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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 

1'riangle Institute and Midwest Resea'~'ch Institute, was to evaluate the effec­

ti.veness of the wor.k the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LE..'\A) has 

undertaken during the past six years in the two areas: the development of 

criminal justice information systems and the production and dissemination of 

crime and criminal justice statistics. The objectives were to provide assess­

ments of (1) the producer-consumer relationships between the National Criminal 

Justice 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 4) showed 

that most of them are promoting rapid retrieval of more accurate information, 

and thus are greatly assisting criminal justice agencies in the performance 

of their functions. 

tEAA funds have made decided differences in the rates of development of 

informa.tion 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 example, a $20,000 contribution to a $200,000 locally funded 

system may have kept the development alive. The presence or absence of LEAA 

d~ve1opment funds did not appear to have influenced either the sophistication 

or the level of user satisfaction. 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 thim funds, the factors which appe9-red to most inf1u,ence user satis­

faction were the degrees of user participation in the design and user 

familiarity with the system. 
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LEAL technical assis'tance has been limited largely to sponsoring seminars, 

pu.blishing informative materials, and providing fun'ds for visits to other sys­

tems. Technical and technology transfer assistance have been provided most 

often by in-house data processing personnel, computer industry vendors, manage­

meqt consulting firms, aerospace industries~ and academic institutions. Systems 

operators would have used LEAA technical assistance if it had been available 

wheri they were designing their ,systems. 

Consumers of LEAA development support woule: like to have more and better 

information about other systems which are operating successfully, technical 

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-fkrtili­
zation" of data processing arid law enforcement ideas. 

Enhance the technical assistance capabilities of State Planning Agen~ies. 

Develop an information system evaluation methodology. 

Promote a high level of user participation in the develop­
ment and use of information systems." 

Clarify and expedite the dissemination of LEAA regula~ 
tians and guidelines. 

Review the grant evaluation and award processes. 

Promote the development, of classifications, definitions, 
and a standard terminology for criminal justice informa­
tion systems. 

The recommendations are a~plified in chapter 4. 

III. USE OF NCJISS STATISTICS 

Evaluation of the use on NCJISS-produced documents and data services were 

based on personal interviews in state arId local agencies, at'LEAA headquarters 

and in non-LEAA federal agencies in Washington. Also, telephone interviw.v's 
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WE!re held with general subscribers to NCJISS-produced documents; and documents 

produced in the field were evaluated .. Documents and services which the NCJISS 

Statistics Division provides have generally met the federal needs which they 

WE!re originally designed to meet. When the NCJ1SS data ser~es were initiated 

ir. 1972, they provided benchmark data ,for several subjects on which no others 

were available at the national level, thus those interviewed in Washington 

found the series to be invaluable. However, the documents and data series 

have not kept pace with the changing needs at the federal level. The documents 

are being used frequently in educational institutions, particularly those par­

t~.cipating i.I1 lEAA I 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 me.et few of these needs. If NCJISS is to meet the needs, the 

data series must give more complete coverage to state and local areas, the 

documents must permit realistic comparisons 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 

T,he following conclusions were drawn from the findings in, interviews with 

ltf non-LEAA agencies in' the Distric t of Columbia. The NCJISS-produced, documents 

aJ;ld 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 analysis; they are used most often as general reference sources. Only the 

victimization data are used for rese~rch and analysis, but the users have 

access 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 
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 ana 
disseminate special reports at the requests of federal 
(or other) users. 
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Increase use!;' interaction between NCJISS and federal 
agency researcher? ~nd analysts. 

LEAA Headquarters 

The following conclusions were drawn from the findings in interviews with 

IB persons in LEAA headquarters in the District of Columbia. The NCJISS docu-

il1Emts are used within these offices. The frequency of use ranges from daily 

to one-time-only dep'ending on the document and the needs of ·the office. 

The victimization series is considered to be "a gold minelfj however, its 

present documentation heeds 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 research and program planning and that tables in the documents do not 

show classifications of interest to 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. ~eeded are 

timely, up-to-date data and regional breakdowns. 

Criminal justice agency listings are used infrequently by the LEAA 

o£fices, 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 series ~ere first produced. Data showing trends and signif-' 

icant changes that are relevant to planning the corrections programs would be 

useful. Tabulations' of the characteristics of women in prisons were specifically 

requested. The one cotirt 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 liaison with LEAA research and program offices 
to enhance the relevance to and use of· documents by 
the offices. 

Increase the analytical staff resources, and the 
number and 'quality of analytical studies in support 
of LEAA policy and proE,'am designs. 
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Continue to make all data from the statistical series 
easily available for special analyses, to publiCize 
the ~vailability of procedures for per~orming special 
stud1es, and to provide analytical services to LEAA 
and non-LEAA offices' that have no analytical capa­
bility aV"ailable to them. 

Review its procedures for producing documents--in 
the expenditures and employment series and the criminal 
justice agen?y series in particular--to insure that the 
d~cuments are as current and timely as good management 
w111 permit. 

State and Local Agencies 

These concl1,lsions were drawn from interviews with over 100 planners, 

s(~archers, and system operators in state and local agencies. The NCJISS 

documents and data series were usually received, scanned once, and placed 

OIl a shelf for P' ossible later refere b nce ut were not widely used by state 
and local agencies. Planners in state agenc;es m'ost ft ' • 0 en use or attempt 

re-

to use them to compare their states with others of a similar demographic mix. 

When they are ~nable to co~pare, they consider the data incomplete or the 

metho.ds of tabulation, inap' p,ropriate for the;r needs. R h • esearc ers and analysts 
need victimization data on their state~, their local, areas, or their regions 
to use with FBI crime, statistics. 

From the conclusions evolved three recommend~tions toheip NCJISS improve 
its services to state and local agencies. 

Develop a program to assist state and local agencies in 
data analyses to fulfill the immediate need for straight­
forward examples of practical criminal justice analyses. 

Develop a larger, analytically trained staff and/or ob­
~ain consultant assistance to draw from the data series 
1nfer:nces relevant to state and local criminal justice 
plann1ng and analysis. 

R~place the more bulky documents in some series with sum­
mary aoalyses. 

Make c~iminal justice data in the repository readily 
accesS1ble to researchers and analysts in states with 
advanced analytical capabilities. 

Recommendations in this section are .:l.mplified in chapter 5 . 
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oJ, Statistical Documents 

From, the 18 states, 100 dqcuments were received for review and 47 were 

,i.:.Qged relevant to the evaluation of the impacts of LEAA-produced statistics 

on the state-produced 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/UCRdocuments 
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 docum~nts 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 tEAA/ 
UCR statistics were judged to be of somewhat lower 
quality than documents referencing LEAA/UCR sourc~s 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 survey. The subscribers 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 instruction. 

Recommendations based on both groups of r~spondents were consistent with 

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

Include more narrative explanations of analyses, and 

Include more interpretation of data. 

Details are in section E of cha~ter 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, 
underfinan'ced, 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 of doing thi~gs, to re­
form itself, to experiment, to run risks, to dare. It needs vision. l 

The purposes of the review are to describe the federal context in which state 

and locq,l developments occurred and to examine LEAA objectives against which 

aC!complisrunents can be'measured. 

II. BACKGROUND: 1920-75 

Efforts before 1955 to provide information about crime and the criminal 

justice system are described by the California 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 d~ 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 :;>rovides a glossary of the acronyms used in this ,repof,"t. 
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e rna'or surveys which followed ~ere the . 
published in 1922. Th ~ 1926 the ·I11inois Survey published 
Missouri Survey published.~~ .. 'Ne

roT 
York State sponsored by . 8 of activ~t~es ~nw ~n 192 , surveys . . 1928 and 1929, and the Oregon Survey 

the Legislature publ~shed ~n to • . . search first 
. 1932 The pattern . . . was d 

published ~n . bl' ~ the base data on persons arreste 
the police files to esta ~s th m through each procedural step 
and charged and then to trace e 'ther release or conviction taken in bringing the case to . • • e~ . 
and sentence. 

'. .. n of Law Observance of Law Enforce-
In 1931, the Nat~onal comm~ss~co . ~.,l.' on) made a comprehensive 

h W'ckersham omm~s.>. h C 
ment (known as t e ~. . the Un~ted States . • • . T e om-

.. 1 J'ust~ce ~n...... 'b'J't review of cr~m~na . t to accept respons~ ~.~ y the separate sta es , 1 
mission called up~n , inal data and suggested a nat~drta 
for their collect~on °If,c~~~ to focus state data into at least center should be estab ~s e 
a general' national picture. 

the Census Bureau • • • es- . 
In the following years •. : d" 'd 1 information on prisoners ' • . th d f collecting ~n ~v~ ua d 

tablished a me 0 0 f d al and state penitentiaries an 
admitted to and released fr~ t

e e~tional Association of Chief's of 
reformator·ies in 1926. ~e CO~l:~~ion of p~lice statistics in 1928-
Police sponsored . . . th . to obtain monthly summary 
29. As' a result, a recommelnda1t~onl;C~ departments ••. was under-

. imes from oca po..... h' 
data on major cr h 'zed the FBI to carry out t ~s 
taken in 1930. congresshaut ~r~a have been published by the FBI as program and since 1931 t ese a 
the Uniform Crime Report. 

d collection of data . . . 1932 ' ._the Censu.s Bureau inaugurate the courts by charged In ' .. . of defendants in 
accounted for dispos~t~ons , d by the courts by convicted 

d for sentences ~mpose t of 
offense, an . • • . , llection covered some 1,500 cour s 
offense. At its peak th~s co 3 000 counties in the states • . • . 
general jurisdiction out of over, , ce there was no provision 

. t tended to be inaccurate s~n Th re 
Incomplete, ~ h k back on the figures . . •. e 
for superVision, audit or c ec ~h' effort was abandoned in 1946. was only limited support . •. ~s 

. 'ham Commission for better criffiinal The need expressed by the W~ckers d some scholars • • . to sug-
statistics in ~he stat7s .. i 'tC~~:~iCS act be developed which. 
gest that a un~form cr~m~na dS : d ther types of uniform state 
states could adopt as th:y afoPhe U~iversity of Pennsylvania drafte~ 
laws •. Dr. Thorsten Sell~n 0 t ~ b the Commissioner on the Uniform 
such an act which was promUlgat~l dYfor the establishment, within 
State Laws in 1946. The act ca e for the development 
a state, df a central agency or ~ureaud'd~linquency so that reliable 
of reporting on all phases of cr~me an Prior to 1955 no state had 

' ld be generated . . . . d informat~on wou the California Legislature enacte adopted this act. In that year 2 
a law . . • based on this uniform act . . . . 
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Toward t~e end of the period in the above history, the first generation of 

computers and telecommunication systems was beginning to come into widespread 

use, particularly for defense-related research and development. 

Between 1955 ana the 1968 begil.'iiting of LEAA, there were growing recog­

nitions of the value of information systems and statistical services, the 

need for complete and timely data on crimes and offenders, and the contribu­

tion that advanced computer and. telecommunications technologies might have. 

. . . with timely information, a police officer Could . . . hold 
an arrested shoplifter for having committed armed robbery else­
~"here. With. . . detailed baCkground on how • • . offenders 
respond to correctional treatment, a judge could more intelligently 
sentence a second offender. With better projections of next year's 
workload, a State budget office would know whether and Where to 
bUdget for additibnal parole officers . . . . 

Criminal justice could benefit dramatically from computer-based 
information systems . • . . 

An integrated national information system is needed to serve 
the ... National, State, regional and metropolitan or county 
levels of the police, courts, and corrections agencies, and of 
the public and the research community. Each ..• has infor­
mation needed by others; an information system provides ,a means 
for collecting it, analyzing it, and disseminating it ... by 
VOice, by teletype, or computer to computer. 

Since law enforcement is primarily a local and State function; 
the files should be located at these levels.3 

However, few state and local criminal justice agencies had the needed tech­
nical and financial resources. 

Soon after LEAA was created in June of 1968 with a budget of $63 million, 

applications began to be received from the states for funds to develop state 

criminal justice information systems. With this impetus and the interpreta­

tion of its responsibilities to Congress, LEAA made the development of advanced 

information and statistical services one of its important functions. With 

limited discretionary funds available, the agency recognized that it could 

not effectively produce a "top down" federally operated information system 

for the country. As LEAA Administrator, Richard W. Velde stated in 1974, 

LEAA made a threshold deciSion very early in its eXistence that 
this effort could best be achieved by bUilding up state and local 
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~pabilities rather than est~blis~ing,a massive i~-h~use federal 
j systems capability and then hand~ng ~t down on h~gh to the 
, several states. LEAA's role has been to serve as a catalyst

4
and 

~ provide financial assistance. That is still our mission. 

~~e somewhat limited LEAA mission was a product of the legislation which 

d "t Th4 s leg 4 slation created for the agency a primary created an susta~ns ~. • • 

role of providing service-~prllnarily in the form of-money--to states and 

local governments so t):lat they could upgrade their criminal justice systems. 

Most LEAA action. funds were provided to the states us block grants to 
, ," d II Th be distributed to state and local agenc~es to meet the~r own nee s. e 

remainder of the funds were for LEAA's leadership role, but a part of such 

discretionary funds was committed to mLxing 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 federa·l 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 they 

cannot create or require the creation of criminal justice ~ystems which are 

interrelated and compatible across the Nation. 

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 money to do it. This just isn't true. They need 

d h th neO ed money. "* L"'h A recognized the need for new new i eas as muc .as - ey ~ 

ideas 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 

('€ ;-equests for L11M support of state and local criminal justice information 

systems and because of the e~pectation 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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u~necessary duplication of development and incompatible systems. There was 
a cone err. that: 

. . . each state might go off in its own direction, leaving ~s 
with a bewildering complex or independent and incompatible pro­
grams. 5 

By placing $600,000 in project SEARCH and involving six participating states, 

L!~ 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 dembnstration 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 

and 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 counties, and seven cities had 

real-time direct inquiry systems; seven states, two counties and two cities 

had message switching systems; and one city had an operational computerized 

command and control system. In contrast, afte~ four years of LEAA funding 

there were 454 separate systems operating in 153 jurisdictions performing 75 

separate fUnctions by 1972~7 

Although by 1974 LEAA had estimated that over $300 million of LEAA funds 

had bp.en devoted directly to criminal justice information systems, ildministra­

tor Richard Velde reported that this represented only 10 to 15 perCE!nt 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 

just~ce agencies. 
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III. PROGRAM PLANS: 1976-77 

This section describes the objectives of the two NCJISS Divisions and 

t:he producer-consumer relationships which may take place with the receivers 

and users of their products--normally, the compiled statistics and the de­

vE!lopment 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 national 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 te1ecommunicat:!-on'systems. 

Objective of Program 2.206: .•. in FY 76 and 77 to assist states 
in improving the quality of decisionmaking a't both operational 
and planning levels through continued improvements in criminal 
justice information and communications systems; including NLETS 
(National La'07 Enforcement Telecormnunications System), the Organized 
Crime Index Project, SEARCH projects, full implementation of a 
Correction Education Network, and other effdrts to upgrade the 
quality and efficiency of national systems. 8 

This objective is to be accomplished within the Division using 5.48 profes­

sional man-years plus 1.39 man-years of regional support. Funding was set ,. 
at $6 million in data systems funds and $2 million in Part C (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

t.=ms. The smaller 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 lev~l 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 le;el capac7t~ for collection, utilization, dissemination 
and evalu~t~on,of_cr~m~nal justice statistics and information on 
all agenc~es w~th~n the state through continued support for CDS 
p~ogram in FY 76, and promote state level analysis of CDS informa­
t~on.9 

Th.is obj ective is to be accomplished with';n the D';v';s'; "n 4 
~ ~ ~ ~v using 2. 0 profes-

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

set at $2 million in data systems funds, $11 million in Part C (law enforce~ 
ment) discretionary funds, and $8 million ';n PtE ( ) 

~ ar corrections discret~onary 

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 states 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 for information systems, the resources of the Systems Development 

Division are not large. Although this study did -not ~nvo1ve 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-face consumer-producer relationships. Both the DiVision and 

persons interviewed in the states sa';d that there f d • were ew irect contacts 
between NCJISS and the operators and users of information systems. The 

DiVision exercises its leadership through CDS, guidelines and grqnts, SEARCH 

gl:'ants, other grants, and workshops, as discussed below. 

1. Comp'rehensive Data Systems 

Leadership through promulgation of (as yet unoffiCial) guidelines 
for CD-5 and review and approval of t gran requests is performed by the Division. 
More direct contact with states is ma';nta';ned by th'e 

~~. system specialists and 
f:Lnancia1 officers in the 10 LEAA regional offices. Regional systems special-

ists spend much time in the review and approval of plans and grants. They 

provide direct and appreciated assistance in preparing grant applications, 

but they spend little time in assisting states in carrying out their plans. 

As discussed in later sections, many states would l'k hn 
~ e more tec ical assis-

tance from LEAA regions or NCJISS in developing their systems and review of 
their progress. 
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2. SEARCH Grants 

SEARCH Group, Inc., is a p~imary mechanism for the development of 

prototype systems intended to be transferable to other states with similar 

needs. SE.,\RCH also pa.rt;icipates in projects in which a number of states are 

involved and in special technology transfer projects. The SEARCH Policy 

Corr®ittee is another outreach avenue for the Division: every state is repre­

sented by a member appointed by its governor. However, through 1974, commit­

~ee membership tended to be heavily concentrated in law en~orcement; few . 

represented courts or corrections. Only one court administrator had been 

appointed by the state governors. One judge and two corrections 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 Planning 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 telecommunications, an emergency communi­

cation system, advanced 911, fingerprint classification and.transmission, and 

an updating of NLETS. The producer-consumer relationships between the Division 

and the Etates are very limited in these advanced developments. 

4. Workshops and Meetings 

NCJISS supports a large nt)lI).1;>er of ad hoc workshops and meetings 

in which state,regional, and Division people discuss mutt,tal problems. The 

only one of these meetings t~t received special mention.by the states was 

the 1975 SAC workshop; it received favorable corp.ments from several who had 

attended. 

In summary; the producer-cons:tlmer relationships between the Systems 

Development Division and the states are lacking direct contacts. In its 

program plans for FY 76 and 77, the Division propos~s to increase this con-
" tact by working with and through the regional specialists~ However, the 
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size of the staff and other responsibilities may 
not permit a major increase 

in site visits, so the leadersh~p f 
• unction may still depend la~gely on guide~ 

lines, grant review, fundi' ng, d an progress reports. 

B. Statistics Division 

This Statistics Division is responsible for the 
analysis,pub1ication, and dissemination of national 

collection, evaluation, 

criminal justice statis­

for state statistical 
tical series, for the coordination of and assistance 

systems, and for the prOVision of statistica_'. 
analysis support to other LEAA 

offices. 

Objectives of Program 1 108' c t' , - . .••. on ~nue ~n FY 76 d 77 h 
co~lection, analYSis, and dissemination of statistica1

n
data'r!_e 

qu~red by all levels of government for devel' l' 
implement' d op~ng, ana yz~ng 

~ng, an evaluating programs to reduce cr' d' 
prove the criminal justice .system. lO ~me an im-

These objectives are to b 
e accomplished in FY 76 with approximately 10 man-

years of professional staff and $15.422'million·of data 
system funds. The 

expected results of greatest relevance t h 
otis study are that: 

~!~:~~!~~=:::v~~~~~::~~!;;~~:s:;=~::~; ~~~=~S~!~:~~~ ;~:!r~:s 
crime and improve criminal justice system~~Yoprograms to reduce . 

The products are intended to be 11 
equa y useful to all levels of government 

- and to the research and education community. . 

The statistical program established ;n 1970 • has concentrated on the 
development of 15 on~going data series and has 

tj,ons to the Bureau of the Census 'T'he ' . '. ser~es 

contracted most data co11ec­

include such national efforts 
as the National Crime Panel (victimization 

studies of a random sample of 
citizl" ), the Juvenile Justice Statistics 
d

' Program, the ,Employment and. Expen-
~tur.,; Survey, and the National P , 

r~soner Statistics. The Division is under-
going a change in management so th b 

e 0 jectives and program responses are now 
under reassessment. 

Reportedly, the program emphasis will be shifted to 
analySis of incoming data from the statistical series. 

There have been :very C 

~ew direct contacts hetween the 
and the state and 1 Division personnel 

oeal systems or statistical analYSis units. The need for 
more contacts was expressed ~n the . • program plan: 
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It should be pointed out that while we cannot force st~te 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. 10 

The Statistics Division has not yet taken steps to ascertain the needs of the 

states for assistance in the ficoordination of and assistance for state 

statistical systems." 1'0 the eXtent that this has heen 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 ate limited almost entirely to the 

one-way dissemination of data in the Division's published documents. Thus, 

evaluation of these relationships is an evaluation of the impacts of the dis­

seminated documents. There is greater exchange at the federal level, as re­

ported in chapter 5 •. 
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Chapter 3 

DES~RIPTION OF THE RTI/MRI STUDY 

I. INTRODUCTION 

During November 1975, teams from the Research Triangle Institute CRTI) 

and the Midwest Research Institute (MRI) interViewed operators arid users of 

information systems and statistical services in nine states to obtain fact~, 

opinions, and documents with which to evaluate the effectiveness of LEAA's 

s:ix years of support in the development 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 

clata for the evaluation were interviews with federal, state, and local govern­

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

agencies. 

Using the collac'ted information, RTI and MRI evaluated, the criminal 

justice information systems (chapter 4) and the use of statistical documents 

(chapter 5). 

The evaluations are retrospective in the sense that the evaluators 

looked back 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 gran ts . This si~ua tion is being correc ted by "the creation of the 

Office of Planning and Management and the Planning and Evaluation Division 

'rithin this Office. However, the new emphasis on evaluation has just begun 

to have its effect in the 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 collected from a 
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large number of ·states and local agencies over a two-month period, there 

WE!re obvious liinitations on the depth of the evaluation. Despite these 

limitations, it is believed that the conclusions in chapter 1 will: be sub­

st.antiated if a more carefully planned evaluation is carried out in the 

fu.ture. 

II. THE DATA COLLECTION 

The contract of September 1915 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 obtained 

from the interviews were: 

Identification of Information and Statistics Needs and Priorities 

'Determine the priority of ,needs for information, statistics, 
arid information systems in 1968. What have been the responses 
t~ those perceived needs? 

Identify programs that have been funded for the development of 
information systems and statistics, by title, purpose, level of 
funding, type of agreement. InS,ofar a.s possible., dete;t'1l,line why 
a decision was made to fund these rather than other activities. 

Locate and evaluate .a limited sample .of state ap,d local gov.eru­
ment 'units that have not used LEAA data or have not had information 
systems support from LEAA to determine how these units differ 
from tbPse which LEAA ,did support.. Would the p;roducts 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 wer.e gen.erated for local use only. What part 
did LEAA fUnds have in the ,establishment of these informCltion 
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 cot'rec tions ag'encies. 

Evaluate selected, projects in tenns of their technical quality 
and the reliability and coverage of the data bases cleveloped. 
Assess the development and utility of the Comprehensiv~ Data 
Systems (CDS) programs. Selectively, through survey, etc., 
evaluate utility of CDS to state and local governments in: 
opera tiri.g agency planning; management, SPA planning, general 
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purpose government decisionmaking; e.g., at level of local or 
state elected officials, city managers, budget officers, etc. 
It may also be necessary'to include other state efforts sup­
ported through block grants to build information systems. 

Determinewhethet organizations in the sample participate in 
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 ancl local agency personnel 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 manClgement, 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 dat~ 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 and local government personnel awareness of the 
broad array of data that is available from LEAA and whether 
they confine their usage to smll parts of the information sent 
to them. 

Obtain from a sample of the agencies surveyed a 
and documents produced ~Yith or without the help 
evaluate the use of LEAA-p~oduced statistics in 

sample of plans 
of the LEAA and 
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 

~7ere designed to meet, including LEAA' s roles in the developmen t of these 
needs. Then, information on the effectiveness of these systems and services 

l~as to be rated primarily by the assessments of users and the objective 
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evaluations of the interviewers. Finally, they called for recordings of the 

consumer-producer relationships between LEAA and the recipients or users of 

its services or prod~ct$. The operator and user interviews were t6 include 

a subsample of informg.tion systems. which had not been developed with LEAA sup­

port so that their ~ffect:i,veness and utility could be compared to those supported 

by LEAA. 

The inter:vieM pJ;;"ocedures were a,l;sq es.sentia.lly directed by the contract 

ta,sks; and the prbced~I.:es were foJ"lowed wit;h the ex,ceptions no.ted. following 

the statements of th~ ta,st<s. beJ"ow. 

Task 1 

Convene in a lOcation a,djacent to. the ;-es.ponden~s i.nvo~v.t;;d '. not 
less than three groups of from 8 to 10 persons ~ach, anyone 
group to represent personnel f~om three states. These g;-oup 
meetings wi]"l seJ;;"Ve t9 furnish tnt;; information ~nd format for 
many of the ques.t~9n§ to bt;; u.sed later in developing a survey 
questionnaire. 

Task 1 was completed by convening repres~ntatives from three states 

each in Denver~ tht;; Research Triangl~ Park, and the D:!-strict o~ Columbia. 

Th.e representat:i,.ves i.nvited were genergl+.y the SPA i-~formation specialist, 

the SAC director, and the S~AReH Gro~p r~presentative~ Where these were 

not available or were comb~~t;;4 in one or two perSOF~) ptRer repre~entatives 

were seiected by the S.PA ciirectors, aI).d it: was requested that they send an 

operator or user of ~ local inf9~m~t;i9~ ~ystem or a regign4l planning unit 

representative whenever thi$ was feas:i,.ble. Regional in.form4tion specialists 

were also di.:t~cted to a.ttEl1.14 and 8 of the 10 were present.. The states 

selected by RTI, ME.I, an<;i ~EAA to attend were: 

Colorado 
Washington 
Kansas 

Conf:re'nce-Attendi~9. States 

North Carolina 
Maryland 
:Mis..s:!-$s:f.ppi 

Di~trict of· Columbia 
New York 
Mi~higan 

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

sample based on thj? .following criteria: 

1. Minimal overlap with states in which the Advisory Committee on 
Intergovernmental Reiations (ACIR) was performirt~ its study. 

2.' Inclusion of states with both advanced systems and'fledgling systems,' 
as judged by NCJISS personnel. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

Inclusion of states in all LEAA regions in either the conference 
or the interview schedule·. 

A reasonable representation of chiefly urban or rural states. 

A reasonable representation of LEAA-funded and non-LEAA-funded 
systems. 

TIle 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 discretionary 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. Appropriate interview 

forms were later mailed to a number of the attendees; some of these were re­

turned in time f or use in the evaluation. 

It was learned from the attendees that the nature, scope, and configura­

tion for information systems and s.tatistical services was so diverse within 

and between states that no questioD .• la~l.re 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. II) As a result, interviewer guidelines rather than question­

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 n~mber of open 
questions deSigned to d~termine the history and significant 
events in the development of the information systems and 
~tatistical 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 int~rview schedule was appropriate; changes were made 
where warranted. 

Form B - Criminal Justice Information System Operator Intetview 
Checklist. 'This form was used 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 Justic.~ Information Syste~ USer Interview Checklist. 
This form was designed to determine the level' of pq.rticipa­
tion of the user ill 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. 

FOl;"m D - Criminal Justice Statistics Report Use Checklist. This 
form was used to determine whicp, if any, of the doc~ents 
produced by the NCJISS Statistics Division were received and 
used by state and local perso~nel. A form was filled out 
only if the interviewee was familiar with at least one of 
the document~ q.llq if this person's duties would logically 
require that he make use of tqe tn>e of data wliicq the dQcu­
ments contain~ 

Interviews for collecting information on Forms A-D were cQnducted by RTI 
and MRI teams, as specified in Task ? 

Task 2 

Conduct a survey of State Planning Agencies (SPA) and local grantee 
criminal jusl.:ice units in no less than nine states • • • • Several 
strui11 teams of well-tra:i.:ned personnel wil.l be needed for this phase 
of the work. 

Each team leader and ~Ome of the mem~ers of the teams had experience in 

research or planning rel.ated to criminal. justice information systems. The teams 

w~re not trained in any formal sense because the tight schedule of conferences 

and interviews allowed no time for such training. (Resumes of the evaluators 

are in appendix a.) HoweVer., membe~s did review backgrol"lnd documents, partiCi­

pate in the conferences, and contribute to the intervi~w guidance form designs 
and the survey procedl,ll'es. 

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

criminal justice units in s~l.ected states represent:i,ng organizations that 

have received LEAA grants, have applied but been denied LEAA grants, and 

have never applied f·or LE A A .grants. D t th d . . h ~ . a a were ga ere pr~ar11y trough 

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

Louisiana 
Florida 
Texas 

~---r_~~..-...o::.~=-=~""""·"':i"',.r-.-""~·.< .. · 

. " 

Interview States 

Illinois 
Maine 
New Jersey 
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Montana 
Missouri 
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The survey of Loui~iana was performed in late October and served as a pretest 

of the instruments and procedures. Interviews in the remaining eight states 

~"ere 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 were 

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 been 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 

WE~re no state or local systems or services which were both non-LEAA-supported 

and producers of documents of any significance; only computer printouts of 

s:imple 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 NCJ1SS 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 

l:apid overall evaluation 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 genera1 hypotheses 

tl) 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 c~ntract statements: 

The basic objectives of this contract are to evaluate the effective­
ness of the work LEAAhas undertCi},cen, 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 
producer-consumer relationship between NCJISS and the rec~ivers 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 audience. 

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 jusEice units in nine states (Task 2) and from LEAA and 

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

Task 3 

Analyze data ac~umulated 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 government, 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 

Eor part (1) in chapter 5 and for part (2) in chapter 4. 

Task 5 

Retain at' least three consultants knowledgeable in criminal 
justice planning, administration~ an~ enforcement who will 
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evaiuate the documents d 'b d' T k escr~ e ~n as 4, above, for 
nificance of content, creativity, applicability .to law 
forcement needs, foresightedness, and amount of use of 
data. 

sig­
en­
LEAA 

(<lith the agreement of the contract mon' t th' k h . ~ or, ~s tas ap been performed by 

analysts experienced in criminal justice research, planning, and administra-

tion on the RTI and MR.l staffs. Th lt f h 
4 e resu sot is eval~ation of documents 

will be reported under separate cover. 

Task 6 

Write reports on all work, prepare a presentation for LEAA 
management. 

A preliminary report on the results of the survey was presented to LEAA on 

January 5. l~is 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 ~nte·rv~ewed. Th k ~ ~ etas statements speci-
fied (1) that telephone interviews be planned and conducted for a rando!U san.p;le 

of 300 person,s who subscribed to at least one NCJISS document and with 50 per­

sons who participate in LEEP (Law Enforcement Education Program) and (2) that 

personal interviews be planned and conducted in 12 non-LEAA federal agencies 

in the Washington area .. The purposes of the task were to permit random 

sampling of local and state users and to add the users f h rom t e 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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CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFOR}~TION SYSTEMS 

I. INTRODUCTloN 

A. General 

This chapter o~ criminal justice information systems is organized into six 

$ections: 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

slants 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, operation, and/or use of criminal justice in'formation systems, and who 

wI~re interviewed by RTI and MR.I evaluators. 

Within sections II-V the information systems have beep subclassified ac­

cordin'g to the following, functional characteristics: 

II. LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT INFO~TION SYSTEMS 

III. 

IV. 

A. Manpower and Resource Allocation 
1. Computer-Aided Dispatching Systems 
2. Nondispatching Computer-Aided Systems, 

B. Data Storage and Retrieval 
1. Master Name Index Systems 
2. Multifile Systems 
3. Investigation-Oriented Systems 
4. Multipurpose Systems 

LOCAL-AND STATE COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
A. Local Courts 

B. 

1. Person-Case, Tracking Systems 
2. Court Management Systems 
3. Person-Case ,Tracking/Management Systems 
State Courts 
1. Court Activity Reporting Systems. 
2. Other State Systems 

STATE CORRECTIONS INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
A. Data Storag~ and Retrieval 
B. Inmate ,Tracking 
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V. STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT AND COHPREHENSIVt: DATA SYSTEMS 
A. Statewide Law Enforcement 
B. Comprehensive Data Systems 

A brief description of each of these types of systems is presented at the begin­

nj.ng 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 In­

formation System Glossary in appendix D lists each system's full name and loca­

Uon 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 

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

decades. The pattern usually begins with'a recognition 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 proc~dures 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 suftware 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 analysts assume responsible roles in the organizational structure at 

this point. Users must then be trained in the value and use of the system be-
. ~ -~ ~--- - . 

--------~ - ---.------_.----- -- - -----.-
fore it becomes effective. Xf this occurs, a new set of varied requirements 
---~-!...~--.- .. ~ ...... -

will develop and more flexible report routines and a~alytical sdftware packages 

are added to meet these unexpected requirements. Assuming that the value of 

the system is then established, subsequent development includes enhancement or 

revisions as new computer generations are produced and new aqalytical techniques 

are developed. 
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In the criminal justice field, . the relat:Lv.ely early development of state-' 

wide networks and of local iaw enforcement systemS has had a major inf1uence 

on the direction' of all criminal justice information systems development in 
. . 

the states. At the stat:sLleyel.., __ thel:e.has_,~.s:]J.~_g __ 1:.,g,n.cien.9J1: fa.,! the law enforce-
____ ~ • ..,-. • •••• , ..... ", •• ~ _r 

ment component to hold a commanding positioq ~~ .. .c!§_g_~~g.,I!§....F.§.g§.,t!i:i,ngflll:1d,ing 

a;d~th'~ l~~-;ti;~ -;r th~-'~~-~p-~i;;~~~-~£' ~h~ Comprehensive Data Systems (CDS). 

HCJwever-; -fhe' courts and c~r~ections componen~s often"o~j~~~'~~-;~'~grams, 
sta~datds, and goals whichthey.consider to be dictated to ~hem 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 Approa.ch 

Each information system which is reviewed in the fol~owing discussion has 

bE~en 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: 

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? 

What factors influenced the design of this system? 

How do the system's users evaluate the system? 

What ~.,as the extent and source of funding? 

Has LEAA funding and/or assistance supported systems which are dif­
ferent from those which did not receive such assistance? 

, 
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As stated earlier in this report, it is important for the reader to keep 

l.D mind the general limitations inherent in the following analyses. First, not 

all of the systems considered herein are completely operational, and opera­

tional systems are enhanced a.nd modified on a more or less continuous basis. 

Wherever it is possible to isolate them, descriptive features of incomplete 

. ( h as level of fundJ.'ng and user's evaluation) are not system components suc 

included in the analysis. 
Second, it was not always possible to get on,e, let alone multiple, user 

evaluation (s) of many of the information sy.:;tems surveyed for 'this analysis. 

Tbus, the summary of user evaluations of a particular system presented herein 

d b ' d OccasJ.'onally RTI and MRI evaluators were unable may be incomplete an J.ase. 
to locate or interview key persons in the design of a certain system. This is 

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

systems personnel turnover rate in criminal justice information syste~~~s 

fcund to be ql.lite high. 
Third, the reader 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-

b J.'ndJ.'vJ.'duals and are employed to elucidate ment or statements made y one or more 

a point when it appears necessary. 
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

ment Information System, and occasionally from grant applications. Even if 

exact dollar amounts were available, a valid comparison of development cOBts 

for different systems necessita~es controlling for such factors as: the geographic 

size, area density, number of personnel in, and persons flow~ng through each 

law enforcement agency; and the functions and level of sophistication of each 

information system. 
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When interpr~ting the narrative ot' the accompanying tables', the reader 

Should keep in mind that a "significant" funding contribution indicates that 

without this contribution the system operators would. not have been able to 

develop this system. The degree of significance was primarily dependent upon 

the relative availability of alternative sources of funds. Although such a 

determination is often related to the proportion of total development funds a 

funding contribution represents, the reader ,should not assume that a "minor" 

eontribution is less than or a "significant" contribution is more than half 

of the development cost of an information system. E!valuators 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 exh~usted. 

All of the systems in .this chapter have been analyzed with respect to the 

types and sources of nonfinancial assistance which were directly provided to 

sys tem operators in designing their systems.. In general', nonfinancial assis­

tance to 'system developers consisted of: site visits to other systems; tech­

ni.cal assistance in selecting hardware and/or deSigning sbftware; and the 

transfer of software concept, logiC, and/or format from one system to another. 

Oc.casionally a system designer was indirectly assisted by his exposure to pub­

lications and seminars, etc. 

At a minimum, each observa.tion of funding amount and "significance, II de­

sign assistance, and type of interf,ace with other information systems will be 

noted in 1;he ta.bles for every criminal justice information system analyzed in 

this evaluation. Whenever av~ilable, more information is provi~ed in the nar­

rative portion of th~ 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 

police 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 c3:ccessed at one point, ,only, to OBTS/CCH 

systems with mUltiple points of data entry and retrieval. The second category 
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0;: sys terns has been developed to fo.cllitate recordkeepi.ng and to expc:,di ah! re­

trieval 0f .:idta for numerous purposes sllell as lllUl1l.!;ltory n·p.()rLi.n~ Ll!(P.1 Ln·lIl1ml.l~ 

01:" apprehension of wanted persons. 

A, ~lanpower and Resource Allocation Systems 

:1any state and local law enforcement agencies use computers for the allo­

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

reviewed later. Discussed herein' are the computer-:aided dispatchin.g 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 ,viII 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 manually operated control center that disp~tches vehicles in St. 

Louis.) Table 4-1, part A~ shows that some of these sys,tems interface with other 

computerized files, i.e., wanted persons, 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 somQ 

other categories of systems surv~yed 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: 

Everi 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 ;,um, 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 an indispensible tool in performing their 

routine duties. 

4-6 

---~'~'$~'--

.. 

'. 

I, 

i I i . 
t 
1 
1 

\ 

I 
! 

I 
i 

L .. 

Table 4-1. TYPE OF INTERFACE: LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
MANPOWER/RESOURCE ALLOCATION SYSTEMS 

SYSTEM NAME, 
TYPE, AND LOCATION 

A. Dispatching 

1. FLAIR, St. 'Louis, MO 
2. ECCC S., Los Angeles, CA 
'3 •. ' LOCATE, Oakland, Ca 
4. CAPS, San Jose, CA 
5. CAnOLIS, Peoria, IL 
6. CAD, jacksonville, FL 
7. CAD, Rockford, IL 
8. CATCH 1, Camden, NJ 
9. CAD, Dallas, IX 

B. Nondispatching 

1. ADAM, Los Angeles, CA 
2. M9de1, Trenton, NJ 
3. LEAS, Billings, MT 
4. PM;I:S, Rockford, IL 

TYPE OF INTERFACE 
Local State Federal 

E 

E 

P 

P 
E 
E 
E 
E 
P 
E 
E 

P 

P 
E 

E 
P 
E 
E 

P 

NOTE: "E" means ex-is t-i ng ,' "P" 1 ... ... means panned. 

Prior to designing their own system, most CAD operators sent repre-
sentatiVes to observe other CAD systems. Some of these viSits resulted in the 

tr.ansfer of the concept or the software of the operational system to the one 
under dev'elopm~nt (see table 4-2). For example, in the development of CAPS 
(Computer Assisted Public Safety), the San Jose police departmen.t lOoked at 

dispatching systems of ~eattle, Las Vegas, and Hunt~ngton ... Beach ,(California); 
as a result, CAPS is a turnkey upgrade of th'e Seattle and Las Vegas systems. 
These visits and feasibility stud~es, h ... .w en conducted, 
LEAA. The technical ,design expertise was (except for 

were. often paid for by 

tangential contributions) 
provided by non-LEAA persons such as computer vendors or aerospace industry 

Los Angeles and FLAIR of St. Louis. vendors, as in the case of ECCCS of 

The CAD systems owe their existence almost exclusively toLEAA de­

velopment funds; oneex;ception was the system in Jacksonville where oper?-tors 
j.ndicated that local f,unds were and '1 bl are ava~.l.a e to finance the system and 
that the system would not have been different w';th LEAA funds. ... The Jacksonville 
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.Jystem operators reported that the system required $150,000 to design and d~­

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 Oakland 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 extent or 

source (LEAA vs. non-LEAA) of development funding. 

Financial support 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 resources but do not provide comput­

erized vehicular dispatching. While r.AD systems improve the capability of a 

police agency for immediate response to service requests, the nondispatching 

computer-aided systems enable an agency to effectively assign manpower and 

eqUipment resources 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 who were extremely satisfied a~~_~Ee..!fAent.....9~~he 

ontputs. For example, in Trenton, New Jersey, 

The city. pres'sured the police department to reduce costs, and 
overtime costs were targeted for elimination. Baqed 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 

~;ystems reviewed. 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. 
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Table l.-2. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOCAL LAW ENFORCEHENT MANPOWERI 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION, SYSTEr-1S 

,-----,-
DEVELOPNENT COST AND 

FUNDING SOURCE DESIGN ASSISTANCE 
Tech-

SYSTEH NAME, Cost, Sig- nology 

TYPE, AND LOCATION ' thous. nifi- Site Tech- Trans-
dollar.s cant Minor None 'fisit nical fer Other 

A. DisEatching 

1.. FLAIR, St. Louis, HO $2,718 L NL NL 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 LINL NL 
5. CADOLIS, Peoria, IL 797 L NL NL NL 
6. CAD, Jacksonville, FL 275 NL L L L 
7. CAD, Rockford, IL (P) 241 L NL NL L NL 
8. CATCH 1, Camden, NJ 132 L NL LINL L LINL 
9. CAD, Dallas, TX ? NL L L 

B. NondisEatching 

1. ADAM, Los Angeles, CA $765 L NL NL \ 

2. Hodel, Trenton, NJ 117 L NL . NL 
3. LEAS, Billings, MT 4 NL L -
4. PHIS, Rockford, It ? L L 

NOTE: ilL" means provided by LEAA sources; "NL" means provided bynon-LEAA sou.rce.S .. 
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The ADAH system was preceded by a system culled LEHRAS whidl W:lH d(l­

s~gned by a major computer vendor and transferred from St. Louis in 1967 to 

I.,)S Angeles and Kansas City. Los Angeles, Kansas City, and St. Louis have 

fdund the need for systems with better orientation to the needs df Users and 

h2ve discarded L~ffiAS. The ADk~ 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 

tHO unsuccessful efforts cost LEAA $80,000 be'fore a $20,000 system was finally 

developed successfully. These two attempts at developing a resource allocation 

model were thwarted due to lack of continuity in project management. Both op­

erating agencies acquired technical assistance from non-LEA.A. personnel. Two 
~ 

more limited systems (Billings, Montana, and Rockford, 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 

e:lo:is tence. The Rockford operators felt it IIwas part of the police department's 

duty to update their services" and, therefore, did not request any outside 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 re80urce systems. 

B. Data Storage and Retrieval Systems 

Discussed herein are 22 data storage and retrieval sy~ terns, three of whic.h' 

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 Xndexes 

Of 22 systems surveyed, three were master name index systems developed 

t.o 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.) They are all batch 

processing systems which became operational in 1974-75. Table 4-3, part A, shows 
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Table 4-3. TYPE OF INTERFACE: LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
DATA STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS 

SYSTEM NAME, 
TYPE, AND LOCATION 

A. Master Name Index 

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

B. Multifile 

1. PIS, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 
2. PIS, Paterson, NJ 
3. SAPIS, San Antonio, TX 
4. Cs, Camden Co, NJ 
5. ALECARS, Lafayette, LA 
6. CJIS, Winnebago, IL 

TYPE OF INTERFACE 
Local State Federal 

E 

P 
E 

E 

P 
E 

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. (Fo~ exampll\, DATUM indexes all in­

dtviduals 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 

atld/ or more detailed descriptions of the individuals. Table 4-4, part A, and 

footnote sho~s 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 t'o purchase hard­

~vare and support initial system implementation. LEAA paid for all three, inde~ 

operators to investigate other systems; however, no technology was directly. I 
transferred and the operators designed their own unique index systems. ~~ 

The users (primarily police officers, occ:asionally noncriminal jus­

tice agency users such as employment bureaus) indicated great satisfaction in 

spite of the fact that index systems usually ar~ the ~irst com~uter applica-

1:1ons in the agency and, the+"efore, frequently endure initial distrust and 
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Table 4-4. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOCAL LAW iNFORCEMENT DATA 
STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS 

SYSTEM NANE, 
TYPE. AND LOCATION 

DEVELOPMENT COST AND 
FUNDING SOURCE 

Sig­
nifi-

DESIGN ASSISTANCE 
Tech­
nology 

Site Tech- Trans-
Cost, 

thous. 
dollars cant Hinor None Visit nical fer Other 

Haster Name Index 

DATUM, Paterson, NJ 
Microfilm, Rockford, IL 
LEIS, Jacksonville, FL 

Multifile 

PIS, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 
PIS ,Paterson, NJ 
SAPIS, ;San Antonio, TX 
C5 , Camden Co, NJ 
ALECARS, Lafayette, LA 
CJIS, Winnebago, IL 

$29LI * 
·86 
? 

$1,500 
688 
120 

70 
50 
? 

L 
L 
L 

NL 
L 

NL 
L 

NL 

? 

NL 

NL 

? 

L 

L 

L 
L 

L 
NL 

L 

NL 
NL 

NL 

NL 
NL 

NL 

L 

L 

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

*This. figu:re reflects the total development cost for identical systeziIs in Paterson 
and six other New Jersey Police Departments. Each system cost $LI2, 000.. 
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~0St of system development or the source of development funds. A few users 

cited the inevitability of converting more manual ·files (i.e., wanted per?ons 

and warrants) for computerized storag~ and linking them to the initial master 

na~e index file. In fact, the next category of systems to be discussed 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 characterized by six or seve.n 6f these 

compon~nt 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 cit~d the legislatively mandated reportihg 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 agency (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 fun~s exclusively in 

planning, developing, and operating the systems. Most system operators studied 

other systems and employed concepts and file layouts '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: In a few cases, a major vendor provided some technical assistance 

to system designers; L:EAA did not provide t~chnl.cal assistance to any of the 
'~--.. '~-.. -------..... --.... -- -" ... --------~-----

six system developers. -_...:..----,-""-
Except for one case (Winnebago County Shli~ri£f' s System) in which non­

administrative personnel were ignorant of the systl~m' s capabilities, the users 

indicated high degrees of use of, and satisfaction with, the systems. The 

level of tJlse and/or satisfaction with these multifile systems did not vary ac­

c.ording tOI either the. level or source (LEM vs. non-LEAA) of funding. In every 

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

3. Investigation-Oriented Systems 

This category includes eight systems so grouped because the major 

function is to aid the investigations of current cases. The cities which these 

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 tons 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 ident.ification, 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 197.5 . The eight systems have data files on persons (missing, 

wa.nted, 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, Dart 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 

develop and implement. 

Table 4-6,. part A, show:s 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

oriented systems, only three of them (PSIS, Long Beach; CRIME, bakland; CABLE, 

San Francisco) used sign~ficant outside technical a.ssistance in dE?veloping 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 

SYSTEM NAME, 
TYPE, AND LOCATION TYPE OF INTERFACE 

. Local State Federal 

,A. Investigation-Oriented 

1. PATR!C, Los Angeles, CA 
2. CABLE, San Francisco, CA 
3. CPDS, Chicago, IL 
4. PSIS, tong Beach" CA 
5. AWOl; Los Angeles, CA 
6. CRIME, Oakland, CA 
7. PIN, Oakland, CA 
8. AFIS, Los Angeles, CA. 

B. Multipurpose 

1. REJIS, St. Louis, MO 
2. QUAD/NET ALERT, Davenport, IA 

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

E 
E 
P 
P 

E 

E 
E 
E 

E 

E 
E 

E 
E 
E 

NOTE: "E" means exis ting; "P" means planned. 

E 
E 

E 

E 
E 

the country (~LEAR, Cincinnati; MOTION, New Orleans) after 

made visits recommended by HUD*, LEAA, and SEARCH members. 
system designers' 

pieces" of these 
In fact, "bits and 

systems, including the concept, logic, and i~plementation 
strategies, were transf d t PSIS erre 0 • CRIME system developers (Oakland) en-
listed two major electronics industry firms for their detailed system 

require­ments. 

According to available figures, the observed systems require between 
$11,000 and $1 million· annually to operate. Develop~ent costs were most 
difficult to isolate due to system complexity and the length of time for sys-

t.em development; however, they apparently range from $500,000 to $7 million. 
,Users of these J.·n'v'est' ti . J.ga on systems are .primarily law enforcement 

personnel (investigation d ", .) an crJ.me lab unJ.ts within the operating agencies. 

~PSIS was one of the 10 HUn Urba~ Information S 
after the HUD project ended. ystem Projects supported by LEAA 
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Table 4-6. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO LOCAL LAW ENFORCE~mNT DATA 
STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS 

SYSTEM NAME, 
TYPE, AND LOCATION 

Investigation-Oriented 

i/"RIC, Los Angeles, CA 
CABLE, San Francisco, CA 
CPDS, Chicago, IL 
PSIS, Long Beach, CA 
AHDI, Los Angeles, CA 
CRIME, Oakland, CA 
PIN, Oakland, CA 
AFIS, Los Angeles, CA 

Multipurpose 

REJIS., MO-KS 
QUAD/NET ALERT, Davenport, 

IA and Rock Island, IL 
SECURE, Baton Rouge, LA 

DEVELOPMENT COST AND 
FUNDING SOURCE 

Sig­
nifi-

Cost, 
thous. 
dollars cant Minor None 

$6,645 L NL 
6,375 L NL 
3,100 L NL 
2,447 L NL 
1,800 L NL 

217 L NL 
UNKNOWN L 
UNKNOWN 

$4,500 L ? ? 
560 L ? ? 

450 L NL 
ALERT II, Kansas City, MO.UNKNOWN L 
MOTION, New Orleans,-LA UNKNOWN NL L 

NOTE: "L" means pr.ovided by LEAA sources; liNT"" means 

, . 
---_ .. __ ._------, 

-. ' 

DESIGN ASSISTANCE 
Tech­
nology 

Site l'ech- Trans-
Visit nical fer Other 

NL 
NL NL 
NL NL 

L NL 

NL 

NL 

NL NL 

NL 
NL 

provided by 

NL 
NL L 

L 
L L 

L 
NL. L 

NL L 
NL 

non-LEAA sources. 
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. 

Ii: the da:a include reg'ional information, these same units in other law enforce­

ment 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 department. system)* users were uncondition-

'. ally pieased w~th the effe'ctiveness of the systems. 

4. Multipurpose Criminal Justice Information Systems 

The five systems in this category are characterized by two features-­

the users include representatives of.police, courts, and correction agencies; 

and some of these systems actually rrmanage" 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 

l~rge geographic areas. (See table 4-5, part B). These four systems either 

h,,~ve or will shortly have completed a cell component. The fifth (SECURE, Baton 

Rouge) is a batch processing system. SECURE provides some .userS with crime 

and criminal information (police) and others with management information (courts, 

corrections); therefore, it is not currently designed to provide a complete CCH. 

Outputs of all systems consist of multiple statistical reports, l~sts, notices, 

d()cuments, a.nd dockets; thus ma:ty clerical procedures are eliminated. 

Kansas City's ALERT II was operational prior to the estab~ishment of 

L~ in 1968. ALERT II has itself been widely tranSferred. A majo~ 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 f~atures from ALERT II. SECURE was designed 

inhouse, funded with 1968 local funds ($240:000), and abandoned until LEAA funds 

($210,000) were available for the 1973 system design ~nd implementation stages, 

*The major complaint about the Chicago police department system was not about 
the design but about. dOW'ntime. 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 

':unded exclusively with local funds. In 1972, the New Orleans police depart­

mentis moderate computer capabilities were expanded with $200,000 in city funds 

to accommodate MOTION's addition of online booking. The city's current op­

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 funds, to date, to develop and maintain their system which is not fully 

operational. This is the only money which is available to the system ope,rators. 

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

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

the result of a consolidation of several discrete &yste~s 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 are extremely satisfied with the sys­

tams' performance and output. They are reported to play indispensable roles 

in criminal justice agency routine operations. New Orleans and Kansas City 

personnel and investigation units observed that when their syst~~ are d~~_ 

'''the department operations are disrupted." Users of the ALERT II resource pro­

~\ J'Ei'ctioncomp~n-entstated that. "85-90%'of crime activity proj ec tions for the 

follOWing month are accurate." All but the MOTION users cited the n~J;d_l,Q_r 

,~ training more police personnel to insure more adequate ~nowledge and use of 
~ \ ' . ." .~.- .. ,._- -'--"" 

"" "') '-th~ir sy~tems' capabilities. The various users of REJIS made significant con-

'. 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 

at~ributed 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 

at least some of their system development funds. Twenty-three of the 26 ob­

served that without LEAA funds their system could not have been developed at 

all. In the few cases ~.,here LEAA money was not a significa~t factor, this was 

lJsua1ly due to the availability of local funds; only rarely was it 
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determined that LEAA Would not provide 
the requested assistance. enforcem·nt system ' Across law ~ s no s~gnificant diff 
erence was found between' h satisfaction of users of th t e level of 

' ese systems which can be attributed 
and/or source of funds (LEM to the extent 

vs. non-LEAA). 
Twenty-six system 0 e t 

p ra ors indicated that th ' 
d.al aSSistance in the design dev 1 ey required direct nonfinan-

, e opment or oper ti ' f 
these 26 respondents 19 ' di ' a on 0 their systems. Of 

, ~n cated that the develo 
them to turn to non-LEM sour f ,--- pm~~_of their system required 

--'.-'------ ces or, technical i ------_ systems to . i .-'--'~'" .. ~ .. _ ... ,._ass stan~ suggestions fo~--th ... ~_, 
___ v~s t, or gUidance for technology transf . ' ___ ,' ~ er Y') . 
provided by far the ' t . --~_=._ .. ". __ ._,.~_~~.~r. MaJor computer vendors 

mos techn~cal aSSistance 
gestions for site viSit I ' technology transfer, and sug-

s. n a few cases aerospace and electronics 
repreSentatives 'and management and industry 
. system consultants played this 
~nfrequently did repreSentatives of academic' t' role. Only 
In several cases (6) ~ns ~tutions provide such help. 

. ' system operators indicated 
PL~nted materi~.J-~..!,-!.nd Q-eneral rant " that ~ome information and 

I .-~'"h"~_~." ..••.. ;v:r~t~ng aSSistance, --::..-....,.-,.. __ 
~ional plann~ng units (RPU) or L ' . , ~as",p~ov~~~~~ §y. ,s~.ate 

.----, -'~'''' .~,-_, EM Reg~onal Offices 
In response to aTI and MRI . . '" . 

LEAA r requests that operators and users "describe 
s present and/or suggested role in 

relation to the d 1 tion of (thei ) , eve opment and opera-
- ,I' system(s) (and provide' general 

th comments" to the i t ree respondents indicated that LEAA 1 n erviewer, 
they foresee a future P ayed no role in the past nor could 

role for LEAA. 
Nine respondents indicated that 

p.layedand would play except for making funds available, LEAA 
no role in the d 1 

tem. Howey:r, the other 26 eve opment and operation of their sys-
" system operators and users had 

observed reco d several conSistently mmen ations to make with 
Crimi 1 J respect to 'LEAA' s future role -in t,h' e' 

A. 

na ustice In'formation field. * ... 

III. 
LOCAL AND STATE COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

Local Court Information Systems 
RTI and MR' leI va uators surveyed 17 1 

f ocal court information systems. o them are person-case tracking Three 
i~All systems which contain the information required 

recomme~dations are made at the end 
of this chapter. 
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.~ process a person at least through the entire court, if not criminal justice, 

:ocess. These systems include information on, and sometimes "manage," book­

_ng, charges, future court appearances, jail release dates, probation notifi­

~ation, custody complaint, calendaring, and disposition. In many cases the 

users of ~hese person-case tracking systems are representatives of law enforce­

men t, public defender, prosecutor, prison, as well as cout't agencies. 

The second type of system to be discussed herein is court management/in­

formation systems. RTl and MR.I observed seven of these systems whi.ch handle 

the court-oriented data base in a manner which supports the necessary planning, 

organization, structurirtg and staffing, allocation of resources, direction of 

activities, organizational cha~ges, and evaluations of these events. The users 

of these systems tend, more often thari 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

t!'=Fll2 ,.operators cited the need to reduce manual files 8:nd, ,t,he re,ce,p.t '~pe_~dy 

trial" legislation as the ma~or factors prompting the development of local 

court systems. 

1. Person-Case Tracking Systems 

Only one of these systems is currently fully operational (JURIS). 

However, ail three are characterized by their present !ack of interface with 
. ----" 

any other information system. (See table 4-7, part A.) Table 4-8, part A, in-
.' .. ~.,,-•• :so ~. '" ~, , <.I .,. t, 

dicates that except forPROMIS, which. serves a relatively large client popula-

ti.on (Los Angeles), the person-case tracking systems surveyed were relatively 

less expensive to develop than the other types of court systems surveyed in 

this evaluation. In spite of the low relative cost of these systems, all but 

the JURIS system required extens.~~.~._§.g.~'y~~~!'?.J" ~~c:hn~.~al assistance, and --'.'''.--- .. ~ 
technology transfer prior to their design. 

In all three cases LEAA money played a significant role in promoting 

the development of these person-case tracking systems., LEAA did not otherwise 

participate in their design. The one exception is, ~hat 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: 
. INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

SYSTEM NAME, 
TYPE, AND LOCATION 

A. Person-Case Tracking Systems 

~. PROMIS; Los Angeles, CA 
2. SIPCF, Hillsborough Co., CA 
3. JURIS, St. Louis, MO 

B. Court Management Systems 

1. CJIS, Duvall Co, FL 
2. CMIS, Camden Co, NJ 
3. CMIS, Mer-cen Co, NJ 
4. JARS, Lake Co, IL 
5. ACCMIS, Hudson Co, NJ 
6. RCIS, St. Louis, MO 
7. TCS, Billings, MT 

C. Tracking/Management Sys tems 

1. CJIC, Santa Clara, CA 
2. CJIS, Bexar Co, TX 
3. CJ!S, ballas Co, TX 
4. CIS, Cook Co, IL 
5. CABLE, San Francisco, CA 
6. CJIS, Dade Co, FL 
7. ACCPS, Passiac Co, NJ 

LOCAL COURT 

TYPE OF INTERFACE 
Local State Federal 

P 

E 

P 
E 

E E 

E 

E 
E 
E 
E 

E 

E 
E 

E 

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

from Washington to other sites' such as Los AIigeles. Among other things, repre­

sentatives of the Los Angeles District Attorney's Office were able to attend. 

intensive user t~ansfer meetings which facilitated the modification of the sys­

tem for their needs. Since these systems 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, tabl~ 4-7, part B, Sh9~.th~~ none of them ex­

':~_~:_L.c>~;!,.§,J~l?S._et:l..Y.interface ~;i.th other local, state, or federa.l, 
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Table 4-8. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS. TO LOCAL COURTS INFOR}~TION SYSTEMS ... 
DEVELOP~·fENT COST AND 

FUNDING SOURCE DESIGN. ASSISTANCE 
Te...:h-

SYSTEM NAME, Cost, Sig- nology 

TYPE, AND LOCATION 
·thous. nifi- Site Tech- -r:rans-
dollars cant Minor None Visit nical fer Other 

A. Person-Cas.e Tracking Systems 

l. PROMIS, Los Angeles, CA $1,380 L NL Nt L L 
2. SIPCF, Hillsborough Co., CA 342 L ? NL L 

·3. JURIS, St. Louis, MO 261 L NL NL 7J: 

.B. 
+:-

Court Management'Systems 
I 

N 
N 1. CJIS, Duvall Co, FL $1,138 L NL -

2. CMlS, Camden Co, NJ 644 L NL NL NL NL L 
3. CMIS, t1ercen 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. RClS, St. Louis, NO 150 L NL NL 
7. TCS, Billings, MT 4 NL L NL 

C. Tracking/Management Systems 

, l. CJlC, Santa Clara, CA $3,828 NL L L " 
2.' CJlS; Bexar Co, TX 2,337 L NL L NL L. 
3. CJlS, Dallas Co, TX 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 .. ACCPS, Passiac Co, NJ 264 L NL NL NL L 

NOTE: "L" means· provided by LEAA sources; "NL" means 
P, 

provided by non,-LEAA sources.. 
II 
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information systems. FCIS interfaces wj rh ;.J Rtate ("(1111-!" RvslpllI on a v"'ry llinj ,-",.1 

;{cl.S dnd CJ[S it1 FLul"lda, required outside tec.hnical assistance in tIle JebJ.gll 

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 

systerii- operators iIiO:icated trurr-the LEAK Regi"Otlal Office syste.m_ ~pe_c,~alist was 
__ --~-p-.r-? ~~ ~ ___ "'<""""'_", . __ ",,_~-, ._ .. ~ __ ~,""'--'~-----'-" .. ----~ __ ...... 

~_:~ful i~ dea~ing~th .. ~~:,cc:~~t:~<:tor ,o~ J?l:"~~i_dc:d g~~.~~!.aJ c1~recti(:>n; ,aIld in / 
one case the system operators cited the use of the SEARCH Group Code of Ethics. 

All of these systems but one (Traffic Court System, Billings, Montana) 

received significant funqing 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 

TeS system which was developed in 1971. It~ 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 sys.tems, the us~rs of all 

but orie (ACCMIS, Hudson County, New Jersey) of the court management information 

systems 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 1976 and those which were operational between 1971 and 1973. Table 

1J,'-7, part C, shows that' six of the seven systems are, or will soon be, interfaced 

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. 

Eowever, only the four earlier developed systems actually maintain noncourt­

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

of these systems required significant outside assistance in the design and de­

velopment stages. (CJIS, Dallas County Texas; and CJIC, Santa Clara, California). 
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This technical assistance was provided by n,??-=LE~~p~Esonnel, primarily private 

consulting fi~s,~wi th' cornpu te'r i~d~~-~~;·'~endor s play~~-·~d;i:a·~;::l~. 
,._ •• _. -"~ ........ ~ .... , ___ '''''' .j "" ,~' ,,~==>I.~:.,.,;- ''Or _ 

However, in all cases but one (CJIC, Santa Clara, California, where 

local funds were available), LEAA provided the significant development funds 

without which these systems would never have become operational. Ranging from 

$500,000 to 3 million dollars with 'most around 1 million, these joint pers'on­

cas~ tracking and court management 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 

indicate that these systems play (or will play) a "major role in c-;;ur-t-and case 

B. State Court Systems 

RTI and MRI evaluators observed only five state-level court systems which 

were at least partially operational, only two of wh~ch 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 

Cl,nd/or court management functions. Other state-level systems serve a court 

activity reporting function as well. 

1. Court Activity Reporting Systems 

There were three court activity reporting systems observed. Table 

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

t(J interface them with other information systems. TVo systems have only batch­

processing capability. Furthermore, table 4-10, part A, shows that two of these 

systems were designed without significant outside technical assistance, '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 i~ designing 

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

are dissatisfied with the system's output. 

The California JCSRsystem 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 systemis potential but 

admit to the need to,lIwork out some of the bugs." 

. , 
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Table 4-9. TYPE OF INTERFACE: STATE COURT 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

SYSTEM NAME, , 
TYPE, AND LOCATION 

TYPE OF INTERFACE 
Local State Fed~ral 

A. Court Reporting System 

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

B. Other Activity Systems 

1. SWJIS, MO 
2. ADCMIS, NJ p P 

NOTE: "E" means existing; lip" 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 primary users of this system are the state legislators who are apparently 

sa~is~ie~·~~.~~.ac~;;~~y-,·i~:;ei of detail, and extent: 'cirIni~;;;ti;~ provided 

by the system. 

In sum, the three systems each cost less than $275,000 to develop, and 

LI~ funds played a significant role in the development of the two most expen­

sive systems (CDRS, Florida; and the Texas Judicial Councii System). 

2. Other State Court Systems 

The other two state court systems, SWJIS (Missouri) and ADCMIS (New 

J'=rsey), are more complicated than the activity reporting- typ~ systems, just 

described. SWJIS is a court management information system, ADCMIS is both that 

and a person-case tracking system. Table 4-10, part B, shows that SWJIS re­

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

nical assistance, and visits to other sites. SWJIS designers employ~d all three 

types of assistance, ,but ADCMIS designers employed only technology transfer in 

the development of their system. The assistance to SWJIS was provided by LEAA 

indirectly through a LEU-funded Data Processing Committee. However, the ADCMIS 

designers transferred software for management information systems directly from 
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Table 4-l0~ LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE COURT INFORMATION SYST1'MS 

SYSTEM NAME, 
TYPE, AND LOCATION 

A. Court Reporting System 

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

B. Other Activity Systems 

l. SWJIS, MO 
2 ADCMIS, NJ 

NOTE: "L" me~ns provided 

J. , . 

'DEVELOPMENT COST AND 
FUNDING. SOURCE 

Cost, Sig-
thous. nifi-
dollars cant Minor None 

$256 L NL 
40 L 
? NL L 

$665 L 
416 L NL 

by LEAA sources; "NL II means 

DESI.GN ASSISTANCE 

Site 
Visit 

L 

provided 

Tech-
nology 

Tech- Trans-
nical fer 

NL 

L L. 
NL 

by non-LEAA 

, 
J 

Other 

L 

L 

sources. 
, 

.-
\ 
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the Ne~., Jersey data center. At $409,000 and $664,00'0, respectively, ADCMIS und 

Sh'JIS were more expensive to develop than the ac tivity-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 and therefore to speed up case processing. (He) 

Uses the system continuously to get cases ready for calendaring and .•. to pre­

pare overdue tra!lscript 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 technical assistance in design~ 
-- ~--~-----~---.... ~~------.-- -------_._--,. -.¥--.--~~-- -

ing or implementing .their systems, and two of these received such assistance 
______ - - - __ • •• . . - _. _. - ,«,_,'_0-0' -' ., • .- - -

fX'om LEAA. Usually system operators were aided by management and systems con-

sulting firms and occasionally by major computer vendors. 

There does 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 c01:!:rt systems al?pear to be mo:.~. sophist~7.~ted than the state systems 

in that they frequently include person-case tracking as well as simply manage-

ment and reporting capabilities. In any case, it is apparent that when compare~ 

with the law enforcement information sysfem developers, court information sys­

tem developers have less well developed technology and examples with which to 

work in designing a court information system. ~ 

Finally, there seems to be little overt activity in the OBTS/CCH direction. 

SWJIS developers at tempted to desi~;-;·~~~C;tc'Omp-;;~~··which would be inte-

grated into a OBTS/CCH at a later date. However, members of both the California 

a.nd Missouri judiciaries were adamant that under their state constitutions the I 
judicial bra.nch of state government would not be dictated to by the execu~ 
branch. 
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IV. STATE CORRECTION INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

RTI and MRI evaluators looked at 11 systems which are used in some 

capacity in the correctional process. Seven of these systems serve a data 

storage and retrieval function only in that they u~ually replace a manual 

record system and are used pr,imarily for data support in case load mahage­

ment and activity reporting. Four of these systems are intended to·serve 

an inmate-tracking function. As such they represent a recent development 

in prison management and are intended to be used daily to monitor i.ntake 

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

A. Correctibnal Data Storage and Retrieval Systems 

Five of the seven data storage and retrieval systems maintain infot'ma­

tion exclusively on juvenile offenders and runaways. Corrections personnel 

\ '., ',', in several states surveyed by MRI/RTI evaluators stated that their state legis-

,\ t' \:/ .. lation mandates ,that j.Uven;Ue systems shall not int:erra·~~h...J)J:h~); local, state, 
'7"" ~. "or ,federal information systems. (Respondents vlere not asked to reference 

the appropriate state statutes;) The two adult systems~ PARS (New Jersey) 

and the, Texas Clemency and Parole System" are also not interfaced with 

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

A. 

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

B. 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

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

SYSTEM NAME, 
TYPE, AND LOCATION 

TYPE OF INTERFACE 
Local State Federal 

Data Storage and Retrieval S~stem 

OFD-OBITS~ CA 
JANUS, TX 
Clemency/Parole, TX 
AMS, MT 
JPIS, MT 
FlUS, MT 
PARS, NJ 

Inmate Tracking System 

CIS, IL 
CAJUN, LA 
ITS, TX E 
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 very 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 ~ny significant techn~cal assistance in their 

design and development. OFD/OBITS studied the systems of Connecticut, 

Illinois (Adult Corrections), Washington, D.C. (CRYSIS), Louisiarta (CAJUN), 

Arkansas, Texas, and ohio (Youth Commission). The eventual concept for 

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

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

newsletters sent out by these systems, and other contacts made by state 

personnel. The JPIS system (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 betweeri 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 systems 

cost between $40,000 and $400,000 to develop. These correctional data 

storage and retrieval systems are relatively less expensive to develop than 

most similar systems in the 1aw enforcement or court area. 

LEAA has funded some of the least expensive (JPIS--$40,000) pnd the 

most expensive (OFD/OBITS--$760,000), and the users of ali but one of these 

systems (PARS--Ne~ 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 systet,1S 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 Systems 

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 

4-29 , 



A. 

1. 
.p.. 

2. I 
w 3. 0 

4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

B. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

" 

fr I . , 

Table·4-l2. +-EAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATE CORRECTIONS SYSTEHS 

DEVELOPMENT COST AND 
FUNDING.SOURCE 

SYSTEM N:AME, Cost, Sig-
TYPE. AND LOCATION thous. nifi-

dollars cant Minor None 

Data Storage and Retrieval System 

OFD-OBITS. CA $760 L NL 
JANUS, TX 388 L NL 
Clemency/Parole. TX 235 L NL AMS, MT 47 NL L JPIS, MT 40 L NL FHIS, MT 3 NL L PARS, NJ ? NL L 

Inmate Tracking System 

CIS, IL $2,032 L NL CAJUN, LA 827 L NL 
ITS, TX 496 L NL 
JIDCSR, FL ? ? ? ? 

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

t' 

DESIGN ASSISTANCE 
Tech-
no logy 

Site Tech- Trans-
Visit nical fer 

NL NL 

-

L 

L L 
L 

NL 

provided by non-LEAA· 

Other 

L 

L 

sources. 
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v. STATEWIDE LAW ENFORCEMENT SYSTEMS AND COMPREHENSIVE DATA SYSTEMS 

A. Statewide Law Enforcement Systems 

RTI and MRI evaluators observed only eight statewide law enforcement 

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

'ner.;ts of such .E!: system, but.'as yet none exists. 
() 

Most state law enforcement systems are comprised of at le~§t the 
, " 

following subsystems: wanted persons, stolen property (including vehicles), 
, . 

UCR, firearm information, traffic information, and message switching. Table 

4-13 shows that systems are'online and interfaced with other criminal jus­

tice information systems. 

Table 4-13. TYPE OF INTERFACE: STATEWIDE LAW 
ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

SYSTEM~AME, 
TYPE, AND LOCATION 

1. SCIS, NJ 
2. CLETS, CA 
3. LCJIS, LA 
4. FClC, FI .. 
5. MULES, MO 
6 • MLE'£S, MT 
7. TCIC, TX 
8. LEADS, IL 

" 

TYPE OF INTERFACB 
Local State Federal 

E 
E 

E 
E 
P 
E 

E 
" 'E 

E 
E 
E 

E 
E 

E' 
E 
E 
E 
E 

o E 

E 

NOTE: "E" means existing; "p" ,means, planned. 

(, 

The Texas and Louisiana systems are only partially operational. Texas 

has completed oIlly its stolen-wanted persons, UCR, and me~sage'7,switching 

components. Louisiana has complete~ bnly its UCR, identification, and cor­

rection modules. 

Usually the wanted persons and stolen property components are the 

earliest subsystems to be developed. Components designed to be integrated 
" into an OBIS-CCH system., are usually the last oneS to be developed. 

MLETS '(Montarta) is the only statewide system serving primarily a 

message-switching function. MLETS does maintain license and vehicle infor­

mation, bue this is the extent of its data storage function at present. 
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totally complete. 
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systems 'but MLETS have a UCR compone~t' pa:tti.;illy or 

California's CJIS/CLETS has a CDS criminal history system 

component operated separately from the CDS Offender-Based Transaction System 

in the state~ All sys~em operators, except MLETS, indicate that work is 

cllrrently being conducted on a CCH component. 

For those systems for which acceptable funding estimates are avail,.. 

able, t'~able 4-14 shows that between one and seven miliion doilars is 

required ,to design and develop the system. MLETS, serVing a smaller popu­

lation artd exhibiting more limit'ed capabilities than the' other systems 

surveyed, cost only $600,000 to develop. 

LEAA funds have been significant in the deveiopment 6f seven of the . 

e~.ght statewide law enforcement systems observed in this evaluation. 

Florida's FCIC system was developed with $1.6 million of state 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 i9 LCJIS in Louisiana where individuals experienced 

both in data processing techniques and criminal justice proc'esses comprised 

a unique organization (tCJIS)~ The organization in Louisiana has planned 

and designed almost every module in the LCJIS--including a complete OBTS­

CCH system ~hich is due to be implemented in late 1976 or early 1977. 

Because the users of these systems often represent several hundred 

critninal' justice agencies throughout a state, it is difficult to /9btaj,~, 

meaningful user evaluations of these systems. A few of the users inter­

viewed for the Califorrda and IllinOis systems indicated disappointment_,,~n 
)~ . 

the level ~:~~~J.$:ipati.o..U-p.e.:t:ID.itt!:d ~~ ~h~4e.sign,...oftheir ..s.ysJ:.,em. 

Other than this 9bserva.tion, 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 Systems 

1. General 

CDS is an LEAA program funded by discretionary grants with the 

intent of leading the stat-:=s toward criminal justice informatioiJ., systems 

which are uniform. in format aCross the nation and cot:p:l:~:Lble l;h1=.Qugl:1ol,!!; the 

criminal justice syst7m of the state. 
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Table 4-14. LEAA AND NON-LEAA CONTRIBUTIONS TO STATEWIDE LAW ENFORCEMEfU SYSTEMS 

SYSTEM NAME, 
TYPE, AND LOCATION 

SCIS, NJ 
CLETS, CA 
LCJIS, LA 
FCIC, FL 
MULES,MO 
MLETS, MT 
TCIC. TX 
LEADS, lL 

DEVELOPMENT COST AND 
-FUNDING SOURCE 

.Cost, 
thous. 
dollars 

$6,669 
6,230 
1,800 
1,600 

972 
.600 

6 
.? 

Sig­
nifi-
cant Minor None 

L 
L NL 
L NL 

NL L 
NL NL 
L NL 
L NL 
? 

DESIGN ASSISTANCE 
Tech­
nology 

Site Tech- Trans-
Visit nical fer Other 

NL 
NL 

L L 
NL 
NL 

NL 

L 

NL 

L 
L 

L 
L 

NOTE: "LII means provided, by LEAA sources; "NL" means provided by non-LEAA sources. 
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Most of the states surveyed have begun CDS programs. A partial UeR component 

is functioning in all o~ the sta~es. With the exception of the Statistical 

Analysis Centers (SAC's), with their Management and Administrative Statistics 

(MAS) and Technical Assistance (TA) elements, the informat';,,'msystem e~ements 
within and related to CDS may be developed by separate operating agencies as 

were, described, in earlier paits of this chapter. The information system elements 

are the CCH/OBTS systems and the related State JUdici,al Information Systems 

(SJIS), and correctional information systems (OBSCIS). It is the intent of the 

CDS program that the SAC unit will see that all or the related parts meet CDS 
guidelines and remain compatible. 

2. Findings' 

Because of its involyement in the original Project SEARCH and its even 

earlier beginning of an offender-based tracking syst,em, the California CDS is 

the most advanced of those observed. The California CDS is reported to be a 

fully operational system, although its components are not uniformly implemented 

statewide. This CDS is subject to consideI;;able 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 c,!ordination 

between all parts of the criminal justice system in California. the correction 

system is not prepared to fully accept the guidelines of the CDS progra~ as 

interpreted by the Bureau of Criminal Statistics. Similar Eroblems of coordina-

tion in' CDS development were observed in several other states. 
-'._" ~ " ••.• ,.,~~,...--'._. __ ~. __ :~ •. "".n -- ".. -- •. ~_"-'>r" _ 

Missouri has,developed as three separate systems in the"Kansas City 

rf:gion (ALERT II), the Saint Louis region (REJIS), and the balance of the State 

(~ruLES). Differences were observed 'between the three parts in both methods and 

d,9.ta formats. The Department of Social Services (State cQrrections) was concerned 

that there ,is not one statewide system, and is unhappy about the money being spent ,'I 

by ALERT and REJIS to develop their own independent corrections systems. Court 

system operators exert: their independence, declaring that they will decide 

what they' are and al:'e not willing td give to NTlLES. 
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Montana has an operational SAC, MAS, UCR, and TA program but has just 

':Jegun 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 categor~es. . Be' callse the CDS attempts to pul, 1 together informa-

tbn efforts in the tot~:l criminal justice system, i~_ru~~~:a~-:<::n_ into the 

traditional separation of potvers and ~~~_c:.~J(),ns. Courts will not follow the dictates 

of a master pla~'~hich~;asde;~l~ped prim~ri1y by ~~. for-the. 'law enforcement 

agencies. Corrections will not freely cooperate with St~:e,,:.~~~~~g Agencies. and 

Statistical Analysis Centers when the latter are-poorly p6si.~.=!-o~'Ce~~_.~2:. the sta~e 

administrative liierarchy. Law enforcemel1t information systems develop'~dwithout 
~- ... -. -~""""',,-~.,-

LE.AA fun s .are s o~o]c to coopera e w~ . d .... 1 t . th the newly d.eve10ped· guide.1i~~s • 

'D~~pite th~se problems which LE.AA can overcome only with pat~~m:e and 

firmness in exerting its leadership, it is concluded that the leadership exerted 

to dCj.te through the CDS program has had a positive influence on the direc-~ ,J' 

.r 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 lev~l of compatibility and interrelat.edness. which 

was tiot oc.curring p·rior to LEAA participation. 

VI. COMMENTS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMME~ATIONS 

A. Comments and Conclusions' 

RTI atl.d MItI ev.aluators surveyed 76 partially or' comp1eteiy operational 

cl:iminal j~stice information systems for review in this report . Thirty-five 

of these systems were operated by local law enforcement agencies, 22 were 

operated by local and state courts, 11 were operated by state correction 

agencies ,. and 8 by statewide lato( enfoJ;'cemettt agencies. 

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

d d 1 the system were provided by LEAA. Of these 58,52 system employe. to eve op 

d th'at w-lthout LE.AA's funding. contribution to the development operators indicate. .• 

h . b dId ·In other words, no other cif their system, it could not ave 7en eve ope • 

funding sources were available to these system aevelopers. 
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Given the limitations of the data and analyses contained in this report, 

it is impossible to conclude whether 'the adequacy of a c~iminal justice infor­

mation system is correlated to either its development cost, relative to other' 
. , 

similar systems, or to the source of its development funds. 'In other words, on 

the basis of this survey of 76 criminal justice information systems, there is 

no evidence to suggest that for comparable systems, LE.AA-funded systems are in 

any way different fromnon-LE.AA-funded systems. 

According to the respondents surveyed in this evaluation, user satisfaction 
-----_ ..•. with a criminal justice information syStem is directly related to the degree of 

t~f:fCiPatiotl in the system design, and subsequen~~ements. System 
--~. ~~. u til-ity·4-s·"t:mhanced ~\lThen-u'Si::!rs~'"are"peri:ilrtted'7hlgh-'~;~~~i input in to de ter-

.minatiOn'·of-"o-~t;ut-&~-;~cteristTcssUch as- rep;;; content, km:~:-~-d frequency •. 

Fur thermore-;·~'wnen'"·sys·tem aocumenta tidti iSaval1abi~"~d" si~~lifie~i' 'i;~ Hpe~sons . - .----~ --,---.-">----~--..-.. ~.. .~. " 
unskilled in electronic data processing and when system deSigners conscientiously 

t@i1a"p'erat01:s ana'~rs;-re5ifoi1d~;;-nts -~~~-;'o~"h!;LI!l~!".JL~1!.!=.i§..~;.e.d .. wi th their Sy~ tems . 

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.O~ly 13 sys­

tem operators obtained such assistance from LE.AA personnel on either the federal, 
state, or regional level of operations. 

However, many System operators indiC2ted that theL,would have utilf,ze.£.,J .. ~ 
techtlical as'sistance if more had been."a.Yai1abJ..e...-t.o.......t.h~!!l-.s'-l1~I!.. they were designing 

t~ei~' s~ In addition, several system operators expres~~-~-~ desir~.to -h§...Y~, 
. ....'"'--< -;>."","",","" , . 

mCirt:~g technical as.~i~~B;.nc.e_.fE~~l'!~iL.9r~thei...r. SPA avat//lable to theIll <.).s 
.. "'--..,...,~.~-~., •• <:~-

they operi;lte, expand, and modify their systems •. 
____ - __ .".-......,..-:~..._ __ .....,. .... ____ ~_,_o:r.~"""_,.,,~~~.;~~~ 

To overcome this 'deficit most system operators proposed' that LRAAmake Q 

available more information-in the form of a comprehensive directory of infor~~ 
tion systems which is accurate, up-to~date, and provides sufficient information 
--=~------------"'-~'\t __ ....... J "' ~"""'c:.-=>;~"' ... ~,,_,--.,..,..""'~,,;r: """=-""" "'~"r_. '.lO_ ..... • o. 

for qecisions on potential transfer. They did not feel this need was met by the 

197~ory of Autam~ted Criminal Justice Information Systems because Criminal 

Justice Information Systems were in the initial development stages then. The '\/ 

current survey~y Brandon .Appli~d Systems is anticipated by some. system repre- \7'\ 
sentatives to be incomplete because to their knowledg.e their Siystems did ,not 

participate in .,the survey .. In addition, respondents frequently cited a need for 

a directory of software packages which are appropriate for use by different 
---------...,;~ ~. ~~."._-~ __ ~.Io .. i -....__......--= ..... _ ..... " .... ___ .~ 
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J criminal justice agencies, functions, and systems. Most of the systems surveyed 

\ 

stored vo1:ilmos-
Of 

data, but fe:-- had .t.he .software capability to generate the in-

, ...... :. :"'f.~Ema tion . in formats f~om which users could make meaningful operational or 

, 
,t 

I 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 
f· 

'management decisions •. 
. . _.~. Afreq';ently heard request made by syst~m operators. was for more assistance 

in measuring criJninaljUstice system efficiency. This kind of info"';~;ion wo';r.r 

be use£u1 not only in design and transfer decisions, but in daily System uti1iZa-

t~on. decisions as well. 
Finally, there was general but widespread criticism of certain aspects of 

LEAh's administrative procedures. Respondents indicated dissatisfaction with 

constant changes in the publication and long delays in the fina1ization from draft 

sta tuS of guidelines in general and CDS specifically. Although official CDS 

gu;Ldell.
nes 

came out in memo form in 1972, draft in 1974, and in final form in 

1976, some law enforcement agencies obtained unofficial i.nterim copies of Aprii, 

June, and october 1975 revisions. Regardless of whether they are officiallY or 

unofficially re1eas
e
d, constant revisions of guidelines are being obtained and 

acted upon by local l.w enforcement agencies. In most c'ses these guidelines 

are confusing and lJn1>ede the efforts of such agencies in their efforts to p1an 

and develop criminal justice information systems. 
Furthermore, persons affiliated with the Alamed:a county pilot 911 prog;am 

cited problems and delays in project implementatiOn which resulted from 10ng LEAh 

delays in formally approving the 911 project application. 
Many other systems operators indicated that the deve10pment of. their infor­

m>tion system had been significant1Y delayed while they attempted to comply with 

LEM's funding requirements and then wait for the grant review process to be 

co
m
p1eted •. In some states operators must submit LEAh grant applications and 

awards to additi,,,,al review processes by state and local agencies, p1a
nnin

g 

up.its, ·and coordinatiOll councils. 
On the basis of the preceding evaluation and cotnments made by survey re-

spondents, the following recommendations are made. 

1. Provide and disseminate timely and accurate inforEation on the 

state-of-the-~rt in criminal 'ustice information s stems. -
B. Recommenda tior;s 

LEAA should establish mechanisms that would enable them to serve as a 
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capability of th SP , -fA-
shou1d make available - e As. ). 

i b th persorinel with t . no' law enforcement and computer . ex ensive technical expertise 
tech' 1 applications to system d ' 

nl.ca assis.taric.e would be well'"' d' eSlogners. LEAA 
cedures, system~ 1 _ome l.n system design, gr t . ~mp emehtation and ' t an aJ?,Pl.i.cation pro":' 
A 1 S h J.n erface p'roblems and . 

7 0 sue he1p from LEAl.. wou1d . ' proJect management 

unavailable, LEAA h II! S ould assure th 'I: 
can evaluate the _ at appro- :J, .. 

project me soundness of system de .1' 

with major computer vendors. greatly aid system developers in their interac~ions 
If th' loS type of expertise is 

;:~eemloent pr~or to funding a grant applications. . s,grt and proposed .·1 
p an lonf-orm t' ' . .1 . . t,-t'l_) , 
. ' a ,on system eva1uation ' 1t' . optlomal methodology to insure fI,Rt,JE).i ((.ft .. " ill 

sys'cem design and use. /" )0J0.":.JJ. f)~,;'\.tl!: 
This type ofmethod010gy "(/J 1"¥'" - vII '. 

priately trained experts 

4. 

in activities such would assist system designers d as selecting efficient- . . an operators 
~'.ust~fy~ng syste-

d 

~ systems, operatl.'ng th ~ • ~ ~ i em effectively, 
. . n reques ts for local operating funds. 

5. Promote a high level f use of ' f .0 user participation in the development and 
lon ormation systems. -

and 

Criminal justice information system use~s must understand the system's 
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~c.apabilities and iimitat:ions, and how the system can he12 them. System utility 

\r can be enhanced if users are permitted a high level of input into determining 
\\\' \',\J :, 

0'-'; ,. 

~'" 

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 

~c.apabilities of the system. LEAA should emphasize the importance of including 
r 

'-';.J users and operators in the planning and implementation phases of system develop-. 
~"(~ ,;I 

~ me'iit, in publications and seminars, and to regional system specialists and SPAs. 

~" <;;;~""\ 6. Ex:gedite the dissemination of, and clarify LEAA regulations and 
>~\, J 

'~\ gUidelines. 

~ ~I' 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 confusion which accompanies frequent changes in gUidelines. 
'j 

7. Review grant evaluat;i.on and reward procHss. 
; 

Many system operators indicated that the development of their infor-

mation systems had been Significantly delayed while they attempted to comply with 

funding lirequirements 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 restrictions, grant revievl, 

and award processes for possible simplicatiol'...c, 
~7 . '\\ . 

Promote the development of clas(~:ffications, definitions, and a 
, \~ ~. 

standardized, terminology for crin~al justice information~systems. 
0,' r·:=:J 

The titles in. the 1972 Directory of Criminal Justice Systems are of 

value -in describing s)',$tem features. In performing analyses of the 
'\", 

surveyed for this evaluat1<?n, a great deal of time was spent devising 
I; 

appropr~ate gen~ricclassifications to facilitate the analysis. It is 

recomI'llended that LEAA prepare or support the development of st.f,lndardi·zed. de­

scriptive terms for the components and functions of all types of criminal j us­

tice information systems. This. should greatly improve the exchange of info'rma-

tion befween operators and users of systems and should aid in technology I 

transfer and evaluation. 
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Chapter 5 
" 

EVALUATION OF THE USE OF NGJISS-PRObUCED DOCUMENTS 

I~ OVERVIEW 

This chapter presents findings on the t,tse and the reasons forCnonuse 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

tj.on, compilation,and analysis of data on state and local receivers and users 

of LEAA data; interviews with LEAA headquarters personnel and with selected non­

LFAA federal users; a review of do~uments produced by state and local agencies; 

and telephone interviews with a random sample of potential users. The document 

review and the telephone survey ar.e detailed under separate covers. l ,2 

This chapter begins with a background discussion of the needs for criminal 

j~,stice statistics and cdntinues with the findings from 'each separate task of 

the NCJISS statistical services evaluation. 

II . BACKGROUND 

The NCJISS Statistics Division was given its policy direction in section 

5J.5 of the Crime Control Act of 1973: 

collect, evaluate~ publish, and disseminate, statistics and other 
information on the conditions and progress of law enforcement 
within and without' the United States.3 

The Division's' program, described in chapt.er 2, has been influenced ,by several 

studies and conferen'c;,~s ,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.
4 

Three working groups had been convened by th~ Bureau to look 

into criminal justice statistics on law enforcement, c8urts, and corrections. 

The attendees were those judged at that time to be most knowledgeabie of the ;/ 

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

tatives in attendanceJ.,but federal agencies were most heavily represented and 

the focus was on the needs for statistics at the national level. The confer-
o 

ence reported that: 
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On a national level'~ few statistics are ~~blished, and almost none 
of them reflect the local • • • criminal justice system • • • • 
However, there, is 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 Federai court and 
probati9n systems; 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation publishes data on 
offenses known to po1:tce and arrests;" 

Statistical'information covering cases going through a 
sample cif juvenile courts across the country are p~b­
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 correctionsas'well 
as on 'inst,ittitionalized persons covered, in the decennial 
census. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation has developed a National Crim~ 
Information Genter '. • • • The Bureau of Prisons is plann:i,.ng to 
develop an improved and expanded National Prisoner Statistics (NPS) 
program • • • • The Statistics Subcommittee of the House Post' Office 

'and Civil Service Committee has held hearings aI),dhas introduced 
legislatiortto establish a national criminal justice statistics cen­
ter • • • • Fin~lly, the SOCial Indicators group of the Department 
of Health, Educatlon~ and Welfarej while not attempting to fill the 
statistics" void itself, is interested in having ,it filled • They 
have pr:pared a pa~er OJ;l. criminal justice stati~ticsand are par7ic- 4 
ularlY,1ntereseed 1n mak1ng an early start on victimization stat1stics. 

After examining 'the 'needs derived from the law enforcement, co'urts, and 

corrections groups, the: conference attendees conc,luded that statistics were 
, , ', 4 

needed to answer.the following questions: 

How much crime is therein 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 cr,ind.nal ju~i:ice system in ,dealing with 
cri~e and ~ith' ?ffende~s? 
,What resource$, 'financia.l and manpower, are devoted to the criit)inal 
justice sys,tem ;;trt,'cre+ation to the si~e and ~ind of ,jqbexpected of 

,it and are these ,resources enough to do an effective job? 
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The attendees recomntended'that the" following statistical series b~ produced:4 

1. 

2 •. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

A series to present frequent (e.g'$ quarterly), nati~nal, 
state, and large city estimates of victimization by type 

,. of crime; type of crime reported or known to the police; 
type 0.£ charge for arrest made by p~lice; disposition (or 
outcome) of arrest by type of charge; and time served 
under types of correctional supervision (probation, prison, 
parole) by type of charge for which convicted. 

A series to present annual national and' state diataon charac­
teristics of offenders--those arrested, tried, and enrolled 
in correctional programs and those arrested in large cities. 

A series to present annual national, state, county, and 
city estimates of expenditures. 

A series to present annuai national, state, county, and 
city estimates of employment and payrolls. 

A series to present annual national, state, ~ounty, 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 on a large number of questions raised in 
the Needs Report in addition to those noted above. 

Although all 6f the needs expressed above are not covered by the series now 

b',:ing produced by the D.ivision and the Bureau, there are high correlations 

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 program in the NCJISS Systems Development Division. 

Another recommendation called for statistical standards and technical 

assistance programs to implement the standards. These needs have been addressed 

~vith respect to data elements by Project SEARCH and with respect to standards 
5 6 and goals by the National Advisory Commission report.' A_technical assis-

t:a~o..f...,_~I:J.I?_.gDS program could be themechanis~ for 
, . , 

permitting cooperative work to begin among Federal, Stat!e, 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 1;:echnical ass,~stance by LEAA are not now accomplishing 

this ,recommendat~on. 
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Still another recotnmendation called for special r~search to produce da·ta 

over and above those of the $tati.;o.t;icai series. Typical would be.a study of 

the amount of recidivism, its social and. economic antecedents and the eff.ec-. . . .' ' 
t~veness of vari?uS correctional programs in reducing the incidence of reddi-

vj.sm. This evaluation did not investigate the LEAA ~esea.rch program to 
, ' ' 

determine the extent to which t,llis need is being met. However, it was possibie 

to determine that the data for ·such research are being produced in a ,rery 

limited number of local areas. 

A final recommendation--that a dire.ctory survey be performed to locate, 

i~entify, and describe hriefly every agency or institution in the criminal 

j~stice system--was the remaining expression of need directly relate~ 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 tes~ing against the data' 

collected in this study~' 

1. The stati~tical series and the reSUlting documents should 
.be of greatest .use at the national (~ather than the state 
and idcal) ieve1 because they were designed to meet needs 
expressed at that level, and they would be used primarily 
to' 'define the na.ture and scope of problems. 

2. Researchers and programrmanagers within LEAA should expect 
to find the reported datta inadequate or inapprop'riate to 
their special program analysis or evaluation· nee~ds because 
most of the needs were expresse.d before LEAA pr10grams had 
been developed. 

3. Because the emphasis in the needs statements was upon 
national needs for national, state, arid lota1 data, there 
would be less use of the series at state and local levels. 

User assessments were' solicited to help test thes,e hypotheses, to draw con­

clusions, and to formulate recommendations on how the services of the Division 

might be more effective. The NCJISS documents and d.:ata series assessed by the 

users are listed here by classes of data. 

General 

L Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics: 1973, july 74; 
1974, Sept 75 
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2. Expenditure and Employment Data for Criinina1 Justice Sys­
tems: 1965"-69,Feb 71; 1969·-10, Feb' 72; 1970-71, Feb 73; 
1971-72, Feb 7~;1972-73, Feb 75 

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

4. Crimi;nal Justice Agencies i.n the. United States: Summary 
Report, 19'70 

5. Criminal Justice Agencies ~n (each stat"e): 1970, May 1972 

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

.vic timiza tion 

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 Victimizat~on 

4. Crime in Eight American Cities, July 1974 

5. Criminal Victimization in the United States: Jan-June 1973, 
Nov 7~; 1973 ~dvance 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) 

Corrections 

1. 

2 • 

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

Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions: 
73; July 75 

Dec 71, 72, 

3. Capital p'unishment 1971-73, June 75; 1974, Nov 75 

'(,' 
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6. 

, 7. 

8. 

Census of State Correctional Facilities 1974: Advance 
Report, Sept 75 ' , 

Survey of Inmates of Loc~l Jails, 1972: Advance Report; 
Sept 74 

The Nation'~. Jails: A Report on the Census of Jails from 
the 1972 Survey of Inmates of Local Jails, Aug 75 

Local Jaiis: A Report Presenting Data for Individual 
County and City Jails from the 1970 Jail Census, Mar 73 

1970 National Jail Census, May 71 

Courts 

1. National Survey of Court Organization: 1971 Feb 74; Sup­
plement to State Judicial Systems, Nov 75 

The results of user assessments are reported in sections I~I, IV, and V for 

nort-LEAA federal agencies, L~~ offices, and state and local agencies. 

III. NON-LEAA FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Initially this study, which began in September 1975, was int~ed to cover 
-~ 

state and local age~~ies and LEAA offices. In January 1976, the sponsor added 

a broader group of receivers that included non-LEAA users of NCJISSdocuments 

and data at the federal level. The results of interviews with 18 persons in 14 

agency offices in Washington ate reported in this section. 

IntervieW Procedure 

The sample of agencies and individuals selected by the sponsor and RTl 

(unlike the random sample in the telephone survey task) iilcluded individuals 

who had received the documents and who had obvious needs for some ·of the data 

types within them., Telephone calls were made to confirm that these two crite­

ria.were met before scheduling interviews. Th~e interviewed were individuals 

in the foilowing agencies: 

Department b~ Justice 

Bureau of Prisons, the Executive Assistant to the Assistant 
Director and the Education Administrator 

Office of Public Ipformation, Deputy Director 

Office of Policy and Planning, the Executive Assistant and 
Researchers 
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Administrati~e Qfti~e of United States Courts 

Statistical. Analysis and Report Brancn, the Heada:nd Researchers 

Department of Commerce 

Buteau of Domestic Commerce, Assistant to Director of t'he Office 
of Business Researcq and Analysis 

Food and Drug Administration, Statistician' 

National Institute of Mental Health 

Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency, Acting Deputy Chief 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

Policy and Planning Staff, Director 

Statistics and Data Services Division, Director 

Special Studies Section, Chief 

Brookings Institution, Researcher 

U . S • Department of Labor, W_?tnen' s Bureau, the Head 

U.S. Civil Rights Commission, Consultant 

Interview Form D (appendix A) was used to record specific information and elabora­

tions about document u~e and the 'data series • 

B. Findings 

The documents. and data series produ'ced by NCJISS were muc;h more strongly 

supported in this set of interviews than in any other set. Most of the indivi­

duals interviewed had expressed 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 

of charge to federal agencies. 

Several respondents indicated: "If the data were not available from 

this ~ource, I would have to find another source or perform my own data col­

:j.ection." One stated that livery few policy decisions of (this office) are 

supported by hard data" and indicated that the victimization data had made 

possible at least a beginning toward changing that situatiqn. Another was 

conv:~nced that victimization data "is the only game in town" and that "it is 
II 

predy good" for high'level policy analyses. 

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

researc11.and analysis. Other NCJISS data and documents were used primarily 

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

in a speech, to give some quantitative basis for a program proposal, to assess 
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the reasonabl~ness of a grant application, or in general statistic.alre,ports, 

For purposes such as these, there was little concern with lack 'of detail, 

with out-of-date information, or inaccuracies in disaggrega'ted tables. There 

was a tendency to.believe that the data were relatively correct in the aggregate 

and in the trend which they suggested. 

Victimization data were being used for several analytical purposes. For 

~xample, they were being used to support proposed gun control legisl~tion, 

which was reported to have received the endorsement ,of the President, and to 

assess the nature of commercial crime in support of a crime preventio~ program 

felr businesses. These were uses of the da.ta series, not of the victimization 

documents. The analysts had computer access to the data sets and were ob-' 

ta,ining reports uniquely suited to projects or programs; they were using data 

ft:om individlJ.al cit.ies 'rather than the results from the national panel. Uses' 

of the other data included: 

c. 

Expenditure aad 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 Enforceinep.t Administration. 

The Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics used by those 
developing new programs in specialized ~riminal justice areas. 

The series on prisoners used by the U.S. Civil Rights Commission. 

i\ 
Recommendations " 

The following recommendations are based primarily upon the'observations 

of those interviewed. 

1. ',' Improve Document Use 

The uses and values of the documents would be enhanced considerably 

if LEAA would provide brief summaries highlighting the important findings, 

trend changes, or key statistics for high level administrators who need to 
Q 

know them. These would help the staff to sell the vaiue of hard data support 

for policy decisions.1b accomplish this~ the NCJISS analytical staff must 

be sufficiently knowledgeable of the functions of the prinCipal receiving 

federal agencies to know what general findings would be important to them. 
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2. Improve Seri~s Use 

Data tabulated by NCJISS seldom meet' the specific needs of the re­

searcher or program analyst. For many, the more useful data elements are lost 

irl aggregation. If the Division could provide timeiy special reports in answer 

tC) requests by federal (or: other) agencies, the uses of series such as victi­

mization studies shOUld increase. 

The victiniiZation survey is of great· potential value and needs to 

be strengthened and improved considerably, so that the results can be special-
/ I ' . 

ized for thos~' ~ho need to know, such as: insurance companies, other busi-

nesses, and specialized federal programs. 

Data on persons in correctional mental hospitals (or me~tally 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 crim¢scommitted by ad':' 

dicts. The Women's Bureau of the Department of Labor is interested in more 

data on women offenders and economic, social,. and demograph~c characteristics. 

The civil Rights Commission wouid like more details on racial and ethnic 

characteristics of prisoners. 

3. Increase User. Interactions 

The need for more producer-consumer interactions between NCJISS and 

federal agency researchers and analysts, as suggested by the previous recom­

mendation; does not apply to all recipients of the documents. Managers and 

operators of national criminal justice programs are generally not able to 

specify needs 'beyond those satisfied by the present series; as other needs 

arise, they either turn to their research staffs or do without for lack of 

time. 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. 

IV. LEAA HEADQUARTERS PERSONNEL 

The extent to which LEAA headquarters personnel have been effectively 

,served by the NCJISS statistics ?las determined through iriterviews. At the 

initiation confere~cefor this study, personnal from a,number of LEAA offices 

gave b~ckground i~formatiol1 for the evaluation. People from several offices 

indicated that the' ~if£erent parts of the agency had t,raditionally had 
... 
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tittle contact w~th each other; these people were of the opinion that the 

research ptogram\was not planned in concert with the operational programs 

and the operational .programs had no. input into the stat'istical programs. 

Thus it was hypoth\~sized,as stated earlier, that. the. NCJISS statistical, docu­

m~nts would not be\lsed widely and frequently throughout LEAA headquarters. 

This hypothesis was generally ~ true. A number of the offices Ilsed docu~ 

ments to support ~,hei:r functions. However, not all .users were' comp1~tely 

satisfied with NGLTI,')S products;. these made several general recommendations to 

the interviewer~!. 

A. Interview Procedure 

Persons ~o be interviewed were selected Clnd sr.heduled by the contract 

technical motiitor. 
1 

Additional persons were a.dded at the suggestions of per-;: 
'i 

origi~.'Hly selected. The research and program offices where interviews sems 

were .j • d condq;t ted ~nclude : 
;! 

Offjice of Congressional Liai.son 
I 

OffJ.c~ of 'Public Information 
.' 

Office of National Priority Programs 

d,Hiclaof Planning and Mana.gement: the 'IManagement, and the Policy 
Analysis Divisiorts !, 

jOffice of Regional Operations: Program, \/?lanning, Analysis and 
/' Coordination Division and Enforcement Prot~ram Development Division 

I
t National Institute of ·Law Enforcement 'and ii:Crimi11al J~stice': Offices 
I f 1\. f 0 Research and Programs, Technology Transj~er ~ .and Evaluat~on 

II Offic,e. of JuveIlile Justice and DelinquenCY\(tre~}ention: the JJDP 
/1 Operat~ons Task Group and the Research Inst'\~tufl:.e 

fil\ 
T~ie persons interviewed ~ere fi.r~t given opportu~\ities to com~ent generally on 

their uses; of NCJISS dvcuments and data. Then th\~y w.ere asked to comment on 

each document listed in Form D. (These comments ~ften revealed that there was 

some genera1-:-knowledge use by those claiming that ',~he documents were of no 
.i 

use to them.) Ne2(;t, they were asked to disclose o\\=her da ta sourc,es important 
v • to their' functions. Finally, they were asked for ~iecommendat~ons for improving 
\1 
\' 

Findings ~1' . 
As expected, the results of the interviews v~rled considlttably;';{thin\ 

the types of offices. " ~! 

the products of the Division. 

B. 

\1
1 

\ 
,-- .. ~~~~-~~-. 
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1. Management and Administration Groups 

By analysis, it was concluded that data ~eries and documents are 

directed at the needs of the rtational research and analysis community of users 

and thus play small role~ in 'the functions of LEAA management and administration. 

LEAA managers were generally aware of the documents and had reviewed them at 

some time for general knowledge. 

The Congressio~al Liaison Office sees that all NCJI"SS documents are 

supplied to appropri~te congressional offices, but the Congressional Liaison 

Office does not use them. The Liaison Office occasionally receives requests 

for information from Congress c1nd has found that NCJISS has b~en very responsive 

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 O'ffices keep all documents as 1,"eference ma­

terials for the preparation of speeches, press releases, and cjJlUual reports. 

This Office reports that better NCJISS .responsiveness to its needs. in the last 

YE!ar and one-half is due lito reorgan:l..zation and improvement in the work." 

Te1ephorie calls h<:,-ve been returned and quick responses. have. beert given. to 

special, hurried needs. 

Those interviewed within the Office of Planning and Management did 

not use the documents. Their functions do not require the types of data con­

tained in the documents. 

2. National Priority Programs 

A very p()sitive assessment of NCJISS was received from one respondent 
. ' 

in the Career Criminal Program of the Office of National Priority Programs: 

prior 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 app1ic.aiions which this office receives. There was a grea t rteed 

within the Career Cl=iminal Program for the type of criminal history, offender­

based statistics, and recidivism studies called for in the 1968 Needs Study. 
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i:o~or other data and studY' needs, it was suggested that t-l'CjISSdiscuss them' 

tvith program personnel to determine whether ,NCJISS might assis t more directly. 

This program needs data for specific areas arid problems in addition to the 

national data which NCJISS n,ow supplies. 

Another respondent with research experience waS much more critical of 

NCJISS contributions: 

the d;cuments contain no analyses,' are difficult to relate 
1=0 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 assessm~nt is 

stronger but consistent with the comments from the non-LEAA researchers and 

analysts interviewed; 

3. Regional Operations 

In the Office of Regional Operations, fe~ of those, responsible for 
\, /~3' 

review of grant applications used the documents~ Other sources of data were 
i','\-

of more value in determining th~ population served by the grant; the crime 
.~ . 

rates fo~ comparable cities; and the sii~ and nature of the criminal justice 

system being served. Expenditure data were of some value to the 'law enforce­

ment 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 

Regional Operations to date, but the Program, Planning, Analysis, and Coo~di­

nation Division expected them to play an important part in the evaluation of 

the Impact Cities Program. This Division reported monthly uses of expenditure 

and employment reports, agency directories, and the Sourcebook. The reports 

are used at least monthly incthe development of regional characteristics which 

~.ielp determine. regional allocations of funds. The Division also reported that 

all of the Impact and Pilot Cities' reports received do use UpR data, demo-

II 

il 
\ 

;~graphic data, local government data, and victimization studies in their analyses. 

The staff of the Program, Planning, Analysis, and Coordination 

fJiv'ision of the Office of Regional Operations is concerned with the staffing 

and functioning of LEAA regional offices. It makes use yearly of the general 
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!:"eports on employment and expenditures and on criminal justice agencies. The 

latter are of particular value to this staff. Victimization 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 needed. This Office 

also needs more court data, (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 ex~ensively, there 

:-,a,s a complaint: "NCJ1SS has a technician's viewpoint and not a planner's view. II 

A general expression of need from the three staff members interviewed was for 

more interplay between NCJISS and the planning staffs. They report tha·t there 

has been some~provement 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 expect:,ation 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 

out to 'professional researchers with corrections interests. "They contain 

great benchmark data." Benchmark data from NCJISS was good "~vhen we were in 

the dark." But now they have better ideas of their needs and classes of data 

which are important to' them. The'courts component was using several documents 

D for needs analysis and general knowledge, but the National Survey of court 

Organization was not particularly useful; data from research project surveys 

had been providing inputs for program planning. This Office had had minimal in­

put into the preparation of the NCJISS statistical series. 

Although appropriate documents were being used in the thr£;le National 

Institute offices or by their researchers, individu~ls expressed strong needs to 

be more involved in the design of surveys which bear on their areas of concern. 

They did not expect to depend on NCJISS for all benchmark and problem defini.,. 

tion data. They would like to have NCJISS,consider th~ir needs when new or 

revised surveys are being considered. 

5. JJDp Operations 

Unlike other offices visited iIJ. LEAA, the research and program areas 

in Juvenile Justice and Delinquency J~€vention (JJDP) were collocated and 
~/ 

appeared to be closely coordinat~d. Coordination apparently occurred in part 

5-13 

l 

I 

, 



.)t:;cause of lessons learned from lack of coordination between research and pro-. 

grams in ot,her parts of LEM. The research and program managers .reported that 

ccoperation from NCJISS has been good and that they are able to inf),uence the 

design of series directly related to the juvenile justice area. The document 

Children in CustodY was, being used frequently in need assessments and in 

planning research and programs; its design 'was in response to specific needs 

e?<:pressed by the Office to the NCJISS statistics Division. This was the best 

example throughout the survey of a well-used document which resulted from a 

positive 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 cortclusion that "juveniles 

are victi,ms as well as offenders," but the serie~f not of continuing use in 

its pt'esent form. Expenditures and employment ana--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 systems appear 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 6f NCJISS documents and data series range from daily to one­

time only, depending on the document and on the office heeds. 

The victimization series was considered "a gold mine" by several of 

those interviewed. " However, those most supportive of its value'tere most 

critical of its present documentation. Without exception, those interviewed 

believed that the victimization survey was needed and that the collection 

proc~dures were sound. The major complaints were that da1=a were not analyzed 

to draw out implications for research and. program plannin'g and that the tables 

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

o 
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to the receivers. Unl';ke th 1\ i h ... ose n t e non-'LEM federal offices who can obtain 

detailed survey data for analY~lis, the LEAA offices have obtained only the 
documents. The LEAA I d personne lO 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 the routine 

tclbulations to bring them more in line with LEAA programs'~ and that details be 

negotiated with Doth the researchers and program managers in a particular area. 

The expenditure and emploYment data were being used occasionally in all 

other offices arid frequently in the Office of Regional Operations. There were 

some comp'laints that the data were very out of date--did not cover the recent 

years of high inflation and rapidly rising expenditures on cr.imin~~l justice. 
Regional breakdowns ,wer.e requested. 

The documents listing criminal justice agencies 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 NGJISS 

or its consultants showing trends ~nd significant changes of relevance to 

LEAA· corrections programs would be well received. Changes in the format or 

data elements to show more specifics would make the documents more useful. 

The specifics would need to be worked out with corrections document us€!rs, 
particularly in research offices. 

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

D. Recommendations 

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

ommendations tor improving the producer-consumer relationships and the Division's 
statistics capabilities and services. 

1. Increase Li,~ 

It is recommended that the DiviSion increase its liaison·with LEAA 
resea,rch and program offices so that it can increase the relevance of its 
documents to the n.eeds of the Offices. 

2. Increase Analytical .Capa,bil'ity 

It is recommended that the Division be allocated an increase in the,,-, 

analytical resources of its staff so that it can in.crease the number and 

of its analytical studies in support of LEAA policy a';d p~ogram design. 

may 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 toma,.l<.e 

all data from the statistical series easily available for special analyses; 

that the procedtLres for performing special studies oe welLol.Jublicized. and 

thAt the Division, perform these services ~or LRAA and non-LEAA o1;fices that 

(~ave no analytical capability available 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' seri,~s in particular--to insure that the documents are as 

current and timely as good management will permit. 

V. STATE AND LOCAL AGENCtES 

To determine the extent to which state and local criminal justice a~enc;es 

have been effectively se~ved by NCJISS-produced statistics, the producer-consumer 

re1ationships* were eva1uated?y all-aly.ziug Form D personn,e1 interview data on 

the reasons for usea,nd.Ilop.use of NCJISS documents ... 

A. InterviewProcedur~ 

Within the selected states (page 3-7), inte~views were held with 366 

state and local agency personnel. These people were cbnsidered potential· 

respondents because they ~ere ana1ysts~ administrators, -opet;a:tors, or users 

of information systems (chaptt!r 4) ~. However j it was not known in advance 

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

listed on pages 5-5 and 5-6 •. During interviews with the 366, RTI and MR.I 

interviewers determined whether the interviewees were either receiving one 

or more of the 24 documents or performing functions w~ich might logically 

be assisted by statistics contained in the documents. Unless it was obvious 

that neither was true,a Form D (appendix A) was.-,.$?own 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 v.o1unteered by the interViewee. 

In a few cases, the interviewee asked that the form be left wi-th him to 

*The Statistics Division had reported no significant contact 
personnel and personnel of state 'and local agenci:es,' and the 
interviewed had agreed with the Division's assess~ent. 
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be-mailed iater'to RTI or MRI. 

Of the 366 interviewees, 95 persons contributed to the preparation 

oE Form D's. Because the interviews were often with agency personnel in 

g:coups of two or more, comments from the 95 persons interviewed about 

their use of NCJISS documents were summarized on on~y 55 forms. An 

addi·tional six fo~swere received from five persons in North Carolina 

and one in Missi'~ippi, thus six of the 61 tota1Fbrm D's (101 persons) 

used, in the Clna1ysis were from the conference attending states. 

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

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

more than one person is represented by some of th'e forms. 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. 

T,,,enty-five of the 61 were obtained in California and Missouri, which 

are states with much more than average experience in criminal justice 

il1format~on system~ and statistics service,s,. An average of 10 ,out of 

the 24 documents on Fo~m D _,were reported as received by the' 61 respondents. 

In some cases the respondent would indicate that he had one or more of 

the documents but would not give either purpose for use or reason for' 

nongse 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. respondents. Each respondent who gave use or nonuse 

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

the number of responses will be greater than the number of r~spondents in 

the tables which, follow; 

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 

l~eported on 65 percent of the com.p1eted forms. The most frequently reported 

general and victimization reports were the Sourcebook of Criminal .Justice 

.!?tatistics (57%) '. Expenditure and Employment Data (56%), and Crj..:me in the 
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:\ Table 5-2. NCJISS DOCUMENTS AND DATA SERIES RECEIVED BY 

Table 5-1. USE AND NONUSE RESPONSES OF STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

, 

. \ 
,,', I 

-1 
'I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

RECEIVING NCJISS AND UCR DOCUMENTS 

Average Number of Form D's 
Number of Number· of w.i,th at least one 

AGENCY Form D's Documents Indication of. 
LOCATION Completed Received Nonuse Use 

California IS 7.9 10 1'4 

Missouri 10 9.1 7 '7 

Louisiana 6 8.5 4' 2 

Illinois 5 13.8 2 4 

Florida 5 13.0 2 4 

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 0 1 

A.1lStates 61 (10.0) ;36' 47 

Nation's Five Largest Eities (52%). The victimization and general classes 

t~ndedto be more widely held than courts and corrections. The smaller 

number holding the correc tions reports ,and the court report occurred 

because fe~.,er C01.(ltS- and correc tions agencies were included in the sample. 

2.'Respol1dentClasses Using Documents 

-.~-,--:..,::-':.:: 

As sugge$ted by the above distribution of reports held, there was 

unequal representa~:i9n of respondents in the police, courts,. corrections, and' 

planning components o~ tha, criminal justice system in the data '.base. Classes 

qf respondents are shown in table 5-3. 
The police respondents were concentrated in large cities; they use crime 

data to assiSt in operational decis;ions. Primary USE'{fs of UCR and victimiza­

tion series (if it, covers t:heir particular city) often hold other reports' but 

make little use of them. Courts and corrections personnel use the reports 

primar~lyfor general reference. The planners, who made 
. ' . 
of respondents, t~ded to receive and hold almost·alrof 
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CLASS AND SHORT NAME* 

General 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

~ourcebook Cif Criminal Justice Statistics 
jJ:xpenditure and Employment Data 
((Criminal Justice Agencies in (each LEAA Region) 

Criminal Justi~e Agencies in the United States 
Criminal Justice Agencies in (each state) 
Historical Statistics on Expenditures and Employment 

Victimization 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Crime i~ the Nation's Five Largest Cities 
Criminal Victimizat~on Surveys in 13 American Cities 
crimes and Victims . . • Dayton-San Jos~ Pilot Survey 
Criminal Victimization in the United States 
Crime in 'Eight American Cities i 

Criminal Victimization .•.. Five Largest Cities 
San Jose Methods Test of l(nown Crime Victims 

Police . 

1. Uniform Crime Reports (FBI) 
2.' Comparative Data Report 

Corrections 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

children in Custody 
Capital Punishment 
.Cen~us of State Correctional Facilities 1974 . , 
Survey of Inmates of Local Jails, 1972 
Prisoners. in State and Federal Institutions 
Local Jails. . . County and City Jails 
The Nat~on's Jails: A Report on the Census of Jails 
1970 National Jail Census 

Courts 

1. National Survey of Court Organization 

Agency 
Recipients** 
No. % . 

35 
34 
30 
25 
23 
18 

32 
31 
28 
28 ' 
25 
25 
20 

39 
6 

28 
26 
25 
22 
22 
21 
21 
19 

15 

57 
56 
49 
41 
38 
30 

52 
51 
46 
46 
41 
41 
33 

64 
10 

46 
43 
41 
36 
36 
34 
34 
31 

25 

*Complete names and identifying dates are in section II.B, pages 5-4 thru 5-6. 

**Number and percentage of the 61 Form D's on which the documents were listed 
as being received. 
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Table 5-3. CLASSES OF RESPONDENTS IN STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

CLASS OF RESPONDENT* Agency Component 

Planning Police Courts Corrections Total 

Planner or administrator 

System operator 

Researcher or analyst 

15 

2 

10 

27 

4 

11 

.i 
18 

4 

5 

9 

2 

2 

3 

7 

*Each form is called a "respondent," but 101 indiyiduals participated. 

25 

20 

16 

61 

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 which: the document 

was used. Twelve types of use were developed to categorize the user's 

responses. The results of this inquiry into document uses are presented 

i~ summary in table 5-4 and for each document c~ass 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.lf or histo"rical purposes. This use represented 44.3 percent 

of the respondent~ and 23.7 percent of the responses. Table 5-5 shows "reference" 

to be the leading use response fot each class of document and for almost 

every individual document. It is followed in frequency by the similarly 

unspecific use class .of "general knowledge." These results are in agree-

ment with the general comments received by the interviewers and repbrt~d in 

a later section. Those interviewed _normally informed the RTl and MRl inter­

.viewers that the documents are received, scanned for general knowledge, and 

placed on a shelf for la.ter reference. The other type-of-use categories in 

table 5-5 are an indication of the types of later reference that were made. 
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Table 5-4. SUMMARY OF TYPES OF USES OF NCJISS AND 
Q 

UCR DOCUMENTS 

Respondents Responses 

TYPE OF usEl/ ' 

Reference 

General Knowledge 

Planning 

Evaluation 

Needs Analysis 

Methodology 

Grant Application 

Standards 

Administrati0n. 

Operations 

Other 

TOTAL Responses 

Some Use Given 

No Use Given 

TOTAL Respondents 

'Number 2/ 
of Users-

27 

12 

24 

20 
8 

19 

10 

7 

9 

4 

11 

n.a. 

47. 

14 

61 

Users as 
% of 61 

Respondents 

44.3% 

19.7 

39.3 

32.8 

13.1 

31.1 

16.4 

11.5 

13.1 

6.6 

8.0 

n.a. 

77 .0% 

23.0 

100.0% 

frequency 
of . 

Responses].! 

150 

109 

89 

67 

56 

51 

35 

30 

17 

16 

12 

632 

Perce~t of 
Respon~es 

23.7% 

17.2 

14.1 

10.6 

8.9 

8.1 

5.5 

4.7 

2.7 

2.6 

1.9 

100.0% 

1/ 
-- These are short titles of categories given in full on Form D, appendix A. 
2/ 
-- A user is a rfoerspondent who holds one or more documents and provided one or 
~ore purposes use. 
3/ . 
- A response is a single purpose for use of one document. 

" 
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'rllbl~ 5-5 " Purpo.!;e For Us.e: Given on ,1.7 of 151 Respondent Forms 

TYPE OF RESPONSES 
ltesE!0ndents General Apply Adrnin-

Non- Refer- Know- Plan-' Evalu-. Needs l1etho- for Stand- istra- Opera- Total 

j Clas,; anJ Short·Name U,;er,; Us I! rl3 ence ledge ning ation Analysi,; dology Grant ards tion tions OEher Respollses 
--------

.l P.ut.ICE AND COU itT , . 
d 1. Uniform Crime Reporl 32 7 12 8 12 14 8 6 6 4 3 0 4 5 82 i 

I 2. Comparative Data 3 3 2 1 1 2 6 
'[ 3, Court Organizations 10 5 5 ~ 3 2 1 1 16 
q 

q CJas!) Total. 17 14 16 16 
Ii 

9 8 6 6 3 4 5 104 

" GENERAL r\ 
1,) 1. Sourcebook 25 10 15 5 5 6 4 1 3 4 1. 3 47 
1J 2. Expen./Empl. Data 25 9 6 5 7 6 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 42 r 
:J 3. C.J. Agencies-Region 2G 10 11 5 3 3 1 3 1 1 28 Ii 

~ 
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 

:i 6. Historical Exp./Emp1. 9 9 3 ~ 3 2 ...l. 2 2 1 1 ..1. 1 .B 

1 v. Cla,;s Total 52 24 20 20 10 13 9 7 7. 7 6 175 
I 

I '" CORRECTIONS N 
1 

1. Children in Custody 17 9 9 7 4 5 i 2 1 30 ! , 
2. Surv~y of Inmates 13 9 5 5 6 2 2 3 2 3 1 1 30 
J. SCofFed, Prisoners 12 10 9 4 4 5 1 3 1 2 2 1 32 
4. Th~ 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. C"pltal Punislunent 12 14 6 5 3 2 1 1 1 19 
7. Lucal Jai1s 11 10 2 4 6 2 4 2 2 3 1 1 27 
8. Nat. Jail Census 9 10 1 ..!i 2- 1 2 2 1 2 ..J -!2. 

. ,. Class Total -/5 39 36 2:l 14 18 9 17 7 5 213 

VrCTINIZA'l'ION 
1. Dayton-San Jose P Hot 15 13 5' 7 2 .1 4 2 1 22 
2. Victimization-I) Cities 15 16 5 3 2 1 5 3 2 21 

~. 
P _,.:;:t_ 3. Victimtzatiull-U. S. .14 14 5 7 2 2 3 2 2. 23 

4. Vlct~nizatlon-5 Cities 13 .12 5 4 4 2 2 .1 2 10 
5. Crime In 5 Cities 11 21 7: 2 3 2 4 1 2 21. (i\ ,. 

'6. San J. Nethuds Test 11 9 4 5 1 .,I! 3 2 1 16 
!, 7. Cdme 111 8 Cities 10 .15 .2 ..!i 2 1 2 1 1 .J1. 

11 . 

II 

l! Clas,; 'i'otaJ 36 32 17 9 23 12 11 140 
'I 
.Ij Total by Type 150 109 89 67 56 51 15 To 17 16 1:: 632 \\, jI 11 

o. 
I Ii I.. .0 r. '1'0 ta 1 Resp<lnS<lS 24% 17% 14% 10% 9% 8% 6% 5% 3% 3% 2% 
\ il 
I \l 

l . ' 
~ 

I 
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Table 5-4 shows that the most frequent Uses other than "reference" and 

"general knowledge " are "planning, II "evaluation, II "needs analysis, II and 

"me thodology. " Nearly 40 percent of the 61 respondents indicate tha t they 

llse the documents for one or more of these purposes. It can be seen in 

l:able 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 

l)ata ,series and the Sourcebook. 

Tab+e 5-5 also shows the 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 UCR gave at least one use for the document series. In 

contrast, only 11 of 32 recipients of Crime in the Nation's Five Largest 

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 Employment D~ta series are fairly well used by those 

receiving them and the types of use are varied. The IIcorrections ll 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 

"evaluation,1I "planning," and "standards" development. 

The general pattern of use to be dt-arived from the tables is best 

iilustrated 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 persons). 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," 

and "evaluatioIi," 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. Nonuse 

reasons were given by 36 of the 61 respondents. Their nonuse reasons are 

summarized in table 5-6 and given for each document in table 5-7. 
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Table 5-6. .SUMMARY OF NONUSE REASONS GIVEN 

ResEondents Res]2onses 1.1 
Nonusers Frequency 

TYPE OF NONUSE 11 
Number of as % of 

'1:..1 
of Percent of 

Nonur .. ers Resportdents Response Responses 

.Not Applicable 18 29.5% 85 36.8%· 

. No Time Available .10 ]0.4 31 13.4 

Too General 8 13.1 28 12.1 

Out of Date 8 13.1 20 8.7 
Bad Presentation 4 6.6 12 . 5.2 

Incomplete 3 4.9 ·11 4.8 

No Ul?e 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 

Not Interpretive 1 1.6 4 1.7 

No Trend Data 0 0 0 0 

Ot;her 4 6.6 ..1L 4.8 

TOTAL Responses n.a n.a.. 231 100.0% 

Some Nonuse Civen 36 59.0% 

No Nonuse Given 25 41.0 

TOTAL Respondents 61 100.0% 

11These are short titles of categories given in full on Form D, appendix A. 

'1:../ A nortuser tn this table is a holder of one or more documents who gives ~ne 
or more reasons for nonUse. 

l/A response is a single reason for nonuse of one document. In a few cases the 
respondent gave a purpose for use and also gave reasons for nonuse. In these 
cases a "nonuse" response means that the respondent wished to record limitations 
on the usefulness of the document. 
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. Clas!> and Short Nanle 

. VIC'l.'Utr7.'\1'LON 
1. Victimi~atiun-5 Cities 
l. Victimization-13 Cities 
J. Dayton-Sun Jose Pilot 
4. Crime in 8 Cities 
5. Crime in 5 Cities 
6. SanJose Methods 'rest 
7. Victlmi~alion-U.S. 

Class Totals 

t:ENERAL 
1. C.J. Agencies-U.S. 
2. C • .J. Aglmcies-Region 
3. C.J. Agencies-State 
4. lIistorica~ Exp./Empl. 
5. Expend/Empl. Dilta 
6. Sourcebook 

Class Totals 

CORRECTIONS 
1. C!!pital Punishlnenl: 
2. Children in Custody 
3. I~.lcilities Census 
4. St./Fed. Prisoners 

- 5. fht!' Nati-on ':l .lulls 
6. Locu 1 .Ia i Is 
7. Nat. Jail Cunsus 
8. Survu:,' of Inmates 

t!l as!; . Totals 

POI.ICE. AND COHRT 
L UCR 
2. Comparativt! Uata 
J. Court Urganizations 

Class Totals 

Responses by Type 
J. llf 'l'ot,l1 RespoOl:H!s 

.. 

Respund­
enc!! 

12 
10 
10 
10 

9 
7 
5 

10 
10 

8 
10 

9 
9 

11 
10 

9 
7 
6 
~ 
5 
4 

3 
2 
5 

Non­
Re~l'olld­
cuts 

20 
21 
18 
15 
16 
13 
23 

15 
20 
15 

8 
25 
26 

15 
18 
16 
15 
15 
16 
14 
18 

36 
4 

10 

~--- - ------- -------------

Tabl.: 5-7 

~---.---. ;i'~;;-' -'(hi"t 
Appli- Nu Gun- of 
able Time eral UaLe 

8 
3 
6 
7 
4 
3 
2 

33 

6 
5 
4 
4 
6 
3 
~ 

·28 

5 
2 
J 
4 
2 
1 
1 
1 

19 

2 
1 

'2 

5 

S5 
37% 

1 
4 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 

13 

2 

4 
1 
2 

9 

2 
2 
1 

1 

1 

..1 
g 

1 

I. 

31 
lJ% 

1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 

9 

1 . ~ 

1 

3 
4 
1 
1 
3 

15 

3 1 
1 1 

1 
2 
1 

. .1 

1 

10 .3 

2 

2 

28 
12% 

1 

N 
9% 

TYPE OF RESPONSES ....,.,. __ 
lIad -~-"N.:, Use --.-------NOt,-------------
I'resen- Jncoln­
tatiull picee 

1 
1 
1 
1 

5 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 

1 

..1 
2 

IT 
5% 

1 
2 
2 

5 

1 

1 
.1 
1 
1 

5 

1 
1 

I 

IT 
5% 

Sugges­
doml 

1 

2 

1. 

..1. 
5 

1 
2 
1 

1 

5 

TO 
4% 

lnac- Unre- Jnter- New 
curat.: liable p~ctive Agency Other 

J 
1 

1 

..l 
6 

1 

1 

2 

I 
3% 

2 
1 

1 

..1 
I 

1 

I 

i 
3% 

1. 

1. 

1 

'4 
2%' 

1 
I 
1 

1 

4 

'4 
2% 

1 
1 

1 

I 

3 

1 

1 

2 

2 
1 
1 
1 

5 

---~ ... -~ ... -------------------..:.-- --

, . 
", 

Total 
Rc~ponsc~ 

16 
12 
11 
10. 
11. 

7 
..1-
7.J 

15 
14 
13 
11 
11 
.!l 
77 

12-
J4 
9 
B 
7 
b 
5 

.2 
66 

4 
4 
6 

14 

TST 

\ 

, 
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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 respondents. 

Table 5 .... 7 shows that the "not applicable" response was the most frequent for 

all document classes and for almost all individual documents. For the 

most part, the respondents .e:lCp~ained that they had an inter,est in the 

SUbject matter but could not apply the presented material to their problems. 

The t,vo nonuse reasons which follow "not applicable" are "no time 

available II and "too' general. " These two reasons are spread fair]:-, well 

across all documents except the two Police documents. "Out or date" is 

applied much more often to tne general 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 

report with all others. Only 3 of 39 recipients of UCR documents gave a 

reason for nonuse (table 5 .... 7) while 32 of 39 gave specific purposes for 

use (table 5 .... 5)~ Results for the victimization class show a high percentage 

of nonusers among the recipients, and also a high percentage of recipients 

give reasons for nonuse. It can be seen fro:n these results--and from the 

COrnnients \.,Thichfollow--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 hi3.ve a. 

level of acceptance which is little better than that of the victimization 

c:.lass. 

5. Responses Indicating Data Needs 

The respondents were asked: Are there other kinds of data which you 
(', 

~ould have used if they had been available? The majority of those who answered 

w'anted: 

a. 

b. 

.c. 

Data applicable to and accessible from the state and local levels; 

A capab:i,lity for breaking down data: into special categories; 

A capability to compare their agency, city, or state with others 
having the srune needs and resources; 

d.. Data that define the ~osts, benexits, and manpower needs of the 
complex criminal justice system and that define the flo~ of 
adult and juve~~le offeriders through the system'-with emphasis 
onparole~ 'proEation, and recidivism; and 

e. Help in using statistical data already available: 
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30me 13 respondents requested data of all kinds on a state or local level' 
.J 

these a.re.planners and administrators in regional or state criminal most of 

justice planning agencies, 

and corrections agencies. 

comparative data at these 

but some are operational personnel in police, courts, 

Generally, the request was combined with a need for 
levels. 

State or Local Data. The Ch' f f 1 SA le 0 aarge C 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 1evel of professionalization. 

The Commander of a Police Department's Data Processing Division 

would like to see how his city compares with other cities 
in crimes and expenditures; (I also need) jail compari­
sons (and) judicial comparisons. 

Qften a request would include 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 victimization study for eight; or nine 
counties, but one for the city alone would be useful. 

Along with the emphasis cn data applicable to .thestate and l.ocal 

~evel, the respondents wanted indiVidual access to raw data and the capability 
to manipUlate data into sp~cial subcategories. 

Special Categories. Seven respondents requested particular breakdowns 

of information from the UCR's,. as this comment by a statistical management 

a.nalysis with a Department of Public Safety il~~strates: 

We need UCR data that I~ontains sp.ecial breakdown for 
Spanish-surnamed Ainericansor,Nexican national origin. 
We also need UCR data 'on age, sex, and race that is 
capable of being cross-tabulated; the present format 
prevents analysis. 

Information and particular formats for court,' corrections, juvenile offenderlS, 

and victimization each were requested by four to seven respondents. Six 

carried t~~s idea further, citing a need for'regionaZ data libraries. A pro-. 
~'''' 

gram analY5t,with a state Council on Criminal Justice and a statistical 
. \~ . 

analYSis center chief both noted a need for state statisticaZ centers. The 

latter indicated that LEAA should set up central repOSitories of ideas and in.-
formation and meeting' places ~n wh~ch to .. . . * . • • galn experlence ~n computer analysis 
of data .. 
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System Data. Eleven expressed needs for information on the oosts and 

benefits of various programs and on manpower. Often this was' mentioned as part 

of the desire for more infot"mation 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) 

. We need better cost data; current data 'are highly suspect. 
(Department of Youth Authority) 

Thus requests for cost-benefit data were usually accompanied by an aclmbnition 

that it should be more current and accurate. 

Eight respondents desire information showing the flow or trend of 

offenders and oriminal justice needs. As a statistician in a department of 

m~mtal health and corrections explained, 

I would rather have simple flow data for whateve'r insti­
tution or program the report is on. 

The senior planner with a. state la'W enforcement plannirig ·agency wanted 

more data on tracking adults and juveniles through the 
criminal justice system including extended followup for 
purpos'es of determining recidivism rates. 

Five respondents mentione~ need for various forms of information on 

oo~ts. These needs were summed by the director of a circuit court judicial 

administration: 

We neee! information concerning the time. it takes for 
presentence investigation following a plea 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 jurisdiction 
by type of case similar to CCl,lifornia's weighted case­
load system. 

Correotion data~ requested by seven respondents, spanned a wide spec­

trum from prison riots, to parOie and probation, to recidivism. A statistician 
\1 t, 

for a state department ofcorrections~ cited needs for: 

institutional problem patter~s, types of' custodial, 
. need, parole and probation, parole changing patterns, 

and type of,~upport. 
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spondents. 

Reoidivism data were explicitly requested by five of the seven te­

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 concept, a measure of failure. 

Juvenile Data. Juvenile oriminal justioe system information was cited 

by six respondents. Again, such reques,ts were accompanied by the desire 'for: 

comparative statistics regarding juveniles in other 
s~ates, and more extensive juvenile data at the indi­
vidual 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 juven'ile justice system probation statistics 

notes the senior social research analyst in a department of juvenile authority. 

Use Suggestions. A need for standard statistical measures and oonsis­

tent terminology was cited by about seven respondents. The chief of an adult 

corrections department in a smail state reported: 

It would be useful to have standardized (normalized) 
statistics which permit smaller stiites (to adjust) for 
'large population differences .. ' For exa,mple, we need a 
standard age/sex scoting system. This could pennit 
comparisons with other cities, counties, and states 
with different population characteristics. 

A statistical analyst with a department of police, noted that "consistency of 

reporting data. (is) a major concern." Another observed triat; in his area of 

juvenile justica there are '!no standard definitions for juveniles; e.g., 

juveniles versus youthful offt:;nders." 
(,' 

Respondents felt hampered in their \;)lse (and possibly Judgment) of 

statisticalrepo~ts: 
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we lack time and a so'phisticated 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: 

regarding Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American 
Cities--,LEAA issues a press release comparing the cities; 
however, in the docUment itself LEAA cautioned against 
such comparisons. Therefore, it became necessary for the 
Regional Planning Unit to calculate its own comparison 
in anSwer to the press release. 

Other 'more sporadic requests were for data on women in crime, effectiveness 

of police teams, crisis intervention, and socioeconomic variables related to 

crime. 

Responaents were asked: How and by whom do you think these data 

shouZd be produced? A number of state and federal sources were proposed by 

39 of the respondents~ State agencies proposed by 15 of the 39 were the state 

'government (8), state criminal justice planning agencies (2), state courts (2) '.\ 
'J 

state police (2), and SAC (1). LEAA was proppsed by 14 of the 39; howe~er, 

this total should be slightly discounted because LEAA was often noted 

gl:udgingly ("LEAA sounds as good as anyone e1se"). Some of the respondents 

'undoubtedly thought of LEAA when answering the questions merely because they 

had just filled out a qu:estionnaire on LEAA's q statistica1 reports. 

C. Conclusions 

The NCJISS documents were not being widely 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. 

Planners and administr~tors in courts, correctj.ons, and police reviewed 

all reports, and they used the data when they had no other source, but their 

needs were for specific data o~ their geographic and functional areas. Criminal 

justice planners in stat~ agencies often use or (attempt to use) the documents 

to compare their states with others of similar demQgr~phic mix. When they are 

llIiable to accomplish this, they report dissatisfaction: data incomplete or the 

methods of tabulation inappropriate for their needs. 
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Researchers and analysts would like to have victimization data to use 

,.,rith crime statistics. Unless the victimization data are available by 

state, local area, Or region,they find them of no use. Analyses were most 

often performed with UCR data and locally compiled crime statistics. 

Most respondents were rela.tivelY unskilled in the techniques of data 

analysis; however, most had responsibilities related to the improvement 

of the criminal justice system. They need guidance and training. They 

would like for LEAA to perform the research ~nd the statistical analyses 

with the national data series, to report the results relevant to state and 

local criminal justice agencies, and to provide technical assis'tance, work­

shops, methodology reports, and training programs to upgrade the analytical 

capability of the agencies. 

D. Recoinmendations 

Fro~ the firidings and conclusions evolved three recommendations to 

help NCJISS improve its services to state and local agencies. 

1. pevelop a Program to Assist Agency Data Analyses 

The capability to use criminal justice data in meanin~ful ,analyses 

has not kept pace with' the developmentS of computerized systems for produc­

ing the data. The,re is nothing comparable to Project SEARCH to assi,st the 

SAC's and analysts in the functional agencies in advanced methods of analysis. 
i 

The inunediate need, however, is not for more advanced analytical 

methods but to prepare relatively straightforward examples of practical 

analyses for ana,lysts in 'training sessions, workshops, and publications. 

As the CDS's (particularly O~TS/CCH) for the total criminal justice system 

of a state become more widely developed, there will be a need to advance 

tpe level of the training. 

2. Increase the Division's Analytical Resources 

The NCJISS Statistics Division should have a larger, analytically 

trained staff and .additional consultant assistance. This increased capa­

bility needs' to be used to draw from the data series inferences relev,ant to 

state and local crimirial justice planning and analysis. If the,re are impor­

tant lessons to be learned by the states from the victimizati6~ studies, 

the cor~ections and court data, and the general documents,· these should be 

determined by::analysis at the national level and reported to the' states. 
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:fany people within the state criminal justice agencies would like better: 

definitions of problems and needs. Few have the time or the ability to 

perform the correlations, trend analyses, or other required special studies 

or have the raw data needed 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 analyses may need more detailed 

information from a series. 

3. Continue NCJISS Plans for a Data Repository 

Criminal justice data in the repository should be readily 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 

eva~uation 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 Document Review Rating Form ?as three major components~ first, a 
" 

series of factual question~, next a.series of questions which call for judges' 

evaluations, and finally a series of ratings that summarize the information 

and eva~~ations in the other questions. l The questions were designed to elicit 

i~'lformaiion from the documents under review. ~or example, question 18 is: 

To what extent ~ethe data in the document used to dete~ine criminaZ justice 

system priorities aB indicated in this document? In l'}eality, much of the data 

may eventuaily be used to determine priorities. Howevert if use was not indi­

cated, the judge gave a low rating. Thus, the judged quality of the document 

does not necessarily reflect the extent to which the documents influence the 

activities engaged in by the agency producing the document. 
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J. Qonclusj;ons 

The conclusions based on the document l;'evieW's and evaluations and high-

lighted in a separate RTI report have been excerpted and presented here. 

Wit~ f~W' exceptions, the judged quality of the documents 
rev~ewed 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 df documents referencing L:E:AA/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. 

Dbcu~en~s referencing LEAA/UCR sources and using LEAA/UCR 
stat~st~cs were judged to be of somewhat lower quality thart 
documents referencing LEAA/UCR sources but not using LEAA/ 
UCR statistics. . t 

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

Detail or the analysis,· tabulat;ons f h .... 0 t e findings, and explanations of the 
conclusions are in the RTI report mentioned above: An Evaluation of Selected 

and their Utilization of LEAA Statistical Documents Criminal Justice Departments 

and Data. l 

VII. TELEPHONE SURVEY 

The telephone survey which was requested by Lful~ was completed at the end 

of February ~ 'Unfortunately, the finishing of this survey did not permit a 

complete analysis of the findings. The major findings and conclusions are 

summarized in this report and additional ''tables have beert forwarded to the 
sponsor under separate cov-er. 

A. Survey Procedure 

A probability sample of 300 subscribers to 10 of the.NCJISS-produced 

statistical doc.uments was selected to determ4 ne th .... e extent of usage of these 
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documents amoui; -subscribers. The 300 were contacted by telephone and asked to 

res'pond to a questionnaire specifically designed to elicit responses pertaining 

to usage of these pub~ications. The 300 were subdivided for analysis into 

. 1 d th The "oth~r" category is three categories: university, commerCl.a ,a~ 0 er. 

primarily composed of state and local personnel in police, courts~ or corrsc­

tions agencies, "Commercial" includes private security agencies, commercial 

police forces, and vendors of criminal justice products and services. "Univer­

sity" includes staff, students, and others such as librariaris. 

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-,re,:ady form for additional analysis if it should be desired by the sponsor. 

1. Subscriber List Survey 

Of the 300 subscribers, there were 247 respondents, or a response 

rcLte 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 questions about the specific document which caused him 

to be selected from the list of subscribers. Then he was asked the same 

. b t other of the 10 documents on the survey list., Eecause qu~stl.ons a ou one 

most had subscribed to more than one of the documents, the results are 

based.on almost 448 possible document;~esponses. 

The result of the first substantive question is su~rized in table 5-8. 

The percentages in the table add to more than 100 because the respondents 

were allowed to give more than one reason 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 

~airly often by subscribers in commerci~~ and other communities in either 
r',) 
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TABLE 5-8. WHY WERE YOU INTERESTED IN TE:tS PARTICULAR PUBLICAT:tON? 

Use Response 

wc~s doing research on project 

Needed for classroom instruction 

I do crime analysis 

Just interested in subject 

Other 

Percent of All Document Uses 

University Commercial 

20 17 

29 2 

4 5 

24 25 

49 69 

Other 

11 

11 

1 

41 

53 

Total 

13 

14 

2 

37 

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

spond's to the group interviewed in site visits by RTI and MR.!, had 41 percent of 

their respOnses as "interested in the subject." The lower use percentages in 

"crime artalysis ff and "research" are consistent with the findings 'reported earlier 

iIi. this chap ter • 

Most of the responses did not fit into any of the categories approved by 

LF~ and OMB for the telephone survey. These were varied and have riot yet been 

'subj ected to detailed analysis. The respondents were asked tb indicate whe'ther 

t~e documents were used in the preparation of reports, scientific papers, or 

research. More than half reported that the documents were not used for any of 

thes~ purposes, but about 30 percent reported use for one or more or these three., 
o 

OVer 40 percent of all uses were to provide background material on Bome subject. 

Another 40 percent did not remember how they had used the do~uments. 

Several que'stions were asked to determine whether the respondents would 

recommend changes or improvements in the documents or in the data available to 

them. About 85 percent were either satisfied with the format or made no response 

when asked to comment on whether the format would be more useful in some other 

presentation, arra~gement, or classification. '0f the 11 percent who would like 

a change anq made suggestions, the most frequent suggestion was that there be 

more narrative and more interpretation of data. 
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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. T?e 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 informat·ion .presently available, 

More narrative and more interpretation of data, 

Better comparisons with other parts of the country, 

·More information about probationers, and 

More information about victims. 

The surv'ey also determined that 43 percent of the subscr:,iberl:?,had 

recommended NCJISS documents to others and that the uses by those to 
, / 

whom the docuinents were referred were primarily general :.-efer~nce' (64 per-

cent), research material (29 percent), and material fo~ tea~ning (3 percent) • 
",", 

In a final 'question, 'the respondents were asked whetp.er they had ever 

used any other services of LEAA and the NCJISS Statistic;:s Division. One 

percent had received tapes and 4 percent had re{!eived/ other assistance •. 

The rema.inder had not received assist~nce. / 

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 

.NcjISS-produced publications. 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 tab 1e 5-10. 

Other questions in toe survey showed that, in the general survey of 

subscribers, the report was used. most often for "background" (37 percent), 

"research" (26 percent), and "re;'orts" (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 coun.try (9 comments). About 70 percent of the 

sample had other suggestions. The most often received were related to: 

" 
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TABLE 5-9. LEEP SURVEY SUMMARY 

Sample Weighted Weighted 
Category of Institutions Count Count Percent 

Those using at least one publication 38 708 69% 

Those not USing any of the publications 6 135 13% 

Those not responding 6 182 18% 
--

Total .50 1,025 100% 

TABLE 5-10. WHY WERE YOU INTERESTED IN THIS PARTICULAR PUBLICATION 

U$er Response 
Sample 
Count 

Weighted 
Count 

Weighted, 
Percentage 

--~---------------------------------~--------------~----------------~~---
Was doing research op. pr'oject 

Needed for classroom instruction 

:t do crime analysis 

JUst interested in subject 

Ot;her 

No response 

Total 

5-37 

37 

111 

o 
26 

38 

o 

212 

450.7 12.3 

2,250.8 61.5 

0 0 

·672.1 18.3 

288.9 7.9 

0 .0 

3,662.5 100.0 
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Quality of performance of 1aw officer, REFERENCES FOR CHAPTER 5 

Mote 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 x:ecommended used them as general reference (45 percent), material 

for teaching (32 percent), and research (23 percent). 

Six LEEP inst-;"tutipns did not use any of the publications of interest. 

The six were primarily nondegree-offering institutions. 

C. Conclusions and Recmnmendations 

the random sample of subscribers interviewed in the telephone 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 the documents primarily as general 

references, but large percentages use them in "research" arid "classroom , 

instruction." Commercial establishments in the criminal justice field find 

the documents, useful 'for general background for research and training pro­

grams. The other subscribers, including state and local agencies, gave less 

specific uses, and their uses in research and criminal justice analyses were 

less than those in the other two categories. In comparing use of ' the docu­

ments in "research" by university users with commercial and other researcher, 

users, the differe'llt requirements of the groups shQuld be considereq. The 

university users hav~ the option of selecting for their research projects 

those problems which NCJISS documents address directl~. Rowever, the com­

mercial. and other uS,ers must deal with' current problems which mayor may not 

be addressed by the NCJISS documents. This difference in need may account, 

in part, for the higher frequence of use in the university community. 

The recommendations made by the respondent:::: are consistent with those. 

reported earlier in this chapter for the local and state agency personnel. 

The most consistent recommendations were that the documents contain more 

narrative explanations of the data and analyses and that the~e be more in­

teJ;'pretation of the data. 

. ' . 
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(A) 

(l3) 

(c) 

CD) 

(E) 

on 

(A) 

(B) 

Infomation Systems Participati,0..!!. 

Office __ ~~~ __ ~ __ ~ ________ ~~~ ____ ~ 

Persons Present. 
. , (List) 

Name -.-.-".-

. - .( 

Title or 
Position 

. ~ .. , Ii .•. 

t., 

TitJ,.eor 
fPosition 
~,- ., . 
I' 

.• ufo s. ,:.~.;~ 

',I.. 

iix 

Pate,,.....,..;,......, ....... 'Ii'" ___ --.-_....-

Asency 
Rel'ri!sented 

-'.~:. 

Telephone 

, __ . ~:a ........ e , .... 2 •• j •. _ •.. k"_ 

A.i~n(!¥ . ......• 
Telephone Number 

...... I 

'. 

1 • 

, . 

Il 

-=-"'----=-~\~ ......... --------.--------,--""'-~----, -~-- ____ ... T _ .,~ __ +-___ • __ _ 

~ . . , Place. ____________ _ 

I II Interviewer __________________ ___ 

I 

J 

I 
r 
I 
r 

,.' ... 

1. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10 • 

Da'te 
-----------------------~--

Criminal Justice Information Systems Participation 

(Please complete this form for each system planned or developed) 

Name of system~ ___________________________________________________________ ~--

Status of system ___ .M.~ ______________________________________________________ ~ 

System operator~ ________________________ ----------------__ --------~---------

Title of system documentation. ____________ ~--------~------~------~--------__ -
(Please provide copy of su~ary document.) 

System functions, or components (for example OBTS) _________________ ..,.-____ _ 

Date of system implementation. __________________________________ ~ ________ _ 

Date, amount, and source of initial funding, ___________________ ~ _________ ___ 

Date, amount, and type of initial LEAA funding, ________________ ~ ____________ __ 

TotAl funding (please complete spaces below) 

Source of Fundirig Amount of Funding Type of Agreement and Fund~ 

--~---~-'----

If LEAA funds were not used, piease giv~ reasons.~ __________________________ ___ 

(' 

" . 
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11. Services of < sY$tem (pleCls~ complete spaces below, conti~ue- on reverse if needed). 
(Please provide samples of o!,ltput of data or $t9.t~stics.) 

Cl:ientel.-!? 
Served 

12. 

Ar~R::; Sepred ft 
Theil' population.s 

.... ~~ -. $,..,...., ... ' .: . -:. . .~.I,; ... - ," 

~ypes of ?etvice 
and Data putpUt 

(il1clu4i;tg st~J;;stics) 

G~Q~FepJ:t~g~i 
A1'~Cl$CP¥~r~d Sm,u::.ce ,of Data 

Completeness 
of Data Base 

\ 
1 
.\ 
1 
I 
I 

'j 
\ 

Data Identi,fic.atiori 

Wo/:P"~ ;9* IP;;~~,~~~e ,(1,~r¢.l;l;ClJ. to CPU, 
,CPU' ,t,o .CPV •. othe:r) 

........ ';.,-.-" . ...:"' ..... .-.- ... ~,.. 

\) 

l4. 

. ' 

I~ . " - --~--------"-.-.-•. "...".,,~~ 
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~ 15. Describe other impor.tant aspects or (T.~ d'd even~s in the establishme'nt of thl.·s 
WHere l. the idea -come' from?) system. 
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16. Other Comments 
--------------~---------

17. TECHNOLOGY. TRANSFER: To what extent have 
fe d 

. comp.o.nents of th' e syste'm bee tra'ns-
_ rre to or from another location. n 

Level of T f d 
5 

rans erre from: Transferred to.· 
ystem Component Tran f rl/ '( & 1 """,,",==-=';':::.:.::J;:..:::.:;::::.!:!:.:.. __ ~~~s!..E.!:e~L"-:'l.j~a~g~e~n~c!y~< ocation) .. (agency & location) 

LEAA 
participation 
in transfer 

--'_._----

1/ Examples of level of transfer are: concept, logic, software, hardware, etc • 
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SYSTEM EVALUATION 

Date ----------------
Interviewer 

Title or 
Position 

B-1 

----------~-------

Agency Telephone 
Represented 

, 
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., ' 

,----

FormB 

III Sys tem Eva1u~tiort 

Acronym ________________ __ 

Agency role with respectt.o th~ sYljltem, 
~---------------------------
• • t ••• 

1. Rate the system ,(program) in terms of its 
ave tall support for your! agency's mission 

. 2. Rate the utility of the ays tein withtespect to: 

Agency planning 

(Describe type ~r level of planning) 

"1 

management 

operations 

eValuation 

3. Assess. the tecl1nicnquali tyof ,:the ay~.tem 

4. Considering the basic purpose of :the systetl1. 
rate 'its .effectiveness. 

trio. 

Rating (u~e 
designated rating 
codes)· 

I' 

5. ,What is .thepotent::i.G ,for ttans:ier of thesya tam :to ,other: use1: 
agencies in consideration of: 

(.a) ,the ,common.ali-t:y ,ot1'leeCis addressed 
'by the system . 

(b) technicD.l req1.d.rements of 'the syat_ , .... "' ..... ____ ........... , __ __ 

':::. 

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

------------~~'~~~~~--~----~------~--------~ 

" 

-

~--- - ----- -~---------

I 

I 
1 .. 

,I 

6. Describe other relevant criteria for evaluating 
the system, and rate the system. 

Criterion 
~-------------------------------

Criterion 
~-------------------------------

* Rating Code 

1 = very high 
2 = moderately high 
3 = slightly high 
4 = slightly low 
5 = mOderately low 
6 = very low 

For Interviewer Use: 

Primary Source Code 

Secondary Source Code 

7. Please describe, by' source of funds, whether funding for the .system 
, will be (should be) ,incre~ed or decreased in the future. 

Source of funds 
Current 

level of funding 
Future level 
of funding, 

(indicate 
time 
horizon) 
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INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND DATA NEEDS INTERVIEW GUIDELINE 

Agency Corttacted~ ________________________________ ___ Date __________________ __ 

Office Interviewer -------------------------------------- -------------------------
Persons Present 

(List) 

(A) ____ --'--__ 

(5) _______ _ 

(C) _________ _ 

(D) ______ _ 

(E).,--_-..,-___ _ 

(F) ______ _ 

Title or 
Position 

I. Identification of Data Needs and Priorities 

Agency . 
Repres~nted Telephone 

(Sectidns I and II deal directly with the subject of data (information, 
statistics; etc.) and not directly with information systems. These Sections 
conSider that information systems are "means" to handle data. Information 
syst~ms, per se, are dealt with in Sections III and IV of this form.) 

, 
.,l~ ... (Please In what year were your needs for data first described iIi a plan? 

provide a copy of the p1an) ____________________________________________ __ 

2. What are your current needs? -----------------------------------------------

~. Where are the current needs documented? (Provide copies) ------------------

C-1 I 
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o 

,~, To vll'tat extent are information, dat?" and statistics available to meet all 
these needs? 

5. 

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

tn what general areas (operations, ~dlllinistrative,cost and accounting; 
performance measures, historical~ planning, comparative, census, geographical, 
social, etc.) do curr~ntly available data not meet your needs? 

6. How have. most of your data. procedures been developed? To tihat extent have 
outside influences (e.g., availability of federal funds, mandatory reporting 
requirements) impacted on the evolution of effective data procedures in 

" i 
I 

'I 
I 
i 

'I 
J 

:1 

[ __ ....... L.._, 

your organization? 

I 7. What are the data that you receive? . i ~--~ ____________________________ __ 

C-2 

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

.. 

= 

I • 

.,-.~.--~,~-."., l 
. , 

a. What are the sources of qata that you receive? 
.you obtain.th~ data? 

Through what channels do 

9. What are your procedures to collect data? 
be described in Form A.) 

(Formal information systems can 

10. Do you~use the "data in evaluations of a.ny type? 
and what is being evaluated? 

\ 

If so, how are they used 

~ ~ 
y"- \\':'-"----------------"" ....... ----------r ----------\,. 

rr ' ___ ~O ____ .~~----____ -----__ ----------------

11. for wh~ch the data are used? If so, what are they? Are there other purposes • 
':\ 

)) 
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II. LEAA I~pacts on Meeting of Data Needs 

In the following three questions, consider the extent of LEAA direct and 
indirect influence with respect to: (a) identification of data needs by 
program area, (b) quality of planning anI:{ implementation of procedures 
for obtaining data:, (c) technical ~ssistance, and (d) the provision of 
data (statistics). 

1. What are the direct' or indirect contributions' of LEAA' s support of the 
publication and dissemination of statistical documents ana mate'dals? 

I) 

2 • Likewise , in what respec.t might LEAA have done more to meet crimin.al j us­
tic,e agencies' and departments 'data needs? 

3. What kinds of st~'atistical documents ,servic'es, -and programs should LEAA 
developtb bette17 support your agency or department in the future? 

C-4 
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Comments: 

----------------~------------------------------------------~--------0~ .. ~ .. ~.----
r: 

------~----------------------------------------------------~ II p /1 

__ ~ ___ __Jic;....J,.", .. _-----------------------------------.~,---

III. Identification of Irtformation Systems' Needs and Priorities 

1. In what year were your needs for information systems first described in a 
plan? (Please provide a copy of this plan.) 

2. What are your current information systems needs? 

3. {vnere sre'~~e current needs documented? (Provide copies.) 

4. To what extent are available information systems able to meet all these 
needs? 

() 
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5. In what general areas (ol?erations, administrative, costahd accounting, 
performance measures, historical, planni;J.g, cdmparative, census, geo­
graphical, social, ·etc.) do current information systems not meet 
your needs? 

'"«1' 
J". 

6. How have most of your info,rmation systems been developed? To what extent 
have outside irifluences (e.g., availability of federal funds,mandatory 
reporting requirements) impacted on the developmf~nt of 'such systems 

. within your agency or department? 

7. 

(; 

Have you developed standards and goals for criminal justice information 
systems? If yes, how have you proceeded? (Por exaIl;lple~ use_of task 
force cOmn1ittees, national standards and goals, other plans, etc.) 

1\ 

!/ 
II 

------~----,-..----~------';:.....------....... ------------
{I 

II 
'\ 
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IV:' LEAA Impacts on Information Systems Development 

1-

(In. the following five questions, describe the extent of LEAA influence, 
directly and through groups such as SEARCH Gr.oups, Inc. (Project SEARCH) 
with res'pect to: (a) changes in priorities by program. area such as 
police and courts, (b) quality of planning and implementation of systems, 
(c) utilization of system outputs, (d) system efficiency. possible modes 
of influence' include: (a) Block grant funding, (b) discretiolj\ary. funding, 
(c) tec~nical assistance, (d) promotion of technology transfe17, (e) in­
direct influence through model programs, (f) guidelines, (g) reporting 
requirements, and (h) planning requirements.) 

What are the direct or indirect contributi(:>ns you have received ft'om 
LEAA's support of information systems development? 

----------------~------------------------------------~---------
2. Likewise, in what respect might LEAA have done more to meet criminal' 

.justice agencies I and departments' needs for information systems? 

. 
/', 3. If you have not received LEAA funds for your information systems, how 

migntthe systems have been different if LEAA funds had been used.? 
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4. What kinds of information system documents, services, and programs 
should LEAA provide to better support your agency or depart~nt in 
the future? 

Ii 

5. How does your agency use SEARCH produets? 

Comments: 
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CRl!1L'IAL JUSTICE ST!TISTICS SYSTE!-f, STATIST.lCAL REPORT CHECKLIST 

Agency N,ame and.Address~ ______________ ~ __________________________ ~~ ________ ~ ____________________________________________________ ~ 

Respondent: 's Name. TiUe/Uriit:' Telephone 
1. __________________ _ 

2. 
3. ___________________ _ 

4. 
5. ______________________ _ 

1], 

'LIST PERSOOS HOT PRESENT WHO KAY PROVIDE IHt'DRHAT10N ABOUT THIS SYSTEK. 

Title/Unit Telephone 

l., ___________________ ~--

2.,~----------------------
3., ___________ ----------__ __ 

Interviewer, ____________________________________ --__ ----__ ------

D.te. __ ~~ __ ------------------------------------------
1. Is there- a stat1~tical section or branch in this qency! Yes D.No OIf yes, please identify It _____ _ 

2. Do you have responsibility for perfonUDli,the analysis of data (statistics)! Ves 0 No 0 
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Statistical Report Use Revi,,"." 

This table is intended to organize our inquiry into the use :: the stati,stical repol;ts which are 
produced and distributedby LEM. Our general inte'(est is, in de1:ermining wheJ:her LEAA stat~stical reports 
are being received and used in local and s,tate agencies for exat::;lle: in: statg and local policy recommenda­
tions and formulation; comparison or analysis with your own stat!5i:ics j the fo,rmation of standards and goals 
for information systems, etc.; research and analysis; andpreparipg grant applications. And if not, why not?, 
For comparative purposeS", P.1rt B of this table asl(.s for similar infotllration 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 lndivldual reports, or to give general opinions 
about LEAA statistics. Refer to the. number of the sta,tistical report cited (e.g., A.1.a). 

Statistical Reports 
and Publication Dates 

A. LEA! STATISTICAL REPOIITS 

1. General 

a. Expenditure and Employment Data for the 
Criminal Justice Systems, 1968-69, Feb. ii; 
1969-70, Feb. 72; 1970-71, Feb. 73; 
1971-72, Feb. 74i 1972-73, Feb. 75 

b. Historical Statistics on Expenditures 
and Employment for the Criminal Justice 
Systems, 1971 to 1973, August 1975 

c. Criminal Justice Agencies in the United 
Si:ates: Summary Report. 1970 

d. Criminal Justice Agendes in (State), 1970 
(One, report for each state). Hay 1972 

e. Criminal Justice Agencies in (Regions 1-10) 
(One report for each LEAA Region), 
February-June 1975 

f. Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statis­
tics, '1973, July 1974; 1974, Sept. 1975 

.' .' 

.. 
') 

1 2 
Do You 

Have What is 
This? Final 

(Yes/No) Rel!osito!l: 

,I 

4 
Example of DoclI\llent 

3 in which'Report is 
Was i<eEort Used Used for Purpose Cited 

No Use BoW" Often Purpose 
(Give TitZe and Page 

Numbers --
code?! CodeY COde~/ Cbtain C0121i.) 

-'--

5 

Was Docu-
ment Cited in 

Col 4 Funded 
by LEA .. o\? 
(:feal:,".:,,, 

\ 

(\ 

\ 

'.:.:,' 

, 

\ 

, 
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Statisttcal Reports 
and Publication nates 

. ; 

2. Victillliution 

a. San Jose Methods. Test of Known 
edDIe Victims 

b. Crimes and V1:ctims: A Report on the Day ton-
San Jose Pilot Survey of Victimization 

c; Cr1ae in the Nation's Five Largest Ci.ties 

d. Crime fn Eight ADlerican Cities, July 1974 

e. CrtmtDa1 Victimization in the United, States: 
January...June 1973, Nov. 1974; 1973 Advance 
Report, June 1975 

f. Criminal Victimization Surveys in the 
llation's Five Largest Cities, June 1975 

g. Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 
American Cities, July 1975 

3. Police. 

a. Coqlarative Data Report, 1970, 1972 (Stste 
Police Administration & Operations) 

b. Unlfo~ Crime Reports (FOI) 

4. Correctioos 

a. National Prison~r Statistics 

Prisoners in State snd Federal 
Insti!=utions on Dec •. 31, 71, '72, 73, 
July 1975 

Statis~ical Report, Use Review 

1 2 
Do You Was 

Have What is No Use 
This? J.>ina.1 

Cod';!'! (Yes/No) Reeosito!}! 

, . 
. . 

4 
Example of Document 

3 in which Report is 
Reeort Used Used for Purpose Cited. 

How Often Purpose 
(Give 'Ti.tle and Page 

Cod~1 Code2-' 
Ni:mbel's --

Obtcri.n COl!.!l) 

--------------~ 

5 

Was Docu.,-
. mant Cited' 

Col 4 FUnde 
by LBM? 
(Yes/No) 

I 

ft 

1\ 
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--- ----- --------- ---- - ------- -------------

Statistical- Rep".l'ts 
and Publ1.cati·on Dates 

a. Nationlll l'risO)ler Statistics (con.) 

b. 

c,. 

d~ 

e. 

f. 

Census of State Correctional Facilities. 
1974: Advance Report, Sept. 1975 

Capital Punishment 1971-72, June 1975; 
1973, June 1975; 1974, November 1975 

1970 National Jail Census, May 1971 

Loca]. Jails: A Report Presenting Data, for 
Individual County and City Jaila from the 
1970 Jail Census. March 1973 

Survey of Inmates of Local Jails, 1972: 
Advance Report, September 1974 

The Nation's Jails: A Report on the Census 
of Jails froJ:! the 1972 Survey of Inmates of 
Local Jails. August 1975 

Children in Custody: A Rep.ort on the 
Juvenile Detention and Correctional 
Facility Census of 1971. May 1974; 1972-73 
Advance Report, September 1975 

5. Courts 

. ' 

a. National Survey of Court Organization 1971, 
February 1974; 1975 Supplement to State 
Judicial Systems, November 1975 

Statisticsl Report Use Review 

I 2 
Do You 
,Have What: is 
This? Final 

(:tes/No) RepOsitory 

0, 

Was 
No Use 

Code!1 ,..-.........-. 

3 
Re~rt Used 

Haw Of2:en 

CodeY 

Purpose 

Code"J.l 

. 
• 

4 
Bltatnple of Doc~nt 

in which Report is 
Used for Purpose Cited 
(Giw Ti.t~e and Page 

Numbers --
Obtain COPy) 

, 

, 

5 

Was Docu-
ment Cited, in 
Col 4 Funded 

by LEM? 
(:tesINo) 
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Statistica~ Reports 
and Public'aHon. Dates 

! , 

B. STATE/LOCAL STATISTICAL REPORTS AND SOURCES 

.'" 

.. , 

Statistica·1 Report Use Review 

1 2 3 
Do You Was ReEort Used 

Have What is 
No Use How Often Purpose This? Final 

(les/!r'ql ReEosftb..:.'t . Cod'):.! Cod;!:/ cadell 

.(J-' ___ _ 

-----.---

4 
Example of Document 
in which Report is 

Used for Purpose Cite.d 
. (Give Title and Page 

Nurrbera -­
Obtain CODY) 

5 

Was Docu­
Dent Cited 
Col 4 Fundec 

by LEAA? 
(Yea/No) 
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Statistical Report Use Review 

C. PROPOSED LEAA DOCUMENTS 

1. Are there- other kinds of statistical data which, you could have used if they had been available? (Specific examples as well 88 

classes of data would be helpful here) . 

2. (If yae above) How and by whom do. you think these data should be produced? (Give answer for each claas of data noted in l.8bove) __________________________________________________________________________________________________ -----

3. Do you produce any documents ¥blch could have made use of the proposed statistics'if they had been availabl~? Yes 0 No 0 

a. Title (Obtain Copy). 

b. Were these documents funded by LEAA? ________________ -------------------------------------------------------------------
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Statistical Report Use Revi~ 

CO~NTS:. ______________ ~ ______________________________________________ ~ ____ ~ ______________________________ ~ __________ _ 
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CODE LISTING 

Code 11 

1. Data Sources Not Believed Accurate 
2. Data Not Complete 
3. Data Out of Date 
4. Level of Aggregation Too General. 
5. Methods of Data Presenta.tions 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 1/ 

A - Daily 
B - Weekly 
C Monthly 
D - Quarterly 
E - Yearly 
F Less Frequent Than Yearly 

I 

Code 1/ 

1. Analyses of Need and Problem Identification 
2. Data for Grant Application 
3. Planning 
4. Administration/Management/Cout 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. ForAnalysis 

9. General Knowledge/Professional Development 
10. Reference/Historical 
11. Other (specify) 

• 

- / ; 

" 

I 

11. Lack of Trend Da~a 
12. Absence of Sugge$tions on Potential 

Use of Data 
13. 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 strategi~s 
for allocation of public investments, design and implementation of program 
evaluation systems, mathematical programming of economic systems, regional 
input-output modeling and analyses, and assessment o~ 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 Anaiyst, 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 est~mates of national costs 
for pollution control. Also delivered research tr~ining courses in Iran. 

1960 to 1966. Olin Mathieson Chemical Corporation,~~~gah Forest, North Carolina. 
Senior Industrial Ertgineer. Resp,onl:lible for economic 'evaluations and cost analyses. 
Specific assignments included optimization of container design, process variables 
in plant operations, and inventory practices. Dire~ted and participated in several 
material 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 Amer:i.ca, 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. 

IJ52 to 1954. Air Force Finance Center (USAF), Denver, Colorado. Management 
Analysis Officer (for production control). Concentrated in methods improvement. 

Education 

B.I.E., Industrial Engineering, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, ~orth 
Carolina, 1952. 

M.S., Industrial Engineering (Operations Research), North Carolina State University, 
1961. 

,Other studies in com~uters - 1962, management theory - 1965, economics - 1967, 
and group dynamics and institutional development - 1970 and 1971. 

Selected Publications 

1/76 

'-,,,;[" ~r· 

Alternative Economic Structures for North Carolina: 1980. ResearchTriangle 
Park, North Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, 1971, coauthor. 

An InQut-OutQutModel of North Carolina. Research TriAngle Park, North Carolina: 
Research Triangle Institute, 1971, coauthor. 

A Process for Allocation of Public Services. Research Triangl~ Park, North .~ 
Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, May 1974. 

Estimating Costs of Public Services. Research Triangle/Park, North 
Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, ~ 1973, coauthor. 

"Input-Output Mc!dels in Public Planning," Symp6s~J,m on the Evaiuation 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 Management Plan for North Carolina, Research Triangle Park, 
North Caro~ina: Research Triangle Institute, 1974, coauthor. 

Alternatives in the North Carolina State Airport System, Research Triangle Park, 
North Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, 19Y5. 
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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 pr~grams. Since July 1972 he has been project leader on a major 
ev~luat~on effort involving alternative police patrol strategies police 
officer's allocation of time in the patrol function quantification of 
police officer-citizen encounters, and determinatio~ of public perceptions 
of police service. In addition, he is cur-cent1y concluding a study that 

, addre~ses the re~uction of crime against aging victims. A large segment 
of 7h~s program ~s concerned with security systems and special measures 
to ~rtcrease personal and physical security. Mr. Dieckman has consulted 
with several metropolitan police departme~ts in developing crime-sp~cific 
programs to reduce robbery and burglary. He has also been. involved in 
a v~riety of projects includ~ng: 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 
p~lice department; EDP org~nization evaluation for'two natiofla1 corpora­
t~ons; development of training materials and support for a rtationwide 
s'eries of workshopS on computer-assisted planning; an administrative 
analysis of st,ate economic opportunity offices; a feasibility study 
for a federal agency clearinghouse fUnction' a systems design for a river 
basin-wide water pollution study; the desig~ of computer software to 
support.six large public surveys; a major study of particulate pollutant 
generat~on from manufacturing industries; and preparation of a special 
recreation demand allocation model for the Appalachian Regional Commission. 

~esterrt Electric Company, Kansas City, Missouri. Prior to joining MRI 
~n 1969, Mr. Dieckman had assignments in the Computer Systems Development 
Group, and operating supervisor and production cbntrol positions at ' 
Western Electric Company. He was a project ieclder in the development of 
a com~uterized merchan~ise management system which involved forecasting, 
enter:ng of orders, ~a~ntain~ng stock reco,rds, generating billings, 
creat~l1g management ~nformat~on 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 the Bell System Graduate Engineering Education Center, 

New York, New York. 
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BRIAN JUSTIN HOEL, Senior Public Systems Analyst 

Professional Experience 

Midwest Research Institute, Kansas City, Missouri, 64110. Mr. Hoe1 
specializes in the development of large-scale police improvemer.t 
systems~ training programs, criminalistics support systems planning, 
and coordination of criminal justice functions. He is r~~ponsib1e 
for directing projects for local, state and regional, criminal justice 
agencies. He recently completed the design of crimina1istics systems 
for the States of Minnesota and Mississippi, aSsisted in the design 
of similar systems for Arkansas and North Dakota. d~ve10ped a criminal 
justice training plan for Georgia, and is currently directing the 
developme.nt of criminal justice standards and goals for the State of 
Kansas. 

Town of Brookline, Massachusetts. Prior to joining MRI in 1973, Mr. 
Hoe1 was project director/planner for a police improvement program. 
There he was responsible rox 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 departm,ent. 

Governor's Public Safety Committee, Massachusetts. Prior to 1971, he 
was Assistant Director of the Governor's Public Safety Committee for 
the Commonwealth of Massachusatts 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 o-fthe Governor'r reorganization plan, conducted studies of 
law enforcement information and communication systems and of criminal­
is tics services in the State of Massachusetts, and developed and 
implemented comprehensive multi-year plans for improvement of these 
systems. 

Mr. Hoe1 was on the staff of The Christian Science. Monitor 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. 
Mr. Elliot Richardson in the Department of Law 
and i~structor on national political issues at 
Adult Education. 

Education 

Special Assistant to 
Enforcement Programs, 
the ''Boston Center for 

B:A., International Relations/Political Science, University of California, 
Los Angeles. 

Graduate courses in Public Administration, Northeastern University, Boston 
Massachusetts and the University of Mi~souri, Kansas City. 
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MILAS G. KIRKPATRICK, Survey Specialist 

Professional Experience 

1973 to date. Research Triangle Institute, Researcn Triangle Park, 
North Carolina 27709. Survey Specialist, Survey Methodology and 
Operations Department of the St~tistics Research Division. Primary 
tesponsibiiities inciude assisting irt recruitment, training and super­
vision of field personnel. Other duties iric1udeprogress report writ­
ing, coordin~tioh of data processing, and junior staff supervision. 
P~rticipation 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 processirtg steps. 

1974: Rural Regiortal 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 
andprincip~l~, ~aining study cooperation, and collecting sampling 
data. 

1974: National Evaluation of Upward Bound and Educational Talent 
Se~rch Progt;ams -- Primary responsibility in contacting high 
school superintendents and project directors, getting study 
cooper~tion, 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 discussions with military per­
sonnel at United States ~ld European military bases. 

1973: National Study of New TownS/Planned Communities -- Super­
vision of data collection in the Chicago, Illinois and MinneapoliS, 
'Hinnesota_, areas. 

1970 - 1973. North Carolina Employment Security Commission, Raleigh, 
North Carolina. Test Research Analyst in Test Research Unit. 

1969 - 1970. Nd~th Carolina Employment Security Commission, Morganton, 
North Caro1~na. Employment Interviewer. 

1967 -~. United States Army Strategic Communications Canter, 
Seoul, Korea~ Non-Commissioned Officer in-charge, Methods and 
Results "Section. ('-
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BRIAN JUSTIN HOEL, Senior Public Systems Analyst 

Professional Experience 

Midwest Research Institute, Kansas City, Missouri, 64110. Mr. Hoel 
specializes ill the development of large-scale police improvement 
systems, training programs, crimin&-iistics 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 st~~datds and goals for the State of 
Kansas. 

Town of Brookline, Massachusetts. Prior to ~oining MRl in 1973, Mr. 
Hoe1 was project director/planner for a police improvement. program. 
There he was responsible tor developing a planning, programllling, and 
budgeting system; rewriting rules, operational procedures and job 
descriptions; developing an automated info~?tion and patrol resource 
allocation system; and improving operational ~nd training programs for 
the police department. 

Governor's Public Safety Committee, Massachusetts Prior to 1971, he 
was Assistant Director of the Governor's Public S8.. ,·v Connnittee for 
the Coliltnonwealth of Massachusetts whc>.c -'e aided in _le development 
of the State's Comprehensive Crimi lal Jus~ice Plan. DUring his four 
years with the Committee, he was respouaible for implementation and 
management of major pot'tions of the state's L~A gra.nt program. While 
a member of the Governor's Committee he reviewed the public safety 
sections- 0;1 the Governor' r 'reorganization pli:m, conduct.ed studies of 
law enforeement information and communication systems and of criminal-

.- is tics se'rvices' 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 .. Mbnitor 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;1;i\:lrn University, Boston Massachusetts. 
Mr. Elliift Richardson in the Department of Law 
and i~structor on national political issues at 
Adult Education. 

Education 

Special Assistant to 
E~forcement Programs, 
the Boston Center for , 

~;A., International Relations/Political Science, University of California, 
L03 Angeles. 

Gradua~e courses in Public Administration, Northeastern University, Boston 
Massachusetts and the University of MissQuri, Kansas City. 
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MILAS G. KIRKPATRICK, Survey Specialist 

Professional Experience \1 

1973 to date. Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, 
North Carolina 27709. Survey Specialist, Survey Methodology and 
Operations Department of the Statistics Research Division. Primary 
responsibiiities Inciude assisting in recruitment, training and super­
vision of field personnel. Other duties include 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.. Gene.l;"al supervision of 
all field operations. 

1973 - 1974: Survey of Adolescent Alcohol Drinking Behavior and 
Attitudes -- Assisted in contacting high school superintendents 
and'pdncipal~, &aining study cooperation, and collecting sampling 
data. 

1974: National Evaluation of Upward Bound and Educational Talent 
Search Progt:ams -- Primary ~~§pJ)nsibility in contacting high 
SChool. superintendents and project directors, getting study 
cooperation, scheduling administrations, collecting sampling 
data, and conducting survey mail operation. 

1973: A Study of the Correlation Betr,een D~<lg 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 European military bases. 

'1973: Nation&l Study of New Towns/Planned Communities -- Super­
vision of data collection in the Chicago, Illinois and Minneapolis, 
Minnesota 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, Morganton, 
North Carol~na. Employment Interviewer. 

1967 - 1969. United States Army Strategic Communications Center, 
Seoul, Korea: Non-Connnis~;j.oned Officer in-charge, Methods and 
Results Section. 
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HILAS G. KIRKPATRICK (continued) " 

Education 

B.S., Business Administration, Western Carolina University, 1967. 

Graduate Courses in Stat:L.stics at North Carolina StateUtfvel;sity, Raleigh, 
North Carolina, 1971. 

l,'rofessional Activities 

North Carolina Public Personnel Association, member. 
International Association of Personnel in Employment Security, member. 

Selected Publications 

Assisted in field data collection report preparation for the following 
projects: 

"Assessment of the Social, EconomiC, and Environmental Effects of 
the Randleman Lake Project," Research Triangle Institute, Janua-ry, 1975. 

"Rural Regionai Coordination Evaluation Study in South Carolina and 
Tennesiee," September, 1974. 

"Correlatio~ Between Drug and Alcohol Abuse and Leadership techniques 
in the United States Army," Research Triangle Institute, September, 1973. 

IINai:ional Study of New Towns/Planned Commun:ij:~es," Research Triangle 
Instit~te, June! 1973. 

o 
March, 1975 
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PATRICIA L. LEVY, Public Systems Analyst 

Professional Experience 

Midwest. Research Institute, Kansas City, Missouri, 64110. Mrs.- Levy 
specializes in data compiiation, interp~~tation and evaluation lin 
criminal justice and other areas. She ~~ currently playing a major 
role in the development of standards and goals for the c:dminal' 
ju~tice systetn in Kansas.. In addC:tion to her other work in regional 
and market economics, community development, conSlli~er analysis and 
L.dvertising, she contributed to a major proj ect for the. Police lFounda­
tion to evaluate experiments in patrol tactics performed by the Kansas' 
City, Missouri Police Department. 

During a prior appointment to the MRI staff from 1965 to i969, Mrs. 
Levy was involved with regional and market economics as well as related 
sources and methodologies. Projects on which she worked included an 
extensive series of economic studies relating to a western railroad 
merger proposal, recreation resource sL'ddies for several states, a 
state-of-the-art review of water and air pollution control in solid 
waste disposal techniques and a taJt study for the State of Missouri 
with emptlwsis on the state sales tax. . 

New Products Insights, Inc., Overland Park, Kansas. From 1970 to 1971, 
Mrs. Levy was Project Director where she directed various product probes 
in specific market areas for large consumer goods manufa~turers. Project 
activities included test design, group interviews, ·data compilation, 
analysis and evaluation, and report p~eparation. She was also involved 

• in creative generation of pew product'ideas.and concepts. 

Mrs. Levy-also held short-term assignments with Mid-America Regional 
Council (i972) and the Institute for Community Studies (1970). 

Education 

B.A., Economics and Sociology, University of Missouri, Kansas City. 
Graduate study in Economics, Universi~y of Denver. 
M.A., Public Administration, University of Missouri, kansas City (in progr~~s). 

Professional Activities 

American Economics Association 
American Marketing Association 
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ROBERT ~. LEWIS, Survey Specialist 

. 
Professional Experience 

. 

1974 to date. Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, 
North Carolina 27709. Survey Specialist, Survey Methodology and 
Operations Department of the Statistics Research Division. Assisting 
in sample selection, recruiting, training~d 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 (Year 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 coordination of data collection 
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 RTI I S editing, coding, and analysis 
sta.i:f. 

,~972 - i974. 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 p~licy 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';->f final reports. 

Education 

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, N~~,th Carolina, 1973. 

Graduate work in human health and ecology, School of Public Health, 
University of North Carolina, 1973. 

). 

Graduate work in educat~onal research, School of Education, North Carolina 
State University, 1975. 
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ROBERT B'. LEWIS ( 'i ,cant nued) 

Professional Activittes 

,I'·) 
Southe:m Regional Demographic Group, melllber. 
Population Association of America; member. 
Alpha Chi Sigma, member, officer 1971. 

Selected Pub~ications 

liThe Place I Belong; A Report on Southern 
J. A. Fortney, R. B. Lewis, B. H. Wilson, 
Development Corporation, December, 1973. 

Rural Housing, II ·B. N. Smith, 
et. al., Low Income Housing 

AsSisted in field data collection report preparation for the following' projects: 

IIMai~e Assessment of Educational Progress (Year 03) " 
Instl.tute, May. 1974. ' Rese.arch Triangle 

"S~cial Contexts of Drinking Pilot Study; Boston, Mass.," Research 
Trl.angle Institute, November, 1974. 

March, 1975 

B-9 



. , 
• 

PHILLIP S. McMULLAN, JR .• , Senior Member of Professional Staff 

ProfessiOnal Experience 

1973 to date. Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, North 
Carolina, 27709. 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. 

1971 to 1973. Research Triangle Institute, Senior Analyst, Office of 
Institute ProgralllS." Program director for overseas research ane1' evaluatiOn 
projects. . . . 

1960 to 1971. Research Triangle Institute. Senior Analyst, Operations 
Research and Economics Divisions. Group Leader for systems analysis and 
evaluation projects in civil defense, health services, industrial operations, 
and overseas research. 

195a to 1960. System Analyst, Industrial Dynamics Department, Hughes 
Aircraft Corp., E1 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. 1. du Pont de Nemours, 
kinston; North Carolina. 

Education 

B.S., Mechanica1 Engineering, Duke University, Durham, North Carolina, 1952. 
M.B.A., Industrial ~.anagement, Whart'on School of Finance and Cotmnerce, 

University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 1958. 
Ad~anced Studies, Industrial Management, University of Southern California, 

Los Angeles, California, 1959. 

Professiqnal 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 

1/75 

Economic Development Strategy. Phase I: North Catolina Economic Growth 
Management Study, Final Report FR-26U-952. Prepared for North Carolina 
Departments of Administration and Natural and Economic Resources, 
September 1974, coauthor. 

Estimating Costs of Public Services, Research Memorandum RM-26U-776-l-2. 
Prepared for Office of State Planning, North Carolina Departme~t of 
A~inistration, July 1973, coauthor. 

Planning for Managerial and. Technical Assis'tance to Business00nmerce and 
liidustry in North. Carolina. State Planning Division, Department of 
Administration, 1971, coauthor. 

A Matrix for System Description: A Frame~ork for Evaluation ofSurviva1 
and Recovery Systems. Proceeding of the Systems Evaluation Symposium, 
Institute for Defense Analysis, 1971. 
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JANET L. RIES, Analyst 

ProfeSSional Experience 

1975 to date. Research T i ' 
Carolina, 27709. Analyst~ ~:;~:r I~~~i~~te, Research Tri;ng'le.Park, North 
Plan and evaluate Federal State and vel~pment and Resource Planning. 
administr,ative systems. Conduct' a tec~~~!~~pal public programs and 
for the State of North Carolina' G 1 review of current programs 
P t f . . s overnor 's Highway S f ar . d a project to create a i i a ety Program as 
coordinated at the local JP an

1
n ng, evaluation and record system 

11 . , reg.1.ona and State level A' , 
co ection and compilation for the Nati l' • SS~st~n the data 

. ona Highway Safety Needs Study. 
1973 to 1974. Cami! Associates Philadel ' 
Analyst and Interviewer for th 'D phia, Pennsylvan~a. On-site 
Evaluation. Traveled extensiv:lye~~rtme~t of Labor WIN II Comprehensive 
administrative structur.e and i t rioug out· the U.S. analyzing the 
r.t If . \ ' n er ac t on of the E 1 S . we are Department on ~he regional sta mp oymen~ ervice and 
sampled and conducted a Retrospecttv cte a~ loc~l levels. In addition, 
had completed the program. e ase a1ys~s of individuals who 

Education 

B.A., Urban Studies, U ' , 
1975. n~vers~ty of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia Pennsylvania • 

Trinity College, Hartford, Connecticut. 1971-1973. 

Selected Publications 

6/75 

"Ati:itu~es Towards ,Government S endin • . 
Stat~stical st.ti "j" " unp bl' hP d g on Welfare. A Mult~ .... variate 
f .- , u ~s e paper So i 1 D 

" 0 Pennsylvania, Philadelphia P i. ~ 0 ogy epartment, University 
Employment Suitability St d d' ennsy van~a. December 1974. 

paper, City Planning De;:r~~e:tfO~ Welfa:e Recipients," unpublished 
" P~nnsY~Vania. January 1975. ' nivers~ty of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, 
The Hous~ng and Communi t D 1 . ;;, 

Planning Comment Magazine ev~ opmen:: P,;ct of 1974': A Case Study; III 
Pennsylvania, Issue Forth~om~iverss~ty of Pennsylvania, Philadeiphia, 

ng. ummer 1975. coauthor. 

; . 
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DAViD d. STUART, Managerial Economi$t 

Professional Experience 

1974 to date. Research Triangle Institute, Research Triangle Park, North 
Carolina, 27709. ManageriaLEconomist, Center fbr Development and 
Resource planning. Projects':include criminal justice planning guideline 
development. professional man,power supply and demand analysis, and edu­
cational program cost and market analysis. 

~\ 

1971 to 1974. North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North Carolina. 
IQ~tructor of Management, Department of EconomicS. Taught courses in 
industrial management; managerial economics, business policy, and 
quantitative methods. Coordinated student research projects. 

1969 to 1971. University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, North ~rolina. 
Graduate Assistant, School of Business Administration. Taught under­
graduate course in operations management. Developed cases for study in 
manager seminars. 

I 
!' 1955 to 1967. Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company, Raleigh, 

North Carolina. Traffic Supervisor, Traffic Department. Responsible for 
forecasting, plannirig, personnel relations, and general administration 
of a department consisting of over 300 switchboard operators and supporting 
personnel. 

Education 
B.S., Experimental Statistics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, 

North Carolina, 1965. 
M.E., Economics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, North 

Carolina, 1969. 
Ph.D., BuSiness Administration, University of North Carolina, Chapel 

Hill, North Carolina. In progress. 

Professional Activities 

Beta Gamma Sigma (Business Administration Scholastic) 
Blue Key (Scholastic and Campus Service) 
The Institute of Management Science 
The Academy of Management 

Selected Publications 

3/75 

Comprehensive Planning for Criminal Justice. Research Triangle Pazk, 
North Carolina: Research Triangle Institute, August 1974, coauthor. 

The Requirements for and Availability of Lawyers in North Carolina, 
1970-1980, 26N-1016. Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, Research 
Triangle Institute, September i974. 

;, 
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MICHAEL L. WORLEY; Senior Operations Analyst 

Professional Experience 

Midwest Research Institute, Kansas City, Missouri, 64110. Mr. Wo~ley 
specializes in systems modeling, evaluation techniques, cost-effectivertess 
methodology, and experimental design. Recently, Mr. Worley was principal 
evaluator of the National Neighborhood Watch Program sponsored by the 
National Sheriffs Asso~iation. Currently, he is project leader o~ a. 
studY ~b develop the ,concep.tua1 design o{ a personnel information systelIi 
for the KansaS City Police Depal:tment. He has been active in the ,analysis 
of criminal justice systems including studies sponsored by the Nat:ional 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the Northwest M:t.ssQuri 
Law Enforcement Assistance Council, Kentucky Crime 'Commission, the Mid­
Hudson Crime Control ?lanning Board, and the Florida Department of Law 
Enforcement. In these studies he has had responsioility for deve1c~ping 
evaluation concepts addressi~g manpower needs, resource requirements, and 
l()Jlg-range 'planning. Particular program areas of involvement have included 
deve10pirtgmaster plans for upgrading the training and er' cationa1 statuS 
of criminal justice' personnel, evaluating crime 1aborato~j operations, 
and providing technical assis'tailce to local police departments. 

Booz, Allen Applied Research,; Inc., Combined Arms Research Office, 
Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas. Before joining MItI in 1969, Mr. Worley was a 
systems ana1y:st with Booz, Allen. While with Booz~ Allen, his major' 
contributions were in the area of operations research and mathematical 
modeling applied to the evaluation of weapon systems. His experience 
included condu,cting ~ost-effectiveness studies and other trade-off analy~ea. 

WEmtworth Military Academy. Mr. Worley was a mathematic's instructor 
at Wentworth Military Academy prior to jOining Booz, Allen. His class 
work i~cluded' teaching calculus, statistics, and mathematics of finance. 

Educatiort 

B.S., Education', Kansas State College; 1964. 
,M.S., Maphematics, ~~nsas State College, 1965. 

Professional Activities 

\) 

Mathematics Associatio:n of American 
Operational Research Society in American 
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Appendix C 

Criminai Justice Information Systems and 
Statistics Terminology Glossary 
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Acronyn; 

ACIlt 

CCR 

CCHS 

CCMS 

CDS 

CJI 

CJIS 

CJS 

CRI -
EEOC 

FBI 

HUD 

lCAIS 

IS/SS 

JJDP 

LAPD 

LEAA 

MAS 

MIS 

NALtCOM 
!" 

NCJtSS 

NC.IC 
~. 

. " 

CRIMtNAL, JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND 

STATISTICS TERMINOLOGY GLOSSARY 

Full Name 

Advisory Committee on Intergovernmental Relations 

Computerized Criminal Histories 

Computerized Criminal History System 

Court Case Management System 

Comprehensive Data Systems 

Criminal Justice Information 

Cr~ina1 Justice Information System 

Criminal Justice System 

Criminal Record Informat~on 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Housing and Urban Development 

Integrated Court Automation/Information System 

Information Systems ana Statistical Services 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventi9n. 

Los~Angeles Police Department 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Management and Administrative Statistics 

Management Information System' 

National Law Enforcement Communications 

National Criminal Justice Inform.fltion and StatisticaJ .. 
Service 

National Crime Information Center 
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1/ Acrony;! 

I • NILECJ 

0 NPS 

,...'" 'OBSCIS 

r 
OBTS-CCHS 

OMB 

ORO 

ONPP 

PROMIS 

RPU 

.SAC 

SCJIS 

S.:rJ:S 

S~~RCH 

SP~ 

T~, 
I' . 

UqtR 

... 
Full" Name 

National I ti 
Justice ns tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

National Prisoner Statistics 

Offender-Based State Corrections Information System 

Offender/Based trans ti . . ' 
. Criminal History Sys:~m on Statistics/Computerized 

Office of Management and Budget 

Office o'f Regional Operations 

Office of National Priority Programs 

Prosecutors Management I f 
n ormation System 

Regional Planning Unit 

St'atistical Analysis Center 

St~tewide Criminal Justice Info~tio~ System 

State J~dicial Information System 

Syste~ for Electronic and Automated 
Crimit"al History Retrieval of 

State Planning Agency 

Technicai Assistance 

Uniform Crime Reporting 
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Appendix D 

Criminal Justice Information System Glossart 
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Acronym 

ACCMIS 

ACCPS 

ADCMIS 

AFIS 

ALEcARS 

ALERT. II 

AWD! 

CABLE 

CAD 

CAD 

CAD - ECCCS 

Y I 

INFORMATION SYSTEM'GLOSSARY CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Full· Name ' .. " 

Automated Crimina our 1 C t Hanagement . 
I~formad.on System 

Cri~.Inal Case Proce'ssing Automated IlU. 

System u 

Automated Deploym~nt of Avail­
able Manpower 

11 te Automated Docketing Appe a, . 
and Case Flow Management 
Information System 

Fl."eld Interview System Automaited 

Autbmated Law Enforcement" 
. Communic'ations and Reportl.ng 

System 

Automa t· ed 'Law Enforcement,. 
,fesponse TeaIIi 

"~ftercare Movement System 

.. t d W' orthless Document Autottlae 
IndeX: 

Camden c(untY Computer Criminal 
Control 

\\ 
Assisted". B .. ,ay Area Law Computer 

Enforcement 

Computer Aided Dispatch 

Computer Aided Dispatch 

A"ded Dispatch Emerging . Computer 1. ..." 

. d Control COr.::l).unicatl.on Comman, .' 
System \~ 

D-2 

Locat:f.:2!!. 

H:udson County, 
'Ne~ Jersey 

Passaic County~ 
'Ne~ Jersey 

Los Artgeles, 
California 

New Jersey 

Los Angeles, 
california , 

Lafayette, 
LouiSiana 

Kansas City, 
Missouri cP 

J\,h . r 
Montana \ 

Los Ang'eles , 
California 

Camden County, 
New Jersey 

Sa.n Francisco, 
California 

Jacksonville, 
Florida' 

Rockford, 
Illindis 

Los Artgeles County, 
California 
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Acron~ 

CAD 

CADoLIS 

CAPS 

CATCH 1 

CDRS 

CIS 

CIS 

CJIS 

CJIS - CABLE 

CJIC 

CJIS 

CJIS 

CJIS .. 
~ • 

CJIS/CLETS 
~ .., ,f 

CMtS 

CPDS 

Full Name 

Computer Aided DispatCh 

Computer Aided DispatcH/On-Line 
Information System 

Corrections and· Justice Unified 
Network 

Computer ASSisted Public Safety 
SYStem 

Crittlinal Apprehension through 
Computer Hardware 

Case DispOsition Reporting 
System 

Clerks Information System 

Corrections ,Information System 
1/ 

Criminal Justice Information 
,System 

" 
Criminal Ju::;tice Information 
System 

Ctiminal Justice Information 
Control 

Criminal Justice Information 
System ~ 

Criminal Justice Informati.on 
System 

Criminal Justice Information 
System 

Criminal Justice Information 
System/California Law Enforcement 
Telecommunications System 

Court Management Information System 

Chicago\Police Department System 

D-3 

Location 

Dallas, Texas 

. Peoria, IllinOis 

LOUisiana 

San Jose, 
California 

Camden, 
New Jersey 

Florida 

Cook County, 
Illinois 

IllinOis 

Duvall County, 
Florida 

Sari FranCisco, 
California 

Santa Clara, 
California 

Dade County, 
Florida 

Dallas County, 
Texas 

Bexar County, 
Texas 

California 

~ercer County, 
New Jersey 

Chicago, IllinOis 
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Acrortytn 

CRl~ 

CRISYS* 

. DATUM 

FCIC 

PHIS 

FLAIRS 

IDSCR 

ITS 

JANUS 

JARS 

JCSRS - SJIS 

JIlIS 

JURIS 

LCJIS 

LEADS 

-- -------~"--

, Full Na.me 

Computerized. Retrieval of .. , . 
Identifiers' and Modus Operand~ 
Elements 

Correctional Records Information 
system 

Fingerprint Identification Index 

Fl.orida Crime Information 
. Center 

Foster Homes Information. System 

Fleet Location and Information 
Reporting System 

Inmate Data Collection and 
Statistics Reporting 

. Inmate Tracking Sys tem 

'Juvenile AnalysiS of Data and Use 

Judicial Automated Records System 

. Location. 

Oakland, 
Californ1a 

Washington, D.C. 

PatterSon, 
Jlew J ersey** 

Florida 

Montana 

St. Louis, 
Missouri 

Florida 

Texas 

Texas 

LaJ.:.~ County, 
Ilcrflloi:s 

California 

Motttana 

St. Louis, 
Missouri 

Louisian~ 

Illinois 

. . e ed during this 'evaluation. 
;o;~;:r:y~~e~si:e~~{o~:~ ~!~~:, ~r:~:::i~~~fYCJIS'sin Chapter 4. 

d d b the following six cities: 
**This system'is alsoopl7rate~ an useEl,y beth and Atlantic City. 
Camden, Newark, Jersey City, Trenton, ~za , 

D-4 

" 

" 

--~--- -.--.-. - -----

t 
I 

fl 
II 
'Jl 

\1 '. 

c, 
~~::..?.if~'::::;::_~":..~~~.z~~=--~....--.<_ • .....,._".-.. __ ~._ '0ri. 

\1 .. ~ 

Acronym 

LEAS 

LEIS 

LEMRAS* 

LOCATE 

" 
MLETS 

MOTION 

MULES 

NCIC* 

NLETS* 

OFD - OBITS 

PARS 

PAtRIC 

PIN ' 

PIS 

t:l 

1 PIS 

",.,. 
PMIS 

0 

PROMIS 
v 

\'.. Full Name 

.Law Enforcement Activitie~ System 

Law Enforcement Information 
System 

Law Enforcement Manpower and Resource 
Allocation System 

Location of'Oak1and 'City by Tele­
communications 

Montana Law Enf.or.cement Teletype 
System 

Metropolitan Orleans Total Informa­
tion On-Line Network 

Missouri Uniform Law Enforcement 
System 

National Crime Information Center 

National Law Enforcement Teletype System 

Offender Data File/Offender Based 
Information Tracking System 

Population and Admission Report 
System 

Pattern Recognition and Information 
Correlation 

Police Information Network 

Police Information System 

Police Information System 

Police Management Information Syst~ 

Pr.osecutor's Management Information 
System 

Location. 

Billings, 
Montana 

Jacksonville, 
Florida 

, 
Oakland, 
Ca·lifornia 

Montana 

New Orleans, 
Louisiana' 

Missouri 

California 

New Jersey 

Los Angeles, 
California 

Oakland, 
California 

Ft. Lauderdale, 
Florida 

Patterson, 
New Jersey 

Rockford, 
Illinois 

Louisiana 

* This system is not one of the systems surveyed during 'this evaluation. 
However, it is mentioned in the discussion of CJIS's in Chaptet 4. 
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Acronym Full Name 

PSIS Public Safety Information System 

QUAn/NET ALERT Four Communities Comprise a Network 
and Share the ALERT Syste~ 

RCIS 

REJIS 

SAPIS 

SCIS 

SECURE 

srpCF 

SWJIS 

Tcrc 

TCS 

TJCS 

,Regional Court Infortilation System 

Regional Justice Information 
, System 

San Antonio Police Information 
System 

~ew Jersey StateWide Communications 
Information System 

System for the Enforcement and 
Control of Unified Criminal Justice 
Resources 

Subject-In-Process and Case Flow 
System 

Statewide Judicial Information System 

Texas Crime Information Center 

Traffic Control System 

Texas Judicial Council System 
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" , 

Location 

Long Beach, 
California 

Davenport; Iowa 
Rock Island, 
Illinois 

St. Louis, 
Missouri 

St. Louis County, 
Missour:f. 

San 'Antonio, 
Texas 

New Jersey 

Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana 

Hj~llsborough County, 
Florida 

Missow:'i 

Texas 

Billings, 
Montana 

Texas 
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