Los Angeles District Attorney s Office were able to attend |
intensive user tzansfer meetings which facilitated the modification of the sys-

tem for their needs. Since these systenis are not fully operational, user eval-

uations are not yet appropriate.

. 2. Court Management Information Systems

The seven court management information systems are characterized by
several similar features. First, all but one became (or will become) operational

between 1973 and 1976. Second, table 4-7, part B, shows that ‘none of them ex-

o

cept RCIS in St. Louis has any.interface w1th other local, state, or‘feaeral

v
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Table 4~8. LEAA ANIj NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS.TO LOCAL COURTS INFORMATION SYSTEMS

DEVELORMEMNT COST AND

"FUNDING SOURCE DESIGN. ASSTSTANCE
_ : ' Tech~
'SYSTEM NAME, Cost, Sig- nology
‘thous. nifi- Site Tech- Trans-

TYPE, AND LOCATION dollars cant Minor None Visit nical fer Other

A. Person-Case Tracking Systems

. PROMIS, Los Angeles, CA =~ $1,380 L - - NL NL L L

1
2. SIPCF, Hillsborough Co., CA 342 L ? - - NL - L
- 3. JURIS, St. Louis, MO 261 L NL - NL - - -
- .B. Court Management - Systems
> 1. CJIS, Duvall Co, FL 1,138 L NL - - - - -
2. CM15, Camden Co, NJ 644 L NL - NL NL NL L
3. CMiS, Mercen Co, NJ 434 L NL - - NL - L
4, JARS, Lake Co, IL 404 L NL - NL NL - L
5. ACCMIS, Hudson Co, NJ 280 L NL - NL NL  NL -
, 6. RCIS, St. Louis, MO 150 L  NL - - NL - - -
7. TCS, Billings, MT 4 NL - L - - NL - -
C. Tracking/Management Systems
, . 1. CJIC, Santa Clara, CA $3,828 NI L - - - - L
; 2. CJIS, Bexar Co, TX 2,337 L NL - L NL - L
! 3. CJIS, Dallas Co, TX N 1,807 L NL - - - - L
4. CIS, Cook Co, IL 1,035 L ? - NL NL - L
. 5. CABLE, San Francisco, CA 913 L NL - - NL NL -
6. CJIS, Dade Co, FL 510 L ? - L - - -
/ 7 L NL - NL - ML L

. .ACCPS, Passiac Co, NI = 264

RN . : ' NOTE: "L" means provided by LEAA sources; "NL'" means pravided by non-LEAA sources.

-
-
»
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information systems. FCIS interfaces with a state court svstem on a verv Ilimjred
e
basis.  Thivd, table -8, part B haddcaten that all ol theme dyel emwa, estiepl

RCES and CII8 1o Florida, required outside technical assistance Lo the desiyn
and development stage.
Major computer industry vendors and software consulting firms were

enlisted to provide technical assistance. No technical assistance was provided

by LEAA or non-LEAA funded state or regional units. However, in three cases
system operators i”aicafea‘EHEt“th”’EEKK‘Kegioﬁal Office system, spec1allst was

A A A T8

e i,

helpful 1ﬁ deallng with “the contracter or provided general direction; and in
‘SEE case. the system 0perators¢;;ted the use of the SEARCH Group Code of Ethlcs.

All of these systems but one (Traffic Court System, Billings, Montana)
received significant funding from LEAA, without which system design and develop-
ment would have been impossible. Of these systems receiving LEAA development
money, only one (CMIS, Camden) suggested that local funds would have been avail-
able in the event federal funds were not.

 In general, the court management information systems surveyed re-

quired between $150,000 and $1 million to develop. The exception is Montana's
TCS system which was eeveloped in 1971. 1Its development was earlier, and it has
much more limited capability than the other court management information systems.

Compared to the users of other types of court systems, the users of all
but one (ACCMIS, Hudson County, New Jersey) of the court management information
systens surveyed reported overall satisfaction with their system's performance.

3. Person-Case Tracking and Court Management Information Systems

The seven combined tracking and management systems surveyed by RTI
and MRI evaluators are almost evenly divided into those which were operational

in 1975 or 19/6 and those which were operational between 1971 and 1973. Table

-

/

4~7, part C, shows that six of the seven systems are, or will soon be, 1nterfaced

with other information systems; and all seven systems are used by both court
and noncourt criminal justice agencies. All these systems exhibit one or two

important prerequisites for becoming the court component of a OBTS/CCH system.

- However, only the four earlier developed systems actually maintain noncourt-

related offender-based information. Table 4-8, part C, shows that ali but two

of these systems required significant outside dssistance in the design and de-

velopment stages. (CJIS, Dallas County Texas; and CJIC, Santa Clara, California).

X
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This technical assistance was prOV1ded by non-LEAA personnel, prlmarlly private

coasulting flrme,VWith computer 1ndustry vendors playing an adv1sory role.
However, in all cases but one (CJIC, Santa Clara, Callfornia, where
local funds were available), LEAA provided the significant development funds
without which these systems would never have become operatiomal. Ranging from
$500,000 to 3 million dollars with most around 1 million, these joint person-
case tracking and court menagement information systems are for the most part
more expensive to develop than the two'types of court systems which were dis-

cussed in the preceding pages. As with the other court systems, the users

» IR, v
indicate that these systems play (or will play) a "major role in court and case

T s

load managements''. .. o o

B. State Court Systems

RTI and MRI evaluators observed only five state-level court systems which
were at least partially.operational, only two of which were fully operational.
For the state court systems which are not complete, the information presented
herein will be that which pertains only to the system components which are
complete. '

Like the local court systems, some state systems serve person-case tracking
and/or court management functions. Other state~level systems serve a court
aCtivity'teporting function as well. _

1. - Court Activity Reporting Systems

Table

4--9, part A, indicates that none of the systems interface nor are there plans

There were three court activity reporting systems observed.
to interface them with other information systems. Tyo systems have only batch-
‘processing capability. Furthermore,
systems were designed without significant outside technical aseistance,’tech—
nology transfer, or visits to other systems.

The CDR system in Florida was developed with an $165,000 block grant
from LEAA, The system developers employed only user specifications in designing
their system.
are dissatisfied w1th the system's output.

The Callfornia JCSR system grew out of the state's involvement with
SEARCH-sponsored symposiums and publications. It was developed with $40,000 of
state funds. The systems users are satisfied with the system's potential but

admit to the need to "work out some of the bugs." -

424

table 4-10, part A, shows that two of these

However, the users of the CDR system (primarily court. administrators) .

TYPE OF INTERFACE:
INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Table 4-9. STATE COURT

SYSTEM NAME,
TYPE, AND LOCATION

_TYPE OF INTERFACE
Local State Federal

A, Court Reporting System

. TJCS, TX - . -

1
2. JCSRS-SJIS, CA - - -
3. CDRS, FL - - -

B. Other Activity Systems

1. SWJIS, MO - - -
2. ADCMIS, NJ - p P
NOTE: "E" means existing; "P" means planned.

The Texas TJCS system cost $275,000 to develop. The designers employed
the assistance of local court system operators to develop workable report forms.

The prlmary users of thls system are the state legislators who are apparently

+ s T

'satlsfied w1th the .accuracy, level of ‘detail, and extent of 1nformatlon provided

by the sys tem.

o In sum, the three systems each cost less than $275,000 to develop, and
LEAA funds played a significant role in the development of the two most expen—-
sive systems (CDRS, Florida; and the Texas Judicial Council System).

2. Other State Court Systens

The other two state court systems, SWJIS (Missouri) and ADCMIS (New
Jersey), are more complicated than the activity reporting-type systems.just
SWIIS is a court management information system, ADCMIS is both that
Table 4~10, part B, shows that SWJIIS re-

quired. significant outside guidance in the form of technology transfer, tech-

described.
and a person-case tracking systen.
nical assistance, and visits to other\51tes. SWJIS de51gners employed all threm
types of assistance, but ADCMIS desighers employed only tGechnology transfer in

the development of their system. The assistance to SWJIS was provided by LEAA
indirectly through a LEAA-funded Data Processing Committee. However, the ADCMIS

designers transferred software for management information systems directly from
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Table 4-10. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

SYSTEM NAME,
TYPE, AND LOCATION-

'DEVELOPMENT COST AND

DESIGN ASSTSTANCE -

FUNDING. SOURCE

Cost, Sig-
thous. nifi-

Tech-
nology
Site Tech— Trans-

~dollars cant Minor None Visit nical fer Other

A, Court Reporting System

1. TJCS, TX
2. JCSRS-SJIS, CA
3. CDRS, FL

B. Other Activity Systems

1. SWJIS, MO
2 ADCMIS, NJ

$256 L
40 -

? NL
$665 L
416 L

NL - - - ML -
- L - - - L
L - —_— . - -
- - L L L L
NL - - - NL -

NOTE: "L" means provided by LEAA sources;

2l

St e S St e A s

"NL" means provided by non-LEAA sources.
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the New Jersey data center. At $409,000 and $664,00U, respectively, ADCMIS nnd
SWJIIS were more expensive to develop than the activity-reporting systems described
previously. All of the SWJIS costs and nearly all of the ADCMIS costs were
covered by LEAA block grants. Absolutely no state funds were available to the
SWJIS system operators. '

The users of these systems are very satisfied with the systems' per-
formance. One user stated that the system 'enables the clerk to trace cases and
pinpoint where delays occur end therefore to speed up case processing. (He)
uses the system continuously to get cases ready for calendaring and. . .to pre-

pare overdue transcript and motion reports.’

C. Conclusions - Court Systems

Twenty~two computerized local and state court information systems were
surveyed by RTI and MRI evaluators. Twenty received some if not a significant-
amount of their development funds from LEAA. Of these 20, 17 operators stated
that they could not have developed their systems without LEAA funds.

Seventeen system operators employed direct technlcal assistance in design-

1ng or 1mplement1ng their systems, and two of - these recelved such assistance.

from LEAA. Usually system operators were aided by management and systems con-
sulting firms and occasionally by major computer vendors.

Theresdoes not seem to be a detectable difference in the user's evaluations
of these systems which can be related to the extent Or source (LEAA vs. non-
LEAA) of funding.

Local court systems appear to be more sophlstlcated than the state systems
in that they frequently include person-case tracking as weil as simply manage-
mént and reporting capabilities. In any case, 1t is apparent that when compared
with the law enforcement information system developers, court information sys-
team developers have less well developed technology and examples with which to
work in designing a court information system. —

Finally, there seems to be llttle overt activity in the OBTS/CCH dlrectlon.
SWJIS developers attempted to deslgn a%;SEEE“EBEEBEZEciﬁhlch would be inte-
grated into a OBTS/CCH'at a later date. However, members of both the California
end Missouri judiciaries were adamant that under their state constitutions the
judicial branch of state government would not be dictated to by the executive

branch.

s
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IV. STATE CORRECTION INFORMATION SYSTEMS

RTI znd MRI evaluators looked at 1l systems which are used in some
capacity in the correctional process. Seven of these systems serQé a data
storage and retrieval function only in that they usually replace a manual
record system and are used primarily for data support in case load manage-
ment and activity reporting. - Four of these systems are intended to.serve
an inméte—tiacking function. As such they represent a recent development
in prison management and are intended to be used daily to monitor intake

and release procedures and to control many phases of prison operations.

A, Correctivnal Data Storage and Retrieval Systems

Five of the seven data storage and retrieval systems maintain informa-
tion exclusively on juvenile offenders and runaways. Corrections persomnel

. .Y,“W—-—F—“"w
.. in several states surveyed. by MRI/RTI evaluators stated that their state legis-

or ‘federal information systems. (Respondents were not asked to reference
the appropriate state statutes:) The two adult systems, PARS (New Jeréey)
and the Texas Clemency and Parole System, are also not interfaced with

other information systems. (See table 4-11, part A.)

Table 4-11. TYPE OF INTERFACE: STATE CORRECTIONS
SYSTEMS

SYSTEM NAME,
TYPE, . AND LOCATION

TYPE OF INTERFACE
Local State Federal

A. Data Storage and Retrieval System

1. OFD-OBITS, CA . - - -
2. JANUS, TX - - -
3. Clemency/Parole, TX - - -
4. AMS, MT A - - -
5. JPIS, MT - - -
6. FHIS, MT - - -
7. PARS, NJ - - -

B. Inomate Tracking System

.

1. cIs, IL - - -
2. CAJUN, LA - - -
3. ITS, TX . E -
4. JIDCSR, FL - - -

-

NOTE: "E" means existing; "P'" means planned.
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These systems are generally unsophisticated, having only batch process-
ing capability and generating only periodic reports. The system users are
usually legislators or personnel in the operating agency. All but one group
of these users were véry satisfied with the system's performance. Table
4-12, part A, shows that only the two newest systems (OFD/OBITS, California;
and JPIS, Montana) required any significant technical assistance in their
design and development. OFD/OBITS studied the systems of Connecticut,
Illinois (Adult Cor:ectibns), Washington, D.C. (CRYSIS), Louisiana (CAJUN),
Arkansas, Texas, and Ohioc (Youth Commission). The eventual concept for

OFD/OBITS was influénced by all of these systems and the SEARCH/OBSCIS re-

.port. These systems were identified from sources such as SEARCH éontacts,

newsletters sent out by these systems, and other contacts made by state
personnel. The JPIS systém (Montana) uses the concept and logic of the
Utah Juvenile Court Information System which was studied and recommended by
the Montana SPA, after the SPA attended LEAA regional workshops.

Four of the seven systems were developed with significant LEAA funds.
The three systems which did not use any LEAA funds (AMS, FHIS, and PARS)

were the three oldest systems and became operational between 1959 and 1970.

However, in each of these cases, system operators indicated that "LEAA funds
would not have made a difference."

Generally, the seven correction and data storage and retrieval sysﬁems
cost between $40,000 and $400,000 to develop. These correctional data
storagé and retrieval systems are relatively less expensive to develop than
most similar systems in the law enforcement or court area.

LEAA has funded some of the least expensive (JPIS--$40,000) and the
most expensive (OFD/OBITS--$760,000), and the users of all but one of these
systems (PARS--New Jersey) are generally satisfied with the systems design
and performance. Whether the‘extent or utilization of LEAA funds has
produced correctional data storage and retrieval systems which are substan-
tively different either in level of sophistication or level of use than

those similar systems developed without LEAA money, could not be determined.

B. Inmate Tracking Systemns

The four inmate tracking systems shown in part B of tables 4-11 and

4-12 are more sophisticated than the simpler data storage and retrieval
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Table 4~12. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE CORRECTIONS SYSTEMS

DEVELOPMENT COST AND

FUNDING . SOURCE

DESIGN ASSISTANCE

. ) Tech-

SYSTEM NAME, . Cost, Sig- nology

TYPE, AND LOCATION thous. nifi- Site Tech~ Trans-

. dollars = cant Minor None Visit nical fer Other
A. Data Storage and Retrieval System
1. OFD-OBITS, CcA $760 L NL ~ NL - NI. L
2. JANUS, TX 388 L - NL - - - -
3. Clemency/Parole, TX 235 L - NL - - - -
4. AMS, MT 47 NL - L - - - -
5. JPIs, MT 40 L - NL - - L -
6. FHIS, MT -3 NL - L - - - -
7. PARS, NJ ' ? NL - L - - - -
B. Inmate Tracking System
1. CIs, IL $2,032 L - NL . L L - -
2. CAJUN, LA . 827 L NL ~ - - L -
3. ITS, TX 496 L NL - - - L
4. JIDCSR, FL 7 ? ? ? - NL - -

NOTE: "L" means provided by LEAA.sources:

b

"NL" means provided by

non~LEAA sources.
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‘nerts of such a‘System, but;as yet none exists.

B e

V. STATEWIDE LAW ENFORCEMENT SYSTEMS AND COMPREHENSIVE DATA SYSTEMS

A. Statewide Law Enforcement Systems

RTI and MRI evaluators observed only eight statewide law enfotrcement-

systems. Maine has just received a grant to begin work on several compo-

Most state law enforcement systems are comprised'of at least the
wanted persons, stolen prooerty (including vehicles),
Table

following subsystems:
UCR, firearm informatiom, traffic infofmation, and message,switching;
4~13 shows that systeéms are online and interfaced with other criminal jus-
tice information systems. -

a

TYPE OF INTERFACE: STATEWIDE LAW
ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Table 4-13.

TYPE OF INTERFACE
. Local State Federal

SYSTEM NAME,
TYPE, AND LOCATION

1. SCIS, NJ
2. CLETS, CA
3. LCJIS, LA
4. FCIC, FL
5. MULES, MO
6. MLETS, MT
7. TCIC, TX
8. LEADS, IL

Wbt bbb B
o KW b

| DU E | E

|
3

NOTE:

o

"E" means existing; "P" means planned.

The Texas and Louisiana systems are only partially operational. Texas
has completed only its stolen-wanted persons, UCR, and message- -switching
components. Louisiana has completed only its UCR, 1dent1f1cat10n, and cor-
rection modules. L '

Usually the wanted persons anil stolen proparty components are the
earllest subsyetems to be developed. Components designed to be 1ntegrated
into anh OBTIS- CCH system are usually the last ones to be developed.

MLETS (Montana) is the only .statewide system serving primarily a
messaée-switching function. MLETS does maintain license and vehicle infor-)

mation, but’ this is the extent of its data storage function at present.
4-32. o
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All statewide systems but MLETS have a UCR component7partially or
totally complete. California's CJIS/CLETS has a CDS criminal history system
component,opetated separately from the CDS Offender-Based Transaction System
in the state. ‘All system operators, except MLETS, indicate that work is
currently being conducted on a CCH component. , ‘

For those systems for which'acceptable funding estimates are avail-
able, table 4-14 shows that between one and seven million doilsrs is
required .to design and deveiop the system. MLETS, serving a smaller popu~
lation and exhibiting more limited capabilities than the’ other systems |
Surveyed, cost only $600 000 to develop.

LEAA funds have been significant in the develoPment of seven of the .
ejght statew1de law enforcemeént systems observed in this evaluatiom.
Florida's FCIC system was developed with $1.6 million of stete funds.

Most, if not all, of the assistance employed by system designers of the
eight statewide systems‘was‘inhouse‘expertise. Outside firms or technology
transfer were present during the development of these systems on a limited
basis only. ' ! |

A notable example is LCJIS in LodlSlana where 1nd1v1duals experlenced
both in data process1ng ‘techniques and crimlnal justice processes comprised
a unlque organization (LCJIS): The organization in Louisiana has planned
and designed almost every module in the LCJIS--including a complete OBTS~-
CCH system which is due to be implemented in late 1976 or early 1977.

Because the users of these systems often represent several hundred

'cr{minai’justice agencies throughout a state, it is difficult to obtain

meaningful user evaluations of these systems. A few of the users inter-
viewed for the Califorria and Illinois systems indicated disappointment in
the level of user partici atigl itted in the design.of their system.

£ user p rticip uwpe:nw_q“_” e desig ¥
Other than this observation, it seems that users who were considered in
this evaluation are satisfied with the accuracy and level of detail pro-~

vided by these systems.

3. Comprehensive Data 8ystems

1. General
CDS is an LEAA program funded by discretionary grants with the
intent of leading the states toward criminal justice information systems

which are uniform-in format across the nation and compaiible throughout the

criminal justice system of the state.

o 4~33
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Table 4-14. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATEWIDE LAW ENFORCEMENT SYSTEMS é
| | DEVELOPMENT COST AND : e |
- FUNDING SOURCE DESIGN ASSISTANCE
Tech- |
SYSTEM NAME, Cost, Sig- nology ‘
TYPE, AND LOCATION thous. nifi— Site Tech- Trans-
‘ dollars - cant Minor Nome Visit nical fer Other
T
R 1. SCIS, NJ $6,669 L - NL - NL -
2. CLETS, CA 6,230 L NL NL - - L
3. LCJIS, LA 1,800 L NL L L L L
4, FCIC, FL 1,600 NL - - NL - -
5. MULES, MO 972 NL NL - NL - -
6. MLETS, MT - 600 L NL - -~ N -
7. TCIC, TX 6 L NL - - - L
8. LEADS, I 2 ? - - - - L ]
, : ) &
~ NOTE: "L" weans pro'vide'dvbg} LEAA sources; "NL'" means provided by non-LEAA sources. '
o
%
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. Most of the stateg surveyed have begun CDS programs. A‘partial UCR component
is functioning in alll¢§ the states. With the exception of the Statistical
Analysis Centers (SAC's), with their Management and Administrative Statistics
(MAS) and Technical Assistance (TA) elements, the informatﬁbn'system elements
within and related to CDS may be developed by Séparate operating agencies as
were_déscribed,in earlier parts of this cﬁaﬁter. Theiinformation system elements
are the CCH/OBTS systems and the related State Judicial Information Systems
(éJIS)‘and éorrectioﬁal information éystems (OBsCIS). Iﬁ 1s the intent of fhe
CDS program that the SAC unit will see that all of the related parts meet CDS
guidelines and remain compatible.

2. Findings |

Because of its involyvement in the original Project SEARCH and its evern
earlier beginning of an offender-based tracking system, the Célifornia CDS is
the most advanced of those observed. The California €DS is reported to be a
fully operational system, although its components are not ﬁniformly implemented
statewide. This CDS is subject to comsiderable changes with major components
being added or deleted as the need, political direction, or funding support dictate.
The SAC funding was'largely used to continue many of the functions of the already
existing Bureau of Criminal Statistics. A demonstration OBTS system is operated
within this Bureau, but the CCH component is being developed separately by the
Bureau of Identification. Interviews within the California Department of Correc~
tions and the Judicial Council disclosed that there is not yet full coordination
between all parts of the criminal justice system.in California. The correction
sfstem is not prepared to fully accept the guidelines of the CDS program as

interpreted by the Bureau of Criminal Statistics. Similar Ezghisggmgzhéggfdina—

Flon in CDS development were observed in several other srares, o

> 1o e 5

Missouri has developed as thiee separate systems in the' Kansas City -
region (ALERT 1), the Saint Louis region (REJIS), and the balance of the State
(MULES). Differences were obsérved'between the three parts in both methods and
data formats. The Departmént of Social Services (State corrections) was concerned
that there is nof one statewide systém, and is unhappy about the money being‘spent
by gLERT and REJIS to‘develop'their own independgnt corrections systems. Court
System operators exert:their independence, declaring that they will decide

what they-are and are not willing to give to MILES.

4-35
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4 Montana has an operational SAC, MAS, UCR, and TA program but has just
Segun to develop OBTS/CCH. Maine has not yet begun their programs to any'extent.

The operational elements of the other interviewed states are reported earlier in

this chapter.
3. Conclusions
In the area of CDS, the interviewers observed a status which is diffi-

cult to put into categorles. Because the CDS attempts to pull together informa-

tion efforts in the total criminal justice system, 1t runs head-on into the
Courts will not follow the d1ctates

tradltlonal separatlon of powers and functions.

e

R
of 4 master plan which was developed primarlly by and for the law enforcement

S i

Corrections will not freely cooperate with State Plannlng Agencies.and

agenc1es
Statistical Analy31s Centers when the latter are poorly p051tloned i the state

g

admlnlstratlverhlerarchy Law enforcement information systems developed ‘without .

e o b 33 n

LEAA funds are slnw to- cooperate with the newly developed’ guldellnes.

p Desplte these problems which LEAA can overcome only with patience and
firmness in exerting its leadership, it is concluded that the leadership exerted
to date through the CDS program has had a positive influence on the direc-

tion which is being taken in state criminal justice information systems. The

combination of discretionary funds, guidelines, and national standards and goals

"+ is moving the states toward a level of compatibility and interrelatedness which

was not occurring prior to LEAA participation.

VI. COMMENTS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A.  Comments and Conclusions ’
RTI and MRI evaluators surveyed 76 partially or completely operatlonal
Thirty-five

crimlnalljustlce information systems for review in this report.
of these systems were operated by local law enforcement'agencies, 22 were
ooerated by local and state courts, 11 were operated by state correctlon

agenc1es, ‘and 8 by statewide law eninr emerit agencies.

Fifty-eight of the 76 systems operators indicated that some of the funds

employed to develop the system were provided by LEAA. Of these 58,152 system

cpérators indicated that without LEAA's funding contribution to the development

of their system,'it could not have'been developed. In other words, no other

funding sources were available to these system developers. ﬂ

Y e Ty
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participate in mhe survey.
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leen the llmltatlons of the data and analyses contalned rn this report,
it is impossible to conclude whether the adequacy of a crlmlnal justice infor-
mation system is correlated to either its development cost, relative to other
81m11ar systems, or to the source of its development funds. ‘In other words, on
the basis of this survey of 76 criminal justice 1nformatlon systems, there ig

no ev1dence to suggest that for comparable systems, LEAA-funded systems are in

any way different from. non—LEAA—funded systems.

According to the respondents surveyed in this evaluatlon, user satisfaction
. ———
with a criminal justlce information system is directly related to the degree of
their participation in the system design, and subsequent*enhancemEHts '

utilitywis»enhanced ~when~USe¥s "dTe permitted a high level of 1nput 1nto deter-

System

T ke o

minatisn of output characterlstlcs such as report content, format and frequency.

............

Furthérmore, whed™ Fystéi docunentation 1§ avallable and slmpllfled for persons

killed ir
uns led in electronic data processing and when system de51gners conscientiously

P

train operators and” USEers, respondents tended to be more satlsfled with their systems.

e e it Sl TS

Fifty-four of the 76 system operators indicated that they utilized some
direct nonfinancial assistance in the form of site visits, technical assistance,
and/or technology transfer in designing their information systems. Only 13 sys-
tem operators obtained such assistance from LEAA personnel on either the federal,
state, or regional level of operatlons.

However, many system operators inditJted that they would have utilized LEAA
technlcal assistance if more had been available. t¢ thgmﬂwhen they were de51gn1ng

o addition, several system operators expressed a de51re to have,

their systems,,

more ongoing techmical assistance from LEAA or the1r~§gé_iviilable to them as

e et b A A ¥ T

they operate, expand, and modify thelr systems.

To overcome this deficit most system operators proposed tliat LEAA make 5

avallable mote information-in the form of a comprehensive directory of 1nforma—

tlon systems which is accurate, up~to—date, and provides suff1c1ent 1nformat10n

for decisions on potential transfer. They did not feel this need was met by the
1975~BI§EEEOE§"3?”KhtSHQEZE'E;;mlnal Justice Information Systems because Criminal
Justice Information Systems were in the initial development stages then. The
current survey by Brandon - Applled Systems is ant1c1pated by some. system repre-
sentatives to be incomplete because to their knowledge their systems did .not

" In addition, respondents frequently cited a need for

a dlrectgrymogﬁfoftware packages which are appropriate for use by different

i
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urveyed
] t of the systems S

1 justice agencies, functions, and systems. Mos

criminal jus

.y to generate the in-
1 ~5f data, but few had the-software capability to g
T gtored volumes

ful operational or
formats from whlch users could make meanlng op
eﬁfo1matlon 1n

lmanagement deClSlO'ﬂS. .

B

.
- - .

.
s . .

tiomn decisions as well.

~ of

Findlly, there was general but widespread criticlsn 0% cez2222ciizzc:ith '
LEAA'sladmin;stratlve procedures. Respondents lndlcftEdhélZiialization from dr
constant changes in the publication and long deleys in :Jthou W official CDS

. delines in general and CDS specifically. : % 1 orm iﬁ

StaFus ° gu% in femo form in 1972, draft in 1974, and in fina ”‘1
guidelines came.OQt i t agencies obtained unofficial interim c0pies of April,
1976, son - enfor?imi2v151ons. Regardless of whether theY are officially :f
Joae, ne oo 19d constant revisions of guidelines are being obtained an
UHOEEICIallZ rizizielaw enforcement agencies. In most cases these guidelines
acted upon Y

tems .
‘and develop crlmlnal Justlce information SYS

N : g

g

jon. : -
delays in formally approv1ng the 911 project applicat

‘ unlts, and cdordination councils.

i e made-
spondents, the follow1ng recommendatlons ar

B, Recammendatioﬁs

s a
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ir both law enforcement and computer applications to system designers.

. ' ‘ o : C/L&ﬂdhpﬂk7 4 tdLﬁuMAZfﬁ?
clearing hoyse for all relevas ;

nt. inforwmation on criminal Justlce informatlon sys-—
tems. The greatest need is fotr a comprehensive directory of successful 1nformat10n

s ot

systems and software packages that are appropridaté For use by crlmlnal justice sys-
tem agenc;es.

The directory should be accurate and up-to-date, and it should pro-
vide sufficient information for decisions on potential for transfer.

The type of
1nformat10n circulated by .LEAA on PROMIS was cited by several as the type of

information on systems that is needed to make decisionms.
2

Lo

Sponsor more seminars in order to make the 'cross—fertilization'

g%yymj ?€L¢1,>
LEAA should continue to sponsor demonstration projects and geminars to
further aid system deSigns and operations.

of data processing and law enforcement ideas Eéssible.

These measures would assist system
designers in selecting a design and an approach to developing a system, in addi-

tion to promoting comparison between systems and helping those unfamiliar with
scftware alternatives deal with private industry vendors. Aisummary of the _
general performance and cost characteristics of alterEEE}ve brands of hardware and ;
software ‘would greatly facilitate seléétloh§T‘4*” o ) ' V
3.

Enhance the technical a551stance capability of the SPA's. ' ) ;% . :
LEAA should make available personmel with extensive technical expertise

LEAA , I

e

03

them to serve as a
LEAA should establish mechanisms that would enable them
s . : €

technical assistance would be welcomed in system design, grant appllcatlon pro-
cedures, system- 1mplementatlon and interface problems, and project management.

Axso such help from LEAA would greatly aid system developers in their interactionms
w1th major computer vendors. -

If this type of expertise is unavailable, LEAA should assure that appro-
prlately trained experts can evaluate the soundness of system de31gn and proposed

project management prior to funding a grant applications. o
; U‘g“ f!{
4, Develop an information syvstem evaluation methodology to insure CZ},) e f/
) uL M
optimal system design and use.

i 1

This type of methodology would assist system designers and operators

in activities such as selecting efficient'systEms, operating them effectively, and
justifying systems In requests for local operating funds.

5. Promote a high level of user participation in the development and
use of information systems.

Criminal justice information system usexs must understand the system's

4-39
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Qaapabilities and limitations, and how the system can help them.
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System utility
can be enhanced if users are permltted a high level of input into determining
things such as’ report content, format, and frequency, if they have access to

simplified documentation; and/or if they are trained to understand and use the

)ﬁﬁapabilities of the system. LEAA should emphasize the importance of including

Y\

Vé?%

QJ users and operators in the planning and implementation phases of system develop-

qut, in publications and seminars, and to regional system specialists and SPAs.

Expedite the dissemination of, and clarify LEAA regulations and

guidelines.
LEAA regulations frequently lack clear direction and are finalized too

slowly and disseminated inconsistently. As a-result, law enforcement agencies
are anxious to obtain even unofficial revisions of regulations, hoping to gain
clearer instructions. LEAA should attempt to minimize such occurrences and
thereby avoid the confu51on which accompanies frequent changes in guidelines.

7. Review gramnt evaluation and reward pProcess.

Many system Operators indicated that the development of their infor-
mation systems had been significantly delayed while they attempted to comply with
fhnding'&equirements and then wait for the grant review process to be completed.
This is particularly. a problem in those states where LEAA funds must.undergo»~
additional‘review processes by local agencies, planning units, and coordinating
councils, etc.

| LEAA should reevaluate present funding restrictioms, grant review,

arnd award processes for possible simplicatlon.

v, 8. ‘ Promote the development of clasea;ficationsJ definitions, and a
P
\ §‘§f) standardized terminology for criﬁinal justice information‘eystems.
‘ \F‘ % e
nﬂ The titles 1n\the 1972 Directory of Criminal Justice Systems are of

Eéﬁﬁmited value-in describing system features. In performing analyses of the

systams surveyed for this evaluation, a great deal of time was spent devising
appropriate generic cla531fications to facilitate the analysis. It is
recommended that LEAA prepare or support the development of standardized de-
scriptive terms for the components and functions of all types of criminal jus-
tice information systems. This should greatly improve the exchange of informa—
“tion between operators and users of systems and should aid in technology

transfer and evaluation,
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Chapter 5

EVALUATION OF THE USE OF NCJISS-PRODUCED DOCUMENTS

I. OVERVIEW

This chapter presents findings on the use and the reasons for' nonuse given
by a sample of federal state, and local agencies that receive statistics com~-

piled by the NCJISS Statistics Division. The findings are based on the collec-
tion, compilatiom, and analysis of data on state and local receivers and users
of LEAA data; interviews with LEAA headquarters personnel and with selected non-
LEAA federal users; a review of documents produced by)state and local agencies;
The document
review and the telephone survey are detailed under separate covers.l’2

and telephone interviews with a random sample of potential users.

This chapter begins with a background discussion of the needs for criminal
justice statistics and continues with the findings Erom each separate task of

the NCJISS statistical services evaluation.

II. BACKGROUND

The NCJISS Statistics Division was given its policy direction in section
515 of the Crime Control Act of 1973:

collect, evaluate, publish, and disseminate, statistics and other
1nformation on the conditions and progress of law enforcement
within and without the United States.

. The Division's‘program, described in chapter 2, has been 1nfluenced by several

studies and conferencss on the needs for criminal justice statistics.

A. The Needs for Criminal Justice Statistics

The status of statistics at the beginning of the five-year period covered

in this study is presented in the 1968 Needs Report published by the Bureau

of the Census. Three working groups had been convened by the Bureau to look

into criminal justice statistics on law enforcement, cdurts, and corrections.
The attendees were those judged at that time to be most knowledgeable of the ~

needs for statistics in the three areas. There were state and local represen—

tatives 1n attendance,'but federal agencies were most heavily represented and
the focus was on the heeds for statistics at the nationalllevel. The confer-

ence reported that: i\
! ‘ \
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On a hationmal level few statistics are published and almost none
of them reflect the local . . . criminal justice system . . .. Coe
However, therenis a great deal of interest and activity . . . .

- Data on Federal and State prisoners are published by the
Bureau of Prisons;

' The Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts publishes
*statistics on the activities of the Federal coutt and
probation systems,

The Federal Bureau of Investigation publishes data on
offenses known to police and arrests;’

Statistical-information covering cases going through a
sample of juvenile courts across the country are pub-
lished by the Children's Bureau; and

Data are published by the Bureau of the. Census on the
finances and .employment of. State and local governments
for police protection, courts, and corrections as well
as on institutionalized persons covered in the decennial
census.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation has developed a National Crime -
Information Center . . . . The Bureau of Prisons is planning to
. devélop an improved and expanded National Prisoner Statistics (NPS)
program . . . . The Statistics Subcommittee of the House Post’ Office
"and Civil Serviceée Committee has held hearings and -has introduced
legislatiord to estdblish a national criminal justice statistics cerm-~
ter . . . . Finally, the Soc¢ial Indicators group of the Department
of Health, Education, and" Welfare, while not attempting to f£ill the
'“statistics void itself, is interested in having it filled. They-
have prepared g paper on criminal justice statistics and are partic-
ularly 1nterested 1n making an early start on victimization statistics.,

After examining the needs derived from the law enforcement, courts, and
correctlons groups, the conference attendees concluded that statistics were

. 4 o
needed to answer . the rollowing questions. Lo ' R

o~

Lo

How much crime is there in the nation--particularly in the cities? .
Who are the victims and what are they like?
Who are the offenders and -what are they like?

What is the record of the criminal Justice system in dealing with
crime and with. offenders7

What resources, financial and manpower, are devoted to the criminal
justice system dnsrelation to the size and kind of Job expected of
~it and are these resources enough to do an effective job? .

,AW(/J]M’“W“V_ B LT RSP

S

ke ¥ s S e b v

Ry

e
N

e R s S

The attendees recommended‘that the, following statistical'series be produced:4
1. A series to present frequent (e.g.s quarterly), national
state, and large city estimates of victimization by type
“of crime; type of crime reported or known to the police;
) type of charge for arrest made by police; disposition (or
outcome) of arrest by type of charge; and time served
v . under types of correctional supervision (probation, prison,
) parole) by type of charge for which conv1cted
2. A series to present arnual national and stdte data on charac-
- teristics of offenders—-those arrested, tried, and enrolled . .
in correctional programs and those arrested in large cities. [
“ 3. A series to present annual national, state, county, and
city estimates of expenditures.
4. A series to present annual national, state, county, and
city estimates of employment and payrolls.
5. A series to present annual national, state, county, and
city data on workloads of courts, corrections, and police.
6. Other»Series?to present at infrequent intervals (e.g., every
5 or 10 years) data od & large number of questions raised in
the Needs Report in addition to those noted above.
Although all of the needs expressed above are not covered by the series now
being produced by the Div151on and the Bureau, there are high correlatlons
between these needs and the series. The needs not yet covered are primarily
the offender—based tracking statistics being produced by the fledgling OBTS/CCH
component of the CDS progtram in the NCJISS Systems Development Division.
Another recommendation called for statistical standards and technmical
assistance~programs to implement the standards. These needs have been addressed
with respect to data elements by Project SEARCH and with respect to standards
v and goals by the"National Advisory Commission report.s’6 A technical assis-
: ————
tange~cgmpgnent,oi,the CDS program could be the mechanism for
< . permitting cooperative work to begin among Federal State, and local
. criminal justice agencies in the development of standardized termi~
. nology, classification, systems, recordkeeping systems, estimation
- and projection methods, and standards of quality.4 ‘

However, the needed technical expertise‘is not widely available and funds
thus far expended for technical assistance by LEAA are not now accomplishing

this recommendation

5-3
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Still another recommendation called for special researchlto‘produce data
over and above those of the statistical series. Typical would be a study of
the amount of reCidiv1sm, its social and. economic antecedents, and the effec-
tiveness of various correctional programs in reducing the 1ncidence of recidi-

vism. This evaluation did not investigate the LE4A research program to

determine the extent to which this need is being met. However, it was possible

~ to determine that thé data for such research are being produced in a very

limited number of local areas.

A final recommendation;-that a directory survey be performed to locate,
identify, and describe briefly every agency or institution in the criminal
Justice system--was the remaining expreSSion of need directly related to

the functions of the DiViSion.

B. The Hypotheses for the Evaluation

From the above descriptions of needs for statistics on criminal justice,

the follOWing hypotheses were, developed by RTI for testing against the data:
tollected in this study ‘

1. The stdtistical series and the resulting documents should 7
' be of greatest .use at the nationdl (rather than the state \
 and local) level because they were designed to meet needs i
expressed at that level, and they would be used primarily
to define the nature and scope of problems.

2. Researchers and program managers within LEAA should expect
to find the reported data inadequate or inappropriate to
their special program analysis or evaluation: needs because
most of the needs were expressaed before LEAA programs had
been developed.

o

3. Because the emphaSis in the needs statements was upon
: national needs for national, state, and local data, there
- would be less use of the series at state and local levels.

User assessments were solicited to help test these hypotheses, to draw con-
clusions, and to formulate recommendations on how the services of the Division

might be more effective. ‘The NCJISS documerits and data series assessed by the

users are listed here by classes of data.

General

1. Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 1973, July 74;’
1974 Sept 75 ) ‘ :

D

2. ‘Expenditure and Employment Data for Criminal Justice Sys—
tems: 1968-69, Feb 71; 1969-70, Feb 72; 1970~71, Feb 73;
1971-72, Feb 74 1972-73, Feb 75

3. Criminal Justice Agencies in (each LEAA region): Feb~June 1975

4.,  Criminal Justice AgenCies in the. United States. ~ Summary
Report 1970

5; " Criminal JustiCe Agencies in (each state): 1970,,Mey 1972

6. Historical Statistics on Expenditures and Employment'for the
Criminal Justice Systems: 1971-73, Aug 75

Victimization

1. Crime in the Nation's Five Largest Cities
2. . Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities, July 75

3. Crimes and Victims: Report on the Dayton-San Jose Pilot
Survey of Victimization,/

4, Crime in Eight American Cities, July 1974

5. Criminal Victimization in the United States: Jan-June 1973,
Nov 74; 1973 Advance Report, May 75 ' '

6. Criminal Victimization Surveys in the Nation s Five Largest
Cities, April 75 :

7. San Jose Methods Test of Known Crime Victims

Police

1. Uniform Crime Reports (FBI)

2, COmparative Data Report: 1970, 1972 (state police adminis-
tration & operations) . . o

Corrections

1. Children 'ia Custody: A Report on the Juvenile Detention
and Correctional Facility Census: 1971, May 74; 1972-73
Advance Report, Sept 75

2. Prisonets in State and Federal Institutioms: Dec 71, 72,
733 July 75 \

3. Capital Punishment 1971—75; June 75; 1974, Nov 75

e
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4, Census of State Correctional Facilities 1974

Advance : i
Report, Sept 75 o :

5. Survey of Inmates of Local Jails, 1972‘ Advance Report,

Sept 74

6. ,The Nation's;Jails: A Report on the Census of Jails from |
the 1972 Suryey of Inmates of Lecal Jails, Aug 75

-7 Local Je;is.f A Report Presenting Data for Individual
County and City Jalls from the 1970 Jail Census, Mar 73

8. 1970 Natlonal Jail Census, May 71

Courts

1. National Survey of Court Organlzatlon. 1971 Feb 745 Sup-
plement to State Judicial Systems, Nov 75

The results of user assessments are reported in sections: fTI IV, and V for

non~LEAA federal agencies, LEAA offices, and stdte and local agencies.

III. NON-LEAA FEDERAL AGENCIES

Inltlally this study, which began in September 1975, was 1nt puded to cover

'state and local agencies and LEAA offices. In January 1976, the SQEHES% added

a broader group of rec&ivers that included non—LEAA users of NCJISS documents
and data at the federal level. The results of interviews w1th 18 persons in 14

agency offices in Washington are reported in this section.

A, Interview Procedure

o

The sample of agencies and individuals selected by the sponsor and RTI
(unlike the random sample in the telephone survey task) included individuals
who had received the documents and who had obvious needs for some of the data
types w1th1n‘them.‘ Telephone calls were made to confirm that these two crite—
ria were met before scheduling interviews. These interviewed were'individuals

in the foIlowiﬁg'agencies:

v Department of Justice

Bureau . of Prlsons, the Executive Assistant to the Assistant
Director and the Education Administrator

Office of Public Information, Deputy" Director

Office of. Pollcy and Planning, the Executive Ass1stant and
Researchers

R

Administrative Office of United States Courts
Statlstlcal Analy51s and Report Branch, the Head and Researchers
- Department of Commerce

Bureau of Domestic Commerce, A551stant to Director of the Office
of Business Research and Analysis

Food and Drug Admlntstration, Statistician

Natiodal Institute of Mental Health . _ _
étnter for Studies of Crime and Delinquency, Actiné Deputy Chief

Drug. Enforcement Administration . ‘
Policy end Planning Staff, Director
Statistics aﬁd Data Services Division, Director
Special Studies Section, Chief

Brookings Inetitution3 Researcher

U.S. Department of Labor, Women's Bureau, the Head

U.S. Civil Rights Commission, Consultant

rnterview Form D (appendikx A) was used to record specific information and elabora-

tions about document use and the data series.

B. Findings ' , ‘ ‘

The documents‘end data series proddced by NCJISS were much more strongly
supported in this set of interviews than in any other set. Most of the indivi-
duals interviewed haqrexpressed needs for the series--needs that were appro—
priate to their functions-—and they were making use of the' applicable documents
or data series. Several recommended that the documents be made available free
cf charge to federal agencies. A
 Several respondents indicated: "If the data were not available from
this source, I would have to find another souzce or perform my own data col-

1ection.” One stated that "very few policy decisions of (this office) are

supported by hard data" and indicated that the victimization data had made
‘poesible at least a beginning toward changing that situation. Another was

convinced that victimization data "is the only game in town' and that "it is

pretty good' for high-level policy analysee.

Victimization data were most often cited as sources of primary data for

_research‘and analysis. Other NCJISS data and documents were used primarily

as general references; that is, they were used to quantify a point to be made

in a speech, to give some quantitatiye basis for a program proposal, to assess
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the reasonableness of a grant appllcatlon, or in general statlstlcal reports.
For purposes such as these, there was little concern with lack ‘of detail,
with out—of-date information, or inaccuracies in dlsaggregated tables. There
uas a tendency to believe that the datd were relatively correct in the aggregate
and in the trend which they suggested. N o

Victimization data uere being used for several analytical purposes. For
eﬁaﬁple, they were being used to support proposed gun control legislationm,
which was reported to‘have_received the endorsement.of the President, and to
assess the nature of commercial crime. in support of a crime preventiou'program
for businesses. These were uses of the data series, not of the victimization
documents. The analysts had computer access to the data sets and were ob-’
taining reports uniquely suited to projects or programs; they were using data
from individyal cities rather than the results from the national panel. Uses’
of the other data included:

. Expenditure and employment data used by the Administrative

Office of the.U.S. Courts to respond to requests made by
state legislatures and other groups.

. All data series in general statistical reports used by agen-
cies of the Department of Justice, the National Institute
of Mental Health, and the Drug Enforcement Administration.

s The Sourcébogck. of Criminal Justice Statistics used by those
developing new programs in specialized criminal justice areas.

-

. The series on prlsoners used by the U.S. Civil nghts Comm1331on.

a

The following recommendatlons ‘are based primarily upon the:observations -

C. Recommendatiohs

of those interviewed.

1l.. Improve Document Use ‘ ‘

) The uses snd values of the documents would be enhahced considErably
if LEAA would provide brief summaries highlighting the important findings,
trend changes, or key StatlSthS for high level administrators who need to
know them. These would help the staff to sell the value of hard data support
for policy decisions,To accomplish this, +‘he NCJISS analytical staff must
be suff1c1ently knowledgeable of the functlons of the principal receiving

federal agencies te know what general flndlngs would be important to them.
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2. ' Improve Series Use

Data'tabulatedvby NCJISS seldom meet the,specifiC'needs of the re-
searcher or program analyst. For many, the more useful data elemenrs are lost
in aggregation. If the Division could provide timeiy special reports in answer
to requests by federal (or other) agencies, the uses of series such as victi-
mization studies should increase.

The victimization survey is of great potential value and needs to
be strengthened and improved considerably.so that the results can be special-
ized for those who need to know, such as: insurance‘compauies, other busi-
nesses, and specialized federal programs. ’ _

' Data on persons in correctional mental hospitals (or mentally dis-
ordered offenders) and on juvenile courts would assist NIMH documents. The
Drug Enforcement Administration would like to have data on drugs used by
arrestees, drugs seized by police, and the amount of crimes committed by ad-
dicts. The Women’s Bureau of the Department of Labor is interested in more
dsta on women offenders'and economic, social, and demographic characteristics.
The Civil Rights Commission would like more details on tacial and ethnic
chdracteristics of prisoners.

3. Increase User. Interactions

The need for more producer-cousumer interactions between NCJISS and
federal agency‘reseerchers and analysts, as suggested by the previous recom-
mendation, does not apply to all recipients of the documents. Managers and
operators Qf nationmal c¢riminal justice programs are generally not able to
specify needs beyond those satisfied by the present series; as other needs
arise,  they eitheruturn to their research staffs or do without for lack of
cime. However, those with analytical and reporting reSponsibilities in the
non-LEAA federal agencies can benefit from .greater interactions with NCJISS.

The user community should be identified and contacted.

e IV. LEAA HEADQUARTERS PERSONNEL

The extent tohuhich LEAA headquarters personnel have been effectively
served by the NCJISS statistics was determined through interviews. At the
initiatiou conferen e for this study, personnel from a. number of LEAA offices
gave background 1nformat1ﬂn for the evaluation. People from several offices

indicated that the different parts of the agency had craditionally had
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‘each document listed in FOrm D.

ITittle contact with each other; these people were of the opinion that the
research program\was not planned in concert with the operational programs

and the operational.programs had no. input into the statistical programs.

Thus it was hypothesized, as stated earlier, that the NCJISS stetisticaird0cu—
ments would not be'used'widely and frequently throughout LEAA headquarters.
This hypothesis was generally not true. A number of the'offices’used docu=
ments to support their functions. However, not all users were completely
satisfied with NCJfSS products; these made eeveral-general recommendations to

the interviewers.

A, Interview ‘Procedure

Persons fo be interviewed were selected and scheduled by the contract
; , /
technical mofiitor. Additional persons were added at the suggestions of per-

sons originally selected. The research and program offices where interviewe

. g .
were conducted included:
/
Offwce ovaongressional Liaison
Offlte of Public Information jfg ‘
- il 4 . !
Offlce of National Priority Programs |/

0

Offlce of Planning and Mansgement:

the‘Managementmend the Policy
Analyals -Divisiors y

4@ffice of Reglonal Operations: Pfogram,APlanning, Analysis and
/ Coordination Div151on and Enforcement Program Development Division

./,‘
/" National Instltute of -Law Enforcement and\Crlmlnal Justice: Offices

i of Research and Programs, Technology Transﬁer, and Evaluation

| Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquencyﬁ reﬁention: the JJDP

vﬁ Operations Task Group and the Research Instiituie
| :

The persons interviewed were first given opportunities to comment generally on
their uses of NCJISS documents and data. Then they were asked to comment on
(These comments tften revealed that there was
some general~knowledge use by those claiming that the documents were of no

use to them.) Next, they were asked to disclose other data sources important

to their functionms. Finally, they were asked for 1ecommendat10ns for improving

the products of the Division. i
B. Findings ——
As expected, the results of the interviews VarLed cons1derably w1thin

7

the types of offices.

B
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1. Management and Administration Groups

By analysis, it was concluded that data 'series and documents are
directed at the needs of the national research and analysis community of users
ard thus play small roles in "the functions of LEAA management and administratlon.
LFAA managers were generally aware of the documents and had reviewed them at
some time for general knowledge.

' The Congressional Liaison Office sees that all NCJISS documents are
supplied to appropriate congressional offices, but the Congressional Liaison
Office does not use them. The Lieison Office ocCaeionally receives requests

for information from Congress and has found that NCJISS has been very respon51ve

to these special requests. The requests typically require special analysis of

Uniform Crime Report (UCR) 'data. The Office is more interested in improving
the quality of financial management data than in improving NCJISS data.

The Public Information Offices keep all documents as reference ma-
terials for the preparation of speeches, press releases, and ennualvreports.
This Office reports that better NCJISS responsiveness to its needs.in the last
year and one-half is due "to reorganieation and improvement in the work."

Telephorig calls have been returned and quick responees.have.been'given,to

» spec1al hutrried needs.

O ———

~ Those interviewed w1th1n the Offlce of Planning and Management d1d
not use the documents. Their Ffunctions do not require the types of data con~ -

tained in the documents.

2, National Priority Programs’

A very positive assessment of NGJISS was received from one fespondent'
in the Career Criminal Program of the Office of Nationel‘Priority Programs:

ptior to the inception of the NCJISS series in 1972,

there were no data available for analysis of programs

~such as these.

Some of the data series were being used directly in the program in connection
with the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals.
Much more frequent use of the victimization series was reported by those sub-
mitting grant applications which this office receives. There was a great need
within the Career Criminal Program for the type of criminal history, offender-

based statistics, and recidivism studies called for in the 1968 Needs Study.
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" help determine regional allocations of funds.

b

For other data and study needs, it was suggested that NCJISS discuss them"
with program‘personnel’to’determdne whether NCJISS might assist more directly.
This program needs data for specific areas and problems‘in'addition to the
national data which NCJISS now supplles. '

Another respondent with research experience was much more crltical of
NCJISS contributions:

the documents contain no analyses, are difficult to relate

to programs which might be developed for classes of victims,

and the NCJISS Statistics Division currently lacks appro-

priate disciplines or analytical experience to perform the

required analyses.
His criticisms were directed at the documents rather than the data series;
his interest was primarily in the victimization series. His assessmént is
stronger but consistent with the comments from the non—LEAA researchers and
analysts 1nterv1ewed

3. Regional Opervati'ons

In the Office of Regional Operationms, fe% of those. responsible for
rev1ew of grant appllcatlons used the documents. Other sources of data were
of more valué in determinlng the populatlon served by the grant; the crime
rates for comparable cities; and the sizé and nature of the criminal justice
system being served. Expenditure data were of some value to the law enforce-
meiit component, but the data were out of date and had to be extrapolated to
current years to be used. .

Victimization data have had few direct uses within the Office of
Regiona; Operations to date, but the Program, Planning, Analysis, and Coordi-~
nation Division'eﬁpected them to play an important part in the evaluation of
the Impact Cities Prograﬁ. This Division reported monthly uses of expenditure
and employment_reports, agency directories, and tne Sourcebook. The reports
are used at least monthly in-the development of regional characteristics which
The Division also reported that
all of the Impact anvailot Cities' reports received do use UCR data, demo-
graphic data, local government data, and victimization studies in their analyses.

The staff of the Program, Planning, Analysis, and Coordination
D1v1510n of the Office of Regilonal Operations is concerned with the staffing
and functioning of LEAA regional offices. It makes use yearly of the general
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out to'professional researchers with corrections interests.

 great benchmark data."
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*eports on employment and expenditures and on criminal JUSthe agencies. The

latter dre of partlcular value to this staff. Victlmlzatlon data are not used
because the level of aggregation is too general for regional program planning;

the UCR's are used instead when crime information is rieeded. This Office

also needs more court datd. (e.g., volume, backlog, personnel,

lapsed time in detention) which the judicial'information systems should help
to provide. . Although the Office has used some NCJISS data extensively, there
yas a complaint: "NCJISS has a technician's viewpoint and not a plammer's view."
A general expression of need frdm the three staff members interviewed was for '
moere interplay between NCJISS and the planning staffs. They report that there
has been someqimprovement in this in the past few months. '

4, National Institute Components

- It was expected that personnel in the Office of Research and Programs
wculd be frequent users of NCJISS documents, but this expectation was not en-
tirely realized. In the corrections component, the prisoner statistics were
used for general knowledge and historical reference and they were being handed
1 : "They contain
‘Benchmark data from NCJISS was good "when we were in
the dark."

which are important to<tnem.

But now they have better ideas of their needs and classes of data

The courts component was using several documents

~for needs analysis and general knowledge, but the National Survey of Court

Organization was not particularly useful; data from research project surveys
This Office had had minimal in~

had been providing inputs for program planning.
put into the preparation of the NCJISS statistical series.

Although appropriate documents were being used in the three National
Institute offices or by their researchers, individuals expressed strong needs to
be nore involved in the design of surveys which bear on their areas of concern.
They did not expect to depend on NCJISS for all benchmarkﬁand problem defini-
tion data. They would like to have NCJISS consider their needs when new or
revised surveys are being considered.

5. JJDP Operatlons

Unlike other offices visited 1n uEAA the research and program areas

in Juvenile Justlce and Delinquency Ereventlon (JJDP) were collocated and

P

appeared to be closely coordlnatea. Coordination apparently occurred in part
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oecause of lessons learned from lack of coordination between research and pro-.
grams in other parts of LEAA. The research and program managers reported that
ccoperation from NCJISS has been good and that they are able to influence the
design of series directly related to the juvenile justice area. The document

Children 1n Custody was. being used frequently in need assessments and in

those interviewed.

planning research and programs; its design ‘was in rePponse to specific needs
expressed by the Office to the NCJISS Statistics Division. This was thevbest
example throughout the survey of a well-used document which resulted from a
poeitive consumer-producer relationship prior to the design of the series. The
Office desires and expects this to be a continuing relationship as needs change.
Other documents produced by NCJISS were less relevant to the opera-
tions of the Office, but they were being retained and each has been reviewed
at least once. The victimization data supplied the conclusion that "juveniles
are victims as well as offenders," but the series/ 5 not of continuing use in
its preeent form. Expenditures and employment and criminal justice agency
documents were of no use because they do not disclose information relevant to
juvenile programs. The UCR's are used frequently. ) |
Researchers were particularly interested in the development of
Juvenile Offender-Based Transaction Systems and were actively participating
with NCJISS in the review and development of this capability. This may
have contributed to the finding (chapter 4) that juvenile corrections infor-
mation syetemsAappear to have developed more rapidly in recent years than

adult systems have,

C. Conclusions

It is concluded from the interviews within LEAA headquarters personnel
that the uses of NCJISS documents and data series range from daily to ome-
time only, depending on the document and on the office needs.

The v1ctimizatlon series was considered "a gold mine" by several of
However, those most supportive of its value were most
critical of its presenr documentation. Without exception, those interviewed
believed that the victimization survey was needed and that the collection
procedures were sound. The major complaints were that data were not analyzed
to draw out 1mp11cat10ns for research and program planning and that the tables

in the documents do not show classifications which would be of most interest

to the receivers. Unlike those in the non-LEAA federal offices who can obtain
detailed survey data for analyéis, the LEAA offices have obtained only the
documents. The LEAA personnel do not see themselves as data analysts. There
were definite recommendations that the NCJISS Statistics Division increase its
capability to perform special analyses, that the Division change toe routine
tabulations to bring them more in line with LEAA progrdms, and that details be
negociated with both the researchers and program managers in a oarticular area.

The expenditure and employment data were being used occasionally in all
other offices and frequently in the Office of Regional Operations. There were
some complaints that the data were very out of date--did not cover the recenr
years of high inflation and rapidly rising expenditures on criminal justice.
Regional breakdowns‘were requested.

The documents listing criminal justice dgencies were being used infre-
quently by the LEAA offices, except the Office of Regional -Operations.

The corrections documents, except for Children in Custody, were most
useful only as benchmarks when the series were initiated. Studies by NCJISS

or its comsultants showing trends and significant changes of relevance to

LEAA  corrections programs would be well received. Changes in the format or
data elemepts to show more specifics would make the‘documents more useful.
The specifics would ﬁeed to be worked out with corrections document users,
particularly in research offices.

The one court document was being used infrequently as a géneral reference.

D. Recommendations

The conclusions drawn from interviews with LEAA personnel led to four rec-

omnendations for improvi ng the producer—con sumer relationships and the Division's

statistics capabilities and services.

1. Increase Liailson:

It is recommended that the D1v151on increase its liaison -with LEAA
research and program offlces so that it can increase the relevance of its

documents to the needs of the Offices.

2. Increaee Analytical Capability : N

It is recommended that the Division be allocated an increase in the.
analytical resources of its staff so that it can increase the number and quality

of its analytical studies in uupport of LEAA policy and program design. This

B

nay be through increased staff -and/or consultant assistance.
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3. Make Data Available for Special Analyses

"\

It is recommended that the Division continue with its plans to make

all data from the statistical series easily?available for speclal analyses;

that the procedures for performing special studies %e‘well;ﬁublicized. and
that the Division perform these services for LEAA and non-LEAA offices that
nave no analytlcal capablllty avallable to them.

4. Produce Up-to-Date Documents

It is recommended that the Division review its procedures for pro-
ducing documents--in the expenditures and employment series and the criminal
justice agency series in particular--to insure that the‘docunents are as

current and timely as good management will permit.

V. STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

To determine the extent to which state and local criminal justice agencies
have been effectively served by NCJISS-produced statistics, the producer-consuner
relationships* were evaluated by analyzing Form D personnel interview data on

the reasons for use'andtponuse of NCJISS documentse

b

A. Interview Procedurs

Within the selectéd states (page 3-7), interviews were held with 366
state and local agency personnel. These people were ctnsidered potential’
respondents because they were analysts, admlnistrators operators, or users

of 1nformation systems (chapter 4) However; it was not known in advance

whether they were or were not recipients of the 23 NCJISS and 1 UCR documents

listed on pages 5-5 and 5-6.  During interviews with the 366, RTI and MRI

interviewers determined whether the interviewees were either receiving one
or more of the 24 documents or performing functions which might logically

be assisted by statistics contained in the‘documents.' Unless it was obvious
that neither was true, a Form D fappendix A) was. shown to the person to de-

termine if he had any knowledge or interest in the documents listed therein.
Unless the person disclaimed all knowledge or interest, a form was completed
by the interviewer with the information volunteered by the interviewee.

In a few cases, the interviewee asked that the form be left with him to

*The Statistics Division had reported no significant contact between its.
persomnel and personnel of state ‘and local agencxes, and the agencles
interviewed had agreed with the Division's assesshent.

e
{
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. motre thanm one person is represented by some of the forms.

be'mailed later to RTI or MRI.

Of the 366 interviewses, 95 persons contributed to the preparatlon
of Form D's. Because the intetrviews were often w1th agency personnel in
groups of two or more, comments from the 95 persons interviewed about
their use of NCJISS documents were summarized on only 55 forms. An
a@ditional six fo;ns'were raceived from five persons in North Carolina
and one in Missiégippi,.thus six of the 61 total Form D's (101 persons)
used in the analy51s were from the conference attendlng states

In the tables whlch report the results of the analysis, each of

the 61 Form D's will be referred to as a single "respondent,"”

“even though
A "response" in

the tables will refer to a single comment about a single document or

document series.

B. Findings

Table 5-1 shows some of the summary characteristics of the 61 forms.
TWenty-five of the 61 were obtained in California and Missouri, which
are stites with much more than average experience in criminal justice

information systems and statistics services...An average of 10 out of

the 24 documents on Form D were reported as received by the’ 61 respondents.
Iu some cases the respondent would indicate that he had one or more of

the documernits but would nottgive either purpose for use or reason for'
nonuse for the specific documents. -Reasons for use were given on 47 (77
percent) of'the.respondent forms and reasons for nonuse were given by 36
(60 percent) of the’ Lespondents Each respondent who gave use or nonuse
Thus,
the number of responses will be greater than the number of respondents in

the tables which, follow: - N

reasons .was allowed to give more than one reason for. each document.

1. Documents Most Frequently Held

Table 5-2-shows the frequency with which documents are-held by
federal, state, and local respondents. The UCR police report series was
reported on .65 percent of the completed forms.

general and victimization reports were the Sourcebook of Criminal Tustlce

Statistics (57%), Expendlture and Employment Data (56%), and Crimeé in the
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Table 5~1. USE AND NONUSE RESPONSES OF STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES
RECEIVING NCJISS AND UCR DOCUMENTS
Average Number of Form D's

Number of Number: of with at least one
AGENCY. Form D's Documeiits Indication of.
LOCATION Completed Received Nonuse Use
California 15 7.9 10 14
Missouri 10 9.1 7 "7
Louisiana 6 8.5 4 - 2
Illinois 5 13.8 2 4
Florida 5 13.0 2 &
N. Carolina 5 11.2 4 5
Texas 5 6.2 1 3
N. Jersey 4 14.8 4 3
Montana -3 10.0 ,1 2
Maine 2 14.5 1 2 |
Mississippi L 1.0 o 1 .

" All 'States 61 (10.0)

R
o
S
-~

Nation's Five Largest Cities (52%). The victimization and‘general classes -

tended to be more widely held than courts and corrections. The smaller
number holdlng the cotrections reports and the court report occurred
because fewer cou. ts-and corrections agencies were included in ‘the sample.

2. 'Respondent Classes Using Documents

As suggested by the above distribution of reports held, there was

unequal representatlon of respondents in the police, courts, corrections, and

plannlng components of the, criminal justice system in the data base. Classes
of respondents are shown in table 5-3.

The police respondents were concentrated in large c1t1es, they use crime
data to assist in operational decisions. Primary users of UCR and victimiza~
tion series {if it covers thelr particular city) often hold other reports but
make little use of them. Courts and corrections personnel use the reports
prlmarlly for general. reference

of respondents, tended to receive and hold almost -all of the dofhments either

5518

The planners, who made up ‘the largest number.
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Table 5-2. NCJISS DOCUMENTS AND DATA SERIES RECEIVED BY

STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

Agency

CLASS AND SHORT NAME* , %gsér;i_@_t_;*f‘
General

1. Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 35 57
2 /ixpenditure and Employment Data 34 56
3 {Criminal Justice Agencies in (each LEAA Region) 30 49
4., Criminal Justice Agencies in the United States - 25 0 41
5. Criminal Justice Agencies in (each state) 23 - 38
6 Historical Statistics on Expenditures and Employment 18 30
Victimization

1. Crime in the Nation's Five Largest Cities 32 52
2. Criminal Victimization Sutveys.in 13 American Cities -31 51
3. Crimes and Victims . . Dayton-San Jose Pilot Survey 28 46
4, Criminal Victimization in the United States : 28 - 46
5. Crime in Eight American Cities' 25 . 41
6. Criminal Victimization . . Five Largést Cities .25 41
7. Saii Jose Methods Test of Known Crime Victims : 20 - 33
Police -

1. Uniform Crime Reports (FBI) - ‘ ‘ 39 64
2. Comparative Data Report : : . 6 10
Corrections : .
1. Children in Gustody : 28 46
2. Capital Punishment 26 43
3. . Census of State Correctional Facilities, 1974 25 41
4, Survey of Inmates of Local Jails, 1972 ‘ i - 22 36
5. Prisoners. in State and Federal Institutions - 22 36
6. Local Jails . . County and City Jails _ 21 - 34
7. The Nation's Jails: A Report on the Census of Jails - 21 " 34
8. 1970 National Jail Census : : 19 31
Courts
1. National Survey of Court Organlzatlon 15 25

*Complete names and 1dent1fy1ng dates are in section II. B, pages 5-4 thru 5-6.

**Number and percentage of the 61 Ferm D's on which the docunents were llsted
belng received.
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Table 5-3. CLASSES OF RESPONDENTS IN SIATE AND LQCAL AGENCIES

Agency Component

C1.ASS OF RESPONDENT# N
Corrections  Total

Planning Police  Courts
' Planner or administrator 15 4 4 2 © 25
Svstem operator ' 2 11 5 2 20
Researcher or analyst - 10 3 i 3 ' » 16
27 18 9 7 61

*Fach form is called a "respondent," Eut 101 individuals participated.

in their offices or in a nearby depository for general knowledge and historical

references.

3. Responses Describing Use

When any of the 61 respondents stated that he had received one
of the dOCUments, he was asked to indicate the purpose for whichithe document '
was used. Twelve types of use were developed te categorize the user's
responses. The results of this inquiry into document uses are presented
in suminary in table 5-4 and for each document class and individual document
.series in table 5-5. _
Table 5~4 shows that the most frequent use of all of the documents is

for '"reference" or historical purposes. This use represented 44,3 percent

of the respondents and 23.7 percent of the responses. Table 5-5 shows 'reference”

to be the leading use response for each class of document and for almost
every individual document. It is followed in frequency by the similarly

unspecific use class;ef "general knowledge.'" These results are in agree-
ment with the general comments received by the interviewers and repbrted in
a later section. Those interviewed normally informed the RTI and MRI inter-
viewers that the documents are received, scanned for general knowledge, and
placéd on a shelf for later reference. The other type-of-nse categories in

table 5-5 are an indication of the types of later reference that were made.

A

A
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Table 5-4. SUMMARY OF(?YPES OF USES OF NCJISS AND

UCR DOCUMENTS

. Respondents Responses
: . Users as Frequency )
EYPE or s .EEmE:ergf FVR% oaue onsesd Perceﬁ? of
. ‘ espondents  Responses™ Respotnises
- Reference | - 27 44 3% 150 ‘ 23.7%
s General Knowledge 12 19.7 109 17.2
- ‘ Planning ‘ 24 k 39.3 89 14.1
. Evaluation ' 20 ' 32.8 67 | elO.6
Needs Analysis 8 13.1 56 ' 8.9 |
Methodology 19 | 31.1 51 . ~8.1
Grant Application 10 16.4 35 ’ 5.5
Standards 7 11.5 30 4.7
Administration. 9 . 13.1 17 2.7
Operations ' 4 ' 6.6 . 16 ' 2.6
. Other . o 11 ' 8.0 12 1.9
TOTAL Responses. n.a. n.a. 632 . 100.07
Some Use Given 47, 77.0%
No‘ﬁse Given 14 | ) __23.0
TOTAL Respondents 61 100.0%

VIR - ‘ '
f-These are short titles of categories given in full on Form D, appendix A,

2/ ’
= A user is a respondent who holds one or more documents and - provided one or
more purposes for use.

. 3/, : . -
p ~— A response is a.51ng1e purpose for use of one document.
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Purpogse For Use:

ey

£

Table 5-5

Given on.47 of 61 Respondent Forms

/

s T T e e

Respondents

General

TYPE OF RESPONSES * . ; i

' Apply Admin-
Non=-~ Refer- Know- Plan~ Evalu- Needs Metho~ for Stand- istra- Opera- Total
Class and Short.Name Users Users ence ledge ning atlion  Analysis -dology Grant ards tion tions Other Responges
POLICE AND COURT .- :
1. Uniform Crime Report 32 7 12 8" 12 14 8 6 6 4 3 4 5 82
2. Comparative Data "3 3 2 1 L 2 6
3. Court Organizations 10 5 5 4 3 2. 1 1. _ — . . - 16
Class Total 17 14 16 16 9 § 6 6 3 4 5 104
GENERAL '
1. Sourcebook 25 10 15 5 5 6 4 1 3 4 1 3 47
2. Expen,/Empl. Data 25 9 6 5 7 6 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 42
3. C.J. Agencies-Region 20 10 11 5 3 3 1 3 1 1 28
4, C.J. Agencies-U.S, 26 9 8 4 1 2 .1 1 1 18
5. C,J. Agencies-State 14 9 9 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 18
6. Historical Exp./Empl. 9 9 3 4 23 2 =y 2 2 1 i 2 1 22
Class Total 52 24 20 20 10 13 9 7 7. 7. 6 175
CORRECTIONS
L. Children in Custody 17 9 9 7 4 5 b3 2 1 30
2, Survey of Inmates 13 9 5 5 6 2 2 3 2 3 1 1 30
3. St./Fed. Prisoners 12 10 9 4 4 5 1 3 1 2 2 1 32
4. The Nation's Jails 12 9 6 5 5 2 2 3 2 3 1 1 30
5. Facilities Census 12 13 7 5 3 3 1 2 1 2 1 1 26
6. Capital Punishment 12 14 6 5 "3 2 1 1 1 19
7. Local Jails 11 10 2 4 6 2 4 2 2 3 1 1 27
8. Nat, Jail Census 9 10 1 _4 5 1 2 2 1 2 L . — 19
© Class Total 45 39 6 22 14 15 9 17 7 5 1 213
VICTIMIZATION
1. Dayton-S$an Jose Pllot 15 13 5° 7 2 1 4 v 2 1 22
2. Victimi'zatlun-lll Cities 15 . 16 5 3 2 1 5 3 2 21
3. Victimization-U.S. 14 14 5 7 2 2 3 2 2 23
4. Vietlmization-5 Cicties 13 12 5 - 4 4 2 2 1 2 20
5. Crime In 5 Cities 1] 21 7 2 3 2 4 1 2 21
+6. San J. Methods Test 1 9 4 5 1 3 © 2 1 16
7. Crime in 8 Cicties ‘10 15 5 4 3 1 2 1 =y 17
Class 'fotal 36 32 17 9 23 12 11 140
Total by Type 755 109 39 7 5 Hi 35 —3’_0‘ 7 16 T ?3?
4 of Total Responses 24% 172 14% 10% 9% 8% 6% 5% 3% 3% 22
$ ' £
‘ .
2 ¥ ¢ « ¢ 'l * L4 .
v [y
* ’ . ) y
’. ' " F . '. ) .
[ N N .
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Table 5-4 shows that the most frequent uses other than "reference' and

1" n 1 1

"general knowledge" afe'”planning, evaluation," ''needs analysis," and
"methodology." Nearly 40 percent of the 61 respondents indicate that they
use the documents for one or more of these purposes. It can be seen in
rable 5-5 that the UCR is the most popular document for these purposes.

The next most popular in this respect are the Expenditure and Employment

Data series dnd the Sourcebook. .

Table 5-5 also shows thHe number of users for each document and the
nonusers. In this table, a nonuser is a recipient of a document (see table
5-2) who gave no purpose for use of the document. Note that 32 of the 39
recipients of the UéR gave at least one use‘for the document éeries. In

contrast, only 11 of 32 recipients of Crime in the Nation's Five Largest
y 2

Cities report any use for the document, and only 14 of 28§ recipients of

Criminal Victimization in the United States report a use. The Sourcebook

and the'Expenditure and Fmployment Data series are fairly well used by those

receiving them and the types of use are varied. The "corrections" class of
documents ‘is less widely received by those interviewed; but it appears from

the responses that they receive infrequent, but above average, use in

ot t 1"

"evaluation,”" "planning,'" and '"standards' development.

The general pattern of ﬁse to be derived from the tables is best
illustrated by the Sourcebook. Of the 23 documents distributed by NCJISS,
this is the most widely received and used by the 61 groups of respondents
(101 personsj. It is received by 35 and used by 25. Out of 47 responses,

20 of the uses were ''reference' and ''general knowledge," 11 were 'planning,”

" 1

and "evaluation,'" and the remaining 16 are spread over six types of use.
All other NCJISS documents are either less often received, have fewer users,
and/ot have fewer total responses as to type of use.

4, Responses Describing Nonuse

Respondents who had received one or more documents were also
asked to state reasons, if any, why the documents were not used. Necnuse
reasons were given by 36 of the 61 respon&éhts. Thelr nonuse reasons are

summarized in table 5-6 and given for each document in table 5-7.
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‘Table 5-6.

TOTAL Respondents

SUMMARY OF NONUSE REASONS GIVEN |
Respondents Responses 3/ . |
Nonusers Frequency

1/ Number of as 7% of / of Percent of Co

TYPE OF NONUSE == Nonusers Resporidents = Response ‘Responses -
_Not Applicable 18 29.5% 85 36.8%. R
- No Time Available .10 5.4 31 13.4 o
Too General ’ 8 13.1 28 12.1 .. ) ;
Out of Date 8 13.1 20 8.7 T
Bad Presentation 4 6.6 12 5.2 . ?
Incomplete 3 4.9 11 4,8 ;
No Uee Suggestions 2 3.3 10 4.3 £
Inaccurate 5" 7.2 8 3.5 %
Unreliable 2 . 3.3 7. 3.0 ;
New Agency 1 _ 1.6 4 ‘1.7 2
Not Imterpretive 1 1.6 4 1.7 f
No Trend Data 0 0 0 0 ;
Other 4 6.6 11 4.8 ;
,TbTAL Responses n.a n.a. 231‘ 100.0% 3
Some Nonuse Given 36 1 59.0% i
No Nonuse Given 23 41.0 !

61 100.0%

l!These are short tltles of categories given in full on Form D, appendlx A,

2/

A noriuser in this table is a holder of one or more documents who glves one

OoT more reasons for nonuse.,

3/

=" A resporise is a single reason for nonuse of one document.
respondent gave a purpose for use and also gave reasons for nonuse.
cages a 'nonuse" response means that the respondent wished to record 11m1tations

on the usefulness of the document.
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Table 5-7 //
Reasons for Nonuser Clven ou 36 of the 61 Respondent Farms
: e 1YPE OF RESPONSES
Non—~ Too  Out Bad Nu Use
Respund~ Respond~ Cun~ of Presen- Tncom- Sugges- - Totral
. Class and Short Name enty ents vral’ Date rtation  plete  tlons curate liable Agency Other Responses :
‘ _ ;
- VICTIMIZATLON i
1. Vicvimization-5 Cities 12 20 8 1 1 2 1 16 ’;
-2, Victimization~-13 Cities 10 21 3 4 1 1 1 1 12 i
3. Dayton-San Jose Pilot 10 18 6 2 1 1 1 11 i
4, Crlme in 8 Citdes 10 15 7 1 1 « 1 10. Lo
5. Crime in 5 Cities 9 16 4 2 1 1 1 11
6. SanJose Methods Test 7 13 3 2 1 7 !
7. Vietimization-U.S. 5 23 2 I D - Y = 1 1 i
Class Totals 33 I3 7 ! 6 5 3 74 !
GENLRAL ,
1. C.J. Agencies-U.5., 10 15 6 1 3 1 1 2 Lo 15
2. C.J. Agencies—Region 10 20 5 2 r 3 1 2 14
3. C.J. Agenciles-State 8 15 4 1 4 1 2 1 13
4, Historical Exp./Empl. 10 8 4 4 1 1 L 11
5. Expend/Empl. Data 9 25 6 1 2 1 1 11 .
6. Sourcebook L 9 26 3.2 3 3 . . 1 1 — 13
Class Totals <28 9 9 15 5 5 5 1 2 =77
CORRECTTONS . i
1. Capital Punishment . il 15 5 2 1. 1 1 2 12 :
2. Children in Custody 10 18 2 2 3 1 1 1 2 1 14
3, PFacilities Census 9 16 3 1 1 1 1 1 L - 9
4, St./Fed. Prisoners 7 15 4 1 1 1 8
9. The Nation's Jails ) 15 2 1 1 1 L ) 7
6. Local Jails 5 16 1 2 1 1 6
7. Nat, Jail Census 5 14 1 1 1 1 1 L]
8. Survey of Inmates ° 4 18 1 2 R . =y - . s s 3 ,
Class Totals 19 £§ 10 3 6 5 5 ? 3 5 66 1 f 3
: d \
POLICE AND COURT ) i
1. UCR 3 36 2 4 7 ,
2. Comparative Data 2 4 1 : 1 1 1 4 :
1. Court Organizations 5 10 -2 12 1 1 — - b |
Class Totals 5 I. 2 1 2 P 1 ] ! 14 %
Responses by Type 1 31T 7§70 77 T T0 7 q q T 23T
% of Tatal Responses 374 13 12% 9% 5% 5% 4% 3% 2% 8%

i {“I(
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Table 5-6 shows that 'not applicable" for any purpose was by far the
most frequent response and was given by the largest number of respondeuté. 
Table 5-7 shows that the 'not applicable" response was the most frequent for
all document classes and for almosﬁ all individual documents. For the
most part, the respondents explained thét they had an interest in the
subject matter but coﬁld not'apply‘the presented material to their problems.

The two nonuse reasons which follow "not applicable' are "no time
available" and "too general." These two reasons are spread fairly well
across all documents except the two Police documents. "Out of date" is
appliea much more often to the géneral class of documents than to any others.
All other nonuse reasons are infrequent or widely scattered.

The general pattern which emerges is seen by contrasting the UCR
reﬁortvwith all others. Only 3 of 39 recipients of UCR documents gave a
reason for nonuse (table.S—?) while 32 of 39 gave specific purposes for
use (table 5-5). Results for the victimization class show a high pefcentage
of nonusers among the trecipients, and also a high percentage of recipients
give réasons for nmonuse. It can be seen from‘these results——;nd from the
éomments which follow--that the UCR documents have acquired a degree of

acceptance which has not yet been accorded to victimization documents.

Documents in the general, corrections and court-classes appear to have a.

level of acceptance which is little better than that of the vietimization
class. ‘ e

5. Responses Indicating Data Needs

The respondents were asked: Ave there other kinds‘of data which yQu
eould have useéxif they had been available? The majority of ;hose‘who answered
ﬁanted: » , . "

a. Data applicable to and accessible from the state and local levels;
b. A capability for breaking down data into special categories;

c. A capabilityfto compare their agency, city, or state with others
having the same needs and resources; ‘

d.. Data that define the costs, benefits, and manpower needs of the
complex criminal justice system arnd that define Fhe flow of ‘
adult and juvenile offeriders through the system, with emphasis
on parole, probation, and recidivism; and

e. Help in using statistical data already available.

5-26
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Some 13 respondents requested data of all kinds on a state or loeql level;
most of these are.plamners and administrators in regional or state criminal
justice planning agencies, but some are operational personnel in bolice,vcourts,

«and>corrections agencies. Generally, the request was combined with g need for
comparative data at these levels. )

P

State or Local Data. The Chief of a large SAC component explained:

We don't want national data--we want data on the state

level regarding other cities with the same laws and the
same level of professionalization.

The Commander of a Police Department's Data Processing Division it

would like to see how his city compares with other cities
in crimes and expenditures; (I also need) jail compari-
sons (and) judicial comparisons.

Often a request would imclude a statement that specific information was needed

on a local level and that comparison should be possible.  The Executive Director

of a regional planning unit noted:

We need a city vicﬁimization study for eight or nine

counties, but one for the city alone would be useful.

<Alcng with the emphasis cn data applicable to .the state and lpcal
level, the reépondents wanted individual access to raw data and the capability
to manipulate data into special subcategories.

Special Categories. Seven respondents requested particular breakdowns

of information from the UCR's, as this comment by a statistical management

analysis with a Department of Public Safety il;pstratés:

We need UCR data that contains special breakdown for
Spanish-surnamed Americans ‘or Mexican national origin.
We also need UCR data on age, sex, and race that is
capable of being cross—tabulated; the present formait
prevents analysis.

“Information and particular formats for court, corrections, juvenile offenders,

and victimization each were requested by four to seven respondents. Six
carried ek@s idea further, citing a need for regional data libraries. A pro=

N : .
gram analysf\yith a state Council on Criminal Justice and a statistical

analysis center chief both noted a need for state statistical centers. The

latter indicated that LEAA should set up central repositories of ideas and in-

formation and meeting places in which to gain experience in complter analysis

of data..

5=27
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System Data.
benefité of various programs and on manpower.

Eleven expressed needs for information on the costs and‘
Often this was mentioned as part
of the desire for more infbrmation on a specific topic:

We need information on state variances on how probation

is administered (by courts, or by executive branch structure),

on cost comparisons, and on caseload ratios. (Statistical
management analyst Department of Public Safety)

" Weé need better cost data; current data ‘are highly suspeéct.
(Department of Youth Authority)
Thus requests for cost-benefit data were usually accompanied by an admonition
that it should be more current and accurate.
Eight respondents desire information showing the flow or trend of
offénders and eriminal justice needs. As a statistician in a department of
mental health and corrections explalned '

I would rather have simple flow data for whatever insti-
tution or program the report is on.

The senior planner with a state law enforcement planning -agency wanted

more data on tracking adults and juveniles through the
criminal justice system including extended tollowup for
purposes of determanlng recid1v1sm rates.

.

Five res pondents mentioned need for various forms of information on

oourts. These needs were summed by the dlreetor of a circuit court judicial

administration:

We need information concerning the time it takes for
presentence investigation following a pled of guilty

or finding of guilty prior to sentencing; time spent
in incarceration compared by types of sentences/crimes;
caseloads of judges in court of unlimited jurdisdiction
by type of case similar to California's weighted case-
load system.

Correction data, requested by seven respondents, spanned a wide spec-
trum from prison riots, to parole and probation, to recidivism. A statistician
for a state department of corrections, cited needs for:

institutional problem patterns, types of custodials

- need, parole and probatiom, parole changing pattermns,
and type of support. ‘
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Recidivism data were explicitly requested by five of the seven re-

spondents. There were frequent requests for data on administration of parole

and probation. The administrator in a government and public services unit of

a law enforcement commission, elaborated:

(We) need research and data on various alternative
means of measuring criminal justice effectiveness
other than through recidivism~-for example, family
stability, job placement and maintenance, community
“acceptance. Statistics must be structured to develop
.a. positively based standard. Recidivism is only a
negative comcept, a measure of failure.

Juvenile Data. Juvenile criminal justice system information was cited

by six responderits. Again, such requests were accompanied by the desire for:

comparative statistics regarding juveniles in other
states, and more extensive juvenile data at the indi-
vidudal state level. (Director of Operation, County
Juvenile Court)

Others requested information on how criminal justice institutions deal with

juvenile offenders.

We need accurate reports on juvenile detention facil-
ities and juvenile justice system probation statistics

notes the senior social research analyst in a department of juvenile authority.

A need for standard statistical measures and consis-~

tent terminology was cited by about seven respondents. The chief of an adult

Use Suggestions.

corrections department in a small state reported:

It would be useful to have standardized (normalized)
statistics which permit smaller states (to adjust) for
‘large population differences.’ For example, we need a
standard age/sex scoring system. This could permit
comparisons with other cities; counties, and states
with dlfferent population characteristics.

A statistical analyst w1th a department of police, noted that 'consistency of

reporting data (is) a major concern." Another observed that in his area of
juvenile justice there are ''no standard definitions for juveniles; e.g.,
Juvenlles versus youthful offenders.

Respondents felt hampered in thelr\use (and possibly Judgment) of

statistical reports: . Lot
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‘state police (2), andVSAC (1).

b Pt

We lack time and a sophisticated data analysis mech-
anism. (Director of Planning, regional planning unit)

Two demanded better interpretation and analysis of data. Several suggested'

state or regional conferences and seminars to instruct users on the availa-

bility of statistical reports and their possible applications.

Other Data Needs. A lack of rapport with LEAA was mentioned by
some respondents: ‘ s

regarding Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American
Citiés-~LEAA issues a press release comparing the cities;

however, in the document itself LEAA cautioned against

such compariséons. Therefore, it became necessary for the

Regional Planning Unit to calculate its own comparison

in answer to the press release.
Other ‘more sporadlc requests were for data on women in crlme, effectiveness
of police teams, crisis intervention, and socioeconomic varlables related to
crime. - .
How and by whom do you think these data

should be produced? A number of state and federal sources were proposed by

Respondents were asked:

39 of the respondents. eState agencies proposed by 15 of the 39 were the state
goverﬁment (8), state criminal justice planning agencies (2), state courts (2)’w
| : LEAA was proposed by 14 of the 39; however, ~
this total should be'slighpiy discounted because LEAA waé.of;En noted

grudgingly ("'LEAA sounds as good as anyone else"). Some of the respondents

>-undoubted1y thought of LEAA when answering the questions merely because they

had just filled out a questlonnalre on LEAA's statistical reports.

c. Conclusions

The NCJISS documents were not being widelf used within the state and

‘local agencies interviewed. For the most part, the documents were received,

scanned once, and placed on a shelf for later reference. ‘ 4

Planners and administrators in courts, correct:ons, and: police reviewed
all reports, and they used the data when they had. no other~source,.but their
needs were for speeific data on: their geogrephic and functional areas. Criminal
justice planners in'sﬁate agencies often use or (attempt to use) the documents,
EO compare their states with others of similar demographic mix. When they are
unable to accomplish this, they report dlssatlsfactlon. data incomplete or the

methods of tabulation 1nappropriate for thelr needs.
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~of the criminal justice system.

Researchers and analysts would like to have victimization data to use
vith crime statistiecs. Unless the victimization data are available by
state, local area, or regiom, they find thém of no use. Analyses were most
often performed with UCR data and locally compiled crime statistics.

Most respondents were relatively unskilled in the technlques of data .
analysis; however, most had responsibilities ralated to.the improvemént
They need guidance and training. They
would like for LEAA to perform the research and thefstatistical analyses
with the national data series, to report the‘%esultsireleéant to state and
local criminal justice agencies, and to provide technical assistance, work-
shops, methodology reports, and training programs to upgrade the analytical

capability of the agencies.

D. Recommendations

' From the findings and conclusions evolved three recommendations to

help NCJISS improve its services to state and local agencies.

1. Develop a Program to Assist Agency Data Analyses
The capability to use criminal justice data in meaningful analyses

has not kept pace ﬁith'thevdevelOPments of computerized systems for produc-
ing the data. There is nothing comparable to Project SEARCH to assist the
SAC's and analysts in the functional agencies in advanced methods of analysis.

, The immediate need;lhowever, is not for more advanced analytical
methods but to prepare relatiyvely straightforward examples of practical
analyses for analysts in traiﬁing sessions, workshops, and publications.
As the CDS's (particularly OBTS/CCH) for the total criminal*juetice system
of a state become more widely developed, there will be a needito advance
the level of the training. .

2., Increase the Division's Analytical Resources

The NCJISS Statistics Division should have a larger, anmalytically
trained staff and additional consultant assistance. This increased capa-

bility needs to be used to draw from the data series inferences relevant to

'state and local driminal justice planning and analysis. If there are impor-

W
tant lessons to be learned by the states from the victimization studies,

the corrections and court data, and the general documents,'these should be

determined byienalysis at the naﬁional level and reported tobthe‘states.

-
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Many pedple within the state criminal justice agencies would like better
definitions of problems and needs. Few have the time or the‘ability to
performbthe cdfrelations, trend analyses, or other required special_sﬁudies

or have the raw data neéded to make many of the more pertinent studies.

Summary documents with the analyses included.could replace the more bulky
documents in some series. In others, the local analysés'may need mére detailed
information from a series.

3. Continue NCJISS Plans for a Data Repository

Criminal justice data in the repésitor9 should be feadily accessible

to researchers and analysts in those states with advanced»analytical'capability.~

VI. DOCUMENT EVALUATION

Pertaining to aspects of criminal justice systems, 100 documents in 18
states were received for review. Of the 100, 47 were judged relevant to the
evaluation of the impacts of LEAA-produced statistics on the state-produced

statistical documents.

A Review Procedure

Prior to beginning their work with the documents, three judges (two from
RTI and one from MRI) reviewed the purpose and meaning of each item in a
rating form and agreed on the evaluative criteria for each item. Then the
judges met to compare each of their ratings of three documents and to resolve
any large discrepancies. Finally, the three'judges independently rated and
evaluated each of the 47 documents.

The Docﬁment Review Rating Form @as three major components: first, a

series of factual questiong, next a . series of questions which call for judges'

. evaluations, and finally a Series of ratings that summarize the information

-and eva%ggtions in the dther‘questions.l The questions were designed to elicit

informééfbn from the documents under review. For example, question 18 is:

15 what extent are the data in the document used to determine criminal justice
system priorities as indicated in this document? 1In reality, much of the data
may eventually be used to determine priorities. ﬁowever, if use was not indi-
cated, the judge gavé‘a low rating.A Thus, the judged quality of the document

does not necessarily reflect the extent to which the documents influence the

éctivities engaged in by the agency pfoducing the document.
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Detail of the analysis, tabulations of the findings,
conclusions are in the RTI rebqrt mentioned above:

Criminal Justice Departments and their U

o o i i 5 i e

“ba Conclusions : '

The conclusions based on the document reviews and evaluations énd high-

lighted in a separate RTI report have been excerpted and presented here,
. Wit? few exceptions, the judged quality of the documernits
reviewed and evaluated was not high.

The quality of documents referencing LEAA/UCR documents is

higher than it is for documents not referencing LEAA/UCR
documents. :

The quality of documents referencing LEAA/UCR documents

increases as the number of LEAA/UCR documents referenced
increases. , '

For all documents reviewed, references fo only LEAA docu-
ments (UCR excluded) occurred 19 percent of the time.

For all documents reviewed, some LEAA/UCR statistics
were used in 38 percent of the documents.

ngugen?s referencing LEAA/UCR sources and using LEAA/UCR
statistics were judged to be of somewhat lower quality than

documents referencing LEAA/UCR sources but not using LEAA/
UCR statistics. | ’

. Doggménts funded by LEAA were judged to be of higher quality
* than documents not funded by LEAA.

and explanations of the

An Evaluation of Selected

statistical documents was

and Data,

of February.
. complete analysis of the findings.

. summarized in this report and additional ‘tables have beern forwarded to the

sponsor under separate cover..

. A.

! tilization of LEAA Statistical Documents

VII. TELEPHONE SURVEY . ; ' ‘ |

The telephone survey which was requested by LEAA was completed at the end
Unfortunately, the finishing of this survey did not permit a

The major findings and conclusions are ' g

Survey Procedure

A probability sample of 300 subscribers to 10 of the NCJISS-produced

selected to determine the extent of usage of theseA

-
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docunents among -subscribers. The 300 were contacted by teléphone and asked to
reépond to a. quastionnaire specifically designed to elicit respdnses pértéining
to usage of these publications. The 300 were subdivided for analysis into
three categories: university, commercial, and other. The ?othe:" category 1s
orimarily composed of étate and local personnel in police, courts, or correc- ‘
tions agenéies. 'Commercial includes privaté security agencies, commercial
police forces, and vendors of griminal justice products and services. "Univer-
sity" includes staff, students, and others such as librarians.

A sample of 50 of the 1,025 Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP) in=~
stitutions was chosen to obtain an estimate of the extent to~which these poten-
tial users of NCJISS documents were in fact recipients and users. This survey
was also conducted by telephone using a questionnaire specifically designed for

this potential user group.

B. Findings _ _
A summary of the findings is presented here. Data are available in comput-
er-ready form for additional analysis if it should be desired by the sponsor.

1. Subscriber List Survey

Of the 300 subscribefs, there were 247 respondents, or a response
rate of 82 percent. Out of this 247, there were 23 who had not received the
NCJISS documents or could not remember having received them. The findings in
the remainder of this section are based on the responses of 224 receivers.
Each person was asked questioﬁs about the specific document whichvcaused him
to be selected from the‘liSt of subscribers. Then he was asked the same
questions about one other of the 10 documents on the survey list.. Because
most had subscribed to more than one of the documents, the results are
based -on almost 448 possible document “responses. »

| The result of the first substantive question is summarized in table 5-8.
The percentages in the table add to more than 100 becauseythe respoﬁdénts
were allowed to give more than one reasoﬁ for being interested in the particu-
lar publication. For example, the reasons "research" and "classroom instruction’
were very often paired in the responses. Thus, it appears that from 20 to 30
percent -of the documents are used by subscribers in the university community

in both "research" and ''classroom instruction.'" The documents are also used

'§§irly often by subscribers in commercial and other communities in either

5~34

TABLE 5-8. WHY WERE YOU INTERESTED IN THIS PARTICULAR PUBLICATION?

Percent of All Document Uses -

Use Response ‘University Commercial Other Total
Was doing research on project | 20 17 11 13
Needed for classroom instruction 29 ) ' 11 14
I do crime analysis 4 5 | 1 2
Just interested in subject‘ 24 25 41 37
Other 49 69 53 - 53

"research" or "classroom instruction.” About 25 percent of the university and the
commercial users were "interested in the subject" but had made no particular use
of the documents. The "other' category of respondents, which most closely corre;
sponds to the group interviewed in site visits by RTI and MRI, had 41 percent of
their responses as "interested in the subject." The lower use percentages in
"ecrime analysis' and ''research' are consistent with the findings'reﬁorted earlier
in this chapter. T | ' |

Most of the responses did not fit into any of the categories approved by
LEAA and OMB for the telephone survey. These were varied and have rot yet been
subjected to detailed analysis. The respondents were asked to indicate whether
t?e documents were used in the preparation of reports, scientific papers, or
research. More than half teported that the documents were mot used for any of
these purposes, but about 30 percent reported use for one or more of theée three,
Over 40 perceﬁ% of all uses were to provide background material on svme subject.
Another 40 percent did not remember how they had used the documents.

Several queétiong were asked to determine whether the respondents would
recommend changes or improvements in the documents or in the data.available to
Fhem. About 85 percent were either satisfied with the format or made ho response
when asked to coument on whether the format would be more useful in some other
presentation, arrangement, or classification. Df the 11 percent who would like

a change and made suggestions, the most frequent suggestion was that there be
more narrative and more interpretation of data.

5-35
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When asked to indicate whether other types of criminal justice data
would be desirable, 36 percent said 'yes" and gave a suggestion. The sug-
gestion included both types of data and improvements in documents. The

suggestions made by more than 1 percent of the sample were'

- Information about private police activities;

. Updating of information,preSently available,

. More narrative and more interpretation of data,

. Better comparisons with other parts of the country, ?
+  .More information about probatiomers, and

. More information about victims.

The survey also determined that 43 percent of the subscrbers 'had
recommended NCJISS documents to others and that the uses by those to
whom the documents were referred were primarily general Yeference (64 per~
cent), research materlal (29 percent), and material for teaonlng (3 percent),
In a final question, the reSpondents were asked’ whether they had ever
of LEAA and the NCJISS Statlstlrs Division. One

percent had recelved tapes and 4 percent had re”elved ‘other assistance. -

used any other senvice

B ;,x

The remalnder had not received assistdnce.
2. _ LEEP Survey
Fifty institutions were selected from a population of 1,025 LEEP

institutions to determine whether or not they had subscribed to any of 10

NCJI8S-produced pnblications.' The results of the telephone survey of the 50

is summarized in table 5-9. The responses of the 38 user institutions are

summarized in table 5-10. ) _

Other questions in the survey showed that, in the general survey of
subscribers, the report was used most often for "background" (37 percent),
"research'" (26 percent), and "reﬁorts" (18 percent). More than 70 percent
had no suggestion on format. Those who ‘had suggestions asked for more
narrative and more interpretation of data (15 comments) and for comparisons

with other parts of .the country (9 comments), About 70 percent of the .

" sample had other suggestions. The most often received were related to:

e by 2 e b SR A e At G e o s e s i s

TABLE 5-9.

LEEP SURVEY SUMMARY

Sample Weighted Weighted
Category of Institutiomns Count * Count Percent
Sy Those using at least one publication 38’ 708 697%
“~  Those not using any of the publications 135 13%
" Those not responding 182 18%
" Total 30 1,025 100%

TABLE 5-10. WHY WERE YOU INTERESTED‘IN THIS PARTICULAR PUBLICATION

J Other

Sdample Weighted Weighted
Us ser Response Count Count Percentage
Was doing research on project 37 450.7 12.3
Needed’for_classroom instruction 111 2,250.8 61,5
I do crime analysis 0 O 0
Just interested in subject - 26 - 672.1 18.3
38 288.9 7.9
No response 0 0 ~ 0
Total 212 .3,662.5 100.0
/—
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. Quality of performance of law officer,

. More information on victims,

. More current information,

. Comparisons with other parts of the country,

. Information on effects of incarceration,

. More narrative in documents, and '
. Information about private police activities.

About 60 percent had recommended the documents to others. The persons

-

to whom they were recommended used them as general reference (45 percent), material,J'

for teaching (32 percent), and research (23 percent). .

Six LEEP institutions did not use any of the publications of interest. -

The six were primarily nondegree-offering institutions.

C. Conclusions,and Recommendaticons

The random sample of subscribers interviewed in the ﬁelephone survey
make greater use of NCJISS documents than do the agency personnel interviewed
in state and local criminal justice agencies. The university subscribers
and LEEP participant institutions use thé documents primarily as general
references, but large percentages use them in '"research" and '"classroom
instruction." Commercial establishments in the criminal justice field find
the document& useful Ffor general background for research and training pro-
grams. The ofher subscribers, inclﬁding state and local agencies, gave less
specific uses, and theif uses in research and criminal justice analysés were
less thanvthoge‘in the other two categories. In comparing use of the docu-
ments in "research" by university users with commercial and other researcher .
users, the differégt requirements of the groups should be considered. The
university users have the option of selecting for their research projects
those problemsvwhich NCJISS documents address directly. However, the cdm—
mercial and other users must deal with current problems which may or ﬁéy not
be addressed by the NCJISS documents. This difference in need may account,
in part, for the higher frequence of use iﬁ the university community. o

| The recommendations made by the respondents are consistent with thdse,
reported égrlier in this chapter for the local and state agenéy personnel. ' .
The most consistent rééommendations were that the documents contain more
narrative explénationé of the data and analyses and that thépe be more in-

terpretation of the data. : : ' ' ' L.

&
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2 = ’ Place
{ » J Interviewer
|  Information Systems Participation o | < - Date
i : i . )
} 'E » Criminal Justice Information Systems Participation
E (Please complete this form for each system planned or developed)
Agency Contacted , Date c .; .
. — = , R — - | 3
‘ r ; ; L. Name of system
Office Interviewer . |
' e ’ 2, Status of system
Per$ons Present Title or Agency v -] 3. System operator
(List) Pogition Lepresented Telephone : : |
: 4, Title of system documentation
(a) : (Please provide copy of summary document.)
() i 5. - System functions. or components (for eXampie OBTS)
B) , _ | : : : .
- S - | -
i o !
: 1 1
p (0 i i | {
P ) | % 6. Date of system.implementation
E E ; 7. Date, amount, and soutce of initial funding B
i (B) . . . | - .
| i 8. Date, amount, and type of initial LEAA funding
o : 4 : . )
1 (F) | . L, .
| = ; 9. Total funding (please complete spaces below)
| | | .
; 1 Source of Funding . Amount of Funding Type of Agreement and Funds
Other persons who may provide information abeut this system, ¢ i
Title or . ?
Name Position Agency Telephone Number i
e -X-—-qq-—r!——" ey - - — f
3 i . .
§ () | '10.  If LEAA funds were not used, please give reasons.
i ° i{ Y
(B) |
-
“ L : @
o (© , -
o A-2 : A
o : ; A é )
$¥\\\ ) | :
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v £ sy ( w. contidue on reverse if needed).
Services of system (please complete spaces belz.éiétics N »
(Please provide samples of output of data or statil CS.

Clientele
Sérved-

_ Areas Served & Tyges of Service
<Theit'Popu;§piop§ and Data Output

‘ " ' (including statistics)

Eapar T RR T e pdearaai Lot B2
L LT = s B
sk e
Ver o Tan A
Erecry o
o =) Py R

12. Data imcluded or aceessed in system (please gomplete §pé$e§.bg}QW>g
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Completeness
of Data Base

Data Identification .  Areas Covered Source of Data
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13. TInterfaces with other systems; e

(Terminal to CPU,

U, other)
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Other Systens that are Interfaced
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4. D ibe involvement of LEAA in the development of the system.
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15. Describe other important aspects or events in the establishment of this system.

(Where did the idea-come  from?).

"
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' 16. Other Comments
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17. TECHNOLGOGY. TRANSFER: To what extent have components of the system been trans- :
ferred to or from another locationm. . §
: : o . - , : LEAA i
‘ Level of Transferred from: Transferred to: participation |
System Component Transferl/ '/ (agency & location) - {agency & location)  inm tramsfer
i
{
i
= %
) ;
d 3
v )
) |
i {
|
- |
- i
i
i
|
é-',‘Examples of level of tramsfer are: concept, logic, software, hardware, etc. i
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Form B

Agency Contacted

SYSTEM

EVALUATION

Office

Persons Present

- (List)

4

Title or

Position

Date

Interviewer

Agency
Represented

TeleEhonel

(8)

©

(D)

(E)
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Form B

III System Evaluation

e Acronym

System Title .
Agenicy tole with respect to the system _
1. Rate the system (program) in terms of its Rating (use

overall support for youtr agency's misi
pport ¥y .,,agendy mission codes) *

‘2. Rate the dtility of the system with respect to:

Agency plannlng
(Descrlbe type ar level of planning)

management

oberations"

evaluation .

3. Assess the teuhnical quallty of ‘the system

i ———

4. ton51dering the basic purpose of the system,
rate its effectiveness.

wnat is the poten:xal for transfer of the system to other usér
agenc1es in consideration of.

(a) the commonallty_of'needs addressed
‘ by the system -

(b) technzcal requirements of the systnm

designated rating

6. Describe other relevant criteria for evaluating
the system, and rate the system.’

" Criterion

Criterion

* Rating Code

very high
moderately high
slightly high
slightly low
moderdtely low
very low

auUupPpLoE
[ | S O | I [

For Interviewer Use:

Primary Source Code

Secondary Source Code

7. Pleasé‘descfibe; by source of funds, whether funding'for the system

"will be (should be) increased or decreased in the future.

_ Current Future level (indicate
- Source of funds level of funding of funding time
) ) horizon)
B-3
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Agency Coritacted : _ Date

INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND DATA NEEDS INTERVIEW GUIDELINE

Office Interviewer

: "

(B)

©)

(D)
(x).

(F)

Persons Present Title or v Agency o
(List) ' Position Represented Telephone

Identification of Data Needs and Priorities

(Sections I and II deal directly with the subject of data (information,

statistics, etc.) and not directly with information systems. These Sections

congider that information systems are "means" to handle data. Information
systems, per se, are dealt with in Sections III and IV of this form.)

In what year were your needs for data first described in a plan? (Please
provide a copy of the plan)

What are your current needs?

Where are the current needs documented? (Provide copies)

Cc-1
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- 8. What are the sources of data that you recelve? Through what channels do
#. To vhat extent are information, data,, and statistics available to meet ail you obtain, the data?

these needs? '

£

| N
T

5. 1 ‘ K 9. What are your procedures to collect data? (Formal information systems can
2. In what general areas (operationg, administrative, cost and accounting, . P I . be described in Form A.)

gerﬁqimance medsures, historical, planning, comparative, census, geographical ‘
ocial, ete.) do currently available data not meet your needs? o

5. How have most of your data procedures been developed? To whaﬁ‘extEnt have 10. Do you use the jata in evalsations of any type? If a0, how ave they uded

Qutsiderinfluegces (e.g., availability of federal funds, mandatory reporting 1 and what is beihg evaluated?
requirements) impacted on the evolution of effective data procedures in . } . .ﬁ\

your organization? \
- | )
J
q e
| ] | | | ‘ 11. Are there other purposes for which the data are used? If so, what are they?
| ’ ‘ . , D)
7. What are the data that you receive? ) ‘ i A
. 2N
| ' . Y8 b
i j . | ' . - J/ (
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II. LEAA Tmpacts on Meeting of Data Needs

In the following three questions, consider the extent of LEAA direct dnd
indirect influence with respect to: (a) identification of data needs by
program area, (b) quality of planning anfl implementation of procedures

for obtaining data, (c) technlcal dssistance, and (d) the provision of
data (statistics).

‘What are the direct or indirect contrlbutlons ‘of LEAA's support of the
publication and dissemination of statistical documents and materials?

2. Likewise, in what respect mlght LEAA have done fiore to meet crlminal Jus—
tice agnncies afid departments' data needs?

3. What kinds of statistical documents, services, -and programs should LEAA
develop to better support your agency or department in the future? .
§ '
[1[ "i:,‘i =
|
| ‘\‘
o o O - '
S . = 5
by {

h
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Comments: 5
,«
1[% ,(\/ - ?
) |

I17I. TIdentification of Information Systems Needs and Priorities ‘ ' ‘ %
1. In what yéar were your needs for iriformation systems first described in a ;
plan? (Please provide a copy of this plan.) :
2. What are your current information systems needs? A i

3. Where are'qbg'éurrent needs documented? (Provide copies.)

S ' . o

4, To what extent are available informatlon systems able to meet all these !

needs?

<
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] ' ' ' IV’ LEAA Impacts on Information Systems DeveloPmént
5. 1In what general areas (operations, administrative, cost and acc¢ounting, - ‘ ’
performance measures, historical, planning, comparative, census, geo-

graphical, social, -etc.) do current information systems not meet

(In. the following five questions, describe the extent of LEAA influence,
your needs?

directly and through groups such as SEARCH Groups, Inc. (Project SEARCH)
with respect to: (a) changes in priorities by prfogram area such as
: - police and courts, (b) quality of planning and implementation of systems,
" ‘ (c) utilization of system outputs, (d) system efficiency. Possible modes
: ‘ ' 4 - of influence include: (a) Block grant funding, (b) discretionmary funding,
. o L . (c) technical assistance, (d) promotion of technology transfer, (e) in-

' : direct influence through model programs, (f) guidelines, (g) reporting
B ' . requirements, and (h) planning requirements.)

SR 1. What are the direet or indirect contributions you haveé received from
. LEAA's support of information systems development?

How have most qf your information systems been developed? To what extent

have outside influences (e.g., availability of federal funds, mandatory S
reporting requirements) impacted on the development of ‘such systems
‘within your agency or department? ! .

; | 2. Likewise, in what respect .might LEAA have done more to meet criminal-
B : ' ' : - | ' .justice agencies' and departments' needs for information systems?

a. i
7. Haye vou developed’standardé»and goals for criminal justice information
| systems? If\yes, how have you proceeded? (For example, use of task
force committees, national standdrds and goals, other plans, etc.)
T X ) _ . N
'/ - =2 3, If you have not received LEAA funds for your information systems, how ..
- S [ . ; | . 7 might the systems have been different if LEAA funds had been used? .
.\.\\ a . , : ‘ P - _ ; - v |
7 ; S ; — , . : .
| B
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What kinds of information system documents, services, and programs

stiould LEAA provide to better support your agency or department in
the future?. : ﬂ} ' ‘

I

How does your agency use SEARCH products?

Commerits.:
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CRIMINAL JUS‘fI-CE STATISTICS SYSTEM STATISTICAL REPORT CHECKLIST
Agency Name and,‘Addreas‘
Res'Eondent'B Name Tit‘le[lﬁiit' ‘l‘_eleghoné .EEE‘ rience

l. . . . v .
2.

3.

4,

5.

5. _
‘LIST PERSONS NOT PRESENT WHO MAY PROVIDE INPORMATION ABOUT :rHlS SYSTEM.

Name: , Title[Unit. Telephone

‘1.

2.

3.

Interviever,
. . Date ’
1. Ia.:heré a statistical section or branch in this agency? -Yes Duo le yes, please identify it
2. Do you have responsibility for performing -the analysis of data (statistics)? YesD No D
. ' B
. N . .
- l.~. ’ v ) ) i o -
. E /

W
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Statistical Report Use Revisw

This table is intended to organize our inquiry into the use :=I the statistical reports which are

produced and distributed by LEAA.

Our general intevest is in decarmining whether LEAA statistical reports
are being received and used in local and state agencies for ezample in:

state and local policy recommenda~-

tions and formulation; comparison or analysis with your own stacistics; the formation of standards and goals
for information systems, etc.; research and analysis; and preparing grant applications. And if not, why not?.
For comparative purposes, Part B of this table asks for similar information on use by your agency of state
and locally produced statistical reports. Use the "comments" section at the end of Part B to describe the
target audiences of documents cited in column 4, to comment on inéividual reports, or to give general opinions
about LEAA statistics. Refer to the number of the statistical report cited (e.g., A.l.a).

4 5
. Example of Document
1 3 in which Report is Was Docu-
Do You Was Report Used Used for Purpose Cited ment Cited in
Have No' Us How OFten Purpose. (Give Title and Page Col 4 Funded
Statistical Reports This? le 2/ n p3/ Numbers —- by LEAA?
and Publication Dates - (Yes/No) Repository Code—l Code™ Code™ Ohtain Copy) (Yea vz,

A. LEAA STATISTICAL REPORTS

1.

General

a. Expenditure and Employment Data for the
Criminal Justice Systems, 1968-69, Feb. 71;
1969-70, Feb. 72; 1970~71, Feb. 73;
1971-72, Feb. 74; 1972-73, Feb. 75

b. Historical Statistics on Expenditures

and Employment for the Criminal Justice
Systems, 1971 to 1973, August 1975

¢. Criminal Justice Agencies in the United

States: Summary Report, 1970

d. Criminal Justice Agercies in (State), 1970

(One report for each state), May 1972

e. Criminal Justice Agencies in (Regions 1-10)

(One report for each LEAA Region),
February-June 1975 -

— e
—————
———————————

f. Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statis-

tics, 1973, July 1974; 1974, Sept. 1975
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Statiscvical Report: Use Review

r

and Publication Dates

2, Victimization

a. San Jose Methods Test of Known
Crime Victims

. . : 4 ) 3
Co Example of Document .

1 2 3 in which Report is ‘Was Docu-
Do You Was Report Used Used for Purpose Cited ‘ment Clted -
: Have What is ’ (Give Title and Page Col 4 Funde

. Ui ofe Purpos :
-Statistical Reports Thia? Final No i; How 2/ en urp3/e NunQera - by LEAA?
(Yea/No) Repository Code~ Code™' Code™ Obtain Cbpy) (Yes/No)

b. Crimes and Victims: A Report on the Dayton-
San Jose Pillot Survey of Victimization

c. Crime in the Nation's Five Largest Cities

d. Crime in Eight American Cities, July 1974

e. Criminal Victimization in the United States:
January-June 1973, Nov. 1974; 1973 Advance
Report, June 1975

f. Criminal Victimization Surveys in the
Wation's Five Largest Cities, June 1975

g. Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13

American Cities, July 1975 *
3. Police

a, Comparative Data Report, 1970, 1972 (State
Police Administration & Operations)

b. Unlform Crime Reports (FBI)

4, Corrections

a. National Prisoner Statisties

Prisoners in State and Federal
Institutions on Dec. 31, 71, °72, 73,
July 1975
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Statistical Repart Use Review

4 5
Example of Document
2 in which Report is Was Docu-
Do You Was Report Used Used for Purpose Cited ment Cited in
-Have What 1s (Give Title and Page Col 4 Punded
Final Y Hou g;w‘ Purpose Furbers —- by LEAA?
(Yes /No) Repository Code™ Code™ Obtain Copy) (Yea/No)

5.

»

a. National Prisoner Statistics (con.)

Census of State Correctional Facilities,
1974: Advance Report, Sept. 1975 ’

Capital Punishmwent 1971-72, June 1975;
1973, June 1975; 1974, November 1975

b. 1970 National Jail Census, May 1971

¢, Local Jails: A Report Presenting Data for
Individual County and City Jails from the
1970 Jail Census, March 1973

d. Survey of Inmates of Local Jails, 1972:
Advance Report, September 1974

e. The Nation's Jails: A Report on the Census
of Jails from the 1972 Survey of Inmates of .
Local Jails, August 1975

f. Children in Custody: A Report on the
Juvenile Detention and Correctional
Facility Census of 1971, May 1974; 1972-73

Advance Report, September 1975
Courts

a. National Survey of Court Organization 1971,
February 1974; 1975 Supplement to State
Judicial Systems, November 1975
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i : Example of Dccument :
i 1 2 3 in which Report 1is Was Docu-
' Do You . Was Report Used Used for Purpose Cited ment Clted i
' i 3 : Have What 1s ‘ - i (Give Title and Page " Col 4 Fundet¢
e Statistical Reports ‘ This? Final =~ N° Ui? How gf'_:e“ P““’gf;e Numbers -- " by LEAA?
) and Publication. Dates (Zeg, ko) Repositesy . Code™ Code™ Code™ Obtatn Cooy) (Yes/No}
i ' . .
i .
o B. STATE/LOCAL STATISTICAL REPORTS AND SOURCES
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Statistical Repoxt Use Review

C. PROPCSED LEAA DOCUMENTS
1. Are there other kinds of statistical data which you could have used if they had been available? (Specific examples as well as

classes of data would be helpful here) :

2, (If yee above) How and by whom do. you think these data should be produced? {Give answer for each class of data noted
’ in 1, above) .

3. bo you produce any documents which could have made use of the proposed statistics-if they had been available? Yes O Ne O

a. Title (Obtain Copy).

b. Were these documents funded by LEAA?
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CODE LISTING
Code 1/
1. Data Sources Not Bellieved Accurate 11. Lack of Trend Data
. 2. Data Not Complete ~12. Absence of Suggeations on Potential
. 3. Data Out of Date: : : Use of Data
4, Level of Apgregation Too Gemeral. 13. Other (specify)
5. Methods of Data Presentations Do Not Meet Needs
6. Methods of Analysis Are Not Believed to Be Reliable
» 7. No Time Available to Review or Just Received
8.  Agency Just Created
9. Not Applicable for Any Purpose
10. Lack of Interpretive Materials
Code 2/
LS
A ~ Daily
=] B ~ Weekly
& , C - Monthly
D ~ Quarterly
E ~ Yearly
F - Less Freguent Than Yearly
/
‘ . Code 3/ -
1. Analyses of Need and Problem Identification
2. Data for Grant Application
3. Planning
4. Administration/Management/Cost and Accounting
5. Operational Decisions
6. Evaluation/Comparison
7. . Development of Standards/Performance Measures
8. Methodology for State/Local Studies
a. For Data Collection
b. For Analysis
9, Ceneral Knowledge/Professional Development .
10. Reference/Historical
11. Other (specify)
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RAYMOND L. COLLINS, Senior Analyst

Professional Experience

1969 to date. Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, North Caro=
lina, 27709. Senior Analyst, Center for Development and Resource Planning.
Projects directed or performed include assessment of impact of public services,
preparation of a state planning data base, development of alternative strategies
for allocation of public investments, design and implementation of program
evaluation systems, mathematical programming of economic systems, reglonal
input~output modeling and analyses, and assessment of impact of economic devel-
opment. Assisted in economic development programming, long-range system
planning and evaluation of public programs,

1966 to 1969. Research Triangle Institute, Senior Analyst, Operations Research
and Economics Division. Projects directed or performed include computerized
system simulation, management systems development, ma;keting systems analyses,
computerized economic gaming, and preparation of estimates of national costs
for pollution control. Also delivered research trgining courses in Iran.

1960 to 1966. O0lin Mathieson Chemical Corporation;“ﬁﬂggah Forest, North Carolins.

Senior Industrial frgineer. Responsible for economic ‘avaluations and cost analyses.

Specific assignments included optimization of container design, process variables
in plant operations, and inventory practices. Directed and participated in several
mateérial handling studies, cost reduction, and planned projects.. .

1959 to 1960. North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North Carolina. Teaching
Assistant (Industrial Engineering). Performed research in linear programming
and network theory; taught time study and production control.

1954 to 1959. Aluminum Company of America, Massena, New York, and Badin, North
Carolina. Industrial Engineer. Performed economic and operations analyses, cost
reduction studies, job evaluations and analyses, and evaluation of manpower needs.

1952 to 1954. Air Force Finance Center (USAF), Denver, colorado. Management
Analysis Officer (for production control). Concentrated in method;_improvement.

Education

B.I.E., Industrial Engineering, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North
Carolina, 1952.

M.S., Industrial Engineering (Operations Research), North Carolina State University,
1961.

.Other studies in combuters - 1962, management theory - 1965, economics - 1967,

and group dynamics and institutional development - 1970 and 1971.

Selected Publicatioﬁs

1/76

Alternative Economic Structures for North Carolina: 1980. EResearch.Triangle
Park, North Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, 1971, coauthor.

An Input~Output Model of North Carolina. Research Triangle Park, North Carolina:
‘Research Triangle Institute, 1971, coauthor. B -

A Process for Allocation of Public Services. Research Triangla Park, North oo
Carcolina: Research Triangle Institute, May 1974.

Estimating Costs of Public Services. Research ?riangle,Park, North
Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, Mgy 1973, coauthor.

"Input-Output Models in Public Planning," Sympééiﬁm on the Evaluation of
National Systems. Arlington, Virginia, November 17, 1971.°

Impact of North Carolina Ports on the North Carolina Economy. - Research Triangle

Park, North Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, March 1974, coauthor.
A State Energy Mandgement Plan for North Carolina, Research Triangle Park,

North Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, 1974, coauthor.
Alternatives in the North Carolina State Airport System, Research Triangle Park,

Horth Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, 19”5. i

A
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E. D. DIECKMAN, Manager, Police Foundation Studies

Professional Experience

Midwest Research Institute, Kansas City, Missouri, 64110. Mr. Dieckman's
~fields of specialization are computer planning systems, evaluation of EDP
functions and organizations, and most recently, evaluation of law enforce-:
ment programs. Since July 1972 he has been project leader on a major
evaluation effort involving alternative police patrol strategies, police
officer's allocation of time in the patrol function, quantification of
police officer-citizen encounters, and determination of public perceptions
. of police service. In addition, he is currently concluding a study that
~addresses the reduction of crime against aging victims. A large segment
. of this program is concerned with security systems and special measures
to increase personal and physical security. Mr. Dieckman has consulted
with several metropolitan police departments in developing crime-spacific
programs to reduce robbery and burglary. He has also been involved in
a va;iety of projects including: computer-assisted long-range planning
projects for seven major institutions of higher education, a national
corporation, two state agencies, a school district, and a metropolitan
police department; EDP organization evaluation for twc national corpora-
tions; development of training materials and support for a nationwide
series of workshops on computer-assisted planning; an administrative
analysis of state economic opportunity offices; a feasibility study
for a federal agency clearinghouse function; a systems design for a river
basin-wide water pollution study; the design of computer software to
support six large public surveys; a major study of particulate pollutant
generation from manufacturing industries; and preparation of a special
recreation demand-allocation model for the Appalachian Regional Commission.

Western Electric Company, Kansas City, Missouri. Prior to joining MRI
in 1969, Mr. Dieckman had assignments in the Computer Systems Development
Group, and operating supervisor and production control positions. at
Western Electric Company. He was a project leader in the deveiopment of
a computerized merchandise management system which involved forecasting,
entering of orders, maintaining stock records, generating billings,
creating management information reports, and the analysis of sales
statistics for a plant with $100,000,000 annual sales.

Education

B.A., Liberal Arts, University of Missouri, 1957.

Graduate work at thé Bell System Graduate Engineering Education Center,
New York, New York. .
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BRIAN JUSTIN HOEL, Senlor Public Systems Analyst

Professional Experience

Midwest Research Instiltute, Kansas City, Missouri, 64110. Mr. Hoel
specializes in the development of large-scale police improvement
systems, training programs, criminalistics support systems planning,
and coordination of criminal justice functions. He 1s responsible
for directing projects for local, state and regional. criminal justice
agencies. He recently completed the design of criminalistics systems
for the States of Minnesota and Mississippi, assisted in the design
of similar systems for Arkansas and North Dakota, dsveloped a criminal
justice training plan for Georgia, and is currently directing the
development of criminal justice standards and goals for the State of
Kansas. '

Town of Brookline, Massachusetts. Prior to joining MRI in 1973, Mr.
Hoel was project director/planner for a police improvement program.
There he was responsible for developing a planning, programming, and
budgeting system; rewriting rules, operational procedures and job
descriptions; developing an automated information and patrol resource
allocation system; and improving operational and training programs for
the police department.

Governor's Public Safety Committee, Massachusetts. Prior to 1971, he
was Assistant Director of the Governor's Public Safety Committee for
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts where he aided in the development

of the State's Comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan. During his four
years with the Committee, he was responsible for implementation and
management of major portions of the state's LEAA grant program. While
a member of the Governor's Committee he reviewed the public safety
sections of the Governor'r reorganization plan, conducted studies of
law enforcement information and communication systems and of criminal-
istics services in the State of Massachusetts, and developed and
implemented comprehensive multi-year plans for improvement of these
systems. ’

Mr. Hoel was on the staff of The Christian Science Moniter from 1959
through 1967, serving as Assistant American News Editor and crime and

political reporter, and was involved in the reorganization of key
Monitor operations.

Northeastern University, Boston Massachusetts. Special Assistart to
Mr. Elliot Richardson in the Department of Law Enforcement Programs,

and instructor on national political issues at the ‘Boston Center for
Adult Education.

Education

‘B:A., International Relations/Political Science, University of California,

Los Angeles.
Graduate courses in Public Administration, Northeastern University, Boston
Magsachusetts and the University of Missouri, Kansas City.
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MILAS G. KIRKPATRICK, Survey Specialist

Professional Experience b I

1973 to date. Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park,
North Carolina 27709, Survey Spécialist, Survey Methodology and
Operations Department of the Statistics Research Division. Primary
tesporsibilities include assisting in recruitment, training and super-

T vigion of field persomnel. Other duties irnclude progress report writ-

ing, coordination of data processing, and junior staff supervision.
Participation in a list of selected Research Triangle Institute pro-
jects shown below: - ,

1974: Assessment of the Social, Economic, and Environmental
Effects of the Randleman Lake Project -- Responsible for re-~
cruiting, hiring, training and supervising field staff. Planned
all data collection activities; coordinated data receipt, editing,
and processing steps.

1974: Rural Regional Coordination Evaluation Study in South
Carolina and Tennessee —— Responsible for recruiting, hiring,
training, and supervising field staff. General supervision of
all field operations.

1973 - 1974: Survey of Adolescent Alcohol Drinking Behavior and

Attitudes -~ Assisted in contacting high school superintendents
and principals, gaining study cooperation, and collecting sampling

data. .

1974: Natiomal Evaluation of Upward Bound and Educational Talent
Sedrch Programs —- Primary responsibility in contacting high
school superintendents and project directors, getting study
cooperdation, scheduling administrations, collecting sampling
data, and conducting survey mail operation.

1973: A Study of the Correlation Between Drug and Alcohol Abuse
and Leadership Techniques in the United States Army -~ Assisted

in data collection through group discussioms with military per-

sonnel at United States and European military bases.

1973: National Study of New Towns/Planﬁed Communities ~- Super-
vision of data collection in the Chicago, Illinois and Minneapolis,
iinnesota_ areas.

1970 - 1973." North Carolina Employment Security Commission, Raleigh,
North Carolina. Test Research Analyst in Test Research Unit.

1969 - 1970. North Carolina Employment Security Commission, Morgantonm,
North Carolina. Employment Interviewer,

1967 - 1969. United States Army Strategic Communications Center,

Seoul, Korea} Non-Commissioned Officer in-charge, Methods and .
Results~Seqtion.A i

ST




BRIAN JUSTIN HOEL, Senior Public Systems Analyst
Professional Experience

Midwest Research Institute, Kamnsas City, Missouri, 64110. Mr. Hoel

- gspecializes in the development of large-scale police improvement
systems, training programs, criminzlistics support systems planning,
and coordination of criminal justice functions. He is responsible
for directing projects for local, state and regional criminal justice
agencies. He recently completed the design of criminalistics systems
for the States of Minnesota and Mississippi, assisted in the design
of similar systems for Arkansas and North Dakota, developed a criminal
justice training plan for Georgia, and is currently directing the -
development of criminal justice standards and goals for the State of
Kansas.

Town of Brookline, Massachusetts. Prior to joining MRI in 1973, Mr.
Hoel was project director/planner for a police improvement program.

- There he was responsible for developing a planning, programming, and
budgeting system; rewriting rules, operational procedures and job
descriptions; developing an automated information and patrol resource
allocation system; and improving operational and training programs for
the police department.

Governor's Public Safety Committee, Massachusetts Prior to 1971, he
was Assistant Director of the Governor's Public Sa. ~“v Committee for
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts whc.. “e aided in .4e development

of the State's Comprehensive Crimi .al Juszice Plan. During his four
years with the Committee, he was respongible for implementation and
management of major portions of the state's LEAA grant program. While
a member of thé Governor's Committee he reviewed the public safety
sections- o] the Governor'r reorganization plan, conducted studies of
law enforcément information and communication systems and of criminal-
“istics sérvices in the State of Massachusetts, and developed and
implemented comprehensive multi—year plans for improvement of these
systems. .

Mr. Hoel was on the staff of The Christian Science. Monitor from 1959
through 1957, serving as Assistant American News Editor and crime and
political reporter, and was involved in the reorganization of key
Monitor operations.

Northeas@@rn University, Boston Massachusetts. Special Assistant to
Mr. Elliot Richardson in the Department of Law Enforcement Programs,
and instructor on national political issues at the Boston Center for
Adult Education.

Education

‘B,A., International Relations/Political Science, University of California, '

Los Angeles.

Graduate courses in Public Administration, Northeastern University, Bosgton

Massachusetts and the University of Missouri, Kansas City.

B-4
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MILAS G. KIRKPATRICK, Survey Specialist

Professional Experience

North Carolina 27709.

North Garolina.

1967 - 1969.

Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park,
Survey Spécialist, Survey Methodology and
Operations Department of the Statistics Research Division. Primary
responsibilities include assisting in recruitment, training and super-
vision of field persounel. Other duties irclude progress report writ-
ing, coordination of data processing, and junior staff supervisionm.
Participation in a list of selécted Research Triangle Institute pro-—
jects shown below:

1973 to date.

1974: Assessment of the Social, Economic, and Environmental
Effects of the Randleman Lake Project -- Responsible for re-
cruiting, hiring, training and supervising field staff. Planned
all data collecticn activities; coordinated data receipt, editing,
and processing steps.

1974: Rural Regional Coordination Evaluation Study in South
Carolina and Tennessee -~ Responsible for recruiting, hiring,
training, and supervising field staff. General supervision of
all field operations. :

1973 - 1974: Survey of Adolescent Alcohol Drinking Behavior and
‘Attitudes -—~ Assisted in contacting high school superintendents
- and prlnc1pals, gaining study cooperatlon and collecting sampling
data.

1974: Natiomal Evaluation of Upward Bound and Educational Talent
Sedrch Progframs =- Primary responsibility in contacting high
school superintendents and project directors, getting study
cooperdation, scheduling administrations, collecting szmpling
data, and conducting survey mail operation.

1973: A Study of the Correlation Between Dxag and Alcohol Abuse
and Leadership Techniques in the United States Army —-- Assisted

in data collection through group discussions with military per-

sonnel at United States and Eyropean military bases.

1973: National Study of New Towns/Planned Communities ~- Super-
vision of data collection in the Chicago, Illincis and Mlnneapolls,
Minnesota areas.

North Carolina Employment Security Commission, Raleigh,
North Carolina. Test Research Analyst in Test Research Unit.

1969 - 1970. North Carolina Employment Security Commission, Morgantoen,

Employment Interviewer.

United States Army Strategic Communications Center,
Seoul, Korea. Non-Commissioned Officer 1n-charge Methods and
Kesults Section.
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PATRICIA L. LEVY, Public Systems Analyst
Professional Experience

Midwest. Research‘lnstitute, Kansas City,. Missouri, 64110. Mrs. Levy
specidlizes in data compilation, interpg@tation and evaluation {in

WMILAS G. KIRKPATRICK (comtinued) » r .
‘ : criminal justice and other areas. She i#5 currently playing a major

: * role in the development of standards and goals for the criminal
Education _ . ) justice system in Kansas. In addZtion to her other work in regional
B.S.. Business Administration, Western Carolina University, 1967. ‘ . and market ecomomics, community development, consumer analysis and
edey " 3 i

edvertising, she contributed to a major project for the Police Founda-

Graduate Courses in Statistics at North Carolina State.Uﬁ;versity, Raleigh, tion to evaluate experiments in pat:ol‘taqtics performed by the Kansas:

North Carolina, 1971. ‘ ; . ' ;Q - City, Missouri Police Department.
; o ' , . ‘ During a prior appointment to the MRI staff from 1965 to 1969, Mrs.
Professional Activities . : ‘ o o= Levy was involved with regional and market economics as well as related
) " T sources and methodologies. Projects on which she worked included an
North Caroliza Publictiersognsl Associaiiogngzgzzié Security, member U extensive series. of economic studies relating to a western railroad
International Association of Personnel in , .

mérger proposdl, recreation resource studies for several states, a
gtate~of-the-art review of water and air pollution control in solid

' ' waste disposal techniques and a tax study for the State of Missouri
Selected Publications S : with empunsis on the state sales tax. '

o

; owin . | - '
ASSiStEd_in field data collection report preparation for the foll 8 ; - ot ' New Products Insights, Inc., Overland Park, Kamsas. From 1970 to 1971,
projects: i ‘ Mrs. Levy was Project Director where she directed various product probes
'in specific market areas for large consumer goods manufacturers. Project
activities included test design, group interviews, -data compilation,

' : 4 : ‘ analysis and evaluation, and report preparation. She was also involved
"Rural Regional Coordination Evaluation Study in South Carolina and , j . in creative gemeration of mew product ideas and comeepts. .
Tennessee," September, 1974.

"pssessment of the Social, Economic, and Envirommental Effects of
the Randleman Lake Project,'" Research Triangle Institute, January, 1975.

. _ ' i : : Mrs. Levy dlso held short-term assignments with Mid-America Regional
" Between Drug and Alcohol Abuse and Leadership Techniques f . : - . ; : i -

igoiizlggiZZd gg:tez Axmg," Research Triangle Institute, September, 1973. i Counc;% (1972) and the Instltgte for Community Studies (1970).
"National Study of New Towns/Planned Communi;ies," Research Trianmgle Education
Institute, June, 1973. : : )

B.A., Economics and Sociology, University of Missouri, Kansas City.
Graduate study in Economics, University of Denver. '

M.A., Public Administration, University of Missouri, Kansas.City (in progregs).

Professional Activities

<, ' _American Economics Association
C American Marketing 4ssociation

e
e

. i . %,
T . o . //6/1
' » . : . 5

March, 1975 : |
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Professional Experience

2972 ~ i974.

ROBERT B. LEWIS, Survey Specialist

1974 to date. Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park,

North Carolina 27709. ESurvey Specialist, Survey Methodology and

Operations Department of the Statistics Research Division. Assisting
in sample selection, recruiting, training and supervision of field
personnel and data management, Participation in a list of selected Re-
search Triangle Institute projects shown below:

-~

1974 - 1975: Maine Assessment of Educational Progress (Yeaf 03 and

04) -- Developed instruction manuals and trained field staff; developed

field data management procedures, and set up field editing and
coding procedures.

1974 - 1975: Florida Statewide Educational Assessment -- Assisted
in development of instructional materials and training of field
staff. Primarily responsible for coordimation of data colleetion
activities, and preparation of all test materials for scoring.

1974: Social Contexts of Drinking Pilot Study; Boston, Mass. —-
Assisted in hiring and training of field staff. Coordinated data
collection activities and editing procedures prior to coding.
Supervised all field personnel. Responsible for coordination of
data between field office and RII's editing, coeding, and analysis
staff,

Low Income Housing Development Corporation, Durham, North
Carolina 27702. Research Associate, Rural Housing Evaluation project.
Assisted in questionnaire development and preparation for a southern
rural housing policy study. Responsible for collection of primary and
secondary data and supervision of field staff. Also responsible for
coordination of technical and lpgistical support during field opera-
tions. Assisted in preparation ‘pf final reports.

Edocation

B.A.;‘History, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, North -

" Carolina, 1972.

Short courses dealing with demographic analysis and statistical report
writing, Applied Statistics Training Institute, National Center for
Health Statistics, Research Triangle Park, Noxth Carolina, 1973.

Graduate work in human health and ecology, School of Public Health
University of North Carolina, 1973,

4
Graduate work in educational research, School of Education. Notth Carolina
State University, 1975.

B-8
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ROBERT B. LEWIS (continued)

Professional Activities
. ’ ) j"\
Southe;n Regional Demographic Group, member.
Population Association of America, member.
Alpha Chi Sigma, member, officer 1971,

Selected Publications

i1
The Place I Belong; A Report on. Southern Rural Housing," 'B. N. Smith,

J. A. Fortney, R, B. Lewis, B. H. Wil
. . son, et. al. %
Development Corporationm, December, 1973. ’ » Lo Tncone Housing

Asgisted in fleld data collection re

projects: PoTt preparation for the following

" ' - .
Maine Assessment of Educational P ) :
Institute, May, 1974. & Progress (Year 03)," Research Triangle

"Social Contexts of Drinking Pilot Study; Boston, Mass
"

Triangle Institute, November, 1974. Resegrch

i
e

March, 1975
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PHILLIP S. McMULLAN, JR.; Senior Member of Professional Staff

Professional Experience

Carolina, 27709.

Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, North
Center for Development and Resource Planning. Program
director for projects related to planning and evaluation, particularly in
the areas of economic development and management science.

1871 to 1973. Research Triangle Institute, Senior Analyst, Office of
Institute Programs. Program director for overseas research and evaluation
projects. . v ’

1960 to 1971. Research Triangle Institute. Senior Analyst, Operations

Regearch and Economics Divisions. Group Leader for systems analysis and
evaluation projects in civii defense, health services, industrial operations,

and overseas research.

1958 to 1960. System Analyst, Industrial Dynamics Department, Hughes
Alrcraft Corp., El Segundo, California. Designer of computer based infor-
mation and inventory systems.

1956 to 1958. Management Analyst, Management Analysis Service, Office of
Business Vice President, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania. ' :

1952 to 1954, Engineer and Production Foreman, E. I. du Pont de Nemours,
Kinston,; North Carolina.

1973 to date.

Education s

i

B.S., Mechanical Engineering, Duke University, Durham, North Carolina, 1952.

M.B.A., Industrial Management, Wharton School of Finance and Commerce,
University of Pennsylvanila, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 1958.

Advanced Studies, Industrial Management, University of Southern California,
Los Angeles, California, 1959.

Professional Activities

Pi Tau Sigma (Engineering Scholastic) Beta Club

Order of St. Patrick (Engineering Honorary)

Operation Research Society of America

Committee to Reevaluate Civil Defense, 1969 (Presidential Study Group)
Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, 1970 (Consultant to the Civilian Panel)

Selected Publications

Economic Development Strategy, Phase I: North Carolina Economic Growth
Prepared for North Carolina

Management Study, Final Report FR-26U-952.
. Departments of Administration and Natural and Economic Resources,

September 1974, coauthor.
Estimating Costs of Public Services, Research Memorandum RM-26U-776-1-2.

Prepared for Office of State Planning, North Carolina Department of
Adminigtration, July 1973, coauthor.

Foleiti NN NN~

~Plangiﬁg for Managerial and Technical Assistance to Business, Commerce and

Industry in North Carolina. State Planning Division, Department of
Administration, 1971, coauthor.

A Matrix for System Description: A Framework for Evaluation of Survival

and Recovery Systems. Proceeding of the Systems Evaluation Symposium,
Institute for Defense Analysis, 1971.

1/75 : . +
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JANET L. RIES, Analyst
. Prof;ssional Experience

1975 to date Research T
to . ‘Triangle Instityut
gi:gllnz, 27709, . Analyst, Center for Dev:io
-and evaluate Federal, State, and Municipal public Programs and

: ' administrative systems C
) g . onduct a technica {
for the State of North Carolina's Governor'i Eighuny saolrrent rran 0"

Research_Triangle,Park, North
pment and Resource Planning.

afety Needs Study.

1973 to 1974. Camil & ]
74, A ssociates, Philadel i i
Analyst ard Interviewer for the’Departmenghig’LZEgESYIvanla. oreheee

Evaluation Traveled ext i
Lua . ensively through : 5 i
= X ghout  the U,S.
eT;:§:t;:t1v: struc;g;e»and interaction of the Employ:22iy§:§§ithe d
W partment or the regional, state and local levels. 1In :gdigion
- 3’

sampled and conducted a Retr
g comp s Eanliofoy ospective Case Analysis of individuals who

Education

B.A., Urban Studies,
1975,

Trinity qulege, Hartford, Connecticut, 1971-1973.

University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvarnia.

Selected Publications

TAttd ; ’
;tzzg::igzgaggz‘9oxernment.5pending on Welfare: A Multievariate
of Pemooy S¢ s unpubll§hed paper, Sociology Department Universit
"Employmentys Ania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. December 1974 ¢
uitability Standards for Welfare Recipients,"” unp&bliﬂhed‘

pdper, City Planning Departme i '
bemmesicdty b 3975. nt, University of Pepnsylvania, Phlladelphia,

" . . A
he "Housing and Community Development #ct of 1974: A Case Study-m
o

Planning Comment Ma; i
_ gazine, University of Pe i
Pennsyljanla, Issue Forthcoming, - Suimer l9?§SY1Z§:$:ﬁoihilad81phia’
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DAVLD d. STUART, Managerial Economist 1 in  MICHAEL L. WORLEY, Senior Operations Analyst
Professional Experience : .

1974 to date. Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, North
Carolina, 2/709. Managerial Economist, Centeér for Development aud
Resource Planning. Projects include criminal justice planning guideline

Professional Experience

- 5 Midwest Research Institute, Kansas City, Missouri, 64110. Mr. Worley
specializes in systems modeling, avaluation techniques, cost-effectiveness

2§Z§iﬁgfeﬁiég§§;f23:20223 2:?£:Ze:n:;§§iZ.and demand analysis, and edu K ° methodology, and experimental design. Recently, Mr. Worley was_principal
] N : evaluator of the National Neighborhood Watch Program sponsored by the
1971 tS 1974. North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North Carolina. ‘ . : ' National Sheriffs Association. Currently, he is project leader of a.
33??55&555?3? Management, Department of Economics. Taught courses in -~ .. : study to develop the .conceptual design of a personnel information system
industrial management, managerial economics, business policy, and . . . : for the Kansas City Police Department. He has been active in the analysis
quantitative methods. Coordinated student research projects. ' o ' ~ of criminal justice systems including studies sponsored by the National
e - “ : Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the Northwest Missouri

1969 to 1971. University of North Carolina, Chapel Hi1ll, North Carolina.
Craduate Assistant, School of Business Administration. - Taught under-
graduate course irn operaltions management. Developed cases for study imn
manager seminars.

v . Law Enforcement Assistance Council, Kentucky Crime Commission, the Mid-
Hudson Crime Control Plamning Board, and the Florida Department of Law
Enforcement. In these studies he has had responsibility for developing
evaluation concepts addressing manpower needs, resource requirements, and

/ 1985 to 1967. Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company, Raleigh, ‘ ‘o long-range planning. Particular program areas of involvement have 1nc1u§ed
North Carolina. Traffic Supervisor, Traffic Department. Responsible for ‘ 3 . developing méster p}ans for'upgrading the training and ed catipnal status
forecasting, planning, personnel relations, and general administration ‘ of criminal justice personnel, gvaluating crime laborato.y opetrations,
of a department consisting of over 300 switchboard operators and supporting : ‘ and providing technical assistaiice to local police departments.
persornel. . . ' : i}

Booz, Allen Applied Research; Inc., Combined Arms Research Office,
Education . Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas. Before joining MRI in 1969, Mr. Worley was a
B.S., Experimental Statistics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh 5 systems 3?31Y§t with Booz, Allen. Whi;e with Booz, Allen, his major
North Carolina, 1965. ‘ contributions were in the area of operations research and mathematical
M.E., Economics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North ‘ j ’ modeling applied to the evaluation of weapon systems. His experience '
Carolina, 1969 : R » included conducting cost-effectiveness studies and other trade-off analyses.
Ph.D., Business Administration, University of North Carolina, Chapel _'~ S . . » o '
" Hill, North Carolina. In progress. ' ‘ ' Wentworth Military Academy. Mr. Worley was a mathematics instructor
. ‘ at Wentworth Military Academy prior to joining Booz, Allen. His class
Professional Activities o work ineluded- teacking calculus, statistics, and mathematics of finmance.
Beta Gamma Sigma (Business Administration Scholastic) - ‘
Blue Key (Scholastic and Campus Service) » Education

The Institute of Management Science

The Académy of Management ’ B.S., Education, Kansas State College, 1964.
, } . M.S., MarHematics. Kansas State Ccllege, 1965.
Selected Publications ' e : ‘ , .
Comprehensive Planning for Criminal Justice. Research Triangle Pazk, ' Professional Activities \
North Carolima: Research Triangle Institute, August 1974, coauthor. Lt ; |
 The Requirements for and Availability of Lawyers in North Carolims, 3 N Mathematics Association of American
! 1970-1980, 26N-1016. Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, Research % T _ . Operational Research Socilety in American
Triangle Institute, September 1974. - , :
( I3 L TR - ’“ :_t& ’
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Appendix C
Criminal Justice Information Systems and
Statistics Terminology Glossary
.
\
//’,
5\ C~-1 *

N

7

PR ts § M G




Acronym
ACIR -

CCH -
ccus -
ccus .
cDs -
1 -
cJIs -
cJs -
CRI -
EEOC -

FBI -

t

ICAIS

1s/ss -

1JDP -
LAPD -

LEAA . -
MAS -
MIS -
NALECOM -

NCItss -

NCIC -
PR

CRIMINAL- JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND . =%;%R -
 STATISTICS TERMINOLOGY GLOSSARY .~ T

Full Name
Adviséry Committee on Intergovernmental Relafiqns
Coméuterized Criminal Histories
Computerized Criminal History’System‘
Cour£ Case Management System
Cofiprehensive Data Systems
Criminal Justice Information
Criminal Justice Infopmatiqﬁ System
Criminal 3usticé Systen |
‘Criminal Record Information
Equal Employment Opportunity Commissgion
federal.Bureaq of Investigation
Housing and Urban Development
Integrated Court Automation/Information System
| Iﬁformation Systems and Statistical Services
Juvenile Juétice and Delinquency Prevéntipn_
Los:Angeles Police Department
Law Enforcement Assistance Administra;ioﬁ »
Management and Administrative Statistics |
Management Information S&stem' |
lNational Law Enforcemeﬁt Communications

National Criminal Justice Information and Statistical
Service

National Crime Information Center

—

"

|
j ‘ : : Acronzg

W

- ‘ Full Name
ILECI - Nz
. » ational Institut
Topime e of Law Enfor;ement and Criminal
. NPS . ' < RNati '
‘ | S Natlonal Prisoner Statistics
‘OBSCIS -
. Offender-Based State Corrections Information System
W . OBTS-CCHS ~ Offend
| er/Based Transac
) Crioader History Syste;ion Statistics/Computerized
Office of Management ang Budget
ORO - i } ‘
Office of Regional Operations
ONPP -
Office of National Priority Programs
PROMIS -
S Prosecutors Managemeént Information System
RPU - Regional Planning Unit
S - j
| AC Statistical Analysis Center
| CJI
, SCJISs - St |
i | | atewide Criminal Justice Information System ;
: SJI - |
f | S State Judlcial Information System |
SE@RCH - s | |
ystem for Electro '
ﬁ ke Ritors nic and Automated Retrieval of
SP) - , o | h
?A S;ate Planning Agency
Tﬁ_ = Technical Assistance |
ug - ni :
&R Uniform Crime Reporting i
. f
| |
# i
‘ %
| !
g F
|
+ * ’ e E:
I
s I
r R ¥ 2) é
i
| H
T, = o e mwmmm T et j :



b . et 5. Smeemn e,

R R T % T i o

2]

Appendix D

C;iminal Justice Information System Gloésary
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- ?(75” i ';j % Acronym ( Full Name Location
| ARY'\'J § | CAD ;, Computer Aided Disparcn | Dallas, Texas
S 4 , 'GLOSSAR: ! ] ‘ ' A L
CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM GL ST s g} CADOLIS - Computer Aided Dispatcﬁ/On-Line . Peoria, I1llinois
: i | Information Systen :
. ‘ ‘ Location i 1 _ ,
' . Full Name : | l CATUN - Correctiong and Justice Unified Louisiang
Acronym : T 1t Hudson County, - Network . ‘_ |
CMIS Automated Criminal Court Manageme? : ‘New Jersey 1 caps. . Assi ‘d . :
AC( ; tion System . . P35 Computer Assiste Public Safety ‘San Jose,
Infon'na ' al Case Procéssing Passaic County, ’ System | California
. o mated Crimi_na ase < ‘New Jgrsey ‘ R
ACCPS é;;gg; ) . ‘ CATCH 1 ~ Criminal Apprehension through Camden,
’ - . £ Availe - Los Angeles, . Computer Hardware New Jersey
co y t of Avaij- lifornia : o o 4
: Automated Deployment of A Calif | | |
ADAM Manpower . CDRS Case Disposition Reporting Florida
| wre ) \ ki ti.g New Jersey System s
L Docke ke § .
llate Automated . _ , I .
ADCMIS iﬁgecase Flow Management CIS . Clerks Information System Cook County,
Information System N SR ‘Illinois
: Lo . : Los g ’ . o
g Automated Field Interview System ¢+ California CIS Correctionsznformation System Illinoisg
¢ Lafayette, CJIS Criminal Justice Information Duvall County,
- ’ en Loudsiana ~ System ' Florida
A tomated Law Enforcem . Louis Sy ) .
ALECARS : Au, ' ns and Reporting : ‘ . , :
g nications . ' . .
g;2$:m . . CJIS ~ CABLE Criminal Justice Information San Franeisco,
A : Kansas City, ' " System ‘ California
3 t,‘ i . . . X
mated Law Enforcemen Missour s : .
ALERT. II 'gzzgonse Peam - CJIC Ctiminal Justice Information Santa Clara,
' ‘ b . Montana \v Control _ California
» rcare Movement System . : : o
AMS Aftercal . Los Angeles, CJIIS Sriminal Justice Informatigg ~Dade County,
- Autcomated Worthless Document California System S Florida
AWDI . .o : ‘
» %
: ;#de ; iminal - Camden CountYs B CJIS Criminal Justice Information Dallas County,
c Camden C;//unty Computer Crimin . New Jersey ' System : Texas
trol ’ : .
Con L San Francisco, CJIs Criminal Justice Information Bexar County,
: Cbmputer Assisted.Bay Area Law California : System Texas
CABLE ~
ement - :
Eéforc : Jacksonville, CJIS/CLETS Crimina] Justice Information California
Computer Aided Dispatch  Florida- , System/Californig Law Enforcement .
CAD ) . ) ! Telecommunications System
Do . RUckafd, 3 ‘ . . i '
AD Computer Aided Dispatch I11indis i ‘CMIs Court Management Information System . Mercer County,
C ' . i New Jersey
. = . ounty, s . ~
o . . X LOS Angeles COun E )
ECCCS -Comﬁuter Aided Dispatch Emerging California — CPDS Chicag&\Police Departmen; System Chicago, Illinois
CAD - and 1 Communication : il - : - ‘
- d Contro N ) . .
Bl ] d
y ~\\\) ;
@ % 1% D"3
D-2 & | 5
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— ) i q’ ‘
| » . ' ‘deécion | 2 Acronym Cote Full Name Location,
cronym . 2l ees . _ o fand g % Law Enforcement Activities System ~ Billings,
. ' . : .. ~ Oakland, , . i ~ Montarna
‘ . Computerized Retrieval of o . wa . 2 / v
CRIME Ideit {fiers and Modus Operandi california P | , N
: » i LEIS Law Enforcement Information Jacksonville,
Elements | ‘ o X v System Florida
' i Information Washington, D.C.- : ' : ' .
CRISYS* Correctional Record§ o ‘ l ot LEMRAS* Law Enforcement Manpower and Resource
: -« System » " || %‘ ot "~ Allocation System
_ : { . Tadex = Patterson, v, L ' N : ,
DATUM - Fingerprint Identification New Jersey*® . . : % s LOCATE Location of Oakland City by Tele- Oakland,
. : - EEE “u ’ ‘communications , : ' California
. ‘ : Florida ; i : .
FCIC Flnrlda Crime Information ~ { MLETS Montana Law Enforcement Teletype Montana
. Center : 1 System
* o i = Montana : .
FHIS Foster Homes Infor?atlénvSYSt . . MOTION Metropolitan Orleans Total Informa- New Orleans,
rlaet Location and Information st. Louis, ' tion On~Line Network Louisiana
FLAIRS e Missotiri '-
" : Reporting System ) MULES Missouri Uniform Law Enforcement Missouri
"IDSCR Tnmate Data Collection and | ~ Florida System
Statistics Reporting ' NCIC* National Crime Information Center
‘ 1TS Inmate Tracking System | Texas NLETS#* National Law Enforcement Teletype System
5 TANYS “jﬁvenile‘AnalysiS of Data and Use Texas OFD - OBITS gfgendeziDat;-Fiii/ofgenzer Based Califormnia
; ' ) . nformation Tracking System
il . . pos ) £y, ' " o .
: : o Automated Records System Lakz Coun 1 . » .
JARS Judicial Au IlTinbis L PARS Populdtion and Admission Report New Jersey
) Systenm »
al G il Statistical - Cdlifornia ' . . | .
y JCSRS - SJIS. Judicigl.Counc1l Sta oicial _ e ‘ PATRIC Pattern Recognition and Information " Log Angeles,
; Reporting System - State Judi ; o S .
| Information System , : : . , Correlation ' California
Al v : tion Montana . " PIN Police Information Network | Oakland,
| JPIS . Juvenile Probations Information | i California
i‘ ‘ ~ System ‘ ‘ { _ :
e ” e ferral . - St. Louis, ‘ ‘ PIS Police Information System | 'Ft. Lauderdale,
i JURIS Juvenile Uniform Re . ‘
é : Information System Missour% ] ( gf Florida
% . rma~ Louisiana * : ] : PIs Police Information System Patterson
i 1.CJLS Loulsiana Crimingl Justice Info | A, B o ; | Naw Jersé}
i : tion System | | ) ) h i " | , |
g K o . - System Illinois B : " . PMIS Police Management Information System Rockford,
% . LEADS Law Enforcement Agencles Data 5y * 2 . ] : . . . I11linois
| o | T .
| . PROMIS Prosecutor's Management Information: ~  Loulsiana
i . . . . o 4 s
] .- , d during this evaluationm. ' ‘ v System
¢ * stem is not one of the systems surveye ] I~
| Ho£232rfyit {s mentioned in the discussion of CJIS's in Chapter 4. A . ;
i . e v . _ o ' ‘
- owi ix cities: e * Thi tem i t f th d during ‘thi luati
L em* 1 erated and used by the following SiX s system is not one o e systems surveyed during this evaluation.
| zfizii S%Z&::kiSJZrEZYQEitY, Trenton, Elizabeth, and Atlamtic City. 42 ‘However, it is mentioned in the discussion of CJIS's in Chapter 4.
¥ a ’ ? : , : - . , .
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Acronym
PSIS

QUAD/NET ALERT

RCIS
rats
SAPIS
SCIS.
éECﬁRE
SIPCF

SWJIS
TCIC

TCS

TJCS

Full Name

Public Safety Information System

Four Communities Comprise a Network
and Share the ALERT System

Regional Court Information System

Regional Justice Information

" System

San Antonio Police Information“
System

New Jersey StéteWide Communications
Information System
System for the Enfércement and

Control of Unified Criminal Justice
Resources

Subject~In-Process and Case Flow
System

Sﬁatewide Judicial Information System
~Texas Crime Information Center

- Traffic Control System

Texas Judicial Council Systen

Location

Long Beach,
California

Davenport, Iowa
Rock Island,
Illinois

St. Louils,

- Missouri

St. Louis County,

- Missouri

San ‘Antonio,
Texas

New Jersey

Baton Rouge,
Louisiana

Hillsborough County,

- Florida

Missourd
Texas

Billings,
Montana

Texas
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