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PREFACE 
'::: 

Project SEARCH is an 18-month Ipulti-state effort designed to devel?pp'proto­
type computerized criminal ju~tice information system. The project is financed 
($2.5 million) by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the fif­
teen participating states. It is coordinated by the California Council on Criminal 
Justice through the California Crime Technological Research Foundation. 

The objectives of the project are to: 

• Establish ana demonstrate the feasibilty of an on-line system allowing for the 
interstate transfer of criminal histories. 

• Design and demonstrate a computerized statistics system based on an account­
ing of individual offenders proceeding through'the criminal justice system. 

One segment of SEARCH has been devoted to disseminating the results of the 
project. One means of dissemination selected was to conduct a national sympo-· 
sium. To prqvide an even more meaningful program for the syri~posium it was 

' " decid-ed to invite s~~akers representing other progressive criminal justice infor-
mation and statisljts systems-regional, state and local. The reports presented 
in this documenl are the papers delivered at this SEARCH Symposium-A 

National Sym~O~ium on Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems. 

o 

~~«wr~ 
O. J. HAWKINS 
Deputy Director 
California Department of Justice \\ 
(SEARCH Project Group Chairman) 
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Remarks before the National Symposium on Criminal 
Justice Inform'ation and Statistics Systems . . 

by Richard W. Velde, AasO/elate Admlnll'!*.:rator 
Law Enforcehtentft,sslatance Administration 

United States Depllrt'ment of JUltice 

This natiOn has long prid~ld itself on being able to 
accomplish things, on being able to achieve whatev­
er it set Ol,lt to do. The old$logan, "where there's a 
will, there's a way," has in''a :sense been a national 
motto. But that motto failed for decades to produce 
anything' even remotely resembling needed results 
in at least one area of our national life-the control 
of crime. There was indeed a will to do something 
about the growing and awesome problems of crime 
and the shortcomings of the criminal justice system. 
But it was not until two years ago that effective pro­
grams began to carry out this national impulse to 
once tagain fully achieve some of our most basic free­
domrr-freedom from harm, freedom froIq.cfear. 

Slightly more than two years ago, no nationwide 
crime control program"existed. Today, it is a reality, 
in every state from coast to coast, a cooperative un­
dertaking by the federal, state and lOcal govern­
ments. The program of the Law Enforcement Assist­
anc~ Administration is a keystone of this new 
national effort. I stress that it is a national effort, 
rather than the effort alone of the federal govern­
ment, for if we really are to roll back the wave of 
crime then a major share of the effort must be made 
by state and local governments. 

Your presence here today is heartening, for you 
a[,r. committed-as are we in LEAA-to a safer 
Ainericlt. But in a sense something else is even more 
heartening:' As important as your efforts are, they 
comprise on!y~ one of hundreds of efforts, of thou­
sands, to make th,~ new national crime control pro­
gram a coolplete success as quickly as possible. If all 
of the projects and programs are carried out with a 

. dedication to match that of all of those invol"ed in 
the effort we are meeting about today, the future 
looks very bright. 

It is about that effort, Project SEARCH, that I wish 
to talk with you today. As,you all know, the acronym 
in Project SEARCH stands for System for Electronic 
Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal Histories. On one 
level-and a very importlmt one-Project SEA~CH 
is designed to give crimilljal justice agencies needed 
information on offenders lin a matter of seconds. But 
on another level, Project SEARCH has implications 
far beyond providing infolrmation to criminal justice 
agencies or providing statistics to criminal justice 
managers. 

For some time, people \~ave been asking seriously 

whether it is possible to do anything really meaning­
ful to improve and modernize the criminal justice 
system. Though it is pnly one example of what is 
being accomplished under the Law Enforcement As­
sistance Administration program, Project SEARCH, 
though in its infancy, has provided an affirmative 
answer. 

SEARCH has shown it is possible to adapt complex 
modern technology to meet intricate criminal justice 
needs. It has shown that seemingly insurmountable 
obstacles can be overcome. Not much more than a 
year ago, there was substantial doubt among many 
persons that a SEARCH system could b~"created. 
There also was a body of opinion that it would take 
a number of years to carry out even the testing and 
demonstration phases. 

Today, SEARCH is a reality-so mu~h of a reality 
that the project states have decided to move beyond 
the demonstration and make the system operational. 
The implications of SEARCH are ~normous. Though 
the word frequently is overused, SEARCH repre­
sents a breakthrough in criminal justice. 

It has shown that a complex project can be con­
ceived and carried out. It has shown that criminal 
justice does not have to be bound to 19th century 

c techniques and practices. It has shown that long­
sought dreams of cooperation among local, state, and 
federal agencies can be brought to fruition with har­
mony and meaning rather than with endless bicker­
ing and jealousies. 

SEARCH has also shown that things can be done 
speedily. In our criminal justice system today, there 
is great need for doing things swiftly. Police must 
appreh(':nd offenders faster. Courts must speed case 
processing to ensure the rights of both the defendant 
and society. Corrections must move more swiftly to 
rehabilitate offenders in its care. 

Through the use of computers and related tech­
nology, SEARCl:l has shown it is possible to transmit 
in seconds information that formerly took days or 
weeks to obtain-if, indeed, it could be obtained at 
all. SEARCH also has shown it is possible to conceive 
of and then develop a revolutionary new system in 
months instead of years-and overcome the skepti­
cism of some that it could be done at all. 

I personally am very proud of the contribution that 
LEAA has made to SEARCH, as I am proud of the 
stunning accomplishments Of the project stateS­
especiaUy California as the project leader. Support 
for SEARCH also has been evident in the Federal 
government. Attorney General John N. Mitchell has 
voiced Q1s support of SEARCH efforts carried out so 
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far. My colleague in LEAA, Associate Admi.nistrator 
Clarence M. Coster, fully shares my enthuSIasm and 
support for the SEARCH program. 

Today I would like to outline the development of 
SEARCH from the LEAA point of view, discuss the 
practical applications and implications of SEA~CH, 
and make a few observations about the system s fu-

ture. EAA 
SEARCH began shortly after LEAA beg~n. L . 

was created by Congress in June of 1968, wlth a flrst­
year budget of only $63 million. Early in c~~ndar 
1969 after I joined LEAA, we began recelvm~ a 
number of grant applications from states see~g 
funds to develop state criminal justice information 

systems. f LEAA' The need for such systems-both rom s 
viewpoint and that of the states-~as ~reat. But 
there were problems. First, each application or pro­
posal dealt with only one state. If a number of states 
were given funds, then there could be a ~uI?ber of 
state systems. But each state might go off m ltS own 
direction, leaving us with a b~wildering complex of 
independent and incompatible programs. Th~n, 
there was the matter of the amount of money avalla­
ble to supoort such projects. 

In fiscal'1969, out of that $63 million bu~get, only 
$4 million was available in action funds whICh LEAA 
could give at its own discretion. One state ~anted 
$300,000 for its own criminal justice information ~ro­
ject. Other requests were compar~bly large. It qUIck­
ly became clear that only one project could be start7 

ed. It would have to be defined precisely. It would 
have to embrace a number of states. It also was clear 
that the system would have to be compatible not only 
among participating states but would utilize a format 
into which other states could eventually fit so that a 
true nationwide system could be devel~ped. 
. LEAA set to work. We conducted an mformal ?a­
tional survey to deteI~l1line those states wh~ch 
seemed to hold the greatest promise for beco~mg 
participants and then invited 24 states to Washmg­
ton, D.C. for an in-depth meeting to outline our con­
cept and encourage applications. By June of .1969, 
the first six participants had been selected-ArIzona, 
California, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota and New 
York. Four other states were chosen to take part as 
observers-Connecticut, Florida, Texas, and Wash­
ington. As you know, participants now total 15. By 
June 30 1969, a $600,000 discretionary grant had 
been given to the participant states to launch 
SEARCH. That June 30 date, by the way, r~present­
ed the end of the first year of LEAA operations. The 
program had been devised quickly but carefully. 

The speed at which SEARCH would proceed 
subsequently also was a matter of urg~nt concern to 
me. In discussions with federal age~Cles and others, 
we were told that the demonstration phase alone 
would take at least three years. Those experts based 
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their estimates on the length of th~ starJ-up time 
required for other similar computerIzed systems .. 

I am frank when I tell you that I took those esti­
mates seriously. I also will be frank and tell you that 
I believed the estimates could be proven wrong. J. 
had two urgent concerns. First, the services that 
could be provided by SEARCH were critically need­
ed by the criminal justice system. In our e~orts to 
reduce crime and help fashion a safer sOClety, we 
simply could not afford three years for the demon­
stration alone and then uncounted years .mor~ to 
make the system operational. Every delay m brIng­
ing criminal justice improvements makes it harder to 
break the trend of increasing crime. 

My second concern involved .the n~ed for a system 
that truly was nationwide, one m whICh ~l the states 
could eventually take part. I feared that if the dem­
onstration alone would take three years, many stat~s 
and cities during that period would go off on theIr 
own. That could have meant, for instance, that even 
if SEARCH was found to work after a three-year 
demonstration, many states would already have 
developed different systems. !hey ~robably would 
have been systems incompatible WIth each other. 
'So~e states might have been reluctant to ever 
change meaning that no nationwide system could be 
cl'eated. For those states wUling to change, untold 
amounts of vitally-needed funds would perhaps have 
in large part been wasted and funds needed ~lse­
where would then have to be used for converSIOn. 

The decision which was made may not have b~en 
a popular one, but it was the correct one. My VIew 
was that the demonstration of SEARCH c?uld be­
had to be-carried out within 14 months mstead. of 
three years. We were prepared for the eve~~uallty 
that it might take longer. But we set, as condItions of 
our grant, the 14-month time schedule. That sched­
ule I am pleased to say, was met. The funds were 
giv~n at the end of fiscal 1969-June 30. Twelve 
months later, in July of 1970, the proj~c~ ~tates began 
their demonstration and ended the mitial ~has~ br 
the end of August. The preliminary e~aluation ~ndl­
cates that every goal of the demonstra~on was. eIther 
met or was exceeded. The demonstration penod has 
been extended to continue through D~cember of 
this year, and an additional demonstration may be 
held in the spring of 1971. 

In addition, and this is of critical importance, th~ 
project states themselveS have noW made the deCl­
sion to make the SEAR~H system operational i~ the 
summer of 1971. I am cbnfident that schedule wIl~ be 
met and that by the end of 1971 at least two-t~rds 
of the nation's serious criminal transactions WIll be 
recorded by the SEARCH system. . . 

The undertaking of SEARCH was not WIthout;. Its 
difficulties. Could the necessary levels of cooperatIon 
be attained, not only between the states and the ~ed­
eral government but among the states themselves? 
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Could the proper administrative structure be creat­
ed? Could we resolve the problem of a proper format 
for criminal histories? Could we find means to con­
vert paper histories to a machine-readable format? 
Could we resolve the problems related to transmit­
ting data across the country and feasibility of leased 
lines? Could we devise a proper format for the cen­
tral index? Could we resolve-and this was of great 
importance-the delicate questions of security and 
privacy? 

As I indicated earlier, we were fortunate to have 
states involved which devoted every ounce of their 
energies to making SEARCH work. California, as the 
project leader, deserves a special commendation, as 
does Mr. O. J. Hawkins, Chairman of the SEARCH 
Project Group, and Mr. Paul K. Wormeli, the project 
coordinator. For the Project Group staff, there was 
no such thing as a 40-hour week. 

The basiaproblems facing SEARCH in the demon­
stration period have been solved. A common format 
for criminal histories was developed, and in ma­
chine-readable form thanks in no small part to the 
pioneering work of the FBI. Each active participant 
converted at least 10,000 felony records to the 
SEARCH system for the demonstration. As the test 
period showed, a state making an inquiry of the cen­
tral index with perhaps no more information than a 
driver's license number. could find out if that person 
was in the index. and then be switched to the state 
holding the complete criminal history. It takes mere­
ly seconds to do all of that and receive the informa­
tion. 

SEARCH created an administrative structure that 
works well. Le~~~ls of cooperation are higher than 
anyone could reasonably expect. Problems of dis­
tance and lines of communication were resolved. 
The design of a workable central index was perfect­
ed. And the security and privacy questions were so 
thoroughly researched and developed that SEARCH 
will from this point on be the standard for any com­
puterized system which contains records of individu­
als. 

A number of t~lilgh questions must still be faced 
and resolved. They include: Should there be uniform 
state laws, based on a model, concerning file content 
and access? What public agencies should be involved 
in the system? Should there be federal legislation to 
govern interstate exchange of criminal history infor­
mation? Should criminal and civil remedies be avail­
Ilble to the individual who claims his privacy has 
been invaded? 

As I mentioned earlier, SEARCH is indebted to the 
contributions made'by the Federal Bureau of Investi­
gation. The FBI gave substantial help in develop­
ment of a record format. and much of the progress 
of SEARCH springs from the pioneering work of the 
Bureau's National Crime Information Center. I 
might add here another example of the benefits of 

cooperation, for LEAA and its predecessor agency 
have given the FBI nearly $1.1 million for support of 
NCrc. In addition, the Department of Transporta­
tion, through its highway safety program, has given 
f~reat assistance in the area of computerized criminal 
justice information systems. In the past three fiscal 
years, the Department awarded some $37 million to 
state and local governments for traffic records pro­
jects-nearly all of them computerized. This has ena­
bled police, for instancer to not only become familiar 
with such computerized programs and their bene­
fits, but to also purchase needed computer hardware 
and software that can be used for other aspects of 
their work. In a sense, police have a leg-up on other 
components of the criminal justice system in com­
puterized systems, and generally a much higher de­
gree of expertness and sophistication than courts or 
corrections agencies. I anticipate that this gap won't 
exist for long. LEAA block grant funds will be util­
ized by the'states to help automate court and correc­
tions systems. 

We should consider for a few moments the im­
plications when Project SEARCH becomes a national 
system. The benefits that would flow from SEARCH 
fall into two major categories. First. there would be 
the benefits tp operational criminal justice agencies. 
The number'of inquiries would be greatest for police, 
since police comprise the bulk of the criminal justice 
system. Police need information on suspects and per­
sons taken into custody-need it not only quickly but 
in massive volume. Prior to SEARCH, only one or 
two states had statewide computerized criminal jus­
tice information systems that could produce informa­
tion on suspects or defendants. 

There was simply no fast way to ask every state 
whether or not they had an individual in their files. 
A nationwide SEARCH system would make such an 
inquiry possible-indeed, it would be routine. A 
query to the central index would discover whether a 
file existed on the individual, give a brief summary, 
and tell what state in which the full record was kept. 
A second inquiry, to the state of record, would pro­
duce the detailed material. Such information is valu­
able to police-when they have detained a suspect, 
when they are trying to determine whether there is 
probable, cause to arrest, after they have made an 
arrest. 

To cite only one illustration, police might find a 
man loitering near a school, or in the vicinity of 
where a sex crime has been reported. A chec:.c 
through the SEARCH system might disclose the in­
formation that he has a record of arrests and convic­
tions in another state that would give police probable 
cause to hold him for a crime they are investigating. 

SEARCH will be a very valuable tool for operation 
of the courts., Quick access to an individual's com­
plete criminal history would help a judge or magis­
trate, for instance. to reach the best possible deteimi-

11 



nation on whether to grant bail or whether to sent­
ence a person to prison or place 'him onprobation. A 

. prOSeGl.ltor might, for instance, query SEARCH to 
obtain the criminal history, if any, ofa surprise de­
fense witness, and perhaps use that information to 
discredit the testimony. 

Corrections agencies could use SEARCH to great 
advantage as well. In trying to determine the best 
methods of treatment for incoming prisoners, judg­
ments could be made on the basis of complete crimi, 
nal histories that would show all encounters with all 
phases of criminal justice-police, courts, and correc­
tions. Such decisions are inadequate if records are 
incomplete. Full criminal histories also are important 
in reaching the best possible decisions in parole and 
in work release programs. 

The second major ben~~fit to flow from a nation­
wide SEARCH system w6uld tiot be in operations­
though it certainly will have a great impact on opera­
tions. This benefit would be in using SEARCH data 
to help compile complete, meaningful statistics on 
every aspect of the criminal justice system-both 
within every state and nationally. 

Why are national statistics important? The answer 
is simple: SO WE;>. can find out exactly what is happen­
ing within the criminal justice system. Until \Ve have 
reliable data, we cannot move precisely in all areas 
that need attention. When I say we, I mean not only 
the federal government-but more importantly, 
state and local governments and their criminal jus­
tice agencies. 

Today, information does not exist on a nationwide 
basis on what happens to an individual at every step 
of the way through the criminal justice system-from 
arrest to trial to imprisonment, to release. Such infor­
mation is vitally needed by criminal justice adminis­
trators and pl~nners as they seek to develop new and 
more effective programs and improve and modern­
ize ones already in existence. 

The effectiveness of the police cannot be gauged 
accurately if we do not know, in every state as well 
as throughout the nation, precisely how many people 
are arrested, and for what. The reporting must be 
complete, but mP'JlY jurisdictions do not report at all. 
The reporting must be uniform, and many jurisdiC­
tions now compile crime statistics in varying ways. 
But we must know more than how many persons are 
arrested. We must know what then happens to them 
after arrest if criminal justice agencies are to im­
prove. We must know how many of those taken into 
custody are formally charged. How many of those 
who are formally charged obtain dismissals for one 
reason or another. How many of those tried are con­
victed? How many plead guilty? Of those convicted, 
how many go to jail or prison? How long did they 
wait to go on trail? How many received probation? 
Were sentences uniform? How long do persons in 
prison serve before being released? What is the rate 
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of recidivism? " 
Until we know all of those things, cities and states 

cannot begin to assess whether criminal justice agen­
cies are functioning at full effectiveness. But today, 
on a national scale, we don't know any of those 
things. Reliable statistics would not only help fashion 
new,.programs, but would enable proper evaluation 
of existing ones. If one state has a very low rate of 
recidivism among its former inmates, then it must be 
doing something right, and perhaps something that 
other states can copy. But in the field of corrections, 
for instance, there is no precise idea today of the 
extent of recidivism. 

A particular state may keep good records on the 
re-arrests within the state of its former inmates. But 
it probably will have little or no idea of whether 
those inmates are re-arrested in other states. 
SEARCH would provide such information-for the 
criminal histories would be complete, ahd masses of 
such important data could be retrieved to determine 
national patterns. 

As one observer has put it, there now is a national 
sea of ignorance concerning criminal justice. That 
must be ended. 

What of the future of Project SEARCH? The pro­
ject states have made' the decision to go operational 
next summer, and have indicated they will ask for 
further funds from Ll~AA. No one can predict With 
any accuracy at this point precisely how much 
money LEAA might award for SEARCH over an ex­
tended period of time-the next five or 10 years. 
That will depend in lal:ge measure on the full results 
of the entire demonstrt~tion and a full evaluation plus 
the efforts of the statei~ themselves. 

I am pleased to be able to announce to you today 
that the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion has decided to support the SEARCH system 
going operational. Today LEAA is awarding $1,500, 
000 to the SEARCH project to support the work of 
the 15 SEARCH states during the 12 month period 
beginning next January 1. In addition, the SEARCH 
states themselves will provide $1,000,000 in match­
ing funds next year, making the total SEARCH 
Budget in 1971 a total oi~ over $2,500,000. 

But it certainly is no secret that LEAA has been 
most enthusiastic about SEARCH and supported it to 
the limit of our ability. LEAA discretionary funds to 
SEARCH so far have totaled some $1.6 million. 

LEAA awarded a $600,000 grant in fiscal 1969 to 
initiate the SEARCH project. That grant represent­
ed 15 percent of our total discretionary action funds 
for that year. In fiscal 1970, LEAA awarded an addi­
tional $1 million to support SEARCH. It is clear that 
our commitment has been substantial, as has been 
the case with the states. The participating states have 
added another $1 million of their own funds. 

I personally have had no doubts that SEARCH 
could develop into an operational, nationwide sys-
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tem. Som~ problems remain, of course, to be worked 
out. To cl~e .only ?ne, . a method must Qe found to 
update cru~llnal hlsto1'les that is both efficient and 
fully takes mto account the privacy considerations. 
But all of the problems can be resolved-just as I 
thought more than a yoar ago that a successful dem­
onstration could be mounted in 14 months. 

.The key. however, to SEARCH becoming a nation­
w!de successful system lies where it always has-not 
WIth LEAA and the federal government but wi'th the 
states themselves. They will have to continue to do 
the bulk of the work. They will have to expend the 
bulk of the funds. 

This is what I meant earlier when I said that 
SEARCH is a good illustration of what the entire 
LEAf\. program seeks to do. We can provide Some of 
the mon~y. We can provide some of the ideas. We 
can prOVIde. some of the experts. But when it comes 
d~wn to domg the work, eriminal justice programs 
wIll be successful only if state and local governments 
themselves make them successful. 

La'Y ~~forcement is primarily a local and state re­
sponsIblhty. It must continue to be. SEARCH like 
any o~her project in which we are ,involved, can ~ork 
only If the states make it work. Their commitment 
must not only be intense but it must be lasting. 

I am proud to have been a part of this project and 
?f the role LEAA is playing-to be a catalyst in the 
Improvement of law enforcement so that this coun­
try can really be made safer for all of its citizens­
much faster than any of us dare now dream. 

The great urgency of the need to overcome crime 
was stressed very stongly by President Nixon in his 
State of the Union Message when he said and I 
quote:. "We have heard a great deal of ove~-blown 
rhetonc during the sixties in which the word "war" 
has perhu},lS too of~en been used-the war on pov­
erty,the war on. mIsery, the war on disease, the war 
~n h~n.ger. But I~ there is one area where the word 
war IS appropnate it is in the fight against crime 

We must declare and win the war against the crimi~ 
nal elements which increaSingly threaten our cities 
our homes and our lives." , 
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PROJECT SEARCH--S:rSTEM FOR ELECTRONIC ANALYSIS 
AND RETRIEVAL OF CRIMINAL HISTORIES 

by Paul K. Worm.lI; Vice Pr.sldent 
, Publl~ ~yste~1S in~orpor.ted 

1. PROJECT SUMMARY" .' _ 
Project SEARCH-System for Electronic l\nalysis 

and Retrieval of Criminal Historie~is designed to 
develop a prototype computerized ,criminal justice 
information syste.m. Th~ project is a multi-state effort 
to demonstrate the value and feasibility of a criminal 
justice data file and statistics system which is based ' 
on automated files created and maintairied by in­
dividual states and providing for interstate transfer 
of'data. 

Fifteen states are participating, in the project: 
Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut,,,Florida, 
TIlinois, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, 
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Washirig­
ton. The California Council on Criminal Justice is 
coordinating the project through the California 
Crime Technological Research Foundation. 

The long-term goal of the SEARCH project is to 
expand the usefulness and scope of computerized 
law enforcement information systems composed, of 
state entities which enjoy a ,capability of interstate 
inquiry and an inventory ,of aVailable criminal justice 
statistics. 

The immediate goal of this project is to establish 
and demonstrate II multi-state prototype system and 
capability which will: 

(a) Establish and demonstr~te the feasibility o( an on-line sys­
tem allOwing for the interstate exchange of offender files in 
the states based on a compatible "criminal justice offender 
record", integrating police, prosecution, court and correc-
tional offender data. ",," 

(b) Design and demonstrate a computerized criminal justice 
" statistics system (e.g., offense attd arrest statistics, court sta­

tistics, probation and parole statistics, etc.) wl1ich would per­
mit access by'LEAA and by police, court, correctional, and 
pYlmhlng agencies.' 

For the exchange of crimin~ history data, each 
state is developiug it!! own internal system meeting' 
mfuim~ requirements developed by a Standar~a~ 
tion T3tik Force whjch was responsible for standard·, 
izinginterstate tenninologY~ definitions,,, data ele-

'''ments" etc. . c' 

• 0) 'The statisticaisystem'conc.ept consists of the crea­
tion of~a set of transaotion"basoo statistical data, the 

\l ~alysis of the,dlilta and the generation oUllusb'ative 
re,ports., A Statistical, .Methods Task Force has Cleve. 
loped guid~es for the· :individual states,indicatjng 
the specific data .. to be mcluded'and the output far~ 
mats for the presentation af statistios. ' , 

C " Q 

A 15-man Pfoject Group, consisting of one re­
Bt..esentative from each participating state, is respon-
sible for the conduct of the project, . . 

The project is scheduled to run from July 1, ).969, 
to December 31, 1970. The total project budget et­
ceeds $2.5 million. 

\::1 

2. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
There are two major objectives of this cooperative 

project: '" ,] 
()bjective 1: Evaluation of the technical feasibili­

ty and operational utility of a ccit.perative ipterstate 
transference of criminal history data. 

In meeting this,first project ob;~ctive, three sub-
() sidiary project objectives wilt'be attaiqed: 

~a) A standardized minimum set. of data elements with stand- .' 
\ iUdized definitions for each data element will be provided 

" in the areas of offender identification, offenses, and dispOsi-
tions. 

(b) A prototype centralized index accessible by a state request-~;' 
, ing information on a properly identified offender and prov-

. iding the names of states holc!ing llffender data will be deve­
loped. 

(c) The capacity for interstate transference of criminal histories 
and response to reqQ.ests for criminal histories will be 
demonstrated and evaluated, 

Objective 2: Demonstration of a capability to 
generate transaction-based criminal statistics. In car­
rying out this project objective, three subsidiary ob­
jectives will be attained: 

(a) The requirements of various classes of users for' criminal 
justice statistics will be reviewed and recommendations for 
a standardized set of criminal justice statistics will be deve­
loped. 

(b) Presently available statistics which .are compatible among 
the participating states and which can be provided in com­
puterized form will be delineated. 

(c) A demonstration of automated generation of criminal justice 
statistics will be conducted, and appropriate reports will be 
prepared. 

In addition to these primary objectives, a nUmber 
of supporting objectives will be achieved by the spe­
cial projects conducted by the various states, as de. 
scribed in a later section. 

,0 

3., PARTICIPANTS 
oA large number of federal and state agencies are 
par:ticipating in Project SEARCH. Figure 1 shows ~e 
relati:v.ely:simple project organization that was estab­
lished at the beginning of the project. A Project 
Group,consistin~'of one representative from each of " 
the 15projeot states~ is the primary polioy baat4 " 
gaverning the . work. perfo~edm the project. The 
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Project Coordinator, supplied by the Californ~~l 
Council on Criminal Justice, using the omces of the 
California Crime Technological Research .Found~­
tion, is responsible for insuringJhat the VarlO?S poh­
cies laid down by the Pl:9ject Group are earned out 
in the various states thrdugh the State Project Coor­
dinator in each state. Two task forces were created 
at the beginning of the project. The Statistical Meth­
ods Task Force had the responsibility of determining 
the data elements to, be collected which would pro­
duce a criminal justice statistical .system. T.h~ ta~k 
force members reviewed the avrulable statistics m 
the various project states, and cot.tsid.ered t~e ~ong­
range requirements for criminal justice statistics as 
expressed by the various possible users. The Stand­
ardization Task Force was responsible for the deve­
lopment of the specific data elements ~nd, output 
formz.ts to be used in the SEARCH states m generat­
ing their state files and responding to requests from 
other stlltes. The State Project Coor~inator in e~ch 
state is '~esponsible for the execution of Project 
SEARCH within his state. 

Although the primary effort ha~ been concentrat­
ed in the 15 project states, variou.s federal and other 
state agencies have been involved in the project. 
'fable 1 shows the participation by all state and feder­
al agencies. 

LEAA .......... .. 
FBI ............... . 
Bureau of 

Census ...... 
Bureau of 

Prisons .... .. 

Pro/«f 
Group 
Mtmh~r 

Arizona ........ X 
California ...... X 
Colorado ...... X 
Connecticut .. X 
Florida .......... X 
Illinois .......... X 
Maryland...... X 
Michigan ...... X 
Minnesota.... X 
Now Jersey.. X 
New:';(ork.... X 
Ohio, ............ X 
Pennsylvania X 
Texas,........... X 
Washington ~'. X 

Table 1 

PARTICIPANT ROLES 

Stam/arrJ· Statistical 
izah'on MttlKxls Stak 

TasU"", TasUofct proj«f 
Mtmhtr Nltmhtr Fvntkt/ 

X X 
X' X 

X X X 
X X X 

X X X 
X X X 

X X X 
X ,X X 
X X X 

X X X 

X ,X X 
X X X 

SEAKCH 
Proitcf 
CoorrJi· 
nation 

X 

4. PROTOTYPE OFFENDER HISTORY 
EXCHANGE SYSTEM 

OhufYtr 
Only 

X 

X 

The system" concept is based on the maintenance 
of individually state-held files and the existence of a 
central index, directly accessible by each state and 
. containing summary data on each ~tate:h.eld file. The 
central index will respond to an mqunmg state by 
providing personal descriptors and identifying num-
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bers (shown in Table 2), an abbreviated criminal pro­
file and the name of the state or agency holding the 
full criminal history record (Agency of Record). The 
requesting state may then directly access the desired 
file from tJ:te Agency of Record. 

Tabl" 2 

IDENTIFICATION DATA ELEMENTS 
FOR SEARCH FILES 

STATE FILES AND CENTRAL INDEX 

*Name 

*sex 
,.*Race 

c' Place of Birth 
*Date of Birth 
*Height 
Weight 
Hair Color 

Visible Scars, Marks, Tattoos, 
Amputations or Deformities 

Miscellaneous Identifying Numbers 
* State Identification Number 
*FBI Number 
Social Security Number 
Operator's License Number 
Fingerprint Classification 
Skin Tone 

STATE FILES O~lLY 

Address 
Occupation 

*Etemeots indicated by an asterisk are the minimum r~uired for the entry of a record in the central 
index,'; 

When a transaction takes place between an of£end­
er and an agency in a state other than the Agettcy of 
Rec';'jrd that state becomes the Agency of Record, 
the cri~nal history file is transferred from the previ~~; 
ous Agen~y of Record, the file i~ updated,,,;and the 
central index is updated to r~flect these changes. ., 

The central index has the ca.pability of conducting 
a file search based 011 (1) FBI ~umber, or (2) operators 
license number, or (3) social security number, or (4) 
miscellaneous identification numbers, or (5) n~e, 
sex, and date of birth. .' . 0 • • 

There are several reasons behmd the chOIce of thIS 
system concept for the ,Prototype ~ystem. On~fof the 
critical elements of thIS concept IS the approach of 
using criminal history files cre.ated, maintaine~, and 
controlled by the individual states. The central mdex 
then becomes actually more of It directory of where 
to obtain additional information on a subject. This 
approach is an alternative to a national data base 
coptaining complete information O? all o~enders. 
There are many trade-offs to be conSidered m c~oos­
ing between a single national data base and an mte­
grated and coordinated set of state sy~tems. Al­
though economic considerations and the ?ifficult~ ~f 
updating support a nation~l fil~,. the project particl­
pantsllelieved that the deslra~lhty ~f state-he!d .files 
was sui'ncient to warrant testing thIS .more ~lfficult 
approach in the prototype system. ThE1. project has 
conducted a study of felon mobility in an effort to 
estimate thec~xtent of record exchange which would 
be required beyond adjacent, states. ThE! study. 
showed that a relatively small percentage of ~ffend­
ers an:r'really mobileih' a national sense. ThiS fact 
r.rgues for regional systems interfaced between 
states rather than a national data bank. 

The full criminal qistory files maintained by the 
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Agency of R.ecord will include a set of required data 
plus other optional data required for internal state 
use. The recorded data includes a minimum set of 
personal descriptors and identifying numbers 
(showri in Table 2) and a record of ea~h crJimihal 
justice transaction between' the offender and the in­
volved crimina1 justice agencies. These transactions 
for felonies or gross misdemeanors will include,infor­
mation on~ and outcomes of arrest. pre-trial hearing, 
trial, sentencing, correction (including probation/ 
parole) and postconviction. 

Offense terms to be inchlded in the files will be 
based on NCIC's Uniform Offense Classifications. 

In developing the fIle deSign, the most difficult 
decisions were associated with the type of criminal 
history summaries that were to be included in the 
central index and state files. Many alternatives were 
possible, and the actual operational requirements of 
all the various users are still rather poorly defined. 
The joint decision of the project participants was 
based on an intuitive understanding of user require­
ments. 

The central index, containing a count of arrests 
and convictions by major offense category was con­
sidered to be suPlicient for answering inquiries by 
officers in the field needing a quick response as to 
whether or not a person was in the system (has a prior 
record) and somez}:\rief indication of prior offenses. 
The index "points" to a state ,file which is designed 
primarily to allow investigative and other less im­
mediate needs to be satisfied. The state file indicates 
dates and ag~ncies where the subject has had prior 
inyolvementwith the criminal justice system, allow­
ing a more refinea""pointer" for obtaining further 
information. 

There ~as a general belief that the criminal sum­
mary cOJltained jn the central index would satisry 
over half of the'inquiries, avoiding the second in­
quiry to the state. The state inquiry should then satis-

" ty a majort;portion of the remaining needs, minimiz­
ing the effort required in contacting numerous local 
agencies for more detail on the offender. 

The results of our efforts can be shown by the 
illustrative set of inquiries and responses shown in 
Table,.3. .~ 

The system was tested and evaluated during a 
period of s~stem demonstratio~ in July and AQgust. 
The evaluation Will cpntinue during the remainder 
of this year, Tht!! demonstration included an on-line 
operational system test. The S~ate of Michigan, 
through the ~ichigdh State Police, provided tile cen­
tral index for the period of the demonstration and 
also provided message switching capabilities to han­
dl~ the stE4~~jto-state inquiries as shown in Figure 2. 
A single low-speed (UO baud) line connected::teach 
state to the Burroughs B-5500 diWlputer: in Michigan . 
The computer-to-computer interfac~ allowed each 
,state to set up all Il\any demonstrationCterminals as it 

chose to show tl.1e system to users in each SEARCH 
state. Seven of the states (Arizona, California, Flori­
da, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, and New York) 
were on-line in July and August. Connecticut was 
on-line for inquiry only via a terminal to the New 
York computer. 

One of the primary purposes of the evaluation is to 
involve a large number of actual potenti~l system 
users in determining the extent to which this system 
concept meets operational needs. 

Quring the period of the demonstration, the cen­
tral,1ndexcontained close to 75,000 offender records. 
Each state was committed to entering at least 10,000 
offender records. This was obviously not a sufficient 
data base to expect a large number of actual hits 
during the period of this demonstration. However, 
since the states were concentrating on the records of 
relatively active o(fenders. a number of hits actually 
occurred. 

Table 3 

INQUIRIES AND RESPONSES 

Inquiry to Central Index 

[INQUIRY CODE] NAM/BIGLOW, CHARLES.SEX/M. DOB/08162<4. 

Response From Central Index 
NAM/~IGLOW,CHARLEs, RAC/WHITE, sllX/MALE, 00B/07162<4 
HGT/6oo, WGT/192, HAI/BROWN, OLN/CAlH0721<460 
sOCI531-82·6201, FBI/0602141E 
OFF/ 
HOMICIDE 
KIDNAPPING 
SEXUAL ASSAULT 
ASSAULT 
STOLEN VEHICLE 
DANGEROUS DRUGS 
SEX OFFENSE 
TRAFFIC OFFENSE I) 

SIN/CA/CA09123<463 

02 ARR, 01 CON V 
02 ARR, 01 CONY 
01 ARR,oo CONY 
01 ARR,oo CON V 
01 ARR, 00 CONY 
01 ARR, 00 CONY 
01 ARR, 00 CONY 
01 ARR, 00 CONY 

CAUTION IDENTIFICATION NOH~ASED ON FINGERPRINT COMPARI-, 
SON. 
END 

Inquiry to State File 

[INQUIRY CODE] CA/CA09123.c63. 
Response From State File 

SIN/CA/CA09123.c63.PAG/Ol. 
CA OFFENDER RECORD. FBI/0602141E. 
NAM/BIGLOW, CHARLES. sEX/M. RAC/W. POB/CA. 
DOB/07162<4. HGT/600. WGT/19?. HAI/BR. EYE/BR. SOC1531826201. 
FPC/6 L 1 UA-T 011 6.0LN/CAH 721.c6O. 

L 3 U 01010. 

***** C;HARGE AND DISPOSITION ***** 

CYC CT DATE AGENCY·FILE NO.CHARGE DISPOSITION 
01 1 061062 CA03801-721430 SEXUAL ASSAULT ACQUITTED 
01 2 061062 CA03801-721<430 KIDNAPPING CONY KIDNAP-

Co) '. PING 
01 3 061062 ~03801-721<430 SEX OFFENSE ACQUITTED 
01 <4 061062 CA03801-721<430 MURDER CONY MURDER-

HOMICIDE HOMICIDE 
02 1 061770 CA019<42·B82916 MURDER-HOMICIDE RELEASED 
02 a 061770 CA\)19<42·B82916 ASSAULT RELEASED 
02 3 061770 CAOI9.c2-B82916 KIDNAPPING RELEASED 
02 .. 061770 CA019.c2-B82916 STOLEN VEHICLE RELEASED 
02 5 061770 CA019.c2-B82916 DANGEROUS DRUGS RELEASED 
03 1 ,Q62070 CA01942·B82916 UNKNWN ' CONY REDUCD 

'--;' CHG 
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***** CUSTODY AND SUPERVISION ***** 
AGENCY·FILE NO. 

01 2 CAOO095-A4216Z 
01 2 CAOOO95-A4216Z 
01 4 CAOOO95-A4216z 
01 4 CAOO095-A4216Z 
01 o CAOO095-A4~16Z 

03 1 CA01942-B82916 

DATE-ACTION 
092362-CONFINED 
092362-1Y-20Y 
092362-CONFINED 
092362-5Y-LiFE CC 
101369-PAROLED 

(~ 

062270--FINE 35 

DATE-ACTION 

04077O--DSCHG 
FRM PAROLE 

CAUTION IDENTIFICATION NOT BASED ON FINGERPRINT COMPARI· 
SON. 
END. 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
also had access to a terminal for demonstrations to 
legislative and other federal officials. The records 
accessible by the terminal in the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration were entirely simulated, 
in that artificial records were generated solely for 
demonstration purposes to officials not directly in­
volved in the criminal justice system. 

The demonstration period in July and August real­
ly began a six-month evaluation period with the pur­
pose of determining the changes which should be 
made in the system before it can become a national 
operational reality. One of the major concerns dur­
ing this period will be to design an adequate updat­
ing procedure for all of the states. Also during this 
period, the states which were unable to be on-line in 
July and August will complete the conversion of at 
least 10,000 records so that by December 1970, all 10 
of the funded states 'Yill have prepared a basic file of 
offender records for loading into a subsequent na­
tional system. 

The final products of Project SEARCH to be deliv­
ered in December 1970, include the converted re­
cords, the central index loading, and a detailed plan 
for a national system. 

One of the primary considerations in developing 
the system concept will continue to be a comprehen­
sive concern regarding the protection of individual 
rights in developing the data files and the security 
precautions in providing access to the files. The pro­
ject participants are well aware of the implications of 
creating this national data base, and are taking strong 
steps toward insuring that individual rights are pro­
tected in the final system design. The Project Group 
in SEARCH has established a special committee 
chaired by Dr. Robert Gallati of NYSIIS to concern 
itself exclusively with the security and privacy issues 
related to the development of this system. The com­
mittee has already drafted a Code of Ethics adopted 
by the project participants, and has issued a special 
report on the issues of privacy and security. 

5. PROTOTYPE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
STATISTICS SYSTEM 

The system concept i.e; based on the collection, 
analysis, and report generation of transaction-based 
statistics-transactions between individual offenders 
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and the criminal justice agencies with whom they 
come 'in contact. The system concept adopted for 
project utilization is as follows: 

Need. The facts that describe each state's ad­
ministration of criminal justice and the processes 
used against adult criminal defendants are scattered 
throughout the files of local police;' county prosecu­
tors, different levels of courts, and various state and 
local correctional agencies. 

It will not be possible to describe how effectively 
the criminal justice system is working unless the 
presently dispersed facts on indidividuals exposed to 
prosecution can be brought together to portray the 
justice system in each state. . 

Objective. The recommended reporting scheme 
will permit developing information that will join the 
segmented bodies of information now kept by the 
separate criminal justice agencies. The facts deve­
loped will provide an example of how each par­
ticipating state, if properly financed, could routinely 
describe its separate ~ystem of criminal justice. 

Approach. Each participating state will trace a 
select group of adult felony defendants from entry 
into the criminal justice system at the point of arrest 
to their point of departure. Each administrative 
agency, its procedures and decisions affecting the 
defendant's progress through the justice framework 
will be identified. Certain datal will be abstracted 
from the information gathered and processed for 
analysis of the system. 

Criteria. The individual at the point of arrest, not 
the number of charges, is the accepted unit of count 
for the purpose of building the statistical mod.el. 
Each of' several multiple charges lodged against sin­
gle defendants at the time of arrest is to be traced 
through the system and identified with the responsi­
ble defendant. Multiple defendants involved in sin­
gle events are to be counted separately. 

In applying this concept a minimum of 250 adult 
defendants (in each state) arrested on felony charges 
during the past several years were traced from the 
point of arrest to the point of departure frOIl\ the 
system. . 

The major focus of the analysis was on the "fall 
out"-defendants leaving the system: The analytical 
plan identified departure points and time intervals 
for each state by the characteristics of the criminal 
offenders. 

A data collection format was developed arld con­
sisted of the data elements shown in Table 4~ Figure 
3 shows the responsibiliti-es of the participants in 
completing this effort. 

~------- -~- - ~-----
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Table .oj 

STATISTICAL SYSTEM DATA ,ELEMENTS 

OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS 
State 
State 10 Number 
Age at Time of Arrest 
Sex 
Race 

,Number of Arrests 
Number of Convictions 
Number of Jail < 90 Days 
Number of Jail ;>90 Days 
Number of Prison (State Institution) 
Status at nme of Arrest 
Status of Supervision (If Status Not = 0) 

LEVEL 1-POLICE ACTION 

Date of Arrest (Mo/Day/Yr) 
Arresting Agency 
Type of Arrest 
Apparent Intended Offense 
Primary Charged Offense (Most Serious) 
Police Disposition 

LEVEL 2-PRE·FELONY TRIAL 

Pre·Trial Cycle Number 
Proceeding Type 
Offense Charged 
Date of Initiation 
Date of Completion 
Disposition 
Release Actions 
Offense Charge at Disposition 
Plea 
Length of Jail Term in Days 
Length of Probation in Months 
Amount of fine in $ 

LEVEL 3-FELONY TRIAL 

Date Filed 
Offense Charged 
Inital Plea 
Final Plea 
Type of Trial 
Release Action 
Disposition 
Date of Disposition 
Reason for Dismissal 
Convicted Offense 
Pre·Sentence Report Available 
Length of Prison 
Length of Probation in Months 
Length of Jail in Days 
Amount of Fine in $ 
Length of Work Furlough 
Type of Defense Counsel 
Non.Supervisory Sentence 

LEVEL 4-CORRECTIONS 

Corrections Cycle Number 
/leceiving Agency 0" 
Date of Receipt 
Date of Termination 
Reason for Termination 

6. SPECIAL PROJECTS 
In addition to those specific project objectives 

which are directly related to the contitruction, 
demonstration, and evaluation of the prototype sys­
tem, a number of specialized effq!;ts are being under­
taken by individual grantee states to address certain 

critical problems ~hich will be encountered in the 
future development of a full-scale (50-state) system: 
. In,tegr?ted Record Development. A special pro­
J?ct I.S bemg c.arried out (by California) in an effort to 
lInk InformatIon concerning individual offenses the 
offenders involved, and the criminal justice 'pro­
c~~ses through which the offenders proceed. Feasi­
bilIty of construction of such integrated records in a 
form ca~ab~e ~fI?rod~cing complete criminal justice 
syst~m s.latIStI~s IS bemg tested, by means of a pilot 
project mvolvmg apprOximately 10,000 record en­
tries from 12 counties of the state. 
. Specialized Consideration 01 Court and Prosecu­

tJOn Needs. A detailed study 91' the requirements of 
courts and prosecuting attorneys for individual of-' 
fense and offender records as well as statistical data 
is being performed (by Maryland). In addition to the 
data requirements analysis, an analysis of the court 
and prOStcu~ng subsystem is being performed to 
~low dett.,(rmmation of the most effective and effi­
cient locatipns within that subsystem from which to 
collect criminal justice information for other users. 

Spec~alizei.,-l Probation and Parole Requirements. 
A detailed study of the requirements for statistical 
information is being conducted (by New York) and 
will lead to a statement of the statistical data re­
quired for eff?ctive planning, management, and PI:C>­
gram evaluatIon in the area of probation and parole. 
Simul~an~ous Statistics/History Generation. 

Connectic.ut s unique contribution to Project 
SEARCH IS an attempt to design a file and establish 
a system of offender-based data collection which will 
I?ermit ne~rl'y automatic and simultaneous genera­
ti~n of statistIcal data and criminal history files. They 
wIll closely document and monitor their efforts so 
that the feasibility of programmatically generating 
statistical data from offender records can be deter­
mined. 

Tra,!saction Utility in Status File Maintenance. 
Texas IS concentrating on a "subject-in-process" ap­
proach. They are establishing an offender-based fIle 
that will reflect the dynamic composition and char­
acteristics of a criminal justice system. Each record in 
the data base reflects the history of each arrest and 
the current status of an offender while he is in the 
criminal justice process. Each record is updated as an 
offender moves through the process and when the 
record of his arrest has proceeded t~ a point of ,exit 
from the system a summary of that record is created 
to update a criminal history file. .. 

.Feasibility. of Intra-State Indexing-Regional 
l!'tl~s. Washmgto? is testing the feaSibility of estab­
lIshmg a computenzed offender history file in a met­
rO'polit~n region. It is antiCipated that Washington 
wIll ultimately be served by approximately four re­
gional information centers, each of which will have 
the capacity of making automatic inquiry of the oth-
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ers through a combined index maintained at the 
state crime information center. An inquiry from out­
side the state to the center will likewise automatical­
ly query the regional centers. 

Facsimile Equipment Demonstration. A 
demonstration of facsimile fingerprint transmission 
between the States of Maryland, Michigan, Min­
nesota, and New York is being conducted. 

7. FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS 
One very important aspect of SEARCH is keeping 

all states informed of the details of SEARCH deve­
lopment and progress to provide for their eventual 
interface to the system. This is being handled on a 
general basis through this symposium, of course, cor-.. 
respondence, a monthly newsletter, a brochure, 
news releases, and possibly a film will be made availa­
ble nationally. The most important requirement, 
however, of other states is the detailed content of the 
system. To meet this requirement, technical reports 
are being prepared for general distribution. These 
reports will concern such things as standardized data 
elements for criminal history files, long-term statisti­
cal requirements, security I privacy considerations, 
results of special projects, etc. These reports will go 
into considerable detail to provide the basis for work 
to be accomplished in all states. 

It is fairly clear that SEARCH is producing more 
than a prototype. The demand for a national system 
will not, I believe, allow us to abandon this effort 
when the project is concluded in December. The 
developmental work i'rt progress, not only by the 
SEARCH states but also by other states, counties, and 
cities will require a continued effort leading to a na-

,': 

22 

- ----~-----

tional system. 
There are serious problems yet to be solved. In 

addition to the technical problems of system inter­
facing, file updating and purging, etc., there are or­
ganizational problems related to choosing a "home" 
for the central index and establishing a hierarchy of 
controls and responsibilities. 

The communication load, with all of this data 
being exch:.mged, requires a lot of telephone line 
capability. We are discussing with NASA the feasibili­
ty of using a satellite for this purpose and we m.ay 
conduct an eJ{perim~mt using an existing satellite to 
determine th~optimtun configuration of such a sys­
tem. A second problem yet to be solved is to provide 
an equally fast way of verifying the identity of an 
individual about whom an inquiry is made. With fin­
gerprints as the only positive means of identification) 
we need to cfevelop high-speed methods of finger­
print transmission and classification or verification. 
We are investigating the use of ~!ltellites with wide 
band-width transmission capabilities and the use of 
laser-based holography for high-speed fingerprint 
comparison. 

The project group has set July, 1971, as a target 
date for starting an operational system. The present 
states will be asked to convert a minimum of 300,000 
records to provide the initial file. After July, we ex­
pect that these states will continue to provide input 
data, and that other states will be invited to partici­
pate. 
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SEARCH-Security and Privacy Considerations 

by Dr. Robert R. J. Gallati, Director 
New York State Identification 

and Intelligence System (NYSIIS) 

The most difficult problem involved in presenting 
a paper on security and privacy these days is decid­
ing upon the parameters of the discussion. So much 
is being written in this area, and so many people are 
expressing viewpoints concerning an entire array of 
various aspects of the subject, that the preparation of 
these materials requires careful focus lest we become 
overwhelmed. It was not always thus; indeed, secu­
rity and privacy was a back-burner item until very 
recently. 

At a conference last month on criminal justice in­
formation systems one of the speakers, a state legisla­
tor, whose first name is Pete, stated his position on 
privacyh,..'y precisely. He told how one of his fellow 
assemblymen had for several years talked up the 
need to purify our rivers and lakes. Somewhat deri­
sively he came to be known as "Clean Water Klein" 
around the State Capitol. The legislator said: "Today 
Klein is heading up a federal conservation agency 
with a salary of almost $50,000 a year, and I'm still 
making $9,000 a year in the Assembly-from now on 
I'm going to be known as 'Personal Privacy Pete'­
I'm getting in on the ground floor of this thing like 
'Clean Water Klein' latched onto conservation." 

Yes, today security and privacy is rapidly becom­
ing the "in" thing, and a lot of "johnny-come-late­
lies" are jumping on the bandwagon. I'm happy to 
report that the interest of SEARCH and its policy 
makers in this subject is NOT an instant phenome­
non. Long before security and privacy became a red­
hot public issue, it was already a burning concern 
within the policy-making Project Group of SEARCH. 

You may wonder why security and privacy are al­
ways linked together as though they were two sides 
of the same coin. They are, of course, closely inter­
related. However, we could have ultimate security in 
a system and still violate privacy; but it is impossible 
to preserve the individual right to privacy without 
security. Indeed, the ultimate criterion by which we 
may judge any system's security and privacy is 
whether or not it optimizes privacy considerations, 
for, if privacy is properly protected, ad~quate secu­
rity is the essential condition precedent. 

Assuming that some kind of national system such 
as SEARCH is essential, what are the anticipated 
threats to security and privacy in an operational sys­
tem? Let us look first at the most obvious kinds of 
hazards-those that relate to security. 

During a recent 15-month period, there was a total 
of 4,330 bombings in the United States. There were 
also another 1,475 attempted bombings and 35,129 

bomb threats. As I am sure you are aware, police 
facilities and computers are the favorite targets of 
the terrorists-we combine both features and 
SEARCH is, therefore, doubly attractive. But let us 
not assume that anything so traumatic as a bomb is 
required to create havoc in so finely tUIled a system 
as SEARCH. More subtle sabotage may be even 
more devastating than incendiaries and explosives, 
according to the scholar W. H. Ferry, formerly with 

" the Center for Democratic Institutions, presently a 
Fellow of the Research Institute for the Study of 
Man. I quote from an underground handout au­
thored by Mr. Ferry: 

"Most important of all to the modern revolutionary is a search­
ing understanding of the computer which is more and more 
becoming the nerve center of all activity public lind privllte. 
The vulnerability of the computer proceeds in direct ratio t() its 
expanding use in centralizing information and giving orders 
whether to lathes or to groups of men. It is not nearly enough 
to know where the computer is connected to the power line­
this is the lellst important kind of knowledge to a modern revo­
lutionary. He needs to know rather the workings ofthe comput­
er itself, its premises and procedures. From such technical 
knowlege flows an understanding of its vulnerabilities. With 
this kind of information he can readily bring temporary disrup­
tions of the system ann, if he plans long and systematically 
enough, he can bring the apparatus of the establishment to a 
trembling halt. Security for the system in sense of walls and bars 
appears surely to be equlllly unavailing-if only beclluse the 
vulnerllble spots lire so numerous and in so many pillces and 
because each new contribution to the efficiency of the system 
brings with it a horde of fresh possibilities for slowing, stopping 
or merely gumming up the system. When systems become in­
tricately connected and interdependent they inevitably make 
themselves into a series ofrevolutionary targets and invite con­
sideration as the possible focus of aU revolutionary activities." 

Lest we draw the conclusion that security threats 
may be anticipated from terrorists and revolutionar­
ies only, I hasten to assure you that computer systems 
and particularly crime fighting systems such as 
SEARCH, have many potential enemies, perhaps 
more dangerous than those we already know. Ralph 
Salerno, one of the nation's leading authorities on 
organized crime has said that compromising the 
security of cdminal justice information systems is a 
top priority df the Confederation. Less spectacular, 
but none-the-less a continuing threat, are those unor­
ganized individuals and groups who will suffer from 
the system; either like Luddites in the loss of their 
jobs, or as subjects of SEARCH frustrated by the re­
lentless efficiency of the system. Destruction, sabot­
age, compromise, alteration of data, unauthorized 
access and dissemination, all can be achieved with­
out bombing the computer, and by persons who ap­
pear far less threatening than terrorists and revolu-
tionaries. -

Threats to security are perhaps more readily un-
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derstood, and, therefore, more likely to be attended 
to than threats to individual privacy. Yet jn a system 
such as SEARCH there are privacy problems of a 
unique and most sensitive nature' which many civil 
libertarians and other concerned 'citizens view with 
alarm. Some fear that SEARCH will degenerate into 
a National Data Bank and they conjure up visions of 

, Big Brother as they warn that 1984, is but 14 years 
away. Data security is generally regarded as an ex­
penditure to be borne by public administration, 
whereas losses in privacy are paid for by the affected 
citizen, so there may be an unbalanced state of moti­
vation in the absence of express dedication on the 
part of system operators to preserve American liber'~ 
ties. It is this need for just such a high order of dedica­
tion which appears to cause so many people to per­
ceive possible peril in vast, nation-wide offender 
record systems. In the last few weeks I have noted 
media articles entitled: Big Brother Is Watching You,' 
Electronic Stool Pigeon,' Data Banks, etc. Are on to 
Something: You,' Federal Computers Amass Files on 
Suspect Citizens,' 'Big Brother' Computers Worry 
British,. etc. There seems to be a growing tendency 
to sensationalize the perceived threat. 

The threat to systems like SEARCH lie-not so 
much in Congressional hearings such as those con­
ducted by Congressman Gallagher and Senator Long 
and the announced hearings on Federal Data Banks 
and the Systems and the Bill of Rights to be con­
ducted by Senator Ervin as Chairman of the Consti­
tutional Rights Subcommittee, but rather in a rising 
crescendo of public revulsion against potential viola­
tions of personal privacy by data banks and systems 
which have not recognized the problem of privacy 
and have no plans for safeguards. 

Examples of the reaction of articulate segments of 
public opinion are these excerpts from a proposal 
passed by the American Civil Liberties Union (A­
CLU) at its Biennial Conference held in New York 
City last June: 

"Whenever a government amasses files about its 
citizens an inherent threat to liberties exists. The 
ACLU-should work towards statutes setting forth 
rigorous tests of compelling need. When personal 
information is transferred between agencies-spe­
cial protection must be established. The National 
Data Bank proposals exemplify such use; the seem­
ing insensitivity of its proponents for safeguards un­
derscores the need for legislative protections. The 
ACLU should oppose establishment of centralized 
dossier-!=ype data collections. The ACLU believes 
that the process of converting manual records to 
computer processing poses a great risk to privacy and 
due process.-The ACLU,shall act as a public spokes­
man in the defense of pe'csonal privacy and civil lib-
erty in this area." . 

It is to the credit of Chairman, Hawkins and the 
members of the Project SEARCH policy group that 
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matters of security and privacy were addressed from 
the very;beginning. It was recognized that the conse­
quences of even unintentional errors may be sub­
stantially amplified by the accessibility of the data 
and the speed of the system-a speed which may 
exceed the error detection and correction speed. 

Likewise, it was foreseen that the possibility of 
misusing data may increase substantially over a man­
ual system, also because of the increase in users and 
the easy access, unless controls are implemented. 
The computer itself intToduces more opportunities 
for misuse. For example, a computerized file can be 
quickly searched by whatever data elements it con­
tains, so that compilations of subjects can be pre­
pared with respect to certain characteristics con­
tained in the file. 

Also, it was anticipated that the opportunity for 
intentional modification or destruction of records 
would be increased in proportion to the file centrali­
zation of the system. A disc or tape file is much more 
vulnerable to undetectable modifications by pro­
gramming or other means than the more inefficient 
dispersed paper file. 

In response to this perceived significance of a new 
technological approach to the criminal history file, a 
program was undertaken to address the security and 
privacy issues. During the initial organization of the 
project, a Security of Records Subcommittee was 
formed under a Standardization Task Force to deal 
specifically with'this issue. This subcommittee was 
chaired by Chief H. W. McFarling of the Data Proc­
essing Division of the Texas Department of Public 
Safety. Other members included Inspector Jerome 
Daunt of the Federal:: Bureau of Investigation, and 
Mr. Philip Tannian of the Wayne County Prosecut­
ing Attorney's Office in Detroit, Michigan. 

The subcommittee was responsible for providing 
initial research and a general analysis of the security 
and privacy implications on the project. Their rec­
ommendations for a future course of action were pre­
sented to the Project Group (the policy-making body 
of the project). 

This grou,p created a Security and Privacy Com­
mittee to review and carry forward the recommen­
dations of the subcommittee. Dr. Robert Gallati, Di­
rector of the New York State Identification and 
Intelligence System, was appointed Committee 
Chairman. Other members included Emery Bar­
rette, Execllltive Director of the Minnesota ,Gover­
nor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control; 
G<{:orge Hall, Director, National CriminalJustice Sta­
tistics Center, LEAA; Captain C. J. Beddome of the 
Arizona Department of Public Safety; Chief H. W. 
McFarling; and David Weinstein, Executive Direc­
tor of the Connecticut Planning Committee on 
Criminal Admiriistration. 

The committee immediately began to explore the 
specific issues related to the development of a com-
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put~rized criminal history system and to identify the 
problems that should be addressed. 

The .initial review of the problem areas which the 
committee would have to investigate brought forth 
a number of recommendations which were imple­
mented. Among these were: 

• The decision to draft a Code of Ethics. 
• A recom~enda~o~ that consultants be hired. 
• ~ resolution to hmlt the information content of the' central 

mdex. 
• Acce~tan~e of the principle of post-auditing. 
• I~entification of specific questions that required policy deci­

sIOns. 

The Project Group authorized the committee to 
~elect .appropriate consultants to assist the members 
m then studies and the preparation of a report. The 
selected c?ns~tants were: Professor Charles Lister 
of Yale Umverslty Law School, and Mr. Jerome Lobel 
of Ernst & Ernst, Phoenix, Arizona. 
Th~ most fundamental philosophical problem un­

derlymg ~he challenge of prOViding adequate securi­
ty and pnvacy for SEARCH is one of a balanCing of 
yal~es. The need for an informed, effective criminal 
jUS~lce. s~stem must be balanced against the need for 
~ I,:d1Vl~ual to keep information about himself and 
hIS hfe pnvate. The committee concluded that there 
need not be.a conflict between the safeguarding of 
reasonab!e nghts to privacy and the construc~n of 
a shared mformation system sllch as SEARCH 'f th 
follOWing 1?otential problem areas are give~ 1 ade~ 
quate conSIderation: 

1. !he
d 

types of data that will be contained in the computer-
Ize files. " 

2. The persons who will receive the data. 
3. The purposes for which the data will be used 
4. T~e ~elati~nship between the system and the people whose 

cflmmal h~sto~y records comprise the data bank. 
5. ~~. orgamzatlonal and administrative aspects of the sys-

The committee dedicated itself to the enhance­
me~t o~ both in.dividual freedom and effective crimi­
naljustice .. One need not be sacrificed for the other. 
As new levels of progress are achieved the delicate 
b.alance so essential to a just society wili find equilib­
num. 

It is in this spirit, based on an understanding of the 
dyna~iqs of bo~h society and technology, that the 
Secunty and Pnvacy Committee, over a period of 
several mont?s, developed a frame of reference for 
a ~orrespondmgly dynamic concept of security and 
pnv.acy policy with respect to criminal history infor­
mahon systems. Statements of recommended policy 
~ere drawn up and officially approved by the Pro­
j~ct C:roup. Some of the major policy recommenda­
tions mclude the follOWing: 

• Phata i~chludhed in the,system must be limited to 
at ;W!t t e characteristics of public record 

• ParhClpants shall adopt a careful and Rerma: 
Snentt prt~gramd.of data verification including 
ys ema lC au ItS. 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

Purge procedures shlill be developed 
A m~del state statute for Rrotecting and COn­
trollmg data should be dra ted and its adoRtion 
rhlcosurag~d. (This is. the m~jor task in which 

e tl ecunty and Pnvacy Committee is cur­
r~n yengaged.) 
DJrect acc~ss to th~ system should be restrict­
e . to .puric ag~nCles ;Which perform, as their 
Erlll<:lpa ~nc~oll~ cnme prevention, appre­
I: endslOn, adjudlcahon, or rehabilitation of of­.ren ers. 
Each participating state should build its data 
sYh~er arohuJ:?d a. central computer, through 
aWndIC ~af!J t~nquny must pass for screening ven Ica Ion. 
yarious s~at~, "publ!c record" and "freedom of 
mf~rmation d<?c~l'lnes should be studied with 
a view to obtammg appropriate exemptions 
for thhe sytemd's data .. (ThIS is the very next item 
°Cn e.tatgen) a for the Security and Privacy omml ee. T1e use .of system data for research shall in­
~o. ve strmgent restrictions to preserve priva-

Users ~J;lollid be .cautioned that reliance u on 
un~efinflE;ld dab~ IS hazardous and that posifive 
ve~I kCl ation of ~dentity should be obtained as r:W:IC . y. as ~osslble. 

e clhzen s .right to access and challenge the 
con:ertshfhIs records should form an integral 
I!~r '10 t e system consistent with state law 
~~VI remed~es should be provided for tho;e 
lJ:?-1ur

d
e1 by misuse of the system where not pro­

Vlue .ror by state law. 
T~e system partic.ipants should elect a board of 
dlrjctors (govermng body) to establish policies 
an pt:0ceoures governing the central index operation. 
The sy~te.m s~oul~ remain fully independent of 
nonlcr~mmal Jus~ce data systems and shall be 
eX!J ~slvle!y ~edicated to the service of the 
cnmma justice community 
A syste~s audit should be made periodically by 
an outSide agency. 
A p~rmanent coxpmittee or staff should be es­
ta~hshed to conSider problems of security and 
pnvacy and .conduct studies in that area. 
d \The fu~l hst of ;23 major policy recommen­
ina sJrXIfctf! dTetalhle~ references is contained 
1970.) ec mcal Report No.2, July, 

These I?plicy recommendations were formulated 
a~ter ?onsl(lerable study of the emergence of the con­
S?tuhonal~y protected right to privacy. The implica­
hons of thIS newly defined constitutional guarantee 
ar~ as broad and sweeping as life itself. While it will 
ulhma~elr ~ect. every aspect of law enforcement 
and .cnmmaljUShce, it here and now has an immedi­
~te Impact upon computerized offender systems It 
IS ~ell tllat the Project Group members were aw~re 
?f ItS nature, scope and applicability to the system It 
IS als? to the everlasting credit of the Project Gro~p 
that It a~noun~ed ~ts dedication to the preservation 
of AmerlCan hberhes and declared its intention to 
p~rsue system development in a manner that pro­
yl~?S. ~ll reas?nable safeguards for the protection of 
m IVlQual pnvacy. Indeed, we may anticipate that 
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the public will look upon the Project Group's record 
in this regard as the ultimate criterion of its profes­
sionalism. That record is additionally embellished by 
the adoption of a Code of Ethics, the observance ~f 
which the participants pledged themselves. ThIs 
public acknowledg~ent of l?~oper in~en~ions and 
sound values is partIcularly crIhcal at thIS hme as we 
develop nationwide offender data systems such as 
SEARCH. 

In this spirit of dedication to the preservation of 
civil liberties and public attestation thereto, the Pro­
ject Group adopted the value system articulated in 
the canons of the Code of Ethics to serve as a basic 
source of understanding, inspiration, motivation and 
witness for all participants. . '" 

The Code of Ethics in Article I sets out the limita­
tions of the sytem which serves a limited area of 
government and a limited category of usets, which 
contains limited amounts of information, and, at the 
national level is limited to a Centi'a1' Index which 
serves a directory role only. Article II addresses itself 
to the integrity of information spelling out assur­
ances that every step of the system will optimize the 
protection of individual privacy; detailing proscrip­
tions concerning the collection, maintenance, and 
dissemination of data; and prQviding for the estab­
lishment of an advisory committee for policy direc­
tion and to entertain complaints about alleged intru­
sions on individual privacy. Article III constrains the 
use of the system's data base for research emphasiz­
ing the necessity for safeguarding anonymity and an 
abiding commitment to privacy. 

(The complete Code of Ethics as approved by the 
Project Group is contained in Appendix A of 
SEARCH Technical Report No.2, July, 1970.) 

There are still many very difficult and controversi­
al matters relating to privacy which must be reck­
oned with. It is not the position of the Project Group 
or of the Security apd Privacy Committee that all the 
answers are to be found in Technical Report No.2. 
Indeed there is every intent to encourage further 
progre~s in the development of these concepts. in 
conjunction with progress in the development of Im­
proved aids for ~rlminal justice agencies. Some of the 
more controversial issues that must be resolved are: 

,1. Purging of the nIes to eliminate information that, because 
of its age, is thought to be an unreliable guide to the subject's 
present attitudes or behavior and purging based ~POI! the con· 
cept . that society ought to encourage the re~ablhtabon ~f of­
fenders by ignoring, or permitting them to Ignore, re~~tively 
ancient wrongdoing. An important part of the opposItion to 
large-scale information systems is the fear>that individuals 
would no longer be permitted to outlive their mistakes, that 
iuolated or immature errors would follow an offender through 
a~~& I , 

2. The development of a sensitivity classification system. The 
mere fact that the system deals exclusively with public record 
dllta does not eliminate the need for attention to security a~d 
privacy protection, since the data itself becomes fused. ~~th 
system characteristics and cannot be evaluated as to sensitivity 
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as something separatELand apart from the syst~m itself. , 
Thus, the least sensitive data in the substal1tive sense' may 

become highly sensitive by virtue of the system procedures 
enveloping it. It is not alone the information that is in the data 
base that determines sensitivity. Amount and quality of con­
tent where the data is located, who has access, how it is stored, 
spe~d and format of retrieval, pow and to whom it is disseminat­
ed, etc., all are relevant and impact the sensitivity of a system, 
while the indiVidual capsules of data as such do not in them­
selve&change t:heir character as particular unit items of public 
record information. 

Arguments have been advanced that a statewide data bank 
of criminal offender records is inherently more sensitive than 
a local file and that a computerization of the statewide file 
increases the sensitivity. Carrying such arguments to their logi­
cal extreme, a nationwide file, computerized or otherwise, 
would be more sensitive than a statewide file and a name file 
would be more sensitive than a fingerprint file. While these 
questions are subject to debate, if ~e assume ~he accuraor .of 
this premise, the security problems mcrease With the sensItiv-

ity. . I d" d As an information file progresses from a smal ,ul}coor ma.te 
manual file maintained on a local basis through an extenSIVe, 
real-time, on-line nationwide computerized file of the same 
material, the very possibility for more rapid access and greater 
correlative activities leads to the probability that a constantly 
increasing security and privacy protection must also be pro­
vided even though the basic unit of information has remained 
COl't~tant. Thus, we must evaluate the data in terms of classifica­
tion, not necessarily from inherent sensitivity, but rather from 
a standpoint of available combinations, as they exist in the sys-
tem. . 

A minimal classification system would determine the secunty 
pattern of processing, storag? and. transmission, the in~ivid~als 
to whom the data may be dlssemmated, the manner m which 
the data must be protected by the recipient theraof and proce­
dures for classification and/or destruction. Such a classification 
system should beapplicab!e to:ill data in the system'.An even 
mote comprehensive classification system may be deSirable for 
any future system. This classification system might extend to 
the data the various parts of the physical system that processes 
or store; the data and all the documentation describing system 
components and' functions. System access and design criteria 
should also be included in the sensitivity classification. 

3. Elimintltion or limitation of use of system for applic~nt/ 
licensee record checks. A wide variety of demands for Project 
SEARCH dltta can be anticipated from outside the immediate 
criminal justice community. For reasons, both good and bad, 
legislators and other state and local officials hay? increasi~gly 
required a criminal records check .as a prereqUisite for vano~s 
licenses, occupations, and professlOn.s. In many. states, ~p~h­
cants for civil service employment, private detectives, tRXl dnv­
ers, boxing, wrestling and racing personnel, ,Pistol permit ~ppli­
cants liquor distributors and licensees, apphcants for admiSSion 
to th~ bar and many others must have criminal records checks. 
State and'local criminal justice agencies are often required by 
law to conduct or at least to permit these checks. In addition, 
the military services, and other federlll agencies very frequent­
ly request access to local crim~al records, ~o~et~es. for pur­
poses with little direct connection to the crlmmal Justice proc-
ess. . I 

The co!nprehensive system of governmental and industria 
security clearances depends heavily upon local records. Crimi­
nal justice agencies, like the schools, the mili.tary service, and 
the credit bureaus, have become depositones of data upon 
which an impressive variety of agencies, public and private, 
seek to draw. It must be expected that such requests would 
markedly increase if a future system, with all its attendant con­
veniences, Were established. 

The Security and Privacy Committee believes that all such 
collateral uses of system data should, so far as reasonably possi-
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ble, be prohibited. It fears the widespread use of system data 
for purposes unconnected with criminal justice will stimulate 
substantial pressures to collect and disseminate categories of 
;data irrelevant for the criminal justice process. 

4. Maintaining system independence by housing system data 
banks in existing criminal justice agencies capable of properly 
managing the system within the system's defined guidelines or 
in computers under the operational control of agencies special­
ly created for such purpose and, in either case, independent of 
any noncriminal justice agency or data file. 

It must be recognized that there are strong pressures to com­
bine and consolidate all state and local data processing into 
major integrated systems. There are very persuasive and com­
pelling argument~ in favor of such integration of data, since, it 
is argued, that same data elements may be of value to a number 
of different types of agencies, including law enforcement and 
criminal justice agencies within a given jurisdiction. 

5. Provision of internal and external controls. The Security 
and Privacy Committee has recommended that there should be 
a permanent council of state representatives, supplemented by 
representatives of the relevant federal agencies and the gener­
al public. The public Tepresentatives should consist of a small 
number of distinguished private citizens, selected for their 
known interest in civil liberties and criminal justice. 

This governing board should be given wide powers over the 
~ystem including authority to: 

• Monitor the activities of the participating state agencies. 
, .:, Adopt administrative rules and regulations for the sys­

tem. 
• Exercise sanctions over all agencies connected with the 

system. 

The council should also have authority to delegate any 
and all of its powers to an executive committee. In addition, it 
should be supplemented by a small permanent staff, including 
a suitably qualified director, and such advisors and consultants 
as it finds necessary or appropriate. 

Among its other activities, the council should conduct period­
ic investigations of the methods adopted by the participating 
states for the protection of privacy and security. It should, from 
time to time, formulate its findings into Itdministrative stand­
ards for the entire system. It should exercise particular contl'Ol 
over any proposed programs of research. 

It should be clear that the committee envisions two layers of 
internal administrative controls for the system. 

First, the individual agencies should be generally responsible 
for the conduct of thesystem within their own jurisdictions. 

Second, the nationargoverning board and staff should moni­
tor the activities of the several state agencies to insure proper 
coopemtion and the full observance of national standards. 

Both levels should be empowered to conduct investigatory 
hearings in which evidence would be taken, argument heard, 
and findings made. Both levels of administrative control should 
be empowered to impose prompt and appropriate sanctions 
upon any agency that has abused the system or its data. 

The sanctions at both levels could involve suspension or ex­
pulsion of agencies from the system. However, at the state 
level, in cases of individual offenders, there should be a whole 
range of employment sanctions, including discharge. 

Further, the committee believes that administrative sanc­
tions should be supplemented by the imposition of criminal 
penalties upon those who willfully misuse the system or its data. 
These penalties ought to include the possibility of terms of 
imprisonment as well as fines. 

It should be clear that the system will win the confidence,of 
the general public only if it first provides tangible evidence of 
genuine concern for the rights of those about whom it will 
collect information. A meaningful system of judicial remedies 
would provide such evidence. Two sets of remedies should be 
considered: First, the admini~trative rights of notice, access, 
challenge, and review should be made judicially enforceable by 

statutory authorization of a prerogative writ, on the order of 
mandamus and habeas corpus. This in itself wilf-add nothing to 
the burdens or inconveniences placed upon the data system by 
these rights. It merely provides persuasive testimony that these 
rights are seriously intended and that they may, if necessary, be 
guaranteed by the courts. 

Second, statutory authorization should be given for broed­
elled civil rights of action in cases in which inaccurate, incom­
plete, or misused data cause injury to the data's subjects. 

As the situation now stands, private citizens in most states are 
given civil causes of action in cases of defamation, invasions of 
privacy, and breaches of confidentiality. These rights of action 
are, however, often of little pmctical value because of various 
exceptions and limitations. The pressures and situations that 
shaped these restrictions have little relevance to the issues that 
now concern us. 

The committee, therefore, recommends inclusion in the 
model state statute .of supplementary civil rights of action, 
under which individuals could recover actual damages suffered 
as a consequence of negligent or willful misconduct by the data 
system or its employees. ' 

As I stated in my opening remarks, privacy is of 
vital concern to a system such as SEARCH, but we 
cannot have privacy if we lack security-just as we 
cannot haVf~justice if law and order fail. Adequate 
security is the essential condition precedent. 

The Security and Privacy Committee recom­
mended hardware, software, personnel, communi­
cations and physical security measures to protect 
the system itself and its operations. These detailed 
recommendations may be summed up in a series 
of Policy Statements approved by the Project 
Group: 

1. The input, modification, cancellation, or re­
trieval of information from the system will be 

'\ limited to authorized agency terminals. 
2. Disclosure of information from the system 

through terminals will be limited to authorized 
final users. 

3. Information in the system will be protected 
against unauthorized access in the computer 
center. 

4. Information in the system will be protected 
against unauthorized alteration. 

5. Information in the system will be protected 
against loss. 

6. Information in the system will be protected 
against unauthorized use. 

7. System security is a line responsibility 
equal in importance to system performance. 

I would like to conclude this paper by speaking to 
the nagging problem of the perceived threat posed 
by a National Data Bank. 

It seems to me that a very reasonable solution to 
the problem of possible compromise of American 
freedoms because of "instant dossiers" is to keep 
comprehensive criminal justice computerized data 
banks containing sensitive information about in­
dividuals at the state level. This would allow the fed­
eral government to perform the role of supervising 
and controlling the state-based data manipulators to 
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insure that they do not violate the liberties of the 
people. If such data banks are all at the national level, 
or, if a singl~ National Data Bank dev710ps, we wo~ld 
not have any superior level of government to poh~e 
possible excesses. Or, as some people would put It, 
the people would have no appeal except to God. 

I am confident that the efficiency and functional 
effectiveness that are implicit in large scale comput­
erized information systems can be achieved without 
trampling upon personal privacy. Indeed, I firmly 
believe that such systems, properly designed for op­
timum security and dedicated to human liberties, 
can enhance the very rights and freedoms that some 
Jear may be endangered. . . 

The emergence of comprehensive state crimmal 
justice information systems is strongly supportive of 
the concept of keeping such computerized systems 
at the level of the sovereign states. The system de­
signed by the Project Group with the Central Il1:dex 
serving as a pointer to the state of record combmes 
the advantages of a national criminal justice registry 
while the comprehensive data banks themselves re­
main at the state level. 
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The essence of this commitment is to. avoid the 
creation of a computerized National Data Bank con­
taining comprehensive criminal justice dossiers on 
tens of millions of persons who at some time in their 
lives were arrested and fingerprinted, but at the 
same time, to provide a nationwide record for crimi­
naljustice purposes in a way that avoids jeopardizing 
personal liberties. 

In a word the Project Group through its establish­
ment of the' Security and Privacy Committee:: and its 
approval for publication ·of SEARCH Techrucal Re­
port No.2, has cut Big Brother down to size. We feel 
that there are great things ahead for the system and 
if we in the Security and Privacy Committee have 
helped a little to keep the trolley on the track and 
headed in the right direction, we are well pleased., 

There are many matters still to be studied and 
reported on but the pattern has been established. 
The committee is alive and well and eager for a re­
match with Big Brother-we think we can knock 
hitl\ all the way from here to 1984. 

i 

CRIMINAL HISTORIES-A MANAGEMENT PERSPECTIVE 

by William L. Reed. Commissioner 
Florida Department of) Law Enforcement 

Never before in the history of the United States has 
the problem of crime and the general subject of law 
enforcement received such widesprelad attention 
and intensive study. Crime, violence, civil disorder, 
and the entire subject of the criminal justice process 
is a primary nf\tional concern. Law Enforcement is a 
major theme of all political parties-only the ap­
proach differs. 

In 1969, the President's Advisory Commission on 
Inter-Governmental Relations made the following 
statement about "Law and Order-Whose Responsi­
bility?": 

"In the 1968 Presidential campaign, ;'j;aw and order' was the 
most talked about domestic issue. A ~at deal of the campaign 
oratory revolved around the extent to Which the National Gov­
ernment had failed to 'insure domestic:. tranquility', or indeedb 

by other action had unleashed and encouraged forces of crime 
and violence. Conversely, concern was expressed lest law en­
forcement come to be a wholly national, rather than primarily 
a state-local function. The candidates gave much less attention 
to a critically important phase of law enforcement and adminis­
tration of justice-namely the division of responsibilities in this 
field between the states on the one hand, and local govern­
ments on the other. A variety of key questions regarding the 
role of the state government in this area vis-Ii-vis that of county, 
city and other units of general local governmen~ have not been 
answered-or even adequately explored-in recent law en­
forcement surveys. to 

In response to the widespread concern, monies are 
. now provided by Congress through the Law En­
forcement Assistance Administration. Hopefully, 
these monies will be used wisely to identify and solve 
many of the traditional problems that plague crimi­
nal justice. Certainly the collection, evaluation, and 
dissemination of information on crimes, criminals 
and criminal activity are primary and traditional 
problems. Those of us w~~ have management re­
sponsibilities throughout the criminal justice process 
for collecting, evaluating and disseminating crime 
related information, must recognize that there are 
some basic decisions that must be made before we 
can address the problems, let alone hope for solution. 

Certainly, if as the Inter-GovernmentaLRelations 
Commission states, we have not even defined the 
"role" of the various agencies at the different levels 
of government, how can we begin to define the infor­
mation requirements of these agencies much less 
present a coordinated effort? The resulting duplica­
tion is not only wasteful in the monetary sense, but 
it creates serious conflicts between the agencies at 
the different levels of government with regards to 
who is resP9nsibie anq, lessens the opportunity for 
solution. 

Perhaps before we start "computerizing" tradi­
tional crime and criminal identification information 
and records, we had better define the "role" of the 
agencies involved. We had better seek answers to 
some questions that are inseparable from the defini­
tion of "role". For example, in the area of criminal 
histories, we need to answer such questions as: 

1. What information is needed? 
2. Why is the information needed? 
3. Who has a need for the information? 
4. When and how should this information be provided? 
5. In what form is the information needed? 
6. How will the information be used? 
7. Will the information improve or enhance the criminal jus­

tice process? 
8. Does the utility of the information justify the cost of collect­

ing and disseminating it? Not just resource cost but consid­
erations of security and privacy and the possibility of losing 
the right to collect the information if abused. , 

9. What agencies should maintain this information, at what 
level of government, in what branch of government? 

10. Is it possible to attach responsibility to any single level or 
branch of government for the collection and sole dissemina­
tion of criminal history information? 

11. How would the fixing of sole responsibility affect the tradi­
tional separation of powers between the Executive, Legisla­
tive and Judicial branches? 

12. How much "social" information should be included in 
criminal history records? 

13. Can we justify the cost of computerizing and transmitting 
interstate the traditional criminal history (rap sheet) infor­
mation? Project SEARCH proved we could do it technical­
ly, but is our statement of the need strong enough to Justify 
the enonnous cost? 

14. And, inherent to all questions, have we ever even reached 
an agreement on a common definition for criminal histo­
ries? 

I submit to you these questions l not to imply that 
the answers are readily available, but rather to sug­
gest that if we hope to receive the necessary re­
sources to develop and expand criminal history re­
cords and information, we must subject ourselves to 
systematic analysis to determine what is being done, 
by whom, and why. We must determine the value of 
criminal history information in relation to the cost. 
We must determine to what extent criminal history 
information contributes to the accomplishment of 
criminal justice objectives in the states and in the 
United States. 

Project SEARCH assumed that criminal history in­
formation had utility across state lines. I do not think 
that anyone in the criminal justice community would 
debate this assumption at this point in time. Yet; I am 
not sure that we are in a pOSition to justify the cost 
involved to implement SEARCH on an operational 
basis. This is not a fault of the concept, or the efforts, 
or the hopes. The failure lies-and rightfully so­
with those of us with criminal justice management 
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and leadership responsibilities-to look within, 
before we demand of others. 

Experience has shown that many criminal justice 
agencies, including the courts and corrections, have 
repeatedly refused to generate the pnmary criminal 
history source document-the fingerprint card. 

We must give credit to the FBI for their leadership 
in the area of criminal fingerprint identification and 
the associated criminal history records. Dut, in spite 
of the FBI's encouragement and pleading, in spite of 
the urging of state and local leadership and even in 
spite of legislation requiring such criminal finger­
print submissions, many law enforcement agencies 
repeatedly refuse to generate a fingerprint card at 
the time of arrest. Thus, in spite· of all this, the Crimi­
nal Justice Community has still not developed the 
recognition or basic understanding of the impor­
tance of fingerprints and criminal history informa­
tion. 

I can assure you from my own experience as a law 
enforcement manager charged with the state re­
sponsibility of providing fingerprint identification 
and criminal history records services, that the Execu­
tive and Legislative branches, charged with allocat­
ing the resources for continuing and expanding these 
functions, will demand considerable justification 
before providing funds. Particular attention is always 
given to the cost-utility relationship of our current 
and proposed systems. The elaborate computerized 
information systems for processing and disseminat­
ing criminal history information requires major fund­
ing commitments on the part of governments at all 
levels. Remember too, we are making our request in 
an atmosphere of intense competition with other 
gov~rnmental services for the tax dollar-and the tax 
dollar appears to be more illusive each year. 

We'need only refer to the President's Crime Com­
mission's comment in the "Task Force Report: The 
Police", and I quote: 

"Clearly law enforcement is competing for tax dollars with a 
large number of other social services provided by all levels of 
government, for police agencies over t.he past 65 years have 
received a declining percentage of increasing total government 
expenditures •.. the percentage of government allotments 
to law enforcement continues to decline even though the cost 
of enforcing the law has risen." 

I submit to you that we, the managers in law en­
forcement-criminal justice-must be ever mindful 
of the fact that L.E.A.A. monies are primarily de­
signed by Congress as seed money-"start up" funds. 
Once the priorities change 01' the funds are with­
drawn, the programs started must either be discon­
tinued or continually funded at the city, county or 
state level. We must be prepared to defend the pro­
grams we initiate including their relativevvalue to 
other programs. If we develop a crime and criminal 
records and information system, then we must be 
prepared to justify the cost, for we are competing 
with other government services and programs. 
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Let me assure you again that I am not challenging 
the SEARCH concept; quite the contrary, I am very 
much a proponent of increasing our crime and crimi­
nal records and information services. But we have a 
tremendous amount of work yet to do, at all levels­
in all branches of government, to define our criminal 
records and information problems. The SEARCH 
demonstration has proven beyond a shadow of a 
doubt that we have the technical knowledge. If given 
the resources, we can maintain criminal history in­
formation in computers and exchange it from state to 
state. But the question is and has been can we deve­
lop the capability in the police, courts and correction 
agencies at the city, county and state levels for a 
meaningful criminal history information system? 
Perhaps, it is academic to over-emphasize the una­
vailability of courts and correctional data in the 
"traditional" criminal history or "rap sheet" until law 
enforcement agencies fingerprint every person ar­
rested. 

Since one of the objectives of Project SEARCH has 
been the design of an C>offender based crimi~~ jus­
tice information system" and the only practical 
method of identifying and tracking the offender at 
this time is his fingerprints, we must focus on the 
actual comparison of fingerprints for positive iden­
tification. Unfortunately, this is one area that has es­
caped computerization. Even if we are successful in 
getting all arrested persons fingerprinted, we are 
then faced with the availability of enough manpower 
to process the data for input into the system. This 
manual process tends to be the Achilles' heel of the 
computerization and rapid transmission of criminal 
history information. Needless to say, the computer 
can only be as fast as our manual capability of prepar­
ing the source document and/ or information for in­
clusion in the system. 

This once again returns us to the problem of defin­
ing "roles" and fixing responsibility'for criminal his­
tory information. This is not to say that the various 
levels of government-local, state and federal would 
lose any of the,irstatus in this records area, but rather. 
that by defini~)gJthe "role" and responsibility of each 
level, a considerable amount of duplication could be 
avoided and even more importantly, the expendi­
ture of unnecessary resources could be prevented. If 
we can answer these questions, a plan can be deve­
loped that will be compatible with our needs and 
capabilities. A primary responsibility must be at the 
state level where central fingerprints and criminal 
history depositories are maintained. Perhaps some 
states would provide a total information service, 
other states might depend on one or more large 
urban areas having needs precluding the additional 
or duplicate expenditure at the state lev@J.:. The key 
is that a SEARCH "type" system must' be flexible. 
With an operational SEARCH system, and assuming 
the FBI's National Crime Infprmation Center as the 
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i~dex, we could then consider substantial modifica­
tion of the necessity for each city or county police 
agency to continue to maintain their own identifica­
tion a~d criminal history records capability. Consid­
er too, .th~ tested ability of ~ansmitting fingerprints 
b>: ~acslmlle. Could not ,the cities and counties better 
utilize the resources committed to this type of re-
cords keeping for line functions? ' 

The point is that criminal justice agencies at all 
levels oJ government maintain duplicative records 
and information. Some are necessary but many of 
these records are bulky, outdated, inaccurate and not 
relate? to any. ~eani~gful utility. The process of 
checkmg for cnmmal history information on a single 
offender usually takes an exorbitant amount of time 
and often results in informatioh that may not be ca: 
pable of substantiation by positive identification­
even on a known offender. 

;'Jut enough of the problem. I now respectfully sub­
mit for your conSideration, a solution-perhaps I 
should say attempt towards solution. I propose there 
are several important and meaningful activities that 
should be commenced. First, let us candidly admit 
that a great portion of our crime and criminal re­
cords are inadequate and, have very little measura­
ble utility in improving the efficiency and effective­
ness of the criminal justice process. 

Second, that the Nabonal Institute of Law En­
Forcemen.t and Criminal Justice of the Law Enforce­
m~n~ Assistance ~dministration begin immediately a 
pnonty lev~l project using the collective experience 
and expertise of both public and private sectors to: 

D~v~lop a detailed iss~e paper or "white paper" on crime and 
cr.mmal. records and mformation needs-an issue paper en­
compassmg the needs for all levels of criminal justice that ties 
the Executive, Legislative, and Judicial requireme~ts into a 
meaningful package. This issue paper must serve as the first 
p~as~ of an in-depth ~ost-utility Ilnalysis of the total crime and 
cr.mmal records and mformation area and specifically address 
the following: 

1. What is the problem? 
2. What are the objectives and evaluation criteria? 
3. What are the current activities and who is involved? 
4. What are the political and other signiflcant factors? 

Political or practical if you prefer-I submit the choice 
is one of candor. 

5. What are the alternatives? 
6. What are the recommendations for followup and/or im­

plementation? 

Most of you will recognize that this is basically a 
standard outline for any issue paper. At first glance 
there appears some duplication of the questions that 
I posed earlier. The import~nt departure from the 
earlier questions is the consideration that there are 
political ramifications and that there presently exist 
alternatives. For example: The State of Florida re­
c~ntly considered as one alternative-complete 
wI.th~rawal from operation of a fingerprint and 
crlmmal records depository. Not doing something is 
always an alternative. If followed through, the issue 
paper could be a valuable aid in gaining improved 

understanding and insight into this problem area as 
w~ll as provid~ ~he impetus for the Executive, Legis­
lative and JudiCial Branches to determine needs. As 
most of you recognize, determination of needs is only 
the first step; and there must follow a detailed plan 
o~ action. W~ere th.e issue paper ~ould begin to pro­
Vide a meanmgful mput for conSideration of certain 
stafutory changes and/ or revenue that would be re­
quired of the Legislative Branch, the plan of action 
would follow up with the detailed specific data 
necessary for finalizing a plan acceptable to the Ex­
ecutive, Legislative and Judicial Branches. It would 
also giv~ management an opportunity to gear up for 
a meamngful systematic implementation. 

There are, of course, severe limitations on under­
takin~ meaning~ul, in-depth, cost-utility or cost­
benefit analyses m the area of crime and criminal 
records and information. These limitations should be 
recognized from the beginning so that they will not 
unnecessarily detain or divert the finalization of the 
analyses. They include: 

1. ~robl~~s in defi~ing .the" real objectives-removing the 
tradItional emotionalism associated with federal, state 

and local government and the separation of government 
powers. 

2. The ~~es.:nc~ of m~lti?le benefits-some of which may 
apply to . SOCIa! service areas other than criminal justice 
such as welfare or education. ' 

3. Problems in obtaining accurate information pertinent to the 
development of a plan including information as to what 
e~ec.t ea?h ~ternative will have on the total objectives of 
cr.mmalJustice versus the individual objectives of each sub-
system. . 

4. Difficulties in considering continuing future costs and bene­
~ts for the cri~inal justice system as a whole rather than 
Simple evaluation of costs and benefits for a single sub-sys­
tem at any single point in time. 

5. The political value of popular and unpopular issues relative 
to~:e allocation of government resources for government 
SCI'Vlces. Perhaps better stated, the emotional and political 
value. of "big brother" type attacks and other philosophical 
security and privacy consideratio~~. 

In 3ummary, I would like to reiterate the urgent 
need for comprehensive definition and analysis in 
the total area of crime and criminal records and in­
formation; with primary emphasis on the identity of 
offenders and the collection and dissemination of 
?rimi~al history records. For too long we have stud­
I~d thiS problem area much like the well-known ver­
sion of the famous Indian legend, titled "The Blind 
Men and the Elephllllt". Just as each blind man was 
certain what the elephant was like, so we are certain 
t~at ~ach of us know what criminal history informa­
tion. IS, and who needs it. I propose to you that the 
closmg verse of the legend is just as applicable to us 
as it was to the blind man: 

"And so these men of Indostan 
Disputed loud and long 

Each i,ri his own opinion ' 
Exeeeding stiff and strong \\ i 

ThC)ugh each was partiy in the right 
And all were in the wrong". ' 
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LEGISLATIVE IMPLICATIONS OF PROJECT SEARCH 
'II' 

by Emery Barrette, Ex,,::;~tive director 
Governor's Commission on Crimtrlprevention and Control 

State of Minnesota 

INTRODUCTION 
"There is much crime in America, more than ev~r 

is reported, far more than ever is solved, far too 
much for the health of the Nation. . . . Violence 
and theft have not only injured . . . hundreds of 
thousands of citizens, but have directly affected ev­
eryone ... " 

"The most understandable mood into which many 
Americans have been plunged by crime is one of 
frustration and bewilderment. For 'crime' is not a 
single simple phenomenon that can be examined, 
analyzed and described in one piece. It occurs in 
every part of the country and in every stratum of 
society. Its practitioners and its victims are people of 
all ages, incomes and backgrounds. Its trends are dif­
ficult to ascertain. Its causes are legion. Its cures are 
speculative and controversial. An examination of any 
single kind of crime, let alone 'crime in America; 
raises a myriad of issues of the utmost complexity. Ii 1 

So begins the President's CommissiC!n on Law En­
forcement and Administration of Justice Report. 

The scientific and technological revolution that 
has radically changed American society has had sur­
prisingly little impact upon the prevention and con­
trol of crime. Thousands of scientists and engineers 
have been engaged in helping solve problems in the 
military and in the exploration of space, yet' few have 
bean engaged to assist in the war against crhne.2 

The Commission Task Force on Science and Tech­
nology gave considerable attention to computer 
technology, information systems, communications 
engineering and systems analysis, "since these ap­
peared to offer the greatest unrealized potentials for 
systemwide'improvement. 3 

Since the Commission Report in 1967, there has 
been evidence that the tools and skills of science and 
technology are beginning to be utilized to fight 
crime. At the International Association of Chiefs of 
Police Convention in Atlantic City last month, Attor­
ney General John Mitchell told ~he nation's police 
chiefs that electronic surveillance was the most valu­
able tool in the federal arsenal in the war against 
organized crime. General Mitchell said, "Court-au­
thorized wiretapping is a key factor in our plans and 
it has amply demonstrated its effectiveness. . . . It 
has won an appropriate place in the American legal 
structure. But we believe it is our duty to be just as 
diligent in halting illegal uses of wiretap as we are in 
using it against the criminal syndicates." " 

PROJECT SEARCH 
Some sixteen months ago, under a grant by the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration., a 
major step was taken to utilize the expertise of the 
comimter industry in preventing and controlling 
crime. Project SEARCH, an acronym for "System for 
Electronic Analysis and Retrieval of Criminal Histo-
ries" had two primary goals: ,} 

1) to evaluate the technical feasibility and operational utility 
of a cooperative interstate transfere'lce of criminal history 
data, and 

2) to demonstrate the capability to automate state-collected 
criminal stlltistics for retrieval by selected state and federal 
agencies. 

Initial evaluation of the demonstrations held in 
July and August of this year clearly indicated that 
Project SEARCH has not only been a resounding 
success, but promises to be a major technological 
advance in fighting crime. 

If the SEARCH poncept is to be accepted by the 
fifty states as a prototype of an on-going, permanent 
system of information gathering, storage and dis­
semination, then it becomes clear that each state 
must have, or develop, an organizational structure 
through which this task can be achieved. 

Conversely, the citizens of each state must have a 
method of controlling such a system.5 Developing a 
method to control suc4 a system becomes extremely 
important because we are dealing with critical inEor­
mati0.Jl which can, and is properly intended, to re­
strict or abolish the freedom of some citizens. Appro­
priate administrative regulations and controls may 
require legislative authority. 

It is anticipated that this criminal history informa­
tion system will span the entire criminal justice sys­
tem, from apprehension to prosecution to adjudica­
tion to rehabilitation. The "people data" gathered in 
this system should have "people control." 6 Appro­
priate citizen authority and control may also require 
legislation. 

We must not fail to secure each citizen against; 
unwarranted misuse of data in the system. This can,/ 

, most effectively be done by providing criminal pel 
naltiE;ls for those persons who deliberately misuse this 
informat~on; and by providing civil recovery to any 
such' aggrieved person. . 

/ 
CRITERIA OF A CRIMINAL JUSTICE / 

INFORMATION SYSTEM I 
Let us explore some criteria of such ~ystem: 
FIRST of all, the information !')ecessary includ~ th,e identifica­

tion of each arrested subject, togethe:f with the dates, 
times, places nnd agencies of arrest. It includes the origi­
nal charge, the arraignment process, the trial process, the 
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sentence given if guilty and the entire correctional proc­
ess. At each step in this process, dates, places and identifi­
cation of each adjudication agency, as well as action, is 
needed. Information concerning offenses reported must 
also be available to provide a yardstick measuring device 
for evaluation processes. 

SECONDLY, we need an organization capable of collecting all 
of this information. The organization will undoubtedly be 
a state level agency and it is most app,arent that it will 
need a broad, mandatory reporting requirement if it is to 
be effective. Having this requirement, the agency must 
then develop a system of reporting which is simple, com­
plete, efficient and readily converted to coding. 

THIRDLY, the information gathered must be converted to 
standard codes in order to have interstate capability and 
inter-changeability. 

FOURTHLY: the data must be stored in a dedicated computer 
system, in a high speed on-line environmenl;' with soft­
ware capability of interfacing with a central index and 
the capability of manipulaHng the data in any desired 
manner. 

FIFTHLY, an intrastate telecommunication network is needed, 
linking all of the police, courts, and correctional agencies 
to the state computer. Radio communications and/ or mo­
bile telecommunications are obviously needed for law 
enforcement units, in order that the inquiry and response 
moves from the officer on the street, to the data storage 
system, and back to the officer with the greatest possible 
speed. 

SIXTHLY, a clear definition of all qualified users of the system 
must be developed. 

SEVENTHLY, a means of reviewing the data, correction of 
errors and purging of data by official action must be prov­
ided for the public sector as well as the private citizen. " 

BASIC IMPLICATIONS OF A CRIMINAL 
INFORMATION SYSTEM 

The basic implications of such an information sy~­
tem are twofold: 

1) there is a clearly established need to develop a structure or 
organization capable of providing on-line information for up­
grading the criminal justice system and the maintenance of 
law and order, and ,-, 

2) there is a clearly established need to develop a program of 
security and privacy as it reilltes to the preservation of in-
dividual rights. -

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE CONCERN-TO 
MAINTAIN A BALANCE BETWEEN THE 

NEED TO MAINTAIN LAW AND ORDER AND 
THE NEED TO PRESERVE INDIVIDUAL 

RIGHTS 
A recent editorial in the New York Times reflected 

upon these basic implications. "There is nothing 
wrong with the use of the computer to help make 
efficient and effective the legitimate work of law 
enforcement and other agencies. A modern society 
must use modern techniques to help enforce and 
administer its, laws and to protect itself from those 
who would do violence to its leaders and institu­
tions c , •• " 7 The editorial goes on to say that federal 
agencies have been employing the new technology 
to gather information that has "little or no" direct 
relation to criminal or other activities of legitimate 
federal concern. 
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It has been said that such files are data rich, and the 
individuals to whom they referred are privacy poor. 
Professor Arthur Miller recently said, "I don't oppose 
the communication of data. It would be ostrich-like 
to ban the use of technology just because it might be 
abused. An increasingly urbanized society cannot 
survive too many years without planning. We live in 
an increasingly, information-based society. Everyone 
wants more data. We must strike a balance," he de­
clared. "1'0 date, the information system's planners 
have been impervious to questions of privacy. The 
current system has no controls and no regulations on 
the collection, use and exchange of data. The federal 
government can collect any damn thing it wants. 
There is no limit." 8 

In discussing the nationwide study of data banks 
and personal privacy being conducted by the Na­
tional Academy of Sciences and the Russell Sage 
Foundation, Professor Alan Westin indicated that it 
will address the question of whether civil liberties 
can function amid the proliferation of personal data. 
He said, "The purpose is to make it eminently clear 
that ethical curbs must be placed over the currently 
unregulated and unsupervised data banks, or in­
dividual privacy and due process will become virtu­
ally meaningless in the electronic age." He said fur­
ther, '~Civilliberties safeguards must be ',established 
during the next five years or it will b(':; too late. There 
are no laws or cOUrt decisions in the country support­
ing the individmll's right to see, contest, change or 
eliminate any of the information about him in a data 
bank." 9 

Senator Edward Long of Missouri observed in Sen­
ate hearings, that in the area of invasion of privacy, 
"We are both in a legal desert and a legal jungle-a 
legal desert because of the sparsity of law, a legal 
jungle because of the conflicting nature of the law 
that exists." 10 

Congressman Cornelius Gallagher referred to a re­
cent Washington Star editorial as a provocative addi­
tion to the continuing debate over whether the "Age 
of Aquarius will actually be the Age of Aquariums in 
which we live most of our lives in a fishbowl." 11 

Honeywell Vice President, Robert Henderson, 
said recently, "If we cannot stop this relentless flow 
of information into central files, we can control 
it . . . Frankly, I think we will need some new legis­
lation in this area.. . . Such new legislation might 
make personal information a property right, with all 
of the traditional protectionsund guarantees of due 
process. , . ," 1:1. '\ 

Stanley Rothman feels that "with laws, research in 
technology of protection and new governmental in­
stitutions, a redesigned federal statistical system 
would be better protected than the existing one," )3 

In his book, PrIvacy and Frliedom, Alan Westin 
said, "It will be apparent that the shifting equilib­
rium among privacy disclosure and surveillance can-

not be c~ptured by legislation alone, nor is legislat~on 
neces~anly the bes.t first step to achieve control over 
surveillance techmques. , .. There are areas in which 
the stimulation of private authorities to protect 
rights .of pri.vacy will have far more real impact ... 
areas m whlCh there is no real need for legislation 
and where hastily enacted statutef; might prevent 
the devel.opf!1~nt of a wise accommodation by pri­
vate and JudiCial forces. Legislation may be needed 
to control some 'outlaw' behavior .... or to stimu­
late the non-legislative forces, and give them the 
broad moral authority with which to operate." 14 

Professor 'Yestin then outlines what he feels to be 
t?e role of pnvate forces (moral consciousness, scien­
tific. coun~er measures, intra-organizational re­
stramts, pnvate agreements, and professional stand­
ard~) a~d the role of public governmental forces 
(leglslahve, executive and judicial). 15 This discussion 
deserves extensive attention by all interested in and 
concerned with this issue. 

~roject SEARCH has from the outset illustrated its 
major conce~n for appropriate balance between the 
need to mamtain law and order and the need to 
preserve individual rights. The Project group adopt­
~d a "Code of Ethics" for purposes of the demonstra­
tion and operation of any future system,lO It was 
adopted with t?e recognition that there are a variety 
of methods whlCh could be utilized in relating to this 
concern i.e . ...;.Constitutional Amendment Statutes 
Rulings and Judicial Decisions. ' , 

A LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Eve~ tho~g~ the SEARCH Security and Privacy 

C0m.m.ltte~ IS m the J?rocess of drafting a model stat­
~te, 1t 1~ sti~l appropnate to discuss needed elements 
1';1 a leglslahve program. I therefore recommend con­
slderation of the following: 

1) Creation of an agency. or designation of an existing agency 
as the central agency to collect broad based detailed dat~ 
from the. State's criminal justice agencies. • 

The Wickersham Commission of 1931 reported;"A proper 
sY~lem of ~at~ering, c~mpiling and reporting statistics of 
~nme. of crlmmals, of cnminaljustice and ofpenDllreatment 
!s one of the first ,steps in the directioll of improvement, .• 
If the ~tlltes would e~a~t Il uniform sMe law governing the 
gathermg of such statistics and sending them to such a (Fed­
eral) burellu while retaining such local provisions for local 
use, as local needs mlly indicate, all adequate nationwide 
system could be brought about:' IT 
. The statutes of the States of California and Minnesota are 

Cited liS examples of models of the recommended enactment. 
A recent study conducted by LEAA indicates that 48 states 

have a present Ilgency with some criminal records. Thirty­
fiv.e states have some statutory basis for collecting finger­
prmts, Ilnd twenty-two states hllve some statutory authority 
for collecting offender histories, but only eight states indic~t­
ed that their offender histories were more than 90 per ce~t 
complete. IS 

Thtse statistics tell us that most of the states hllve an agen­
cy With some ,~nformational data on hand. They also tell us 
tha,t no state h~ adequate systems. records, or information 
gllt lering functions. 

The National Crime Information Center (NCIC), a com-

put~rized information system established to improve the ef­
fectlv?ness of law enforcement through the more efficient 
handhng and exchange of documented police information 
~ecen~ly is~ued a statement that "The states need to central~ 
Ize cnme mformation for management, operational and re­
search purposes." 10 

2) ~stablish~~pt o.f a mandatory reporting system incorporat­
mg all cnmmal Justice agencies. Failure to comply with this 
provision would carry a civil penalty. 

The present lIational system is voluntary. The lack of man­
datory reporting limits file completeness. The State of Min­
nesota has a mandatory reporting statute dating back to 
1934. If ~n agency fails to comply, the salary of the responsi­
ble offiCial can be withheld.20 Such a statute has enabled the 
State ~o have a n'IOSt complete data base. 

3) Es~abhshment of a criminal justice computer system with a 
Ulllt o~ state government assigned full responsibility for its 
operation. T?e agency should have authority to establish a 
telecommulllcations network linking all segments of police 
cou~ts ~nd corrections to the criminal justice computer. In~ 
cluslon III the network should be mandatory for all contribu­
tors and users. 
. In his preliminary Report to the New York State Identifica­

tion and Intelligence. System (NYSIIS), Alan Westin states 
that there ~re five major types of computerized information 
systems bemg developed by public agencies: 

a) Autonomous Data Banks for Statistical Studies 
b) ~ndep~ndent Data Danks for Information Coordination 

m a Field 
c) Interagency Data Dank 
d) Single-Agency Data Bank 
e) Mixed Public-Private Data Danks 21 

In the Spring of 1965, Governor Rockefeller recommend­
ed to the New York Legislature the creation ofthe New York 
State Identification and Intelligence System (NYSnS). 
NY~!IS Was empowered to establish a central electronic data 
faclhty and a communications network to serve qualified 
a~encles concerned with the administration of criminal jus­
tice throughout the State. 

The NYSnS concept is founded upon six principles: 
1) Unitary concept of criminal justice 
2) Information sharing 
3) Voluntary participation 
4) Separation from administrative action 
5) Research and technology 
6) Security and Privacy 22 

The co.mputer agency should be required to provide for 
t~e secunty ?f.the system and giVE! extreme care in the selec­
tion and trammg of all personnel. 

Graduate students of computer science at Harvard recent­
!y offered a cn~h pr!ze for the most effective plan for destroy-
1Il¥ comp~tenzed lIlformation. The contest was designed to 
~rmg vanous computer security problems to light.23 

4) En?ctment of Il stat~te defining the clnsses of public agencies 
which may have direct terminal access. to the system The 
statute should also cite those classes of agencies Rnd indi~idu­
als that would be excluded from direct terminal access to lhe 
system. It is strongly recommended that there be criminal 
penal~ies 24 for ~i.suse of information. For user agencies, 
r?lsusmg their prlVllege of access. partial or complete exclu­
sion should be prOVided. 

5) ~nact~ent of an agency review process which includes pub­
hc audit. It should include the mandatory correction of errors 
and .allow for t~e purging of records. either ns a result of 
offic.'a! court action, or as a result of a conclusion reached that 
retllllllllg the data would hinder or prevent desired rehabili­
tation. 

Project SEARCH presently prOVides that records will be 
purged when. the agency of record indicates either (1) that 
tilt:! offender IS not under correctional supervision and that 
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no additions have been made to the offender's criminal histo­
ry for a period of time beyond which the likelihood of recIdi­
vism is remote, or (2) that a purging of every entry on the 
history has been ordered by a competent court or executive 
allthority.2~ 

These requirements are supplemented by provisions in 
the Code of Ethics, Article II, Section 2, which endorses 
purging, particularly in cases of first offender.26 

6) Enactment of a statute providing for guaranteed rights of 
access, notice and challenge.21 Provisions should include 
specified legal procedures to be followed when a point of 
dispute cannot be resolved through administrative proce­
dures.28 

Various other vehicles have been suggesttJd including 
"Ombudsman," 29 "Privacy Administrator," 30 "National In­
formation Utility for Individuals," 31 and a "State Data Avail­
ability Office." 32 

In a statement prepared for presentation before the Sen­
ate Subcommittee cn Constitutional Rights, Professor 
Charles Lister said, "Every federal agency that proposes to 
commence or significantly to extend its data collection activi­
ties, or to consolidate its data facilities, should be compelled 
to obtain prior approval of the new regulatory agency. A 
variety of standards and guidelines will be required but, in 
general, I would have the regulatory agency adhere for this 
purpose to the following principle: absent, (if there is not) 
clear and convincing evidence of public benefit, the collec­
tion, consolidation or dissemination of personal information 
should be impermissible without the prior, informed and 
written consent of the individual involved ... The burden of 
proof should be placed upon the intended collector." 33 

Earlier this year at Johns Hopkins University, Alan Westin 
told a computer symposium that a new "writ of habeas data" 
is required to insure individual rights in the computer age. 
He equated the "writ of habeas dat.\\" to the "writ of habeas 
corpus" (the commar,d of the Courts to the Crown to pro­
duce the body of a person being held, and to justify his im· 
prisonment). "The 'writ of habeas data' would mean com­
manding government and powerful private organizations to 
produce the data they have collected and are using to make 
judgments about an individual, and to justify their using 
it:' 34 

On October 8,1970, the Senate passed the Judiciary Com­
mittee's bill (HR 17825) to extend and modify the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. A significant 
amendment was made to Sec. 519(b) "Not later than Febru­
ary 1, 1971, the Administration (LEAA) shall submit to the 
President and to the Congress recommendations for legisla­
tion to promote thp. integrity and accuracy of criminal justice 
data collection, processing and dissemination systems funded 
in whole or in part by the Federal Government, and to pro­
tect the constitutional rights of all persons covered or affect­
ed by such systems." 35 

7) Enactment of provisions for civil recovery of injury due to 
misl1$e of information. This might well be included in a vic­
tim of crime compensation law which would include all vic­
tims of injury from a criminal act. 

The SEARCH Security.Privacy Committee recommended 
the creation by statute of supplementary civil rights of ac­
tion. under which individuals could recover actual damages 
suffered as a consequence of negligent or willful misconduct 
by the data system or its employees.3s 

8) Appropriation of funds to establish and operate the agency 
system, to pr~vide for review procedures and to provide for 
an appropriate program of victim compensation. 
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The State ulgislatures of Texas and Florida recently appro­
priated sizeable funds for information system programs. 

It is very clear that those states with the most advanced 
information systems are those states which have made signifi­
cant financial cllmmitments. In the State of Minnesota were 
it not for the total commitment on the part of the Governor, 
Attorney General and State Legislature in 1967, theit' system 

could not be so far advanced. 
It is therefore critical that the State legislative and execu­

tive leadership be involved in the total program plailning. 
Churchman reminds us that "planners are notoriously very 
poor politicians." This discussion of politics. in systems plan· 
ning is worthy of consideration. "It would be nice for plan. 
ners if there were something called 'applied polHical science' 
which would tell them how to act in order to overcome politi· 
cal opposition." 31 

The legislative program of eight areas should receive con· 
sideration by state and federal legislative bodies. Whether 
they are enacted as separate pieces of legislation or incor· 
porated in the blanket approach like that being con.~idered 
by Senator Ervin of North Carolina 38 is not imJ;'lorttlnt. It is 
important that positive ACTION be provided soon or we will 
be forced to R.EACT to a most serious national crisis. 

CONCLUSION 
We could take the position of total opposition to 

the creation of information systems-we could as­
sume that existing administrative and legal safe­
gu~rds are adequate, or we could assume that neither 
total opposition nor existing safeguards represent ac­
ceptable alternatives, "What is called for is a new 
legal approach to the processing of personal informa­
tion by authorities in a free society and a new set of 
legal, administrative and system protection/> to ac­
complish this objective. The fact .is that American 
society wants both better information anal}lsis and 
privacy."39 

Henry Steel Comrnager said, "Animated by impa­
tience, anger and fear, we are giving up essential 
liberties, not for safety, but for the appearance of 
safety, We are corroding due process and the rule of 
law not for Order, but for the semblance of order. 
We will find that when we have given up liberty, we 
will not have safety, and that when w.e have given up 
justice, we will not have order," 

I sincerely believe that we can and will provide a 
sensible balance between the need to maintain law 
and order and the need to preserve individual rights, 
Creative legislation will greatly assist us to this end. 
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PROJECT SEARCH-CRIMINAL HISTORY 
EXCHANGE SYSTEM RESU"LTS 

by CAPTAIN C. J.IIEDDOME 
Arizona Department of ,Public Safety 

I'm really proud to be a participant at this Symposi~ 
urn. This gathering together today is tribute to the 
fantastic relationships that have developed in the 
past year and a half between 0the personalities in­
volved directly and remotely in Project SEARCH 
and related enterprises. Lasting fre~dships have 
been launched and older . friendships have been 
strengthened. We luwe used each other as sounding 
boards to tryout ideas, some good and some not so 
practical. Project SEARCH meetings brought 
together groups of some of the fiIlest talent from 
diverse disciplines and backgrounds. We had rough 
task masters who made the meetings working ses­
sions and not social affairs. I've never worked so hard 
or pitt in such hours as were necessary to accomplish 
the task setout for us in PrAlject SEARCH. 

That includes trying to get ready for this Symposi­
um. You know-just when we thought the worst of 
SE!ARCH was behind us and we could get back to the 

" prunary ~hores at home a decision was made tonold­
'i",' this Symposium. From the beginning SEARCH' has 
" been one challenge after another. . 

I told Chairman Hawkins one time that my boss 
, wondered if I had decided to make SEARCH a ca­

reer project. He is still patiently wondering." 
Meanwhile l'd like to present, quite subjectively a 

number of non-statistical aspect~ concerning Proj~ct 
SEARCH. Non-statistical in the sense that I don't 
want to talk about the number' of "hits" made, the 
hours the system was functional, etc. 

Those tOPics.W!II, I'm sure, be presented to your 
c~lllp~~te sa~sifactiori by knowledgeable speakers 

r} 

The quoted section of this rep~rt continues and 
projects re-emphasis on centralization through unifi­
cation of police communications facilities and re­
sources. 

We are all well aware that this quote presents a 
philosophy for all elements of the criminal justice " 
community and not just the police to claim as their 
own. 

There are six functional groupings of official au­
tonomous agencies that are concerned with the ad­
~ni~tration of criminal}ustic~po~ce, pros~c~tion, 
crunmal courts, probation, correctional institUtions 
and parole. Despite their autonomy, they are 
charged with supporting what is in fact a continuous 
process. Because. of their autonomy, they do not have 
regular systems by which they share and coordinate 
operational information. Yet, sharing and coordina­
tion of information are vital to intelligent action. 
When addressed to the problems created by a mobile 
criminal society it is more evident than not that the 
solid law abiding citizens of this country deserve and 
desire a un¥ied national criminal justice information 
system. ' I;J 

This, however, requires prior consideration oUhe 
proper relationship between such basically separate 
units of public administration as are the police be­
lpnging to the executive~ and the criminalco~rts; 
belonging to the judicial, when speaking in the tradi­
tional concept of separation of power. Is it possible to 
establish an organized information function which 
does not interfel'e with this concept? 

Fortunately the administrators of LEAA had the 
foresight and initiative to propose using some of the 
remnants of their discre~onary funds a year ago last 
summer to attempt the I'creation of such a system or 
Project SEARCH might not now be at the stage it is whQsliare thisl Podiwn With me. ' ' 

A:t this ~int, I'd Uke, to make a direct quote from 
a report by the President's Commission on Law En­
forcement and Administration of Justice: 

, today. Thi~ was a pretty gutsey decision that we ap-
plaud. (:~"" 0-

. ":'C,FiaJ ,'rero"rds ~d. cO~m.unications sy,~~e.ms together " 
prOVIde the mecfllullsms by Which the police should be able 
sWiftly and effiCiently, to learn abOut crimes; to'store anti 
~e~~v,e, per~nent illformation, and to deploy personnel ef· 

!e., ctixe. I.Y.' ,'; TIl. " e~tJl. bliS~ .. rile •. ~ .. t.,.,. ,of an. are.a~. ·,d. e·records cente.r 
.IS fpndament .~o st1ccess~~~ ~Jice oP,erat,i,ons, particularly ill 
metropolitan ,areas comprislil'g several jurisdictions each 
with: its',oWii >6too'. Theultegration at im:'areawide 'r~rds 
~~te,ro£:basJc, ipfQrn)ation;colleotedby many lawlenforce· 
1te.l}-t~~~19,c,i~,S. w,,~lden~~ej~qRi'i~g;po'it!eld~P,!Ul~ent$ io, 

. P . ~-k ol],r ~~e ~~~qe. rflt. ~~}.b\ID:~Y.~f~· Thi$ ~pw.d,eIUni" 
na(~'duplicabon ofeffarr~and])hysical facilities, i~uce the 
possibility of error, and reduce,significantly thefUne'neooeCi 
tol ~_flduc~ aQ; inquiry, OF sellrch"w; ,~,,'I ';', ' ' ' ., .' 

The problem solving neCessary to make this a roar­
ing success is not dcn~, by a long shot. However , this 
paper is to deal with r€sults of thil prototype system. 

I take nothing away from their.l'hluable utility of the 
present system in the area (),f'''hits''-These go on 
even to this late date. Our,/Crimirtal Identification 
Officer says he is utilizing die system daily to service 
Arizona jti;stice'l~gencies w,ith considerable effect. 

What I have reference td,jin the way of great results 
are the alm(}st insp~ount~ble number of problems 
resolved by the,vari(}us age~cies and individuals that 
were brought together 0~'1ocalized if you will for 
th ' f' I , eputpase 10 ., creating a 'system lilCe this. 
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We created, for the first time in the history of our 
country, a place, a climate and a system whereby 
large groups of inter-related disGiplines from several 
states and federal agencies worked without discord­
certainly not harmony at all times-but no serious, 
irreconcilable arguments on the legal aspects, 
philosophies and myriad systems and components 
necessary in this project. 

I have talked publicly and privately on this matter 
at some length before. It has been a tremendous 
experience to attend the Project Group meetings, to 
take part in the discussions and negotiations which 
have taken place trying to resolve the innumerable 
differences that exist. 

As difficult as this problem is it has been made 
even more difficult by the time constraints that were 
established. By July lst of this year, each of the six 
original States plus Florida was expected to have 10, 
000 records converted, systems designed and pro­
grammed, and to have the telecommunications capa­
bility to automatically exchange records among the 
computers in the several States. A very formidable 
objective. 

When we started talking about storage, retrieval 
and dissemination of criminal history information it 
meant we needed;{o give considerable thought to 
the systems involvedir this matter. They couldn't be 
left to develop in and \of themselves like some of our 
early roadways that followed the paths laid out by 
hungry cows. Following the lines of least resistence 
were temptations that we were careful to avoid. 

An example of this is the serious work undertaken 
by the SEARCH Project Group in the establishment 
of a Code of Ethics and rules and goals in the area of 
Security and Privacy. Another example was the put­
ting together of a national communicalions network 
in the time allotted and have it functioning as well as 
it did even with the assistance of numt,~rous skillful 
technicians in the employ of vendors and agency 
shops. 

Lots of people said it couldn't be done-at least not 
in the year that was given to use to kick off the start 
of on-line operations. 

We use the term History in our project name. His­
tory is the recording of incidents with details about 
the persons and places and times involved\in the 
incidents. The Social Scientist can take large quanti­
ties of these data and make analyses that will in all 
likelihood lead us in the "direction of some elusive 
truth~why persons act the way they do towal'dsthe 
rights of others- what are the proper corrective 
measures needed to heal this sickness that is consum­
ing our land. 

We also need to gather data to preserve ourselves 
from organized crime. I'm not one of t,hose who be­
lieves all organized criminals are bound by secret 
loyalty oaths to national or international gangs. But 
nevertheless we all recognize that there are thou-
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sands of criminal conspiracies going on all over the 
place at any given time. The very term "organized", 
implies they are as well off as we are in our systems. 
Perhaps even better off financially. 

It may be a tossup as to which concern the Ameri­
can public addresses itself the most-the Viet Nam 
War or the crime problem in this country-Remem­
ber the 1968 Presidential Election-or the more re­
cent election of a few days ago? We know some of the 
candidates won't forget-nor those of us that had 
candidates fail to make the grade after we cast our 
valuable ballots for them. 

The crime rate in this country is rising five times 
faster than our rate of population. A Harris Survey 
taken late last year indicated that 81 percent of the 
Americans surveyed feel that our system of law and 
order has broken down. According to reports pub­
lished by the FBI, crime in the United States is cost­
ing the American taxpayers over sixty billion dollars 
a year. 

We could really have a lot offun with that much 
money-or ease a lot of pain and suffering. 

All this depressing news has not gone unnoticed­
many boards, commissions and agencies have come 
to the conclusiOn that the criminal justice communi­
ty,had better develop some more sophisticated oper­
ational methods and take full advantage of the latest 
technological dev.';~lopments and forget the cost. 
Maybe the time has come to take Admiral David 
Farragut's approach to serious problem solving-you 
history buffs remember his classic statement, "Damn 
the torpedos-full speed ahead." It all boils down to 
our paying sixty-plus billion per year verSUS paying 
some several millions of dollars to develop proper 
police, court and correctional systems. The results of 
this work should be the isolation from society of the 
uncorrectible and the rehabilitation of those who can 
and should contribute as first rate citizens. 

The communications media and the public peri­
odically get extremely critical of the court system 
because of unpopular bail decisions or other court 
adjudications. Perhaps the courts have been remiss 
on occasion but if current, unbiased criminal history 
information was instantly available to the judges they 
would be in a better position to make their judg~ 
ments. 

Centralization of criminal history records is techni­
cally feasible now that data can be managed effi­
ciently at some central point where security and con­
fidentiality can be closely monitored and controlled. 

We already talked about the various units in the 
system with operative tasks. There is or should be 
considerable data traffic between these units. It 
seems desirable to centralize records to try and sup­
port the underlying unity of those associated func­
tions when so many elements of the records that they 
all need are common. 

All this commentary leads us to the computer. It 
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~ill have great power if properly programmed and 
tied to all the agencies involved in the justice proc­
ess. W~ haye demonstrated this past summer what an 
enthUSIaStic, hardworking group can do toward th d h . ese 
e~ s w el! gIVen a green light and some funds to 
plOneer WIth. 

I s.tarted this brief talk with an excerpt from the 
~resldent's Commission Report regarding consolida­
tion of records and communications in metropolitan 
~reas .. We worked in concert to go one step further 
m Project SEARCH by creating the vehicle for states 
to exchange data necessary for the criminal justice 
processes. 

Those who said we couldn't bring off the recently 
concluded SEARCH demonstration may now feel 

(\ 
,/ 

Iii-

that we ca.n ?o the impossible. They may feel like the 
next step IS Just to go forward and complete the file 
conve~sions that are already started, hook-up other 
age~CleS, etc., over the next twelve months once 
agam. I, born an optimist, say, "Hold on there pard­
ner". 

I'd like to make a "Dave Farragut saying" but my 
past experiences tell me to go slow be methodical 
cle.an up old files, purge bad data ~d systematicall; 
budd up our communications systems so that we stay 
orderl~ at every step of the way. 
. Ladles and gentlemen the time to start these tasks 
IS now-we do need these systems. Shall we get on 
about the task? 
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-Project SEARCH Central Index-Philosophical, 
Technical and Operational Aspects 

by Captain John R. Plants 
Michigan State Police 

.·Any discussion concerning the philosophical, tech­
nical or operational aspects of a central index must be 
prefaced with some comment as to why this type of 
operation was chosen. The Project Group had at least 
three alternatives to seriously consider when defin­
ing the operational aspects of Project SEARCH. 
These alternatives were: (1) A central agency, proba­
.bly at the federal level which could hold complete 
records or histories on individuals which would be 
updated ,by any state participating in the system. 
This national data base would greatly reduce the 
need for individual states to maintain records of their 
own. (2) The states could individually maintain theit 
own complete record systems and inquiries could be 
bounced. around from state to state to determine 
where an individual's total criminal history was kept. 
The limitations to this system are very obvious. (3) . 
The states could individually maintain their own re­
cords while a central index to those records was es­
tablished to provide" a response to a single inquiry 
which listed the location of the criminal history any-
where in the country. .0 

Alternatives (1) and (3) were the two given most 
serious consideration by the Project Group. The lat­
ter was finally chosen because it clearly presented 
fewer technical problems associated with huge data 
bases and multiple inquiry generation, Qut most im­
portantly because of the inherent privacy and secu­
rity dangers present in a large national data base. 
The Project Group also felt that t~e states would be 
better able to control Jheir own records with this 
type of arrangement since they could determine 
what went out of their state and in what fonn. . 

Once the decision was made to create a central 
index with pointers back to individual records in 
state files, other less serious questions had to be an­
swered. These evolw~dprincipaUy around what was 
to be in the index, how much information was to be 
given to inquiring terminals, what format W.llsto be 
used in responses and who was to have access to the 

"information. Clearly, one of the most important deci~ 
siQJls was the physical lQcation and control of the 
index. 

Because of its vast experience operating the Na­
tional Crime Information Center, the Federal Bu­
reau of' Investigation was asked early 'in the project 
to assume the responsibility for the central index. 
The Bureau, however, because of their extremely 
heavy workload, could not-participate in the demon-

s~ration or let the SEARCH project use their facilities 
for the central index. The Michigan Law Enforce­
ment Information Network, operated by the Michi­
gan State Police, was selected by the Project Group 
to house and operate the central index during the 
demonstration period. 

There are several possibilities to consider in decid­
ing where the permanent central index would go for 
an operating system. The follOWing organizations 
have been considered as a permanent home for the 
index: (1) the Federal Bureau ofInvestigation, (2) the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, (3) 
another federal agency such as the Census Bureau, 
(4) a specific state operating under a consortium of 
states. A recommendation has been made to the 
United States Attorney General, and a decision is 
expected from him, and indeed may already have 
been made, as to the location of the central index. 
Regardless of where the index is housed, the Project 
Group thinks it imperative that the states retain sig­
nificant control of central index policy and operation 
b'e'Cause of the inherent dangers to what is essentially 
state information, and they have communicated this 

"concern to the Attorney General. 
Once, the decision was made that the full records 

would he kept in state files, it logibally followed that 
the central index would contain only identifiers, a 
brief synopsis of the record and pointers indicating 
where the complete file could be located. This synop­
sis and other common data elements required a 
standardization of items such as charge codes, dispo­
sition codes and correction codes. Since the National 
Crime Information Center advisory group had al­
ready drafted a manual of standardized codes, the 
Project Group accepted that document for use in 
Project SEARCH., 

The Project Group also decided that access to the 
central index would be through state computers only 
so that each state would have precise control over 
their users in the system. Each state, by its own soft­
ware, limited the participation within its state and 
formated whatever information it wished to release 
from its'records. 

Two 2400 baud ,high speed lines cOlmected Florida 
and Maryland to the central index while 150 baud 
lines connected New York, Minnesota, Arizona and 
California. The computers involved were IBM, UNl­
VAC, RCA, EMR and Burroughs. The system used 
essentially the software developed for the Michigan 
Law Enforcement Information Network. 

The software provided a sound alike name search 
that was sophisticated, .reliable and selective. The 
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communicatons code used in the project was the 
1961 version of USASCII with minor variations. The 
line discipline required some hardware changes in 
one or two state computers and some major software 
changes in others. A hybrid bid-contention system 
was used on low speed lines which required the ini­
tiating computer to' send a bid to the switch and the 
switch then polled the inquiring computer. This 
procedure allowed the switch to be in complete con­
trol of the network at all times while providing most 
of the advantages of both a polled and a contention 
system. In the absence of traffic on the line, the 
switch did poll the computers every five minutes to 
insure that the lines were still up and functioning. 

The following information is the· minimum neces­
sary for entry of a record into the central index: 
name 'sex, race, date of birth, height, State Identifi­
catio~ Number, :FBI number and the synopsis of ar­
rests and convictions under major categories. Op­
tional elements which could be included are: social 
security number, operators license number, miscel­
laneous identification numbers, NCIC fingerprint 
classification, skin tone, hair color, place of birth, 
weight, and visible scars, marks, tattoos, amputations 
or deformities. By July 1, there were 76,000 batch 
loaded records in the index. 

An inquiry into the central index requires one of 
the following minimum formats: (A) FBI number, or 
(B) Operators license number, or (C) Social security 
number, or (D) Name plus sex plus date of birth, or 
(E) Miscellaneous number which normally is the 
state identification number. If more than the mini­
mum required data is provided in the inquiry, the 
index search is made ,on all of the data provided. 

Inquiry messages to the central index allow a fif­
teen character header which is returned to the state 
computer for routing back to the initiating terminal. 
NCIC addresses and field codes were used wherever 
possible because most of the users in the field were 
familiar with them. 

Operationally there are two types of messages 
which the switch receives from the initiating com­
puters. The first is a query into the central index and 
this message is preceded by the initials ·'QH." This 
header rolls in the program for searching the central 
index based on the elements contained in the inqui­
ry. There are three possible responses to a "QH" 
inquiry. The first possibility would be an error mes­
sage which could take any of the following forms: (I)' 
"Text Format or Content Error." This response in­
dicated that the message field code and the data 
being entered are not compatible within the param­
eters established by the program. An example would 
be trying to enter hair color with a date of birth field 
code. (2) "Line Security Violation-No Response Al­
lowed." This error message indicates that there was 
an attempt to access a restricted file. During the 
demonstration period, certain terminals are allowed 
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access to demonstration information only and not 
live records. If one of these demonstration terminals 
attempted to access a live record, this error message 
was sent to them. (3) "Invalid Header." This response 
indicates that the message key code did not contai'h 
a valid NCIC address. (4) "Invalid Data Line Desig­
nator." This response indicates that a message field 
code was used that was not acceptable to the pro­
gram. An example would be using the designator BD 
instead of DOB to indicate date of birth. (5) "Insuffi­
cient data to QH." This response indicates that an 
inquiry message has been received which does not 
include some of the essential data elements for ac­
ceptance by the switch. 

The second possibility would be a negative re­
sponse or "no record", followed by the search de­
scriptors which were submitted in the inquiry. 

The third possible response to a "QH" would be a 
"hit" or positive response which contains first the 
name or other criteria which was submitted. It then 
gives back the central index record including all 
identifiers that have been entered by the state of 
record. In addition, it gives a brief synopsis of the 
subject's record and a state identification number. 
The positive response always ends with the phrase 
"Caution-Identification Not Based on Fingerprint 
Comparison. " 

Upon receipt of a positive response, the inquiring 
terminal is able to access the record from the state of 
record by using the state identification number. This 
is done by initiating a second inquiry with the code 
"QR." The only information acceptable in a QR in­
quiry is the state identification number. The QR in­
quiry comes into the switch and is sent on to the state 
holding the record. That state's computer searches 
their file by state identification number and returns 
the record through the switch to the state of inquiry 
and on to the originating terminal. The only other 
possible response from the state of record would be 
a "no record" which indicates that either an improp­
er state identification number was used or an im­
proper state identification number was submitted to 
the central index. 

The following restrictions were placed on states of 
records in formating their responses to a QR. (I) All 
information on the response must be in interpretable 
form. This means that unique coding could not be 
used. English language was stressed wherever possi­
ble. (2) Each of the elements must be preceded by a 
standardized field code. (3) The description of the 
offense and the disposition must be taken from the 
list of standard terms provided by th~ project. (4) 
Entries not supported by fingerprints must be in­
dicated by some means. Within these parameters, 
the state of record was free to format their response 
any way they wished. 

The technical problems connected with tying the 
computer net together were impressive but not 
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unexpected. As in the case of most computer-to-com­
puter hookups, we tackled them one at a time and in 
a logical order until the lines and the two systems 
became operational. There were, however, some 
problems that we were not able tobvercome. 

The 150 baud lines, transmitting at ten characters 
per second, were not fast enough to handle the QR 
~esponses from the sta~e computers. As an example, 
If New York was accessmg a record from Arizona and 
it was a 3,000 character record, it would take 300 
seconds or five minutes for that record to come down 
the line from Arizona to the switch and another 300 
seconds from the switch to New York making a total 
of ten minutes line time for the transmission of that 
one criminal history. I thinkthe demonstration 
proved without question that high speed lines are 
necessary and the desirability of a printer at the re­
ceiving end capable of 30 characters per second or 
more. 

Another serious procedural problem was also an­
ticipated but not completely overcome. This is the 
question of positively identifying the man held by 
New York as the same man with a record in Arizona. 
We all know that this can only be done conclusively 
by fingerprints. You will hear later from Adam 
D'Alessandro concerning a four state fingerprint fac­
simile hookup which was conducted in connection 

with the identification problem. As those of you 
know who have been in the fmgerprint facsimile 
business, the existing state of the art is slow and 
procedures and equipment are being considered to 
speed it up. 

Another technical problem was Cleated because 
the project was a demonstration one and we in Mi­
chigan did not want to fully integrate the central 
index software into our operating LEIN system be­
cause we knew we would take it out after a relatively 
short period of time. Because of this, we developed 
the programs as an adjunct to the LEIN system and 
this was inefficient and sometimes time consuming. 
There is no question that in a fully operational'sys­
tem, the central index software could be refined and 
speeded up from that which was used during the 
demonstration period. 

To briefly sum up, the system did work and it 
worked well. I think it indicated conclUSively that an 
operating network is a necessity for the lawenforce­
ment community, but I think it pointed to some spe­
cific p~obl~ms which must be tackled before a fully 
operational program is implemented. We in Michi­
gan look forward to participating in this operational 
system and if we can be of any assistance to any state, 
please let us know. . 
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THE ROLE OF FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 
'.i 

in the 

PROJECT SEARCHDEMONSTRATION 

by Adem D' Ale.~ndro, Jeme. Peley, Roneld Wheeler 
New York Stete Identlflcetlon end Intelligence Sy.tem 

~I-The malt!ial in Ji,;i poptr hos been derived fnMiI the ,HOIIs 01 the stoll IMtIIbeIs 
01 the fotN slalts porticlpa6na In the Ptojtcl SEARCH ~ "-sllation and most particulady 
the lcIowing cOl!lllllIltt rtpIIMflta6VII 01 the slales lnvo/vtd, 

Glenn Dafoe ~'''h,*U''''ilt.u''''U~U''hlf+llt Michtgon 
James R. DonoVOIt., •••••••• ; ••• "U, ••••••••• u •• Maryland 
E~ T. Malboll .............................. Mlnntsala 
Roi!aId WhttItr .................................... Niw Vod! 

I would like to talk to you today about facsimile 
transmission and its relationship to Project SEARCH. 
It. might be helpful if I gave a short description of 
how facsimile transmission works and some of the 
specifications necessary for effective transmission of 
fmgerprints. 

Facsimile might be defined as a pro~ess for trans­
mitting printed matter or graphic information, e.g. 
still photographs, via wire or radio for the purpose of 
obtaining an exact reproduction at a remote location. 
Basioally then, a facsimile system consists of a trans­
mitter, communication link and a receiver or record­
er. 

Figure 1 depicts a very Simplified facsimile system. 
Its operation might be summarized as follows: 

The copy to be transmitted is attached to a drum 
on the transmitter. At the same time at the receiving 
end, a clean sheet of recording medium is attached 
to the drum on the receiver. When transmission be­
gins, the copy to be reproduced is "scanned" by the 
optical system of the transmitter. As shown on the 
diagram, the optioal sy~tem consists of a light source 
for illuminating the surface of the copy as the drum 
rotates, and a photo cell. As the copy passes under 
the photo-cell, it senses the amount of light which is 
reflected from a very small finite area passing direct­
ly beneath it. If the area is totally dark the photo-oell 
doesn't pass any significant current; if the area is 
white the photo-cell passes maximum current since 
white will reflect maximum light. For tones between 
white'and blaok the photo-cell passes current propor­
tionate to the amount of reflected light it detects. 

The electronic signal from the photo-cell is ampli­
fied, modulated and transmitted over a telephone 
grade wire to the receiver. At this pijint if is appro­
prillte to mention the fact that be£ofe transmission: 
can.begin, the receiver is electronically "locked hi1j 
or synchronized to the transmitter. Very'simpl¥ what 
this means is that the drum on both pieces of hard­
w.are start at exactly the same time and rQta~e, at the 
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same speed. The "scanner" of the transmitter and 
the recording device of the receiVer also start hori­
zontal traversing at exactly the same time and con­
tinue at the same rate. This gives a one-to-one point 
relationship between, the copy being scanned and 
the reproduction copy being generated by the' re­
ceiver. 

When the scanning signal from the transmitter ar­
rives at the receiving end, it is demodulated and fed 
directly to the recording device on the receiver. 
There are seved.l methods of recording; some meth­
ods employ direct contact stylus and others utilize a 
photographic process with a lamp-type device whose 
light intensity is varied in proportion to the signal 
being sent from the tran$ihitter. This method of re­
cording is shown in Figure 1, and labelled "Crater 
Lamp. OJ The Crater Lamp emit~ a very small diame­
ter, sharply focused beam of light which impinges on 
the recording medium (photographic paper) surface. 
Depending on the amount of signal current received 
from the transmitter, the intensity of the beam varies 
from maximum for black to some minimum for a 
signal associated with a white area on the copy being 
scanned. 

The specifications for each of the three compo­
nents of the system are determined by the applica­
tion. Probably the three most important considera­
tions of any facsimile system are its speed of 
~ansmissio~" resolution and contrast of reproduc-
hon. -

Resolution, very simply, is the ability of the system 
to discern between discrete details of the material 
being transmitted, and the l:ibility of the hardware at 
the. receiving end to reproduce this detail. Resolu- . 
tion is generally spoken of in terms of lines per inch. 
For example, a good reproduction of a fingerprinJ 
card requires a resolution of 200 lines per inch. A 
good reproduction of a typical business letter re" 
quires a resolution of only 99 lines per inch. If one 
were to examine a copy of each of the re~pective 
reproductions, he would observe in the case of the 
fmgerprint card 1\,. string of microscopic black dots, 
numbering 200 per lineal inch. For the busin~ss let­
teF he would observe a packing of99 per lineal inch. 

Oontrast relates to the degree of blackness (or gray 
scale) a 'copy might exhibit. In the case of the business 
letter everything is essentially black or white. For 
photographs or fingerprint records tone is crucial; 
henc~e' ,the ability of a transmitter and receiver to 
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sense and reproduce tonal variation is an important 
consideration, but dependent on the application. 

The communications link is dictated by the ap­
plication requirement of resolution and scan rate. 
These two parameters taken together result in the 
bandwidth of frequencies the communication link 
must accommodate. For a given resolution, increas­
ing the scan rate yields a shorter transmission time, 
at a higher signal frequency. 

For NYSIIS purposes, we have effected an eco­
nomic trade off. We require higher resolution for the 
fingerprint card at the sacrifice of transmission time. 
A standard 8" x 8" fingerprint card normally re­
quires a 15-minute transmission time. However, this \ 
allows the use of single, conditioned (4KC) telephone 
voice grade lines. Any shorter transmission time 
would force the utilization of group channels with a 
commensurate increase in cost. 

On the message-type transmissions with the much 
lower resolution requirement, transmission time can 
be reduced to 5 minutes for an 8lh" x 11" docu­
ment, still employing the voice grade telephone cir-
cuit. 

Facsimile transmission, sometimes called "Graph­
ic Communications," is by no means new. As early as 
1842 a Scottish physicist, Alexander Bain, developed 
an electrochemical recording telegraph. In the 
1920's A.T.&T. inaugurated a facsimile communica­
tion by cable which was used as a wirephoto service 
for newspapers. In the 1930's Speedfoto equipment 
was used to transmit photographs and fingerprints 
among police agencies. This technique fell into 
disuse primarily because it required that the finger­
prints be magnified at least double the original size 
in order to receive a classifiable image at the other 
end of the transmission. This proved impractical and 
caused the equipment to fall into disuse. Technical 
advances have continued to be made and have re­
sulted in the increased reliability required for ope­
rating systems. This increased reliability has resulted 
in a limited resurgence in the utilization of facsimile 
by criminal justice agencies. 

The Chicago Police Department has been trans­
mitting fingerprints via facsimile on an intra-depart­
mental basis since 1964. We in New York State have 
been doing the same thing on an intra-state basis 
since 1967. At the present time we have 105 pieces 
of equipment servicing 41 different locations-po­
lice, courts and probation-throughout the state. For 
a short period of time in 1968 we tested the selective 
transmission of fingerprints between NYSIIS and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation in Washington, D.C. 
For the past year or so the Detroit Police Depart­
ment has been sending fingerprints via facsimile to 
the FBI in Washington on a selective basis. The Los 
Angeles Police Department has initiated the use of 
facsimile within its own department just recently. 
Although the concept is not new, the utilization of 
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facsimile for fingerprint transmission is fairly limited. 
One of the reasons for the apparent reluctance of 
criminal justice'~gencies to use facsimile extensively 
is ,the relatively slow transmission rate of existing 
equipment-about fifteen minutes for fingerprints 
and about five minutes for each page of a criminal 
history. Of course, when you consider that the alter­
native method for transmitting fingerprints from 
one location to another 'is the U.S. Mail which takes 
an average of sev~ral days, 15 minutes appears to be 
a rather significatit improvement. However, in to" 
day's environment when data can be transmitted in 
seconds, facsimile transmission time is considered 
inadequate. One of the other problems with today's 
equipment is that in order to insure the high quality 
resolution required for fingerprint transmission, 
dedicated telephone lines must be used and they 
must be conditioned (specially treated). In New York 
State each remote station is conn~cted to NYSIIS by 
dedicated, conditioned lines. The cost of this ap­
proach for a nation-wide network would obviously be 
pro~ibitive and except for possibly a few states could 
not be fiscally justified. 

The Detroit-FBI linkup uses a dial-up technique 
over nondedicated unconditioned lines which is 
quite different from the usual method. The dial-up 
method r~quires that you pay for the use of the com­
municatioi~s lines only when you use them, as you 
would for al~y telephone call. It was decided, there­
fore, that fo~· a low-volume operation such as the 
Project SEARCH Demonstration the dial-up method 
would be economically preferable. 

While the dial-u!? system is less expensive to oper­
ate, it has not in the past provided the quality of 
image resolution that is usually required of finger­
print fransmissions to permit fingerprint technicians 
to classify fingerprints fol' identification. However, as 
conceived for Project SEA!1CH, fingerprints are in­
tended to be used for verific(l.tion rather· than iden­
tification. That is, the resolution needed must be suf­
ficient to permit comparison of the transmitted 
fingerprint with a file fingerprint. Although the reso­
lution had proven adequate when used for this pur­
pose between two locations, the use of the dial-up 
technique among a number of station!! had never 

, been attempted for facsimile transmission. It was felt 
that the Demonstration would present an opportuni-
ty to test more thoroughly the concept. ' 

Project SEARCH, as originally described, had two 
primary objectives: 

1. To develop and demonstrate that a computerized criminal 
offender file, containing data frqm all segments of criminal 
justice, can be standardized an~' exchanged between states 
on a timely basis; and I:; 

2. To explore the feasibility o('I,I,eveloping various statistical 
series and meaningful reseat:'I~h data directly from compllt-
erized offender files. '. 

This paper will deal only with the first of these 
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The original concep~ envisioned a name inquiry 
system bolstered by pei\onal descriptors to inc:tease 
the reliability of the siea\ch. The intent apparently 
was to utilize information'\from the files for field and 
investigative situations. Al~hough the criteria estab­
lished for creating the Proj~ct SEARCH files provid­
ed that at least one record entered into the system 
must be based Ojl fingerpri~ts. no provision was 
made in the operating system {or the use of fiuger­
prints for verification purposes in connection with 
records which would be transferi;ed from one state to 
another. ~ 

Sevel"al months after the start\pf the project, it 
became apparent to some of the patticipants that the 
system being designed lacked a vetw important: in­
gredient. The missing ingredient wa~ the use of fin­
gerprints to verify, whenever possibtr. that the in­
dividual about whom an inquiry was m~de was in fact 
the same individual concerning whom '~,he transmit-
ted record was compiled. .~ 

Historically the criminal justice commJnity has re­
lied on fingerprint comparison to verify the identity 
of persons entering the criminal justice system. The 
lack of this element in Project SEARCH raised 
doubts .in the minds of some of the project partici­
pants. It was felt that the widespread dissen\\ination 
of individuals' crim.inal records based only OIl name 
and personal descriptors could lead to criticiSI\\1 both 
from within and Without the criminal justice' com­
munity. It seemed that the addition of this (')ther 
dimension-the use of fingerprints as verificatk)U·­
could forestall this criticism. More importantly\ .it 
could provide a much more valuable capability-­
that of permitting the collection in a timely mannel:' 
of a nationwid~ criminal record concerning an in· 
dividual whiCh would be acceptable in a court oflaw. 
This is a rather significant accomplishment when one 
considers that historically it has taken ten days to two 
weeles to obtain such a record from most identifica­
ti()n bureaus. In almost every case this record is re­
ceived by appropriate local authorities far too late to 
be considered at the time of a defendant's initial 
arraignment. 

In January, 1970, therefore, a suggestion was made 
by New York State to add another dimension to the 
scope of Project SEARCH. The proposal provided for 
the transmission of fingerprints and photographs, 
when appropriate, simultaneously with the related 
summary criminal history of the individual. It 'Was 
recognized that in many cases it was not practical to 
have a set of fingerprints or a photograph of the 
person about whom an inquiry was made against the 
central index. However, identification bureaus at the 
state level would have that capability and it was for 
such situations that the proposal was introduced. 

It was proposed that the Demonstration be carried 
out in the following manner: (see Figure 2) 

1. The state making the inquiry receives a set of fingerprints 
from a local jurisdiction (by mail or by electronic transmis­
sion). 

.2. The central state agency makes a search of its files to deter­
mine if the individual has a prior criminal record. 
a. If an identification is made and an FBI number is ob· 

tained, an inquiry is made against the SEARCH Central 
Index by FBI number; 

b. If no identification is made, or if an identification is 
made and no FBI number is available, an inquiry is 
made against the SEARCH Central Index by name and 
one or more descriptors. 

3. In either case, if a match is made at the Central Index, the 
inquiring state would then request the summary criminal 
history from the state of record. 

4. The state of record would respond with the summary crimi­
nal history. It would also, when requested, transmit a copy 
ofthat individual's fingerprint record to the state of inquiry. 
In special cases the photograph of the individual could 
simultaneously be transmitted. 

5. The inquiring state would compare I:he electronically trans­
mitted fingerprints with the fingerprint record received 
from the local jUrisdiction to insure that the criminal history 
received does in fact belong to the individual about whom 
the inquit'y was made. 

Another proposal that had been previously ap­
proved in conjunction with the Project SEARCH 
Demonstration was the creation of 10 "simulated" 
records by each of the seven actively participating 
states. The proposal also provided that each of the 
states would have a listing of all 70 "simulated" re­
cords contained in the Central Index. This listing 
would be utilized for testing, for demonstrations to 
visitors, and to alleviate the boredom of continuing 
negative responses which could be reasonably an­
ticipated from the rather limited files of the 
SEARCH project. 

While the criminal histories, fingerprint cards and 
photographs of (,ctual records in the system would be 
readily available for real-life situations, such would 
not be the case for any ··simulated" records that 
might be used during the Demonstration. To make 
the facsimile phase more realistic and to obtain a 
broader-based experience on the use of facsimile, it 
was proposed that the following be done by each of 
the states: fi 

In addition to lo~tiing "simulated" records both in 
the Central Index and in each participating state's 
computer, it was essential if we were to demonstrate 
effectively the facsimile portion of the system that a 
··simulated" fingerprint record and photograph also 
be prepared. It was proposed, therefore, that each of 
the states involved prepare sets of fingerprint re­
cords and photographs for each of the ten "simulat­
ed" criminal histories which would be used in the 
demonstration. The fingerprint records would be 
prepared in the normal manner with all the data 
elements Oil the card corresponding to the data ele­
ments in the criminal history record. To avoid any 
possible misuse of these "simulated" records, the 
criminal histories, fingerprint cards and photographs 
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were to be clearly marked. For example, "Project 
SEARCH Demonstration Record-Not For Official 
l,Tse. " 

Each state would receive ten fingerprint re'cords 
from each of the other participating states. This 
would provide each of the states with a fingerprint 
file of "simulated" fingerprint and photograph re­
cords. The procedure for using these records was the 
same as delineated above for actual inquiries; one of 
the facsimile states would make an inquiry against a 
"simulated" criminal history in another facsimile 
state. The response from the state of record would 
include a summary criminal history, a fingerprint 
record and photograph. 

It was intended that this approach would provide 
each of the states with valuable experience concern­
ing the utility, the speed, and the resolution of the 
facsimile transmission. Also important would be the 
data gathered to show the practical problems which 
would be created because of the anticipated dispari­
ty in transmission times between the criminal history 
and the fingerprint record. 

Because the project was so far along and because 
no money had been provided for this new task, only 
four states-Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota and 
New York-agreed to participate. A prerequisite for 
participation was agreement by the states concerned 
to divert to the facsimile demonstration funds that 
had already been earmarked for other project tasks. 
It was estimated that the total costs for participation 
in the demonstration would not exceed $3,000 per 
state. Approval was granted by the Proj~ct Group for 
the diversion of the necessary funds. (See Figure 3) 

Arrangements were made with Litcom Company 
to provide us with the facsimile equipment and the 
Western Union Company to provide us with its 
broad-band communications lines. This was the same 
system being utilized in the Detroit-FBI test. 

We had a litany of, complaints concerning the 
equipment which was used during the demonstra­
tion. We had hoped to begin testing the equipment 
onlune 15, to provide the operators with some valua­
ble experience before the start of the demonstration. 
New York, however, was unable to make any trans­
missions untilJuly 2 because Western Union made a 
two-wire connection instead of a four-wire connec­
tion. The ,situations in the other states were worse. 
Western Union failed to provide 600 ohm impedance 
matching for the terminals in Michigan, Maryland 
and Minnesota. As a result these states received poor 
copy or no copy at all until the condition was correct­
ed. New York, meanwhile, was getting ,good ,copy 
from the other terminals. The Maryland problem 
was cleared in S'~veral weeks. The condition in the 
other two states was not cleared until the end oOuly. 

Both vendors apparently failed to train operators 
adequately in the other states, resulting in inquiries 
to New York as to how to correct operating prob-
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lems. Minnesota had a data set failure lasting about 
two weeks during the middle of the Demonstration 
and was inoperative from August 24 until the end of 
the test period on August 31. x .. 

The results of the facsimile demonstration, which 
frankly were somewhat disappointing although not 
discouraging, showed the following: 

A total of 125 transmissions were made during the 
demonstration. Of these 95 W~,re donsidered of good 
quality-seventy-six percent (~~e Figure 4). This was 
considerably below what I had expected and certain­
ly not adequate for an operating system. Much of this 
relatively low rate can be attributed to lack of opera­
tor experience and,~quipme(lt problems. These are 
factors which can be overcome by proper training of 
operators and more efficient equipment mainte­
nance by vendors. 

It is interesting to note tha,t of the fifty-five trans­
missions received at NYSIIS, tlfty were good enough 
for classification (identificatiq;n) purposes, while four 
of the remainder were ad(lquate for comparison 
(verification)-ninety-one pe,rcent. This represents 
more closely what we had anticipated when we in­
troduced the idea for the test. It demonstrates, in my 
opinion, what can be achieved if everyone involved 
devotes sufficient dedication:; to the operation. 

In New York State we had ~\ fingerprint technician 
review all of the fingerprir,~t transmissions which 
were received in order to cla,~sify properly the qual­
ity of the print. In at least one! of the other states this 
was not done, so that it was P9ssible that some of the 
"poor" prints could have bee~l utilized for compari­
son purposes and should therefore have been rated 
as "good". ' 

The test demonstrated very vividly that one re­
corder (receiver) per state is ')!lot adeqtlate for an 
inter-state operating system even for one as limited 
in scope as this one was. We encountered this dif­
ficulty early in the test and tried to overcome it by 

,rigidly scheduling transmissions fo~ each state. While 
this eased the problem it did, not sol~e it. The difficul­
ties that could ensue from a nation~'i,1 network make 
this prohlem infinitely more comple~ and is one that 
requires much attentiqn. " 

Since the system as conceived is iri;~ended to be 
used only for verification purposes it is I~.pt necessary 
to transmit an entir~ fingerprint card (s~ Figure 5). 
What we have done in New York State iI~\appropri. 
ate cases is to send only part of the card (~e Figure 
6). This is sufficient to permit verification ot~lte iden­
tity of the individual in question. This atjproach 
reduces the transmission time by about forly per­
cent, so that even without equipment upgradirl~ .the 
time required can be significantly improved. ~, 

If this concept is to work effectively, each state 
must have a central repository for aU the criminal 
fingerprints in that state. This was demonstr{~ted 
very vividly during the test when New York ma~e a 
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"live hit" on a fingerprint inquiry against the Central 
Index. When we attempted to obtain the related fin­
gerprints from th~ state of record we were unable to 
get the prints for several days because the state of 
record d~es not have a state identification bureau. 

A very Important benefit that can be derived from 
a system such as Project SEARCH is a substantial 
reduction in the FBI Identification workload. Since 
~ore than half of the criminals arrested are recidi­
VIsts (repeaters) and are identified at the state level 
there is no need for such fingerprints to be sent to th~ 
FBI for processing. Once he has been identified at 
the state level, inquiry can be made against the Cen­
tral Index to ascertain whether the individual has an 
arrest record anywhere else in the country, If the 
response from the index is positive, the individual's 
out-~f-state record can. be ~dded. to the inquiring 
state s record and a natIonwIde CrIminal record can 
be quickly compiled (see Figures 7, 8 & 9). With this 
very substantial reduction in workload, it is conceiva­
ble that the FBI could then process the remaining 
arrest fingerprints on an on-line basis and provide a 
~ational criminal history in a matter of several ho~~s 
mstead of the substantially longer turn-around time 
now required. 

The approach used for this demonstration project 
is certainly not the only one that can be used for this 
pur~ose. It is widely recognized that other types of 
eqUIpment and communications can be employed 
for the transmission of both textual and graphic data 
~ur eXI?eri.ence with aI,ld our study of facsimile tech~ 
n~ques md~ca.te to us tMt current research will sig­
m~c~ntly Impact facsimile transmission and that 
wIthm the next five years the most likely develop­
ments will occur in one or more of the follOWing 
approaches: 

1. Video-Transmission-The use of video transmission offers 
an. immediate solution to the rapid transmission of finger­
prmt and rap sheet data. The New York City Police Depart­
ment c~n?~cted a fede~al!y funded research project to test 
the fe~slblht~ of transmltt1l1g fingerprints intra-departmen­
tally via c?axlnl cable and remotely displaying such images 
on teleyislon co~so.les, The results of that project nffirmed 
the rapid trnnsmlsslon nspects, in addition to demonstrating 
that ~he q~nllty. of the images wns sufficient for classification 
and Identification purposes. Hnrd copy images were also 
obtainable at the receiving end of the system. 

This means of communications is extremely valuable for 
fingerprint record transmission where there is high volume 
over a rel~tively short distance. The wide spread employ­
men~ of thIS medium is currently impeded by costs. A lensed 
coaxml cable nominally costs approximately $80/milel 
m?nth. This can be compared with a cost of about $3.50 per 
mile .. per month on the NYSIIS system. The concept of time 
~harmg a coaxial communications link could significllntly 
mfluence the accelerated utiliZation of this communications 
mode for criminal jusUce purposes. 

2. Fibre-Optic Scarmers-In the area of improved facsimile 
hardware there Is considerable interest in Ii new technique 
for document scanning. You will recall earlier I mentioned 
that the conventional facsimile document scanner consists 
of a photo·cell detector and an illuminating source which 
completely traverses the document in the vertical and hori-

zontal directions. The new technique for scanning consists 
of three parallel rows of very small diameter fibre.optic 
glass. fibers pos.itioned side by side extending for a length of 
nom1l1ally 8% mches. This forms a transmitter scanning bar 
The middle fibre transmits light from an external sOUrce t~ 
the copy surface and the two adjacent fibers detect the 
reflected light and transmit it to a remote photo·cell, The 
transmitter scanning bar is rigidly mounted and the copy is 
made to pnss beneath it at a distance of three thousandths 
?f an inch. The C?py is essentially scanned one full (8% 
mches long) row simultaneously. 

The advantage to this new technique is high resolution 
and f~~er moving parts w.hich will yield improved quality: 
rellablhty and less expensIVe equipment. 

NYSIIS ha~ had technical discussions with the developers 
of this techlllque. They are very willing to make this tech­
nology available for criminal justice purposes. Additional 
development and modification would be required howev-
~ I 

3, Bana.wi~t" Compres~ion-Very simply, bandwidth com­
pre~slOn IS an ele~tr?lllC technique that achieves more rapid 
facsnnile t~ansnUsslOn over voice grade circuits by more 
efficient ~ttlization of th~ ~ircuit. This is accomplished by 
first scanlllng and transmltt1l1g only the intelligence portion 
of a docu~ent ~nd ignoring the white or space areas. Sec­
ond~y, the. mtelligence that is to be transmitted is converted 
t~ digital mformation that facililates other electronic tech­
mques (modulation schemes) which permit the transmission 
of data at the maximum frequency capability of tbe voice 
grade line with a minimum of distortion. 
. A typic~l business letter (8%" x 11" ) can be transmitted 
III approximately 60 seconds over an unconditioned tele­
p~one line .. One immediate application for equipment of 
tillS t~pe might be the transmission of rap sheets. 

Various tests by NYSIIS of transmitting fingerprint re­
cords using thi~ technique have not been too successful. The 
half tone requirement of the fingerprint documents man­
dat~s modification of most currently available commercial 
equipment. The problems are not insurmountable and we 
expect. this t,echnique can be employed for fingerprint 
transmission m the forseeable future. 

4. Satellite Tra"srnissiorl-As was pointed out in the discus­
sion .of video transmission, the monthly rental charge for 
coaxlRl cable or a microwave link is very expensive particu­
larly for int~r-city or inter-state communications. 'Even in­
ter-state vOice grade telephone line service is relatively ex­
pensive. 
Th~ increased utilization of "stationary" or synchronous 

satelhtes such as "Early Bird" and INTELSAT II will even­
tu~lly drnstically reduce the cost oflong distance data trans­
mission that would be required by a system such as 
SEARCH. 

Such a satellite would allow the inquirer in Albany, N.Y. 
~o co?tact Sac~Ul.nento, California by "bouncing" or relay­
mg hiS tran~mlsslon off the satellite anchored some twenty 
thousand miles above the earth. The inquirer could just as 
enslly and for the same price query INTERPOL Scotland 
Ya~d or the Hon~ ~ong Police Department. In other words, 
a. smgle transmission to the satellite relay station can be 
dlr~cted to any part of the world (with the exception of the 
regIon close to the poles). The transmissions can be voice 
facsimile, video, etc. ' 

5. Computer-Facsimile /riter/ace-Another new facsimile 
~evelopment which will be useful to SEARCH communica­
tions is an On-Line Facsimile Printer. This device will allow 
t~e computer to ~ransmit formatted rap sheet data directly 
via voice grade hnes to a printer at a remote site at a rate 
well in excess of 100 lines (of 132 characters) per minute 
This is considerably faster than teletype, and the cost is only 
~ that of a conventionnl on-line impact printer 

6. Color Facsimile TrarlSmission-{Equipment nCl\'J being 
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marketed by the Japanese). The system uses digital trans­
mission over conditioned telephone lines and would be use­
ful for the transmission of photographs. 

7. Direct Dial Message Transceivers-There is equipment on 
the market which can transmit data over ordinary tele­
phone lines by means of a coupling device attached to a 
telephone. This equipment currently is being widely used 
for the transmission of textual data. The manufacturers 
claim that they can obtain the resolution required for fin­
gerprint transmissions. This remains to be demonstrated. 
We had hoped to test this equipment during the Project 
SEARCH Demonstration but were unable to complete satis­
factory arrangements with the vendor. 

There are two important problems not presently 
being given serious consideration which must be ad­
dressed before any future interstate network of fac­
simile transmission can be expected to operate as 
effectively as it should. The first of these is the lack 
of compatibility among the facsimile equipment of 
different manufacturers. If this incompatibility con­
tinues it means that one vendor would have to supply 
the equipment for all stations on such a network. 
Thus, if the equipment were to prove unsatisfactory, 
the entire system would have to be replaced simul­
taneously. This would be catastrophic. The monopo­
listic climate which a one vendor system would gen­
erate would be undesirable. It is imperative 
therefore that criminal justice representatives im­
press upon facsimile equipment vendors the neces­
sity for providing compatibility among equipment of 
the various manufacturers. 

The second issue that should be recognized is that 
we in criminal justice are trying to improve the iden­
tification process by repairing or patching different 
parts of the process instead of starting at the front 
end of the system. This is analogous to trying to re­
pair or replace the upper floors of an existing build-
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ing which has a weak foundation. The weak founda­
tion in this case is the present method for recording 
fingerprints which historically has consisted of roll­
ing a finger on a thin layer of black ink and then 
rolling the finger on a card form to create an inked 
impression. This method has resulted in fingerprint 
records lacking uniform quality because of over-ink­
ing, under-inking, smudging and distortions. This 
lack of uniformity has hampered the effectiveness of 
the identification process because it slows the system 
and leads to errors. A fingerprint recording method 
which results in uniformly good fingerprint impres­
sions is sorely needed not only to improve the exist­
ing manual method but even more for any automat­
ed fingerprint classification system that may be 
deve.loped. It will also increase the reliability of fac­
simile transmission systems and automated image re­
trieval systems. It is strongly urged that every effort 
be made to encourage necessary research in this very 
vital area. 

While everyone agrees that existing capabilities 
fall short of meeting aU the specifications of an ope­
rating criminal justice system, the possibilities that 
are implied by the work that is being carried Oll 

make the future very promising indeed. We look 
forward to being a part of that very promising future. 

L!.o.' .." _______________________________ ~ _________________ ~~_. ___ , ______ _ 
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NYS/lS_2 (1/68) STATE OF NEW YORK - EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
(Arrest) IDENTIFICA TlON AND INTELLIGENCE SYSTEM 

ALBANY, NEW YORK 1222S 
( 

U4. Namo(s) and ID Numbor(8) or Auoclat •• 
" 

36. Description or Crime 36. Oocupatlon 37. Wt. 38. Color or Hair 

" 

39. Physical Mark. & Oddltl .. .0. Additional Inrormallon 

i, 

n 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Leave all Ihaded o.eol blan~. 
Enter dot .. as month/clay/year, e.g. 12-27-67. 

When ,oiling fingerprints, disregard the dottecl bo~ In lower right comer. 

1. NYSIIS No. _ Formerly DCI Number. ' 
6. Nlckname- Enterany Identifier, eICcept .,erllons of person's 

name, usually descrlptlve,e.g."Baldy, Shorty, Butch, Fatso. 
7. Alias and/or Malden Name - Enter any alial. An alias Is a 

completll name In which the given and/or surname Is dif_ 
ferent than Ihose enlered abo.,e. 

9. Racial Appearance _ Check the raedal category which best 
descri bes Ih .. person's appearance: White If Caucasoid 
Ne"roid If Negro, and Mongoloid If O,lental or Amerlco~ 
IndIan. Clossily as White pe,son. t"o.e of ml~ed ancestry 

10. 

13. 
16. 

25. 
26. 
28. 

30. 

62 

who are definitt.lly not Neg,old 0' Mongoloid. 
Skin Tone _ Cheek the skin tone category which best des-
cribes the individual's complexion In ,elation 10 his 
racial appea,ance. For er,ample, classlty white person. 
with olrve or swarthy comple~lon as Dark Skin Tone, and 
classify light_color"d Negroes In Ihe Negroid Catego,yos 
Light Skin Tone. 

Place of Birth _ If noIU.S.A., ente, cily and count,y. 
Agency Ident. Number •• Ente, your Identlficatlori number 

assigned to this Individual. 
Date of Crime _ If mo,e ,than one, u~e space In Item 40. 
Place of Crime _ If more 'than one, use Ipace in Item 40. 
Facsimile Cont,ol Number ... Enter when facsimile Iranl_ 

mission is used. 
~harge(s) _ Enter all cha,ge's, with mast se,lous fl,sl, 01 

set forth in the NVSIIS Charge' Code Manual s. If more space 
is necessary, enter in Item 40, 
Law _ Enter law abbreviation. For example: 

PL _ Penal Law ctp - CodeofCrlm. Proced. 
PHL _ Public Health Law VTL _ Vehicle & Traffic Low 

Section Number _ Enter Seclion Number of Low. 

31. 

32. 

34. 

35. 

39. 

40. 

Subseclion Numbe,- Ehter number faund 'after dOlh'ln 
Section Number. 

C'o .. _ Enter class of crime, A,B,C,O.E, ar U_Uncla .. _ 
Ifled. 

Offenso Category _ Enter le"er 01 follows: 
F _ Felony V _ Violation 
M _ MI sdemeanor I - 'nfror;tion 

Attempled Code _ Enter 'etter as follows: 
A _ Attempted Crime a - Actua' Crime 

Name> of Offense - Enter name 01 crime for wh'lchlnd' 
vldua' I. charged, such as Fraud, A, 'ault or Loree':;: 

Degree _ Enter deg,ee of crime, If applicable. 
Contrlbulor - Enter name of agency /fdllferenl than Arr .. l_ 

Ing Agency. 
Court of Arraignment - Enter Court name and CIIV, Town or 

Village. Enter name 01 Justice 01 Peace or Police Justice 
and ma"'ng addre .. in Item 40. 

NYC _ Enter court name Inc'udlng par' of court and 
borough. For elCample, Criminal Court, Part 1 A, Queens. 

Name(s} and ID Number(s) of Anoclat .. - Enler name(s) 
and 10 Number(s) If known, of persons arrested with or 
Involved wi,h the arrestee In the commission 01 the offeh.e 
lor which the fingerprint card Is submitted. 

O .. crlptlon 01 Crl",e _ Describe the criminal act for which 
thl. Individ,ual was arres'ed. 

Ph)l.'cal Maries & Oddities _ Enler any amputations, deform_ 
ities, vlslb'e scars, ma,ks or tatloos. 

Ad~itlanal Information _ Enter any lniscellaneous informa_ 
toon which may be helpful. 

R.fer to the original entry whe'never an item Is carried 
aye, to Item 40, e.g •• 'tem 2S, Date 01 Crime -12-27-67. 

I~ 

-- ---~---~ -----

o 

1---
I 
I 
I 
I 

LoCI Four Flnge .. 'fakcn SlmUltaneoualy 

Project SEARCH 

3. Right Middle 

,---
I 
I 
I , 

Loft Thumb, 

ration Re 
Figure 6 

Cla.slflcatlon (Leave blank) 

20. Signature of P oroon Taking Prints 

Right Thumb 

,----
I 
I 
I 

10. Lort Little 

Right Four Finger. Taken SlmultanoouUy 

- Not For Official Use 
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I 
I , 
I 
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NYSIIS-2 (1/68) STATE OF NEW YORK _ EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 
(Arrost) IDENTIFICATION AND INTELLIGENCE SYSTEM 

.~.\'.;. 

ALBANY, NEW YORK 12225 

34. NnmC\R) nnd to Nllmbcr(B) of A.,.BoclatoB 

3&. D080rlptlon of Crlmo 118. Oocupatlon 37. Wt. 38. Color ot lIalr 

39. Physical Marks & Oddldee 40. Additional Inronnadon 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Loavo all Ihadod 0"001 blank. 

Entor d~tol 01 month/day/yoa •• o.g. 12-27-67. 
Whon roiling flngorprlnts, dlsrogard tho dottod bolt In lowor right cornor. 

1. NYSII~.)!o. - Formerly DCI Number. 
6. Nickname _ Enter any identifier. eICcept versions of person's 

name, usually descriptive, e.g., Baldy, Shorty, Butch. Fatso. 
7. Alias and/or Malden Name - Enter any alias. An alias Is a 

camp lei., name in which rhe given and/or surname Is dil_ 
lerenl than those entered above. 

9. Racial Appearance _ Check the racial category which best 
describes Ih" person's appearancel' While If Caucasoid 
NeQraid II Negro, and Mongoloid if Orienlal or Amerlca~ 
IndIan. Classify as While persons Ihose 01 milted ancestry 
who are definilely nol Negroid or Mongoloid. 

10. 

13. 
16. 

25. 
26. 
28. 

30. 

64 

Skin Tone _ Check the skin tone calegory which besl des_ 
cribes Ihe individual's complexion In relation to his 
racial appearance. For eltample. clossllY white persons 
with olive or swarthy comple)(ion as Dark Skin Tone. and 
classify light-colored Negroes In the Negroid Category CIS 

Llghl Skin Tone. 
Place 01 Birth _ If not U.S.A., enter cily and country. 
Agency Ident. Number _ Enter your IderltlficatiOri number 

assigned 10 Ihis Individual. 
Date of Crime _ If more Ihan one, use space in Item 40. 
Place of Crime _ If more Ihan one, use space In Item 40. 
Facslmflo Control Number _ Enter wh,,,, lacslmi I .. trans_ 

mission Is used. 
Charge(s) _ Enter all charges wllh most serious first. 0$ 

set lorth in the NYSIIS Charge Cllde Manuals. IImore space 
is necessary, enter In Item 40. 
Law _ Enter law abbreviation. For example: 

PL _ Penal Law CCP '_ Code of Crlm. Proced. 
PHL _ Public Hllolth Law VTL _ Vehicle 8. TroHie Law 

S,clion Number _ Enler Section Number of Low. 

31. 

32. 

34. 

35. 

39. 

40. 

Subsection Number- Enter number found altllr dalh In 
Section Number. 

Clan _ Enter class of crime, A. B,C,D. E, or U_UncloSl_ 
Ified. 

Offense Category _ Enter leiter os follows: 
F _ Felony V _ Violation 
M - Misdemeanor I - Infraction 

Attempted Code _ Enter letter as follows: 
A _ Attempted Crime 0 _ Actual Crime 

Name of Offense -Enter name of crime for whlchindi 
vidual is charged, such as Froud, Ar-ault or LarcenY. 

Degree _ Enter degree of crime. If applicable. 
Contributor - Ent., name of agency If dillereli, than Arrest­

ing Agency. 
Court of Arraignment _ Enter Court name and City, Town or 

Village. Enter name of Jusllce of Peace or Police Juslice 
and mailing address in Item 40. 

NYC _ Enter c:ourt name Including part 01 court and 
borough. ,~ore)(ampte. Criminal Court, Part 1A. Q'~eens. 

Name(s) andlD Number(s} of Associates - Enter name(s) 
and 10 Number(s) If known, of persons arresled with or 
involved with the arresleeln the c:ommlssian of the oHense 
for which the fingerprint card is submitted. 

Description of Crlmo _ Describe Ihe criminal act for which 
this Indivld.ual was arrested. 

Physical Mar kl & Oddities _ Enter any amputations. deform_ 
ities, lIisible scars, marks or talloos. 

Additional Information _ Enter any miscelioneoul Infol'ma­
tlon which may be helpful. 

Refer to the original entry whenever on Ilem Is carried 
oyer to Item 40, e.g., Item 25. Dote (If Crime -12-27-67. 

i '.) 
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DEVELOPMENT OF INTRASTATE REGI()NAL 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS IN COORDINATION WITH 

'..t 

A STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM 
, \.",. \ I)) 1:-- ' , 

v\,~ ~ .'~/ 

by James N. O'Connor', A~minlstrator and length of messages refl~~i!.~d the servicing of an 
Law and Justice Planning Office ti U ~ h' , fil 11 h h 

Planning and Community Affairs Agency opera ng ouenner Istor) e, as we as t e ot er 
. Stat; of Washington . files which were to be held by W ACIC. 

Among the persons present today from the State of 
Washington are DeWitt Whitman, Director of the 
Washington Crime Information Center, and Dale 
Douglass, Project Director for Sea-King Alert. These 
men have been the principal movers in the develop­
ment of Washington's state and regional information 
systems, and "would be most pleased to discuss in 
detail any facets of our system which might be of 
interest to you. 

My presentation this afternoon is not intended to 
be a technical .one. I intend to describe some of the 
conditions and factors which led to the design of the 
intrastate regionalized criminal history information 
system which we are presently undertaking to deve­
lop. I must emphasize at the outset that.;the criminal 
history segment of our information system is still 
under development, and it is not at all clear today 
that regional files, with a central state index and 
switch, will prove to be more efficient and economi­
cal than the .single state file that a number of larger 
states are implementing. 

Washington's deCision to develop a regionalized 
information system was made prior to the availa~ility 
of substantial federal financial assistance for such sys­
tems. Irwas hypothesized by the state Central Budg­
et Agency (even before it had a very good idea of the 
information needs of prosecutors and courts) that the 
computer capacity necessary to store, I,>rocess and i , 

communicate all law enforcement information 
which would be useful on a reat-time basis would not 
be avilable in the state's Data Processing Service 
Center, but would exist in county and city systems in 
vadous locations throughout the state, some of which 
then had under-utilized CPU capacity. In addition» 
the sta.te communications network would need sub­
stantial upgrading to handle a real-time offender his­
tory file. The Law Enforcement Teletype System 
was the principal mode for communication with the 

• Washington Crime Information Center, which util­
ized the "torn tape" method of taking an inquiry 
from the teletypewriter, using a termiqlll in the re­
cords cl}vision of the Washington State Patrol (which 
has responsibility for operation of the Crime Infor­
mation.Center) to access the computer~ and carrying 
the computer response back to the teletypewriter to 
send to the inquiring agency. It was obvious ~~ this 
method would break down entirely when voltime 

""-~ "-","-p'''''--;,,,~-.• ~~ 
~ 

This leads into another very important factor: an 
offender history file was the last item on W ACIC's list 
of programming priorities. Without going into the 
rationale, which was entirely supportable so long as 
only police needs were thoroughly considered, 
WACIC's first file priority was. vehicles, second guns, 
third stolen and recovered articles, and fourth want­
ed persons. Only the last file would be capable of 
being expanded or linking into a criminal history file. 

For local police agencies and sheriffs, as well as the 
courts which were beginning to become interested 
iil computerized information, the priorities were 
quite different. Real-time access to outstanding war­
rants, and information about offenders, was a pri­
mary need. This need was reinforced by the fact that 
local police record.s were built around persons, and 
the sheer bulk of the existing paper and manila fold­
ers was an important factor which motivated the 
larger cities to act. 

The development of our regional information sys­
tems, therefore, was the result of a conscious deter­
mination by the state and principal local agencies to 
build regional files, as well as a state information 
system; but only very general notions were initially 
held as to what file content would ultimately be 
maintained at each level with respect,to offender 
history inform~tion. There was also a lurking prob­
lem, which I will return to later, which was to arise 
subsequently as a result of two different "under­
stan<!ings" of the configuration of the communica­
tions network which would be developed to access 
the system d~ta. . 

The establishment of a state law enforcement 
planning agency, and the availability of LEAA funds 
for the development ofll)W enforcement information 
systems, caused a new Ml.ok at the overall plan to be 
taken in the spring of 1~69. It was decided then to 
re-affirm the original decision as to ~he system con­
cept. In effect, a miniSEARCH sy~item would be 
created in the state for the mainten~:nce of criminal 
history files. The Washington Crid~e Information 
Center would hold an index; at least :~wo geographic 
regions (perhaps as many as six ul~illnately) would 
hold offender files, as would the st~~te correctional 
agency, the Division of Institutions:; Terminals ac­
cessing these files would have capabi:!ity"to make au­
thorized inquiries of any of.,the files in the system. 
rhis concept would not only significaitltly reduce the 
~ . 

69 



/,,\ 

storage capacity necessary at the state center, but if 
a large proportion of the "hits" by system users 
should prove to be against the data base held for the 
users' own region, the communications load and ex­
pense would be much less than if all inquiries and all 
responses on hits had to go to, and be returned from, 
the state CPU. 

Another important consideration in designing the 
system is the extent to which the data base in the 
offender history file is composed of elements which 
are common to the management information system 
utilized by the local agency to improve its operation­
al efficiency. On the other side of the coin is com­
monality with the data elements that are reported to 
a state records bureau. In Washington, the former 
consideration far outweighed the latter. Local inter­
est in using information about offenders and their 
status, for the purpose of improving efficiency of op­
eration, is very high; on the other hand, no state 
records bureau was or is operational. 

Once the system design has been settled upon, the 
precise cop-tent of the state index is one of the most 
critical considerations for developing the intrastate 
SEARCH. Our present anticipation, barring a radical 
change, is to use the SEARCH index format of iden­
tifiers and offense "box score" of arrests and convic­
tions for our state index. 

Another question which was of concern to the 
SEARCH Project Group, and which must also be ad­
dressed in developing an intra-state system which 
utilizes regional files and an index, is the determina­
tion as to what files ought to be indexed. That is, 
should the misdeameanant, the traffic offender, or 
other minor offenders be listed so as to cause trans­
mission of their records in response to a subsequent 
irlquiry from outside that region. (I assume that the 
"record will be automatically available within the re­
gion because all or almost all record keeping will be 
done on the region's computer. However, program­
ming could be accomplished to restrict availability of 
the record even within the region.) 

To return to the subject of communications, the 
configuration of the network must not be overlooked 
while considering matters relating to file content and 
format. Thp. Tp.g1onal concept, quite naturally, was 
assumed by the personnel developing the regional 
files, to can for lines from terminals in the field and 
operating agencies directly to the CPU holding the 
regional data base. A switch at the regional CPU 
would automatically h'ansfer inquiries and re­
sponses, when appropriate, to and from the state 
center, other regions within the stat~l, NCIC and 
SEARCH. Development at the WasMngton Crime 
Information Center, however, assumed direct lines 
to its central processing unit from all fieldagencitis~<" 
Resolution of this difference obviously has a signifi~~: 
cant bearing on the capaeity and design, as well as 
software and programmit.lg, for both the state and 
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regional switches. 
In developing a system such as ours, as well as 

SEARCH, there is value in re-examining assumptions 
which one might make almost automatically with 
respect to which agency might most appropriately 
maintain the index for the state. Although the Wash­
ington Crime Information Center came first to mind 
w};len the concept for the system was discussed, there 
is no intrinsic reason why the index function could 
not be performed within one of the regional centers, 
or even by contract with a private vendor. At the 
moment, we are hopeful that the State Crime Infor­
mation Center will ~aintain the index, but workload 
factors may preclude it. 

I have avoided going into a detailed description of 
either of the two region,!l files within the state, since 
they are largely pirated from systems which will be 
described later in the program of the Symposium. To 
conclude, no technological roadblocks to a successful 
intra-state regional system have yet appeared. The 
cost/effectiveness of such a system cannot be deter­
mined until patterns of use develop. 

The development of such a system is far more dif­
ficult than having a single state agency undertake ' 
the design and implementation of an information 
and records bureau; however, there is a widely held 
belief that a state agency may not be as responsive to 
local agency need~; in system design and operation. 
The key to making our approach work is a very high 
degree of cooperation among the agencies involved, 
and an active, continuous effort at coordination. We 
have been fortunate in having seen outstanding 
cooperation among the developers of the informa­
tion ~enters, state and local, and among the users. We 
are also presently obtaining the benefit of active 
coordination, which for a period had lapsed because 
of the pressures upon the time of the persons in­
volved. That lapse was long enough to show what a 
disaster in terms of lost efficiency, could have oc­
curred, but was not of such duration as to seriously 
set back the development of the system. 

For any state which may choose to undertake 
development of a similar system, be sure to include 
in your budgeting for staff the time necessary to 
maintain continuous and effective liaison among 
agencies. That activity is far too important to be 
treated a~, ~n afterthought or the twelfth item in the 
projecfdirector's job description. ' 

If we in Washington can assist you in any way by 
sharing our experiences, please call on us. 
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SURVEY OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS 

by Harry Bratt 
Lew Enforcement Assistance Administration 

United States Departmen,~ of Justice 

During the first half of 1970, LEAA conducted a 
field survey of criminal justice information systems. 
The development of information systems is probably 
the most dynam;ic area in law "enforcement and 
criminal justice. Almost alL. states are engaged in 
plan9ing, implementing or operating a criminal jus­
tice info~!ltion system. City and regional systems 
are springing up throughout .the country. All compo­
nents.of the <1;riminaljustice community-police, cor­
rections,. courts, parole, probation,' and prosecution 
-have become increasingly. iQ.volved. 

II''; 
1970 block grants and the discretionary fund grants. 
According to the FY1970 state plans, $16.0 million of 
the $182.0 million, or 9% of the block grant funds 
were devoted to this ,~;fea; In addition, more than 
$2.5 million of the $32.0 million of the discretionary 
grants were for statistics and information systems. 
Most projected funding requests in the 1970 state 
plllOS show sizable increases. One of the reasons for 
this is that many systems now in the design stage will 
require substantial funds for implementation. 

NATIONAL SURVEY 
The survey of state criminal justice information 

systems was undertaken by the National Criminal 
Justice Information and'Statistics Service during the 

BACKGROUND first half of 1970. Computerized law enforcement 
All of this development has occurred during the information systems in most of the nation's largest 

past decade. The Alr Force SAGE sYlltem. and the cities were also reviewed. The survey covered com-
American Airlines SABRE system, in the civilian sec- puterized law enforcement and criminal justice sys-
tor, ushered in the era of large, real-time computer tems, central criminal records, correctional and 
systems in the late 1950's and early 1960's. The early court records and information systems, police com-
computerized law .enforcement systems also attract- munication systems, and criminal justice statistics. 
ed considerableatten~ion in various computer and Ther~ were several major goals in condUcting this 
law enforcement journals and at professional meet- survey.r-One of the prime objectives was to establish 

., ings. These systems include the Alameda County . a base from which to measm'e future progress in in-
PIN system, which became operational in 1963, the formation and statistical systems. Another was to col-
California Highway Patrol AUTO-STATIS system in lect data to aid it) determining the level of funding 
1965, and the New York NYSIIS system. The FBI's" and technical assistance required to establish nation-
National Crime Information Center (NCIC) system wide systems for criminaljustice information and sta-
had a tremendous impact, The Law Enforcement tistics. A third objective was to gather data and estab-
Assistance Act of 1965 and the Highway Safety Act lfsh contacts which will assist in organizing a 
of 1966 provided federal funds for the development clear1nghouse for infotmation on law ~nforcement 
of infoJ;'malion systems .. 0 :~, and criminal justice systems. During the course of 

(. the survey, it became apparent that there would be 
SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1968 li,~, several other benefits. These included the identifica-

In 1968, only about 10 states had computerized tion of potential research and development require-
information sylltefus under developmeilt. Most of ments, the opportunity to exchange information and 
these systems were in the design or early ~lllplem~,.n- ideas on LEAA programs with state and local crimi-
tation stage. Among the most advanced W,ere those nal j~lstibe personnel, and the knowledge gained by 
of California, Michigan, Ohio and New Yoi\k, At the l...EAA staff conducting the survey. 
present time, virtually every state anc:lsounHess cit;- Field yjsits were made to all states except Alaska. 
ies and counties are planning, implement~g ana Arizona and Hawaii which were surveyed by state 
operating law enforcement systems. There h~s been per:sonnel. The time spent in each state ranged from 
a tremendous/surge in the development of th~se sys- . one to four days. Dozens of individuals and organiza-
terns during the past few years. This may be atl~ribut- (tions were contacted. For example. in California 
ed to a large extent to funds made available Under more than twenty-five state law enforcement and 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets A:ct of , criminal justice agencies wer-e visited. A wealth~of 
1968. Project SEARCH has been a catalyst in\~~his :: information was obtained from th~1\urvey. We will 
development., ":";) 1\ /' shortly issue a publication contaimng general com-

The states and units of local govermnent ha;ve I! mentslmd capsule descriptions of each state system. 
placed high priorities on statistics and informati~n :: Much of the information gathered has provided ex­
systems. This is ~st illustrated by ex~ning t~r 11,1 ;;cellent background data for technic~ assistance to 
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the states and units of local government. In view of 
the dynamic nature of this area, tentativ~ pl~ns h~ve 
been made to update the data on a penodlc baSIS. 

CENTRAL BUREAUS 
A key factor in any statewide information sys~e~ 

is the state's central record-keeping sys~em for cn~­
nal offenders. Central bureaus main tam thre~ b~SlC 
files: fingerprint, name index to prints an~ cn~mal 
histories. The differences between st.ates m thIS re­
gard is extreme, ranging from non-eXIstence of a bu-
reau to a very complex record system. . 

Forty-eight states and the District of Colm:nbla 
have a state bureau serving as a central. depOSItory 
for criminal fingerprints and offender hlstor~ data. 
The two states lacking central bureaus, W~s~ngton 
and Nevada, have built systems around cnmmal re­
cords of major localities. A few of the state b~r~aus 
are not authorized by statute, several. have hmlted 
operations, e:g., servin~ only state pollce, and afew 
are just starting operations. . . 

The oldest bureau is the Call~or~la Bu~eau of 
Criminal Identification and Investigahon WhlC~ was 
established in 1918. The most recently esta~lis?e.d 
are those in Arizona (1968); Colorado (19~7), Ylrgmla 
(1966), and Wisconsin (lUS9). The~ orgaruzationallo­
cation of these state bureaus has otten changed. Sev­
eral were initially established under a Department ~f 
Corrections. At the present time, almost all are eI­
ther under a state Department o~Ju.stice or the state 
police, with the latter in the maJonty. . 

There are ID,Qre tha.1. 2,OQO persons empl?yed ~n 
state central bureaus. The numbers of employees m 
the various state bureaus cannot be validly compare? 
because of the differences in functions o~ the org~m­
zations, the nature of the crime problem m a particu­
lar state and other factors. However, some of t?e 
bureaus ~re definitely underma~ned with substantial 
baCKlogs in classifying fingerpnnts and ~ather cha­
otic file conditions. The largest b~reau~ m t~rms of 
number of employees are those m Califorma, New 
York and New Jersey. 

The various state bureaus have nearly 50,000,000 
fingerprint charts, approximately 29,000,000 ?f 
which are criminal print!). The largest num~er ar~ m 
the California bureau which has 8,000,000 mcludmg 
5 500 000 criminal prints. New York has 6,700,000 
~cluding 3,500,000 criminal prints. The aggregate 
annual growth is approximately 4,000,000. In most 
states, the rate of growth is lJ.:..10% annually. 

One of the critical factors affecting the compl~te­
ness of fingerprint operations is whether. th~re IS a 
statutory requirement for arrest fingerprmting and 
transmission of arrest prints to the st~te. bureau. 
Thirty-five states have such a statute. ThIS IS .furt~er 
complicated by the actual content of th~ le~lslation. 
For example, in some instances the l~glslation calls 
for mandatory reporting only by certam law enforce-
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ment agencies, i.e., county sheriffs and not local po­
lice departments. Only 11 states report that ar~e~t 
print reporting is substantially complete and this IS 
probably ar.< optimistic evaluation. 

The name index to prints is anot~er key ~le. ~he 
records contain name, aliases, prmt classlfi~ahon, 
date of birth, physical characteristics, and a vanety of 
other information. 

Some states will include index cards on offenders 
even if they have no prints, as long as s?~e other' 
information or evidence is submitted. Crnrunal and 
non-criminal (e.g., applicants) index cards are often 
lumped in the same file. Purging of files is a problem 
in most central bureaus. 

The state bureaus have about 75,000,000 name 
index cards, about one-half of which are criminal. 
These are very active files as there are. numerous 
requests to check name-card files to see If a person 
has a record or has prints on file. Consequently, sev­
eral states are putting name index cards on-line for 
inquiry purposes. . 

Criminal history files show the greatest vanance 
among the states. Some of the state files are rather 
complete with FBI and state RAP sheet~, repeater 
prints, mug shots, correctional info~mat~o.n, proba­
tion and parole reports, court dlsposlti~n~, etc. 
Criminal history files in other states are hmlted to 
FBI RAP sheets. One of the most important .aspects 
of criminal history filt:iS is whether they con tam court 
dispositions. Twenty-two of the states had statut?ry 
or administrative regulations requiring the reportmg 
of dispositions. Howfwer, only six of these stated that 
reporting is substantially (more than 90%) complete. 

The various state bureaus have more than 18,O~0, 
000 criminal history jackets. The annu~ rat~ of m­
crease is about 7%. New York and Cabforrua, each 
have approximately 4,OOO,OOP criminal .histor~es. 
'Prior to Project SEARCH, only a.fe"]' sta~es .mclu~mg 
New York (NYSIIS) were developit!.g cnmma~ h~sto­
ries as a computer application. At the present hme, 
in addition to the states participati?g in ~EA~CJ:I' 
many others plan to include criml.nal histones m 
their state criminal justice informahon systems. 

STATE OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
There are several ways of trying to indicate ~he 

state or status of state crimjnal justice information 
systems and none are entirely satisfactory. One rea­
son for this difficulty is the dynamic na~ure ~f the 
field as has been continuously stressed. ~ven if the 
data were collected in a short span of tim~, by the 
time they are analyzed and evaluated, the mforma-
tion is often out of date. . ' 

Another problem is the difficulty m defimng ~ 
criminal justice information system. ~y any de?m­
tion, there are extreme differences m the varl?us 
state systems. One approach was to use the followmg 
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stages of systems development: pre-design, design in 
progress, design completed, design imph~mentati()n 
started but system not yet opelational, syst.r~m opera­
tional with implementation substantially completed. 
However, many sy~tems do not follow this pattern. 
Some systems have no overall design; their develop­
ment has been evolutionary. Others have very com­
prehensive designs. This can be illustrated by the 
fact that design costs ranged from a few thousand 
dollars to $750,000. Additional design will often be 
underway while the original design is being imple­
mented. By this approach alone, a state with a limit­
ed police information system would appear to be 
further along than a state with a comprehensive de­
sign of a criminal justice information system. There­
fore, t.he stage of developinent must be considered 
along with what is encompassed by the system de­
sign. The following is a discussion of the principal 
components of the present state systems. 

COMPONENTS OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
One of the primary reqUirements for state crimi­

nal justice information systems is a computerized 
message switching capability and a computer inter­
face with the FBI's National Crime Information Cen­
ter (NCIC). The states have had a rapidly increasing 
amount of traffic on their telecommunications sys­
tems. This has resulte4 in frequent delays in sending 
and receiving messages. The use of a computer for 
message SWitching has alleviated this situation in 
many states. 

One of the foremost achievements in law enforce­
ment has been the development of NCIC. The NCIC 
provides law enforcement officials with on-line infor­
mation on wanted persons, stolen vehicles, stolen li­
cense plates, stolen articles, stolen guns, stolen 
securities, and stolen boats. All states except Alaska 
have at least one terminal on the NCIC system. As of 
April 1970, fourteen state systems and the District of 
Columbia system had computer interfaces with the 
NCIC system which allows terminal users to have 
on-line access to the NCIC. 

In four other states, information systems in one or 
more cities had a computer interface with the NCIC 
system. 

DRIVER AND VEHICLE REGISTRATIONS 
Another important component or module of state 

criminal justice information systems provides im­
mediate or real-time access to motor vehicle registra­
tions and driver records. This data is often available 
through a computer interface with a Department of 
Motor Vehicles system. The Highway Safety Act of 
1966 has resulted in major contributions in this area 
which are beneficial not only to improved highway 
safety, but also to law enforcement. One of the priori­
ty functional program areas under this Act is a traffic 

records program. The purpose of the program is to 
assure that appropriate data on traffic accidents, 
drivers, motor vehicles and roadways are available 
for planning and implementing safety improve­
ments in the motor vehicle transportation system of 
the State and its local jurisdiction. An illustrative ex­
ample follows: 

An Ohio Traffic Records project was originally 
started in April 1967 by a feasibility study funded by 
the Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, the pred­
ecessor of the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration. Federal funds in excess of $2 million were 
obligated to implement this traffic records system 
identified as a Law Enforcement Automated Data 
System (LEADS). This resulted in the development 
of an on-line computer system involving driver li­
censes, motor vehicle registrations, conviction re­
cords and other items essential to a total traffic re­
cords system. The system was interfaced with the 
NCIC and the Law Enforcement Telecommunica­
tions System (LETS) and has teletype terminals 
throughout the state. Law enforcement users, 
through the teletype terminals, receive answers to 
inquiries into traffic record computer files within se­
conds, and are able to exchange messages with all 
other terminals in the system. 1n 1970, a want/war­
rant file is being added to the system with funds 
awarded to Ohio under the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Actof 1968. Thus, through the avail­
~!.>le grant-in-aid funds from two Federal Depart­
ments, Ohio and its local communities can now ob­
tain instantaneous identifying data on vehicles and 
drivers, which are essential elements for both high­
way safety and law enforcement. 

About one-half of the states had this capability defi­
nitely planned, under development or operational. 
This included 9 states where police agencies liad di­
rect file access from terminals on police networks via 
a computer interface between the law enforcement 
system and the motor vehicle system. In some states, 
police can communicate by teletype or phone to the 
Motor Vehicle Department, which has direct file ac­
cess by in-house terminals. Several other states have 
drivel" registrations and vehicle registrations on a 
computer with batch processing. 

STATE NCIC·TYPE FILES 
Another component of a state criminal justice data 

base consists ofNCIC-type files, i.e.,wanted persons, 
vehicles, license plates, articles, guns, securities, and 
boats. Almost all states with criminal justice informa­
tion systems maintain certain of these files to com­
plement the NCIC. 

One of the main reasons for this is to alleviate the 
burden on the NCIC system. For example, if all stol­
en vehicles bearing a state's registration are included 
in the state's stolen vehicle file, inquiries within that 
state can be handled by its system. Another reason 
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for state NeIC-type files is that they serve as a back­
up to the NCIC. Many states also include additional 
records to those maintained in the NCIC files. For 
example, a wanted persons file at the state level 
might inClude missing persons, misdemeanant war­
rants and· other entries not eligible for entry in the 
NCIC. In a vehicle file, the state file might' include 
impounded vehicles, vehicles involved in accidents, 
etc., in addition to stolen vehicles. Some NCIC-type 
files, especially wanted persons, are also maintained 
in city and regional systems for the same general 
reasons as indicated for state files. Thus, there is a 
hierarchy of information composed of national, state, 
and local NCIC-type files. 

CRIMINAL HISTORIES 
One of the newest and most important compo­

nents of state criminal just.ice information systems 
consists of criminal histories. The previously dis­
cussed components were primarily involved with the 
police function and could be described as the essen­
tial elements of "police information systems." Crimi­
nal histories are not only vital to the police function 
but are important to all functions of the criminal 
justice system-police, courts, corrections, proba­
tion, parole and prosecution. The details on Project 
SEARCH are well covered in other papers. The only 
point to be reiterated is that 7 states (Arizona, Cali­
fornia, Florida, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, and 
New York) are presently on-line, 8 other states 
(Connecticut, Texas, Washington, Colorado, Illinois, 
New Jersey, Ohio and Pennsylvania) are also par­
ticipating in Project SEARCH; and most other states 
have plans to include criminal histories in their state 
information system. 

Computers 
A vast array of computers and communications 

facilities are involved in state criminal justice infor­
mation systems. Computer facilities are continually 
being upgraded to handle new and expanding sys­
tems. Most of these systems have, or will have.1 du­
plexed or backup computers to allow uninterrupted 
operation. Many computers are on order to supple­
ment or replace existing hardware. Additional stor­
age and peripheral devices are also being acquired. 
Almost all manufacturers of computers and peri­
pheral equipment are represented in state law en­
forcement systems. These include: IBM in Arizon.a, 
Illinois, Maryland, Ohio, and other states; Burroughs 
in Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan and New York 
(NYSIIS); UNIVAC in Louisiana, Minnesota and 
Pennsylvania; RCA in the Law Enforcement Tele­
communications System (CLETS) in California; and 
Honeywell in Georgia. 

Communications 
Communications facilities and networks are a vital. 
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part of criminal justice information systems. Forty­
six states have some type of law enforcement tele­
communications system. However, many of these 
systems are grossly inadequate. Some of the state 
systems have developed in a haphazard manner and 
are a conglomeration of equipment, lines and termi­
nals. Many networks have a limited number of lines 
and terminals. Some of the communications centers 
often have huge backlogs of messages and are cha­
racterized by streamers of torn tape awaiting trans­
mission. Most state telecommunications systems re­
quire some improvement especially with the 
'increased demands resulting from emerging cdmi­
nal justice information systems. Consequently, many 
states have placed a high priority on their telecom­
munications systems either prior to or as an integral 
part of the development of a criminal justice infor­
mation system. 

The computer has proved a boon to telecommuni­
cations systems. Data comrnunications programs can 
audit, switch, number and queue messages. This 
"message switching" capability was included in one 
of the previously discussed requisites of criminal jus­
tice information systems. The capacity and number 
of telecommunication lines is being increased in 
most states. In several states, including Colorado and 
Indiana, microwave systems are planned or under 
development. 

Another aspect of communications systems is the 
number and type of terminal devices. There are 
more than 4600 terminals on the various state sys­
tems not including those on city and regional sys­
tems. The California Law Enforcement Telecom­
munications System (CLETS) has more than 1,000 
terminals serving 414 local law enforcement agen­
cies, 80 state law enforcement agencies, 4 Federal 
agencies, 6 correctional agencies; and others. Some 
of the smaller states have law enforcement systems 
with less than 10 terminals. There are also wide var­
ieties in the types arid models of terminals. The type 
of teletype terminals include receive only, non-buff­
ered send-receive, and buffered send-receive. There 
has been a general continual upgrading of these ter­
minals with send-receive replacing receive-only, 
buffered replacing non-buffereJ, and automatic re­
placing manual equipment. There is also increaSing 
emphasis on video display terminals. 

New Developments 
There are many new developments in criminal 

justice information systems occurring throughout 
the country. Several of these ar(~ being discussed at 
this symposium. Some involve well-established sys­
tems such as the Cincinnati/Hamilton County 
CLEAR and the Kansas City ALERT systems. Others 
are prototype systems such as Project TRACE, Wash­
ington, D.C;·j which will serve the prosecutor's needs, 
and the California Correctional Decisions Informa-
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tion Project (CDIP). The coordination of intrastate 
regional information systems with a state system is of 
growing interest. 

Other interesting developments include the trend 
toward the adaptation of existing systems and com­
puter programs by other states and other units of 
local government. The Massachusetts LEAP system 
is an adaptation of the Michigan LEIN system. The 
Nebraska NCIS is based on the Arizona ACIC system. 
Seattle is adapting the Kansas City ALERrr system. 
There are obvious advantages to this but it is often 
morElI difficult than it initially appears. 

A feasibility study has just been completed for a 
regional criminal justice information system for the 
New England states. There have also been prelimi­
nary. discussions regarding a regional system by 
another group of states. A number of states are COll-

, 

~idering linking their systems with that of neighbor­
mg states such as the present li.nk between the Ohio 
LEADS and the Michigan LEIN system. In addition 
to Project SEARCH, LEAA is developing an auto­
mate~ grants management information system, a 
techmcal reference service and a statistical data base 
to serve the criminal justice community. 

The development of criminal justice information 
systems offers a tremendous challenge for the 70's. 
Although there has been substantial progress, and 
the development has gained considerable momen­
tum, there is still a vast amount of work to be done. 
There are formidabl(~ problems to overcome. It will 
require the combined efforts oflocal, state and feder­
al governments and the private sector to strive to­
ward the goal of a national network of criminal jus­
tice information systems. 
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PROJECT CLEAR 

AN INTEG'RATED RE'GIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEM 

SERVIN(j GOVERNMENT, LAW AND JUSTICE 

by ~ndrews O. Atkinson 
Superintendent 

Regional Computer Center 
Cincinnati/Hamilton County, Ohio 

,j' ,~, 

We are on the threshold of a new decade. The 60's 
were full of frustrations 'and disillusions. The Ameri­
can people entered the de,nade with a search ,and 
dream of peace and prosperity; but they could not 
find leadership equal to the task.' ;'. 

We witnessed man walk on the moon--but we 
could not assure our citizens a safe walk on Ql!r city 
streets. The 60's brought additions to 'our vocabhlary 

A better informed and continually aware public is 
demanding better, qlore responsive, faster acting, 

"and most importantly, management-orientedgov­
ernmel1t bodies. This isthe challenge to government 
in the 70's. Can we meet the challenge? I would like 
to dis~uss with you the manner in which one group 
of metropolitan governments has approached the 
70's. '. 

THE "CLEAR" CHALLENGE 
TO\!;AMERICA~? GOVERNMENT 

, " , : .. ::,! IN THE 70'S 
~such trrrms as walk-in, sit-in, moratoriums and love- "We must c,~t costs." "We have to increase ser-
ins. ' vices." Conflicting statements like these constantly 
, Lost in the shuffle was the simple term "faith-in". confront today's urban administrators. How can we, 

" Opr ,citizens lost, thei.t "faith-in" leadership. these men ask, hope to accomplish li6th tasks? 
Allow me to dramatizec.:the situatit>n in Hamilton ,_Cincinnati and Hamilton County, Ohio, have 

,) County, Ohio. The City of Cincinnati passed on the found one solution in a Regional Computer Ce;nter. 
(s May ballot, a, 7 % inco~e tax increase. Also passed on Through wide-spread cooperation on the part of 

the May ballot was a Cincinnati School Board renew- many local jurisdictions, il.ssociations, and key in-
al of an 8 milL operating property tax lev\"" They will dividuals, the Center ca,me i'n,to existence in 1968. It 
follow in November with an increase bt an 8 mill serves 38 police departments;\,~he City of Cincinnati 
operating tax levy. Hamilton County has just institut- and Harniltt>n County. Future ~plans call for the ex~ 
eda .5% sales tax"lncrease to relieve its financial, tension of the Center's service ll}to three s~ates and 
cr'sl's eight more counties. ,'~ . \. 1 • c::; 

The City of Cincinnati settled an illegal 6-week At present, the Center 'pl~ovides a computer-based 
strike by agreeing to wage increases which helped communic,\1tions and inforIl1ation netw6r~) for the 

\l necessitate the .7% income tax increase. At times area's polica,departments. In addition, it provides a 
o during the strike thiqgs were so desperate that it was wide rang(';l of data processing Jor the City and sepa-
ql necessary to dump raw seWage into the Ohio River. rate, b~t:eciually~v::ti'ied ~ppli64tions, for the County. 
c:-. . "Rebently a, Cincinnati Patrolinan, Edwin Schin- Most,important, it does this at a saving to all users. 

dler, was shot and criticaliy wounded while sitting in OUT' OF COOPERATION~fHE ~'~ISION 
a patrol car at the corner of Reading fPld Rockdale- WAS "'LE'.4R ':'" '.' 
the focal point of the civil disturbances which .rocked . v. n fi , 

Ciilcinnati in 1967. A (<<;}w weeks later, in,the same Law enforcement (agencies in Hammon County 
area, two firemen were wounded while on duty in- are most effective today because in late 196R~hey all 

'I' side a fire station. Both'inciden,~s were totally un- agreed, "Yes, our problems are it'l many. waxs simi-
provoked and have significantly increased tension in lar". This agreenienteventually led to development 
the entire community. of Project CLEAR (County Law Enforcement Ap. 

'Governments, locallo federal, desperately need to pliiild Regionally), linking the thirty-eight otherwise 
develop a new awareness and responsiveness in autonOl'nOUS law enforcement agencies in a single 
(jlvery J;>hase of govern went. As Richard KraO'ach, computerized information and comn~unications sys-
City Manager fo~'l\lhe Gity of Cincinnati ,has stated, tern. 'CLEAR became .. fidly operational in Ma~ch, 

.'''. 

"People will paYRwell fol" good services, but will not 1969. 'i" 

stand still for interior l,Jroducts". "f!, 0' ,," Moreimportant/y. tlJeuniquecooperaqveeH'ort()f 
Presen~govern~en:ts, whose organizational con~ law enforcement had .'1 catalytic effect oll'alllocal 

cepts l\re more than") 00 years old (an example is our 'gqvemment and brollglJt about: one of the most' 
electoral college}) arEf~nferior products of a long-past upiqlle goverilmeflf comrnitm,e'i'u'$ in American }l1's~ 
era. tory. 
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At the sam~ time that the police association began 
to deveLop ideas about the feasibility of Project 
CLEAR, the City of Cincinnati's Department of Fi­
nance was developing a program to computerize 
routine City functions. 'Hamilton County also en­
thusiastically joined the pioneering cooperative ef­
fort. The three projects were merged and the con­
cept evolved to establish a single computer center 
that could serve not only the law enforcement func­
tion, but the many other tasks as well. It was deter­
mined that in practice, much the same information 
that would be stored in the computer's memory bank 
for use in crime prevention also would have applica­
tion in the routine functions. For instance, land and 
occupancy data is appropriate both for police work" 
and for water and tax billings, etc. 

Project CLEAR joined Projects CINSY (Cincinnati 
INformation SYstem, the acronym for the system's 
team effort associated with the design and im­
plementation. of programs for the City of Cincinnati) 
and HAMCO (HAMilton COunty information sys­
tem which denotes the system's eff9rt of the team 
responsible for studying and implementing projects 
for the County), all three orgrulizations contributing 
to and benefitting from the·information resources of 
the Management Information System. . 

The system's prime intent IS to provid~ a more 
accurate, more efficient and more usable' record­
keeping system that eliminates duplications, yet is 
able to make available needed information to all the 
using law enforGement agencies. 

Thus CLEAR has developed as a multi-jurisdic­
tional facility to serveitill urban and rural gove;m­
ments and law enforcement agencies, regardless of 
size or political boundaries, represented in the 
Hamilton County Police Associatim;l. 

A Law Enforcement Assistance Grant from the 
U. S. Department o[Justice, secured in March, 1967, 
made possible much of the groundwork and prelimi­
nary investigation necessary to set up CLEAR. Then 
in the fall of that year, the voters of Hamilton County 
passed a spedal.3 mill tax levy, giving their support 
to the law enforcement program. This act involved 
every citizen in. the nation s only special tax-support­
ed system for law enforcement. 

Within. thirty days after the electiont data process­
ing equipment began to arrive at the Center's he~d­
quarters in downtown Cincinnati. InstaJ~,a~ion was 
completec;l by September 1, 1968. 

CLEAR IN:,ACTION . . 
To illustrate Project CLEAR in operatiou; Npolice' 

officer in a patrol car radios his dispatcher the license 
number of 'a suspicious vehicle he is trailing. The 
license number is keyed into a video data terminal, 
and' immediately the terminal displays aU '~nforma~ 
ti6Jl on"file at the Regional Computer Center. and ~t 
tbe state and fedel'allevels pertaining to the license;' 
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vehicle and its owner, plus his address and any past 
criminal record. In turn, the dispatcher radios the 
information to the patrol officer. 

The simplicity of the system today veils the com­
plexity of planning that we~t into the development 
of Project CLEAR. 

In order to define the requirements for CLEAR. a 
detailed analysis was made of the then existing tele­
type networks, record centers, and radio communi­
cation centers in the police departments in Cincin­
nati and Hamilton County. This investigation and 
meetings with local law enforcement offiqers and 
officials of the Ohio Highway Patrol and the National 
Crime Information Center led to the decision to set' 
up the CLEAR system to provide information stor­
age and retrieval on a real-time basis. 

The system provides message switching capabili­
ties on a point-to-point, point-to"multiple-points or 
on a broadcast basis, giving the various police agen­
cies the ability to· exchange administrative informa­
tion and to distribute critical data quickly. 

Approximately eighty percent of the activity with 
CLEAR rtlgards such information as wanted persons~ 
stolen, wanted, towed or repossessed vehicles; stolen 
auto parts; stolen articles, and stolen guns. This infor­
mation is stored on disc units which are quickly ac-
cessible. I 

The Criminal History File' is on mass storage and 
consists of arrest records, offense records, traffic acci­
dent records, gun registrations and applications, field 
interrogation reports, aided cases and general condi­
tions reports. Mass storage units are slower than 
discs, but the volume and nature of the data is easily 
adaptable to such systems. The Criminal History 
File, the first operating in, the United States, formed 
the backbone for Ohio Project SEARCH and is a 
testimonial to the modularity of the file design con­
cepts built into Project CLEAR. 

The CLEAR communications network consists of 
eighty terminals for the thirty-eight police agencies, 
plus computer interface linkage to the LEADS sys­
tem of the Ohio Highway Patrol and the National 
Crime Information Center of the FBI in Washington, 
D.Q. :The terminall)nits are teletype terminals or 
vide~ data termlhai'i~, depending upon the needs of 
the using agencie~~ The tyletype devices are two 
types-::-RO (Recejye Only) and ASR (Automatic Send 
Receive). 

The terminal"configuration can be changed easily 
to adjustJo nfieds as they arise or to accommodate 
agencies that may come into the system. The com­
puter center maintains traffic flow statistics in order 
that the need for any modification might be easily 
detected. c, "-' 

Message traffic within the CLEAR system can be 
categorized into three g~oups-(I) inquiries, (2) new 
entries or cancellations,' and (3) message' switching' 
transactions. Inquiries and message switching is an 
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around-the-clock activity, while adjustments to the 
memory bank's information in the form of additions 
change~ and deletions are handled, for the most part: 
on an eight-hour-per-day basis. 

Henry Si.!Uldman, Cincinnati Safety Director has 
stated that: "The CLEAR intelligence and com~uni­
c.ations n~twork is. the most advanced police to.ol 
smce the mtroduction of police radios fn the 1920's". 

CLEAR: HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE 
CAPABILITIES 

Hardware Specifications 

The CLEAR system consists of (_'tfully duplexed 
RCA Spe~tra 70/45 system. Data files are maintained 
on both dISC and mass storage units. The communica­
tions cap~bilit.Y will .faciiitate forty-eight (48) com­
~on carner hnes WIth the follOwing terminal de­
VIces: 

IS-RCA 70/752 Video Data Terminals-1200 ]¢lIud 
35-ASR MOD 35 Teletype Terminals"":150 Balla 
30-RO MOD 28 Teletype Terminals-75 Baud 
2-IBM 360-40 Computers-ISO Baud. 

Software Specifications 

"J 

The software criterion for CLEAR was established 
, to permit the design of a system with a modular 
app~oach to both the communications and dabl' file 
enVIronments (or ease in expansion into other law 
enforceme~t (.~reas and to be able to use any software 
developed m ,non-police applications. To accomplish 
this inter~ction programs were developed and inte­
grated WIth vendor software. The primary parts of 
the executive system are: 

1. A communications executive routine which controls the 
computer and line program enVironment beyond that 
which the vendor supplies. 

2. A file executive routine which facilitates all searches and 
u~dates while maintaining file security in a multi-program­
mmg mode. 

3. A s~heduler routin,e which controls the CLEAR processing 
envIronment outSIde the confines of the vendor supplied 
software. 

4. User or application programs to- interface with the com­
munications, file and scheduler to perform all necessary 
background tasks. 

The CLEAR software was carefully designed to in-
corporate the following characteristics: 

l. Own multi-programming capability. 
2. Re-entrant program capability. 
3. Dynamic queueing for all aspects of the sys­

tem. 
4. Macro capability. r:J, c 

5. Facilit~te a wide range of terminal equipment 
as neeaed. 

6. Modular file concept for the addition of both 
data bases and indices as needed 

7. Full back-up r'estart capabilitAtth both the 
communication and file environments. 

" 

Operating Specifications 
Project CLEAR's operating requirements were ul­

timately defined as: 
1. To provide a message switching capability Within 

the CLEAR system for instant communication be­
tween termin.als. The destination of a message may 
be routed to smgle or mUltiple terminals at the oper­
ator's discretion. This includes area and all terminals 
broadcasts. 

2. To prOVide a comprehensive central repository of 
information which can be updated and searched in 
a real-time environment. The data files now availa­
ble on the CLEAR system are defined in the CLEAR 
File Content Chart. 

3. To provide computer-to-computer communications 
to int~rface with the Law Ehforcement Automated 
Data .system (LEADS) which is a comouter based 
police information system maintained by the State of 
Ohio. Access to this system provides CLEAR termi­
nals with the following capabilities: 
a. Message switching to all terminals on the LEADS 

Law Enforcement Teletype .service (LETS) and 
the Michigan Law Enforcement Information 
Network (LEIN) systems by means of the LEADS 
computer. 

b. Access to tlJ.~;..Caatii bases maintained by the 
LEADS system (See CLEAR File Content-Ohio 
Highway Patrol). 

c. All searches and updates in the CLEAR system 
that meet the criteria for search or update in the 
LEADS system are handled automatically by the 
CLEAR system. 

4. To provide a computer-to-computer communica­
tions interface with the National Crime Information 
~enter (~CIC) which is a computer based police 
mformation system maintained by the FBI. Access to 
this system provides CLEAR terminals with the foI,', 
lowing capabilities: 
a. SWitching of messages to the NCIC system for the 

purpose of performing any update to NCIC files 
not within the CLEAR system such as the locate 
function, updates to the securities and boat files 
~~ . , 

b. Access to all data bases maintained by the NCIC 
system. 

c. All searches and updates in the CLEAR system 
that meet the criteria for search and update in 
the NCIC system are handled automatically by 
the CLEAR system. 

5. Provide a data collection and processing capability 
to enhance the following areas: 
a. Management information to assist in administra­

tive decision-making by providing a wide variety 
of accurate and timely reports at all levels. 

b. Resource allocation. 
c. Command and control capability. 
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CLEAR FILE CONTENT 

File Name ana Contents 

Arti~le File-5 thousand 
"'.-! 

A. Stolen Property 
B Weapons-stolen, lost, etc. • 
C'. Weapons recovered in connection with unsolved crime. 

Warrant/Wanted File-25 thousand 

A. Warrants 
'B Temporary felon wants • d 

C'. Wanted persons for which a warrant has nat been IssOe ,run-a ways, 

AWOL, etc. • I' ," 
D Suspended -revoked and denied drtvers Icenses .' d 
E: Known poli~e characters such as gang, members. parolees, sex an nor-

.', cotic offenders. 

Vehicle File-l0 thousand 

A. Stolen Vehicles 
B. Stolen or missing plates • 
C. Vehicles belongihg to known police characters 
D Wanted vehicles 
10: Stolen auto porls with serial number 
F. Repossessed vehicles • 
G. Towed or impounded vehicles. 

Name History file-2 million plus 

A.'Arrest and Convictions 
B. TriZJffic Accident Reports 
C. field Interrogation Reports 
b. Offense Reports 
E. Gun File 
F. Minor Accident or Aided Cases 
G. General Conditions Report 
H. Vehicle Inspection lane Data. 

Ohio Highway Patrol Files-Statewide 

A. Registration File 
B. Drivers .license file (Drivers record) 
C. Vehicle file. 
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Real-Time Search ana Access By: 

A. Serial number" • I' d d d' t'b ted on a 
6. Unserially numberec!'~tolen property will be Iste an IS rl u 

background basis. 

A. Name and additional data,such as da.te of birth, sex and physical descrip-

tion 
B. License plate number 
C. Drivers license number 
D. Social Security number 
E. ,Vehicle Identification number. 

J.. license plate number 
B. Vehicle Identification number 
C. Serial number. 

/f>, 
L;/ 

J./ 

~: ~:;:~;;~~"" •• do •• ~ b~ '~~d.., .. mduC/r/~1 
D. Social Security number I 

E. Vehicle identification number ,., II 
F. Seal number. p 

A. License plate number 
6. Vehicle identification number 
.C. Operator's liCl!nse number 
D. Socilll Security number. 

~ 

Ii 

I j 
_fi 

f, 

CLEAR: A FUTURE NECESSITY FOR 
COMMAND/CONTROL 

The need for improved methods fot' dispatching 
and assigning mobile personnel in the field has been 
obvious to police administrators for some time. 
Under normal circumstances, police departments 
spend more than sixty percent of their budgets to 
mai1J)jain mobile forces'in the field for call-answering 
servf6e and crime prevention activities. The CLEAR 
system will significantly improve the control and use 
of these mobile resources. 

In addition to providing assistance to the dispatch 
function within the police departments, the system 
through its remote terminals at the dispatch loca­
tions will serve as an on-line data collection device 
for the entry of performance information relating to 
the use of patrol forces which, in turn, may sup.Qort 
the command and control function and long-riirige 
planning for allocation of resources. 

A recent file package enhancement: designated by 
the acronym SIAM (Street Intersection Access Meth­
od) will provide the qomplex file handler and data 
base for the Command/Control system. The 
capabilities and flexibility of this software package 
are overpowering. " 

Much information stored in a Mana,fl~ment Infor­
mation System is accessed J?y premis~;'address. This 
information must be entered into a computer storage 
location on the basis of the premise address. The 
computer storage locations may pertain to individual 
addresses, city blocks, census sub-tracts, or othe{" 
groupings. The desired groupings may be different 
for different sets of computer records within thesys­
tem. For example, one file of records may divide a 
geographic area into blocks, while another file of re­
cords divides the area into school districts. 

The process of converting premise addresses to 
other geographic areas has traditionally been per­
formed by use of maps, directories, and other aids to 
an essentially manual process. Street and Intersec­
tion Access Method (SIAM) provides a fully automat­
ed alternative to this process. It provides the ability 
to define, access and update data files on the basis of 
premise address. 

Records are accessed by specifying a street name 
and address. A record may be accessed by. only one 
premise address or by many different premise ad­
dresses. 

Some data may be identified by an intersection, 
rather than. premise address. These data may be 
grouped with premise address data, or may be 
placed in separate records. Records may also be re­
trieved by references to intersections: The intersec­
tion is described by the names of the streets which 
cross. 

Although premise address is the basic descriptor 
fOl'.acc,ess of data files generated by SIAM, other de­
sCrIptors of ~ record may be used for retrieval. These 

o 

descriptorsQf a record are called seconda'rr identifi­
ers. Each second~ry identifier forms a secondary in­
dex. An index refers to a single data file. It can be 
either a one-to-one index, or a one-to-many index, 
depending on the characteristics of its identifier. A 
one-to-one index contains a unique value of the iden­
tifier for each record in the data file. Such an index 
might reference census sub-tract numbers for a data 
file containing one record for each census sub-tract. 
A one-to-many secondary index identifies several re­
cords to be accessed, on the basis of a single value of 
the secondary identifier ~hich describes all the re" 
cords. Such a one-to-many secondary value might be 
census tract number for a system in which there is a 
record fot each census sub-tract. In such a case, the 
tract number would identify records for all sub-tracts 
within the census tract. SIAM would present all re­
cords for the tract sequentially to the user processing 
program. 
CJ SIAM can serve as the base of a large number of 
police applications. Computer-based command and 
control systems rely on the capability . to J;'eturn 
promptly the location of a given premise address. In 
addition, SIAM may be used to maintain auxiliary 
data such as intellig€!nce information, which may be 
required by a qommand and control system. 

~\ manpower resource allocation system requires 
Slt\M:fi~ahilities to maintain a gepgraphically dis­
tr.~btited d~lta base of patr~ljactiYity: Such a system is 
of value in the study of many problems such as beat 
design. 

Geographically differentiated data are of value in 
many areas of police investigation. Systems which 
record the incidence of crime, are valuable in deter­
mining enforcement and p~trol policies. Data bases 
incorporating field interrogations and detailed crime 
records are a valuable enforcement tool. 

SIAM is actually a set of macro subroutines which 
have built-in flexibility to establi§y, on instruction, 
secondary indexes for special statIStical reporting or 
analysis of ,the primary data base and a multitude of . 
sub files appended to it. 

SIAM retrieval programs may be used by pro­
grams written in either assembly language or high 
level languages. From assembly l~nguage programs, 
SIAM is accessed in the same manner as other system 
I/O support routines. The same macrb instructions 
will be used when system structure allows. F'ftom 
high level languages, subroutine linkages will'b~ 
used for each SIAM retrieval function. '~"" 

CLEAR: CRIMINAl,\JUSfICE 
With the powerful~~CLEAR information resource 

as t~)e f?u~dation). the remen~ous benefits o. fa com- ,; 
plex'CnmmalJustice I formation System can now be 
made available to the tri-state region. Systems de­
signs are now underway. 

A C~nal Justice Information System is basically 
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an information retrieval system encompassing three 
separately organized parts-the police, courts, and 
correctional institutions. Although each has a distinct 
task, the parts are by no means independent of one 
another. The actions of each have a direct effect 
upon the acti'fities and responsibilities of the others. 
The courts must deal, and can only deal, with those 
whom the police arrest. The business of correction is 
with those delivered by the courts. How successfully 
corrections reforms convicts determines whether 
they once again become police business and influ­
ences the sentences which permit reforming and re­
organizing any part of prpcedures within the system 
and also affects all other parts of the procedures. 
Furthermore, the criminal processor method by 
which the system deals with individual cases, is not 
a dissimilar mixture of random actions. It is rather an 
orderly progression of events, some of which, like 
arrest and trial, are highly visible and some of which, 
though of great importance, occur out of public view. 
'The Criminal Justice Information System will en­

compass all of Hamilton County and can easily be 
expanded to a tri-state region. It will have the capa­
bility of communicating data of this nature v;dth any 
system at the state or national levels, both automati­
cally and upon request. 

The major functions of this Criminal Justice Infor-
mation System are to: 

L Increase signific~ntly the amount of comprehensive infor­
mation available to decision-making elements within the 
system\\ 

2. PerforrI\l:ecord keeping and clerical tasks to free personnel 
for more'important duties, and 

3. Collect •• .,1bre, and disseminate these data as required by the 
system. ' 

Full develoRm.ent should permit the Regional Com­
puter Cent~o provide ~oth the courts an~ correc­
tions with a C\<tmprehenslve management mforma-
. t I)' tion sys em. 

Any data processing system is governed and con­
trolled by data, used as input, and reports and action 
which are output. In a qIS these two ingredients are 
better described as arrest and release. The system 
will track individuals through the entire criminal jus­
tice system from the time an individual enters the 
system, by being held for investigation or arrested, 
until eventual release. Each step along the system 
flow will be recorded by either the: 

-Police~ which would include investigation, ar­
rest and booking. This information would then 
be fed into the yolice and court MIS and cor­
related with othe'tinputs to produce the VCR 
reports, patrol beat workload and performance, 
crime occurrence by beat, precinct, etc., and 
begin scheduling cour~ and prosecution work-
loads. ' 

-Prosecution~ which would provide input such as 
initial appearance, delays, and preliminary hear-
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ing. This information, along with that put in by 
the police, would then become active in assign­
ment of judges and courtrooms, scheduling of 
preliminary hearings, pre-trial conferences, and 
trials, and the monitoring of attorney workloads 
and schedules. 

-Courts, which would provide input concerning 
hearing, grand juries, arraignments, trials, guilty 
and not guilty pleas, and sentencing and fines. 
This information would be used for extensive 
case monitoring and history, and be made a part 
of 'the court MIS. 

-Corrections, which woulc1 provide input relating 
to probation and subsequent revocations, con­
finements, parole and subsequent violations, jail 
populations and scheduling for possible parole 
and eventUal release. " 

The purpose of gathering and maintaining these data 
is to prepare statistics and attempt to smooth the 
flow of persons through the system and reduce the 
costs by eliminating delays and permitting better 
utilization of personnel. 

FROM DATA PROCESSING TO DATA 
MANAGEMENT 
While the CLEAR system is the most highly ad­

vanced activity of the Regional COI'nputer Center, it 
is not the unit's only task. The fundamental design 
concept of Time-Shanilg gives the Center the capa­
bility to perform for all government agencies in Cin­
cinnati and Hamilton County. Further, a dramatic 
projection of data management has been introduced 
by the Center called Data-Sharing. An extension of 
the data bank approach, this concept represents a 
"new dimension" in data processing utilization and 
effectiveness. 

Through employment of Time-Sharing techniques 
and by establishing common data banks, the Re­
gional Computer Center gains maximum effective?-'1 
ness and utilization for all possible using agenciesCr:J 

Time-Sharing considers that users normally take 
from ten to thirty seconds to think before entering 
commands on a terminal and with the command tak­
ing but a fraction of a second to execute, it is possible 
for the Center to service a number of users simul­
taneously. Internally, of course,the requests are 
taken serially; but due to the actual short execution 
time, responses occurring within seconds give each 
user the impression that he has exclusive access to 
the processor. ,)'" 

Data-Sharing is desigoed around, the concept that 
at least half of all records of the City of Cincinnati 
and other county governments are the same. These 

" include such data as property records, payroll and 
accounting procedures, and legal records. Therefore, 

o when this information is available at a central com­
puterized source, massive duplication and mainte­
nance effort is eliminated. Elimination of this du~ 
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plication more than pays for the Center itself. 
With the Regional Computer Center as an infor­

mation utility for data management, many govern­
mellt agencies share computer power and software 
technology without sacrifice to individual autonomy. 
The most direct bellefit is realized by the citizens 
served by tbe CeJlter both in. Cincinnati and Hamil­
ton County. 

As further progress is made in data management 
through COlllputers, it becomes more and more evi­
dent that the key to success is in software. 

, The auxiliary services of the Regional Computer 
, Center operate within the Management Information 

"System, providing each manager at ev~ry level of 
government data to assist him in decision-making. 
Through this system numer6us projects of benefit to 
the community have been or presently are being 
dev,eloped which take advantage of aU the SOCial, 
environmental and economic information available 
in the computer's memory bank. 

WHAT IS A MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 
SYSTEM? 
A Management Information System, simply, is an 

organized method of providing each manager, at 
every level of government, with all the data and only 
that data which he needs for decision, when he needs 
it and in a form which aids his understanding and 
stimulates his action. A MIS System: 

1. Considers the full effect of a decision in advance by supply­
ing complete, accurate and timely data for use in the plan­
ning and decision-making processes. 

2. Eliminates from the planning and decision-making pro­
cesses the problems associated with the use of inconsistent 
and incomplete data by providing a meariS"lor'''preparing 
and presenting information in a uniform manner. 

3. Uses common data and methods in the preparation of long­
range and short-term plans. 

4. Identifies, structures and quantifies significant past relation­
ships through the use of advanced mathematical techniques 
in analyzing data,,,, 

5. Merges financial and operational data to produce significant 
measures of performance to facilitate control of present 
costs and to facilitate planning decisions with minimum 
processing of data. 

6. Recognize~ the needs of all agencies so that the require­
ments of each are met with a minimum of duplication while 
serving the Regional Governments as a whole. 

7. Reduces the time and volume of information l'equired to 
make decisions by reporting to ,flach level (,f management 
only necessary degrees of detail and usually only the excep· 
tion from the standard or norm. 

8. Utilizes personnel and data processing equipment effective­
ly so that the optimum in speed and accuracy is achieved at 
the lowest cost. 

9. Requires that the data be presented to those responsible for 
the decision-making and planning processes in a form 
which minimizes the need for ai1aly~is and interpretation. 

10. Provides flexibility and adaptability to change. 

" The concept of management information is one 
that would be equally valid if the organization l!;'er.e 
~mall or large or if the data were obtained and proc-

essed through the most simple manual means or 
through the most sophisticated computer. 

The level of intelligence made available by the 
correlation, quantification and mathematical ana­
lyses of data extracted from the many significant in­
formation sources- drawn together in a time-sharing 
environment, establishes an awesome responsibility 
for the Regional Computer Center to effectively and 
accurately apply this power to the best advantage of 
the community. hl order to handle this responsibili­
ty, the Regkmal Computer Center Management In­
formatioll System has been designed to permit the 
implementation of six subsystems, each with an in­
dividual responsibility for a segment of the total 
Management Information System. 

I would like to now discuss the organizational con­
cept of the Regional Computer Center Management 
Information System. The Control Board, which is the 
governing body of the Regional Computer Center, is 
responsible for determining the fiscal policy with the 
Regional Computer Center. By eliactmellt of a City 

I Ordinance and a County Resolution, the following 
members participate OIi the Control Board for the 
Regional Computer Center: the City Manager, 
County Administrator, City Finance Director, Coun.­
ty Auditor, County Sherin; and the Safety Director of 
the City. The organizational concept of the Regional 
Computer Center is that autonomous government 
agencies share a management information system. It 
is the only center of its type in the United States-a 
political milestone. 

A Priorities Committee is responsible for the coor­
dination and interrelation of the many projects as­
sociated with the Management Information System. 
The members of this committee are selected because 
of their responsibility for development of the long­
range policy and plans of local government. The pri­
mary responsibility of the Priorities Committee is to 
control, organize, guide, plan, direct and evaluate all 
information subsystems with relation to each other 
and the long-range goals of regional·management. 

Each of the six information subsystems is served by 
an Advisory Committee made up of men in local 
goverriment, industry and commerce selected be­
cause of their basic relation or interest, as an in­
dividual or a company, to the respective subsystems. 
In this manner, the Regional Computer Center is 
able to command the advice and experience of out­
standing citizens of the region in formulating the 
develii>pment and implementation of the framework 
of the Management Information System. 

The basic goal and purpose of the Management 
Information System for the Regional Computer Cen­
ter is, therefore, to advise and promote the develop­
ment of a decision-oriented Management Informa­
tion model which will permit evaluation and analysis 
ofthe resources of Cincinnati/Hamilton County, and 
the tri-state region. 
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MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS DETAIL 

Accounting 
Budgeting 
Cash Flow 
Investments 
Purchasing 

ECONOMIC 
INFORMATION 

SYSTEMS 

Inventory Control 
Federal Grants 
Industrial Level 
Research Capacity 
.Community Profile 
Capital Improvements 
Fiscal P.P.B.S. 
Payroll Personnel 
Pension Systems 
Treasury Management 
Revenue Management 

ENVIRONMENT 
INFORMATION 

SYSTEMS 

Water Distribution 
Transportation 
Highway-Expressway 
Traffic Engineering 
Public Utilities 
Water, Air Polluijon 
Recreation, Parks 
Library 
Government' 
Solid Waste Treatment 
Fire Prevention Protection 

" I. ______ IN_F_O_r:_M_NA_DTI_O_N ____ ----' _ SYSTEM 

Culdata' 
Land Use 
Buildings . 
OKI Trans. Study 
County Auditor 
County Recorder 
Regional Planning 
Inspections 
Real Estate· Appraisal 
Real Estate Tax 
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HEALTH 
INFORMATION 

. SYSTEM 

Public Health 
General Hospital 
Drake Hospital 
Dunham Hospital 
Inspection Licensing 
Patient Care . 
Vital Statistics 

POLICE 
II INFORMATION 

Law Enforcement 
Courts 
Records 

SYSTEMS 

Vehicle Inspection 
Ohio Highway Patrol 
Bureau Motor Vehicles 
NCIC 
S.P.C.A. 
Command Control 
Corrections 
Ohio Dist. 13 

Crime Commission 
Kentucky State Police 
Northern Kentucky Crime 

Commission 
Louisville-Jefferson County 

Kentucky Crime Commission 

Income Tax 

PEOPLE 
INFORMATION 

" SYSTEM 

Board of Education 
Manpower I Employment 
Census 
Relocation Rehabilitation 
Welfare 
Population Projection 
Civil Defense 
CAl 

o 
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All systems objectives and information 'sets are 
categorized for the Management Information Sub­
systems described on the Information Systems Detail 
Chart describing the six subsystems which are: 

" I. The Economic InFormation S}stem 
2. The Environment InFormation System 
3. The Land InFormation System 
4. The Health Information System 
5. The .. Police InFormation System 
6. The People InFormation System. 

Through the use of the talent, equipment <!W.d in­
formation available through the Regional Computer 
Center, the Management Information System seeks 
to optimize the resources( of this area through mathe­
matical modeling, review, evaluation and refine­
ment of data, and by stiq),ulating and cultivating in­
formation sources. Frdfu this powerful base, City and 
County management can evaluate the growth by po­
tential of every parcel, block, tract or segment oFthis 
region and guide individuals, industries and manage­
ment to the optimum investments within Hamilton 
County For locating businesses, establishing parks, 
developJilg transportatioll1, promoting water, power 
and, in genera/, optimizing ,t"he development of the 
most economically sound and culturally balanced 
community through computer analyses of its total . 
enJ;'ironment and capacity. . 

The value and accomplishments of the Manage­
ment Information System to the Regional Computer 
Center and to the region will be totally dependent 
upon the sensitivity, awareness and responsiveness 
of Advisory Committee members charged with the 
long-range planning and policy for the region. In 
order to achieve complete effectiveness, both sides 
of this two-way street ~ust be completely consid­
ered, That is, regional management must be continu­
ally aware of the social, environmental and economic 
information available in the decision-oriented Man­
agement Information System and either apply or ad· 
just these long-range goals to coincide with the long­
range plans of the government and prepare to maxi­
mize the utility of the power available to the region. 

The value of the data base and information re­
sources available to support Project CLEAR, through 
the Management Information System concept, is un­
limited. Instantaneous availability of data such as this 
is a fundamental by-product of the information base 
and can only be made possible in a conc::ept such as 
a Management Information System. Data processing, 
dedicated only to a police inFormation system such as 
the. many others being implemented throughout the 
coul1try, cannot take advantage of these tremendous 
inFormation resources which also provide significant 
savings to all! ' 

CONCLUSION 
The judicial system is the' backbone of our demo­

, cratic process, All government resources must be 

marshalled, dedicated and committed to the devel­
opment of adv~lwed technological procedures paral­
leling the scope and complexity of our accomplish­
ments in space. 

We must upgrade our judicial process to·a level 
current with space-age technology. At the present 
time, this antiquated system is a ha"en for those who 
wish to undermine our judicial system-our demo­
cratic process. A national system For crimlnaljustice 
must be developed to strengthell and stabilize de-
mocracy. () 

Too much of the system is physically ihadequate, 
antiquated or dilapidated. This condition goes 
beyond the obvious obsolescence of many correc­
tional institutions and the squalor and congestion of 
many urban lower courts, which make it difficult to 
treat defendants or convicts humanely. The system's 
personnel .often must work with poor facilities: re­
cord-keClping systems that are clumsy and ineffi­
cient, communications equipment that makes 
speedy action difficult, and an absence of all kinds of 
scientific and technological aids. Furthermore, in 
few States is there the variety of correctional facili­
ties that could make a variety of correctional pro­
grams possible. Most institutions are almost entirely 
custodial in a physical sense-with high walls, locked 
gates, and barred windows. New kinds of institutions, 
less forbidding in character and situated within reach 
of the community, are an immediate and pressing 
need. 

Probably the single greatest technical limitatioli 
on the system's abiUty to make its decisions wisely 
and fairly is that the people in the system are often 
required to decide issues without enough informa­
tion. A policeman who has just set out in pursuit of 
a speeding and suspicious looking car shOUld be able 
to get immediate information as to whether or not 
the car is wanted,;, a judge about to sentence a crimi­
nal should know everything about him that the po­
lice know; and the correctional authorities to whom 
the criminal is delivered should know everything 
about him that the judge knows. When they make 
dispositional decisions, judges and corrections offi­
cials should be able to draw on the experience of the 
system in dealing with different offenders in differ­
ent ways. Existing procedures must be made more 
efficient and new procedures must be devised, so 
that information can flow more fully and swiftly 
among the system's many parts. 

The Regional 'Computer Center of Hamilton 
County and the City of Cincinnati has made a signifi- " 
cant thrust forward in developing a computerized 
criminal justice information system as an integral 
part of a total community management concept. 

Overlooking political and geographical differ­
ences, the men who helped establish the center and 
who cooperate in its operation truly have shown 
their concern for their own jurisdictions by c(,operat-

(". 
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ing with others. C 
The establishment of the Regional Co~puter e?-­

ter-Project CLEAR-represents a mll~s~one In 

local government cooperation. But that IS Ju~t the 
beginning. It is n~w apparent ~h~t the potential for 
use of the center III almost unillmted. 
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As Mr. Anderegg, the Hamilton C~unty Adminis­
trator, put it: "The precedent establIshed by many 
communities working together for a common g~~l 
may in the long run prov~ to be the greatest dlv~: 
dend derived from the RegIOnal Computer Ce~ter. 

Gentlemen, the challenge to Gov~r~~ent In ,~he 
70's which our people now demand IS CLEAR. 
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NAME SEARCH TECHNIQUES 

by Robert L. Taft, Prlnclpa' Analyst 
Computer Usage Company 

New York, New York 

This presentation outlined the results of an exten­
sive study of names and name searching techniques 
recently completed at the New York State Identifica-
tion and Intelligence System. "') 

The initial phases of the study developed frequen­
cy distributions of the population contained in the 
computerized criminal history files at NYSIIS. Four 
basic distributions were developed. These were-

1. FrequeIi~y distribution of surnames 
2. Frequency distribution of given names 
3. Frequency distribution of variations in sur­

names 
4. Frequency distribution of variations in given 

names 

G 

Using these files, an analysis of the nature and 
causes of variations in names was made. Following 
this, twenty-three known methods of coding names 
(SOUNDEX, Consonant Coding, etc.) were evalua.t­
ed. The coding procedures and statistical results for 
each of the methods are included in the report. 

During the study,a Ilew method of name coding 
was developed (the NYSIIS Method). This method 
offers Significantly higher reliability than any previ­
ously known method while retaining desirable 
grouping Clharacteristics. 

The study also resulted in the development of a 
weighting scheme which permits direct evaluation 
of the probability that a file entry is a true match to 
a search argument. This permits the selection of the 
most probable match from a file. 

The full report is available from Project SEARCH 
under the title-"Name Search Techniques"-Spe­
cial Report #: 1. 
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SUBJECT-IN-PROCESS: A DYNAMIC INVENTORY 
OF A CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESS ~,' 

,~ 

by James W. Stevens 0 
Assistant Director 

The Institute of Urban Studies 
The University of Texas at! Arlington 

Arlington. Texas 
co 

The fact that very little central coordination exists 
for a subject's progress through the criminal justice 
system from arrest to final release is well document:, 
ed~ In few instances are all agencies l11vQlved with 
the process able to locate the same individual or able 
to produce identical information copcerning previ­
ous steps in the 'process. Many officials have argued 
long and hard for some type of central index which 
could provide operating officials with the data they 
need formanaging each individual and, yet, a system 
which would produce information on the total crimi­
nal justice process to allow informed management 
decisions. " 

A step in this direction was taken with the proposal 
to develop and impleMent a "subject-in-process" 
tracking system in Tarrant County, Texas, as the 
state's part in Project SEARCH. The project will 
achieve the following: ' ' ', 

1. It will demonstrate that the subject-in-process concept is 
technically possible and will show the utility and value of­
such a system to the criminal justice community. An inte­
grated information system will make vitally needed infor­
mation on events occurring within one agency available 
almost immediately to officials responsible for the adrq!nis-
trlltion of justice. ' 

2, Having a record of each accused felon's move",ent through 
the various criminal justice agencies will provide data for 
the systematic evaluation of the over-all system and the 
efficacy ofthe varioUs programs and policies of the individu­
al agencies. 

3, This project will provide Il vehicle for the gathering of 
knowledge and the training of personnel. thus allowing the 
expansion of such a system to a larger a.-ea or to other 
jurisdictions. 

4. The subject-in-process system will also provide data which 
will assist in agencyodecision-making with regllrd to such 
manag,ement matters as the allocation of agency resources 
(personnel. equipment, and so forth). 

Basically, the project will result in the development 
of a tracking system which will establish a data file on 
each adult charged with ~ommitting a felony in Tar­
rant" County. Thi$ dat~ file will be updated as the 
individual moves thr6dsh the criminal justice system 
toward his eventual exit, thus providing a record, 
current at any given time. of the individual's status 
~ithih the system and automatically creating a com­
plete criminal history of this transaction upon the 
subject's exit fro$ the system. '. .' 

Addressing itself,to the subject-in-pro{ess concept,' 

17 

Ii 

the AsSeSSrr,\ent of Crime Task Force of the Presi­
dent's Commission on Law Enforcement stated: 

. . . there IS . . . an urgent need for informlltion concern- ' 
ing the criminal justice system as a whota. The delay in- ('e 

volved in the criminal justice proces~, for example, may look 
quite reasona~le from the viewpoint of each separllte agency 
but wholly unreasonable from the viewpoint of the individu­
al person forced to run through the whole system. There are, 
in addition, various points in the system where similar func­
tions are performed by different agE!rtcies, parole andproba­
tion, for example. Only through knowledge of the whole 
system can perfor,mance regarding these kinds of functions 
be evalullted. (p. 127) 

An effective sUDject~in-process systell:l will require 
the cooperation and interest of criminaljostice agen­
ci,~s of all types-police, courts, corrections, parole, 
probation-and at all levels-local. state, and fede,ral. 
The persqns covered will be limited to those accused 
or convicted of committing felonies within this geo­
graphical jurisdiction and will be further limited to 
adults. 

Tfle resulting computerized sYl;tem for tracking 
subj~~cts of the criminal justice process should be dis­
tingUished from the National Crime Information 
Cent~r since these two systems will be very differ­
ent. Tlle National Crime Information Center (NCIC) 
contain~ information on wanted persons and objects 
and c~ provide immediate informatiOlf,for opera­
tional u~~s. However, whenever an object or person 
is locate,\\ the NCIC does not maintain data which 
could tell1an official what progress the accused felon 
has made'ithrough the criminal justice system. The 
subject-in-process tracking system wo:uld provide 
such inform~tion. 

The NCIGregional connections are being handled 
by the Norlh ~entral Texas Crime Information Cen­
ter (NCf/CIC)\Adyisory Committee which will be 
kept informed o~he progress made in the project. It 
is expected thaf\the system devel9pedin Tarrant 
County will even\tallY become a regional srstem 
and that it will supplement the coverage already 
provided by the NCI~~I. C. Eventuall. y. both systems 
could be merged at tje regional level and connec­
tions made to the Tex~~ Crime Information Center 
(fCIC) w~ich is presen~ly in the planning stages. 

, 'II 

TEXAS PARTICIPATIO)N IN PROJECT SEARCH 
Texas becall'\e a Projectl, SEARCH participant state 

on January 1, 1970, after1\six months as an observer 
state. The Texas" CrimiqaHusticeCouncil (CJC) was 
design'ated state SEARqfI coordinator; Mr. Hugh 
McLeland,Program Director fot Research and De-

II 
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velopment, Texas Criminal Justice Council is Texas' 
representative on the National Project Group. 

Responsibility for the criminal justice statistical 
system component of Texas' participation in 
SEARCH rests with the Criminal justice Council and 
Mr. Peter B. Kleck, Program Director for Science 
and Technology. This component requires the devel­
opment of 250 complete criminal history records for 
a demonstration of the capability of states to gener­
ate transaction-based criminal justice statistics. 

The North Central Texas Council of Governments 
was designated by the Texas Criminal Justice Coun­
cil to direct the special project proposed for comple­
tion in Texas. After extensive discussion and negotia­
tion with the Texas Criminal Justice Council staff, 
development and testing of a prototype s?bject-in­
process tracking system was proposed. This'coverage 
of the criminal justice process has been proposed as 
a subsystem of the Texas Crime Information Center; 
the Tarrant County project will serve as a test of the 
feasibility of this subsystem and also as the develop­
mental groun<:1s for working out difficulties in the 
original conceptualization. 

PROJECT COMMITTEES 
The North Central Texas Council of Governments 

(NCTCOG) has appointed two committees to advise 
and assist during the project. The Regional Cr~minal 
Justice Information\System Commit~ee will func~ion 
in an advisory and observer capaclty. The Project 
Committee will be a working group which will par­
ticipate in project decision-making, evaluation, and 
implementation. . 
Regional Criminal Justice Information System 
Committee. This committee is composed of re­
presentatives of communities within NCTCOG's 
ten-county region. The general responsibility of the 
Committee i.s to observe the progress and results of 
the demonstration project from a regional perspec­
tive. Because of the possible statewide implications 
of the research, the regional committee includes rep­
resentatives from cities and counties in other parts of 
the state; they were asked to join in the committee's 
observer role and to offer advice and assistance 
wherever possible. .. 

The tasks of the regional committee will 'be deter­
mined by the committee itself as the project pro­
gresses; initially the following are suggested as guide­
lines for committee activity: 

1. Examine the possible applications of the system in the North 
Central Texas region as well as in other metropolitan areas 
in the state. 

2. AntiCipate problems which could arise in developing the 
system on a region-wide basis. Suggest alternatives and solu­

. tions. 
3. Meet periodically during the course of the proj~ct with 

NCTCOG representatives and members of the project staff 
to discuss the progress of the project. Offer advice and as­
sistance as appropriata. 
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Tarrant County Project Committee. This committee 
will be composed of representatives from Tarrant \ 
County criminal justice and related agencies which 
will cooperate with NCTCOG in the project. The 
committee will be a working group which will pro­
vide detailed as well as general directions to project 
staff members. A primary function of the group will 
be to represent the needs and interests of Tarrant 
County criminal justice agencies to NCTCOG and 
the project staff. In carrying out this responsibility, it 
is anticipated that the committee will perform the 
following tasks: . 

1. Provide recommendations concerning system security. 
2. Examine the reporting forms and procedures recommend­

ed by the project staff from the viewpoint of the reporting 
agencies. 

3. Review system design and suggest modifications. 
4. Provide liaison with criminal justice agencies throughout 

Tarrant County. 
5. Promote interagency coordination and cooperation. 
6. Meet regularly with representatives ofNCTCOG and mem­

bers of the project staff to review project status. 

In general, both committees will participate as much 
as possible in all phases of project development. 
Since cooperation and coordination of project activi­
ties are of the utmost importar,\ce in achieving a test­
able system within the time alloted, much can be 
gained by early committee evaluation and participa­
tion in system design and implementation. In addi­
tion since cOmnlittee members are representative of 
ope;ating agencies, it is expected that all interests 
can be effectively considered in initial system struc­
turing and that problem areas will be readily appar­
ent prior to an extensive investment of resources. 

STATE COMMITTEES 
In 1970. a Task Force 011 Criminal Justice Reports 

and Records was created l)rom the membership of 
the Texas Criminal Justice Council. The prescribed 
purpose of the Task Force was to study criminal jus­
tice reporting procedures in Texas and to make rec­
ommendations for a mandatory reporting system 
that would be ess('mtial for operation of the Texas 
Crime Information Center (TCIC). The work of the 
Task Force is supervised and directed by an Execu­
tive Committee;· which also appointed the group's 
Technical (working) Committee. The Technical 
Committee, chaired by Peter Kleck of the Criminal 
Justice Council Staff. is made up of personnel from 
representative state and local criminal justice agen­
cies. 

As set forth by the Criminal Justic:e Council. the 
objectives of the Technical Committee are as follows: 

1. Analyze present reporting procedures. 
2. Recommend reporting statutes· to the state legislature . 
3. Design a model system for uniform reportin·g-<iata need· 

ed, type.,s of reports, forms dE';Sign and inst~uction manua~s. 
4. Demonstrate recommendaUons under Project SEARCH III 

Tnrrarit CountY" . 
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Functionally the Technical Committee is divided 
into three subcommittees assigned to the areas of 
Law Enforcement, Prosecution and Courts, and Cor­
rections. Thl.~ ad hoc Committee for Criminaljustice 
Reporting Law has been given the task of preparing 
a model uniform mandatory reporting statute to pro­
vide the data input for TCIC. 

The Task Force objectives and the projp.ct goals 
overlap to a great degree. The work of analyzing 
present reporting procedures in Tarrant County, de­
termining data needs, and designing model forms 
clearly coincides with the statewide objectives estab­
lished by the Criminal Justice Council for the Tech­
nical Committee. For this reason the local project 
will utilize the recommendations made by the Tech­
nical Committee. At the same time the Tarrant 
County participant agencies are in a unique position 
to influence state criminal justice reporting deci­
sions. The research and analysis for the Project will 
be used in the design of a model mandatory report­
ing statute and a model system for uniform report­
ing. 

If duplication and wasteful overlap are to be avoid­
ed, it is essential that there be close contact and coor­
dination between the State Task Force and the Tar­
rant County Project. Dr. James Stevens, a member of 
the project staff, is a member of the Technical Com­
mittee and Chairman of the Implementation sub­
committee. He will provide liaison between the two 
groups. In turn, the Technical Committee will pro­
vide project personnel with copies of its reports and 
recommendations. Peter Kleck, Chairman of the 
Technical Committee and Criminal Justice Council 
Director for Science and Technology, will serve as an 
ex-officio member of the local committees. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 
As indicated above. the North Central Texas Coun­

cil of Governments was the grantee under the Pro­
ject SEARCH involvement of the State of Texas. Mr. 
Fred Keithley, Director of Criminal Justice. 
NCTCOG. is the regional project director and is re­
sponsible for enSUring coordination and implementa­
tion of the project as outlined in the grant proposal. 
Mr. Keithley's role is one of supervision and direc­
tion, thus allOWing the degree of objectivity and de­
tachment essential for regional monitoring. and 
evaluation of the project. 

INSTITUTE OF URBAN STUDIES 
Specific research and developmental activities 

were contracted to The Jnstitute of Urban Studies at 
The University of TexaSi't'l\rlington and to the City 
of Fort Worth. The scope of services listed for the 
Institute of Urban Studies includes the following: 

1. Prepare and publish a detailed study design and explanato­
ry mater;al for dissemination to organizations involved with 
the ,design, development and implemcntation of this 

project. This will include statements of objectives, me­
thodology, time schedules, and final products to be expect­
ed. 

2. Provide supervision for the project. 
3. Coordinate and refine current systems analyses to specify 

reporting variables. 
4. Design and guide the implementation of reporting and data 

gathering methods for file creation and maintenance. 
5. Supervise the collection of data on offenses and offenders 

within Tarrant County for a six-month period. 
6. Participate with the City of Fort Worth to that extent possi­

ble in the development of the software package for the 
subject-in-process subsystem of the Texas Criminal Justice 
Information and Communications system. 

7. Supervise the creation of a communications system for the 
purpose of providing a data base for inquiry and statistical 
analyses of a criminal justice system. 

8. Provide on a demonstration basis statistical and manage­
ment information on offenders from the tracking system to 
agencies involved in the development of the system to de­
termine uses of data and to test system structure. 

9. Document methods and procedures of the project. 
10. Coordinate with the Planning Agency Staff and any com­

mittees it may specify in the performance of all the forego­
ing work and submit monthly reports on progress. 

11. Provide 500 copies of a final report describing project de­
velopment and explaining successes and failures. This re­
port will include information on organizations involved, 
procedures developed for project implementation, forms 
designed for data input, instruction manuals prepared for 
system implementation, and an evaluation of system func­
tioning. 

Dr. James W. Stevens is the Institute's project dire\~­
tor and is project manager for the North Centr&\l 
Texas Council of Governments. Dr. Allan K. Butchei­
of the Institute staff is charged with responsibility for 
coordinating the criminal justice field research and!· 
implementation insofar as operating agencies are 
concerned. Mr. Gerald S. Tyson is responsible for the 
information systems and data processing tasks re­
quired under the Institute's portion of the project. 

CITY OF FORT WORTH 
The scope of services contractually specified for 

the City of Fort Worth includes the follOWing: 
1. Edit and keypunch all data used in the criminal justice 

tracking system. 
2·: Provide data processing systems design and programming 

of the data used in the criminal justice tracking system. 
3. Provide such computer processing as may be required to 

develop and test the criminal justice tracking system. 
4. Provide such data, reports, and records as are eXisting and 

in possession specified by the Grantee as being nf)cessaty for 
the carrying out of the criminal justice tracking system. 

5. Submit monthly progress reports to the Grantee at the end 
of each calendar month during the course of this project. 

6. Submit quarterly accounting of expenditures, fully docu­
mented, to the Grantee in order to provide a basis for audit­
ing and accounting of expenditures. 

Mr. Charles Binford. Assistant City Manager, is the 
project director for the City of Fort Worth. Mr. Don 
Harwell, Director of Data ProceSSing, is in charge of 
data processing coordination and Mr. James England 

93 



1 ! 

is supervising systems design, data processing, and 
programming for Fort Worth. 

RESEARCH AND METHODS 
Two types of research were conducted before final 

design and development of the system. The first type 
of research consisted of an in-depth examination of 
presently operable or planned information systems 
of a similar nature. A survey of such systems has been 
completed. The second type of research consisted of 
field investigation which began during the month of 
August. Field research concentrated on unique char­
acteristics of operating agencies in Tarrant County. 

The general areas for initial study inch.1:ded the 
following: . 

1. What forms or reports are used within your agency to re­
cord or control the processing of a subject? 

2. What is the internal flow of these forms or reports? 
3. What periodic internal reports or summaries are made and 

with what frequency? 
4. What periodic reports all'e made to other agencies or offi-

cials? , 
5. How much and What tYPI~ (formal or informal) communica­

lion' take§ place between your organization and other crimi­
nal justice agencies? 

6. What information from ,other agencies Would be useful to 
the functioning of your agency? In what form or how often 
would this information be desirable? 

7. How do you see the type ofinformation to be contained in 
the subject-in-process system as being of assistance to your 
officer 

This phase of the research required the collection of 
all reporting forms used in the various agencies, a 
charting of information exchange across organiza­
tional boundaries, a linking of agencies for subject 
processing, and other',matters that bear on the sub­
ject's movement through the system. 

Information solely relevant to a subject's move­
ment within an agency was not sought since the em­
phasis was on the total system and the interrelation 
of agencies rather than the internal operation of the 
individual agencies. 

DATA ELEMENTS 
In order to provide a starting point for discussion 

of the kinds of data to be contained iii the master file 
of the subject as he progresses through the criminal 
justice system, a tentative list of data elements was 
constructed. Some of the elements, such as those 
identifying the subject (name,· sex, race, etc.) were 
determined by the requirements ,of the NCIC and 
SEARCH. Likewise, since it is imperative that this 

.... system be compatible with. that of the TCle, where 
possible the codes and data elements designated by 
the Sta.te of Texas were used. 

Having the codes and forms bf the data elements 
for this system compatiible with those of NCIC and 
TCIC should facilitate handling of the data b)~~gen­
des in the field and should reduce duplication.-It is 
also expected that if the:subject-in-process system is 

, '" , 
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fully implemented, any entry into the system would 
contain the requisite information for an automatic 
check of the NCIC ;lnd TCIC files also. 

In addition to the data elements to be used for the 
simple tracking of the subject as he progresses 
through the system, othet: information, such as social 
characteristics, was included in the final data file to 
facilitate long-range research on recidivism, rehabili­
tation, and other sl,1bjects of interest to criminal jus­
tice agencies. 

The listing in Appendix III indicates the basic 
framework used in structuring the final master file. 
Efforts were made during the field research to solicit 
reactions to these items and their value in the final 
file for retrieval and management purposes. Other 
data items will be included in future systems if need­
ed, and it is expected that suggestions from criminal 
justice officials will result in the expansion of the 
master list to provide system capabilities not an­
ticipated at present. 

THE SUBJECT-IN-PROCESS CONCEP~r 
System Overview 

An overview of the system to be covered and the 
basic segments of the process are presented in the 
following flow chart. The chart indicates the three 
basic segllleTl.t~ which will provide data input for the, 
system. These include (1) arrest and booking records 
from law enforcement agencies for the initial file of 
personal d~ta and event description, (2) processing 
phase data from prosecuting attorneys and courts, 
and (3) data on the custody phase from corrections, 
parole officers, and probation officers. 

The first phase data are static in the sense that they 
do not change during the course of the process nor 
are they generated by the operation of the agencies 
involved. These data are recorded as initially report­
ed and only corrections will result in changes after 
the first file is created. The second two phases pro­
vide data created by the agencies that process the 
individual. These data change as the individual 
mover,Jrom agency to agency or as the individual is 
processed by a single agency. In this sense, they are 
dynamic. 

The final disposition of the process master file re­
sults when the individual is released from the crimi­
naljustice system. At this point, a criminal history file 
is forwarded to the Texas Department of Public Safe­
ty for inclusion in the State criminal history file. 

In its preliminary draft of the project proposal, the 
staff of the Criminal Justice Council summarized the 
subject-in-process system as a "demonstration pro-

. ject to establish an offender-based file that will re­
flect the dynamic composition and characteristics of 
a criminal justice system. Each record in the data 
base will reflect the history of each arrest and the 
c'ur:rent status of an offender while he is in the crimi­
nal justiceopro~ess. Each recor~ will be 1:l~dated as an 
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offender moves through the process, and when the 
record of his arrest has proceeded to a point of exit 
from the system a summary. of that record will be 
created to update a criminal history file. 

"In aggregate, the file will reflect, at any time, a 
dynamic inventory of a criminal justice system. This 
file will be used to extract information relating to a 
pal:ticular offender for his current status, for analysis 
of a group of offenders having common characteris­
tics, for research to study any aspect of a criminal 
justice system for management information to evalu­
ate the effectiveness of system components, and 
other applications that relate to specific or summary 
information of an operational or map.agement na­
ture." 

In the same preliminary draft, the council enume-
rated the specific objectives of the subject-in-process 
tracking system project to be )\he following: 

1. Create a substantial data base Of comple~e transaction-based 
offender records to provide a means of evaluating and mea­
suring a criminal justice process. 

2. Provide an available base of comprehensive information on 
crime and criminals for research, diagnostic and manage­
ment purposes. 

3. Establish on-going data requirements, collection, reduction, 
and dissemination procedures to gain experience for imple­
menting a state-wide criminal justice reporting system. 

4. Provide a basis for utilizing operations research techniques, 
such as input/output simulation models as a means of test­
ing new approaches or concepts of systems alternatives. 

5. Prepare for the integration of this sub-system into the 
State's Criminal Justice Information and Communications 
System. 

6. Provide experience and documented methodology for es­
tablishing and maintaining a model system for other states 
or jurisdictions. 

THE SUBJECT-IN-PROCESS IN PERSPECTIVE 
While the subject-in-process ,system is being deve­

loped, every effort is being made to organize the 
system to achieve maximum compatibility with 
other existing or proposed information systems. One 
of the most important of these is the Texas Crime 
Information Center. Basically, the TCIC will provide 
two types ofinformation to support law enforcement 
agencies; these are management and operational in­
formation, with the assumption that information and 
data for research will be subsumed and utilized 
under management. While it may be difficult to dis­
tinguish the function of data in various contexts 
based on these categories, some examples may suf­
fice for purposes of definition. The TClC Final Re­
port offered the following: 

Operational information-services related to in­
formation about persons, property, vehicles, etc. 
Management information-related to that infor-

" mation required by those who manage criminal 
justice agencies, such as statistical information.! 

Examples of uses of information offered by the 1970 
Criminal Justice Plan for Texas include: 
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A law enforcement officer can radio in for information on 
a license plate or suspicious subject and receive an answer 
regarding a stolen car or dangerous criminal within a few 
seconds. 

A prosecutor can ensily and quickly obtain complete crimi-
nal records on subjects he must prosecute. 

A judge can quickly determine bail risk by viewing a sum­
mary of a subject's criminal history, and/or the status of 
other arrests should he already be on bail in another jurisdic­
tiG)I1. 

Prison and jail authorities can more efficiently process the 
inmates coming into their jurisdiction by obtaining more 
complete information. 

Parole and probation officers can be automatically notified 
when one of their subjects is arrested either locally or in 
another jurisdiction. 

These examples illustrate what may be generally de­
fined as "operational information," since the i'i'lfor­
mation recieved is expected·to affect the process in 
which particular individuals are involved. The infor­
mation will, supposedly, change the course of events 
in a manner that should .ensure more comprehensive 
understanding of the circumstances and provide for 
a more rational decision on the part of the official 
involved. 

Management information aids in the general deci-
sion-making process and supports planning and allo­
cation of organizational, resources. Types of reports 
suggested by the TClC Final Report include: 

Activity summary reports for each agency 
Communication lines traffic reports 
NCIC traffic reports 
NDnS traffic reports 
LETS traffic reports 
Rejected messages reports 
Arrest reports 
Dispositions reports 
Rap sheet printouts " 
Fingerprint lookup routine for DPS . 
Vehicle file contentteports by make, model, contributing 
agency, etc. 
Property file content reports by make, model, contributing 
agency, etc. 
Person sub-file content reports by age, sex, race, contribut-
ing agency, etc. 

While these items suggest the types of statistical re­
ports possible with the system, the TClC Final Re­
port did not attempt "to specify exact data elements 
and format requirements because this is generally 
late in the system implementation phase and usually 
continues as new requirements arise from the vari­
ous Criminal Justice agencies." 

Management-related studies exemplified by the 
(,I following will be possible from the subject-in-process 

information: " 
1. Studies of groups categorized by age, race, crime specialty, 

geographical region, disposition, treatment, etc. 
2. Reports which display subject processing times, botflenecks 

in the criminal justice process, work loads, reporting defici­
encies, etc. 

3. Studies of criminal careers of selected individuals. 
4. Detailed studies of recidivists which should cQntribute to 

crime prevention and rehabilitation. 
5. Simulation of the Criminal Justice Process. 
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An additional operational use of the subject-in-proc­
ess data involves the use of information for "alert­
ing." This use results when a subject is arrested or 
detained by one jurisdiction and is being processed 
o.r carried ?n ~ro?at.io~ or parole by another jurisdic­
b?n: The fl.rstJu~ISdl?tion can notify the second juris­
dICtion of the ViOlation and the action taken in the 
second incident, and thus provide 'officials with data 
about the individual which, may be relevant to his 
treatment or control. 

The alerting capability is not identical to that pro­
v.id~d for wan.ted per,s?ns although the concepts'are 
slmdar, The mformatIon that a person is wanted 
wo~ld resu~t in anarres~.ing jurisdiction h,olding the 
subject until the agency wanting" the individual has 
had the opportunity to evaluate the situation and 
~ossibly initiate extradition proceedings. In the alert­
mg process, the concerned jurisdiction is simply noti­
fied of new developments and should take whatever 
action is warranted in the light of the individual's 
status. ' 

Analysis of the "subject-in-process" thus facilitates 
"operat~onal" control of subjects, since progress can 
be momtored and subsequent action taken to affect 
movement. The provision of this type of data sup­
ports research studies and operations analysis for 
general decision making and management and in 
addition, provides the operational basis for mor~ ef­
fective movement and control of specific in-
dividuals.2 '. 

BENEFITS TO CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES 
. Getting accurate, current information to the prop­
er individuals and agencies when they need it and in 
the form they, need it is the goal of the subject-in­
process system. Many obvious benefits will accrue to 
the individual agencies and the criminal justice sys­
tem as a whole from such an interagency information 
system. While some of the more apparent of these 
ar.e listed b~low, it can be expected that many others 
WIll be reahzedonce the system is in operation. Basi­
cally" these benefits can be divided into those relat­
ing to a specific individual in the" system and those 
involving management reports derived from the 
total or aggregate data. 

l'. Immedillte RetrieVill of SpecllIC hlformllb"on. 
A. By means, of an automatic alert, interested agencies 

such as the District Attorney's Office or parole offices 
will be notified of the arrest of any person who is al­
ready in the criminal justice system on a previous 
charge. This timely information will allow the agencies 
to tak~ appropriate action based on the knowledge of 
the newsitualioll or events. 

B. Provitle a unified information source for the Di~trict 
Attor~ey's Office to use in presenting the charges to 
the grand jury. 

C. Provide a unified information source for presentence 
report purposes. 

D. Provide ~ unified information source for use by the 
Boar~ o~ Pardons and Parole in considering action. 

E. PrOVIde mformation for law enforcement agencies in 

the scheduling of personnel so as to have the necessary 
officers available for trial at the proper time. 

F. Provide information for probation or parole officers to 
facilitate record keeping, identification and other ac-
tivities. ' 

G. Provide time controls to monitor the system to ensure 
a continuous flow of current information on the status 
of. each individ,ual in the system. For example, the Dis­
trIct Attorney s Office might want a print-out each 
week alerting it of individuals whose progress in the 
system has been interrupted or delayed for an unusual 
amount of time. 

H. Provide a complete criminal history of each transac­
tion which can be filed locally and by the state agencies 
upon the subject's exit from the system. 

II. Benefits Derived from Aggregllte Dlltll 
A. Provide statistics for management decisions,such as the 

optimu"! alIocation of agency resources (e.g; person­
nel,eqUJpment, etc.). 

B. Provide data for the scheduling and balancing of the 
work load within each agency. 

C. Provide data for the systematic evaluation of programs 
policies, and personnel. ' 

D. Provide data for long-range research into areas such as 
recidiVism, rehabilitation, and other areas of vital im­
portance to criminal justice agencies. 

E. Provide data to support requests by the agencies for 
additional personnel, equipment, funding or other re­
sources. 

.Numerous other benefits to participating agencies 
will undoubtedly become evident as the system is 
put into operation and tested. It is the intention and 
objective of the project staff to observe and monitor 
the agencies' uses of the system in order to illuminate 
those areas of operation in which further system 
benefits can be enhanced. 

CONCLUSION 
Several ideas which were touched on in this paper, 

and several others that were not emphasized, should 
b~ summarized at this point. First, extensive cooper­
ah?n among criminal justice agencies will be re­
qUlred. Heretofore these agencies have not been in­
clined to give up any institutional autonomy that 
might be required by participation in such a system. 
Extensive education and strong emphasis on total 
sys.tem benefits will have to be used to break the 

~~ditional sense of sovereignty that has character~ 
--lzed organizations involved in the criminal justice 

process. 
Secondly, the system advocated will eventually 

~llow c?~trol over the entire criminal justice process 
(m ad~ltion ~o benefiting each participating agency). 
The ~hsruptions caused by lack of interagency com­
mU,meation should be minimized-at least insofar as 
data about the subjects of operations are concerned. 
Accurate me~surement of processing times and 
quantity of persons moved should be achieved. Auto­
matic, programmed reports on criminal justice sys­
tem operation will be possible. 

.Thirdly, the research and development project 
wtll concentrate on problexns involved in establish-
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ing regional, metropolitan, or inter-jurisdictional in­
formation systems, The project in Tarrant County 
will involve a regional council of governments as the 
project control agency and will attempt to design, 
develop,tnd implement a system that requires par­
ticipation~ not only from all agencies at each level, 
but from different jurisdictions (with all agencies). 
Thus county, municipal, state, and federal agencies 
will be involved in the system when it becomes oper­
ational. A major objective of this project is to deter­
mine wh~t probleIrls are involved in 'implementing 
such a system and the strategies required for stimu­
lating cooperation. 

Finally, the subject-in-process tracking system in­
volves the type of system that will today receive pub­
lic SUppOl:t because of the emphasis on law enforce­
ment. The system should provide a concrete product 
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that will stimulate l()ng-n~n financial support a:fter its 
capabilities are demonstrated. However, the opera­
tions and benefits will not be as dramatic or as visible 
as those of.immediate response systems such as the 
NCIC. The advantage of total criminal justice proc­
ess coverage must still oe demonstrated and use of 
the system stimulated. In the long run, it is expected 
that system payoffs will become evident. 

I Systems Science Develupment Corporation,Te.Wls Cnine Infonnllt/on 
Center, F'liwl Report (St. Louis. Missouri: SSDC. July 1969). Section 3. p.l. 

• Much of this material is taken verbatim from James W. Stevens. Stllte 
I/Ild RegiallllllnfoTIIllllr'on Systems.' The Cnimilill Justice Component. (Ar­
lington: The [nstitute of Urban Studies, The UniverSity of Texus at Arling. 
ton. 1970). pp. 42-47. 
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Appendix III 

Description Length 
1. Name"",~"""""""""""""""""""""" •••• ~ •••••••• t 30 
2. Sex ................................... I •• ' •• ~ •••••••••••• ••••••• ,...... 1 
3. Race ......... , .......... ~ ...... I •••••••••••• , •••• ,.... •••••••••••••••• 1 
4. Date of birth ......... ................................ ......... 6 
5. Place of Birth ....................................... ,........ 3 
6. Height ....... ............... .................... .................... 3 
7. Weight ............................................................ 3 
8. Eyes, color ...................................................... 1 
9. Hair, color ...................................................... 2, 

10. Visible marks .................................................. 49 

Q 11. Address, residence ........................................ 30 
12. Census Tract and Block .............................. 9 
13. Occupation...................................................... 6 
14.' Driver's License Number ............................ 8 
15. Driver's License State .................................. 3 
16. Social Security Number................ ................ 9' 
17. Miscellaneous Numbers ................................ 15 
18. First Offense' Code :..................................... 4 
19. Offense Location, Address .. ' ........................ 30 
20. Census Tract and Block .................. ::.......... 9 

21. Offense Date .................................................. 5 
22. Offense Time.................................................. 4 
23. Offense Day of Week .... ...... ........................ 1 
24. Type of Place of Offense ............................ 2 
25. Second Offense, Code ....... ;~......................... 4 
26. Third Offense, Code ,.. ................................. 4, 
27. Arrest Date .............................................. ".,.. t5'< 
28. Anesting Agency Code ................................ 7 
29. Arrest Number .............................................. 6 
30. Offense Number ............................................ 7 

31. Arrest Agency File Number ........................ 8 
32. Fing?rprint Classification ............................ 20;1""" 
33. PrevIous Offense Code, No.1.................... 4 
34. Date .............................................................. 5 
35. Conviction .............. ;:.................................. 1 
36. Previous Offense Code, No.2.................... 4 
37. Date.............................................................. 5 
38. Conviction .................................................. ' 1 
39. Previous Offense Code, No.3 ..... "............. 4 
40. Date ................................................. ';............ 5 

41. Conviction.... ................................. ............. 1 
42. Alias ....... It ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••• 30 
43. Skin Tone ........................................................ 1 
44. Trademark ...................................................... 30 
45. Driver's License, Year Expires ................ " 2 
46. FBI Number .......... ........... ............................. 8 
47. DPS Number ............................... ' ................... 10 
48. Preliminary Hearing Date .......................... 5 
4.9. Preliminary He~ring Magistrlf.t~ ................ 2 
50. Date Charges Filed in J.P. Cbart .............. 5 

o 

Description Length 
51. Date Subject Transferred to County Jail.. 5 
52. 1)\lnount Bohd Set ........................... ............... 4 
53. Date Bond Posted ............. ;.......................... 5 
54. Type of Bond.................................... .............. 1 
55. Place Held When Bond Posted .................. 7 
56. Name of Bondsman ...................................... 30 
57. Date of Grand Jury Indictment.................. 5 
58. Indictment Number ,..................................... 6 
59. Indictment Charge A.................................... 4 
60. Indictment Charge B.................................... 4 

61. Indictment Charge C.................................... 4 
62. Date of Formal Arraignment ...................... 5 
63. Court Arraigned (Judge) .............................. 2 
64. Plea Entered ......... ............... .......................... 1 
65. Amount Bond Set .......................................... 4 
66. Date Bond Posted ........................................ 5 
67. Type of-Bond.................................................. 1 
68. Place Held ...................................................... 7 
69. Name of Bondsman ...................................... 30 
70. Date Applied for CounseL.......................... 5 

71. 
72. 
73. 
74. 
75. 
76. 
77. 

. 78. 
79. 
80. 

Date Counsel Assigned .......... ...................... 5 
Narne of Counsel .......................................... 29 
Name of Prosecuting Attorney .................. 29 
Date of Pretrial Conference........................ 5 
First Pretrial Motion .................................... 2 

Date .............................................................. 5 
Outcome...................................................... 1 

Second Pretrial Motion ................................ 2 
IlDate .............................................................. 5 
Outcome...................................................... 1 

81. Third Pretrial Motion .................................. 2 
82. Date .............................................................. 5 
83. Outcome .............. ...... ............................. ..... 1 
84. Fourth Pretrial Motion' ...................... ,......... 2 
85. Date ....................... :...................................... 5,··· 
86. Outcome ...................................................... ''1' 
87. Fifth Pretrial Motion .................................... 2 
88. Dat!"!.............................................................. 5 
89. Outcome...................................................... 1 
90. Sixth Pretrial.Motion .................................... 2 

91. Date.............................................................. 5 
92. Outcome...................................................... 1 
93. Seventh Pretrial Motion .......... :................... 2 
94. Date .............................................................. 5 
95. Outcome ....................................................... 1 
96'. Eighth Pretrial Motion ............ .................... 2 
97. Date ........................................... r: .. ?............. 5 
98. Gutcome .................................... {(-............... 1 
99. Trial Judge ................................ :) ... \............. 2 

100. Date Tri~;alled .................... r ..... """ .. "~o: 

---



Description Length 
101. Trial Disposition Date. .. ; .............................. , 5 
102. Disposition ............................. ......................... 4 
103. Type of Sentence ........................................... 4 
104. Type of Length of Sentence ...................... 4 
105. Duration of Sentence (in months) .............. S 
106. Amount of Fine (in OO's) .i' ........................... • 4 
107. Date of Appeal to Texas 

Court of Criminal Appeal........................ 5 
108. Disposition ................................................. ~.... 1 
109. Date Appeal to Federal Court 

of Critninal Appeal.................................... 5 
110. Disposition ...................................................... 1 

111. Date Appeal to U.s. Supreme Court ........ 5 
112. 'Disposition ....... ..................... .......................... 1 
113. Date Entered 'Probation .............................. 5 
114. Probation Officer Assigned ............. ~............ 1 
115. Date of Motion for Probation 

Revocation ........... ....................................... 5 
116. Reason ......................................................... ·.... 4 
117. Date Revoked ................................................ 5 
118. Disposition From Revocation or 

Attempt to Revoke.................................... 4 
119. Date Entered Correctional Institution...... 5 
120. TDC Number ................................................ 6 
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Description Length 
121. Institution Held ....... : ................ ; .............. ·...... 2 
122. Institution Rehabilitation 

Program Participation .............................. 2 
123. Date Re-entered .............. ,............................. 5 
124. Unit Re-entered ................................. :........... 2 
125. Date Parole Granted .................................... 5 
126.DPO Assigned ............................. ,)................. 3 
127. Date Parole Revoked.................................... 5 
128. Reason ......................................... ···.· ........ ·· .. · .. · 4 
129. Date Exited From System ................ ,.......... 5 
130. Reason .............................................. ····· .. ·........ 4 

131. Charges Reduced to Misdemeanor ............ 4 
132. Extradicted to _ (State) ............................ 3 
133. Education ........................................................ 2 
134. IQ .................................................... · ........ · .. ···•·· 3 
135. Narcotics Use (Yes or No) ............................ 1 

Previous Arrests Not Listed Before 

136. Offense Code ... ~ .................................. · .. · .... · .. · 4 
137. Date ...... ~ ............................................. ·.· .. ·........ 5 
138. Offense Code .. , .............................................. · 4 
139. Date ....................... : ....................... · .. · .. ··.·· .. ··.... 5 
140. Offense Code l .......................................... ·· .. ·.. 4 
141. Date ............................................. · ........ · ..... · .... · 5 
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF A LAW ENFORCEMENT 
COMPUTERIZED SYSTEM FOR TACTICAL 

INFORMATION CORRELATI{lN AND RETRIEVAL· 

by Sergeant R. l. Kenney and 
Captain George E. Conroy 

los Angeles Police Department 

INTRODUCTION 
Since the early 1960's the Los Angeles Police De­

partment's research and development of automated 
information systems has burgeoned. Today a family 
of such systems exist within LAPD; the Automated 
Want/Warrant System provides real-time access to 
300,000 records; Law Enforcement Manpower Re­
sources Allocation System (LEMRAS) provides watch 
commanders with predictions of work load; the Traf­
fic Information System ferrets out traffic accident! 
citation correlations; and ~e Automated Arrest/ 
Booking system expedites arrestee processing. An 
Automated Record Management System (ARMS) is 
on the drawing board as is an Emergency Command 
Control Communications System (ECCCS). These 
systems cover the basic logistical and functional de­
mands of a large metropolitan police department, 
but a void still exists as to modus operandi and crime 
prediction considerations. This last member of the 
automation family will be the Law Enforcement 
Computerized System for Tactical Information Cor­
relation and Retrieval, also known as the PATRIC 
System (Pattern Recognition and Information Corre­
lation), and future reference to~ this system will be 
under that acronym.' ,. 

~ PATRIC represents an MO system concept differ­
ent in kind, not degree. Boiled down to its essentials, 
the PATRIC Project is concerned with devising an 
effective man/machine interface which simulates 
specialized investigative reasoning. The difficulties 
involved are familiar to anyone who has worked with 
modus operandi considerations. In the absence of 
hard data such as named suspects, license numbers, 
or fingerprints, MO searches become almost a ghost 
hunt when the investigator considers all of th~ possi­
ble 'combinations/permutations involved in such 
analysis. 

This paper has four basic sections. The first is a 
description of the basic PATRIC functions and their 
relation to the operations of a police department. 
the second part describes an experiment conducted 
by LAPD and Systems Development Corporation 
(SOC) of Santa Monica, California (contractor for the 
forthcoming PATRIC experiment); this experiment 
consisted of taking a small amount of LAPD MO data 
and placing it in an automated environment and con-

II 
ducting various tests to examine the feasibility of an 
automated MO system. The third section· describes 
the PA TRIC operational test-bed which will be a 
one-year effort consisting of a real-time information 
system with crime and crime-related report files ac­
cessible to 5 of the 17 geographic police divisions of 
Los Angeles. The fourth section deals with the tech­
nical characteristics to be determined during the 
one-year effort. Because technical characteristics 
will determine costs involved in building the ulti­
mate PA TRIC System, this section is prefaced by. 
statements on methodology of acquiring cost effec­
tiveness. 

It is anticipated that the PATRIC operational test­
bed will commence January 1, 1971. 

PATRIC: ITS BASIC FUNCTION 
Three basic areas for operational research will be 

conducted during the PATRIC test-bed period. Of 
these three areas, two are rather straightforward. 
First there is the detection of crime patterns in order 
to supply patrol personnel with detailed deployment 
plans for problems indigenous to their assigned area. 
The second is the correlation of suspect, modus ope­
randi, and property information to supply investiga­
tors with filtered and distilled data from existing re­
cords within the police' department. The basic 
difference between these two functions is that the 
former, patrol deployment, is not so much con­
cerned with following up on a specific crime in order 
to arrest the perpetrator and recover any property 
outstanding, as it is to take a group of crimes and 
extract that information which would be of use to the 
patrol officer. For example, if a rash of burglaries are 
occurring, it is the patrol function to deploy in such 
a fashion as to be in the right place at the right time 
to stop the burglar whoever he may be. 

This is opposed to the det~ctive function wherein 
a specific burglary is assigned to an investigator and 
he is charged with the follow-up on that crime for the 
express purpose, of apprehending the perpetrator . \) 
and recovering any stolen property. If information is 
available concerning the specific perpetrator of the 
crime, then the investigator will follow up and solve 
the problem in that matter. Oftentimes, however, a 
series of burglaries has no information other than 
basic MO. The PAl'RIC function will be to analyze 
burglaries, for example, and pull out that information 
which will be most useful to the patrolman. This 
" 
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would include the type of premise most often at­
tacked. It would also include the prime time during 
which the burglars are committing the crimes. And 
would give other information such as the type of 
property most often.attacked, the method of entry, 
especially if specialized burglary tools were used, etc. 
Thus each radio car in a division would be supplied 
with a tailor-made deployment plan which would 
provide the officer a blueprint for intelligently de­
ploying on that problem. Currently techniques such 
as pin maps are employed, but they are of linuted 
utility because the officer more than likely does not 
have unlimited time to deploy. Given his basic duties 
of responding to calls, serving warrants, handling 
traffic problems, etc., he normally has only limited 
time for deploying on special problems. P ATRIC 
would thus provide him with information that would 
go something like this: between 10:00 and 11:00 
there,.s a high probability that a burglar will be in a 
certain area, and that he will be attacking two-story 
apartment buildings using a jimmy, and taking elec­
tronic sound equipment. By 11:00 the crime patterns 
might show that burglaries drop dramatically but 
that a robbery pattern develops near midnight. In 
this way a more effective and efficient use of patrol 
personnel can be effected. 

The research conducted during the test phase will 
be geared toward isolating those descriptors from 
incoming crime reports which best serve patrol offic­
ers and deployment techniques. Another question to 
be addressed in the P ATRIC research is the peri­
odicity of such deployment reports. Would it be 
necessary to supply such reports daily, weekly, or 
monthly? This becomes exceedingly important in 
costing out a system such as PATRIe. 

The second area of P ATRIOfunction is the correla­
tion of data for the investigator. Here the emphasis 
is on specific suspects being identified with specific 
crimes. In this case each incoming crime report is 
examined to see what other possible files could be of 
use in the correlation strategies. For example, a bur­
glary report might have a sketchy physical descrip­
tion and vehicle description, along with the basic MO 
information and stolen property description. In this 
case several passes would be made at the files. The 
investigator would be provided a listing of all other 
crimes with the same MO, a listing of possible suspect 
descriptions from the field interview and Investiga­
tor's Final Report File,,?ru1d a listing of property from 
pawnshop records which matched the property stol­
en in the burglary. This entire package would be 
presented to an investigator; he would evaluate it 
and follow-up on that which h«;ldeemed appropriate. 
At this point his eValuation would be fed back to the 
research team. , 

The third area of the PATRIC function is perhaps 
one of the most interesting. It is termed the detec­
tion of multiple occurrence. This function was the 
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result of an observation stumbled upon. During the 
1968-69 tests at SDC, project personnel were scan­
ning a data base profile wherein all of the data ele­
ments were displayed on a cathode ray tube along 
with their occurrence count in the data base. While 
examining a field interview file, there was an occur­
rence of one license number appearing six times in 
the data base. Since this could possibly have been a 
loading error or arl instance of six duplications of one 
record, the entry was investigated. It seemed that 
there were six different field interviews entered at 
different times on the same vehicle,-and they were 
all in a given location of the city except one, which 
was in an area frequented by narcotic addicts. All of 
the instances were in the early morning hours, and 
none of the persons listed as being in the vehicle 
lived in that area. The hard copies of the interview 
cards were obtained and the concerned investigators 
interviewed. All of the persons in the car w~ie 
known to the detectives and all of the persons Md 
records of burglary. Thus it was obvious that there 
was a high potential for a burglary ring existing, and 
this would be a natural for surveillance deployment 
in the affected area. From this incident the PATRIC 
researchers built a hypothesis that this sort of multi­
ple occurrence could be applied to other areas of the 
data base and become a monitoring function. 

One of the initial determinations which will have 
to be made during the project period will be to estab­
lish levels of significance in multiple oc~urrence. 
Another example of a multiple occurrence monitor­
ing function would be in the pawnshop records. Tak­
ing, for example, the pawning of typewriters of a 
given type or even of all typewriters~ the researcher 
would have to know what is the normal level of such 
transactions. From there certain parameters must be 
established wherein a level of significance occurs. If 
the average daily pawnshop transactions in typewrit­
ers is 100, then some number above 100 becomes 
significant. If during a given period, one week for 
instance, 160 typewriters were pawned and all of 
them were IBM Selectrics, there is a probability that 
these articles were taken in a burglary or theft. The 
important point is that an investigator be notified to 
check out the situation; conceivably a theft would 
not be discovered for some weeks to come. If the 
detective were to go to the pawnshops and examine 
the merchandise and question the pawnshop dealer, 
it is quite possible that the theft could be detected 
earlier and the follow-up work done at a more advan­
tageous time. The danger here is in eliciting data not 
necessarily of significance and thus defeating the 
purpose of the system by misdirecting investigators. 

The three functional areas outlined above will be 
closely controlled and constantly monitored and eva­
luated. As correlation strategies, deployment tech· 
niques, and multiple occurrence parameters are ar­
rived at there will be intensive evaluation of their 
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effectiveness. Feedback loops will be established to 
the s~stem ope~ators ~o. a.s to cross-pollinate the sys­
tem m the various diVISions in order to capitalize 
upon better techniques as they evolve. This is not to 
bay th~t the system operators at the test diVisions will 

e strmgently controlled in all that they do. In fact, 
some amounts of experimentation will be en­
cour.aged as the operators and the investigators con­
fer. m the best approach to solving problems. If 
umque. or un?rthodox methods seem appropriate, 
they wdl be tried and their results will be monitored 
by the researc? staff in the laboratory, and if it should 
seem appropnate these techniques will be fed back 
to other systems operators. 

The over~idin~ objective during the operational 
test-be~ penod wd,t be to derive as much information 
rega~dmg the tactical effectiveness of police data as 
pOSSible, and any and all techniques will be exam­
med. 

A LABORATORY EXPERIMENT 

Between June 1968 and January 1969, LAPD and 
Syste1lls Development Corporation conducted a 
computer-based laboratory experiment to test MO 
correl~tion feasibility. 1 A data base consisting of ten­
weeks worth of crime and field interview data was 
c~nstructed,. utilizing SDC's Q32 computer complex 
wI.th the lUCid programs. This system is highly user­
onented, employing simple English instrUctions. 
The data Source was punched cards produced by the 
Los Angeles Police Department; these cards contain 
80 columns of data per crime incident 

P ~ TRIC Project personnel were in-house at SDC 
du~mg the seven months of this study. In order to 
validate correlation hits, three investigators were de­
~ached from their divisional assignments and phased 
m~o t~e ~ ATRIC laboratory test environment. Using 
~mly listings of crime and suspect descriptions, pro­
Je~t staff could make queries of the system based on 
c~1Ille characteristics. For example, a male, Cauca­
Sian, 25 to 30 years, 5'10" to 6' 180 to 200 lb 
c0IllIl?-it~ a robbery and Uses a Ger~an Luger, bind'~ 
the victim and forces him to the back room takes 
ca~h only and departs in an old green sed~. This 
?nme extract would be run against other robberies 
m the d~ta .base. And the very construction of the 
query highlights a central problem still faCing PA­
TR~C research, a problem which must be resolved 
durmg the forthcoming operational test-bed experi. 
ment. 

If. the suspect description, his MO actions, and his 
vehicle a~e entered into the system exactly as listed 
~n the cnme extract, any retrieved robbery correla­
b0!1 would? on the face of it, have high probability of 
bemg .a cnm~ perpetrated by the same individual. 
Som? mteresting questions arise .as each descriptor is 
conSidered. 

. . Male 
ThiS mformation is virtually assured as corect. 

. Caucasian 
ThiS information has a high probability of being correct. 

" 25-30 yeal'S of age 
At th~s pomt we become involved in a gray area potentially 
creating problems for the automated system. For exam Ie 
the suspec.t may well be described elsewhere with an ~g~ 
~ange outSide of the one given on this extract. For exam Ie 
If on an~the~ r~port the suspect is described as 22 to 24, :hat 
correlation mdlcator would be lost to this inquiry. 

5' 10· to 6' 
The same problem arises here. 

180 to 200 Ibs. 
. Ahgain,. we are faced with the same problem of how reliable 

. IS t at piece of information. 

Gennan Luger weapon 
The susp~ct may well have two or three weapons which h 
uses on different occasions. e 

Binds "the victim and forces him to the back room 
The ~uspect may on occasion deviate .from this MO not nec­
~~safl~ b,ecause he would not follow it, but perhaps because 
I e l y~lcal layout ~f the premise being robbed does not 
en .Itse f to such action. At any rate, there are many consid­
er~tiolls as to how much reliability can be based on this MO 
trrut. 

I And so it goes. If the search parameters ~re too 
oo~e (as .in re~ri?vipg age on five-year parameters 

surroundmg victim s description of suspects which 
means 20 t? 35 years~ then "hits" too volu~ous 
~ay be retrieved, makmg it unfeasible to have inves­
tigators check out all of the possibilities. If the param­
eters are too tight, good "hits" may be lost. Thus a 
problem in probabilities stands squarely before the 
researcher. 

This ~r~a of research, however, was deferred from 
first pnonty as a twofold basic problem emerged as 
a result of the laboratory testing. The time lag (four 
weeks) between capture of initial data (e.g., crime 
repo.rts) and. the time that the pertinent crime data 
was I~ mach~e pro~essable form is intolerable from 
a t~ctical po~t of VIew. Second, the data itself was 
losmg somet~mg in the informational preprocessing 
proced~~es; ItS reliability was suspect. 

Tr.adltionally, the data preprocessing procedure 
CO~SISt~ of an officer completing a sonrce document 
which IS s~nt to a coding unit where a clerk analyzes 
the narrative content. From that analysis the clerk 
selects sets of MO descriptor codes from a catalog. 
The co~~s are then punched into a Hollerith card, 
and the mput data media is available It was "his 
procedure which was to be the villain . ~ 
~hile the upshot of the 1968-69 experiment 

pom~ed toward feasibility of an automated MO cor­
relation system, investigators, to a man, said that the 
system ~ust be capable of rapid input of data arJ.dthe 
data must be more reliable. If information is never 
more than a month old, too much/potential was lost 
Thus. a queueing problem appeared to be needing' 
solutIon. ' . 
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Speeding up of data preparations seemed relative­
ly simple, but data reliability was another ball game. 
The PATRIC Project Team conducted an analysis of 
the Department's information processing, and the 
resulting document was "An Analysis of the Capture, 
Flow and Processing of Selected Los Angeles Police 
Department Crime and Crime-Related Reports". 
Every step, procedure, and policy was examined. 
And a problem definition, almost an hypothesis 
emerged. Police officers were recording a crime 
event or personal contact which was. oftentimes an 
interpretation of an event gleaned from composite 
statements of victims and witnesses. The officer's 
expertise in interviewing techniques usually guided 
the quality of the report. The report was thEm sent to 
clerical personnel with the officer's interpretation, 
and the clerks had to then perform their own inter­
pretation based on that narrative. The data became 
twice removed from the occurrence. 

As the coding clerks reached conclusions as to the 
MO involved, they had to find an appropriate de­
scriptor from a book of MO codes. Unfortunately, 
MOs are not always cut and dried; close decisions 
sometimes had to be made. And if further informa­
tion was required, it was unfeasible to go back to the 
original source because the volume and work load 
level were prohibitive-not to mention the logistics 
involved. 

Yet to make each officer a coding clerk would not 
be cost effective. The solution appeared to be a com­
promise, and the first step was to evaluate the coding 
charts ofMO data, to perform frequency runs, and to 
conduct interviews of investigators well-versed in 
MO techniques. This effort resulted in massive revi­
sions to MO tables. Deadwood was cut away, updat­
ing of descriptors was made, and terms revised. 
When the dust cleared, a drastically reduced set of 
MO descriptors emerged. Lo and behold it appeared 
feasible to place the MO descriptors on field crime 
reports. (See Figure I.) 

Not only did this crime report format appear to 
solve the interpretation problem, it pointed toward 
the speed-of-input problem. Codes still had to be 
given to the descriptors, but subjective evaluations 
became the sole responsibility of the officer malcing 
the initial investigation of the crime event. Also, optl· . 
cal character recognition became a distinct possibH· 
ity, permitting a truiy real-time information system' 
to emerge and reducing possible error to only the 
investigating officer (OCR would eliminate tran­
sposed code numbers, misstroking during the keying 
of data to magnetic tape, etc.). Even though OCR 
application may be some time in the future, owing to 
costs involved pl'esently, the preprocessing of the 
new reports would be drastically reduced in time 
because the clerical process would no 16nger require 
reading of riarrative and time-consuming searches 
through coding books for the appropriate MO code. 
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At present the Los Angeles Police Department is 
preparing phaseover to its new crime report format 
processing procedure during the first quarter of 
1971. 

The present target is to have crime information in 
machine processable form within a 24-hour tur­
naround time. 

With the new reports and the streamlined pre­
processing methodology, the PATRIe Project is 
ready to conduct further tests geared to obtaining a 
real-time MO processing information system. 

PATRIC: AN OPERATIONAL TEST-BED 
SYSTEM 
The California Council on Criminal Justice has. 

awarded grant funds to the Los Angeles Police De­
partment to develop an operational test-bed in order 
to perform basic research and development in fur­
therance of the PATRIC System. 

An operational test-bed environment has been de­
cided as the method of approach because to-date 
there have been extensive "paper" studies and labo­
ratory experiments; it now appears feasible and 
proper to conduct an experiment using operational 
personnel and operational situ;,Wons to test the valid­
ity of the PATRIC hypothesis. The operational test­
bed will have a data base consisting of tactical infor­
mation from reports on robbery, burglary, theft from 
person, burglary I theft from motor vehicle, theft by 
trick and device, auto theft, homicide, aggravated 
assault, rape, child molesting, indecent exposure, 
kidnap, and prowler. In addition to these records the 
field interview file, the pawnshop transaction file, 
registered sex offender file, and the Investigator's 
Final Report will all be included in the system. All 
relevant tactical information from these reports and 
records will be entered into the system. All of the 
crime information will be taken from reports similar 
to the robbery report shown in Figure I. Figure II is 
an exemplar of the Investigator's Final Report which 
was revised as a result of the studies conducted dur­
ing the past year. Of note is the formatting on the 
back of the Investigator's Final Report and the at­
tached MO sheet. (See Figure III.) The terms em­
ployed on the Investigator's Final Report and its at­
tendant MO sheet are identical with those appearing 
on the revise~r4ne reports. The significance of this 
is .that all operal1bnal personnel, both patrol officers 
and detective investigators, are employing the same 
terminology while preparing reports which will be 
input to the P ATRIC System. Also of note is that the 
Investigator's Final Report allows the investigator to 
determine whether or not the report will be entered 
into the PATRIC data base. It is felt that the investi­
gator, who conducts the follow-up investigation, is in 
the best position to judge whether or not the in­
dividual in question is indeed someone capable of 
perpetrating other crimes when released from the 
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crimin.al justice syst~m or whether it is an arrest 
where~n the perp~trator will probably not again 
come m contact With law enforcement. 
. The. oper.a~i~nal te~t-bed sites will be six geograph­
IC pohce diVISions )\I'lth 2741 terminals installed in 
the squa~ rooms or the analytical offices. In this way 
the te~mmal operators will be in daily contact with 
o~erations personn~l and will have firsthand contact 
~Ith them and will be privy to a free flow of informa­
b?n from investig(;itive or patrol personnel. The sig­
m~cance of this is\\addressed by Mr. Earl E. Hall of 
Olkewood Corpor~\tion and Captain Jack F. Chap­
pell, "Albuquerq~e Police Department, in their pa­
~er, Man I Machme Systems to Aid-in the Apprehen­
sion of Care.er Criminals", which was presented at 
the proceedmgs of the Second National Symposium 
on. Law E~for~ement Science and Technology in 
Chicago, IllmOls, during 1968. 

"With great respect for the substantial knowledge and 
skills typically developed Qut of experience by good police 
officers, we nevertheless suggest that some changes be 
ma~e. In doing so we in no way wish to lose their ex­
perienced-based individual skills or to change those aspects 
of th~ system that allow them to develop. What we do sug­
gest IS that t~e orgal~ized nature of much crime, the natures 
of r.ules of eVl~ence m court (which take little account of the 
pohce officer s judgments IU\d educated intuition) and the 
availability of this new tool-the computer-indicate the 
great value of a tea..-n approach over highly individualized 
approach. 

"The team approach asks that the patrol officer report 
a~curately on each offense he investigates and that he pro­
VIde ~o the systems ~nalyst any auxiliary information about 
the cIty and about cnme that becomes available to him Th 
system depends heavily Upon identification crime site t~am~ 
and other ~uxiliary investigators reporting accurately and in 
great detrul on their investigations. All reporting must be 
~one so as to facilitate compiling of the several sources of 
mformation on each single crime." 

Further on in their paper, Dikewood and Chappell 
comment: 

"The ~ooperative s~aring of Information and participating 
in plannmg officer assIgnments Is not limited to systems ana­
lysts IU\d patrol officers. The systems analysts should work 
c1osel~ with the detective division. A case CIU\ be made for 
includmg syst~ms analysis as a part of the detective division, 
It is also POSSIble to make a case for a separate section or 
even for haVing systems analysis under patrol In most c~es 
systems rulalysls will probably be part of the r~cords division' 
The important point is not where this function is headquar~ 
tered and managed. The important point is that a good free 
flow of informatio:1 among all diVisions to and from the sys­
tems analysis operation is crucial to its success, "2 

Through de~entra~izing the PATRIC operational 
test-bed expeIlme'lt mto the detective squad rooms 
and the patrol division's analytical offices, it is hoped 
that t~e free .flow of information will reinforce the 
experimentation conducted using the PATRIC data 
~ase. Thro~gh. this ty~e of. operation) the full poten­
~Ial for r~trleymg tactical mformation from a police 
mf?rmation data base can be realized. Full documen­
tation of all uses made of the system in assisting inves. 

tigators and patrol officers will be made and 
analyzed b~ the PATRICresearch team. In thiS! way 
feedback w~ll be given to system operators as t() the 
most effective method of searching the data balse 

One. of the obje~tives of the PATRIC test perii)d 'is 
to derive correlation strategies for individual crime 
occurr~nces. Dur.ing the operational test-bed phase, 
t~eenbre operation will be through on-line interac­
tive access to the computer. The volume of crimt;\ in 
a large metropolitan area such as Los Angeles 
hO'Yever, would probably prohibit a full interactiv~ 
mode for an MO system. What is envisioned as results 
from t~e experiment would be automatic correlation 
s~rategles. If, for example, a strategy could be de­
Vised to handle an incoming robbery report, then the 
~earc? _~ould be made automatically and any result­
mg hlt~ from any of the appropriate files would be 
transmitted to the investigator. It is also foreseen that 
there ~ould b~ some amount of real-time interactive 
capablhty avrulable, but this would have to be re­
duced ~o ~hat w?ich would be cost-effective. Thus 
the maJ?Ilty of mcoming crime reports would be 
automatically correlated; automatic correlation 
could be overridden, and interactive correlation con­
ducted ~n instances of severe crimes. 

The kmd of information that will be derived from 
the PA :rRIC experiment will be along these lines: 
The height Of. a described suspect should be expand­
ed. to a tW~-I~ch parameter outside of the given 
helgh.t descIlptIon from the crime report; the weight 
d~scIlPt~r should be expanded to 20 pounds of the 
g1V~~ CIlme report descriptor. Certain MO charac­
tens tics would be flagged so as to indicate that their 
ab.sen~e in a correlation search would not call for a 
reJec~on of othe~ correlating reports which did not 
co~trun t~at parti~ular descriptor. In other words, all 
pomts ?f mformation from a given record in the data 
base wd~ be evaluated as to their intrinsic value in a 
co~relation search. In this way an hierarchy of de­
scrlpto~s. c?n be established in rank order of their 
p~obabd~stic value. Again, the need to establish such 
hierarchies regarding the data concerned with 
modus operandI: is central to the PATRIC research. 
T~e thrust behmd the operational test-bed tech­
mque to be used on PATRIC is exemplified in Ward 
E~war?s and Robert M. Gagne's Psychological Prin­
CIples 1Il System Development 

l'One re~on why men are good at tolerating IU\d exploit­
ing. ambigUIty i~ ~hat they can effectively translate uncertain­
ty mto probablbty-another task in which men far excel 
CO~puters. • . " Co~puters, on the other hlU\d, are far su­
per~or to men 10 takmg probabilities IU\d payoffs and com­
,!utmg from them the best Course of action. These considera­
hh~s suggest that a military information processing system 
w Ich must cope with relatively unreliahle data .•. might 
profitably use human operators as transducers for probabili­
tib· These probabilities could be entered into a computer 
WI iCl~ hwould then compute the optimal course of action i~ 
tIe Ig t of them."3 
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The principle involved is pertinent to PATRIC re­
search. During the 1968-69 experiments at SDC, 
certain tables were established which have guided 
the thinking behind the present operational test-bed 
concept. For example, on robberies the resulting cor­
relations which the investigators indicated were wor­
thy of follow-up were analyzed by descriptor type. 
The sets of correlating reports were divided into 
such categories as time of day, day of week, height, 
weight, age of suspect, means used, property in­
volved, and trademarks exhibited by suspect, etc. 
The resulting tables showed that the match on time 
of day was within one hour in 15% of the instances; 
15.7% was within 2 hours, etc. The height of the 
suspect was on an exact match in 34.7% of the cor­
relating reports, one interval away (an interval being 
3 inches) in 23.7% of the correlating reports. On the 
trademarks exhibited by suspect, the trademark 
match was good in 1.6%, fair on 36.4%, within possi­
bility on 50% and dissimilar in 12%. The subjective 
nature of the evaluation of trademarks was necessary 
because of the very nature of trademarks which are 
a reflection of behavior. The investigators arbitrarily 
ranked them into the four categories. It is this sort of 
information analysis which will be continued and ex­
panded during the upc.oming PATRIC Project peri­
od. 

This leads to evaluation. Two forms of evaluation 
will be conducted. First will be the classical measure­
ments of police effectiveness: arrest rates, crime 
rates, property recovery rate, and crime clearance 
rate. As an adjunct to this objective evaluation, there 
will be subjective evaluation by a cadre of investiga­
tive specialists. This cadre would consist of specialists 
froql robbery investigation, burglary, sex crimes, etc. 
The reason for supplementing the. crime statistics 
with the subjective opinion of police experts is justi­
fied because there could be successful correlations 
which would not necessarily result in a dramatic de­
crease in a given crime rate. To abandon such corre­
lations, especially when the system itself is on a limit­
ed geographic basis, would be unfair to the total 
system development. 

Along with the establishment of value tables for 
the various modus operandi descriptors, a second hi­
erarchy of information will be necessarily derived. 
This might be termed data age utility tables, or the 
establishment of utility of data as a function of its age. 
Because of the extremely large volumes of data in­
volved, it becomes essential that some knowledge be 
derived regarding the length of time that the data 
should be retained, especially in a high speed storage 
environment. Data utility curves will be established 
wherein each correlation hit will be plotted so as to 
reflect the time between an incoming report and any 
reports which positively correlate against that in­
coming report. In this way information will be 
derived as to how long a given file should be kept 
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established until purging begins. 
Along with the operational evaluation of PATRIC 

correlations, statis.l:ical resea.rch scientists will be 
using certain claSSical statistical techniques to derive . 
meaningful patterns from sets of correlation hits. Of 
particular interest will be instances where an arre­
stee admits to perpetrating a series of cd.mes, a bur­
glar, for example, admitting a series of 20 to 30 bur­
glaries. These reports would be isolated in the data 
base and such techniques as regression analysis, dis·, 
criminant analysis, and cluster analysis would be ap­
plied to these events to discover the various relation­
ships existing therein. Also available will be a 
statistical technique developed by Systems Develop­
ment Corporation and entitled IDEA (Inductive 
Data Exploration and. Analysis). 

"By use of teletype console and, when available, a cathode 
ray tube display with a light pen, IDEA enables the scientist 
to participate interactively in a data analysis process which 
involves the creation of a decision tree to represent impor· 
tant relationships in the data. As each potential branching 
point in an evolving decision tree is considered, IDEA dis· 
plays the alternatives evaluated by the program, a measure 
of the value (desirability) of each, and a recommended 
course of action. The scientist may then decide: (a) to accept 
the program's solutions; (b) select one of the other alterna· 
tives; (c) request statistical evaluation of altel'll.atives not con· 
sidered by the program; (d) impose his own choice of action. 
In this way the scientist collaborates with the program in an 
inductive search for an underlying tree structure in his 
data ... • 

The justification for using IDEA as well as other 
classical statistical methods is described. 

"Classical induction algorithms such as regression analysis, 
discriminant analysis, and cluster analysis are often USfld by 
an investigator to help him discover, understand, summa· 
rize, and represent various relationships that exist among 
many measurements and observations. Whenever these in· 
terrelationships become very complex-containing non~ 
linearity and interaction-the usefulness of the classical ap· 
proaches is limited. In many cases the emergent structure is 
not obvious to the researchen nor is he solely interested in 
testing an a priori hypothesis. Und.er these conditions his 
knowledge of the field from which the data come, and his 
experience, intuition, and pattern recognition skills-ifthese 
could be used-would enable him to improve on the results 
of classical methods or perhaps to succeed where the classi­
cal techniques fails." 

Thus the preceding par~graphs describe the me­
thodology involved in the operational test-bed ap­
proach. It is designed to wed the best of an opera­
tions approach using automated MO information in 
a real-life situation with classical statistical tech­
niques in a laboratory environment. The desired re-

,suIt of this approach will be an understanding of the 
i1hsefulness of complex modus operandi information 
in an automated environment as well as the interre­
lations of the various files resident in that system. 
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PATRIC: TECHNlCAL CHARACTERISTICS 
AND REQUIREMENTS 

Thus far this discussion has centered around the 
tactical utility . .of a police information system and the 
methods to be employed in arriving at decisions re­
garding that information. Evaluations can be made 
concerning the utility of such a system, but to equate 
those capabilities to cost effectiveness is a delicate 
issue. To attempt to put a price on the apprehension 
of a burglar or to put a price tag on the recovery of 
contraband is questionable at best and impossible at 
worst. Yet some measure of cost effectiveness must 
be developed during the PATRIe research period. 
The considerations which will be used will include 
the increased effectiveness of police personnel. Pres­
ently an investigator on the Los Angeles Police De­
partment devotes 40% of his time to pure investiga­
tive procedures; the remainder of the time deals 
with administrative processes such as the making of 
certain reports, the arraignment of suspects, and in­
terviews with the district attorney's personnel in 
seeking complaints. If presently investigators can 
handle a case load of, say, five reports per day, then 
increasing that case load to ten per day as a result of 
functions of,the PATRIC System can show a definite 
cost effectivene,~s. The same principle applies to de­
ployed uniformed personnel. Another area is that of 
duplication; in a city such as Los Angeles the criminal 
element possesses high mobility within the 460 odd 
square miles of the city. During the experiments at 
SDC in 1968-69, there were several instances 
wherein crimes were correlated and it was found 
that investigators in different geographic divisions 
were working on the same problem unbeknownst to 
the individual investigators. Through a pooling of 
information there could be a much faster resolution 
of the case as well as an avoidance of duplication of 
effort. These sorts of considerations will constitute 
the basis for cost effectiveness evaluation. 

Thevdetermination of the tactical system functions 
as described above is only one half of the PA TRIC 
evaluation. The second half will comprise the techni­
cal requirements needed to produce the tactical re­
sults desired. This considerat~9n will be handled 
through the assigning of a Senior Data Processing 
Analyst and a Software Systems Specialist to the 
PATRIC work group during the test-bed operation. 

. The objectives and the configuration of the opera­
tIonal test-bed are such that the anticipated test-bed 
system characteristics are felt to be justified. They 
include on-line interactive mode, time sharing, mul­
tiple remote terminal access, general purpose data 
manipulation, report generation capability, orienta­
tion to nonprogrammer use, English-like language 
explanation of error message and command, s:yste~ 
guidance on-line for inexperienced users, off-line 

batch processing initiated either off-line or by on-line 
interactive command, and disc/drum/tape orienta­
tion. The system is capable of handling massive 
volumes of data (445,000 records per six months). All 
of these features would have to be justified in the 
eventual PATRIC System, and that evaluation as to 
their justification will be the province of the techni­
cal personnel described above. Another area of 
evaluation will be the input I output devices. The pro­
liferation of 10 devices today will require careful 
evaluation as to the most appropriate types necessary 
as well as the number of devices necessary to provide 
proper support for a PA TRIC System. 

Also, technical research will necessarily have to be 
conducted into the retrieval logic which the system 
would have to use to ultimately display information 
to the user. 

These and numerous other questions must be an­
swered by appropriate technical personnel because 
they will significantly impact upon the ultimate c.on­
figuration of the system. Both technical considera­
tions and cost tradeoffs must be taken into account in 
this feasibility evaluation since a major objective of 
the program is to provide an optimum system of 
maximum utility at the least total cost. 

The operational test-bed period will, at its conclu­
sion, provide three documented areas of concern: (1) 
a tactical requirements analysis, (2) a technical re­
quirements analysis (those requirements necessary 
to support the tactical considerations), (3) a systems 
design document to guide the building of the ulti­
mate PATRIC configuration. 

SUMMARY 
The Los Angeles Police Department has, for the 

past several years, experienced an increase in work 
load not commensurate with the increase in police 
personnel. The increased work load results in a pro­
liferation of reports which traditional mGilual proce­
dures can no longer efficiently nor effectively ac­
commodate. The n~ed for automation is now well 
established within the police service, especially in 

. Jarge metropolitan areas. Wholesale numbers of au­
tomated police information systems are springing up 
throughout the nation, but most of these systems are 
based on retrieval of discrete elements. These sys­
tems call for a name, a license number, or some other 
hard fact, and such systems might be termed, "pure 
retrieval". The PATRIC System calls for a somewhat 
different system concept based on the blanket term, 
modus operandi evaluation. 

Various studies and tests conducted over the past 
several years have indicated that the prerequisites to 
an effective MO system are accuracy and speed of 
data input. In furtherance of these two ends, the 
PA 'rRIC P~oject over'-.the past two years has radically 
reVIsed crIme report" forms and has called for the 
magnetic tape encoding of all MO data available. 
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With these two objectives met, the PATRIC research 
team is nQW preparing to conduct an operational 
test-bed experiment to span one year using one of 
the more powerful hardware/software configura­
tions available in private industry. The results and 
subsequent evaluation of thi$ forthcoming year's ef­
fort will determine the configuration of the ultimate 
P ATRIC Project, and will be available through the 
offices of the California Council on Criminal Justice 
for dissemination to interested agencies which may 
care to study the techniques, the results and the 
evaluation of this effort. 

The operational test-bed environment will consist 
of six geographic police divisions, five of which will 
have on-line interactive access to the full data base 
and will have trained operators to work directly with 
investigative and patrol deployment personnel in 
furtherance of the·police function. The data base will 
consist of crime reports, Investigator's Final Reports 
(these reports are based on interviews of arrestees), 
pawnshop records, field interviews, and registered 
sex offender reports. Correlation techniques will he 
derived that will point out the most efficient method 
to isolate other appropriate records which may bear 
on the case at hand and to supply the concerned 
investigator with that data. The three basic functions 
to be developed in the P A TRIC research will be the 
correlation of appropriate records to provide the in­
:vestigator with data in furtherance of his investiga­
tions. Feedback from the field personnel will be one 
of the methods of evaluating the effectiveness of all 
correlation techniques. A second will be the develop­
ment of individual deployment plans for each radio 
car in a given division based upon specific problems 
indigenous to that radio car area. And a third will be 
the so-called multiple occurrence detection wherein 
significant patterns, which arise within the data base 
and reflect an identical value appearing more than 
once, will be evaluated for possible tactical signifi-
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cance. 
The evaluation of the PATRIC experiments will be 

divided between the opinion of police experts in 
their respective fields and the monitoring of classic 
police indicators such as crime and arrest rates as 
well as crime clearance and property recovery rates. 
Along with the operational testing in real-life situa­
tions, there will be laboratory experimentation on 
the data using classical statistical approaches to 
deriving significant patterns in the data. 

Of particular interest is the utility of the data, 
which means assigning relative weights to all MO 
descriptors as to their value in an MO correlation 
search; also the data age utility is of extreme impor­
tance, meaning that at some point in time after an 
event is placed in a data base, that information 
decays because it has outlived its usefulness and 
should be purged from the system. As the answers to 
these questions are derived, a second area of concern 
comes into focus. 

With the isolation of the full tactical usefulness of 
police information, the question arises as to what 
technical considerations must be taken into account 
to support those tactical functions. And this consider­
ation leads to cost effectiveness evaluation. Specific 
personnel will be attached to the PATRIC Project to 
make just such evaluations; they will perform exhaus­
tive analyses of the system func'tions and begin the 
process of a systems requirements analysis which will 
serve as a blueprint for the PA TRIC Project. 

1 "Results and Evaluation of the LAPD ISDC Project, June 196B-January 
1969". System Developmet,\t Corporation, Santa Monica, California. 1969. 

2 HaU, Earl E., and ChappeU, J. F. "Man-Machine Systems to Aid in the 
Apprehension of Career Criminals". Law Enforcement Science and Tech­
nology Il Ed. Cohn, S. I. (USA, Port City Press, rnc.) P477. 

• Edwards, Ward. "Men and Computers", Psychological Pn'nciples in Sys­
tem Development. Ed. Gagne, Robert M. (New York: Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston). 1962. P95. 

• Laurence I. Press, et al. "An Interactive Technique for the Analysis of 
Multivariate Data'" Behavior Sclence. Vol. 14, No.5, September, 1969. 
P364. 
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JUse with Investlgator's Final &/or o Stor.e 

P 0 SMALL NEIGHBORHOOD 
R 0 CLOTHING 

o Dusll .. ss o BANK/SAVINGS 
o DUBiness(cont.) 

& LOAN 0 PUBLIC DEPOT o Vehicle I' 0 HI scellaneous 

E B DEPARTMtNT STORE 
o BAR 
o EOUIPMENT RENTAL 

o SERVICE STATION 
o WAREHOUSE/FREIGHT DEPOT 

o ARMORED ,I 0 ALLEY 
o BUS 0 CARPORT 

" DRUG 
I 0 JEWELRY 
S 0 LJ.ru!.OR 
E 0 t,lARKET 
S 0 TV/RADIO/APPLIANCE 

o OTHER: 

Hi sc', <ex Acts 
o RAP~D OR ATTEMPT 
o OTHER: 

OF INANCE CO/CREDIT UNION o FOOD SlAND ' o onlER: 

o HOSPITAL 
o INDUSTRIAL/MANUFACT. o LAUNDROMAT o MEDICAL OFFICE o OFFICE BUILDING 

Residence 
o APARTMENT o HOTEL 
o MOTEL o SINGLE FAMILY o OTHER: 

P r\ltended to be 
Icont,) 

o RENT ING 

Sol icited(cont,) o PACK CIGARETTES-BRAND: 

o REPAIRM~N, 0 NARCOTICS 

- Suspecl Wore 0 ~~;~6~~~MAN 0 IMMORAL ACT 
o MASK1 F ACE COVER I NG 0 aT HER: 0 USE OF PHONE, TOII..ET o BAG,CLOTH,ETC., O.INFORMATION 

W/HDLES FOR EYES ~ " P A CIGARETrE 
o HALLOWEEN SUSPf/ct's Ac'tlons'] OTIIER' 
C) H'>NDKERCH I EF, 0 USED A NC)TE 
' SCARF OVER FACt 0 HIO III BUIL~INr, Telephone 
o SK I 0 OEMANDED MONEY 0 CONTACTED BY 

o DELIVERY 0 CONSTRUCTION SITE o PASSENGER 0 GARAGE 
o TAXI 0 PARKING LOT 
o TRUCK 0 PEDESTRIAN TUNNEL 

o VEND I NG VEH I d~E § ~~~~g~~g~~LEGE o OTHER" " STREET 

I' B VACANT LOT 
;, OTHER: 

Vehicle Ipvolved ' FI/rcelThreats (contJ 
o HIQ IN REAR ,StAT 0 Hill WITH WEAPON 

OF PARIED YEH. 0 BIT o V. FORCED ,NTO VEH 0 C~IT/STABBED 
CJ V~S.VEH·T.,'P:N 0 CHIOKED 
o V I CT. PI;TT I NG \'EII. 0 K l'jCKED 

INTO GAR,\GE,PKG. 0 HI~(OTHER) 
PLACE, OR LEAVI~G:AME 0 RO,lLED 

o FORCED vlcr'S.VEH. 0 THfI'.EqENEO WDEATH 
TO CURB 0 OT~iER: o OISABLED V'S. VEH'. o covER,aEND,ALTER 
LICF.NSE PLATES 

I;peech o APOLOCIHD 
o UNUSUAL, CXi~ A­

ORDINARY STt,TEM:": 
Carried Gun in o SHOULDER HOLSTE' 

D BAG;BRIEFCAse 
o BELT, VIA I S'rB~';~ o NEVISPAPER o POCKET o OTHER: 

I 
I 

R 
o 
B 
B 
E 
R 
Y 

o STOCKING FROM SAFf 0 PHONE WIREI PULLE~ o OTHER TYPE MASK 0 JUMPEO COUNTER CUT,DISCONNECTED o 0 I SGU I SED AS 0 ASKED FO~ JEWELRY 0 OTHER' 
OPPOSlrE S~X 0 USED LoO~OUT 

o STOPPED V'S,VEH, 
BY FLAGGI~G,SrEP­
PING rn FRONT OF, 
PLAC INO OBJ(\CT IN 
ROAU 

TYPl o HIJACK 
[J HOMOSEXUAl. 

-"I 
o MAKE UP(MALES ONLY 0 USED ORlvtk o PAYROLL HOLDUP t 
o GLO~ES 0 OTHER: o O~ THr.li~LY Ullu~IIAL 

Evidence r] LEF T NOTE o SN,\ ,CHEn o OTlIER' 
, 
I 

I .. l (11,11 N(, 
,1',1,,'( .IAT 

Pretendod to be 
Ct~oL'CE 
o AIOING ViCtiM 
~ BLIND, CRIPoLEU, 

INFIRM, Erc. 
o SEE~IN~ SO~CO"E 

o Solicited. or 
o Offered 
[J ,\10 FOR VEHle!:£ 
OR IDE o LIQUOR-BRA~D: 

C'J rit,otRPRINTS­
AV,ll HU/HI.IOVEO 

rJ t I Nf..F:Rf'f( I~r~ 
o OTllE" 1 

.Property Taken: OTELEVISIONS o MONEY 
o JEWELRY 0 GURS 
o FURS 0 NARCOTI CS 

Portion'of 2uildlng 
Fntered 

o OASEMENT 

Vislbill~y From Street Door o PARTIALLY OBSCUREO 0 DOUBLE 
o GOOD 0 FR ENett 

o STRC.NGAr,M 

o ,jTtl6R' I 
I 

Lock "Method of Eohy(cont,) I o CUT 0 TUNNELLEO ! o FROM loOT ACHED OR 
UNDERGROUND GARAGE 

o rROIol BALCONY (NOT IoC-

o OBSCURED 0 GARAGE 

o GLASS 

o PRIED 0 PRIED OARS, SOARD FROM WI~OO"J " 
-OPICI\ED DOOR 

o FORCED, BROKE I' Instrument ~ised " 

B 
U 
R 
G 

CESSICLE .Y STAIRS) o FRo~ COURT( IN APT.) o FROM r I RE ESCAPE 
o FROM I NTER I OR HALL 
o fRONT 
DREAR 
o SIDE 
o .ALL, ROOF.' FLOOR 

Gl ass 0 PE T, DEC I VERY o BIIOKE 0 REGULAR o P':Ilo'E.CUT,R".OVED-RFIDlEO THRU '~ SL 1 0 I NG GLASS o BROKE W/WRAPPED MISS I LE 0 OTHER: 

~ CUT " .... I-n-.ao..,w",..---
GTA?ED 8< BROKE o'v IN DOOR 

JJ OT~ER: 0 ~R~NK, SW I NG 

Screen 0 V'ent 0 FIXED,'DISPLAY 
o CuT 0 LOU\'ERIi;D 
!J PRIED 0 SKYLIGHT 

'-O,it'isTdeTtiiTiting-:-' 0 RtMOVED 0 SLIOING 
O~IGHTEO OHIO IgUP,DOWN 
DU~LIGIITED ~n~THr.. LUOTH£R: 

"Isce~ ,eneous_ :>e)( ,,,cts ~,I ici.tedlcont.J Fac\!/Tlntatslcont) o RAPW; OR ATTEMPT 0 SU'DSCRIPrioNS' 0 BOUNO 
o oeSCENE, ~ROFANE" 0 INFORMIITIO,", 0 THREATENED W/DEATIl 

WRI TlNO, QRAWING '"," U OTHER' oOTHERI o orHER: 

L ~~'~o~b~a----~----­
A D USED aU~N EOUIP, EXPLOSIVE 

R 0 PUNCHED} PEEL':O, PR lEO DOOr. 
o CIIARI EO SAFE AWAY 

Pretended t~ 
o POLICE 
o INSPECTOR(FIRC, 

HEALTH, En:. I 

Vehicle Involved 
[] VICT'S.VEH. TAKEN 
o OTHER: 

Y 0 USED ~flILL 
)0 USED KeY, WO~KEll cOMalNhTlOtl 
o .OTHER IoIE4NS-CHOP ,R I P,ET,:. 

,CJ UNSUCCESSFULdTTEMPT 

• Tel ephono / 

o PHONE WIRES i'ULLEO,CUT, 
DISCONNECTED 
o INSIDE pqE~ISES 
o OUTSIDE PREMISES o OThER: 

o Soli cited orCTOffered o OONATIONS 
o USE ot ~1i\lNEITOllET o CMPLOVMEln o IMMOfiA~ ACT 
o flGNtY 

o REPAIRMAN, 
DEL I VERYMAll o SALESMAN 

o RETURN INO PREY 1-
C)1JSLY STOLEN PROP. o AIDING VICTIM 

[J SEEKIN~ SOMEONE 
o SllNO, CRIPPLED, 

INFIRM • ETC. o OTHER: 

Type ~ 
[] HOT PRO~I,\VI":TIM 

ON PREMI S~S) 

Fo rce/Th rOlats 
o AGGRAVATED At SAULT o GAGGED 

VI ctim Was o AeSENT(ADVERTISEO 
IN PAPER) 

o ATTENDING FUNERAL 
DIN PROCEs~ OF MOVING 
DON VACATION o BURGLARIZED WITHIN 

LAST YEAR 

Suspect Wore 
o BARE OR STOCKING FEET 
[] EXTREMELY UNUSUAL 

CLOTIlING 
o GLOVES 

o REMOVED I' 0 ' 
o PANIC.' BAR DEPRESSED!I BODILY FORCE!, I 

II 0 BOLT CUTTER,N I PPER PI.. H:RS 8 REMOVED, PRIEO HINGE" 0 CHOPPING TO~,l 
FORCED HASP II 0 CROWBAR, IRON a".q, PIPE, OTHER PRY", ;; 

O'OThER, II 0 HOOK & POLE"LIN£ 

Mothod of En·try Ii 0 OP~N/UNLOCKeD POINT OF ENTRY o CONCEALMENT " 0 PASS KEY 

o ~ROM ADJACENT ~ISES!', 0 PIPE WR~NCH,VISE GRIPS,r:HA~NEl LOCXP 
o LOWERED SELF FROM i,'1 0 SAWING,DRllL,ING TOOL 

ROOF WITIi ROPE 0 SHIM 

o MORE THAN 1 ATTEMPT' D SMASHING TO(lL-HAMMER
I 

MISSILE, n, 
'TO ENTER JO WIRE o STOLEla' FROM HIDING PLACE 0 OTHER' 

Alarm [I Suspect's Actlon~(cont.) o SILENCEO(FOAM,PAD ,E'fC.) OeRoKE ~NTO, 
o OYPASSEO MECHANICALlfY 0 CA5H BO>c; PIGGY B~"~ 
o BROK€N, ATTACKED, Ii 0 COIN OPERAHo M.o.CHJtlE_ 

DISA9L£(' BY SUSPECT II 0 DISrJ.~y CASE o PRESENT "0 RANSACIIED o TRIPPf.D nv SUSPECT '1 Lights' 

• II 0 PULLED 1'01£11 SWITC1)C!'iCUIT ilRKlfF1.: ! o ~~~~~ct s Actions II 0 ILLUM.W/CANOLES, MATC~;:\!,£Tc 
o MALICIOUS AC:r WRITIN!~ 0 TURNED LIGHTS ON, OFF, ETC. 
o ARSON-COMMI TT~D ' 0 OTHER, 

ATTEMPTED ' II Eviden~~e-'-------I 
o ~REPARE~ EXIT II 0 FINGERPAINTS-AVOIDEO, HEMOI'£' o SELECTIVE IN LOOT TAKEN 1 0 LEFi' NUTE 

o ALTERED POSITION OF i'\ 0 GREASF FROM FINCERPRINTS 
I' I NDOW COVER' NG I 0 FOOTPR I NTS 

o CARRIED AWAY LOOT IN II 0 FABRIC SMEARS 
Vlcrls.PILLOWCASE, ii 0 eLQODST~INS 
SUITCASE, ETC. ~l 0 FINGER?RINTS o USED LOOKOUT 0 OTHF.R: 

o REACU~O THRV GR ILL, GA , 

TO T.AKE M'~CHANI)lSE II Indications thllt " 
o ATE, PRANK' ON PREMI S£S I' 0 SPECIAL TEC~fIlCAL SKILLS III vas! ' 
o SMuKED ON 'PRE'" I SES I~ 0 IJrH .L4RGER THAN PA~~GER C,Ij; !:, • 
o LIsco TOILET \ [] MORE THAN 1 S4SP'ECT INI'.1i~ 

, Shots FI rr:d 
.J,p BY AWONF. ,1 

20 
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LIp 

T 
H 
E 
F 
T' 

S 
E 
X 

o PLAIN Initial COntact :SUspect Offers Action amb 1"0 
o BUNCO 0 BFV 0 TFV 0 TILLTAP OS/L 0 FROM PERSON b!J;lRUNK ROLL 0 PURSES.NAT~H 0 PicKPOCKET GO 0T~ERi ' ___ '~_'I 

o BADGER GAM~ involved{cont,) '..JBY TO BLESS o FACTORING DOlCE 
Type ' Acti vi ty/Objects -, TELEPHONE ~ FREE Gin ,0 EXTORl'ING 0 CARD GAME . 

o BANK EXAMINER 'cJ EMPLOYMENT R THROUGH AOVERTlS?1ENT TO GIVE AUDITION • 0 SCLICITING 0 HORSE RACE 

o COIN SMACK 0 EQUIPMENT 0 BY ~~~~IlOOR TODOOR) TO APPRAISE 0 SWITCHING 0 MATCHIN. COINS 

o ~~M6~ttn5ir~INT, 0 FRANCHISE 0 ~~ iiUSP'S BUSINESS 0 ~~F'~~~~.d~~ 0 FORTUNE' TELLING 0 PUNCnBOARD, ~UZZLE 
§ CREEPERS '0 FURS 0 AT VICT'S BUSINESS ~ TO REPAfR 0 TEACHING 03 CARD MO~T., FRUIT HUSTLE 0 GOLD, SILVER 0 O'~ACT TO TEACH TRAIN 0 BUYING SHELL GAME 

GOLO SW,I NDLE 0 HOT MERCHAND I SE ,~~H:;e~~Res3N:~ be'" . TO F 1"0 'Ii.MrLOYMENT 0 CALL I NG FOR 0 OTH~il' 
§ GYPSY I'NVOLVED 0 IMMORAL ACT 0 POLICE FOR VICT. 0 COLLEC'riNG 

HCMOSE~UAL OlNSUR'ANCE Q 0 OTHER' 0 EMPLOYI~G Suspec;t's Actions III~URANCE FRAUD 0 INTEREST IN NON' INVOLVED IN AeCIDENT 0 TRANSPORTING 0 INOUCED VI::TIM TO o JAMAICAN SWITCH EXISTENT ENTERPRISE::J AIOIUG VICTIM 0 SELLING 

o LATIN CHAAITY SWITCH 0 JEWELRY 0 ~~~~~M CRI~i~~D, "Slispoct Uses 0 ~HORT CHANGING 0 ~~~~~:~~ ;~V~~GS I o MARP.IAGE BUNCO D LEASE 0 REPAIRMAN,DELIVERytMN 0 ALTERED MONEY 0 RENTING INTOXIC,\TED 
o MINIIIG FRAUD ['J LICENSE 0 SALESMAN 0 FALSE'MONEY 006TAINING Victim was I 
o PADDY HUSTLE 0. MAGAZINE 0 CUSTOMER 0 FICTITIOUS BILL 0 FAIL TO DELIVER 0 AGED, BUl.D •• CEAr o PIGEO~ DROP o.MEnCHANDISE,GOODS 0 SENT BY OWNER OF LADINe;; 0 BORROWING CRIPPLEO, ETC. 

Activity/Objects 0 MINING 0 SEEKING SOMEONE 0 FALSE ORDER 0 FAIL TO RETURN 

involved 0 i>ARTNERSHIP 0 DOCTOR ,0 ~~~~TC~~~~~T INFO, 0. Bt:Il!lt::;,R:::.tOOCLIIIC, 
0. BOGUS 0 PHOTOGRAPHIC ORDER '0 INSPECTOR(FIRE, 0 FALSE OWNERSHIP, PAINTING 
0. BONO 0. PREVIOUSLY MORT' HEALTH, ETC. AUTHOR In' ODTHER' 
0' BUSINESS GAGED PROPERTY 0 SOCIAL SECURIHI 0 FALSE SECURITY 
o CHARITY b REAL [STATE ' MEDICARE REP. 0 FALSE REFERENCES o CONS I GNMENT Q STOCKS, BONDS 0 OTHER' 0 OTHER: o CONTEST Q SUBSCRIPTION 
0. COUPONS 0 TUITION o CREDIT 0. 0iHER, 
0. DEPOSIT 

I 

I 
1 

. 0. SUSP.A PEl'. 0 SUSP.KNOW·N'To· 'VICT ] o PLACL OF ENTERTAINMENT I N o RESIDENCE 0 SUSP.A RELAllVE 0 VICT.A PEOESTR A 
o FORCED ENTRY 0. SUSP. IN VEHIC~E 0 VICT.IN VEHICLE, • J I N I TI AI. CONTACT o BAR o INVITATION 

~r-r-e-nt~~~e~x~A7c~ts~---------;~~S~p~e:e~chh-
F rce/Three.ts 'Hi scell aneous Sox Acts • o H~NDCUFFED 0 OBSCENE, PROF ANr.-Wq I T lNG, CR~~ I'.~ 

STATEMEN 0 BOUND VICT TO OBJECT 0 RAPED OR ATTEMrT 
(BED': ETC. i 0. SIMULATED INn:R\~OURSE 

o ou~ib 0 UNAU,LE TO ACIlI E:~E ERECT ION 
o :URNED VICTIM 0 DESIRED TO OBSF.RV~ VIC~S.G~'''··'':': 
o COVEReo vICT'S.FACE 0 REA:UED CL"'M O~~ 
O · ITO. CAUSEC V I CT, TO TIlUCH, FONDU 

G GEN ITALS (elll La MOLEST) • " o GAGqED 0 CAUS, ~ V I CT .1'0 TOUCH, FONDLE ; .·oP , o CUT~ STABBEO GEN I TALS (CH I LO MDLEST) 

o URINATION I~VOLVED 0 REMORSEfUL 
o DEFECA T I ON,'EXCREMEN r INVOLY EO 0 UNUSUAL EXTRAORD I NARY 
o SADISM INVOLVED OOBSCENE/PROF'AN& 
o INSERT~D OeJECT INTO VAGINA, Telephone o INCENDIARISM INVgLVEO OTORE FROM WALL 
o MASOCHISM INVOLVED 0 PHONE .,.IRE5 PULLED, CUT, o TOOK PICTURES OF VICTIM(s) DISCO~NECTED 
o SODOM'r INVO,LVED 0 OTHER' o FtTISHISM INVOLVEC 

~ 
WHIPPED vVOTHER l'IlAN IL~;t1i 0 REMonD OBJECT CO'IERIN(l GE~.I'~L, S 

, ~g~~~~~ r~gu~~s~~~~tlOS ,( I NOECENT Ex~aSl'RE) " 

o PORIiOGRAPH I C MATER I AL USED , 
C 0 APPLIED TONGUE OR MOUTH TO ... /IUS 

o SUUGESTED vlcr". COMMIT LEWD, 

Su sp';-ct \10 rO;o----------
o DISGUISED AS OPPOSITE SEX R PERVERTED ACT 

'
I '[1 I NSERTED nAND I NTO VAG I NA 

o EXHIBI rlONISM INVOLVED 

o MASK/fACE COVERH'G 
o EXTREMELY UNUSUAL CLOTHING 

THREATENE'!> V'S.FAMILV 0 INHRTEO !'IN~ER IN VAGI .A •.••• 
CIiOKED 0. KJGG~ PRESSED VICT(CIiI L,,~ /.w",' J 
HIT AFTER ACT 0 KISSED "leT'S.BODY 
HIT DURIIIG ACT 0 KISSED VICT'S.FACE M 0 TALKEC ABOUT BODV fUNCTION 

o NUDE o PARTIA.LY NUDE 
HIT PRIOR TO ACT 0 TOUChED fONDI£[) v's.eOD'ltoICl ~::.:.~.: 

B ~~~~~~E~ICTIM'S IiAIR 0 TOUCllflJ,'F~1l£1J v's.'::E:.'/ITAL!,(CHilD MJl.S'· 
E (SEMEN, ETC.) o MULTIPLE VICTIMS Clothino Involved 

o OTHER UNUSUAL ACT o CUT OR TORN 
OLINGER If, 

TWISTED ARM OOTiIER' _______ .o, __ • ___ • 

o 26BA Requested or 0. Forced o SUSPECT 2~6A ON VICTIM 
o USEO FOR MASTUR9ATION o OTHER' Vi cti m Forced Ta, '1 0 Tht>,'t 

Vehicle Involved ODISP.06':" • Involved o OTHEP' o VICTIM zeBA ON susrEcr 
Type 

rJ CULT, RI TUAL o OTIIEQ' 

o Sol i·~itGd:-"Or[rOffere(V---
o .Xtll~ITW SELF rR~M VEH ... O OTIIF.R:.~. ___ ••. __ ! Victim II-s 
0. V.PUTTIN~ VrH. INTO GAkA,' Voyeurism Occurrp.d, '., '. u' ~. 
- PJ(t'i.~LACE, Oti'LEAVING SAMf :'i IU 1;,.£SSltlG ,,0:-'" L...l ~:~:!~.I~: 

[] fOOD, Dill N~ (NOT L I QuOH I, CANDY 
o RIDE LlortlER' 0 IN PI.HL IC ro"n CRIP~'L;::,o;~,:, 

M 
1 
S 
C 
E 
L 
L 
A 

" E 
o 
U 
S 

Pretend~To'~---' o AMUSf.MENI,G~ME 
o ASS I S I AtoCE o GOO, SArAN, ETC. 

QpOLICE 
o SiEKING S~MEOIIE 
o OTHER' . 

TYPE CRIME: 

o DIRECTIONS 
o MONEY 
o OTHER: 

Pretended To Bo 
0. POL ICE 

.,..,.,.,..-r:::=~-f0 'OTIIER' -AbelorM t" Sex Acts 
o URINATleN INVOLVED .•.• __ -,-_'-:-__ --.-.:-
o DEFECATION) El(CREMENT 0 Sol ielted/ OOfferod 

IN\'OLVED 'lOR I!lE 
o TOOK PICTURES OF VICT. 0 AS~ISTAfICE 
Q I tlCENtll AR I SM I N'IOLVEO 0 MONEY 
o 1 NSERTED COJtCT INTO 0 NA.RCOTI CS 

VAG I NA Cl OTHER' o SADI.SM INVOLVED 
o SODOMY I NVOLVtO 
o HTIStilSM INVDLVED 
o OTHER UNUSUAL A.CT 

Viet ini Was 
o POL ICEMAN o FIREMAN o LAPO/fl> 

Rea:.o'n 

Type 
o 1i0MOSEXUAL 

B RIOT 
CULTJ R ITl/Alo 

D ORGANIZED GANG 
o 0 I SRur' t I ,t£, t'RL$Et~CE. 

SCtl~OL, COl LeGE 
OC/.U5E,[i H()STILf t.r~o ..... n o SEX 

C CJ "QaHERY 
R 0 ~l'~GLAq'( o P4CIAL HOSTILITY 

TO GAT"r~ o TRAIN 1\!IECKJT""I~ER 
[1 MAIL,MAILeox TAMPER 
o.CHILf> $TEALl'''; 
O'CHIL,D BtAT'"'' 1 t.l S~RIK':~ ,"oa !:..RO\;OL£ 

M 0 S~5Pr.CT IUSAN[ o UfI"NC.WN 
E 0 (JTHEP' 
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o WIFE 'BEAT ,":; 
() OTHER' 

Itasturbat 1'00----- [)t.llhHOR W~& lIS<:O 

o CCMP(L I.E~ ;/. TO WM,lH1AIt 
o PEEPI10LE(~) USED 

o ~OM.ELLtO VleT.TO 
M.~rUR"AIE SUS~Ecr 

[JAa~e~NE aESTU"!~ 
o (lnlf.'I: 

(1 M~.~ TURI' A TED ~I:t~ 0" VI!'T. 

~arrel 
o REVENGE 
o TRAFF IC ACCIDENT 
o JUVEN I LE PARTY 
o BUSI,NESS 
o DRUIIKIH! 
o GAMBLINIi 
o JEALOUS o FAMILY o LANDLORD,NEIGHBOR o COMMON·LAW o OTHER; 

Suspect ~re 

Lf DISGUISED AS OPPOSITE SEX 
[] MASK, F ACE COVER rNG 
o EXTREMELY UNUSUAL CLOTHING 

I Clothing Involved 
o CUT OR TORN 
o LINGER I E 

I 0. OTHER' 

Shots Fired o AT VICTIM 

I. 
0 AT INHABITED OWELLING 

BAT MOVING VEHICLE 
OTHER. 

Telephone 
o TORE FROM WALL 
o PIIONE W I RES PULLED, 

CUT,DISCONNECTED 
o OTHER, 

Force/Threats 
o HANDCUFFED 
0. COVERED VICT'S.FACE 
CJ ~OVND V I cn:rO-OBJECT 

(BED, ETC.) 
o BURNED 
o GAGGED 
OBIT 
o BOUND o CUT, STABBED o AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
o CHOKEO 
0. DOMB THREATS .SCARES· 

NO BOMB FOUND o OTIIER: 

Bombings o PRIOR WARNING 
o FAILED TO EXPLODE 
o EXPLODED 

o CAUSEO fl Rt 

o SUSPECT IN VEilleLL 
o VICTIM 1': VEIIiCLE 

.0 SUSPECT A PEDESTRIA~ 
o VICTIM A PEOESTRIA~ 
o BV TELEPHO/IE 
o BAR o INVITATION 
o PLACE Of ENTERTA I ~M,·.· 
o RESIDENCE 
o SU5PECT A ~ELAT I Vl 
o SUSPECT KNOW~ TO VI:r. 

Vehiele In~olv~~ 
o CAUSEO DAMAGE TO V~'" 
o OTHER' 

""Sus·pect.'·;-i.Ct i ons"~' 
o OA"'A~,t-.t) t.I.,·IL.!lltot~ 
o DAMAt~I~~ P\JUL"IC r"'.lr"'.:tt • 
o DAMMltD VEti I Cl.~ 
o COMM I nED sr.x AC1' " 

PI!E~EtlCE Of 'IICrl'" 
o HM"OHr,O A ~UNA~A', 
[J IJTHEH I 

l 
f 
\ 

~ ---'-----------

KANSAS CI1Y MISSOURI 
POLICE DEPARTMENT 

ALERT 
(AUTOMATED lAW ENFORCEMENT RESPONSE TEAM) 

ClARENCE M. KELLEY 
PREPARED BY Chief of Police 
DATA SYSTEMS DIVISION 

SERVING LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES WITHIN 3,000 SQUARE MILES OF 
EASTERN KANSAS AND WESTERN MISSOURI 
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THE ALERT SYSTEM FROM CQNCEPTUAL DESIGN­
PRESENT DAY OPERATIONS-TO FUTURE PLANS 

by Melvin Bockelman 
Manager, Data Systems Division 

Kansas City Missouri, Police Department 

The City of Kansas City, Missouri, like other ~arge 
metropolitan communities, has been faced with a 
rapid increase in population an~ ~ rising crime inde~. 
The city, with nearly 500,000 citizens, ranks 26th m 
the national population class; however, in area, Kan­
sas City is the fifth largest city of the United States. 
Geographically, the city covers 316 square miles, in 
which 9,000 city blocks and 15,000 street intersec­
tions are divided into 174 patrol beats. 

. The police force of only 950 uniformed personnel 
has been hard pressed to process the rising yearly 
workload of 146,350 arrests, investigate 57,574 re­
ported offenses, respond to and r~~ord 26,905 ~eh~: 
cle accidents and answer 285,540 calls for serVIce. 
The Communications Center, operating on seven 
radio frequencies, responds to nine million radio 
transmissions annually. Warrants issued by munici­
pal and county magistrates and filed with the Police 
Department continued to be received in almost un­
manageable numbers. The law enforcement officer, 
as a result, could not in many instances obtain need­
ed information without a 30-minute delay. 

Citizens of the Kansas City metropolitan area are 
victims of crime at a ratio of 2.9 for every 100 citizens 
as compared to 2 citizens in 100 for the nation~l 
average. Crime indices reflect the fact that one veh~­
cle is stolen approximately every houri one woman IS 

criminally assaulted and seven robberies, 44 burglar­
ies and seven aggravated assault 9,ases are committed 
every day. 

The Police Force has 1.5 officers assigned per 
1,000 population as compared with the national aver­
age of 2.2 per 1,000 population. Area-wise, the force 
has 3.3 officers assigned per square mile as compared 
with 7.3 officers per square mile as the national aver­
age. With this workload, the Kansas City Missouri 
Police Department decided to seriously consider in­
troducing electronic data processing as a technologi­
cal means of improving the efficiency of its law en­
forcement operation. By late 1966, it became 
evident that only a "real time" police computer sys­
tem could be responsive to the needs of law enforce­
ment. The Board. of Police Commissioners approved 
of the program and an order was placed for an ad­
vanced telecommunications-oriented, third-genera­
tion computer. 

Chief of Police Clarence Kelley's instructiom to 
the computer technicians, who were about to begin 
systems design and programming of the computer-

118 

ized teleprocessing system, were to "Build me a Po­
lice Information System which will provide a quick 
response to the informational needs of the law en­
forcement officer on duty on the streets." 

Police Department administrators and technicians 
of the Data Systems Division entered into a series of 
studies and discussions in an effort to determine the 
informational needs of the district officer and the 
volume of requests for information which would be 
forthcoming during a five-to-seven year period. 

Department philosophy and policy were estab­
lished around the following thirteen points: 

(1) The computer system will be a slave to the needs of the 
officer in the field, rather than regimenting the officer to 
become a slave to computer systems. 

(2) The computer must function in a law enforcement envi· 
ronment, rather than attempting to orientate police operations 
into a computerized environment. , 

(3) Computer technicians and hardware engineers will adjus~, 
their working hours to the needs of law enforcement opera· 
tions. 

(4) A law enforcement officer is an extremely busy individual. 
Besides performing his basic duties of enforcing the law and 
fighting crime, he has many documented reports to prepare 
(some are required by law). Wha~ever the system, it ~ust fi~st 
assist the officer in the more effiCient performance of hiS duties 
and second, it must provide for his ease in its use. 

(5) At a time when society was restricting the powers of the 
law enforcement officer, it became necessary to develop the 
technological means by which the I~W enforcement officer 
could receive an immediate response to his informational 
needs' thus reducing or eliminating unnecessary periods in 
which the citizen is held, pending the outcome of investigation 
checks. The System must, therefore, be designed to furnish 
responses within 10 seconds to inquiries inititated by the field 
forces. 

(6) The first basic category of information to be computerized 
to which the law enforcement officer needed immediate access 
was outstanding warrants: and police pickup orders. 

(7) The second category of information needed by the field 
force was abstract data related to criminal convictions, parole 
status, penitentiary releases, and other information relative to 
criminal records. 

(8) The third categf~ry'?f information needed was that which 
would forewarn the hiffi~ger of impending danger, such as per­
sons known to have bbe11 armed, considered dangerous or those 
who have resisted arrest. 

(9) The data bank stored in the police computer system must 
be afforded security and protection from access by unauthor· 
ized persons or agencies, as required by law enforcement ethics 
and state law. 

(10) The system must be validated as absolutely accurate, 
since the citizen's freedom or detention may be at stake. Every 
safeguard must be built in to permit the system to approach 100 
percent reliability on the 'grounds for arrest' information. 

(11) Every category of information entered into the police 
computer's memory banks must be backed up by a legal docu· 
ment which, by law, authorizes police access to such informa· 
tion and empowers them to inv~stigate and, where ~arr~nted, 
to arrest the citizen when the circumstances clearly l,,,dlcate a 
violation of the law. 
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(12) The system must employ the capability of transmitting 
'all points bulletin' and other administrative messages through 
a message switching system to any of the on·line Data Com· 
munication terminal devices. As a result of the expected high 
volume of inquiring· traffic, the terminals must be buffered to 
provide for minimum line transmission time. It was determined 
that we could assign up to 10 terminals per line with each 
terminal transmitting on the line for a maximum of 8 seconds 
per transinission. The system would be designed for automatic 
numbering of messages thus reducing the administrative con· 
trol of station clerks. 

(13) The hardware and software must be capable of operating 
in a multi· programming environment, with law enforcement 
telecommunications functioning in one partition and adminis· 
trative report programs functioning simultaneously in a second 
partition. 

The conceptual systems study clearly showed that 
it was essential that the Police Deparhl1ent have an 
advanced communications system to support the 
computerized teleprocessing system being planned 
for the Department. A new communications system 
which would support seven broadcast channels 
through various areas of Kansas City was recently 
placed in operation. It possesses the capacity to han­
dle in excess of one million radio transmissions per 
year. , 

The police teleprocessing system originally was 
built around six major files, each of which could be 
accessed separately, but which could also access the 
remaining five files through the Cross Reference In­
dex. The parameters of inquiry were established by 
name, license number, vehicle identification num­
ber, and complaint number. 

Provisions were made to 'log' every action occur­
ring in the 'teleprocessing network operations since 
this capability would be vital in determining tele­
processing problems, and retrieving on-line transac­
tions should the need arise. 

A technical manual was prepared which covered 
on-line teleprocessing operations. An 80-question 
test was prepared and given to all police communica­
tions personnel since it was felt that they were the 
heart of the operation. If these personnel failed to 
understand the new police information system effec­
tively, it could not succeed however successful the 
computer operations might be. The test stimulated 
police communications personnel to become familiar 
with the new system, and their conversion to the use 
ofthe video and printer terminals was accomplished 
with relative ease. 

During the month of May, 1968" the hardware 
equipment was delivered and installed on the fourth 
floor of the Police Department and the display termi­
nals were installed in the Police Communications 
Center, Warrant Service Center and Message Cen­
ter. Action was then initiated to build the operating 
system in early June and action was initiated to estab­
lish the real-time files. Limited teleprocessing serv­
ice was made available for police operations begin­
ning July 1, 1968. This joint venture in law 
enforcement utilizing the electronic computer 

u...." _______ ~~---~~--------~-------------~--~---.-. 

became known as 'ALERT' or Automated Law En­
forcement Response Team. 

An extensive checkout of the reliability of the sys­
tem was conducted during the summer months. All 
precautions were taken to insure that arrests result­
ing from information supplied by the teleprocessing 
system were authentic. To assure that this important 
phase was accurately and promptly accomplished, 
the Records Unit of the Police Department was origi­
nally assigned one terminal device from which war­
rants served or rec:aIled could be cancelled immedi­
ately into the real-time files. The Message Center of 
the Communications Division was made responsible 
for cancellation of recovered stolen vehicles and 
pickup orders as S0011 as disposition was completed. 
One terminal was installed in the Kansas City, Mis­
souri Municipal Court to provide immediate on-line 
cancellation and recall of warrants, an essential in­
gredient in maintaining the integrity of real-time 
files. Program 'locks' were developed which pre~ 
vented non-law enforcement agencies from gaining 
access to restricted intelligence information. 

On-line teleprocessing demonstrations were con­
ducted for the orientation of police field command­
ers, which stimulated the commanders to encourage 
their field personnel to use the system. Field Ser­
geants were also scheduled for the orientation. It was 
noted that utilization of the police computer tele­
processing sy3tem i.ncreased considerably immedi­
ately after the orientation. All law enforcement field 
officers were scheduled in groups of 25 pier day and 
given an extensive indoctrination concerning the po­
tential of the, system. The capabilities of the new 
on-line police teleprocessing system clearly demon­
strated to police officials that the department would 
have the ~bi,lity t9 operate in a 21st Century urban­
ized environment. 

Programs were developed which would extract 
and print from the log file those records on which 
specific incidents transpired and at the approximate 
time the incident occurred, as may be requested. 
The Jog proved an invaluable aid in recovery prob­
lems, was extremely useful in extracting statistics for 
the ,patrol commanders regarding use by subordinate 
peJ'sonnel, and provided the ability to look at specific 
events occurring in the police environment. 

Procedures were implemented to provide fre­
quent backup of all on-Hne files. The capability was 
qeveloped by which tra)aSactions could be extracted 
1rom the log files if recQvery so required. One theory 
soon was verified-the moment the teleprocessing 
system became inopel'ative, the integrity of the sys­
tem was seriously affected. Programs were devel­
oped to produce listings of "hot files" for use when 
the system was inoperative. Experience showed that 
inquiries from the field were greatly reduced when 
field personnel knew they did not have access to the 
police teleprocessing system. ;') 
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It was determined that data collection and process­
. ing of information into on-line files were highly im­
portant elements of real-time telecommunications 
systems and the mission was assigned to the Data 
Control Unit. In order to establish firm and rigid 
control over this function, a special job description 
was established for Data Control Clerks, with 
prerequisites similar to Computer Operators.·1t was 
felt these persons must necessarily understand the 
function of the system if they were to be capable of 
managing and controlling the quality of the ALERT 
Data Bank. All data entry for the Kansas City Mis­
souri Police Department was assigned to this unit 
which must man the on-line terminals on a 24-hour 
basis. Punch card actions were eliminated from the 
Real-Time system by July, 1969. 

One of the major problems confronting Police Ad­
ministrators was developing a system which would 
provide district officers with a compact, but mean­
ingful, listing of subjects wanted, who reside within 
the officer's distri"ct. A program was developed 
~hich contained an inventory of all wanted persons 
m street name and residence sequence within dis­
trict. The system proved extremely helpful in assist­
ing the district officer in apprehending wanted sub­
jects. 
Th~ Telecommunications System, while being re­

sponsive to the needs of law enforcement operations 
when requested, still lacked the .capability of provid­
ing information to officers prior to arrival at a scene 
or incident. It was decided that the system must be 
cross-indexed by street name and residence numbek' 
with capability of inquiry by street name and resi~ 
dence number for all persons wanted and those with 
active criminal records. An additional feature was 
added so that if no one lived at a specific address, the 
computer would supply names of those individuals 
who live on the street name within a two-block ra­
dius of the residence number. The Address Inquiry 
routine is generally used when police officers are 
called to a specific address on a disturbance call and 
the computer response is given by radio so that offic­
er may be forewarned of wal)ted subjects or persons 
who live t~ere and are known to be armed, danger­
ous or resist arrest. Names and addresses of citizens 
with no criminal records were specifically excluded 
and the local chapter of the Civil Liberties Union was 
advised of that fact. 

Kansas City, Missouri provides approximately one­
third of the metropolitan area popUlation where 31 
jurisdictions exist. It was decided to invite all agen­
cies involved in the criminal justice process to join 
the ALERT Telecommunications Network System. 
Those agencies wishing to join would be subject to 
the following polic}': 

(1) Procure the Data Communications Terminal and accept 
a prorated share of the communications line cost. 

(2) Abide by all system disciplines required of the comput· 
erized telecommunications system. 
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(3) Safeguard all information obtained from the Data Bank. 
(4) Maintain. appropriate source documents which are the 

authority for entry into the Criminal Data Bank. 
(5) Accept full responsibility for accurate entry of informa· 

tion into the Criminal Data Bank and timely cancellation when 
the want no longer exists. 

At this time, law enforcement agencies represent­
ing 3,000 square miles of eastern Kansas and western 
~isso~r~ are interf~ced into the system. These agen­
cies utihze 68 termmals, represent two state highway 
patrols, f~u~ county sheriffs, 19 police departments, 
one mumClpal coilrt, county prosecuting attorney 
and county juvenile court. Since many of the active 
criminal elements are involved with multi-police 
agencies, it was decided to establish a mas,t~r name­
index within the ALERT Data Bank. Each criminal 
record entry would be identified with the ORI of the 
agency which entered the record, thus multi entries 
by various law enforcement agencies would be as­
sociated with one Master Name Record. 

The ALERT System was further extended to inter­
face with the National Crime Information Center. 
Because of our policy of providing response within 
10 seconds to the officer in the street, it was decided 
to interface NCIC on a Binary-Synchronous (2400 
Baud) line. Programming waS initiated to relieve the 
dispatcher of the atldional burden of making two 
inquiries (into the ALERT Data Bank and the NCIC 
Data Bank). Local inquiry codes requiring only half 
as many keystrokes as NCIC formats were devised 
thereby relieving the dispatcher of the additionai 
time required. The on-line system is now pro­
grammed so the inquiry searches the ALERT Data 
Bank and gives the response back to the dispatcher, 
converts the local inquiry into NCIC formats and 
automatically searches NCIC files, giving the second 
response to the dispatcher. 

Organized crime activity ~s fairly well concentrat­
~d in the Kansas City Metropolitan Area and~ as such, 
IS of concern to law enforcement. The intelligence 
officer, previously hampered by being unaware of 
ot~er law eI?-forcement contacts ~ith Organized 
Cnme (Intelhgence Subjects), began to give serious 
consideration to automating his files. The intelli­
gence officer is vested with complete responsibility 
in data collection of information pertaining to Or­
ganized Crime, Militants and Activist activity and all 
information related to this category of data must be 
released by the intelligence officer before it can be 
entered into on-line files. On-line programs were 
modified so that any time an Organized Crime sub­
ject or vehicle known to be used by a member of 
Organized Crime was checked by law enforcement 
agencies, the computer, once it had determined the 
relationship with Organized Crime subjects would 
relay 'confirmation of the contact with Organized 
Crime subjects', together with the time, date, and 
law enforcement agency of contact, to the Data 
Communications Terminal operated ~-r the intelli-
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gence. of~cer. This feature provides the first ste in 
?oordmatmg c.ontacts with Organized Clime ;ub­
~clts for all re~lOI?-allaw enforcement agencies in the 

e ecommumcahons Network System. 
ParQle Officers in this region have always been 

hampe~e? by a lack of information as to the conduct 
add actIVIty ~f persons on parole status. It was decid­
e to record, m the ALERT Data Bank, all persons on 
paro:e status. Law enforcement officers contacting 
para ~es are required to prepare a report concerning 
the clrcums~ances which surround the contact with 
par~lees. ThiS proved to be a valuable source of infor­
mahan to Parole Officers. In some instances this 
new source of information proved to be of suffi~ient 
yal~e to warrant cancellation of parole and the sub­
Ject s return to jail. 

The ALERT System Data Bank presently consists 
of the follOWing categories of information: 

Outstanding Warrants Stop/Picku Orde .. · .. · ...................................... 36,000 

O 
• d PC . rs ........ · .......... · ............................ 11200 

rgamze rIme Sublects (I I) , Orga' d C . S b~ oca ............................ 480 
mze rime u ~ects (national) .................... 2,000 

On Parole Status ....... 
Penitentiar Releases .... ·· .. · .............. · ....................... 4,700 
Adult Arre!t/Convicti~~··R~~· .. ·· .. · .... ··· .. · .. ···· .... · ...... · 520 
Juvenile Arre tiC " ord .......................... 31,000 

s onVlction Record 8 100 Fingerprl'nt CI 'fi t' N ...................... , assl Ica Ion umbers 18 000 Assault Against Police .................... , 
Narcotic Users............ . ............................................... 200 
Narcotic Dealers ........ · ...... · .............. · .. ··· .. ···· .. ·•···· ........ 425 
Militants ...................................................................... 50 
Activists ................................................... 660 

.u .... u ....... u.' ... UUH. 35 Shoplifting Sub'ects ........................................... . 
Robbery Sub' ~t ..................................................... 250 

~ec s .................... 445 Burglary S b' ................................... . 
Auto Theftu S~b~ts ........................................................ 750 
Molestation Su6~cts .................................................... 450 

~ects .................................................... 37 

:;ilil~~~k ~!n~h~~s~ally known militants associated 

Th.ese files may be accessed by name, alias, monik­
edr'dhcense number, vehicle identification number 
a ress and complaint number. ' 

The f~llowing .pages contain examples of in uir 
and retrIeval of mformation from the ALERT qD tY 
Bank. . a a 
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rC4a; 

.UEST.ll".2oo (Address inquiry at 11" Easl 200 street) 

A. TEST.l1".2oo 
UNABLE TO ~INO EXACT ADDRESS 
FOUND THESE POSSIBLES 
ZXAMPLE BARBARA WF 06115 .. KS 503 130 BN BL 
MOKPDOO 110 E 200 ST KANS CITY MO 
MOKPDOO 099 .. 5670 JA W PROSTITUl'ION 010168 

XM .TEST.OOOOO20 

ZXAMPLE BARRY X 
MOKPDOO 111 E 200 
MOKPDOO 0102030.. JA W MURDER 1 

XM .TEST.OOOOO18 

WF 1212 .. 8 KS 502 120 BR BK 
ST KANS CITY MO 

051670 01000 

ZXAMPLE BENJAMIN 0 J NM 010240 KS 600 1 .. 0 GY MN 
MOKPDOO 112 W 200 ST KANS CITY (1.0 
MOKPOOO 011113"5 KC W NON·APPEARANCE 092368 00035 2121 

XM :tEST.OOOOOO" HAS MORE WANTS· 

ZXAMPLE BARON A J WM 010530 MO .. 08 1 .. 0 GY BL 
ARMED DANGEROUS MENTAL RESIST ARREST 
MOKPDOO 115 E 200 ST KANS CITY MO 
KS 1 0502 88889999 W LARCENY ,',)7287000100 9823 

XM .TEST.OOOOOO8 HAS MORE WANTS 

SUICIDAL 

SUICIDAL 

SUICIDAL 

ZXAMPLE BARRY 0 WM 070 ...... UN UN 
ARMED DANGEROUS RESIST ARREST 
MOKPDOO 116 E 200 ST KANS CITY MO 
MOKPDOO 00006998 JA W SFTY RSPNS FNCL 061070 

XM .TEST.012508" HAS MORE WANTS 
(A search by the computer reveals no one resides at 114 E 200 with a criminal record or wants however within a 
2 block radius on 200 St 5 persons live who have criminal records or outstanding warrants). 

A.TEST.112.200 (Addless inquiry) 

A.TEST.112.200 
ZXAMPLE BENJAMIN 0 J NM 0102"0 KS 600 1 .. 0 GY MN 
MOKPDOO 112 W 200 ST KANS CITY MO 
MOKPOOO 011113 .. 5 KC W NON·APPEARANCE 092368000352121 
MOKPDOO 0011165 .. KC W RECKLESS DRIV 092368001002121 
MOKPOOO 00 11 «60 REL 060566 JACKSON Cry' JAIL lI'ORGERY) 
MOKPDOO 00999922 MENTALLY DISTURBED INDIVIDUAL 
MOKPOOO 0011""60 REL 07226 .. MO STATE PEN (BURGLARy) 
MOKPDOO CRN = ·00000 .. " TA·020 TC·020 MA·015 MC·008 FA·OlO FC-OI0 
NATIONAL INTELL SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
SHOPLIFTING SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
BURGLARY SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
ROBBERY SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
AUTO THEFT SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
MOLESTATION SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
MENTAL SUBJECT 
ALERT/OOOOOO .. 
ALIAS ZXAMPLE BOB 

NL.TEST.SPARKPLUG. (Nickname inquiry) 

NL.TEST.SPARKPLUG. 
XXAMPLE BARDVARK X NM (}71915 KS 600 180 BR BR 
MOKPOOO FBI = SOC ~ 5936287 .. 1 OLN = 
MOKPDOO 109 W 200 ST KANS qTY MO 
MOKPDOO UZZ99 MO 1 66 FORD MUS 20 RED 9876504322 
MOKPDOO 9090AOAO KC W MURDER 1 120 .. 69 
MOKPDOO 123 .. 5679 AB S ESCAPE 100968 
MOKPDOO 8B889999 CC W PARKING VIOLATN 121569 
MOKPDOO 9090BOBO JA W PARKING VIOLATN 120 .. 69 
MOKPDOO 9090COCO KC W PARKING VIOLATN 120 .. 69 
MOKPDOO OOOOOCCC ON PAROLE MO STATE PAROLE 0 EXP 010172 
MOKPDOO 09999999 REL 010170 MO STATE PEN (ROBBERY) 
ALERT/0066 .. SO 100% 
MONIKER SPARKPLUG 
MOKPOOO UZZ90 MO 1 65 FORD FAL 20 CRM 123 .. 567890 

f' \1 

SUICIDAL 

NIC = W0278965 .. 7 

(The nidmame inquiry reveals the computer found the subject's true name and outstanding warrants.) 
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N.TEST.SNYDER.HARVEY.E.W.M.OI0530 (Name Inquiry) 

N. TEST.SNYOER.HARVEY.E. W.M.O 1 0530 
ZXAMPlE BARON' A J WM 010530 MO .. 08 1 .. 0 GY BL 
ARMED DANGEROUS MENTAL RESIST ARREST 
MOKPDOO FBI = SOC = 1251"'618 .. OtN == Z31"'511 ... 22 
MOKPOoo 115 E 200 ST KANS CITY MO 
MOKPDOO ZZZ8B2 NB 0 68 CHEV BIS BLK V67890123 .. 5 
KS 1 0502 88889999 W LARCENY 07287000100 9823 
MOKPDOO TEST9990 CC S AUTO THEFT 072 ... 70 
MOKPDOO 099113 .. 0 CP S HIT AND RUN . '( 030 .. 68 
MOKPDOO 88B89999 CC SPARKING VIOLATN 073170 
KSO .. 600 00009999 ON PAROLE JOHNSON CTY PAR 0 EXP 07237 ... 
MOKPDoo JKT = XX123 .. 32 TA·OOO TC·OOO MA·170 MC·168 FA·003 FC·002 
lOCAL INTELLIGENCE SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
NATIONAL lNTELl SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
ASSAULT AGAINST POLICE OFFICER 
SHOPLIFTING SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
BURGLARY SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
ROBBERY SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
AUTO THEFT SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
MOLESTATION SUBJECT-PREPARE FIC 
KNOWN NARCOTICS USER-PREPARE FIC 
KNOWN NARCOTICS DEALER-PREPARE FIC 
KNOWN ACTIVIST-PREPARE flC 
KNOWN MILITANT-PREPARE flC 
MENTAL SUBJECT 
MOO ... 800 CRN = ·0000008 
KSO .. 600 CRN = 99999999 
AlERT/0000008 
ALIAS SNYDER 

TEST MOKPDOO 

TA'ooo TC·ooO MA·OO2 MC·OOI FA·OOO FC·Ooo 
TA·OOO TC·OOO MA·OO" MC·003 FA'OOO fC·GOO 

100% 
HARVEY 

NO RECORD 00B/OI0530 NAM/SNYDER, HARVEY E SI:X/M RAC/W (NCIC Response) 

SUICIDAL 

(Response from ALERT Data Bank reflects the fact that the subject Harvey Snyder is an Alias name and the computer 
has identified his true name as Baron Zlcample. The abstract of criminal records shows entries from various law 
enforcement agencies, reference the ORI) 

N.TEST.lXAMPLE.BENJAMIN.D.W.M.Ol02"0 (Name Inquiry) 

N.TEST.ZXAMPLE.BENJAMIN.D.W.M.OI02"0 (Response ALERT Data Bank) 
ZXAMPlE BENJAMIN 0 J NM 0102 ... 0 KS 600 1 .. 0 GY MN 
MOKPDoo 112 W 200 ST KANS CITY MO 
MOKPDOO 011113 .. 5 KC W NON·APPEARANCE 09236B 00035 2121 
MOKPDOO 0011165 .. KC W RECKLESS DRIV 09236800100 2121 
MOKPDOO 0011 .... 60 REL 060566 JACKSON CTY JAIL (fORGERY) 
MOKPDOO 00999922 MENTAllY DISTURBED INDIVIDUAL 
MOKPDOO 0011 .... 60 REL 07226 .. MO STATE PEN (BURGLARY) 
MOKPDOO CRN == ·000004" TA·020 TC·020 MA·015 MC·008 FA·OlO FC·OI0 
NATIONAllNTELL SUBJECT--,PREPARE I'le 
SHOPLIFTING SUBJECT-PREI~ARE FIC 
BURGLARY SUBJECT-PREPA~:E flC 
ROIIBERY SUBJECT-PREPAR~ FIC 
AUTO THEFT SUIIJECT-PREPj~RE Fie 
MOLESTATION SUIIJECT-PRi!PARE FIC 
MENTAL SUIIJECT ", 
ALERT/OOOOOO... . 
ALIAS ZXAMPlE \', BOil 

1,\ 

093% 

I' 
<" TEST MOKPDOOI,\ (Response fram NCIC Data Bank) 
," NO RECORD DO'/OIO,,,, \ZXAMPl< 'EN!MII" D SEX/M RACIW 

\ 
" \ 

\ 

SUICIDAL 

-" 
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Me, ; ••• 

H.TEST, ZXAMPLE.80B8Y .. W.M.Ol0240 ~ (Name Inquiry) 

N.TEST.ZXAMPLE.BOIIBY •• W.M.010240 NM 010240 KS 153 GY t.\'N 
ZXAMPLE BOB ' 
MOKPDoo 112 W 200 ST KANS CITY MO 
MOKPDoo 01111345 KC W NON·APPEARANCE 092368 00035 2121 

XM .TEST.OOOO004 HAS MORE WANTS 071 % 
ZXAMPLE BENJAMIN D J NM 010240 KS 600 140 GY MN 
MOKPDoo 112 W 200 ST KANS CITY MO 
MOKPOOO 01111345 KC W NON·APPEARANCE 092368 00035 2121 

XM .TEST.OooOO04 HAS MORE WANTS 064% 

ZXAMPLE 81LL WM 
ARMED DANGEROUS RESIST ARREST 
MOKPDOO 198 E 200 ST 
NO WARRANTS OR PICKUPS FOUND 

XM .TEST.OOOOOI2 058% 

MO 409 160 BK BK 

KANS CITY MO 

ZXAMPLE BIFF 
WM MO :SOO 148 BK BK 

MOKPDOO 199 E 200 
NO WARRANTS OR PICKUPS FOUND 

XM .TEST.0000019 

ST KANS CITY MO 

058% 

TEST MOKPDOO . 
NO RECORD D08/010240 NAM/ZXAMPLE, BOBBY SEX/M PoAC/W 

(The response from the ALERT Data Bank reflects the fact. th~t the comput~rhwhs unable to rfnd at rhc~:e °N~~ 
subject but found similar names and has given a brief descflptioll together Wit t e per cent 0 ma c . 
response shows a negative search in NCIC files.) 

L.TEST.ZZZZ90.MO (LIcense inquiry) 

L ST ZZZZ90 MO (Response Alert Dala Bank) 
XZ-MPLE' BARDVARK X NM 071915 KS 600 180 BR Brt 
MOKPDOO FBI = SOC = 593628741 OLN = NIC = W027896547 

OKPDOO 109 W 200 ST KANS CITY MO 
~OKPDoo ZZZZ99 MO 1 66 FORD MUS 2D RED 987654322 
MOKPDOO 9090AOAO KC W MURDER 1 120469 

K DOO 12345679 AB S ESCAPE 100968 
MgK~Doo 88889999 CC W PARKI~lG VIOLATN 121569 
~OKPDoo 9090B080 JA W PARKING VIOLATN 120469 
MOKPDOO 9090COCO KC W PARKING VIOLATN 120469 
MOKPDOO OooooCCC ON PAROLE MO STATE PAROLE 0 EXP 010172 
MOKPDOO 09999999 REL 010170,MO STATE PEN (ROBBf.RY) 
ALERT/0066450 
MONIKER SPARKPLUG 
MOKPDOO ZZZZ90 MO 1 65 FORD FAL 2D CRM 1234567890 

TEST MOKPDOO 
NO RECORD LlC/ ZZZZ90 LlS/MO (Ncic Response) 

A.nST.,1'.200 (address inquiry mode on 111 W 200 SI) 

A.TEST.ll1.200 BARRY X WF 121248 KS 502120 BR BK SUICIDAL 

~~::~~O FBI = 12345678 SOC = 111111111 OLN = NIC ;= 

MOKPDOO 1112 E 21)0 ST _ 
MOKPDOO ZZZZ95 MO 1 67 CADI CON WHI .VIN12345678 -

KPDOO 01020304 JA W MURDER 1 05167001000 
~gKPDOO 09898989 ON PAROLE MO STATE PAROLE 0 EXP 051775 
MOKPDOO 09797979 REL MO STATE PEN 051770 (ROBBERY) 
MOKPDOO JKT = 00113513 TA·002 TC·Ooo MA·OOO MC·OOO FA·OlO FC·OOO 
LOCAL INTELLIGENCE SUBJECT·PREPARE FIC 
ROBBERY SUBJECT·PREPARE FIC 
ALERT /0000018 
MOKPDOO 1122 
MOKPDOO III 
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Successful automated information systems require 
a great deal ~f thought, foresight and design effort. 
Equally important is the need for • user-participation , 
in the design of the system since, ultimately, the 'us­
er' must participate and utilize the system. Failing to 
fully JD,volve the 'user' and consider his operational 
requWe'inents can only result in resentment, non­
cooperation, and lack of harmony in implementation 
of the (.Iperational system. The Command Staff decid­
ed that ,a Procedural Instruction should be published 
which ct.'1.ntained Departmental Policy, Doctrine and 
Procedures with respect to 'Automated Information 
Systems.'The document contained a list of ter­
minology ~nd definitions, many of which were new 
in the poll.ce environment, but which must be 
learned by law enforcement personnel involved in 
automated systems. Responsibilities applicable to 
various echelons of command were specifically ou­
tlined with respect to use and controlofinformation 
systems within the police enVironment. 

The Command Staff of the Police Department de­
cided that as a second priority, administrative pro­
grams should be developed for the following systems: 

(1) Finance/Payroll 
(2) Traffic Violation Analysis 
(3) FBI Uniform Crime Reporting System 
(4) National Safety Council 
(5) Detective Workload System 
(6) Municipal Court Docket 
(J) Police Budget System 
(8) Computer Utilization System 0 

(9) Position Control 
(10) Patrol Workload Factors 
(11) Offense Reporting 
(~\9~ Modus Operandi lD System 
(I~) Resource Allocation and Forces Wqrkload Prediction 

y/ 
Utilizing the 'Computerized Law Enforcement 

Resource Allocation System', the Kansas City Mis­
souri Police Department hopes to improve the effec­
tiveness of current police resources by concentrating 
the available forces of some 1,000 men throughout 

, the 316 square miles of Kansas City) based on the 
greatest need of 'Calls for Service'. The police force 
structure chan,lt.c5" three times in each 24-hour period 
which results iii the law enfotcement officer's area of 
patrol for the ~high crime area' being changed from 
49 patrol areas during the period midnight to 8:00 
a.m. to a reduced geographical area in which the 
additional .beats are established to 65 beats during 1,\ 

thE;' period of 4:00 p.m. to midnight and 60 beats 
during the day shift.,Studies made from the Police 
Computer Resource Allocation System have shown 
that metropolitan police solve two-thirds of the 
crimes they respond to within two minutes; howev­
er, less than one crime in five is solved if the response 
is delayed more than five minutes. Using the re­
source allocation system, the Kansas City Missouri 
Police Department hopes to increase the number of 
two-minute responses. Studies of 'predicted' calls for 

service compared against actual events reveal the 
computerized resource allocation system is effective 
in that the predicted statistics are about 95 percent 
accurate. 

It is generally felt that the effioiency and produc­
tivity of the police force have been increased by 15 
percent as a result of automation practices which 
have been implemented within the Police Depart­
ment. The follOWing specific instanees are cited as 
examples where automation is improving the effi­
ciency of law enforcement operations: 

(1) The reduction from between 10-30 minutes to an aver­
age of Hl'seconds, 90 percent of the operational time, in obtain· 
ing information as to 'want' status on the subject being checked 
by the officer in the field,.l'lnd providing information which 
would 'forewarn' the officer of contact with the subjects known 
to be armed, dangerous or resist arrest. Approximately 16,000 
outstanding warrants/want cases have been resolved since the 
computer has been in operation. 

(2) The provision of instantaneous information to district 
officers and ~ntelligence officers on movements of organized 
crime subjeots. 

(3) The ¢avability by law enforcement to be appraised of 
persons identified on parole status, with follow up information 
submitted to the Parole Officers. 

(4) Developed the capability to provide statistical data relat­
ed to vehicle accidents and enforcement by location, date and 
time of occurrence. 

(5) The provision of Iists'of wanted persons by residence 
within beat to reduce the amount of time for the law enforce· 
ment officer to get to each residence.. , 

(6) The provision of abstract criminal records for the district 
officer's informational and investigative purposes. 

(7) The provision of summaries of investigators' work by 
case, by category of work within case, etc. 

(8) T~ provide police administrators with current informa­
tion and projected cost of specific projects. 

(9) The preparation each day of listings of all outst.anding 
wanted persons and stolen vehicle:. in the metropolitan area, 
which are disseminated to metropolitan area police operations. 

(10) The development of the capability to search computer· 
izoo files by "method of operation" or "method of commission 
of a crime incident" in an effort to identify likely suspects bn.~ed 
upon previously established criminal patterns. 

(11) The ability to fulfill special requests for data on a timely 
basis from any of the real time crimiijal files qr from the offense, 
arrest, vehicle accident or traffic arrest files. 

(12) Preparation of uniform crime reports and National 
Safety Council reports for terminal users in the ALERT system. 

(13) Preparation of the Municipal Traffic Court dockets. 
(14) Traffic ticket accountability from initial issue from the 

Municipal Court to the Police Department, through final dispo· 
sition of the case. 
, (15) On-line traffic arrest conviction information for two 
years from date of finnl disposition. 

(16) Assignment of patrol personnel to handle calls for servo 
ice on the basis of resource allocation sta.tistics. 

(17) Analysis of on duty patrol time spent in non·patrol 
functions, i.e., vehicle and radio repair, administrative activi­
ties, and Oil duty court appearances. 

(18) Analysis of effectiveness of foot patrol beats in areas 
previously covered by motorized patrol only. 

The entire automation function of the Police De­
partment represents about five percent of the police 
budget or, in practical terms, it costs the Police De­
partment $84.00 an hour to operate the Police Com-
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puter System. 

FUTURE PLANS 
The Kansas City Missouri Police Department has 

developed tentative plans for building a "Command 
and Control System." This System, when implement­
ed, will result in a further integration of the com­
puter with police operations as follows; 

(1) Implementing '1 Phase I Mobile Ten~inal. Operations 
System in vehicles of law enforcement a~e~cles wlthm the re­
gion. This Mobile Terminal System will ehmmate 75 percent of 
police dispatcher operations by eliminating the manual effort 
of dispatchers. 

(2) lntroduction of an automated srstem wh~reby t~e fO~­
puter will record, on a real time baSIS, all polIce vehicles m 
service' and 'out of service'. 

(3) Designing a Phase II Mobile Terminal System in which 
Cathode-Ray terminnls will be available for offic~rs to enter 
seleded items of data with respect to field operations for on­
line filos. 

Other programs in the planning stage include: 
(1) The development of a Personnel Package containing a 

complete personal profile on each police officer. This file will 
be lIsed to provide the police administrator with statistical data 
relative to career progression trlPning and job ~ssignments. 

(2) Development of a lon~:a:nge planning model that will 
enable the Chief Administratur to simulate cost factors and 
their relationship to desirable programs. As an example, w?at 
is the total direct and indirect cost involved in implementmg 
a program of hiring 100 additional police officers. 

(3) Design of an Automated Police Vehicle Maintenance 
Profile. 

In January 1970, it was decided that this system 
must be exp~nded to meet the additional require­
ments of law enforcement administrators. The ex­
tended system will be required to provide the capa­
bility to capture, proc~ss, s~ore an~ retrieve ~~~ry 
category of information In which the cl~zen 
becomes involved with law enforcement operations. 

The system is to be designed around a master 
name index which will provide an abstract historY,of 
the citizen's record from on-line ftles. It is also 
proposed that the system will provide an abstr~ct 
summary of crime index figures to field offic~rs, wlth 
retrieval capability of crime by time, location and 
crime index code. 

In an effort to increase the 'throughput' of input 
data, we are converting the mechanical process of 
capturing data from keypunch to data entry from 
Cathode-Ray tube devices. 

In addition to serving regional Police and Sheriffs' 
Departments the 'ALERT' System will serve those 
other areas ~f the law enforcement triangle, the 
courts' and the Prosecuting Attorney's offices, with 
data that is of interest to them. 

Following is a description of the various sub-sys­
tems contained in the expanded 'ALERT' System: 

(1) A Criminal Information System that ~ill contai~ w~rran!S,., 
wants, warning information and selected I,tems of crlmmal hiS" " 

tory. 'will d ~ 
(2)~An Offense Reporting System that recor n~esor 
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victims and witnesses, as well as statistical and historical data in 
the files about eaoh incident., 

(3) A Traffic Ticket Syste~ that will record the names of 
traffic violators, as well as statistical and historical data about 
each incident. ., ( 

(4) A Court Docket System that will contain the data needed 
to print the court dockets, as well as officer n~tificatiot;ls. 

(5) An Arrest System that will record ar~est It;lformati~n for 
statistical and historical purposes. InformatIon Will be aVaIlable 
by individual arrem:. 

(6) A Vehicular Accident Repo!ting System w~ich will have 
statistical and historical data available about aCCident reports. 

(7) An Applicant System which will contain information 
about those persons who have applied for a license in a number 
of fields requiring a permit from the Police Department. 

, (8) A Serialized Stolen Property System whic~ ~ill contain 
statistical and historical information about serlahzed stolen 
property. This system will also contain recovered property for 
which we have no stolen report. 

(9) A Civil Index System whereby any incident for which a 
case number was issued will be indexed by name for every 
person involved in the inddent. 

The ftles are designed so that there will be three 
physical ftles, a name index, a general purpose ~ndex 
and a master data ftle. The general index ftle wlll, by 
nature of the key, be subdivided into logical sub-ftles. 

Name Index File 
Purpose -to provide an al~habeticgroup~n? of all 

names involved in any way Wlth system particlpants. 
This file will contain true names, alias names, monik­
er names and thQse business names that have reason 
to be in our file~;' 

General Purpose Index File 
Purpose-to maintain one central ind~x ~lle w~ere 

a check can be made for any numenc ldentifier 
which may be associated with a person, address, au­
tomobile offense or ticket, vehicle accident and af­
rest. Als~ included will be index entries for ~~Uit;, 
System purposes which will have court date and time 
as the key and Offense System entries which will be 
used for the Daily Intelligence Report (Part I Of­
fenses committed within the past 24 hours), and In­
jury Accidents occurring with~ th~ past ,24. hours. 

The types of data included In thls file wlll be as 
follows: 

(1) License number 
(2) VIN number 
(3) Address 
(4) Warrant number 
(5) Free format information numbers 
(6) Traffic ticket numbers 
(7) Court date and time 
(8) CRN for arrest system/Civll Indr.x 
(9) Four formats of an offense crosS'-mdex record 

(10) CRN for Vehicle Accident 
(11) Arrest number index 

Master File 
Purpose-to provide one central file wn~re all data 

concerning an individual or an automoblle can be 
stored together. One seek by the 2314 can pick up all 
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associated data. 
The data in this file will be grouped together by an 

ALN (Alert Number). Within an ALN, several differ­
ent suffixes will cause the data to be grouped and 
displayed in the sequence desired. The sequence of 
a complement of records will be as follows: 

(1) Name records 
(2) Numeric identifier records 
(3) Address records 
(4) License records 

, (5) Warrants or Wants (In seriousness sequence) 
(6) Informational records 
(7) Arrest information (abstract) 
(8) Traffic Arrest 
(9) Vehicle accidents 

(10) Offense Records 
(11) Civil Index 

ALERT 'ON-LINE' SYSTEMS 

LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 
WARRANTS I 
PICKUP ORDERS 

OFFENSE 
SYSTEM 

SERIALIZED 
STOLEN 
PROPERTY SYSTEM 

TRAFFIC 
TICKET 

CIVIL 
INDEX 

COURT 
DOCKET 
SYSTEM 

VEHICULAR 
ACCIDENT 

APPLICANT 
PERMIT 
RECORD 
SYSTEM 

CRIMINAL 
HISTORY 

In order to best use the record space available in 
our files, we will split some of our records into two 
parts. For example, the name record has certain data 
missing a large percentage of the time. Our solution 

. to tltis was to divide the name record into one seg­
ment of data that is present most of the time, and 
another segment that is missing frequently. The 
second segment is called the numbers record and 
contains all numeric identification an individual nor­
mally uses. Another example of segmenting records 
is in the offense and traffic systems. These systems 
collect two types of.data, statistical and historic. The 
historic data has to be retained for inquiry purposes 
for a period of one and two years respectively. Statis­
tical data is necessary only long enough to run statis­
tical reports. These records have been segmented on 
that basis and the statistical records will be dumped 
onto tape and purged from the Teleprocessing Sys­
tem, as soon as the reports have been run. 

One of the major problems confronting the com­
. puter technicians was developing a highly accurate 

technique by which the computer could search out 
and retrieve accurate information on a given person 
from other records with similar common names. The 
follOWing explanation re.flects the technique used by 
the ALERT System in the identification of correct 
names by the computer. 

When the computer receive£ the name inquiry, 
the name is compacted to be used as the search key. 
The computer will retrieve all of the records with the 
same key as the search key. Comparison of the fields 
in the inquiry are then made against the equivalent 
fields in the records found. If the field in the inquiry 
and the equivalent field in the record are not blank, 
a positive value designated for that field is added to 
a total weight counter. If these fields contain match­
ing information, the positive value is also added to 
the weight counter. When one or both fields are 
blank, no values are added to either counter. After all 
the fields have been compared, the weight counter 
is divided by the total weight counter giving a per­
cent of hit. The records are then sorted so that the 
record with the highest percent will be displayed 
first To be displayed, the record must match at a 
minimum of 40 percent. The follOWing example por­
trays how the weighting table is used. 

Example. An inquiry made on the name 'Less Johnson, White, male, DOB 
11094' 

EXAMPLE #1 
WEIGHTING TABLE INQUIRY RECORD 

INTERROGATION 
Total Points 

Points Accum· 
Match No Match Added ulafed 
+ 90 - 10 Name, Last JOHNSON + 90 JOHNSON + 90 + 40 - 15 Name, First L + 40 L + 40 

(First Char) 
.+ tl - 15 Name, First E 0 E 

(Second Char) 
+ 40 - 10 Name, First SS + 40 Onard - 10 

(Last 9 Positions) 
+ 10 - 40 Name (MI) 
+ 5 - 10 Race W + 5 W + 5 
+ 0 - 80 Sex M 0 M + 10 - 40 DOB (Month) 11 + 10 11 + 10 + 15 - 20 DOB (Day) 09 0;', 15 24 - 20 + 25 - 10 DOB (Year) 41 f 25 38 - 10 

Total Points Accumuloted 225 Interrogation Points 105 
Rosult-47% Hit 

The nearest malch found was on the name le(lnard Johnson. 
The person rna kin!! ,Ihe inquiry would have to eV'bluate the response. A 47 % 
match wilen full mll\le, race, sex & D.O.B. as given is normally not considered 
a good hit. However, an evaluation and dl!~lsion should be made on the 
merits of each case when a possible malr.I!' is Indicated. Such things as 
physical description, present Ciild previous, -:lddress and numeric identification 
should be compared with whoi is recC!,rfled in .the files to assist in positive 
identification' or elimination of the subject. 

A new system philosophy is proposed in which 
'multi-threading' and a priority of processing actions 
must be implemented in order to guarantee the vol­
ume of 'throughput' and processing of quantities of 
data proposed in this document. 

To achieve this goal, the Real-Time Teleprocessing 
Program will consist of a main task and six sub-tasks, 
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operating concurrently under control of the Disk 
Operating System. 

The six sub-tasks are: ~) 
(1) Line Control Program 
(2) Output Queue R(lutine 
(3) Input Queue Routine 
(4) FASTER Transaction Processor 
(5) Source Data Collection Processor 
(6) NCIC/Message Switch/Error Handler Processor 

These tasks are attached, in that priority. That is, 
if two tasks require CPU Control, the task with the 
highest priority gets control and performs its func­
tion. When it no longer requires CPU Control, the 
other task takes over and performs its function. 
Under this arrangement, a task can interrupt a lower 
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priority task or can be interrupted by a higher priori­
'ty task. 

Line Control, Input Queueing, and Output Qu­
eueing are low volume processing service routines 
that require priority control in order to perform 
their services and keep the whole system running 
effectively. 

The transaction processing routines contain the 
bulk of the logic processing and are the most time 
consuming routines. When thelle routines are busy 
and a request for Line Control, Input Queueing, or 
Output Queueing is recognized, the processing pro­
gram is only temporarily interrupted an<,l then con­
tinues onc.e the interrupting routine completes serv­
ice. 
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CORE ALLOCATION 

Main Task ............................................ 

Line Control (Task) ......... ; .................. 

i 
NCIC MSG ~~ Error Handler (Task) 

, 

" '~ , 

Faster (Task) ........................................ 

, 

Output Que (Task) ........................ 

Input Que (Task) ............................ 

SEP Sub-Routines 
LOGGER 2K 
USRM 32 K 
CONDS Y2 K .......................... 

Source Data Collection (Task) ........ 

\ 

\, 
Adminisfrative Programs (Batch) 

Supervisor .......................................... 
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TRANSACTION PROCESSING FLOW 
From Input through Output 

The line control program reads a transaction from 
the terminal. It then determines that it is a data 
transaction and passes the transaction to the input 
queue routine. 

The input queue routine checks to see that the 
transaction is valid for the system and the terminal 
and is active. It then queues the transaction, (either 
in core or on disk), in the appropriate queue. 

The transaction processing routine that processes 
the above queue requests the transaction from the 
input queue routine. The input queue routine then 
de-queues the transaction and passes it to the trans­
action processing routine. 

The transaction processing routine then processes 
the transaction and generates some output. The 
processing routine then requests that the output 
queue routine queue the output data. 

The output queue routine starts building the out­
put message queue, and waits for further requests 
from the transaction processing routine. 

The transaction processing routine continues proc­
essing the transaction, and may generate some more 
output and result in the above sequence between the 
output queue routine and the transaction processing 
routine being continued. 

However, when the transaction processing routine 
has completed the transaction (before requesting 
another transaction), it notifies the output queue rou­
tine that output is complete. 

The output queue routine then terminates the 
message and releases the pages used by the message 
to the common page pool. The terminal status is 
readjusted and some other control tables are updat­
ed. 

All the while this transaction. was being processed, 
other transactions could be at any of the stages of its 
flow. 

The output queue routine then places the output 
in the proper terminal queue, ready to be sent to the 
terminal. 

The line control program checks to see if there is 
any output available, and when there is, requests 
output data from the output queue routine. The out­
put queue routine gets the output from disk, resets 
terminal status conditions, and passes the data to the 
line control program. ; 
, The line control program then tran.smits the out­
put data to the terminal and upon successful trans­
mission (or paging command, depenc:ling on terminal 
discipline) the line control program notifies the out­
put queue to reset the termhial status. The line con­
trol program again checks for output and the above 
sequence is executed until the last page 'has been 
transmitted (or a termination command has been is­
sued). 
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LINE CONTROL 
The line control task is responsible for performing 

the input! output operations for the terminals as well 
as passing and getting data and control com~ands to 
and from the input queue and output queue rou-
tines. ' 

Basically the processing of the line control pro-
gram is as follows: 

Read data from terminal 
Determine if it is a data transaction or a'terminal control 
function request 
Call the input queue routine to handle data transaction re­
quests 
Call the output queue routine to handle terminal control 
function requests 
Check for output availability and request Butput data from 
the o~ltput queue routiue 
Upon notification from the output queue routine that output 
data bas been transferred, write to the terminal. 

" 

When not actually performing any of these func-
tions, the line control program will stand by in a wait 
state sO! that lower priority taskll can perform their 
functions. 

INPUT QUEUE ROUTINE 
The input queue routine is responsible for main­

taining queues of transactions for the transaction 
processing routines. This abiiity to stack transactions 
for processing regardless of whether the transaction 
'processing routine is busy allows the line control pro­
gram to maintain maximum communication with the 
terminals. 

Queue maintenance includes stacking of transac­
tion requests, and unstacking the transaction and 
passing it to a transaction processing routine. The 
queueing may be done in core, on disk, or a combina­
tion of core and disk. 

Since the transaqtion processing routines each per­
form only specific transactions, the input queue rou­
tine must determine which transaction processing 
routine will perform the processing and stack the 
tratlsaction request in the proper queue' for that 
processor. At the same time, the input queue routine 
will check the validity and status of the transaction 
request. If the transaction request does not pass all 
tests, an error transaction request is generated and 
queued for the error handling processing routine. 

Requests to stack transactions may be made by any 
other task in the real-time program. Line controf\.vil 
request stacking of terminal requests, transaction 
processing programs will request stacking of second­
ary transactions, and any task can request stacking of 
error transactions, " 

The unstacking of transaction requests is per­
formed only for transaction processing routines. , 

Briefly, the transaction processing routine will 
check to determine if any transactior.! is queued for 
it. If there are none, the transaction 'processing rou-
tine ~\ until there is a request stacked. Hiliere is 

a transaction stacked, the processing routine re­
quests a transaction from the input queue routine. 
The input queue routine then unstacks the request 
and passes it to the transaction processing routine for 
processing. 

GENERAL CONCEPTION OF 
TRANSACTION PROCESSING ROUTINE 
The transaction processing routine will wait until 

something is queued up for it to do. As soon as a 
transaction is queued, the processing routine will re­
quest a transaction from the Input Queue routine. 
Mter the input queue routine has passed the transac­
tion tp the processing routine, the processing routine 
performs its functions and may generate some termi­
nal output. If there is some terminal output, the 
transaction p.rocessing routine will request the out­
put queu~ routine to take the output and queue it on 
disk. 

The transaction processing routine may make mul­
tiple requests to the output queue routine fora single 
transaction. (Multiple terminal output is an example 
o.f 9, situation requiring a multiple output queue rou­
tine request.) At the end of processing, the process­
ing routine will notify the output queue routine of 
completion of processing for this transaction; then 
the process will begin allover. , 

FASTER 

This processing routine will update and maintain 
the real-time police data base files. All inquiries from 
field officers and all updates and additions to these 
files will be performed by this task. 
. This task :will have three input queues for stacking 
Its transactions. These queues will permit priority 
processing of transactions. 

(1) Chained transactions 
(2) Dperational inquiries. 
(3) Updates, adds, investigative inquiries 

The programming for this task will be. done using 
the FASTER programming package. ' 

SEPARATE SUB-ROUTINES 
This 'transaction processing routine will perform 

the follOWing three functions: 
(1) NCIC mess~e handling 
(2) Error messa~e handling 
(3) Message switching 

NCIC message handling: , 
Transaction processor # 1prO~'Lesses a transaction 

and determines that this transaction should also be 
routed to NCIC, so it queues a transaction for the 
NCIC message handler via the input queue routine. 
This transaction indicates the kind of NCIC request 
and iricludes the data. 

The NCIC message handling routine then takes 
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the data and re-formats it to be consistent with NCIC 
format requirements and queues it via the output 
queue routine. 

Responses from NCIC come back through the line 
control program to the input queue routine to the 
NCIC message handler. The NCIC message handler 
relays the response to the initial originating terminal 
and if necessary, stacks a request (via the input queue 
routine), to transaction processing routine # 1 to 
notify it of NCIC's handling (update responses con­
tain FBI record information, to be stored on real­
time police data base files). 

ERROR MESSAGE HANDLING 
Any task in the system may stack an error transac­

tion via the input queue routine. The error message 
handler will use the information in the error transac­
tion to generate the correct error message and estab­
lish the message routing. The error messages and 
their particular handling requirement may be disk 
resident or core resident. 

Any catastrophe errors or errors that cannot. be 
handled using this approach, will be handled un­
mediately by the task recogIJJ~ing the error condi­
tion and will be outputted oL~ the system console. 

MESSAGE SWITCHING 
All administrative traffic will be sent to this rOu­

tine. The message switching routine will handle 
input and output message numbering and will. take 
care of routing the messages to the proper termmals. 

OUTPUT QUEUE ROUTINE 
The output queue routine is responsible for disk 

queueing all output data, retrieving output data 
upon request of the line control program, and main­
taining terminal output status. 

The output queue routimHNill insure that the mes­
sages from the transaction processing routines are 
kept intact and separate from messages created by 
another transaction processing routine. 

InaddjUau, the output queue routine will provide 
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for four levels of priority for output. (NCIC inquiries 
must be in a higher priority and separate queue th~n 
updates, this will allow updates to be blo.ck~d and stIll 
handle inquiries). This degree of pnonty output 
queueing is not needed immediately but it does pro­
vide for future developments. 

The output queue routine also provides the paging 
and termination functions as well as a wide range of 
terminal output queue manipulation and control 
functions. 

The output queue routine will provide a common 
page pool to be shared by all terminals, and it main­
tains queue pointers to keep track of the messages for 
each terminal. 

SOURCE DATA COLLECTION 
The Source Data Task provides the means for en­

tering large batches of data directly from the source 
document into the ALERT files. Because of the 
greater efficiencies which result to Data Processing 
(greater accuracy and 20 percent more data through­
put) this technique in source data collection is being 
impiemented as a replacement to Keypunch Opera­
tions. 

Data is entered on the 2260 visual display devices 
using formatted masks. The source data task provides 
the masks in a predetermined sequence unless other­
wise specified by the operator. Data that is entered 
is processed through a series of edits referred to as 
'Primary edits'. Any field that does not pass the pri­
mary edits will cause the transaction to be redis­
played on the 2260 device with the field or fields 
with errors displayed as asterisks. After errors have 
been corrected and the transaction has passed the 
primary edits the next sequential mask is displayed 
on the 2260 device. 

When this transaction passes the primary edits, the 
Source Data Task changes the inquiry code that is 
used on the mask to an inquiry code that is recog­
nized by FASTER and ,passes the data to input 
queue. Input queue passes the data, to FASTER, 
where 'Secondary edits' are performed and the files 
are updated. 

A COMPARISON OF AN IDEAL CRIMINAL COURT 
INFORMATION SYSTEM TO THE PHILADELPHIA 

CRIMINAL COURT INFORMATION SYSTEM 

• by Mr. Larry P. Polansky 
Chief Deputy Court Administrator 

Data Processing 
Common Pleas Court of Philadelphia 

and 
. Mrs. Jean M. White 

Administrative Assistant to Court Administrator 
. Common Pleas Court of Philadelphia 

INTRODUCTION 

Although we recognize the need and are working 
towards the goal of a Total Criminal Justice Informa­
tion System, we will limit this paper to a comparison 
of an ideal criminal court information system to the 
operating Philadelphia criminal court information 
system. 

Certainly the criminal courts are inextricably in­
terrelated with the agencies of law enforcement 
crimin~\l prosecution, and criminal reform. Th~ 
courts Cl'annot function without these other agencies, 
and any serious attempt to solve the problems of 
crime and criminality must necessarily involve com­
mitment to the study of the total criminal justice 
process, of which the courts are only a part. 

On the other hand, the criminal courts do perform 
very special and specific functions. The criminal 
court is the one stage of the criminal justice process 
w.here facts must be presented and weighed, where 
aJudgment must be made concerning the law-break­
ing act itself, where the t,~ii.n~erousness and reliability 
of the defendant must be as(~ertained, and where the 
future of the law-breaker must be determined. In a 
large metropolitan area, suqh as Philadelphia, which 
has at least 12,000 active cr~minal cases, an informa­
tion system which is accurate and easily accessed is 
vital to Supporting the important decisions to be 
made by the Court. ' 

The first part of this paper, then, is a discussion of 
an id~?l court information ,isystem, beginning with 
defimtIons, and followed bYi1a description of the spe­
cial functions (ideal operatJng sub-systems) of the 
court, which require certai~1 types of information in 
?rder to do their jobs. The ~econd part of the paper 
IS devoted to the Philadelphia court information sys­
tem-how it supports certain of the ideal operating 
sub-systems, and how it a~~ticipates to expand its 

\, scope in the future. " 
PAR1~ I 

In this era of systems pl~nning, systems analysis, 
and systems design for the ,'!criminal justice system, 

the 'court system, and the system of information for 
the systems aforementioned, it would se<:mi' basic to 
define what a "system" is. The most erudite defini­
tion we cO';lld find calls a "system" a "set or arrange­
mentof tlungs such that any part ultimately has some 
effect on eve!)' other part. "1 We like this definition 
for it indicates that the human race has raised itself 
to such a state of civilization that we are becoming 
increasingly cognizant that everything is relative 
and that most things are interrelated. 

Using this definition of "system" seriously we are 
able to define an '~'nformation system" as bit~ of data 
which are collected and combined in a systematic 
way, such that use of that data can be made in mak­
ing decisions of far-reaching value. From our defini­
tion, the data collected for au information system 
must be data useful in making decisions and it must 
have ultimate l'nfluence on more thaJJ o~e 1ildlvidual 
or operation. 

If we take our definition one step further, we are 
?ble t? postulate what a "court information system" 
IS. It IS a system of collected bits of data of signifi­
cance to those WllO lire in a position to make deciSions 
about the operation and policy of the crimJi181 court 
In other words, a court information system serves all 
attorneys and court personnel-including the Court 
Administrator, the District Attorney, the Judges­
~ho make ~ecisions about the functioning and effec­
tIve operatIOn of the Courts. The court information 
systert,l, then, is a supportive system, and system, 
then, ~s a supportive system, and the other court sys­
t~m~ It supports or serves are the operating, func­
tIonmg systems which determine what the court 
does. ,) 

The next logical question is, what are these operat­
ing systems (or what does the court do ). Speaking of 
the ideal criminal court, we have identified five ope­
rating sub-systems which we feel every court should 
have, all of which would function best if decisions 
were made based on accurate data from a complete 
court information system. The systems we identified 
are: 

I. 

II. 
III. 
IV. 
V. 

Trial-stream, case-flow system (including the control of 
facilities and resources) 
People system 
Statistical Reporting System 
Research and Planning System 
Statute and case law searchhlg system 

We will discuss each of these court sub-systeths (1) 
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,; ~escribing wh~t is included in the particular system 
by means of listing some of the decisions to be made 
within that system, (2) hypothesizing what the ideal 
goal of each system might be, and (3) presenting 
what information or bits of data would have to be 
collected and systematized in order to attain the 
ideal goal for each system. In the second part of this 
paper, we will outline how the five ideal court sub­
systems function in Philadelphia; we will present 
some samples of how the Philadelphia court informa­
tion system supports these sub-systems; and we will 
indicate the future direction and priorities of our 
Philadelphia court information system. 

I. Trial-stream, case-flow system 
The criminal court has the obligation to try a case 

as quickly as it can without impairing the rights of the 
defendant to "due process" and equitable, humane 
treatment. The scheduling of the legally required 
steps in the trial process and the docketing or record­
ing of the outcome of each of those steps have been 
the means of assuring speedy, just trials. The kinds of 
decisions the court faces in weighing speed against 
"fairness" include the following: 

-Will cases pass through the trial stream more quickly if we 
give the attorneys more advance notice that the case is 
coming up? 

-Can we continue cases on a day to day basis where the 
officer was unavailable, or no service was made on the de­
fendant, or witnesses failed to appear? 

--Should we assign a voluntary defender for th/!I defendant for 
the course of a proceeding whenever private defense coun­
sel fails to appearP 

-Will the trial process be expedited by incorporating the 
hearing of pre-trial motions at the time of trial? ,,-

-Can we force consolidation of minor cases? 
-Should we acknowledge and use the fact to our advantage 

that certain Judges are "waiver" Judges, and that others are 
not? 

The ideal goal of the trial-stream, case-flow system 
then, might be the setting of one time, date, and 
courtroom for each legally required action of a case, 
and the assurance that that portion of the case will be 
dealt with and decided fairly at that designated time. 

In order to achieve this goal, a conflict free time 
and date would have to be worked out for each case 
at each stage of the processing of that case. The ideal 
court information system would have to have an ac­
curate, unchanging schedule for the prepared de­
fense attorney, the prepared District Attorney, the 
witnesses, the arresting officer, and the defendant. 
These schedules would then have to be matched to 
Judge, room, and court staff availabilities. Informa­
tion could also be gathered regarding reasons for 
continuances, and Judges before whom cases will be 
heard and disposed of at first trial listing. 

Logistics of facilities and resources refers to the 
physical operation of the courtroom-assigning a 
Judge, court clerks, court reporters, and court offic­
ers to the available courtrooms. The kinds of dec i-
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sions which must be made include-
-How many Judges are needed to maximize use of space? 
-How many cases should be listed per day in order to insure 

that each Judge has enough cases ready to try to keep him 
busy for the extent of the court day? 

-What stenographers are behind in their work? 
-How many jury rooms and jurors need to be avnilable on II 

pllrticular dllY? 
-Should Judges conduct sentence imposition in their cham­

bers? 

The ideal goal of the logistics system might be to 
maximize use of limited, good personnel and ade­
quate facilities. A complete information system, in 
order to contribute to this goal, would have to be 
equipped to provide an inventory of personnel, their 
schedules, and a ranking of their abilities; an inven­
tory of courtrooms, chambers, and conference 
rooms; and an indication of how many q)f what type 
of facility is needed and when. Judges, clt!!rks, report­
ers, and juries would be scheduled in such a way that 
at any time in the entire court day, (lIvery room 
would be filled and functioning with tlie required 
number of personnel with the required degree of 
skill. 

II. People System, 
There are many actOrs in the criminal justice proc­

ess, the most important of which should be the de­
fendant. All actors (attorneys, bonding companies, 
witnesses, and Judges, as well as the defendant) must 
be contacted from time to time. We need to know 
where to find these actors. We also need to know 
many social characteristics about the defendant in 
order to guess his reliability, dangerousness to the 
public, and special keys to reforming his behavior. 
Within the people system, then, questions to be an­
swered or decisions to be made include: 

-Who are the pllrties involved, where are they located, and 
how shall we contact them? 

-When is the best time to get information about a defen­
dllnt's background, character, and special problems? 

-Can pre-sentence investigations be eliminated if the Judge 
has defendant information as a result of the bail-setting 
procedure? 

-How can the court be certain thllt a defendant will be 
brought or will come to each stage of the trial process? 

-How far in advance of a court appearance must notice be 
given to bonding companies, the defendant, the Sheriff, 
and the witnesses that the defendant's appearance is re­
quired? 

-Who's responsibility is it to assure thllt witnesses are not 
inconvenienced?, 

The ideal goal of the people system would be to be 
able to successfully and rapldly communicate with 
each actor in a particular case, and to have so much 
of the right information about ~1tbh actor that the 
court would always treat the defi~.11dant successfully. 
A complete court information s}{ril:em would need to 
accumulate and organize by caSe the exact names 
and location of all the participants in a. case, with the 
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capa~ity of raJ?idly changing that information when 
reqmred. SOCIal characteristics of the defendant 
~hould be g~thered and stored and updated by the 
~~eal court.!nformat~on system, the "rightness" or 
usefu.lness of that lllformation being determined 

over tIme. 

III. Statistical Reporting System 
By st~tist~cal reporting we mean that the court has 

the obhgatIOn to provide the public with periodic 
reports ?n th.e.number of cases in the court, the num­
~er of dispOSItions, the type of dispositions, etc. Deci­
sions to be made include: 

-Hthowpmbul~hbinformd!ltion about dispositions of cases should 
e u IC e ma e aware oft> 

-St hOt~1d wthe teJIl Jdudgc
l
, s how they are sentencing compared 

o lie 0 er u gesi 
-Cban we ai.d or hinder the speed of trials by publishing facts 

a out dehnquent lawyers? 
-Who should Write the reports? 
-Htr°wdclln We dassure t~a.t the statistics will not be miscon-

s ue or Use for political gainP 

Ideally, th~ g?al of the statistical reporting system 
WOUld. be to Inform every partlcipant 811d:nonpartici­
pant In tbe criminal justlce process n4tb what be 
n~eds to kllm~ about court operations in order for 
hIm t? help l~prove that process. The complete 
court lI~formatIon system should provide the data for 
the various reports. 

IV. Research and Planning System 
We fe.el that ~esearch and planning is an important 

system III the Ideal court. It is here that questions 
~bout ~he other operating sub-systems such as those 
hst~d III each description above are articulated, or­
gamzed~ ~nd, hopefully, answered. Other questions 
and dec.lslons to be made within this particular sub­
system lllclude: 

-Ht,'ow 10hng should. the .average criminul case take from IIrrest 
lroug sentencmg m Philadelphia? 

-SChoulddJwe pspeed the process of trial by eliminating the 
ran ury 

-Cap t!le court aid the flow of cases by assuming functions 
of Jt~(hctment now done by the under-stllffed District Attor­
ney s Office? 

-dW~uldd we dbe able to handle a situution in which every 
e,en lint emanded a jury trilll? 

-HowtmbunkY,Judges would we need lo c\ellr up our criminal 
cour ac og completely? 

!he ideal goal for a research and planning system 
~Ight b.e to be able to evaluate quickly (perbaps by 
SInWll~tlOl1) what effect a ChllJlge of policy or proce­
dure 111 one Ilspect of tile court's operatlol1 would 
have on all otlu!r aspects alld COllrt systems. It 
~ecomes most eVIdent here that the court informa­
tion system must provide complete and accurate bits 
of data to the research and planning effort of the 
court. 

V. Statute lind Case-Law Searching System 
This system, according to somel is the most impor-

,/ 

t:,ant o.f the op~rations-i.e. to hear the facts sur­
r~undlllg ~ particular act and to decide, based on a 
hIstory of In.terpr~ta~ions of similar acts, whet.her or 
I~ot the act IS a cnmlllal violation of the Law. Deci­
Sl(ms to be made within this system include: 

-What cll.~es ?re applicable in determining Justice on the 
present PIIl'tlcular case? 

-Ca~ we correct ~he statutes or laws which are working 
agllmst t.he effectiveness and efficllciousness of Justice? 

-Can we Improve our case decision-making by knowing the 
results of appeals mllde on similar cases from our own 
court? 

The ideal.goal of the statute and case-law searching 
system w?uld bf~ to automate the retrieval and cross­
~eferencInlf. of cases and statutes, so that histories of 
InterpretatIons would b~ complete and available 
upon command In order for the court information 
system to respond to the goal, all statutes and laws 
and cases would have to be collected, indexed, and 
cross-referenced by' a· large number of to ics 
phrases, and words. p , 

SUMMARY 
. The appr?ach we have used in discussing our vi­

SIOn of the Ideal cOllrt information system was first 
to define what we mean by "system" "1'nrO t" 
Y t .. d ". ' [I rma IOn 

~ s .em ,an court mformation system." We then 
mdICated that the ideal court information system 
would be one which supplied all the informational 
needs to the ideal operating sub-systems of the court 
We outlined five ideal sub-systems, and we attempt~ 
ed to show how an ideal court information system 
would collect, compile, and distribute the bits of data 
nee~~d t~ make both operating and overall policy 
deCISIons m the criminal court. 

PART II 
THE PHILADELPHIA SYSTEM 

The Philadelphia computer oriented system has 
attempte~ to ~pproach the ideal court information 
system pru~arIly by expending all initial efforts to­
~ard the first three subsystems described in the 
Ideal. We have implemented many practical parts of 
subsystems I, ~I, and III, but even in these areas we 
have a gr~at dIstance 00 go before we are complete. 
We haveJus~ barely begun to touch upon subsystem 
IV (research capabilities) and have done no more 
than the barest initial research into the possibilities 
of subsystem V (statute and case law citation i e 
legal searching). ' . . 

~n th.is part of the paper we shall briefly indicate, 
pnma.nly by samples, just what Philadelphia has 
done m subsystems I through III. 

To assist in the understanding of our system we 
ha~e prep~red a general flow diagram of the basic 
PhIladelphIa system and we will attempt to relate 
the follOWing descriptions and some samples re­
ports, etc. to the portion of the system at whi~h it 
mtert'elates. 
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Subsystem I-The Trial System 
Scheduling, Docketing, Room Control, etc. 

All cases (and therefore all defendants) enter our 
system at the conclusion of the preliminary arrai~~­
ment which: is held within 24 hours of arrest. ExhIbIt 
A indicates the data which we collect from prelimi­
nary arraignment ([a] officer complaint, [b] criminal 
record sheet, [c] Muni.cipal Cburt transcript) and 
which we use to form the basic computer file for the 
case as it travels through the Municipal Court Proc­
ess. 

Scheduling of further court actions at the Munici-
pal Court level is done dir.ectly from the pre~iminary 
arraignment and is done 11l a manner to satIsfy both 
police officers' schedules, and to accommodate work 
load parameters set up by the administrative office. 
Exhibit B represents the computer work sheet made 
available to preliminary arraignment court person­
nel to insure balanced work loads. 

All Municipal Court actions. subsequent to prelimi­
nary arraignment are tracked by the computer sys-. 
tem and all calendars required for hearings or trials 
are prepared, on a timely basis, prior to the action 
date (Exhibit C)" 

Although defenda.nts are personally instructed at 
preliminary arraignment as to the need for counsel 
at subsequent c()urt appearances, and are told of the 
possibility of procuring assigned counsel in c~se of 
indigency, we additionally prepare, automatIcally, 
computer letters reminding defendants of the dates 
of their next action and of their responsibility to en­
gage counsel (Exhibit D). 

As you migl;t guess, a great deal of additional infor­
mation flows to our computer departIl~ent concern­
i~g every bit of paper filed and ev~ry ~ft~on which 
takes place relative to each case, I.e., ball transac­
tions, attorney data, hearing and trial n~su\ts, et~. 
Each of these items is posted carefully to our ma­
chine files and painstakingly verified to insure ac-
curacy. . 

At the conclusioU of the Municipal Court caiSe, the 
computer file is transferred to either disposed, files 
([a] Minor Cage Municipal'Court trial disp?sil:ions 
and [b] Dismissals from probable c~use hear1llgs)~r 
to the Held for Court file, which IS used to retam 
control over c~~s 'turned over to the prosecutor for 
presentment to the Grand Jury. Many.reports a.re 
prepared at this stage but one sample IS the Daily 
Master List of Municipal Cases Held for Grand Jury, 
(Exhibit E), which indicates the current status of all 
cases recently held for Grand Jury. 

Upon indictment by the Grand Jury the case en- .. 
tets the Common Pleas Court case stream (and Com­
puter File). Exhibit F represents typical data entered 
which is checked by computer against Held for 
Court file and manually against the bills of indict­
ment to insure accuracy. Cases are scheduled for ar­
raignment based on available slots in accordance 
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with minimum and maximum limits prescribed by 
the Court Administrator; if a defendant is on bail a 
subpoena is prepared mechani9ally (Exhibit G). Ar­
raignment calendars (Exhibit H) are pre.pared a~d 
are used in the arraignment rooms for callIng the hst, 
as well as for file pulling, case preparation, etc. by the 
affected agencies. Perhaps unique to Philadelphia is 
the process of arraigning detained defendants at the 
prison in order to minimize the need for transporta­
tion and to maximize the security provisions. (Our 
detention facilities are 15 miles from the Court 
House, and our Court House is ill-equipped to handle 
the volume of defendants requiring securily proce-
dure.) . 

Among the purposes of our arraignment proce-
dure is the setting of a trial date. If the arraignment 
concludes successfully (i.e. attorney engaged for the 
case and trial date set), our system is notified of the 
results of the actions; subpoenas are prepared for 
civilian witnesses, and police witness liSts' are pre­
pared for the police department (Exhibits I & J). If 
arraignment (or trial) is not suc~essfully conclud~d, 
the system is programmed to brmg to the attention 
of court personnel all cases which have gone past 
their "action date" without successful action and/or 
without having been continued to a specific future 
date. Exhibit K represents such a weekly list, which 
is reviewed along with the case files to determine 
what action'is next required. Trial Calendars (Exhibit 
L) are prepared by the system on a timely basis, as 
well as Drison bring-up lists (Exhibit M) and attorney 
letters (Exhibit N) when required. 

Subsequent to all case actions, the files are routed 
through data processing clerical staff to insure the 
greatest accuracy possible in the status of our com­
puter files and records. All transactions ~r~ P?sted 
with great emphasis on accuracy and venflcation. 

The adjudication of cases, in many instances, does 
not mean the case is closed. Sentencing must normal­
ly. await pre-sentence investigations, psychiatric 
evaluations, notes of testimony, disposition of post 
trial motions, etc. To assist in this area, our system 
prepares judicial orders relative to post trial activi­
ties, to assist the judge in prompting the various par­
ties to perform their required tasks toward the total 
disposition of cases (Exhibit 0). 

Upon final disposition of the c~se, the Go~put~r 
record is transferred from our disk filei3 to hls~onc 
tape files and court recor-ds are microfilr:ned, and the 

., microfildt numbers are cross-referenced in our com­
pute~ for easy retrieval. 

Subsystem II-People' Information 
During the entire proces~ from preliminary ar­

raignment through final disposition, the. court re­
cords are completely indexed by various cross-refer­
ence methods. 

Exhibit P is an alphabetic defendant report which 
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is inade available at many locations through the court 
house to provide information on cases by defendant. 
~any additional reports are run relative to in­

di~iidu. als, whether they be defense counsel, defend­
an1i' ~udge, etc. Some examples are Exhibit Q-al­
p~f1beJical open warrant ·file; Exhibit R-case lists by 
attorney; Exhibit 8-101 day case report; Exhibit T­
Multiple case Bail Defendants (reCidivist report). 

In addition to the "paper-based" information capa­
bility we also have had installed and operating for 
about a year (at this date) nine (9) computer-based 
display terminals. These are located at seven (7) spots 
through our court house, at our detention center (15 
miles from the court house), and at the police central 
booking facility (about one [1] mile from the court 
house). These terminals make all cross-reference files 
available as well as giving each unit access to the 
complete data base for all active cases. For disposed 
cases, the cross-reference file gives the microfilm 
number so that one can qUickly reach the disposed 
case file in the clerk's micro-film system. Exhibits U 
thr<;mgh Y represent a few of the visual disPilays that 
are available on our terminal system. For ~\xample, 
Exhibit U-l represents a search by name f<?r a sus­
pect, John Jones. NotiCing several John Jon1~es with 
the same Philadelphia Police photo number, ife then 
searched by that number (Exhibit U-2) and discov­
ered that the suspect ~,pparently had previo~~ly used 
several names, and had four open cases in \pur sys­
tem, as well as one disposed case (indicateQ: on the 
first line of display U-l by the presence of a mICrofilm 
number). 1\ 

Exhibit V-I presents the current status of\\the ac­
tive case under the name of John Jones. Apparently 
John Jones is a fugitive and a bench warrant for his' 
arrest is outstanding. Exhibits V-2 and V-3 are the 
results of looking further into this case, det€rmining 
that the most serious charge is larceny, and that Jo1)n 
Jones' attorney is the Voluntary Defender. 

Following Mr. Jones (?) into our Municipal Court 
record (Exhibit W-l) we discover thatihe is apparent­
ly a fugitive in this case also, and, incidentally we are 
informed of several of his aliases. Exhibits W -2, W -3, 
and W-4 r~flect further searching of this Municipal 
Court case and show the name and address of the 

'defendant's bonding company, the name of the 
Judge who issued the bench warrant, and the charge. 

Exhibit X-I is another John Jones, but it is put in 
here to indicate that we maintain control over our 
cases while in the stage between "probable cause 
finding" and Grand Jury indictment. Notice that the 
bottom of the display indicates Grand Jury indict­
ment information. Exhibit X-2 represents a case as it 
appears after Grand Jury indictment. 

Exhibit Y-l and Y-2 reflect attorney searching pos­
sibilities. 

These are but a representative few of the displays 
aJlPailable. We hope that we have shown that various 

searching techniques, developed by experienced ter­
minal operators, can produce more comprehensive 
dossiers for criminal suspects and defendants. Cur­
rent plans call for some two dozen additional termi­
nals to be installed in various areas over the next 
year. At this writing, two (2) terminals are scheduled 
for installation by November 1, 1970, allowing us to 
service the following areas with display terminals: 

Local Terminals (In City Hall) 
1. Computer Room Monitor Unit 
2. Criminal Clerk's Office 
3. Data Processing Posting Unit 
4. Arraignment Courtroom (installation due 11/1/70) 
5. Prosecutor's Office 
6. Municipal Clerk's Office 
7. Criminal Listings Office 
8. Civil Listings Office 

Remote Terminals (Outside of City Hall) 
9. Police Administration Building 

10. Detention Center 
11. Public Defender's Office (installation due 11/1/70) 

Subsystem III-Statistical Reporting 
Various statistical reports and management tools 

have evolved from or have been prime objectives of 
this system. 

Exhibit AA represents a typical monthly report on 
court disposition activity required for state report­
ing. Exhibits BB and CC, on the other hand, are 
analyses done to help evaluate the relationship be­
tween bail amounts, criminal charge, and the pro­
pensity of defendants to appear or fail to appear for 
court action. 

Exhibit DD is used by management to plot our 
progress (or retrogression) in the area of case back­
log, whereas another report (not shown) analyzes the 
average time spans between court processing stages. 
Many other reports are run to analyze attorney 
work-loads, Judge disposition rates, sociological 
breakdown of active and disposed cases, etc. Exhibit 
EE is a management tool to control the number of 
cases listed in each room, the number of judges and 
facilities required, and to plot the "lead time" re­
quired for next court action. The only limits to the 
statistical analyses possible, once you have built a 
large data base, an~ the limits of the imagination of 
the management rlequesting information. 

Subsystem IV-Research and Planning 
We have begun to work on the utilization of our 

data base,along with simulation techniques, to as~ist 
management in efficient planning for the future. We 
are currently studying IBM's G. P. S. S. (General Pur­
pose Simulation System) to see if it will offer us the 
tool (in conjunction with our data base) to intelligent­
ly evaluate.·future alternatives. 

There appears to be great promise in this area but, 
frankly, we are far tou busily engaged in furthering 
real projects in the trial stream area to afford to 
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spend much time in this area at present. 

Subsystem V-Statute and Case Law Searching 
We have done nothing in this area other than to 

keep ourselves alert to projects such as the automat­
ed Law Searching Project which had its start at the 
University of Pittsburgh. We feel that by the time we 
are in the position to utilize this type of program, the 
state of the art will have advanced far enough to 
make it relatively easy for us to purchase the neces­
sary software and to make it available to our Judges 
and Law Clerks via our existing hardware. 

CONCLUSION 
In retrospect, we feel we have come a long way, 

since our initial entry into data processing in 1968, in 
a relatively short period of time; but, more impor­
tantly, we are discovering that there is so much more 
that can be done, and, in fact must be done. The 
three segments or subsystems of the ideal court infor-

I 

140 

mation system that we have attacked are still being 
improved, as we learn how to collect more and dif­
ferent kinds of data, and as we discover how to make 
this data more useful. The final two segments are 
completely untouched and they are truly important 
parts of our ideal-i.e. a "Total Court Information 
System" geared to supply information to service the 
operation of all of our justice units-from the police­
man at the beginning of his day to the probation or 
correctional official at the moment of final release of 
the defendant. The IdealJustice Information System 
includes, of course, the connection of our data base 
to that of our state, and from there to SEARCH and 
NCIC. When we look at our progress. in light of this 
ultimate goal we realize we have ol1lly started our 
vehicle onto a road which will requij>e quite a few 
years of driving effort to even begin to obtain the 
early fruits of a "Total Information System." 

1 Fundamentals of Operations Research, AckoIT and Sasieni, etc.,· 
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CRIMI~AL COURTS OF ~HILADELPHI_ - COURT ADMINISTRATION 
MUNICIPAL NEW BILL EOIT 

SEP7EMBER TERM 
09/14/70 [ 

REt.tTL.' 1009-0537 1/1 

DEFEND_NT TE~RY NELSON 
2900 ELLSWORTH ST. 

PHILA. PA 19100 

ALUS.... NONE 

CHARGE DESCRIPTION 
CODE 

ROBBERY 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 

CRIM. ACT 09/12170 
ARREST ••• 09/14170 
:OMPLAINT 70-17-50983 
SEX •••••• MALE 
~ACE ••••• NEGRO 
~ELIGION. 
BIRTHOATE 08/18/52 
"GE •••••• 18 

200-03 
~OO-OO 
500-00 
580-00 
360-00 
370-00 
390-01 
391-00 
940-00 

RECEIVING STOLEN PROPERTIES-GOODS 
AGGRAV_TEO ASS_ULT AND BATTERY 
ASS_ULT AND BATTERY 
_&B ON POLICE OFFICER 
RESISTING ARREST 
CONSPIR_CY TO 00 UNLAWFUL ACT 

MOST SEVERE 200-03 ROBBERY 

EDIT TABLE A~_LYSIS 

INV_LIO SEX, RACE _NO/OR RELIGION CODE 

Report Utilizat1oa: 

Ia~rully :tor clleck1a, at 
veri:ticat1oa o:t tata 

c 

POLICE • ~~3214 
STATUS ••• PRISON 
PRE.ARRGN 09/14/70 
NX HR DATE 09/22/70 

ROOM 001 
TIME 08.30 A.M. 

FINE 
SENT 

JUDGE 
ATTY. 
BAIL AMT. 
BAIL TYPE 
BAIL DATE 
SURETY. 

:·1 I, 

tl 
~ I 
I 
:i 
" ;I 
'i 

RUN O_TE 09/15/70 PAGE 12 ,I 
il 
·1 

i! 
~ I 
.1 

20~ COX EDWARD S II 
'I 
" 
" :j 

09/14170 ;j 
! 

" 

I: 

d 
: ~I 
Ii 
iI 
I 
" :i 

!i 
I' j) 

ii 
'I II 
d 
II 
II 
Ii 
II 
II 
II 
Ii 

~ 
~ 

I 
i 

~ 
, 
i 
\ 

~ \ >-
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NOTE--ROOM 013 - 1801 VINE ST. 
I 

,.f/ 
/ 

.g 

Report ut:l.lizd by: 

1. Muaicipa1 Court Juice. 
2. Pro.ecutor. Oftice 
3. PoliCe! Departlleat 
4. Court Aia1a1.trat1oa 

II 
/, 
',I, 

@ 

TOTAL MONTH 

(Jl! 

~.' ~. 

" 
'J 

) (' 



44* IN 4 

r r 

1.1 

('.~ 

HEARING DATE 9/17/70 TIME 06.30 

D~FENDA~T I~FORMATION COUNSEL SURETY 
I NFOR"'A TI ON 

MUNIC[PAl COURT OF PHILADELPHIA 
COURT ADMINISTRATION 

DIST. NO. 2 - 61ST & THOMPSON 

R~CORD CONTROL INFORMATIO~ 
TERM 6ILl CHARGE 

',' 

l 
I ); 

RUN DATE 09/16/70 PAGE 6 

DISPOSITIoN 

-------------------------------------------------_._-------------------------------------------------~------------------------------

* 1M 

HARGETT CHRISTI~E 
636 S 58TH ST. 
PHllA. pA 19100 

T- 9/08/70 9/06110 20 
CRIM 8130170 
BAil F N 19 COMPo NO 

REC. CNTRl 

SURETY-62 $300 
SOUTHERN 3ENERAL INS. CO. 

13 S MJlE ST 
PHilll. PA 19107 
701637105 

MC7006-3001 1/1 
A&S ON POLICE OFFICER 
AGGRAVATED A&S 
RESISTING ARREST 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
BREACH OF PEACE 
CONSPIRACY 

CONTINUANCE REQUESTED BY 

39001 
36000 
39100 
81)000 
85400 
94000 

OA ----- ATTY ----- CRT -----
() 

_______________________________________________ ~. ___________ ~ ____________ u ______________ • __________ • _______________________________ _ 

... 17* 

STEPHENSON JOHNNY 
4925 HnOPES ST. 
PHllA. PA 19100 

T­
CRIM 
BAIL 

9/10/70 9/10/70 20 
9/02170 

M ~ 21 COMPo ~O 

REC. CNTRl MC7006-3362 1/1 

CAS. CO. 
ST 

SURETY-Z4 $500 
AllEGHENY MUTUAL 

5501 PINE 
PHllA. PA 19143 
701961355 

BURGlARY-MOTOA VEHICLE 
RECEIV STOLEN GOODS 
CONSPIRACY 
POSSESS BURG TOOLS 

Q CONTINUANCE REQUESTED BY 

42001 
56000 
94000 
43000 

OA ----- ATTY _n___ CRT -----

---------------------------------------.--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
* 18* 

MILBURN BARRY E REC. CNTRl MC1008-34Z9 1/1 
1530 N ~llJSON ST. POSSESSION OF NARC DRUGS 80104 
PHllA. PA 19100 

SURETY-03 $1 
BARRy E MILBURN 
1530 N ALLISON ST. 
PHI LA. PA 19100 
701961561 

T- 9/10/70 9/10/70 20 
CR I M 9/03110 
RAIL M N 23 COMPo NO 

Report utilizei by: 
1. Court Aiailliltn.tioa 
2. Prolecl.\tor 
3. Municipal Court .ruqel 
4. Muaici:pal Court Clerk 
5. Public Det.aer 
6. POli..:!J Depar1aeat 

o 

CONTINUANCE REQUESTED BY DA ArTV ----- CRT 
C' ___ *~------------------~------R---------.------. ____________________________________________________________ ~ ______________________ _ 
\~.' 

\1 .. 

I 
, 



i EXHIBIT D 

MUNICIPAL COU~T OF PHILADELPHIA 

* * NOT ICE * * 

09/16110 

r:: 

TO THE DE~ENDANT, 
RE. COURT TERM AND NUMBER 

MC 10-01-2043 111 

WILLIAM 
248 N 9TH 

PHILA. 

MAPLES 
ST. 

PA. 19100 

TRIAl. DATE 

10/05110 

ROOM TIME 

296 9.00 

YOUR CASE IS LISTED FOR TRIAL IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT AT THE 
TIME AND PLACE LISTED ABOVE. YOU HAVE AN OBLIGATION TO EMPLOY 
AN ATTORNEY TO REPRESENT YOU. IF YOU CANNOT AFFORD TO HIRE A 
PRIVATE ATTORNEY OF YOUR OWN CHOICE, YOU MUST MAKE AN APPLICATION 
TO THE COURT AND IT WILL DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT YOU ARE ELIGIBLE 
TO HAVE THE SERVICES OF THE VOLUNTARY DEFENDER IN THIS CASE. 

IF YOU BELIEVE THAT YO~ CANNOT AFFORD A PRIVATE ATTORNEY. YOUR 
APPLICATION TO THE COURT MUST BE MADE THROUGH THE DEPUTY COURT 
ADMINISTRATOR FOR THE MUNICIPAL COURT IN ROOM 269 CITY HALL 
ON AT 10.00 A.M. • 

YOU MUST BRING WITH YOU 
YOUR CASE. 

ALL PAPERS AN DOCUMENTS PERTAINING TO 
~\ 

YOUR CASE WILL BE TRIED ON THE SCHEDULED DATE AND YOU MUST 
APPEAR FOR THE TRIAL. FAILURE TO APPEAR MAY RESULT IN A WARRANT 
BEING ISSUED FOR YOUR ARREST. 

144 

VERY TRULY YOURS, 

EDWARD J BLAKE 
COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

~ ---~,;, .. ,----- --- ~-------~----.....------

-
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HC1030 CRIHINAL COURTS OF PHILADELPHIA ~&N DATE 09/15170 PAGE 1 
HASTER LIST OF MUNICIPAL CASES '" 

", 
i' 

HELD FOR GRANO JURV 

LAST DeF. BAIL POLICE • DATE OF \~ATE OF 
~C-REC.CTl.NO. •••• NAME OF DEFENDANT •••• TRIAL DATE STAT Ct}DE-AHT. NUHBER • INDICTMENT A~'R,UGNMENT CP-REC.CTl.NO 

" 1/ \ 
MC7008-1015 1/1 ABORUZlI ANGelO 0/18170 a 62 1000 390464 ••• 9lf2170 \ 
HC7000-07b1t 111 ACKRIDGE MILDRED 0/1U70 B 3 1 999999 ••• 9h6170 
"C7008-0022 1/1 ADAMES ESTEBEN E 0110170 B 24 300 "4175" 9/03110 9/03170 7000-236" 1/1 
MC7007-0248 111 ADAMS JOHN W 7131170 B 62 1500 333902 0/26170 9/,04.170 1000-139" 1/1 
MC700R-0710 1/1 ADAMS THEODORE 0/17170 B 2" Iioo ""1072 9/02170 9/211'70 7000-20"4 2/2 
MC7006-1710 1/1 AOAMS WAYNE 7108170 P "20040 ••• .~ .. 
HC7007-2760 1/1 ADAMS WAVNE 0/06170 B 47 101)0 "200"0 ••• 9/10/70. 
MC7007-2759 111 ADAMS WAYNE 8/06170 B It7 1000 420048 ••• 9/101'70'~ 
MC7007-2163 1/1 ADAMS WAYNE 8/06170 \) It7 100l) "20048 ••• 9/101'10. 
MC7001-2750 111 ADAMS WAVNE 8/06170 8 "7 1000 420040 ••• 9/10170. 
MC7007-2761 1/1 ADAMS WAVNE 0/061_7J! B 47 1000 "200"0 ... 9/10170. 
MC7007-2162 1/1 ADAMS WAVNE 0/06fl0 B 47 1000 "20048 ••• 9/10170. 
MC1006-0811 111 AGRONT RAYMOND 8/19170 B 96 1500 "13335 ••• 9/23170 '.:'; 

MC7007-2190 1/1 AKRIDGE BENJAMIN 0/24170 B 62 300 "41541 ••• 9/20170 
MC7008-1939 1/1 ALBRECHT JONATHAN 8/26110 B 3 1 1t42359 ••• 9130170 
MC7008-1200 1/1 ALKINSON STEPHEN P 9/09170 P "30205 •• 111 10/14110 
MC7004-2506 111 ALLEN RAVMOND C 9/04170 8 24 300 -:138473 ••• 10/09170 
MC1007-2156 1/1 ALLEN SAMUEL 0/07170 B 24 300 243201 ••• 9/11110. 
MCTOOO-1231 1/1 ALLEN WILLIE 0118170 B 62 :i00 n4927 ••• 9/22170 
MC7000-0820 1/1 lLPIANO RONALD 8111t170 B 21t 500 1t3871t6 9/03170 9/18170 7000-21006' 111 

Ji 
MC1000-0395 1/1 ALSOROOKS EUGENE 0/13170 B 24 300 43\1794 ••• 9/17170 

" MC1001-2631 1/1 ALSTON FRANK 8/07170 P 40~'302 9/03170 9/11170 7000-21tlO 112 
MC1000-0714 1/1 ALSTON,JR. EDWARD l 0/11110 B 62 500 25366" ••• 9/21170 
MC1000-1263 1/1 AMARO JUSTINE 0/20110 B 24 300 1t36i~02 ••• 9124170 

,i HC1000-0003 1/1 
" 

AMBROSE WAVNE 0/10170 P 3021~17 B/27110 9/14170 7000-167B 1/1 
MC7006-2262 111 ANDERSON CALVIN fl 0/26170 B 62 1000 410515 ••• 9/29170 

"\ MC7000-106" 1/1 ANDERSON SHIRLEV 0/21110 8 62 1000 3103\'" ••• 10/01110 
0 

MC7001-0696 111 ANDERSON WAt TER 
" 

8/26110 B 62 300 It It 1 OS 0 ••• 9/30110 
MC700a-2649 1/1 APONTE JOSE C" 9/0"170 B 61 500 1t30089 ••• 10/09170 
MC7000-141t6 1/1 ARNDT HARRY J " 01201'(0 B 62 000 30056\; ••• 9/24170 
M1:7000-3194 1/1 ARNOLD LESTER 9/00170 P 1000 39098!.! ••• 10/13170 

Ie"~ 
MC7000-0358 1/1 ARRINGTON CONRAD 0/2Bne) P 423393 ••• 10/05170 

" MC7000-03f>19 111 ARRINGTON CONRAD 0/20170 P 1t23393 ••• 10/05170 
1\ MC7001i-0:157 1/1 ARRINGTON CONRAD 0120170 P 1t23393 ••• 10/05170 
:: MC7000-0360 111 ARRINGTON CONRAD 0120170 P 423393 ••• 10/05170 l 

\1 
I \i(MC7000-3169 111 ARROYO JOSE L 9/09170 P 500 1t3094ft ••• 10/14170 ! 

,I1C7000-1613 III ATKINS RICHARD ,0/27170 B 62 300 1t10772 ... 1.Q/05170 I' 
I, 

Ilc7000-2447 1/1 AUGQORN ALLEN 9/04170 B 24 1000 333645 ••• ;'0109170 
r (> 

~p007-2040 111 AUSTIN HOSEA 9131170 P 440390 ••• 10/05170 
M1!:7008-1000 111 BACKUS ROBERT ~/19170 P 31B629 ••• 9/23170 Ii 
MC)908-0291 III BAINES AU8REY C BI14170 B :3 1 309505 9/03170 9/18170 7008~2360 1/1 l' MC10{),8-2373 III BAKER ALLEN ,.. 9/00170 B 62 300 320561 ••• 10/13170 I 
MC1c)O'1,t2542 1/1 BAKER GORDO,,. 0/f)7170 B 3 1 999999 ••• 9/11170. I' 

f' MC10DO-H21 111 BAlDWIN STEPH~r olUnD B 3 1 41t2095 ••• 9/25170 ~ 
MC7008-0U9 111 BALLARD ERVIN 0/1'0170 8 20 300 441003 ••• 9/1"170. ~ MC7000-067'4,,1/1 BANKS HERBE~T 0/10170 B 62 300 292956 ••• 9/22170 I MC1000-2260 1/1 BANKS SIMON 9/01110 P 379979 ••• 10/06170 I! 

I, MC7000-1397 1/1 !!ARBOUR CLARENCE 01211110 B 2" 300 41t2206 ••• 9/29110 !l 
,I 

" till il 
Re~rt utilize' bll :1 

r! l~ ~l 1. Court AWatitrat1011 
~, 2. Draai Jury Uai t :; ;1 " ,,, 

I-' 
3. Prolecutor's Office l'~ ,t Ii! " 

,~, ~ 
'" CJl ~, 

:1 f I 
~) II 
'~Y4::r~~~-=~ .'C"_"'''-CO ", ~-... ~-~,~~~-~..--,-. 11 '" '--.-.- '~-:::C;-*"~Vti-., ••• l€B 

\ 

'" 
~~~F 
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,. 
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DYlI03 CRIMINAL COURTS OF PHILADELPHIA - COURT ADMINISTRATION 
GRAND JURY NEW BILL LIST 

" SEPTEMBER TERM 
09/10110 

REC.CTL.N 7009-0127 1/1 

DEFENDANT LE GRANDE 
Ib23 N bOTH 

PHILA. PA 

ALI AS.... NONE 

JAMES 
, ST. 
19100 

ERRORS OR OMISSIONS-MC FILE DATA 

DEFENDANT NAME NOT EQUAL 

INDICTMENT CHARbE DE~CRIPTION 
BILL NO. CODE 

CRIM. ACT 04/15/70 
ARREST ••• 06/01/70 
COMPLAINT 70-18-21322 
SEX •••••• MALE 
RACE ••••• NEGRO 
RELIGION. UNKNOWN 
81~THDATE 09/07/48 
AG.): •••••• 22 
! , 

I' 

l 
II 

1/ ! 

BURGLARY WII TO COMMlf FELONY 
VIOLATIONS UNIFORM FIREARMS ~CT-VUFA 
AGGRAVATED ROBBERY -

7009-0127 

0128 

0129 

0130 

400-02 
815-00 
200-00 
815-00 
810-00 
810-02 
812-00 

VIOLATIONS UNIFORM FIREARMS ACT-VUFA 
CARR '1'1 NG CONCJALED DE~;DL 'I' WEAPON 
CARRYt.11G FIREARMS WITHOUT LICENSE 
PLAYFUL'LY OR WANTONLY POINTING/OISCHARGING 0 W 

MOST SEVERE 200-00 ~HG~AVATED ROBBERY 

EDIT TABLE ANALYSIS 

INVALID SEX, RACE ANDIOR RELIGION CODE 

MAJ~R ERRORS MUST BE CORRECTED 
!) 

Report ut:1liz.!''' fpr: 

Interully for clleckiq 
.... verificatioa of u.ta 

\.' 

~,' 
'1. 0 

t 

POLICE N. 400402 M.C.N 

AHY.U 
BAIL AMT. M.D •••• 
BAIL TYPE NONE SURETY. 
BAIL DATE NONE 
STATUS ••• PRISON 
SCHED. ARRGN. 09/22/70 

DISPOSITION 

TRUE BILL 
" 

TRUE BILL 

TRUE BILL 

TRUE BtLL 

n 

RUN DATE 

7008-0080 III 

NONE 
NONE 
NONE 

1-:" 

,"j) 

I 
;;. 

Isj 

~ 
Ii 
; 
\ 

~ 
! 

I 
f 

I 
~ 
I 
I 
I 

I 
! 

I 
! 
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DEFENDANT ,SUBPOENA EXHIBIT G 
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELPHIA 

TRIAL DIVISION, CRIMINAL SECTION 

TO (Bondsman) 

SOUTHERN GENERAL INS. CO 13 S MOLE ST 

, You are the bail for this defendant and you are required to have the defendant appear at the precise tir:J1e 
I, 

and place indicated.;) 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
CITY HALL. BROAD & MARKET STREETS 

ON IN AT 

COURTROOM I 

625 : 
NO. I 

TIME o Arraignment 12.l5PM 2 

COMMONW~ALTH VS, 
MARCHINA MICH~EL 68S~ UPLAND ST. PHI LA. 

Last Name First III 
;.,,~ 

CHARGED WITH 

ASSAULT & BATTERY 

You are responsible for se~'vice of defendant's copy. 

Bail will be forfeited if you fail to produce the defendant 
in court. 

, .. !' .. ~ .. , . i .. [. 

, " :.: '" ( 
.. . . .r:t • . ' 

30·86 J • BONDING COMPANY 

J 
I: 

30·86 2 • DEfENDANT 
/1 

jb.86 3 • DISTRICT AnORNEY 

30·86 ... DISTRICT ATTORNEY DETECTIVES 

Address - City end State 

TERM NUMBER 
TO 

I I I 

7;) :1.i5: 1554', ::555 
I I 

THIS 
MO. CAY, YEAR 

'9 ' 6 ' -1" 11 11 I " 

_~e 
COURTfFCOMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELPHIA 

COURT~OMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELPHIA 

~ ~t<~jL J UC48t< 

COURT~COMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELPHIA 

147 
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~~--------- ---------------------,~~,--------~----------------------------------~--~ 
'..:;~\,... 

ARRAIG~ME~T DATE 10/06/10 

ROmj NO 625 

DEFENDANT INFJRMAT,~ON COUNSEL SURETY 
I NFORMA TI D~ 

CRIMINAL COURTS PHILADELPHIA 
COURT ADMINISTRATION 

BAIL ARRAIGNMENT 

RECORD CONTROL INFO~MATID~ 
TERM BILL CHARGE 

~'= 

RUN DATE 09/16/70 PAGE 
(Ol 

ARRAIGNMENT 
ROOM DATE 

REMARKS 
PLEA 

.;' . \ 

}; 

3 

--------------------------------------------------------~--------------------------------------------------- ---------------.--------

PERKINS RONALD 
2161 N 9TH ST. 
PHI LA. PA 19100 

ARST 
A­
T­
CRIM 
BI\IL 

INST 1/ 
6/22/70 

9/02110 

6/2211':1 
M N HI 

* • * • * * • • * • • • * • • • • 
BUSH GEORGE 

2136 N 9TH ST. 
PHILA. PA 19100 

ARST 
A­
T­
CRII~ 

81\IL 

INST 1/ 
6/22/70 

9/02110 

6/22/70 
M N 19 

COUNSEL REC. tNTRL 7008-1175 1/3 
1115 AGGRAVATED ROBBERY 

A 0 A 

SURrTY-62 S'300 
SOUTHERN GE~ERAL INS. co. 

13 S MJLE ST 
PHI LA. PA 19107 

CFN ----- ATTY -----

Il, 
COUNSEL REC. CNTRL 7008-1175 '3/3' If/! 

1117 AGGRAVAT~D ROBBERV 

SURETV-62 SBOO 
SOUTHERN GENERAL INS. 

13 S MJLE ST 
PHI LA. PA 19101 

II 

f 
A a A 

CO. 

20000 

CRT ---- •. 

20000 

CFN ----- DA -t--- ATTY --.-- CRT .----

" 

I 

{
II, 

I . 
--------------------------------------------------------------------~--------- '-.]-------------------------.-------------~------_&_--,~ ~, 

-----------------------------~-----------------------------------------------~~-------------~-------------------------------------
MCIVER EDHARD COUNSEL REC. CNTRL 7008-1551 llJI It 7 

5059 ST£;NTON AVE 1551 CHi,%T":-fRAUD PRETENSES 56000 
PHI LA. PA 19100 ,'/ ,5 

(NST 1/ 
ARST 6/09110 ;. 

A- 7/28/70 
T-
CRIM 6/0'1/70 
SAIL M N 26 

SURETV-24 U500 
ALLEGHENV MUTUAL CAS. 

5501 PINE" ST 
PHI LA. PA 19l1t3 

A D A 

CO. 

1552 ASS~,~LT & BATTE~V 37000 

1/ 
15?3 POSs'/ESSION OF DANG DRUGS 80107 

(I 

o ! 
CFN ----- , DA ----- ATTY ----- CRT ----~ I: 

-'11>:;-.:.-------.. II 
, r,R~e~po~rt~~u~ti~li~Z~e~.n~:y~:~uuuuuuuuUY~~~ .. ----&&a&~~------------d-----------------·--------------------------------------

1. Clerk o~' Court 6. Sllel.'1t'!' / 
2. Prolecutor 7,. Correctiollll 
3. Public ~!'e.ier 8 COurtroOIll Ita!'!' :I 
4. Co~-t Aiai.iltratio. 9. JuiKe 
5., '~p.l Newspaper . 

'I 
"''".---...~' .. 7 ___ ... '_ ........ 1_ ...... __ -~ 

'<>.,' ~.'~' I , /,. 
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~ THE CITY ... ND COUNTY OF PHILADELPHIA. 
THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLV ... NIA 55. 

I 
TEIM : 

I 
I 
I 

; NU,.,UII I 

1 TO 1 
I/;I 

COMMONWEALTH 
VI. 

WITNESS 
SUBPOENA 

EXBIBIT I 
~ . l. ")., ':171.,. 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELpHIA 
TRIAL DIVISION CRIMINAL SECTION 

ij CITY HALL, BROAD AND MARKET STREETS 

ET INTERNAL USE ON '" 
APPEAR 

IN 
COURTROOM 

AT 
TIME AI. ONLY MO. OAY YR. , , 

I I 
I I I 

7004: 1929: 1829: SAMUEL JACKSON 7004]0411 9121:70No. 296 9:00 AM 
~~~~~~~~--~~--~ 

=:J ROB.ERT JACKSON NO'

r 
6051 HAZEL A 

PHILADELPHIA PA. 
(I 

Vou are co;;'manded, by th~, Honorable Vincent A. Carroll, President 
Judge at Philadelphia, to appear as a Witness in thi$ case, at 

Q 0 the precise time and 
X TIIIAL GRAND JURY place indicated above. 

BIIING TMIS SUBPOENA WITH YOU 
30.88 COPY I-WITNESS 

THIS 
MO., OAY I YR. 

I I 

C9V 16V 70 AD , , 

~ THE CITY ... ND COUNTY OF PHILADELPHI .... 
THE COMMONWE ... LTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 55. WITNESS 

SUBPOENA 

• In .. ·'. -: '\ ~ ';-,." 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF PHILADELPHIA 
TRIAL DIVISION CRIMINAL SECTION 

CITY HALL. BROAD AND MARKET STREETS 

I, ,.--==~-.. APPEAII 
TEIIM " NUMBEII I COMMONWEALTH ET INTERNAL USE I ON IN 

I : TO : VI. AI. ONLY ·MO. OAY YR. COURTROOM 
I I I : . I I ! 

AT 
TIME 

I I I I I I t. 
71)C4: 18291 11329: SA!IIUEl JACKSON 70.j4: 0411 9: 211 7/°. 296 

--=-~""'::"::=-="':';::....:.J...'::":';"==--::';";";:;':":='--__ -J ,,' j 

:=J JERRY BROUKS NO'~ 
5805 MC~AHON S 2ND FLOOR 

PHILADELPHIA PA. 

Vou are commanded, by the Honorable Vincent A. Carroll, President 
Judge at Philadelphia, to appear as a Witness in this case, at 

Q 0 the precise time and 
X TIIIAL GIIAND JUIIY place indicated above. 

BIIING THIS SUBPOENA WITH YOU 
31).88 C()PY I - WITNESS 

THIS 
MO. I OAY I YR. 

I I 

o9h6V7U AD 
I , 

~ THE CITY AND COUNTY OF PHILADELPHIA. 
THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 55. WITNESS 

SUBPOENA 

{if 

CO~t T OF COMMON ~LE~~ ·OF ~H;'L~~;~~HIA 
I TRIAL DIVISION CRIMINAL SECTION l,lTY HALL, BROAD AND MARKET STREETS 

I II .. APPEAR .. 
TEIIM " NUMBEII I.tOMMONWEALTH ET INTERNAL US~/ ON IN .--A:':T:----, 

I 
• I AI. O~'-'!-/...::' MO., OAY,YR. COURTROOM TIME 

I : TO I VI. Y" I I 
I I I I I I 

b ---.:7;.;:O:.;O:..4~1 ..,.:1::.;O:..;2:..9:J.1..,.:1:..8::,:2:..9:J.:_S:..A:..;,!II..;.,U;:.,E:..L=--.:;,J;,;.A.:;,C;,;.K.:;,SO.:;, • ...:,N ____ --l 7004] 04ll 9: 21: 1(J'l0' 296 

=::d RoBERT MARTIN NO'~ 
1104 KATE~ S 

PHILADELPHIA PA. ~ 

Vou are commanded, by, the Honorable Vincent A. Carroll, President 
Judge at Philadelphia, to appear as a Witnes$ In this r.ase, at "'" Q 0 the prec1se time and 

X TRIAL GIIAND JURY ploce'lndicated Clbove. 

BIIING THIS SUBPOENA WITH YOU 
31).88 

!/ 

THIS 
MO. I DAV I YR. 

,I I 

09V16V 7l\I\D 
/i I , 

-

· -~ 

~ 

~ 
8 

~ 

I 
! 
· 0 

~ 
I I '---

" 
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COURT OF O~l"'N R S E S Sf) 0 N e, 

TH£ 'OL.L.OWING C"ICERS ARf: SU8POEN"EO TO APPEAR -~ ~ 
POLICE WITNUs;S\JarOENAS ON IN AT I SUBPOENA Ofo~TJ;I~D 

(AND CANCEl~~tIDNS) 
DATE ORDERED 

MO, : OAY l YRlCOURT MO. I CAY "10, OAV VR. I COUIIT NO. I 'rIME ! "10, lOA.)' YR, 
0\)12410 676 II 09 24 70 I. 676 9;0(1 AM 09 16'i 70 0~1l6 . 

CAN· ~RIORI BADGE NO, ··OR. ETAL 
TERM INDICTMENT 

CAN· 
WITNESS FILE CO"'TROL 

CEL DISTRICT CONY. I OFFICER'S N I~ME ANAI.YGIS NO, DEFENDANT . CHARGE y". I MO. HO . 
, 

TO CEL ~I~~I NO, VR, MO. I NUMBER 11' , 

~, <~, I i , 
, ! , 

! 1 
I;' 

6911 10758 MARGARET ADAMS * BURG LARC RSG 6912 0285 i 285 
DF.T SCURRY I 990 ! 2 01 6911 i0158 
FUllAM H05 ;;1 

I 
2 02 6911 10758 

BASKERVILLE ! 7531 'to " 2' 03 '\':, 6911 :0758 
IANN~CONE 6716 . 2 04 6911 i0758 
SMITH 3157 2 (05 6911 10758 

, 1 I 

I i ! i 

J 

1 

I. J) 
M «<' 

j 
f: 
;, 

,l') 1( 
"-' 

~ r -. 
~i 

", 
" 

6912 ,(3'2B51 

: 

" 
G!!RTRUDE LEWIS BURG LARC RSG CONSP" 285 6911 10759 

DET SCIJRflY c' 990 2 01 6911 10759 " i FUllAM I[ 7405 
i 2 02 6911 10759 

BASKERVILU: 'I 7531 
1 

2, 03 6911 10759 
IANNACONE 6716 

I 
2 ,04 6911 :0759 

SMITH 3151 2 'U5 691.1 10759 

! ~; .. . ' I 
':,~'r I II 

" i ~ 

1492 \11t93 
I 

GILBERT MARTIN POSS NAKC ~IAR r 7003 7003 10259 
PAGLlAnELLt. 2658 I 2 01 7003 10259 
lOOG .' 1346 c' 2 02 7003 :0259 
CHEM G:nt;GLlN 35666 ' I ,~I~!P 03 70D3 10259 

1 
0 I , I ! I 

" THEODORE TURNE.P POSS NAPC 70(14 124411244 7004 10331 
II MITSOS 7294 I 2 01 700410331 

MESSAPIlS 635B I 2 02 7004 10331 
BOSTON 1732 

I 
2 03 1004 1°331 

~ i 
1 

I 

,< 1 I 
." " I i 

" 1 
! 

"- C! 

i f 
c' ! " 0 I I 

PAGE---jr--

I' --_. .. 
RECElvtOtroL SIGNATURE a CATtJ 
PAGE 

1 " TOTAL NUMBf:R· OF POLICE; WITNESSeS ON TIllS PAGE 16 1* OF 

COpy I-POLICE COURT ATTENDANCE, 1 • INDICT/TRIALS DIV. 

.. ' 
'/ 
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Wl'l215 () CRIMINAL COURTS OF PHILADELPHIA 
COURT ADMINISTRATION 

WeEKLY REASSIGNMENT SELECTION RUN 

RECORD CONTROL SEV. MAJOR OeFE~DANT NAME STATUS TYPE TRIAL PREVIOUS TRIAL 
NUMBER CODE CHARGE lAST NAME 

7003-1791 213 M 0 10200.1 t'iAYS 
7003-1791 3/3 M 0 42001 YOUNG 

7004-1296 1/1 0 20000 GOODMAN 

7004-160B 4/5 0 85800 GONZALES 

7004-1897 1/1 0 40002 WISE 

70Q:It-2095 1/1 0 40002 SATTERWHITE 

7005-0560 111 0 80104 HARRIS 

7006-02B6 112 0 56100 BRAVMAN. 

7006-0717 112 M 0 20000 DAVIS 
7006-0717 212 M 0 2000Q TATE 

7006-0798 111 0 58000 THOMPSON 

7006-0990 112 .0 80104 BENSON 

1006-1'>85 111 . , 20000 THOMPSON 

7006-1955 111 0 84300 HELLER 

I .... ,t utili •• ' by, 

1. Court Aiai.i.t~tion 
: 2. Court Clerk 

3. Prosecutor 

FIRST NAME 1 REQUESTED ROOM DATE 

JOHN BAIL 676 08/20/70 
WilLIAM BAil •• 254 06/08/70 

FREDERICK PRISON ** 682 OB/21/70 

JOSE BAIL •• 682 08/11/70 

CLAYTON BAll •• 675 08/26/70 

GERALD BAll •• 513 08121110 

CHARLES PRISON 675 Oe/11/70 

JEFFREY BAll 671> 09/04/7'0 

DAVID PRISON *. 625 07128/70 
RAYMOND PRISON •• 625 07/28/70 

IIETT I e BAll .. 675 08/24/70 

K.ENNETH PRISON •• 653 08/25/70 

l'WRENCE PRIS::JN \< •• 625 08124110 

JOHN C BAll *'" 04/04/010 

t 

o 

RUN DATE 09/09/70 PAGE 

I NFORMA Tl ON ATTY TRIAL TYPE 
DISPOS ITlON CODE ASSIGNED 

94-FUGTlV NO ASSIGNMT 
54-TR liST NO ASSIGNMT 

82-INC DIS 00001 NO ASSIGNMT 

82-INC DIS OeJOOl NO ASSIGNHT 

75-0EF SEN 00001 NO ASSIGNMT 

13-CF14 54105 NO ASSIGNHT 

9't-FU3TlV NO ASSIGNMT 

04-CF'l NO ASSIGNMT 

25-CF'l 00001 NO ASSIGNMT 
25-CF'l 00001 NO ASSIGNMT 

75-oEF SEN 00001 NO ASSIGNHT 

53-TR lIST 00001 NO ASSIGNMT 

25-CF'l 00001 NO ASS,IGNHT 

04-CFN NO ASSIGNMT 

4 

CASE 
STA. 

.\ 
\~ , 

001 
001 

001 

001 

001 

001 

001 

001 

001 
001 

001 

001 

001 

001 

.', 

c;.' 

., 
" i, 
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TRIAL DATE 9/23/70 OFFICIAL OAV OF TRIAL LIST 

DEFENDANT INFJRMATION COUNSEL SURE TV 
I NFORMATI ON 

CRIMIN4L COURTS PHILADELPHIA 
COURT ~OMX~ISTRArl0N 

ROO'" NO ~96 

RECORD CONTROL' I NFORMA TI O~ 
TERM BILL CHARGE 

',I 

RUN 04TE 09/15/70 PAGE 2 

01 SPUSITION 

Ii' 

----------~--------------------------------------.------------.-----------------------------------------------------------.~--------

JACKSON HARRY 
4046 LANCASTER AVE 
PHILA. PA 19100 

IIRST 
A-02 
T­
CR PI 
BAIL 

INST N 
4/29110 

7/28/70 6/24/70 50 
9/23/70 

4/29110 
M N 35 

• • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • * * 

THOMAS ~ LOUIE 
912 S SiST ST. 
PH.LA. PA 19100 

IIRST 
A-Q2 
T­
CRIM 
BAlL 

INST /I 
4/29/70 

7/26/10 8/24110 so 
9/23170 

4/29/70 
M N 41 

,)( 

COU>.jSEL 
209.1,5 EISI1AN 

REC. CNTRL 1006-1340 1/2 
DENNIS 1340 BURGLARY 

LARCENY 
RECEIV STOLEN GOODS 

SURETY-61 '150~ 
SOUTHERN :;ENERAL INS. CO. 
6102 H4VERFORD AVE 

PHILII. PA 19151 

CO~TI~UANce REQUESTED BY 

COUNSEL 
20925 EISI1AN 

~EC. CNTRL 1006-1340 2/2 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 

DENNIS 1341 

REcelV STOLEN GOODS 

" SURETY-61 '15~O 
sourHER~ GE~E~ L INS. CO. 
6102 H'VERFO~ AVE 

PHILA. PA /19151 

CONTINUANCE REQUESTED BY 

40000 
50000 
5eooo 

TR 

• 4* 

9/23/70 

OA ----- AlTY __ u__ CRT -----

40000 
50000 
5BOOO 

OA ----- ATTY 

TR 9/23/70 

---~ .,---
'¥" ________________________ ~-----------------.M-.,-------___________________ .... ________ . ______________ . _______________________________ _ 

" --------------------------------------------------------.--_._--------------------------------------_.------------------------------

JOHNSO>.j WILLl4M H 
2208 N 5TH ST'. 
PHILA. PA 19100 

INSr M 
ARST 6/02/10 'J 
A-01 1122110 8/25110 50 
T-1)1 9/23110 
tRIM 6/02/71) 
BAIL M Ii 19 

COV'lSEI. REC. 
00001 VOL. DEFE~Dep. 

SURE TV-2ft UOO 
ALLEGHENY MUTUAL CAS. 

5501 PINE ST 
PHI LA. PA 19143 

CNTRL 1001-0154 
0154 

0755 

CO. 

lIZ 
LARCENY 
RECEIV STOLEN GOODS 

LARCENY 
RECEIV STo~eN GODOS 

Report ut111zet by: , 
1. Clerk of Court 5,}:.egal Newspaper 8. Courtroom staff CO~TlNUANCe REQUESTED BY 
2. Proaecutor 6. Sherif!' 9. Judae 
3. Public Defender 7. Corrections" 
4 Court Adrninhti"ation 

f 

,,> 

50000 
58000 

50000 
58000 

9/23110 

DA ----- ATTY ----- CRT -----

( 

,j 

f.':,\ 
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EXHIBIT M 
P R ISO N E R S B R I N G - U P PAGE 1 

DATE 1J9/ 'Jl/7C-

TO- SUPERINTENDANT, PHILADELPHIA PRISONS 

SEND THE FOLLOWING, PRisONERS FOR TRIAL IN COURTROOM 625, CITY HALL 
ON 9/14/70. 

NAME 
ADDRESS 

SEX PRISON NO. POLICE PHOTO NO. 
TER M & Nut·m~RS DFFENSE DESCRIPTIONN 

BAILEY 
1435 

FnlHUNE 
20 

CRAIG 
FRAZIER ST 

DARREL 
N 57TH ST 

68/07 477-

68/0,7 477 

417109 
480 AGGRAVATtD ROBBERY 

390732 
480 A,~q:~AVATED ~pBBERY 

·'.,\'.;t. '. 

999999 UNIVERSAL AGENC INC 
4211 CHESTNUT ST. 69/01 9~4 - 1008 CHEAT~FRAUD PRETENSES 

BO~tS ' JEROME 
408 FAIRVIEW RD 

t-l 241330 r 

b9/01 1009 - 1053 CHEAT-FRAUD PR~TENSE~ 

DENNIS LAMONT 
(~8201 TORRESDALE AVE 

WOODARD EUGENE 
1112 SOUTH ST~ 

CORBETT WILl~AM 

M 
69/07" 8 -

390729 
9 ASSAULT & BATTERY 

M _ 
691h'9 1 75,2 - t752 

999999 
ASSAULT & BATTf.RY 

M 383946, 
2433 N ·27TH ST. 70/0J 6'16 - 681 PLAYFUL POINfI~G FIREARM 

BORIS JAMES. M IJ 241330' 
\l 408 FAIRVIEW RD. 70/01 1480 1480 LARCtNY BY EMPLOYEE 

MCQU~~ ~ MELVl~ ,., CI 
431C02 

3'922 FOLSOM 70/06 1493 1496 AGGRAVATED ROBBERY 

~MITH LE~IS c 
ST. 

M , 427241 
AGGRAVATED ROBBERY 3812 PARRISH 70/06 1497 - 1500 

"',) 

ROS~BERE SAMUEL M 299957 
en 1100 SPRUCE ' ST. ,70/07 334 - 334 BURGLAR Y 

" TOTAL OEFENDAN~S 11 

o 

., 
COURT, 

-I'"f,l . <) '. ') 

CLER'~2---"---------------'----------"""- DATE -~ ...... ---

RECIEVEO 

RfCIEVED 

II ';' 

" f~ h 

£3 V,,~ ... --------~-- .. --.. ----';'--""' .... --.. -PH I LA. r;.PR I SON 
,,) 

;' ) -, \:) 
~. 

t\~)'-~------""-----------------"--"'''~S'Hf;R.I FFS OFFIC;: 
DOD ' 

(j 

DATE 

o 

J 
~. 

'I 

\', 

a 

}. J! \:~ 

\1·' 

'I '.::: 
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OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION 

CRIMINAL LISTINGS 
ROOM 621 CITY HALL 

PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19107 

EXHIBIT N 

EDWARD REIF 
3240 p.S.F.S. BLDG. 
PHILADELPHIA,PA. 

ESQ. 09/16/70 

19107 

TO COUNSEL-

THE DEFENDANT NAMED 8ElOW WILL BE ARRAIGNED ON 'THE H:~~' 
DAY OF OCTOBER ,19'70, AT 1,2 15 P.M. IN ROOM 625, CITy ~" 
PH1~ADELPHIA. 

154 

WILKINS 

COMMONWEALTH 
VS 

, BARBARA 

/) Ct"SE TERM 
SQ 

164 68/07 

NUMBER 
FROM TO 

2070 2074 

\' ESENT AS' THE TRIAL DATE WILL KINDlV ARRANGE TO BE P~ 
ALSO BE FIXED AT THAT TIME. 

. , 

YOURS TRULV,,, 

EDWARD J. BLAKE,ESQ. 
COU~T ADMINISTRATO~ 

. ('", (' 
)~.~ I '<;" 

NOTE--AlL INQUIRIES SHOULO"SEDIRECTED TO THE 
LISTING~ bFFICE--TElEP~O~E MUb-2535. 

" .f 

CR'1"M I NAt 

.;:- "' 

, \1" 

{;:" 

0" 

(", 

{) 

J 

I 
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\ 
\) '\\ 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
. VS 

PATRICK FIDLER 

PP. 397159 

I 
D 

D CP 7002-1268 3/3 

D POST TRIAL ACTION 

EXHIllIT 0 

09/16170 

(I,; JUDICIAL COURT ORDEY 

THE ABOVE CAPTIONED CASE IS LISTED FOR OrsPosITt6N OF POST TRIAL MOTIONS ANO/OR 
IMPOSITION OF SENTENCE IN COURTROOM 621 ,CITY HALL 9/29/70 AT ~.OD PM. 

. 0 
ACCORDINGLY. IT IS ORDERED THAT THE SUPERINTENOENT OF PHILAOELPHIA COUNTY PRISON 
RELEASE SAID DEFE~DANT, IF HE OR SHE BE IN HIS CUSTODY. TO THE SHERIFF OF PHILADEL­
PHIA COUNTY FOR TRANSPORTATION TO CITY HALL, PHILADELPHIA ON THE DATE SET FOR1'H. 

IT IS\ORDERED THAT THE SU~ERINTENDENT OF THE PHILADELPHIA COUNTY PRISON NOTIFY THE 
SHERIf,\F OF PHILAQELPHIA COUNTY IF SAID DEFENDANT. IS NOTIIlTH1N .,HIS CUSTODY, AND IF 
SUD DEFENDANT WAS EVF.R IN HIS CUSTODY FURNISH TO tHE SHERIFF ALL INFORMATll,lN 
PERTAINING TO THE RELEASE OF THECI1EFf:NDANT ON BAIL OR TRANSFER TO THE CUSTody OF 
STATE CORRECTIONAL AUTHORITIES, INCLUDING THE PRESENT PLACE OF CONFINEMENT OF THE 
DEFENDANT. IN THE EVENT THE DEFENDANT HAS BEEN ADMITTED TO BAIL A~D RELEASED FROM 
THE ,cOUNTY PRISON AFTER A DATE HAS BEEN SCHEDULED, PURSUANT TO THIS ORDER. THE' 
SUPE~JNTENDANT OF THE COUNTY PRISON SHALL INFORM THE SURETY OF HIS OBLIGATION TO 
PRODUCE THE DEFENDANT AT THE TIME AND PLACE STATED IN THIS ORDER. 

IT IS ORDERED THAT THE SHERIFF OF PHH.AOELPHIA COUNTY TRANS,PORT THE ABOVE CAPTIONEO 
DEFENDANT TO THE INDICATED COURTROOM iN CITY HALL. PHILADelPHIA AT THE TIME AND 
DATE SET FORTH. ALL NECESSARY ARRANGEMEN~S FOR SA1D TRANSFER TO BE MADE 8Y THE 
SHERIFF OF, PHILADELPHIA COUNTY, INCLUDII~'6 PREf,»)ARATION OF THE PROPER WRIT, IF THE 
INOIVIDUAL IS IN THE CUSTODY OF STATE CORRECTIONAL AUTHORITIES. FOR E~ECUTION BY 
THE a rHINAL CALENDAR JUDGE. 

IT IS RRDERED TAAT 'HE SUR~TY, HEREIN NAMED- ALLEGk~~Y MU;UAL CAS. CO 
\. 113 Nl8Tt!. ' S T PHI LA. pA 1'''103 

PRODUCE ~'UD DEFENDANT AT THE TIME AND' PLACE ABO\l[: MENTIONED UNDERPENALTY·OF 
FORFEITURE OF BAIL ENTERED ON BEHALF OF THE ~EFENDANT. 1-) 

IT IS ORDERED THAT THE DISTRICT ATTORNEYSE PREPARED TO PROCEED WITH THI, CASE ON 
THE DATE AND kT THE TIME SET· FORTM ABOVe. 

q ! 

IT IS. ORDERED THAT THE .COUNSEL FOR THE DEFENDANT BE PREPARED TO PROCEED WITH THIS 
CASE ON THE DATE AND AT THE TIME SET FORTH. IN THE EVENT. THE INDICATED COUNSEL FOR 
THE DEFENDANT DOES NOT REPRESENT THIS DEFE~DANT. THE COURT ADMINISTRATOR SHALL 8E 
NOTIFIeD OF THIS MATTER IN WRITING WITHIN FORTY-ElGHT HOURS. 

BY THE COURT, 

VINCENT A. CARROLL 

PRESIDENT JUDGE 

TR fAL JUDGE HONORABLE" III LL I AM" ,A DWYER, JR. q, 

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT JOSEPH 

DISTRICT ATTORNEY PAUL MICHEL 

,.11 HONORABLE WILLIAM A OWYER,JR. HO~ORA8LE W,tLLIAM A DWYER,JR. 
21 COURT REPORTERc"TRIAL JUDGE TO FORWAR!). IF NOTES OF TESTIMONY REQUIREO. 

. . 0 

3/ PROBATION DEPARTMENT 
~I DEFENSE ATTORNE~ JOSEPH 

51 SUPERINTENDENT tiF PRISON 
6/ SHERIFF 

, 
71 DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
81 CLERK OF QUARrER SESSIONS 

9/ CRIMINAL LIS.TINGS 
10/ FILE COpy 

P MCCABE.JR. 

11/ SURETY, ALLEGH~NY MUTUAL CAS .'Jt1'<9 
12/ RECEIPT COpy FOR DISTRICT ATTORNEY, PROOF OF SERVICE 

\;: 
() 
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D 

') ~'. 

2 
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::RI~INAL COURt"S OF PHiLADELPHIA 
DeF~NDA~T CROSS R~F~Re~CE LISTING 

RUN DATE 09/16/70 PAGE 

Ol"FE"lDA'/T "lAME 
LAST NAM~ FIRST N~ME 

RF.C'JRD CONTROL 
NtJMREh 

MAJO~ ATTV. S R R 
CHGE. III E A E 

AARON LUCIUS 7002-1022 
ABBOTT JA'~ES C 7005-0225 
ABBOTT· THOMAS W 6804-1715 
AAfl~lJ;{,ESE.' PATRICK 6711-1iIl9 
A[1[\~~17ESE' SALVATORI; 681C-0213 
, ~.I:tAS ABRRUZ7I S~LVATORE 
Al\ffpUZlESE SALVATOR ~ 6907-0194 
A~~RUZ1~SF SALVATURr 70Q4-1998 
.*~f1PtJZlRSE SALVATORE 7007-0433 

./AfHIRU7..ZESS SALVATORe 69l()-1!l37 
A~~RUllt ANTHONV 7003-0545 
AflBIlUZ7. I FRANK 7004-0319 
A~BRUZlI SALVATUR~ 6810-0213 

ALIAS AB£lRUllF.SE' SA.,LVATORF. 
A[\flRU7.1 I SAL VA TOR~ "~I 6610-0213 

ALIAS ABARU77ESE SALVATOPE' 
A[1NFV ' FRANCI S 6911'-0417 
AflNFV JOFL R 7004-00'H 
AHRhHA~ OO~ALD 7006-0938 
ABR~MS ANTHO"lV 7001-0367 
ABRAMS I RF."lt 5908-0"'07 
A[\R~MS IRFNf 680~-1285 
AnR~MS LARRV 7007-051a 
ABRAMS WILFRED 6507-1008 
AORIIMSO'l JAV 6903-1681 
ACK~NRIDGE REGINAL 6709-1589 
ACKfS JOSEPH R 6712-0610 
ACKES RlJMA'l 6711-1097 
ACOSTA WANDA 700B-1447 
AcnSTA WANDA M 7008-0306 
ADAM WILLIAM 7006-0403 
ADAMES ESTEREN 1008-2364 
ADA MOll CARL J 7007-1081 
ADAMS ALIlERT 6810-0037 
ADAMS ALBERT 6610-1904 
A04MS flAqRV 6601-0999 
ADA~S IlERNARD R 6101-0426 
ADAMS ROOK=R T 7008-0430 

o AllAMS FRANkL!"! 7001"'0713 
ADAMS FRED' 6905-1082 
ADAMS HORACE 6807-10'H 

~DAMS JA~E5 6706-0449 
. ~AMS JAMES 6911-0018 

ADAMS JESSE 6909-1814 
AOAl1S JOE' . 6806-0344 
ADAI-lS JOHN 10' 7008-1394 
ADAMS ~A~GARET 6912-0285 

ALIAS BONNER MARGARET 
ADAMS MARGARET 6912-0285 

Report utilized by~ 
it' 

111 :> 
111 :> 
1/1 0 
111 0 
111 0 

111 0 
111 0 
111 ~ 
212 0 
111 0 
3/3 :> 
111 ~ 

I· 

3100!! 
12000 
84000 
12000 
80102 

40003 
80105 
B0104 
40000 
50000 
40003 
S0102 

69946 
26115 

X C L 
M N 
M N 

59955 
67865 M C 

67865 
67865 

67865 
67865 
67865 
6766<; 

M C 
M C 
M C 
M C 
M C 
M C 
M C 

111 0 80102 61865 M C 

1/1 :> 31101 
111 :> 40002 00001 
III l 80104 720~0 
111 0 12000 62910 
III ~ 50600,37100 

M N 
M N 
M N 

1/1 () 80100 
111 () 31102 46495 M ~ 
111 :> 81000 
112 () 40000 
212 0 40500 
111 0 32000 
111 :> 64000 
111 0 80104 
1/1 0 50000 
111 0 12000 
111 0 81500 
1/1 0'37000 
1/1 0 84001 
111 0 84001 
1/1 :> 20000 
111 0 81000 
113 0 50000 
1/1 :> 70500 
212 0 20000 
111 0 81000 
111 :> 50600 
111 0 '31102 
1/1 0 94000 
1/1 0 3700tl 
111 :> 81500 
2/2 0 40000 

637B() M C 
00001 

72740 

87790 

F N 
F N 
M C 
M 0 
M C 
M N 
M N 

M N 
48225 M "l 
23305 M C 

00001 
00001 M N 
62970 

M C 
44350 F N 

2/2 0 400!!0 44350 F N 

All agencies requiring information 
about defend&nt's statUSI attorney) 
bail bontlsl,lari l .lltc. 

9 

" (1 

o 

,\ 
• \1 .,., 

A S tSURETV* POLICE INSTIT. LAST ACTN. NEXT ACTION ADDRESS tNFORMAT. 
G T CD 4~NT. PHOTON NUMB~R T DATE DC T DATE RM. 
E 

P 
21 P 

F 3 
(\ 62 

26 B 96 

26 (\ 28 
21> B 62 
26 II 
26 B 28 
26 (\ 26 
24 R 61 
26 B 96 

9 
". 9 

"300(1 

999999 
383115 
414531 
3H475 
362503 

800 36250; 
800 362503 
SOt) 362S01 

2500 3b250~ 
300 362 0;03 .~) 

100ti 381946 ' 
30011 162<;03 

2~ B 96 3000 362503 

29 F 24 
20 F 
29 8 62 

P 
B 39 
F 24 

36 0 24 
F 41 

20 B 47 
F 11 
F 11 
F 62 

27 B 62 
Z7 B 62 
32 B 62 
23 R 24 
;6 P 
4B F 11 

F 5 
F 26 
F 3 

23 B 62 
35 B 26 
:14 P 

F 3 
F 11 

.44 B 91 
8 28 
F 3 

28 B 62 
41 fl 47 

300 426551 
500 434239 
AOO '39779':> 

99<1999 
9 267268 

BOO 267268 
2500 356927 

9 359600 
1500 424391 

9 409222 
9 310129 
9 370129 

1500 367981 
1000 3b19~ 

1cooM36704!) 
360 4'.175 .. 

1500 344542 
9 201713 
9 201713 
9 393546 
9 402966 

800 386<;93 
1000 354415 

369349 
9 312B29 
9 353884 

800 209901 
10'00 410162 

9 
1500 333902 
1000 :nOBl1 

47 8,47 1000 330811 

o 

o 

T 07100 T 07100 
T 08100 2 T ~9300 

A 08268 
T 090ijO 2 T 09210 
T 0702Q 1 A 09210 

414 1315S 5TH 

T 0,?-020 
T 07020 

T 07020 
T 06130 
T 09110 
T (.1020 

613 423N PRESTON 
296. 800 BORBECK AVE 
44~ 939 5 10TH Sf 
625 932KIMBALL 

A 09210 625 
A 09210 625 
A 09210 625 

1 T 09160 676 
1 T 09230 625 
1 T 09110 676 
1 A 09211l 625 

932KIM£!~LL 
932KIMBALL 
932KI/oIllLE 
923KIMBALL 
932/(IMBALL 

11505 11 TH 
<J32KIMBALL 

1 07020 1 A 09210 625" 932KIMBALL 

T 06180 

T 08260 
T 02061 

T (;&'2146 

T 12118 
T 01238 
T 01048 

T 07170 

T 08060 
T 04287 

T 09030 
T 080~0 

T 07038 
T 041:30 
T 09110 

T 09100 

'I 

A 03300 625 
9 T 061110 254 
4 T 09300 296 
2 T092Z0 613 
9 

9 

9 

A 03039 625 
T 10150 296 

A 09239 625 
T 12118 196 

9 (J '.' 

A 10050 625 
A 10150 682 

8 P 09220 613 
A 10140 682 
T 0-"'1'70 296 
A 05239 625 
A 05139 62.5 

2 T 09Z10 625 
9 

A 09160= 682 
T 09030 625 

2 T 10080 625 
A 10088 296 

9 
T 04130 61t6 

1 T 09110 676 
A 08198 296 
A 09040 682 

2 T 09240 676 

16195T PAUL 
aZ4N DOVER 

368CHURCH 
2242N 17TH 

3143 DIAMOND ST 
3116 W DIAMOND ST 

3324N 15TH 
2415 10' INDIANA AV 

1732KENDRICK 
1941~N OR I ANNA 

351li'ii~HAVERFORD Av 
3911 HAVERFORD AV 

312210' CLIFFORD 
1105N 21ST 
2902ROBBINS 
2013GERMANTOWN 
5119GREENE 
2104S LLOVD 

'2104S LLOVD 
2822 W CAMBRIDGE 
668 N PARK AVE 

5550AROLEIGH 
3229.~ 26TH 
6025lRVING 
4438SAN50M 

1B35 N UTH Sf 
l84itN 18TH 
1241CATH4RINE 

4553 N !iTH ST 
76QN CROSKEY 

1964N 19TH 
,. 

T 09100 2.T 09240 676 1964N 19TH 

I 

.J 

o 

" 

I; 
I, 

J/ J 



r r 

{/ (\ 

" 

o (j) 

II, 

"IV1314 CRIMINAL COUIlT OF PIlILADELPHIA RUN DATE 09/17/70 
ALPHABETICAL LIST OF DEFERR~D l~DICTMeNTS FOR W~EK ~NOI~G 09/09/70 PAGE 1 

OEFEllOANT NAME 
RfC. C!:lNTIlOL F/OILL L/fllLL LAST ,FI~ST 

61)/04 1725 111 1725 1725 A!lalnT 

69/11 0411 til 417 417 ABNEV 

71'104 0(191 1/1 91 93 A"~~V 

6R/O~ 128~ 1/1 1285 12H~ AO~AMS 

65/01 10AA 1/1 lolS!)· I1j8/3 AI\PAMS 

67/()9 1';1\9 2/? . 

67112 081' 1/1 

67111 locn 1/1 

t,AIlD 1'1114 111 

681l') 0037 1/\ 

6h/l'll ')999 111 

67/(13 0426 lit 

1 <;89 ~o ACKENR 1.Dr:;~ 

RIO ~:SAC:Kl:S 
1;',97 Ifl91 ,,~ 

1904 1<)04, ,~Aj 
~~--'~AMS 

'199 1001 AOA"IS 

~,B/07 1051 111 1:'51 HI5l AnA "IS 
~t5' 

i'l 

67/'11, 044Q 1/1 449 449 ADAHS 

bR/06 0~44 III 144 l44 404MS 

70/n6 2054 111 2054~ 2059 AOAMS 

6A/l1) O1l4':" 1/\ 041 AOMIS 

6n /')4 lOB') 1/1 1'"'60, lQ82 AnAI1S 

(,9/12 0671 III 671 ADDE'RL V 

62/12 2152 1/1 2152 215l AQOcRLV 

51/"11 'llli) 1/1 111l 110 ADKINS 

70lnl 0514 III S34 ~34 AflKINS 

hAIIl 1661 111 1661 1661 AIKEN 

69/12 119P III 119ft 1198 AIKe~S 

6n/l? 0711 1/1 717 71R AKI~S 

'. 

!i':Il~o!:j;_1f~i1_~~~.~; 
X'''l1ce dep£\l.'t lent, to supplel<lent 
the court terminal. system 

THOM<\S 

FRANC I S 

JOEL 

IRENE 

WILFReD 

R~:;INAL 

R.OMA~ 

ALBERT 

ALBERT 

BARRV 

BER"lARO 

JAMES 

JOE 

ROVCE 

SH:VE'l 

TRIICEY 

JEfHlMf 

NATHA~IFL 

ALFRi:D 

JOSt:PI-I. 

F~A~K 

LARIW 

JDSEP>l 

CHGe LAST SCHED DEFENDANT DATA 
I~ CODE POLIce, TVPE AC'ln~ DATE IlEASDN DIITE DEF. 

W 84000 414531 4R~IG 

ll101 426551 ARRIG 

R 40002 434239 TRIAL 

90100 ~67268 AR~IG 

RIOOO 359600 TRIAL 

40S00 

"S400() 

~ 4(101 

84()C·l 

4C9222 Til. I AL 

370129 !RIAL 

3701?9 TRIAL 

lul?l! AR~Ir, 

2«1711 AR~IG 

2000r 393546 TP I <\L 

R R10DO 4C2966 TRIAL 

8/26/68 94 DEF FUGITIV~ R.W. IS~U~ 
~~! 

3/30/70 94 OEF FUGITIVE B.W. ISSUE 

6/1~/70 95 DEF AT LARGE NO B.W. 

3/03/69 94 DEF FUGITIVE o.W. ISSU~ 

12117/611 

5/13/69 

')/23/69 

94 DE~ FUGITIVE B.W. ISSU~ 

94 DEF FUGITIVe B.W. ISSUE 

94 DEF FUr.ITIVE B.W. ISSUt 

94 OEF FUGITIVE /.G.W. 

94 DEF FUQITIVE(.~.W. 
94 D/:F FUGITIVE~J' 

,.\ 

ISSUE 

ISSUE 

ISSUE 

9/21/70 94 DEF FUGITIVE B.W. ISSUE 

9~ DEF FUGITIX~ B.W. ISSUE 
It· .:'.: 

~1000 312~29 ARql~ 10/08/68 <)4 DeF FUGITIV~ B.W~.lssue 

506UO 3~3884 TRIAL ~4 DEF FUGITJve B.W. ISSlJI:: 

370c6 ARRIG S/19/6R 94 oeF FUGITIVE B.W. Issue 

4300n 424303 A~RIG 8/14/70 95 O~F AT LARG~ ~O B.W. 

H 2UOOO 322751 TRIAL )6/12169 94 OEF FUGITIVE 8.W. ISSUIi 

50600 326716 ARRIG 

710~2 417964 ARRIG 

43000 346702 TRIAL 

310JD 66B,21: ARRl (j 

20Q~P 377247 TRIAL 

R 84001 398419 ARRIG 

A 646~O 4166S7 AR~IG 

4 J1067 .124377 ARP If) 

I> 

'-' 

7/10/70 94 DEF FUGITIVE D.W. ISSUE 
II ~ 

.If 
)/C3/70 94 DEF FUGITIVE B.W. ISSUE 

94 OEF FUGITIVF. H.W. ISSUE 

1/1u/7D 94 OEF FUGITIV~ ij.W. ISSUE 
./ I~ 

5/(16/70 94 OIiF FUGITIVE S.W. ISSUE 

5/14/69 94 DE~ FUGITIVE B.W. ISSUE 

~/09170 94 nEF FUGITIVE fl.W. IS'~Vt 

a/04/69 94 DEF FUGITIVe B.W. ISSUE 

o 

6/18170 

2/14/66 

12117/68 

1123/68 

1/04/68 

8/06170 

4/28/67 

7/03/68 

6/1U69 

10/aJ/61 

3104164 

7124162 

5/06/70 

.------.----~--;:~,~~ ---
(, 

, 
-.f; 

On 

o 0 

(.', 

:;1 



r r 

.:;. 

o 

WV1227 CRIMINAL CO.I)RTS OF PHILAOl'LP.HIA 
WEEKLY ATTORNEV PriPQqT 

RUN DAtE 09111170 PAGE 35 

ATTV. 
~O. 

LAST N~ME F M L.\HST 
I I ACTIO" 

()ATE 

T RM. DC A TT RECORD CO\lTROL MAJOR SUS. MAJOR 
CHGE. CODE CAS~N 

(lEFEtlJDANT NAME POLtCf: S T1M~S OTHER MESSAGES 
V S VR NUMBER 
P N PL 

04205 BFCKER E R 0"21/0 T 62~ 
042~5 ~ECKFR E R 09/30/0 T 676 
04~85 BECKER r R 0\/30/0 A 682 
O'2~5 BECKER f Rid/OSlO T 625 
04205 aECKF.R E R 10105/~ T 625 
042Q5 BECK~tS [ R 10/05/0 T 62~ 
04285 BECKER E R 10/19/0 T b75 
04510 BEGIER,JR. H P 09/23/0 T 625 
04720 BELLO A JoU9/16/0 1 67~ 
04720 BELLO A J:09/2B/O T 625 
04720 RELLO A /Ii 10/05/0 T 675 
(,\4120 RoLLO Ai' J 10/06/0 T 625 
04170 BFLLn f/ J llil14/0 T 29'1, 
04720 aFLLO A J 10/14/~ T 615 
048A5 BEN~ETl ~ L 09/15/0 T 625 
04yq~ ~ENNETT R L 09/2'/0 T 615 
04005 qENNFTT f L nq/za/o T 67S 
04HR~ BPNNETT ~ L 09/2R/r T 67S 
~48B5 RENNETT R L 10/DI/0 T 675 
04QA5 BENNETT ~ L lU/05/0 T 296 
r4RR~ BENNETT R L 10/06/0 T 296 
04915 B"NOFF f 09/09/0 T 616 
04975 BERENS P E 09/16/0 T 613 
04990 B~F~N~ON J N lQ/15/C T 621 
049QO B~PFNSON J N 10/15/0 T 621 
0~140 BERKOWITZ AID/OlIO T 676 
05140 BERKOWITZ ~ 10/06/0 T 613 
051~~ RF~KowITZ ~ W "9/14/0 T 650 
D~155 BERKOWITZ M W 09/14/0 T 616 
0~15~ n~RKnWITl M w 09/15/0 T 675 
~~1~5 ~EqKOwlTZ ~ W 09/16/~ A 6B2 
O~l~S OERKOWJTZ M W 09/17/0 T 215 
r~l~~ BeRKOWITZ M W 09/17/0 T 67~ 
O~I~5 BEPKOWITl M W 09/22/0 T 62S 
0~155 BERKOWITI M W 09/22/0 T 62~ 
n51~. ~ERKOWITl M W n9/2~/o r 625 
05155 BERKnWITl M W 09/~0/C T 615 
~51~5 BFRKOWITZ M W 10/08/0 T 615 
05155 BERKOWITZ M W 1~/19/0 T 62~ 
0~155 BERKOWITZ t.\ W 1'11-1911' T c>Z:> 
051.5 BFRKOWITl M W lt/19/0 T 625 
r.51~~ R~RKOWITZ M w lQ/19/0 T 6?S 
05155 6ERKOWITl M W lr/19/0 r 625 
05155 BERKnwITZ M W 1~/27/0 T c>25 
05200'RERLANT ~ 09/16/0' 662 
05?OO 8ERLA~r N n9/17/0 p 62~ 
0521'0 RFRLA~T ~ 1~/07/0 T 29b 
05?00 6FPLA~T N 10/19/0 T 625 

Report lIt11izec1. by: 
1. Court AdaiDistrat10D 
2. :Boar .. ot Juti&es 
3. Cout't Liatil1jf Unit 

o 

24 E HA 6909-1494 111 0 151CO 1 
23 E AA 1004-2064 1/2 D 56000 ~ 
20 ~ 700fl~lU4 111 0 601(14 1,\ 
25 E MA 6901-0650 111 0 55600 1 
25 ~ 6A 69Jq-~542 2/2 0 55600 1 
25 E 6A 691Z-1A.3 2/2 0 55600 1 

o 100S-03~1 III 0 801r.4 1 
24 E ~A 6911-0442 3/3 D 705DO 1 

8 64 7006-1614 III 0 8$300 1 
25 ~ HA 1~01-1283 1/1 0 84900 1 

R AA 1u01-Q645 1/1 0 80104 1 
25 E BA 7001-~029 1/2 D ZOO~~ 1 

~ BA 7007-1569 III 0 40002 1 
B ~A 1007-1023 1/1 ~ BOI01 1 

20 E-';';~\ C>!lo1-1223 ili 0 93000 1 
a AA 7006-2141 111 0 58000 1 
U aA 7006-C2R4 1/1 0 '1000 1 
t\ il4 700·6"219i-·~lro 391('1 - 1 

28 e BA 1006-0608 III D ~16DO 1 
8 BA 7007-1551 III 0 801D4 1 
8 8A 70C6-1~45 \/1 n 7Hl~O 1 

94 E MA 6905-1571 1/2 0 11003 1 
24 E PA 700~-1414 III 0 120('0 , 
4H E SA 1u02-0141 1/2 0 02100 1 
4M e OA 7002-0141 2/2 D 02100 1 
24 E ~A 6911~0834 III 0 500CO 1 
2u E PA 6906-0172 1/3 0 12000 1 
24 e AA 70Dl-~549 2/4 D 20GCO 1 
25 ~ OA 7006-0665 III 0 60104 1 

R OA 1004-17f1Z 1/5 "Ci 60104 1 
20 n 7008,0417 1/1 0 40002 1 
lO E ~A 6Rl1-1703 111 0 120~0 1 

B If II 70(1~-1049 1/1 C' 61l1e4 1 
24 E B' 1002-0440 1/2 G 81002 1 
24 E 8A\1002-0440 2/2 0 BI0C2 1 
2U E PA ~691l-0125 III 0 10100 1 

8 BA ~OOhMna76 1/1 0 AIOOO 1 
13 B4 1:,007-0407 111 0 80104 1 

25 E 6~.oIl,':.H64 III 0 3111'C 1 
25 !: MA63MJ';;0'4!l1 111 0 elZQO 'Ii 
2$ F. 8A 64bl-n913 3/~ 0 20000 1 
2S E n~ 6008-0378 III 0 310Dl 1 
25 EPA' 6912-oCJRO 1/1 0 37000 1 
25 E 8A 6902-1443 1/1 0 55500 1 

7008-1716 2/2 0 81000 1 
8; A "PA 6909-11"0 212 ° n.?_OO 1 

SA 1002-1519 111 0 ft~~o 1 
25 E aA 64'o1-C913 1/3 0:'20000 1 

~ 
'I 
I" 

t 0 

o 

LAST NAME F M PHOTO T ARR LST ArTY. 

2949 SMITH 
CUTLE:.1i 
STEWART 

2590 LAURIE:LLI) 
291)2 LAUR1E:LLO 

LAURIi:.UI1 
HISTALSKl 

7759. PAGE 
'}: OA Vr:~f'OI~ T 

402'1 DIPILLA 
HOPKINS, 

4210 HCELwer: 
MICELI 
CURRY 

22 81 LVftC I 
SANJUflt. 
BRlIrl'~! 
JOYCE. 
QUIM) 
TR I G(iS 
PELZ1;R 

9999 KING 
1413 GASKilN5 
4037 LUGCI 
4031 TER~t!LL 

rHo~IAS 
6199 TAY\,OR 

MCq.ELLA~D 
lAC'~PJO 
o 1"lI'. fIR 0 
wb~ I~LEV 

6086 HI filION 
SPUI'ILL 
8ROl,N 
KOC~IEk 

7756 LH I, 
STEJNMETZ 
DIC ;ERSON 

31 (;RAilY 
31 c.;RA~Y 

GPA(Y 
GRAi Y 
GRAby " 

38'i WAtOPON 
WHI, TFIELP 

2944 CA/~PI3ELL 
uu.A TT U6A UM 
RQBERSO\l 

I I !.jO. NO. 

K G 401284 B 3 
T 436681 B 1 
R G 441415 R 2 
J 421681 8 3 
J 421681 a 1 
J 421Mel 8 
S 439839 8 1 
L 41b61v P'i 8 
R 4396;n B 1 
M 43311i 8 2 
8 439531~\ B 1 
J 433412'~ ~ 2 
J B 360394 i~ 2 
A 042H99 ~ 2 
F R 4174(,6 D 9 
J 4fJ9H57 a 1 
P 41711/! B i 
J J 439152 8 1 
F 393530!~ 1 
H 434153 U 1 
F 4297b5 8 2 
J 331141 P 16 
J 249534 P 3 
F 2(13886 8 1 
K 434466 8 1 
A 395~60 P 2 
J 999999 P 12 
J 384768 B 1 
A C 438260 R 2 
J M 413b29 B 6 
P 413056 8 2 
W 259758 8 8 
J 430535 S 2 
R 41101u B 1 
P 4110'77 8 1 
C 999999 P 3 
J 363481 8 2 
J P 419339 8 1 
I 285348 P 1 
I 285346 P 1 
I 285348 P 1 
I 28534(\ P 5 
I 265348 P 21 
M 12922» R ') 
A 440849 B 
H 303615 P 4 
S e 375956 a 1 
W 205521 B 2 

4 
2 

4 
3 
3 

3 

4 

*OlDDATE 

5 46150.0LDDATE 

3 +OLODATC 
2 11510.0LDO.ATe 
3 
3 
3 
5 
2 
3 

2 

2 
2 

5 
3 
3 
5 
2 
2 

1 

11510 
.OLoDATE 
*OLODATE 
*OLOOAlE 
*OLODATE 

1 03820 
2 

(I 

-~--------------',. .. -~---~ ---

l' :1 

\) 

J" -- , 
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r (j 

MY1322 

HON. JOSEPH R GLANCEY COOE 201 
"J/" 

OEFENDA'IT 
REC C(JN,TROL F/BILL L/BILL LAST 

69/10 0150 1M. 150 151 HORTON 

69/12 0591 1/1 591 591 HICKS 

70/02 0961 1/1 961 961 MCKETHAN 
',:,> 

70/02 1237 1/1 1237 1237 SMITH' 

71)/03 1379 1/1 B79 1381 BALLARD 

70/03 1789 1/2 1789 1789 DRAKES 

Report utilized by: 

1. S~.tencin, Scheiule Unit 
2. C1urt AdminiBtration 
3. Juqe 
4. State Supreme Court 

., 

CRIMINAL COURTS OF PHILADELPHIA 
lIST OF SE~TENCE DEFERRED CASES 

OVER 1~1 DAYS OLD FOR WEEK ENDING 09/09/70 

~M1E 
FIRST 

HARRY 

MACARTHUR 

ARRIE 

ERATH 

WILLIAM 

ALAN 

o 

A 

o 

c­
o 

CHGE 
CODE 

71500 
1;/ 

31000 

20000 

8100e 

40002 

2000:1 

,J(II 
\/ 

DEF 
STA 

PR 

PR 

BA 

BA 

PR 

BA 

c J NEXT SCHEDULED 
0 ACTION DATE CODe 

N 9/23/70 70 

Y 9/15170 78 

N 9/22/70 70 

Y 9/10/70 70 

Y 9/15/70 70 

Y 9/15/70 78 

1/ 
I, 

f " 

POLICE 
NO ATTY1 

276467 16155 

429636 1 

420666 32715 

1,34172 36886 

329650 
~;; 

1 

432120 17970 

{:. 

0" 

RUN DATt: 09/16/70 
PAGE 1 

ATTY2 DATE DEF. 

6/03/70 

5/08/70 

6/02170 

5/14/70 

6/02/70 

6/04/70 

o 

" 

II " 

\ ~ 

11 
11<'" () (\ 



(., 
.. ;}:. 

r r 

o 

/I 
/ ./ 

I 
/ ;1 

l j/ , 

'. 

I' 

, II If 

Ii, .. 

o 

(1 

0' 

\) 

", 

1\ 



'r 

\. 

o 

,s 

o 

. , 
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CRIMINAL COURTS OF PHILADELPHIA 
COURT ADMINISTRATION 

MULTIPLE 8AIL DEFENDANTS co 

RUN DAJE 09/16'no 
PAGE Np. 8 ' 

u Q . 

ACTIO~lPT. DEFENDANT NAME 

JENKINS 
JENKINS 

FORO 
FORO 

THOMAS 
CHARLES 

BROWN 
BROWN 

.. THOMAS 
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CRIMINAL COURTS OF PHILADELPHIA 
DEFENDANT DISPOSITIONS 

YEAR-TO-DATE THROUGH AUGUST TERM 1910 

R~~ GATE 09/04/70 PAGE 

CHARGE CATEGORY DESCR,JPTlOI\l 
CODE. 

800-809 NARCOTIC DRUG LAWS 

810-819 WEAPONS ~FFENSES 

820-a29 OFFENSeS VS. FAMILY & CHILD 

830-839 LIQUOR LAWS 

B40-840 DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED 

841-849 OTHER MOTOR VEH. OFFENSES 

850-859 DISORDERLY CONDUCT I VAG. 

860-899 GAMBLING 

900-909 ARSON 
'I 

910-919 A80RTION 

920-929 BIGAMY 

930-939 CONTRIBUTING TO DELINQUENCY 

940-949 OFFENSES VS.PUIlLlC JUSTICE 

950-959 PRISON BREACH, ETC 

960-969 BLACKMAIL I EXTORTION 

970-979 KIDNAPPING 

9BO-989 MALICIOUS MISCHIEF 

990-99B TRESPASSING 

999-999 UNCLASSIFIED 
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'TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL •• ACQUITTED.. •• CONVICTED ••••••••••••••• SENTENCE •••••••••••• 
DEF. DEF. GLTY. GLTY. DISM. BY BY· GLTY. WAIV. JURY DEATH STATE CNTY. PRDB. SUSP. FINES 
DISP. AQUIT AS LESS. WIO WAIV. JURY PLEA TRIAL TRIAL PRISN PRISN SENT. &/OR 
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" CRIMINAL COURTS OF PHI LADE LPH 1A - COURT ADM I NI STRA TI ON 
ANA~YSIS OF BAIL AMOUNTS PE;R CHARGE 
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RUN DATE 09/17110 PAGE 02 

ACTIVE CASES 

MOST Se:RIOUS NOMINAL LESS- 'i} 100-,7,,:=, 200- 300- 400- 500- 800- 1000-CHA~GE 100 19'1 299 399 499 799 999 1999 
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PROGRESS IN COMBINING A NATIONAL DATA BASE 
WITH DIALOGUE, A GENERAL PURPOSE ON-LINE 
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It is a rare occurrence when two independently 
developed information projects can con~erge during 
advanced phases of development andi~itisfy even 
the most sophisticated data-retrieval r~quirements 
without extensive and costly adaptations. The col­
laboration between Uniform Parole Reports, a na­
tional uniform data base 2, and DIALOG, a general 
purpose system for on-line interactive information 
retrieval and data analysis, represents such a rare 
opportunity. 

Background of Uniform Parole Reports 
The Uniform Parole Reports idea was formulated 

during a series of seminars conducted for parole au­
thorities from across the,nation under the auspices of 
the National Parole Institutes. While the primary 
focus of these seminars Was the complexities of 
parole decision-maldng, it soon became clear that a 
general lack of parole information based on common 
definitions made meaningful comparison between 
agencies impossible. The idea to develop uniform 
parole statistics gained great support among partici­
pants of the National Parole Institutes since they be­
lieved that knowledge of individual parolee charac­
teristics and information on individual parole 
outcome would provide means to assess effectiveness 
of parole agencies within a comparative frame of 
reference. A comparative quality was felt to be es­
sential if self-evaluation was to be meaningful nation­
ally.!] 

This group{'composed of Parole Board Members, 
parole administrators, staff of the National Parole In­
stitutes, and research specialists, formulated a pro-

~'!'~JF,"""''''''. ~'.~~~"'~"~%.'''''''..:c,,_:--,:.: 
,~ . 

posal for action which led to the selectIon and defini­
tion of the items to be reported. A I:easibility study 3 

was initiated, and when the feaSibility was estab­
lished the group submitted a pro)\)Qsal for a pilot 
study to the National Institute of Mental Health. In 
January 1966 the project received a three-year grant 

, from NIMH -to conduct a pilot project. In January 
1969 another three-year grant was a,.warded to fur­
ther develop the system and study tl,~e feasibility of 
turning it over to some central inforni.ation reposito­
,ry by the end "of the grant period in \11971. 

The pilfit, study was originally des:tgned with an 
expected,,:tqembership of twenty p~;~rling. agencies. 
During the four years of its develop~\ent It grew to 
a formidable information system. T~e participants 
include 55 agencies in fifty States, the Federal Gov­
ernment, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and 
collaboration of the National Parole Bpard and Do­
minion Bureau of Statistics in Can~\da. Uniform 
Parole Reports provides information on parolees and 
their experience during the first twenty-four montlls 
following parole. The computerized UPR data files 
contain close to 100,000 individual records. The on­
going monthly contributions are in excess of 2,000 
records. 

The following items are reported 4 or computed: 
Identification Data: ./ ':::::<' 

Name 
Identification number 
Birth date 
Agency releasing .~ ;, c 
Sex ,-" 
Agency receiving 

Historical Data: 
Effective date of sentence 
Pate of admission to confinement from which paroled 
Type of admission (new commitment; probation violation or 
parole violation) 
Commitment Offense 
Prior prison sentences 
Prior sentences other than prison 
Age at admission 
Age at time of release on parole 
Time served in prison 
History of drug misuse 
History of alcohol misuse 

Parole Outcome Da,ta: 
Date of release to parole supervision 
Length of time under parole supervision 
Outcome of first year and second year on parole: 
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a. no difficulties and no discharge or death during this 
period 

b. if applicable: Types of difficulty and date of earliest 
difficulty 

New offense 
Date of discharge or death 

It is important to note that the items, definitions, 
and reporting procedures were developed in cooper­
ation with representatives of the states' paroling au­
thorities, with the present: data-reporting capabilities 
of the various state agencies in mind. The require­
ments for data recording are within the reach of all 
states, making it possible for most states to report on 
all persons released to parole supervision. 

The development of a.highly useful design calls for 
operational experience and a systematic program of 
ongoing systems development based on such experi­
ence. Reliability studies were completed and demon­
strated confidence in the data collection program.5

•
6 

The design of a system such as Uniform Parole Re­
ports must be influenced by the anticipated forms of 
information feedback or reporting that are to be 
generated for the consumer. The common form of 
information feedback provided to users of informa­
tion systems is what we call standard feedback. When 
dealing with a relatively large user community, as in 
the case of the Uniform Parole Reports system, there 
are'ciommon areas of interest that call for periodic 
reports. Standard reports usually have a format that 
facilitates the reporting and provides a basis for some 
inter- agency comparisons. A systematic information 
feedback program has been established for the par­
ticipants in the Uniform Parole Reports system, 
providing regular reports on parole outcomes as 
related to various offender attributes. A set of seven 
standard tables is made for those persons paroled 
during the prior year. Separate tables are compiled 
for men and women for each of the participating 
agencies and for the combined data. 

This kind of standard reporting is deficient in sev­
eral ways. The time lapse from .~he formulation of the 
information request to the availability of the results 
of the computations diminishes the relevancy of the 
information considerably. This method of informa­
tion retrieval lacks the capability of providing in­
teractive participation of the information user in the 
process of information retrieval. Standard feedback 
services are not responsive to immediate research or 
information needs. There clearly exists a need for a 
more adaptative technique for fulfilling user require­
ments of a spontaneous nature. Such immediate in­
formation retrieval is especially critical when the in­
formation is used to aid the decision-making process, 
as encountered in the parole decision-making set­
ting. 

Development of DIALOG 
While Uniform Parole Reports was developing 
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with great emphasis on agency participation and 
contribution and the main efforts were·directed to­
ward uniform coding from existing files, a group of 
scientists at the Information Sciences Laboratory of 
the Lockheed Palo Alto Research Laboratory' were 
working on a general-purpose system for on-line in­
teractive information retrieval and analysis. The lat­
ter efforts were unrelated to Criminal Justice con­
c.~rns. Their primary concern was the problem of 
immediate accessibility to knowledge accumulab~d 
in space teclulology.-<:i; 

The DIALOG system, which is in wide use in the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the 
Office of Education, the Atomic Energy Commis­
sion, and the European Space Research Organiza­
tion, accepts basic data in the format it has been 
collected. The file load programs process the data to 
produce special indexes which identify the location 
or locations of each data item. The retrieval pro­
grams search these indexes-not the records them­
selves-to determine records containing desired 
combinations of data items. 

This means that search time is largely independent 
of file size, and that many files of data--even of dif­
fering formats and content-can be simultaneously 
searched under the system. 

For purposes of efficiency, Dlp.::LOG has been pro­
grammed in assembly language for the IBM 360 Se­
ries computer systems. It operates on 360 computer 
models 30 and larger. Several versions exist that will 
operate under the standard IBM operating systems 
BOS, DOS (foreground and background), and OS 
PCP, MFT I and II, and MVT. DIALOG provides for 
the time-shared operation of a large number of local 
and remote terminals of varied manufacture and 
configuration. Terminals manufactur(Vd by such 
firms as IBM, Bunker-Ramo, Computer Communica­
tions Incorporated, Teletype Corporation and others '" 
may be used in any combination. DIALOG can be " 
interfaced with any existing file, regardless of size or 
record complexity, in a timely and efficient fashion 
through use of generalized file generation and 
maintenance software. 

The user input to DIALOG consists of a series of 
several succinctly defined commands and associated 
operants that each call for the performance of one of 
the basic data processing operations. Extensive use is 
made of the full hierarchies of storage available to 
the system so as t(h take best advantage of their rela­
tive speeds and capacities. DIALOG output may be 
directed by the user to display, typewriter, lineprint­
er, mae;netic tape, or photocomposition devices. For­
mats may be pre-specified and called by number or 
user specified at the time of use. 

Combining Uniform Parole Reports with pIALOG 
In early 1968 the NCCD Research Centerinitiated 

meetings with the Lockheed Research Laboratory in 

, , 

~ 

• 

I J 
1 

order to discuss coUaboration of the two research 
groups. 

Several unique features of DIALOG provided the 
base for an increasingly close collaboration: 

1) The generality of the on-line retrieval system DIALOG 
made it possible to make use of the system without paying 
large amounts for system programming. This was an impor­
tant factor since limited funds were available to the Uniform 
Parole Reports. The DIALOG system allo~ed us to maintain 
our files as originally designed and continue our routine data 
collection, data editing, and standard reporting. 

2) Combining UPR with DIALOG opened up possibilities of 
conducting Interactive statistical data analysis on-line by in­
terfacing with the University of California at Los Angeles 
Biomedical Computer Programs (BMD) package. 

3) Access to the Parole Information and its statistical implica­
tions in real-time provided the base for future research into 
the parole decision-making process by utilizing associations 
and relationships in parole outcome data for parole decision­
making in simulated and real decision-making situations. 

Let us briefly review the state of development 
reached. The utility of on-line information retrieval 
for the information user can be very dramatic. The 
DIALOG on-line retrieval system allows the user to 
display, print out, or perform further processing on 
subsets of records within a file, where the subsets are 
based on combinations of characteristics specified by 
the user as to be present in the retrieved records. If 
we are dealing with a file containing vehicle registra­
tion records, for example, we can identify the ow­
ner(s) of all grey or cream colored Chryslers of model 
year 1960-1965, which have a license number the 
last two digits of which are 38. Such a retrieval pro­
gram on a file of several million vehicles would re­
quire less than two minutes. Incidentqlly, a similar 
vehicle description was recently available in connec­
tion with the shooting of an Oakland police officer. 
Had a system such as DIALOG been available in this 
case, it is possible that officers could have been wait­
ing at the residence of the subject vehicle owner on 
his return home following the shooting incident. 

While the application of on-line retrieval may not 
be so dramatic in parole work, it nevertheless con­
tains a similar note of relevance. In dealing with a 
parole data file, all manner of analysis questions can 
be asked of the file such as: What is the comparative 
incidence of narcotics used among women in the 
California YO\lth Authority with that of tlll women 
offenders? Another on-line analysis question can pro­
duce a table showing incidence of commission of 
rape by parolees by age, and by time since release on 
parole. (It turns out that if a parolee has not commit­
ted rape by the fifth month of his release he is not 
likely to at all.) Such information helps the parole 
official to know what to expect of a particular parolee 
based on the analysis of actual experience with other 
parolees. This is similar to the preventative medicine 
approach of the medical profeSSion. If the doctor 
knows there is a strong tendency toward diabetes in 
a certain patient, for example, he can help that per-

son avoid foods and situations which mJght tend to 
provoke that disease. In the medical profession, 
kno~ledge ~as ¥rown up over many g:enerationsj we 
are Just begmnmng to collect the basic data. neces­
sary for a "preventative medicine" approach to 
parole supervision. We are, however, assisted by a 
tool which heretofore has not existed-computer 
based on-line retrieval and analysis. 

We demonstrated this information retrieval tech­
nique to a large audience during the National Insti­
tute on Crime and Delinquency in June 1969, in 
Boston, and during the American Congress of Cor­
rections in August 1969, in Minneapolis, using Uni­
form Parole Reports data on persons released in 
1965, 1966, and 1967 7

•
8 containing 56,7419 case 

files. 
Examples of applications described in the above 

papers are presented here in an adapted version. 
DIALOG provides the user ten commands such as 

BEGIN, EXPAND, SELECT, 'COMBINE, DISPLAY, 
PRINT with which to examine desired files\ When a 
command is sent to the computer, a reply is sent back 
on the TV-like display screen. Based on this feedback 
from the computer, the user can browse through files 
containing thousands of records in a matter of mi­
nutes. 

The immediate response allows the user to selec­
tively browse the file to examine simple or quite 
complex relationships within the data and thus a 
close tapport of "interaction with the data." The in­
teractive nature of the system is well illustrated by 
the beginning of a search. When the tIser presses the 
BEGIN SEARCH key, the screen displays the re­
quest: 

PLEASE ENTER THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION 
PRESS ENTER FOLLOWING EACH ENTRY 
SEARCH TITLE: 

When the user has typed the, .search title, he 
presses the ENTER key to signal tlie completion of 
the item, and the computer asks, one at a time for 
h ' , t e user s name, the person for whom the search is 

being done (if different), the address, and the data 
file to be searched (available files are listed). Then 
the information is typed on the console typewriter as 
follows: 
SEARCH TITLE DEMONSTRATION OF DIALOG/NCCD 
DATE/FILE 11-18.69/UPR 
SEARCH BY CONAL McHUGH 
REQUESTOR E. A. WENK 
ADDRESS NCCD RESEARCH CENTER 

DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 
SET NO. IN DESCRIPTION OF SET 
NO. SET (+ ==OR, * == AND, - = NOT) 

The file selected is composed ofUPR data from thy 
years 1965-67. In actual use of the system, a com~) 
mand called LIMIT could be used to restrict the 
search to specific portions of the file, such as male, 
1967 parolees. The last two lines typed are column 
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headings for the search record to follow. They will be 
discussed later. . . 

In our example, the user wishes to explore the 
relationship of recidivism to the original offense. He 
would probably wish to select groups according to 
the original offense, so he displays the possible 
choices. The command us~rl) is EXPAND, which 
causes a display of descriptors,that are alphabetically 
close to the entered term. The~er presses the EX­
PAND key and types "OF = 11." "OF" is the DIA­
LOG prefix for commitment offense, and "11" is a 
UPR offense code. The resulting display is shown in 
Figure 1. 

Figure 1 
DISPLAY RESPONSE TO EXPAND OF = 11 COMMAND 

EXPAND OF = 11 
REF DESCRIPTOR CIT REF DESCRIPTOR CIT 
EOI OF = 01 4248 El0 OF = 61 513 
E02 OF ={t 02 882 Ell OF::; 70 1071 
E03 OF = "Hi 5737' E12 OF = 71 551 
E04 OF = 11 2247 E13 OF = 72 1072 
E05 OF = 20 2827 E14 OF = 73 68 
E06 OF = 30 15512 E15 OF,= 74 448 
E07 OF,= 40 5256 E16 OF = 80 2682 
E08 OF = 50 2953 E17 OF = 81 306 
E09 OF = 60 6904 E18 OF = 90 3463 

c' 

The index descriptions used in the present experi­
mental application are formed from the UPR codes. 
An alternative would be to use the English language 
descriptions, e.g., 01 could be displayed as Willful 
Homicide, 02 as Negligent Manslaughter, 10 as 
Armed Robbery, etc., as described in the Uniform 
Parole Reporting Coding Manual. 

The column headed "REF" is a reference number 
provided to make it easy to select one or several of 
the groups described forturther study. The column 
headed DESCRIPTOR defines the group represent­
ed by each line, and the column CIT gives the num­
ber of citations (in this case, UPR' individual parole 
records) in the me containing the descriptor. For 
instance, there are 4,248 records in the me with the 
descriptor OF = 01 (originally committed for Will­
ful Homicide).To select this group, the SELECT key 
is pressed, followed by EO 1. If E06 and E09 (Burglary 
and Check Fraud) are also selected, the console type­
writer will type out the following search record as a 
permanent reference: 

SET NO. IN DESCRIPTION OF SET 
NO. SET (+='OR,"=AND,-=NOT) 

1 4248 OF = 01 
2 15512 OF = 30 
3 6904 OF = 60 

The SET NO. is used for reference in the same 
manner as the REF (E number in Figure 1) in an 
expansion, and the NO. IN SET corresponds to the 
entry in the CIT column of the original expansion. In 
our example SET NO. 1 tells us that 4,248 parolee 
records are in our 1965-67 UPR files committed 
originally for Willful Homicide, 15j 512 for Burglary, 
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and 6,904 for Check Fraud. 
After selecting a few representative offense clas­

sifications with sufficiently large frequencie~> the re­
lation of these offenses to the commission of offenses 
while on parole will be investigated. First, the sets of 
all parolees who committed a particular offense in 
the first year of parole are selected. An expansion of 
the term NO (for New Offense), followed by the se­
lection of REF numbers sh04ld achieve this, but 
since the new offense and commitment offense 
codes are the same, it is simpler to use the SELECT 
key followed by NO = 01, then SELECT NO = 30 
and SELECT NO = 60, producing sets 4, 5, and 6 
as shown in Figure 2. ' 

Figure 2 

RECORD OF A SAMPLE SEARCH 
SEr NO. IN l)ESCRIPTlON OF SET 
NO. SET (+ = OR, .. = AND, - = NOT) 

1 4248 
2 15512 
3 6904 
4 74 
5 1336 
6 628 
7 9 
8 6 
9 24 
10 79-" 

OF = 01 
OF"" 30 
OF = 60 
No == 01 
NO = 30 
NO = 60 

1 .. 4 
1 * 5 
2*4 
2 * 5 

SET NO.4 shows us tflat from all parolees in the 
file, 74 committed Willful Homicide as a new offense 
during the 12 months follow-up period, 1,336 hud a 
new offense of Burglary, and 628 a new offense of 
Check Fraud. SETS 7, 8, 9, and 10 will be described 
in the following paragraphs. . 

We decide now to study two groups of parolees, 
one originally committed for"Willful Homicide and 
the other originally committed for Burglary, in terms 
of their tendency to repeat their crimes. In order to 
get this information, the sets of records defined by 
both original offense (OF) and the 'new offense (NO) 
must be selected. 

For instance, homicide offenders who committed 
homicide on parole are in bo~h ~et 1 and set 4, (OF = 
01 and NO = 01)., The descrfption of the new set (7) 
is the combination of set 1 with set 4. The user selects 
this set using the COMBI~E key and the combina­
tion description 1 '" 4. 

As seen in the Search Recot'd, '" means AND. The 
resulting set is number 7, with nine repeat homicide 
cases. Similarly, set 8 consists of all records which are 
in sets 1 and 5 (OF = 01, NO = 30). 

The nine repeat homicides in set 7 are 0.21 per­
cent of the 4,248 persons ill the me paroled from a 
Willful Homi(!ide sentence SET NO.1). Set 8tepre­
sents 0.14 pf:rcent of homicide parolees with Bur­
glary offenses on parole. In the same manner, sets 9 
and 10 were created for Bttrglary parolees, of which 
they represent 0.15 percent and 5.12 percent, that is, 
of all parolees originally committed for Burglary, 

._- - .~ --- - -- ~--.---- ~---~-----~-

~ 
'1 

I 

.. 
J 

cJr l., 

/1 

0.15 percent committed murder on parole while 
5.12 percent committed a new Burglary off~nse. 

.. Several methods are available by which the inves­
tigation can be carried out further. For instance in­
dividual records can be examined. DISPLAY\,' fol­
lowed by the ~ET NO., displays t.he first record ir.\ the 
set, and the ENTER key advances th~! display to~ the 
next record each time it is pressed .. Fo~ examt)le, 
DISPLAY 7 would cause Figure 3 t9 appear on tpe 
screen. The content of the records might sugg~~st 
new approaches, such as defining sets by history '9f 
alcohol misuse, drug misuse, or any other items: \ 

Figure 3 
UNIFORM PAROL!: ReCOllD (ji' A REPEAT MURDERER 

~!!on Data 

Dale Dale Dale 
of Birlh Senlenclld Admil/lld 

BY= 30 BM,>= 05$0= 59 SM ... 10 AY= 59' AM= 10 

TypII of 
OffllnslI 
OF- 01 

Prior SlInlllnclls 
Prison Non·Prlson 

PS"" 1 PN= 1 
AgII 

rypII of 
Admission 
TA= 0 

Whlln Drug Alcohol 
Admilllld US" USII Sex 
AG= 29 DU= 0 AU= 1 SX= 1 

Release Data 

DoIII Parol lid by Rllilloslld 10 
RII/llostHi Agllncy AfllO Agllncy Arllo 

RY= 67 RM= 04 PA= 62 AP= 6 RA == 62 AR,." 6 

Yllors in 
Prison 

YP= 07 

Parolll 
Pllrformonc" 

PP= 7 

Parole Performance Report 

Doill of 
Difficully 

TY= 67 TM= 10 

Idllnlificallon 
NUmbllr 

10= 00078123 

TyplI ofNlIw 
Offllnsll 

NO= 01 
Monlhs Undllr Dalll of 

SuplIrvislon Dischargll/DlIolh DlIolh 
MS= 06 DY= 00 OM"" 00 DE= 0 

Assume as another example that the user is inter­
ested in the number of years served in prison by 
m4rderers. Entering the command EXPAND YP = 

, l~:.1.}4!i>~ovides a, displ~y r~sponse from the computer 
showmg a frequency dIstribution of terms served 
irrespective of crime. The first group is shown i~ 
Figure 4. 

figure 4 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PRISON TERMS 

Yllors in 
Prison 

YP= 00 
yp.,. 01 
YP= 02 
YP= 03 
YP= 04 
YP= 05 
YP-= 06 
YP= 07 

I. YP= 08 
YP= 09 
'fP= 10 

S::RVED .. fO,R ALL CRIMES 

No. oi' Yllors in No. of 
OccurfllnclIs Prison • '"Occurrllnclls' 

5179 YP= 11 :2~6 
23921 YP= 12 208 
12095 YP= 13 162 
5662 YP= 14 '~7 
2984 VP- 15 116 
1881 YP= 16 93 
1319 YP= 17 75 
960 YP- 18 66 
588 yp ... 19 70 
407 YP= 20 68 
377 

( 

YP is a retrieval code which stands for years served 
in prison (Appendix B), and 04 is entered because the 
EXPAND callout automatically provides items 
which are located near to the entered item in the 
index. Selecting OF = 01 (Appendix B) and combin­
ing it (using the COMBINE command) with each of 
the prison term categories provides data for the dis­
tribution shown in Figure 5. 

Figure 5 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF YEARS 

SERVED B'( MURDERERS 

Numbllr of OccurrllnclIs Years in 
Prison 
0-5 
6-10 

All Crimfls Willful Homici</." 
PlIrcenf 

Willful Homicidll 

11-15 
16-20 

over 20' 

51722 2470 
3551 1006 
859 420 
372 219 
237 133 

56741 4248 

4.8 
28.3 
48.9 
58.9 
56.1 

7.5 

. It might be of interest to examine some of the 
individual parole records of the group YP = 00 (in­
dicflting that less than one year was served). Entering 
the .DISPLAY command together with the reference 
number of this group displays successive members of 
this set as described above. 

Assume that ~he first case file display indicates th:at 
the parolee in this case was a female. By selecting 
SX = L:(male), SX = 2 (female), and combining th(!se 
categodes with those shown in Figure 5 (murderers' 
prison te.\rms), we get data for the distribution shown 
in Figur€.\ 6. 

I 
I, 

Yllors in 
Prison 
0-5 
6-10 

11-15 
16-20 
20+ 

Figure 6 
DISTRIBUTION OF YEARS SERVED 

" BY MALE AND FEMALE MURDERERS 10 

1"0101 No. MollI Fllmalll 
A~urdllrs 
~'401 
1\\126 
~\23 
2,04 
1l~3 

411, 
\ 
I' 
I 
'I 

Numbllr 
1990 
944 
411 
199 
121 

3665 

% Numbllr % 
54.4 411 80.0 
25.7 82 16.0 
11.2 12 2.5 
5.3 5 1.1 
3.3 2 0.4 

100.0 512 100.0 

If desired, tMse categories could be further brok-
d 1\ 

en own by statlr' number of previous sentences, or 
any of .the othel1\ categories shown in Figure 3" 

On-hne techn ques also allow analysis to be per­
formed at the ti pe information is needed. Assume, 
for example, tha \ an a:?mi~jstrator in State A wants 
to see a compar ison b~tween his and other states 
regarding years r. pris~)n before parole for Willful 
Homicide. Obtai ~ing thl~se data, as shown in Figure 
7, could be acco rpliShed\~n a matter of minutes:' 
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Figure 7 

YEARS IN PRISON FOR WILLFUL HOMICIDE BEFORE PAROlE 

Yltars In 
Prison Number % Number % Number % Number % 
0- 5" 76 65.5 33 55.0 156 36.3 51 32.0 
6-10 26 22.3 12 20.0 136 31.6 67 42.0 

11-15 10 8.7 5 8.3 77 17.9 20 12.5 
16-20 3 2.6 4 6.7 35 8.1 19 11.8 

over 20 1 0.9 6 10.0 26 6.1 3 1.7 

--- --- ---
Total 115 100.0 60 100.0 430 100.0 160 100.0 

The administrator of State A then wonders what 
the parole performance for murders in his and the ' 
other states has been. Figure 8 indicates the immedi­
ate results of his inquiry. 

Figure a 
PAROLE PERFORMANCE OF MURDERERS FROM FOUR STATES 

Parole Performance for Murc1erers 
Sfaftl/ % Success 

AI; 78.5 
B/I 96.7 
C' 92.6 
D 93.2 

The significance of progress in information re­
trieval for the field of parole lies in the manner in 
which the results were achieved. The inform:;ttion on 
parole outcomes as collected and computerized by 
the Uniform Parole Reports system was for the first 
time accessible in real-time through the use of a 
remote terminal. The computer responded immedi­
ately to the inquiry and interaction between the user 
of the information and the data base was achieved. 
For description of retrievalcod!=,s see Appendices A 
and B. " . 

Data Analysis as an Extension of Information 
Retrieval 
The process of information retrieval, as described 

above, is the identification of subsets of!~ecords from 
a file that satisfy a pattern of requiremeL\ts posed by 

. the user. The end product of the computer retrieval 
process is usually a display or print of the identified 
records. The interest is in the retrieved individual 
item. Citations of an item in the literature in a library 
retrieval application would be a case in point. In the. 
case of the Uniform Parole Reports'file, it could be 
a record that describe~ the paroling and parole out­
come of an individual. 

This is in contrast to the results desired of an anal­
ysis of a subset of the same file. Here the user is 
interested in properties or characteristics of groups. 
He may simply request a tabulation of the years 
spent in prison before parole. This would represent 
what could be called a one-dimensional analysis since 
only a single variable is involved. He may wish to see 
a cross tabulation of parole outcome <;ategories vs. 
the years spent in prison. This would be an example 
of a two-dimensional analysis since it jnvolves two 
variables. In these simple forms of analysis, as well as 
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in the more' complex statistical forms (such as multi­
ple-regression and configural analysis), we are deal­
ing with and manipulating data elements pertaining 
to the group. 

By applying DIALOG and examining the indexes 
created for on-line information retrieval, it is possible 
to perform simple preliminary analyses of the data. 
The addition of a few tools to the information re­
trieval system can. create an impressive on-line data 
analysis system since it appears that the same tech­
niques that are used in on-line information retrieval 
:,ue useful for the preliminary analysis of data. 

Such capability is of great importance as working 
with the uniform Parole Reports data base clearly 
shows the desirability to perform simple data ana­
lyses and generate statistical tables and reports on­
line in addition to classical information retrieval, 
such as identification, acquisition, and examination 
of sub-collections of individual records. 

The immediate feedback of results provided by an 
interactive system, combined with the facUity for ex­
ploration and strategy revision, will not only result in 
substantially faster generation of results but is also 
expected to help increase insights into the data being 
studied. It appears that the same significant advan­
tages an on-line retrieval system provides to refer­
ence retrieval apply to conducting analysis and re­
search in an on-line environment. Indeed, the 
preliminary experience obtained in combining the 
Uniform Parole Reports file with DIALOG bears this 
out. An investigator utilizing this system is in a posi­
tion to perform"on-line hypothesis testing." 

It is reasonable to expect that the development 
and utilization of thes~ computer tools will lead to 
unprecedented advances in research and significant­
ly increase both the degree and v;uiety of its utiliza­
tion. Many problems in criminal justice systems re­
search require extensive analyses of large collections 
of data. It is clearly desirable to make the data han­
dling processes as automatic and rapid as possible . 
The researcher should be provided with as complete 
a set of tools as his research requires. For this purpose 
DIALOG has been interfaced to a substantial collec­
tion of statislicaLanalysis and reporting programs as 
well as being provided with commands for elemen­
tary statistical operations. 

The DIALOG user can currently generate at his 
terminal one or two dimensional analyses and cross 
tables with a single command. For example, he can 
request;the one-dimensional (single variable) distri­
bution of admission ages of wards paroled by the 
California Youth Authority .. By entering another 
command he can request the cross table of CYA ward 
admission ages again.'\t their' incarceration offenses. 
The responses to these commands appear almost in­
stantly on the user's video screen. By making use of 
the system's fast response and interactive nature he 
is able to explore a variety of questions, rapidly con-

verging on the ones of greatest interest to him 
~u?h more extensive and sophisticated tool~ for 

statistical an~ysis are available to the DIALOG user 
~~?Fgh. the mterface created to the University of 

1 orma at Los Angeles Biomedical Computer Pro­
grams (BMD) package. This "package" consists of 
over forty programs that perform: 

Data description and"tabulation 
Multivariate analysis 
Regression analysis 
Variance analysis 
Cohort, contingency table, probit and Guttman aI lyses ' ,sc e ana-

~o use any of these programs, the user creates the 
su set(s) of the Uniform Parole Report records he 
w~nts to analyze during a DIALOG terminal session 
~.lSlng. any combination of the record attribut~s. Th~ 
Identified records are retrieved by DIALOG d 
tape c?ntaining these records is automatically :ne~ 
rated m a f?rmat suited to the BMD programs. The 
resea~~he.r IS, through this method, able to use the 
c~mbl.IJ.ation of DIALOG's interactive capabilities 
With rIgorous statistical analyses of the chosen record 
subsets. 

Current efforts are extending the DIALOG inter­
face to o~er ~seful program analysis packages such 
as the !1mverslty of Michigan Institute for Social Re­
search s Automatic Interaction Detection (AID) vi' _ 
gram and the IBM Scientific Subroutine Pack(i:e.

o 

T~ward the Utii~zation of Experience 
m Parole Deci\~ion-Making 

Ii B;ginning in e'\'lrly 1970 a three year study was 
~ ed by LEAA ,which will see members of the 

Umted States Parole Board collaborate closely with 
st~ of ~e NeCD lJesearch Center. The aim of this 
project IS the development and demonstration of 
mod~l progr~s. fo~ provision of information to 
~aroling aut~onbes Il~ such a way that parole deci­
SIons may be ImproVe~~lbY rul increased utilization of 
experience. BUilding t pon the Uniform Parole R _ 
ports system, an infont ation development progr~ 
~ collaboration with th~ United States Parole Board 
IS underway. '.\ -

Parole decision objectives alternatives and' r t' d' " ,lnlor-
ma Ion n~e s wdl ?e defiI~ed. Relationships between 
offender mformation andi! parole objectives will b 
measured, and "experienl~tables" will be deve: 
loped ~d t?ste~l. Models n r rapid retrieval of rele­
vant objective mformati0ll:~ will be developed and 
demonstrated, and the utilit~ of these model,,- will b 
assessed. ~ ~ e 

A large sample of.case deci 'ons, representative of 
all :fade by the Umted States\parole Board,. will be 
stu l~d each year. Parolees, I~andatory releasees 
and dIscharges from Feder~'\')r~9ns will be followed 
af~er. reI lease. so far as possible to determine later 
cnmma records. \ 

d T~? projec~ can contribute to the study of rational 
eClslon-making in the criminal justice system to 

k~o~ledg? of the offender and of the impact of 
cnml~al Justice operations upon his subsequent 
be~avlOr, t~ methodology concerning improvement 
of l~formation !o0r decisions (especially parole "ex­
penence tables ) and' to the study of parole 
method of prison release. as a 
Nation~ seminars for parole officials, and a final 

rep?rt, WIll make the results of the three-year stud 
avadable to paroling authorities across the countr: 

The conve~gence of (1) the paroling authorities~ 
concern ~or Improvement of the parole decision 
r,r0~es~~ ~lth (~) the needs for discovery of methods 
. o~ Ide~~~fication, measurement, and assessment of 
m orm.ation needed for improvement of decisions 
and Wlth (3) .the needs for technological develop~ 
men~ to perffilt ready access to relevant information 
prOVIdes the background and motivation of the ro~ 
Ject. The I')bjective of the study is the developnient 
and de~or~stration of model programs providing in­
formation ~~ paroling authorities in such a way that 
parole deCISIons may be improved through th 
propriat~ utilization of experience. e ap-
T~? kinds of decisions are made by paroling au­

thonties. They ~ake i~dividual case decisions. They rso make parolingpoiwydecisions which set a broad 
~amework within which the individual case deci­

SIOns are m~~e. Both will be studied. The different 
types ~f deClSIO?S require different (but overlapping) 
sets of l~ormahon relevant to the decision problems. 
The major ~l'oblem~ ?fboth individual decisions and 
general P?~cy deCISIons involve the identification 
:rnd defimtion of (1) objectives, of (2) information 
Items d~~onstrably relevant to the decision (i.e., to 
the dec~slOn outcomes), of (3) the available decision 
~ternahves, and of (4) the consequences of the deci­
SIon alternatives (in terms of the objectives). For both 
~eneral ~urposes, the relevant information for deci­
slO~-m~mg should meet certain requirements of 
avrulabillty, of ~eliability and validity; and of accept­
ance. and prachcal utility. 
. If info~mation utilization is to be increased the 
mformation should be immediately aVailable.' The 
usual research course of events is to raise a question 
colle~t relev~t information, then seek to answer th~ 
queshon. WIth ques~ons anticipated in advance 
(~rough car~f!ll pl~g by research staff and deci­
slOd-m,akers Jomtly), WIth data collection completed 
r,n Wlt~ the availability of modern on-line system~ 
or rc::trleval and analysis, the answers to recurrent 

qhuestions should be available within minutes rather 
t an weeks. ' . 

One ~f ~e. first tasks in developing models perti­
~ent to IndiVidual case decisions is the precise defini­
tiOl~ of parole decision objectives, of available alter­
nahve~,. and constraints of relevant information, and 
of deCISIon consequences to be included within the 
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scope of the study, This task is .being. carried out 
through a series of planning meetmgs wlth members 
and staff of the United States Parole Board.. ' 

A second task is the measurement of relatIonshlPs 
among the information elements pres~e~ relevant, 
the decision outcomes, and the declslon con,se­
quences (as these are defined in the collaborative 
effort with the Parole Board). This task incl.ude.s, but 
is not limited to, the development and vahdation of 
base expectancy "experience tables." , 

The pursuit of this objectiye requires collechoD; of 
considerable information concermng the population 
of offenders,\with which the United States Parole 
Board deals. The folIo wine items are present.ly coded 
. dd·tion to the~'Uniform Parole Reports ltems on 
~nr:nd~m sample M50 percent of the persons- heard 
by the United States Parole Board 11: 

CARD 1 
Identification Number 
F.B.I. Number 
Judicial District 
Birthdate 
Sex and Ethnic Group 
Citizenship 
Effective Date of Sentence 
Date of Admission 
How Committed 
Sentence Procedure 
Expires Full Term . 
Mandatory Release Expected with Good Time 
Minimum Parole Eligibility Date 
Number of Parole Hearings 
Grade Claimed 
Marital Status at Admission 
Homosexuality 
Escape History 
Beta I.Q. 
Age at First Arrest 
Age at First Commitment 
Codefendants . . 
Longest Time Free Since FIrSt Com~l1tment 
Longest Time Served on any Commitment. 
Custody Classification .Prior to Parole Heanng 
Assaultive Infractions 
On-the-Job Training 
Education Program 
Aliases 
Dependents 

CARD 2 
Identification Number 
Offense 
Weapon in Offense 
Type of Sentence 
Type of Admission ~ 
Offense Rating ~ 
Reason for First Arrest '= 
Age at First Sentence 
prior prison Commitments 
Other Prior Sentences 
ASsault (Commitment Offense) 
Sentences with Probation 
Prior Incarcerations 
Probation or Parole Revocations 
Mental Hospital Confinement 
Family Criminal Record 
Living Arr~ngement Before Commitment 
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Living Arrangement Plan 
Alcohol 
Drugs 
Prior Arrests and Convictions 
Total Arrests 
Military Discharge 
Longeot Job in Free Community 
Emplo;ment in Last Two Years of Civilian Life 
Prison Adjustment Indicated in Firsi: ~lassification Report 
Custody Level Reduced During ImprISonment 
Letters and Visits from Family 
Prison Punishment 
Parole Advisor Obtained (YCA only) 
Date of Decision 
Type of Decision 
Decision Outcome 
Members 
Examiners 
Case Analyst 

Generated Variables 
The following additional items will be derived 

from the coding for Cards 1 and 2 above: 

Age at Admission 
Age at Release 
Months Served Before Hearing 
Months Served Before Release 
Sentence Length to Full Term 
Sentence Length to Fixed Term ., 
Years Between First Arrest and AdmisSion .. 
Years Between First Commitment and Admission 
Commitment Offense a Repeated Offense 
Number of Prior Sentences 
Prior Sentences to Jail and/or Fine 
Number of Convictions 
Number of Prior Prison Convictions 
Number of Prior Property Conviction~ . 
Months to be Served under Commumty SuperVision 
Glaser's Configural Classifications-Adult 
Glaser's Configural Classifications-Youth 
Gottfredson's Base Expectancy 61A (modified) 
Gottfredson's Base Expectancy 6IB (modified) 
Uniform Parole Reports Association Analysis sub-groups 
Uniform Parole Reports Cluster Analysis sub-groups 

A third task will be the development of procedures 
for rapid retrieval of both nume~ical dat~ an.d. case 
history abstract information pertment to mdlvldual 
decisions. Such procedures will be developed and 
demonstrated on the basis of a liInited random ,sam-
ple of offenders. 

A fourth task will be the develo~ment ~f proce-
dures for assessing the degree to whl<"!h the mforma­
tion provided by the models is utUized in ~dividual 
case decisions. The objective-of a correlative effort 
wilthe the estimation of the consequences of ~e us.e 
of the model versus its nonuse; one question IS 

whether or not the information is used, and another 
is whether or hot it should be used. An aspect of the 
latter study will include the estimated cost of full use 
of the model for all parole decisions, permitting an 
assessment of the estimated costs and utility of the 
procedures developed. 

I 
I 

\ 
I 
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Summary of Data Sources for the 
Parole Decision-Making Project 
Five major sources of data could provide the infor­

mation needed to attain the above objectives. These 
are: 

1. The Uniform Parole Reports data file, containing limited 
information on a large sample of paroled offenders. 

2. The necessary information conce1'lling background charac­
teristics of Federal offenders coded from materials available 
in the offices of the United States Parole Board (i.e., the case 
records) and augmented so far as possible by data recorded 
by the United States Bureau of Prisons. 

3. Information coded from arrest repords of persons released 
by parole, mandatory release, and discharge, so far as availa­
ble from the Federal Bureau of Inve~tigation. 

4. Information from follow-up study of offenders paroled by 
the United States Parole Board so far as available from the 
computer system at the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts. 

5. Case file abstracts taken from samples Qf case files available 
in the offices of the United States Parole Board. 

A particularly exciting aspect of the Parole Deci- ~ 
sion-Making Project will be the proposed develop­
ment of a Parole Simulation Model. This project in­
volves an analysis of information used by parole 
boards for making decisions, and then synthesis of 
this information, together with outcome information 
into a parole simulation model. This model will be 
used to further determine information useful in 
parole decisi~p.-making) to train parole board mem­
bers, and to make predictions of parole outcomes in 
certain cases. " 

Using the DIALOG analysis functions relation­
ships between various environmental and back­
ground circumstances will be related to parole out­
come. These relationships will be built into a 
computer simulation model. Decision makers, repre­
senting parole board members, will be: presented 
with specific case histories and (asked to make a 
parole decision. The computer will "predict" the 
outcome and inform the board memb~lrs. 

Such a model allows time to be compressed such 
that many parole cases ca!:l.be "gamed" in a short 
period of time, and also acquaints parole board mem-
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bers with various statistical tools which can be used 
as aids to decision-making. Observation of board 
members in the simulated situation allows the deter­
mination of what information was pertinent to the 
decision-making process. Such a determination 
guides us in selecting additional information for in­
clusion in our data base. As the model becomes more 
detailed, it will be possible to suggest situations and 
tendencies for the parole officer to watch closely for 
particular parole cases. 

It is our hope that through such a data base, re­
trieval system, and simulation model we will be able 
to learn and benefit from our parole experience on 
a cumulative basis. 

The Terminal Network for the Parole 
Decision-Making Project \J 

BeginnIng production operation of the parole in­
formation system will involve two terminals initially. 
The terminals will consist of video screens with key­
boards and a teletypewriter for local hard copy out­
put. The terminals will be located at the NeCD Re­
search Center in Davis, California, and the United 
States Parole Board offices in Washington, D.C. The 
data base and computer system will be in the Lock­
heed Missiles & Space Company's Information 
Sciences Laboratory in Palo Alto, California. The 
remote telecommunications will be performed by 
extending an existing 2400 Baud full duplex condi­
tioned line that has been installed by the Atomic 
Energy Commission. The AEC network connects 
Lockheed's Palo Alto computer to the Oakridge Na­
tional Laboratory in Oakridge, Tennessee, the Bettis 
Laboratory in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, the Law­
rence Radiation Laboratories in Berkeley, California, 
and the AEC Headquarters in Washington, D.C. The 
AEC is currently using DIALOG at these locations to 
perform retrieval on its Nuclear Science Abstracts 
document collection. Through extension of this exist­
ing communications network, optimum facUities are 
used while providing substantial cost savings to both 
agencies involved. A scheduled period of operl,ltion 
will make the parole data files available on-line for 
approximately six hours each week starting in 
December 1970. 

e Venezia, Peter S., et al, The Unifornl Parole Reports: InteroState Relia­
bility, New York, National Council on Crime and Delinquency, January, 
1969. 

T Wenk, Ernst A., Summit, Roger K., Radwin, Mark S., and McHugh, 
Conal, "New Developments in On-Line Information Retrieval Techniques 
in the United States as applied to the Uniform Parole Reports," Abstracts 
on Cnininology Il1ld Penology, University of Leiden, The Netherlands, 
January-February, 1970. , 

• Wenk, Ernst A., Gottfredson, Don M., and Radwin, MarkS., "A Modern 
Information System for Uniform Parole Reports Data,"Jolirnal ofResellrch 
In Cn'me and Delinquency, Vol. 7, No. I, January, 1970. 

9 The following frequenCies may differ slightly from the figures presented 
in the above·mentioned papers due to further editing and correcting of 
Uniform Parole Reports data. 

10 The following examples arc hypothetical and only approximate UPR 
files. 

It Research Center, National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Man­
ual For Coding, Parole Declslon Information Sheet, DaviS, California, 1970. 
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RETRIEVAL 
CODE 

PS 

PN 

TA 
OF 
NO 
AG 
DU 
AU 
SX 
PA 
AP 
RA 
AR 
yp' 
PP 
MS 
DE 
ID 

APPENDIX A 

DIALOG Retrieyal Codes for UNIFOR~ PARQLE REPORTS File 

DESCRIPTION 
NUMBER OF PRIOR PRISON 

SENTENCES 
NUMBER OF PRIOR NON-

PRISON SENTENCES 
TYPE ADMISSION 
ORIGINAL OFFENSE 
NEW OFFENSE 
AGE WH~N ADMITTED 
DRUG USAGE 
ALCOHOL USAGE 
SEX 
PAROLING AGENCY 
PAROLING AGENCY AREA 
RECEIVING AGENCY 
RECEIVING AGENCY A~EA 
YEARS IN PRISON 
PAROLE PERFORMANCE 
MONTHS SUPERVISION ON PAROLE 
DEATH 
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

RETRIEVAL 
CODE 
BD 

BY 
BM 

SO 
SY 
SM 

AD 
AY 
AM 

RD 
RY 
RM 

DO 
TV 
TM 

D,J 
IlY 
OM 

TS 

DESCRIPTION 
BIRTH DATE 

BIRTH YEAR 
BIRTH MONTH 

SENTENCE DATE 
SENTENCE YEAR 
SENTENCE MONTH 

ADMISSION DATE 
ADMISSION YEAR 
ADMISSION MONTH 

RELEASE DATE 
RELEASE YEAR 
RELEASE MONTH 

DIFFICULTY DATE 
DIFFICULTY YEAR 
DIFFICULTY MONTH 

DISCHARGE/DEATH DATE 
DISCHARGE/DEATH YEAR 
DISCHARGE/DEATH MONTH 

TYPE SENTENCE 

RETRIEVAL 
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CODE 
ON 
OP 
OY 
OS 
NS 
PT 
SP 
TP 
SI. 

DESCRIPTION 
ORIGINAL OFFENSE/NEW OFFENSE 
ORIGINAL OFFENSE/PAROLE PERFORMANCE 
ORIGINAL OFFENSE/YEARS IN PRISON 
ORIGINAL OFFENSE/MONTHS SUPERVISED 
NEW OFFENSE/MONTHS SUPERVISED 
PAROLE PERFORMANCE/TYPE ADMISSION 
PAROLE PERFORMANCE/IIRIOR NON-PRISON SENTENCES 
PAROLE PERFORMANCE/PRIOR PRISON SENTENCES 
PAROLING AGENCY/STATE INSTITUTION, 

il 

OF 
CODE 

00 

01 
02 

10 
11 

20 

30 

.. 0 

SO 
60 
6] 

70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
80 
81 

90 

DESCRIPTION 
NO NEW MAJOR CONVICTIONS AND NO .MAJOR OFFENSE ALLEGED WITH GUILT ADMITTED 
WILLFUL HOMICIDE 
NEGLIGENT MANSLAUGHTER 
ARMED ROBBERY 
UNARMED ROBBERY 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
BURGLARY 

THEFT OR LARCENY,EXCEPT VEHICLE 
VEHICLE THEFT 

FORGERY, FRAUD, OR LARCENY BY CHECK 
OTHER FRAUD 

RAPE, FORCIBLE 
RAPE, STATUTORY 

SEX OFFENSES AGAINST JUVENILES (EXCLUDING RAPE) 
PROSTITUTION AND PANDERING 
All OTHER SEX OfFENSES NOT AGAINST JUVENilES 
VIOLATIONS OF NARCOTJC "DRUG LAWS 
VIOLATIONS OF ALCOHOL tAWS 
ALL OTHERS 

.'j 

Ii 

/i 

~j 

" ,., 
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AN INTEGRATED APPROACH TO 
CORRECTIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEM DESIGN 

by Dr."Harland L. Hill 
American Justice Institute 

The purpose of this presentation is to acquaint you 
with the objectives and results to date of the Correc­
tional Decisions Information Project conducted by 
the American Justice Institute and funded by the 
National Institute of Mental Health Grant #5 Rll 
MH02092. 

The project's original title indicated its purpose: 
the Improvement of Correctional Decisions 
Through the Utilization of Electronic DataProct}lls­
ing. Those respo.ns~ble for the conduct of the project 
constantly have considered the overall objective of 

,:; this particular project to design an information sys-
. I tem that will enable the ag~ncy whibh it is to serve 

to operate effectively and efficiently. A broad view 
of the latter statement means consideration of all 
forms of advanced information systems technology, 
some of which is computer based and some of which 
is not. This postUre was taken in order not to limit the 
conceptualization of the information system for the 
Youth and Adult Corrections Agency of the State of 

7.~ - California in which the project was embedded. This 
Agency consisted of the two main correctional de­
partments of the state-the . Californ:la Youth Au­
thority and the California Department of Correc­
tions-and the four releasing Boards-the Narcotic 
Addict Evaluation Authority, the Adult Authority, 
the Youth Authority, and the Women's Board of 
Terms and Parole. 

At the time this project was initiated this Agency 
had over 150 organizational units including 23 insti­
tutions. They served approximately 63,000 offend­
ers, 32,000 of which were housed in institutions; the 
remainder were parolees. There were 10,000 em­
ployees and the combined budget exceeded 140 mil­
lion dollars. With a staff of three professionals the 
project might well have adopted the policy of search­
ing this huge agenby to see where the volume of 
activities would justify the utilization of electronic 
data processing, and then proceed to design specific 
applications to satisfy those specific instances where 
a high volume and other factors pointed toward the 
early adaptation of EDP applications. This was not 
the approach that was taken. As the title of this pre­
sentation indicates the broadest perspective possible 
was retained and the design was approached with a 
total systems perspective" 

A number of constraints necessarily limited the 
scope of the project. The time constraint was 18 
months for the development of the conceptual de-

sign of the system. In order to develop a conceptual 
design, as most of you know, it is necessary to specify 
the requirements to be met by that design. Although, 
as indicated, interest was in the total information 
requirements of the California Youth and Adult Cor­
rectional Agency the limitations of staff precluded 
attempting to define all these requirements. It was 
necessary to draw some boundaries around the sys­
tems areas to be studied in.order to define the re­
quirements,?I'he primary parameter at the start was 
the emphasis on case decision-making rather than 
management information. This was due to the inter­
est area of the Agency and the funding source. Next, 
to further delimit the design, internal operations of 
certain subsystems were eliminated, retaining con­
cern only for the interfaces between those subsys­
tems and the larger case-decision system. For exam­
ple, there was no attempt to analyze all the 
education subsystems requiremeats for instruction 
or management of the education process. Neither 
was the development of a hospital information sys­
tem within the institutional organization considered. 
Still, there was resolve to define the necessary out­
puts from those subsystems-in terms of diagnoses or 
results of educational program or vocational training 
program exposures-for use in the larger system of 
making decisions about the offender as he proceeded 
through the correctional process. In other words, 
computer-aided instruction was defined out of the 
system but inmate or ward progress in an education­
al program was included so that the program results 
could be made available for other decisions about 
programs in which the offender would be involved. 

The approach was to develop an existing system 
description t3 serve as a basis for extraction of exist­
ing requirements and, at the same time, to attempt 
to develop future requirements that may be imping­
ing on the system at the time the system is imple­
mented. Thus, we set about on a study of a sample of 
the organizational entities oof the two major depart­
ments and of the activities of some of the re!easing 
Boards. Our objective was to define 1) the mission 
and objectives of these organizational entities, 2) the 
qecisions and actions necessary to achieve their goals 
and objectives, 3) the information stated to be neces­
sary to facilitate their processes/ decisions and objec­
tives, and 4) some of the system performance re­
quirements. Included in the latter were the direction 
,and flow of data and the processing, response timing, 
formats, tolerances for accuracy, peak and normal 
volumes, interface require~ents with external or-
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ganizations as well as between Su~systems ~f the 
same organization, information re~leval and d~sp~ay 
requirements, the need fo~ analytic~l or predICtIve 
techniques, and those reqUIrements Lmposed by the 
legislative bodies. . 

In so doing we are constantly cogmzan~ of the e~-
pectations of our funding agency, the Natio~al Insti­
tute of Mental Health, which sough~ a d.es~gn. t~at 
may be adaptable by other tha?- CalifQ~ma JUrlsdi?­
tions. In addition, we were cogmzant of '(h~ probabIl­
ity of organizational change and the necessIty for any 
design to be able to adapt to that change. C~nse­
quently, it was not our intent to design ~ co~rectio~al 
system which would only fit the organ~zational p~t­
tern of the California system. Rather, It wa~ o~r In­
tent to extract from our study of t~e orgaruza~onal 
structure of California and its operations, a functional 
definition of what takes place in the correctional 
process and the information requirements necessary 
to serve those functions. 

During this process the basic functions of th~ ~ase 
decision subsystem were defined. The case de~lsIOr:s 
that took place in the two departmen~s were Identi­
fied. For each decision there was specified a.general 
statement of the alternatives that were available to 
the identified decision-makers and the data those 
making the decision stated they felt necessary to ena­
ble them to make each of those decisions. In a~dition, 
the volume of the decisions that took place In each 
of the major organizational entities were set fort? 
along with the number o~ ?ecisi?n-makers res-por:sl-
ble for making those deClsIOns sunultane~usly or In­
dependently. In addition, the basic fLlllctions of.th~ 
management subsystem were defined and a prelunl­
nary statement of the management subsystem re-
quirements were specified. . 

The preliminary statement of .the system requ~e­
ments was geared to an operational system begm­
ning some time in the early part of the 1970 decade. 
The specification of ~hese requir~~ents prOVided a 
basis for the generation of a prelImmary sys~em de­
sign for a California Correctional Information Sys-
tem. . I t 

This preliminary design statement was sunp y se 
forth. This design called for an int~grated inf?rma­
tion system replicated in two locations to aVOld the 
idleness of a large standby duplex backup. An over­
view of this system is presented i~ Figure 1. On~ 
location was in Northern and one m Southern CalI­
fornia. Each location called for a computer complex 
with peripheral equipment to handl~ the nee~~ of 
that organizational subset attached to It. In addition, 
the plan called for each of the locations to s~rve as a 
backup for the other, With ~e ~ppropnate . ex­
changes of information to perffilt fll11s~fe ~peration. 
Roughly half of the op~rational .orgamzations were 
attached to each. Functions carned on at ~he recep­
tion centers, institutions, and the field serYlces would 
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be supported in each of the two major ateas. The 
central management was primarily to be handled by 
the one in the Northern area. The Northern co.nfigu­
ration serving central management also contamed.a 
Management Display Center for th~ ?se of graphIC 
displays involving management declSlons. The con­
ceptual design would have provided both the Youth 
Authority and Department of Corrections systems 
with unique data as appropriate for e~ch. 

A number of environmental constramts have pre­
cluded the development and implementation ~f that 
design. Dominating t~ese has beer: the constramt on 
dollars available for unplementation of large com­
puter-based systems in the California environment. 
In addition the State of California has been develop­
'ng an EDP Master Plan which impacts the Correc­
~onal Information System considerably. For .exam­
pIe, correctional departments apparently wI~1 .not 
have their own dedicated equipment as the ongtnal 
plan specified, rather they will be required to c~n­
solidate their information system develo~ment WIth 
other ongoing California State ix;tformation s~stem 
operations. At the present tim~ thIS may ~esult In t~e 
Department of Correction bem~ consolidat~d WIth 
the Departments of Mental HygIene or SOClal Wel­
fare or the Department of Justice. T?is decisioQ has 
not yet been made. In th? meany.'hile, the COFrec­
tional Decisions Information Project has been pro­
ceeding to further define the requirements and the 
design of a correctional information system. 

It is my intention today to share with y~u some of 
the conceptual thinking that has oc~urred m.terms of 
this more detailed design and the Informational ob­
jectives it will serve. During these additional efforts, 
the CDIP Project has directed its ~fforts ~ore to­
ward the development of a model mformatIon sys­
tem rather than a California Correctional Informa­
tion System. This' has developed in part ~ecause of 
the fact that the Youth and Adult Correctio.ns Agen­
cy for which we originally intended to deSIgn a sys­
te:n, was desolved by the State Legislature and the 
two major departments and the Boards were con­
solidated into a much larger agency, t?e ~umax;t Re­
latiQns Agency. Thus. rather than deslgnmg a smgle 
information system fot' that original agency the two 
departments will be developing individual infor~a­
tion systems. Any product of the CDIP Project 
should be adaptable to each of these two depart­
ments as well as to other correctional departments 
around the nation. In so doing, we ha.ve changed 
some of the words and data element defi~tions to ~e 
more general in nature, rather than b~mg specif!.­
cally California oriented. For example, In Califorma 
there are several levels of supervision in parole, 
called work unit and conventional. In CDIP we pro­
vided for six levels of parole supervision which in fact 
can be designated by the adapting unit. 

Another major change, which occurred after the 
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completion of the conceptual design in the first 
phase of the CDIP project, was the change in empha­
sis from the case decision process to that of the man­
agement information system. This change was made 
for a number of reasons. First, the chances of imple­
menting a management information subsystem of a 
total correctional information system was deemed 
much greater than that of starting off with a case 
decision information system. This conclusion was 
reached because it was obvious that there would be 
less risk with the gradual implementation process 
due to the 'Smaller number of operational personnel 
involved and the less outlay in dollars for the initial 
equipment configuration. The latter is true particu­
larly with rellpect to the display equipment for deci­
sion-makers. The smaller system, it was concluded, 
would lend itself to better control in the initial stages. 
Then, it was believed that the data to support man­
agement would be similar to that data needed for 
case decisions although smaller in quantity. There­
fore, it would provide an empirical data base for the 
case event system design. The research on the worth 
of different kinds of data for case decisions could take 
place during the management subsystem era and the 
results be available for the selection of the data to be 
included in the case event subsystem design. Like­
wise, by developing the management information 
subsystem data base the conversion problem would 
be greatly eased later when changing over to the 
case decision subsystem. Finally, it was thought that 
operational stages could be reached earlier if the sys­
tem started with a management system rather than 
a case event system. This conclusion was due, in part, 
to the belief that the management information sys­
tem could begin while the related developments in 
the EDP Master Plan area were taking place. 

For all these reasons the developments since the 
earlier conceptual design have largely been con­
cerned with the management information subsystem 
rather than the casp. decision subsystem. There have 
been some preliminary efforts, however, to develop 
the methodology for assessing the value of specific 
data elements for specific types of case decision-mak­
ing. This methodology was explored in a preliminary 
study of decisions concerning releases on parole, clas­
sification of inmates into various levels of custody, 
and the parole revocation recommendation deci­
sions. Aside from that, however, most of our efforts 
have been concentrated on the management infor­
mation area. 

The ca,SI3 decision, or case event, subsystem, and 
the management information subsystem and their 
functiom were derived from an extensive analysis of 
the existing operational system. Since we desired to 
have a system adaptable to different organizational 
structures it was necessary to derive those functions 
which are performed regardless of the organization 
structure in which they are embedded. Resulting 

from this process were six functions within the case 
event subsystem. Represented in Figure 2. they are: 

1. Acceptance 
2. Intake/Receiving 
3. DiagnOSis 
4. Program DeciSions/Implementation 
5. Program Monitoring/Evaluation 
6. Offender Departure 

Briefly, the acceptance function constitutes the 
granting of permission for a person to enter an organ­
izational unit. In California, for example, it is neces­
sary for the Youth Authority to accept all cases prior 
to entering it, including those which are there on a 
court commitment. In the adult system it is neces­
sary for the Department Director to accept cases 
referred by court for pre-sentence diagnostic work­
ups. In addition, this acceptance function takes place 
in other organizational units of the system. For exam­
ple, the pre-parole acceptance by the parole unit 
before a person is released to it. Another is when a 
person is being transferred from one organizational 
unit to another; ofttimes there is a requirement that 
the receiving unit accept the case for transfer before 
official transfer is made. Thus, this function takes 
place in many parts of the organizational structure­
at headquarters, at parole units, the reception cen­
ters, and sometimes ill institutions; it is not peculiar 
to one organizational unit; it is a common function 
across many organizational units. ' 

The intake-receiving function is primarily one of 
receiving the person into the organizational struc­
ture. This may take place at the reception center, at 
an institution, or in a parole unit. It usually follows 
acceptance. The third function, that of diagnosis, 
most generally takes place at a reception center or 
clinic. However, it may also take place at an institu­
tion upon initial receipt or transfer, or sometimes 
when the diagnosis was not completed in a reception 
center. It is the process of assessing the present status 
of the offender or his environment in terms of assets, 
constraints, or deficiencies with a view toward plan­
ning for a more adequate social adjustment. It is a 
prognosis of his needs for individual rehabilitation or 
environmental change while he is institutionalized 
or under the jurisdiction of the correctional agency. 

The fourth function, that of program decision and 
implementation is a key function that is performed 
in all organizational units. Basically, it consists of 
those decisions related to placement of the offender 
in all kinds of programs, be they vocational, educa­
tional, medical, psychiatric, counseling, or other re­
source programs available to the deoision-maker. 
Since are-cycling tnrough the program decisions oft­
times may be required if it is not possible to imple­
ment the chosen program, the implementation 
procedure is included in this basic functiqp. Once a 
person has entered the program decided upon. this 
function gives way to the next function, that of pro-
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gram monitoring I evaluation. The objective of ttiS 
ro ram is to track the progress of the o~fender as ~ 

~n ~ es in the programs decided upon m t~e 1?revI-
g f

g 
tion As his progress performance mdlcates ous unc . 1 t' c 

the need for a change through the eva u~ ~on ro -
ess he is re-cycled into the program declSlo~. un~­
tio~s for additional progr~mming or a declSlon IS 
made to permit him to eXit the systeID:' . 

The last remaining case evenb:£unchon IS. that of 
departure. This consists of the offende! lea~m~ any 
or anizational unit for any reason, be It a diSC. arge 
fr<~m the system, a transfer, escape, absence

f 
wlthl~~ 

ermission or death. In Figure 2 progress r~m e: 
fo right depicts these case event system func~lOns :t 
their normal process; however, offenders of~tlmes 0 

not go directly through the process. lAs t be 'kPpeci 
arrowS on Figure 2 indicate they may oop ac an 
forth cycling and recycling through the s~stem or 
skip ~ertain of these basic functions. Many times ~he 
information outputs or requests from one funcbon 
feed into another function as depicted by the lo~er 

. tlle same figure Program evaluations arrows 111 . • d" f t' 
become inputs into the program eClslon u~c 10~ 
and program decisions develop refe~rals for. tagnh 
sis or for acceptance requests. AssoclUted Wit eac 
of these functions is(a complete set of flo.ws or §~fte­
dures which have be.en documented. Figure 1 us­
trates the detailed functional flow f~r the program 
decision and implementation function. There. are 
similar flow charts for the other ~:a,se eve~t fUbc~dnd 

Within each of these functional flows IS em e d e 
a series of events. Thus, there are even~s relate to 
acceptance intake/receiving, diagnosIs, p.rog!a, 
decisions I i~plementation, program ~ol11tormg 
evaluation and offender departure. A lIst of these 
events at the macro-level are as follows: 

1.0 Acceptance 
.1 Request for Acceptance 
.2 Acceptance Request Withdrawn 
.3 Employment Plan ln~esHg~t;~/Di:;~~~ent 
.4 Housing/Living Plan

al 
Tnv~s: eve 

,5 Academic/Vocation rammg 
Plan Invest./Development 

.6 Disposition of Request for Acceptance 

2.0 Intake-Receiving 
.1 Admissions 
.2 Revocation Return '\'0 
.3 Temporary Return 
.4 Temporary Rl9lease 
. 5 Transfer 
,6 Release 
. 7 Absconder Arrivals 

3.0 Diagnosis ~ 
1 " Clinical Diagnosis (Work-up, :2 Clinical Staff Rx's for Offender TreEatme;t 

4.0 Program Decisions/Implementation v~n s 
.1., Term Setting . 
.2 Control Level DeciSIOns . 
3 Temporary Release/Return Declsio~S .. :4 Parole/Outpatient Re}~ase/Re~~catlOn DeCISions 
.5 Special Release ConditIOn D~~lslons 
.6 Rehabilitation ~rogram DeclSlons 
.7 Incident DeciSIOns 
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.8 Imelementation Decisions . 1 

.9 Program Entry (ImplementatIOn) dEl . 1\ 

5.0 Program Operations, Mon~or~~~, a~o l'~~~~~~~~g 
.1 Rehabilitation Progr~m ~r :~I~?' I j 
.2 Voluntary/Leisure Time c IVI les 

Participation/Monitoring . 1 
.3 Special Correctional Status MtonllMtorinrilgtorl'ng 
4 Socio-Economic Environmen a 0 :5 Offender Control/Compliance Monitoring 
.6 Evaluations 
.7 Recommendations 

6.0 Offender Deparlure 
.1 Discharges 
.2 Revocations 
.3 Temporary Returns 
.4 Temporary Releases 
.5 Transfers '", 
.6 Releases 
.7 Absconders 

For each of these gross events there are a number 
of sub-events. For example, the gross event num­
bered 1.1.00, Request for Acceptance, has been de-
tailed as follows: l' 

1.1.00 Request for Acceptance II" 
1.1.10 From California Courts 

.11 Diagnostic'from Cour~ 
12 Pre-Arrival from OutSide 

1.1:20 Within De'f;Jrtment (pa~oles) 
.21 Pre-Release from Institution 
22 Pre-Transfer from Parole 
:23 Post-Arrival Trnnsfer from. Parole 

1.1.30 Within D'apartment (OU,tpa~umts) 
.31 Pre-Release from Insbtuhon 
32 Pre-Transfer from Parole 
:33 Post-Arrival Transfer from Pllrole 

11 40 External (Other State) 
. '41 Courtesy Diagnostic from Other State 

:42 Interstate Institution (Contract) 
.43 Interstate Parole 

It is necessary to track these events at this level of \ 
detail for each gross event because e~ch sub-e,vent If 

may require a different kind of proc~ssm~ or a dlff~r-
ent data set to be collected at the time It occurs. n 
total, there are 393 unique sub-event types presently .. 
defined. '1' d for - i Any system design necessan Y must prOVl ~ 1 ,) 
that subset of these events which the co!rectiona 
managers designate as important to theu system. 
This is one statement of the universe of events from 
which the correctional managers ~ay select as ~e 
sets forth the requirements for hiS system. As. ~ e 
"ystem design becomes formulated the Pdro':l~lon 
~ust be made for data with which each eClSlon-
maker can complete each of the events selected . 

In a program budget sense there are ten pro~r7s 
which must be supported by the management l~.or­
mation system. In the COIP design co?ceptu lza­
tion the six case event functions form SlX of the ihn 
maj~r programs of the correctional system. e 
other four major programs are those related to 1) the 
control or supervision of the offender, 2) .the support 
of the offender, for example, food, clothmg, shelter, 

medical care, etc., 3) community relations and ser­
vices, and 4) management. The latter includes such 
things as accounting, budgeting, personnel, etc. To a 
large extent the support for this system rests on the 
capture and handling of data generated in the case 
event subsystem process. 

One might distinguish between a management 
subsystem and case event subsyst~nI by stating that 
the system furnishing the datil supporting the case 
events, i.e., case decisions, would be considered the 
case event subsystem and the data supporting the 
management needs-the management information 
system. Thus, there could be a manual cal!,e event 
system as the data are provided manmilly and dis­
played manually. However, the data captured as a 
result of the events would be entered into the elec­
tronically supported information system for mahag­
ers. Whim an adequate data base became established 
for the management information system, conversion' 
necessary for the case event system would be ex­
tremely limited. The primary problem would be 
developing a delivery system for the display of the 
system data to the case event decision-makers. 

You may be interested in the methodology by 
which a number of the managers information re­
quirementr. were extracted. Some come from having 
the managers role-play certain problem situations 
and define the data they would require to satisfy 
their needs as they attempted to solve those prob­
lems. Other methods included seminars amongst 
managers in which they would state their under­
standing about expectations of their managers for 
data and, likewise, their expectations for receiving 
data from their subordinates, or from interfacing 
units at similar levels or outside systems. From these 
efforts the following~nanagement functions have 
been derived: 

1. Policy formations 
2. Planning 
3. Operational Implementation/Control 
4. Achievement Assessment 
5. Effectiveness Evaluation 

These basic management functions, policy formu­
lation, planning, operati()ns control, achievement as­
sessment and evaluation effectiveness assessment 
must be performed for each of the ten major pro· 
grams. Figure 4 shows the interrelationships be­
tween these management functions and the ten pro­
grams . 

The information system must be designed to sup­
port these management functions to enahle efficient 
and effective management decisions in each man­
agement functional area. Decisions must be efficient 
in the sense that they enable achievement of objec­
tives with the least expenditure of resour~es includ­
ing time and money. The objective is to provide 
more programs for the same cost or same programs 
for less cost. The term effective means that decisions 

,. 
" 

wilt result in actual goal achievement, that is more 
effective correction program results. Thus, the abili­
ty to support managers in making cost-effectiveness 
decisions in each of the ml\ior correctional program 
areas is one major objective of the CDIP design. 
Needless to say, feedback on those decisions is a 
necesary corollary. 

A Gestalt of the data necessary for such a system 
is presented Ih three dimensional Figure 5. There 
are many other dimensions within each of those 
shown but those depicted are the major ones. 

When first considering the outputs required to 
support the management functions numerous report 
formats containing various combinations of these 
data were prepared. Quickly it was realized that an 
infinite number of report formats could be deve­
loped and that a more appropriate statement of out­
put requirements would be in terms of capabilities 
rather than specific formats. 

These capabilities have been categorized into two 
groups as follows: 

A. POINT.IN-TIME STATUS 
1) Population Characteristics by Organizalion Unit 
2) Characteristics by Characteristics Within Org. Unit 
3) Program by Organization Unit 
4) Population Characteristics by Program Within Org. Unit 
5) Characteristics by Characteristics Within Program With-

in Organization Unit 
6) Fiscal Data by Program Within Organization Unit 
7) Personnel Data by Program Within Organization Unit 
8) Facilities/Equipment Data by Program Within Org. 

Unit 

B. PERIOD-IN-TIME;., REPORTS 
1) Offender Non-Program Event Summaries by Org. Unit 

(Including results of events-Movements, Board Ac­
tions, Disciplinary Actions) 

2) Offender Program Event by OrganiZation Unit 
3) Personnel Event Summary by Program Within Org. 

Vnit 
4) .~iscal Event Summary by Program 
5) itvent Summaries by Popu\ution Charactenstlcs 
6) ICvent Summaries by Personnel Characteristics 
7) ~~acilities/Equlpment Expended by Program Within Or· 

~rnization Unit 
,I .;; 

The d~\tailed design of the necessary data bases to 
support ~~ese output requirements, the specification 
of the e~:ents with their concomitant data sets, and 
the related flow and processing logic has been of 
ml\ior concern since completing the original concep­
tual design. Priority has been given to the develop­
ment of the offender data file and those events relat­
ed to the case-evf<ints functions. The offender data 
file has been concE\\ptually organized into seventeen 
logical blocks cOllt~ning approximately 300 data ele­
ments defined to th\~ character level. Specification of 
the data sets associa~~d with the 393 sub-events relat­
ed to the case-even\\s is nearly complete. The Pro­
gram Data File cont~pt has been specified and codes 
developed for the m~ljor programs of academic and 
vocational education,: work assignments, and leisure 
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time activities. The fiscal ledgers have been concep­
tualized and preliminary work completed on the fis­
cal event specifications. An integrated code for the 
organizational structure has been completed. A Man­
agement Display Center for the presentation of man­
agement data in a group mode has been designed 
and operated as a prototype. 

All of these activities are pointed toward the desig­
nation of the universe of system contents of value to 
managers. It is not expected that any jurisdiction wiD 
implement the total system-at first thrust. Based on 
their own priorities each correctionalunft wiD select 
that module highest on its priority list. Some of the 
early potential modules from which to select either 
one for a combination of modules as the first im­
plementation objective are: 

1. Population accounting and on·line location index 
2. Static population characteristics 
3. Program Atlcounting 
4. Program Performance Monitoring .(lndMduals) 
5. Effectiveness Evaluation 
6. ~rocess Status Monitoring (Mgm't by Exception Report. 

mg) 
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7. Dynamic PopUlation Characteristics 
8. Employment/Placement 
9. Automated Computations (Base Expectancy or Time) 

The implementation may be tried department­
wide or tested in a sub-unit before department-wide 
implementation, depending on the module selected. 
Depending on the priorities chosen the configura­
tion of data elements and events associated there­
with can be ~elected for inclusion in a specific system 
for the speCific needs of a specific jurisdiction and a 
preliminary. assessme~t of volumes extant in the sys­
tem. Thus, m concluslon, one of the CDIP planned 
products at its completion is a series of design 
modules, each carrying a predetermined general as­
sessment of basic system requirements. Then each 
set of basic requirements would be extended by the 
vobJmes,etc., unique to the jurisdiction desiring the 
system. Hopefully, this wiD eliminate duplication of 
IIiluch system analysis activity in other correctional 
systems desiring to initiate information systems and 
facilitate implementation of correctional informa­
tion systems across the nation. 
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NEW YORK STATE PAR()LE AND PROBATION: 
INFC)RMATION NEEDS )~ND REQUIREMENTS 

by John F. Burblge 
Associate Computer Programme, 

New Vorl< State Identification 
And IIltelllgence System 

INTRODUCTION 
In November of 1969, the NEW YORK STATE 

IDENTIFICATION AND INTELLIGENCE SYS­
TEM (NYSIIS), as pllrt of its overall cont~ibuti0!l to 
Project SEARCH, initiated a series of field mterVlews 
with a representat:lve sample of New York State 
criminal' justice agencies. These interviews, when 
concluded in early 1970,1 totaled over thirty in num­
ber and included visits to probation offices, central 
parole headquarters,. c~>urts, prosecutors" state ~?d 
local correction admmlstrators, a correction faclhty 
and police and sheriffs organizati0!ls. !hese. int.~r. 
views were primadly concerned WIth mvestigatihg 
the feasibility of expanding the NYSIIS computer­
ized information file to include parole and probation 
information, which would provide added benefits to 
the inter and intra-state users of the NYSIIS system. 

In order to facilitate the acquisition of information 
which would fulfill the objectives of this survey the 
team approachedlts investigation via an analysis of 
the informational needs and requirements of the 
parole and probation ~gencies of this stat~ and an 
analysis of the informational needs ~d reqU1re~~nts 
of the remaining component agencies of the cnmmal 
justice system in New Y?rk for parole and probati?n 
information. This analysIs was performed by examm­
ing the operations of each type agency through its 
mlYor decision-making points within the criminal 
justice process. Within this decision point context, 
NYSIIS was able to further isolate the major areas of 
information needs and requirements on the part of 
the New York State parole and probation agencies by 
relating these needs to their three primary functions: 
investigation, supervision and research. 

If any function of the probation process may be 
considered as the cornerstone of that process, or per­
haps the criminal justice system, it would seem to be 

" the probation investigative function. The impor­
t~ie"ofperforIl\~ng a proper inve~tigation cm,mot b~ 
overemphasized due to the heavy Impact the mvesti· 
gation results will have on the subsequent phases of 
the offender's system involvement. There are sev­
eral types of probation investiga,tions, however, all 
are performed in the' context of satisfying two basic 
criteria: 

-acquiring all available and pertinent lnfornlation concerning 
o the lndividualln order to provide the lngtedients necessary 

for proper evaluation of prior soofo-crirnlnal experience and 

'" (/ 

'. i: to facilitate the prudent application ofvariousjudlciai alterna­
.tives (e.g. bal.lj ROB, sentence of probation or incarceration); 
, nd 

-~ provide the basis for ptanni.ng institutional or community 
based supervisOry programs which seem to offer the max­
imum benefits to both society and the offender upon his exit­
i~rjthe sys~rm. 

In the exJ{uination of the probation investigative 
process the survey concentrated its attention on thf;l 
requirements of this process for data at th? ~ail-ROR 
decision level and the pre-sentence declslol\ level. 
There are admittedly other areas of probation 'loves­
tigation concern, however, both of the aforeri}en­
tioned levels seem tQ be indicative of most probation 
neeas. The bail-recogni?;ance investigation is per­
formed in Ol'der to provfde the court with informa­
tion which will permit an insight into the prior his­
tory of the offender. These investigations must be 
performed expeditiously without sacrifiCing any in­
formation or accuracy requirements. The present 
procedure requires that a probation officer inter­
view the offender to acquire data relating to prior 
criminal activity and present justice system status, 
employment and educational experience, residence 
information and so fortl!,. The officer then attempts 
to validate, mainly through telephone calls, as much 
of the information as possible. Based on the results of 
the interview and the validation procedure the offic­
er recommends, to the presiding judicial officer, the 
procedure deemed appropriate (i.e. bail or reco~­
zance release, detention): The performance of this 
investigation, however, is restricted in varying de­
grees, due primarily to the severe time ~itation 
often imposed on the investigator. In addition, much 
of the required information is scattered throughout 
the mes and records of various criminal and non­
criminal agencies. Many times a probation officer 
will have no awar2'ness of prior criminal activities 
outside his own area and unless this information is 
offered by the offender, it will not be included in the 
probation report. 

In order to assist this investigation, NYSIIS would 
transmit to the investigating officer an abbreviated 
criminal history indiCating all known prior in and out 
of state judicial information. In additiop, and when 
available, this response would include data such as 
previous employment t~xperience and residence in­
formation. By providing this type of data in an ex­
pedilious manner, NYSIIS will Significantly reduce 
the time presently required to locate and retrieve 
pertinent data, thereby permitting the officer t? ex­
pend more time in the interview and data verifica-
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tion processes. An additional benefit of this central 
agency involvement is that the timely acquisition ot 
accurate background information will permit the of­
ficer to allocate more of his time to supervisory {unc­
tions. 

The pre-sentence investigation is performed in 
order to provide the court with detailed information 
concerning the defendant's prior record and the cur­
rent offense. In basic format the investigation is simi­
lar to the previously discussed bail-ROR investiga­
tion, however, the preparation and presentation of 
this report dictates that the investigating officer ex­
pend a considerable amount of time in the develop­
ment of the background of the individual via a de­
tailed explanation of the prior and current social 
climate of the individual and an analysis of the ways, 
if any, these conditions have precipitated the present 
situation. 

In gathering this type of information the probation 
officer has a number of resources upon which he will 
call to complete the investigation. He may have prior 
probation reports on the individual, and he should 
have all the support documents which permitted the 
completion of these reports. In addition, the officer 
will augment and verify these prior reports by visit­
ing the family and area of residence of the defendant, 
visiting relatives, clergymen and social and business 
associates; finally he will interview individuals who 
have known the defendant in areas such as education 
and employment. 

A central agency reporting system would render 
significant assistance to the investigator by supplying 
him with a complete background history of the in­
dividual. The history released at this point would 
differ from that released at the bail-recognizance 
level in that it will supply information such as the 
location, type and availability of previously per­
formed probation investigations. This criminal his­
tory entry will greatly facilitate the investigation, by 
providing the officer with an awareness of the exist­
ence of prior probation investigative data and there­
by reduce the time expended on performing what 
often amounts to repetitive background investiga­
tions. This reduction in investigative time will also 
permit increased utilization of officer time in the 
supervisory function. 

This brief examination of the investigative proba­
tion :function has indicated its use by the courts (in 
bail-sentence proceedings) and by subsequent proba­
tion, operations (supervision, othel: proba.tionre­
ports). However, the utilization of the results of these 
investigations extends far beyond the aforemen­
tioned and affects the eventual operation of,t;he cor­
rection function and the parole function. 111 the cor­
rection area the reliults and evaluations contained in 
the pre-sentence report will provide the basis neces­
saty for proper classifictlUon of the offender at the 
reception facility and should provide assistance in 
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the proper placement of thevffender in the type of 
correctional program which offers him the best op­
portunity for improvement. The pro'~~tion reports 
play an important role in the parole fuflction. Initial 
parole contact with the probation report occurs in 
the classification process where it is used as a training;\ 
basis for the assignment of the offender to a type of '), 
training and will be used in the planning of and 
preparation for an eventual parole supervision pro­
gram for the individual. 

The supervision phase of the probation function is 
designed to provide the probationer with the oppor­
tunities which will offer the maximum potential for 
positive social readjustment. In the performance of 
his duties, the sup~visory probation officer is de­
pendent upon a number of various factors. The suc­
cess or failure of the supervisory function depends a 
great deal on the recommendations set forth in the 
prior investigative process, for it was here that the 
probationers background, motivatiOn!l and asph;Jl­
tions were first uncovered and evaluated, and bas'~d' " ' 
on these findings a supervisory program was suggest­
ed. The function also depends on the attitude of the 
probationer; his capacity and his willingness to con­
form to regulatory procedures and the degree to 
which he applies himself to the self-improvement 
process. A third factor in the supervision period is the 
attitude of the community, especially the attitude of 
those with whom the probationer is most likely to 

. associate. And further, it is recognized that in .the 
final analysis, the success or failure of the superv.\\ory 
function is largely proportional to the amount oHime 
a probation officer has available to provide guidance 
and counsel for the probationer. ' 

One of the basic requirements of the supervisory 
function is the need of the officer to maintai.d a cur­
rent awareness of the status of each pro~/ationer 
under his supervision. This awareness encompasses 
areas of responsibility ranging from new arrl~st infor­
mation pertinent to the probationer to ke~ping up­
to-date on newly acquired or reinstituted ¢ssociati,ve 
relationships which may precipitate an aqverse pro­
bation result. 

The central agency can assist in sati$fying these 
needs by forwarding upon request any,background 
information in the file on newly acquir(!d associates, 
and could supply the rapid notificatior,l required in 
the identification of new arrestees as/probationers. 
Such a response would immediately ~Ie transmitted 
to the probation office listed as the sUflervising office 
and to the arrest agency currently f,'lolding the in­
dividual. While this notification is de~,med necessary 
for all probationer arrests, it beco~~es a matter of 
particular concern when the arrest is, based on a rela­
tively minor infraction of law and t~~e entire system 
process (arrest-arraignment-t!"ial-seq~ence- or proba­
tion or fme) may be completed before any agency 
becomes aware of.. the individual's current status. 
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Since the investigative process continuAs throughout 
the probation period, the officer must allocate por­
tions of his available supervisory time to this inve~­
tigative process. Here, as before, the central agency 
can assist by relitlering informational services there­
by permitting more time to be expended in a purely 
supervisory environment. 

The utilization of sound research techniques has 
long been recognized by probation authorities as 
necessary if effective probation procedures are to be 
realized. However, the survey results indicated that 
research programs in the probation function have 
not been developed to any large degree on a state­
wide basis and it is submitted that the underlying 
causes for this lack of development seem to be the 
result of: 

-the autonomy of the New York State Probation agencies; 
-the diverse levels and types of supervisory control; 
-the number of agencies composing the probation function; 
-the demand for operational services (investigation-supervi-

sion) of probation which precludes the participation of agen­
cies in research and research related studies. 

While these factors hinder, in varying degrees, the 
refinement of data evaluation and research teoh­
niques on the state level, the survey team did find 
some efforts relating to individual agency operations 
in some of the agencies surveyed. 

For example, on one of its visits, the team had 
occasion to meet with and discuss the operations of 
an agency's Division of Research. This Division is 
actively engaged in ongoing research projects on a 
county basis, and has initiated among others, a study 
relating to the evaluation of probation and its effects 
on recidivism. This study entitled "AN EV ALUA­
TIVE R~SEARCH STUDY OF PROBATION IN 
NASSAU COUNTY AND ITS EFFECT ON RECIDI­
VISM" is an undertaking of the Division of Research 
of the Nassau County Probation Department, and it 
is anticipated that the study When completed will 
provide this agency with information required to 
evaluate present and planned probation programs 
and the relationships these programs have to the rate 
ofrec'idivism. In carrying out this study, the research 
team anticipates the assistance of NYSIIS in gather­
ing research data concerning a sample number of 
individuals who have been under the jurisdiction of 
this agency. In recent years this agepcy has also pub­
lished the results of studies relating to the effects of 
its Parole and Recognizance program and an analysis 
of all individuals arrested on drug related crimes. 

The New York City Office of Probation has under­
taken a number of studies relating to the evaluation 
of its operation. Many of these studies have been in 
conjunction with the VERA Institute of Justice and 
one of the most recent analyses published, entitled 
The PROBLEM OF OVERCROWDING IN THE 
DETENTION INSTITUTIONS OF NEW YORK 
CITY-AN ANALYSIS OF CAUSES AND RECOM­
MENDATIONS FOR ALLEVIATION-ANDREW 

','," 

SCHAFFER, VERA INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE,Janu­
ary, 1969, was a comprehensive examination of and 
recommendation for the increased use of the Release 
on Own Recognizance program in the New York 
City criminal courts. 

There are undoubtedly other research projects un­
derway locally throughout the state. and the impres­
sion perceived by the survey team indicated the 
grOWing awareness 011 the part of the surveyed agen­
cies of the benefits which would accrue to those 
agencies which vigorously pursued this research and 
evalua.tive method. In addition, the &ssurance that 
NYSIIS is prepared to offer systems assistance in the 
pursuit of agency research goals is recognized as a 
valuable asset in the formulation of such programs. 

In a similar manner NYSIIS is prepared to offer 
assistance to the New York State Division of Proba­
tion in their state-wide research projects. Discussions 
directed toward this end have been initiated, howev­
er, the type h\ssistance desired has not been fully de­
fined due primarily to the upcoming Division of Pro­
bation organizational change. This change, effective 
January 1, 1971) r~moves the Division of Probation 
from the State Department of Correction and estab­
lishes it as a diviSion within the Executive Depart­
ment of New York State. 

NYSIIS anticipates that the discussions already 
begun will continue throughout thjs re-organization 
phase and will provide direction 011 the types of re­
search assistance desired by the State Division of Pro­
bation. 

In New York State, the application of the parole 
process has, by law, been vested in a Board of Parole 
in the Division of Parole of the State's Executive 
Department. This organizational structure, howev­
er, has recently been modified. On May 8, 1970, Gov­
ernor Rockefeller signed into"}aw a bill which, when 
it goes into effect on January 1, 1971, will remove 
both the State Board and Division of Parole from the 
Executive Department and consolidate it with the 
New York State Department of .Correction into a 
single Department of Correctional Services. This 
legislation is the latest in a series of revisions relative 
to modifications of the operational and organization­
al characteristics on New York State agencies 
charged with the rehabilitation and supervision of 
pre- and post-adjudicated offenders. 

While it is not intended to herein detail other 
major modifications to the system, this presentation 
will make note of one recent modification which due 
to its wide ranging impact, does significantly affect 
the overall responsibilities of the New York State 
parole function. 

Effective September 1, 1967, by legislative enact­
ment~. the New York State Division of Parole as­
sumed,the state-wide responsibility for prOViding 
parole se~ices to all individuals sentenced to a term 
of imprison...llent in any institution in the State of 
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New York. Prior to this date there had been two 
independent parole authorities in the State, the New 
York City Parole Commission responsible for the 
parole of all individuals incarcerated in institutions 
under the control of the New York City Department 
of Correction, and the New York State Board of 
Parole whose responsibility covered all inmates in­
carcerated in State Penal institutions. 

The results of this agency consolidation, while not 
as yet completely known, will provid~fl high rie1d of 
positive benefits in the area .of pal~ie pra~bc~ and 
operation. One of the most unmedmte gams IS .the 
emergence of a unified state-wide parole 0l?~ration, 
supervised by a single Board of Parole. AdditIonally, 
the consolidation' permits state-wide parole stand­
ards and procedures to be implemented and uni­
formly applied to all qualified inmates. 

Perhaps the single most notable benefit, from an 
information reporting system viewpoint, is the for­
mation of a central records ,section which contains 
the parole files of all New York State paro1ees and 
parolees supervised by New York Sta'te fo~ other 
states. This centralized filing system substantially as­
sists both the "recQrd keeping" process of the Divi­
sion and the interagency reporting system recently 
initiated between the Division of Parole and NYSIIS. 

The parole investigative function represents a c~n­
tinuing process which commences WIth ~he receipt 
of a sentenced individual at a classification center, 
continues throughout his incarceration and, supervi­
sion period and in most cases terminates l,lpOn re­
lease from legal custody. (In some cases the i~~vestiga­
tion process may continue into the r,~search 
function.) , 

Upon receipt of a sentenced offender ~t a corr~c­
tional classification facility the parole officer begms 
the classification process. This entails a thorough, re­
view of the pre-sentence report performed by proba- ,­
tion an interview with the inmate and when neces­
sary' requests for further background investigative 
assistance through a parole area office. The objec­
tives of the classification investigation are basically 
twofold: 

-to initiate the professional casework relationship between ~n­
mate and officer; a relationship which will eventually contin­
ue between parolee and officer and; 

-to gather, analyze and evaluate all available b.ack~ro~nd in­
formation on the inmate to help determine the msbtution and 
program assignment which seems to offer the inmate the best 
opportunity for rehabilitation. 

In order to accomplish a successful classification 
investigation, the institutional parole officer must 
have the facilities to acquire timely and pertinent 
data on the inmate. While this acquisition process has 
required considerable effort ip. the p~st, it has. been 
of lesser concern recently du\) to the mcrease m the 
number of pre-sentence probation reports transmit­
ted to the classification facility. This increased trans­
mission and use of pre-sentence probation reports 
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has, in addition to providing significant assistan~e !n 
the data acquisition process, also assisted parole m ItS 
establishment of positive casework relationships by 
allowing more time for inmate-officer interviews and 
discussions. 

Since one of the most vital ingredients in a success­
ful classification investigation is a pre-sentence pro­
bation report, NYSIIS contends that by supplying 
deta,Ued background information to probation au­
thorities, it can most expeditiously assist Parole in 
achieving its classification objectives. This process of 
supplying information to probation authorities at the 
pre-sentence level has been previously discussed in 
the probatI'vu"segment of this report. However, it 
must be emphasized that if a classification parole 
officer requires additional assistance from NYSIIS 
during classification, the assistance will be readily 
available. 

The parole supervision function is primarily con­
cerned with offering guidance, assistance and coun­
sel to the parolee. This supervisory period com­
mences with the arrival of the parolee for his initial 
interview with his supervising parole officer and offi­
cially continues until he satisfactorily completes his 
parole period or is returned to a facility as a parole 
violator. Unofficially, parole officers often find them­
selves rendering assistance to prior parolees far 
beyond the culmination of the parole period. 

In the performance of the daily supervisory proc­
ess, the parole officer must possess the data necessary 
to monitor and guide the parolee's progress. Much of 
the investigative work has already been performed, 
however it should be emphasized that the supervi-, . 
sory officer, may, for any number of reasons, reqwre 
immediate additional information on a wide range of 
matters. While most of these additional information­
al needs are not easily predictable or categorized, 
there do exist areas such as the identification of new 
potentially dangerous associations and the identifica­
tion of newly arrested individuals as parolees, whE}re 
the supervising officer requires information as a mat­
ter ofroutine and a central information agency could 
offer Significant assistance. The manner in which t~e 
information relating to associates would be transffilt­
ted to the operating agency is similar ~o the transmis­
sion method previously discussed in the probation 
portion of this presentation. In the area of identifica­
tion of possible parole violators, the central agency 
would examine all incoming arrest records received 
from any area in the state, and by scanning an active 
parole file, quickly identify the arrestee as a parolee 
and notify both the central office of parole and ar­
resting authorities as to the arrest and status of t~e 
individual. This is current procedure betwel\~l 
NYSIIS and the State Division of Parole. Without this 
procedure, the Division of Parole would have to re­
sort to its previous method of determining whether 
or not a parolee had been arrested: assign a parole 
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officer to a daily review of arrest listings at police or 
sheriffs agencies. This review consumed a considera­
ble number of parole officer man-hours, and affected 
the total supervisory process by keeping otherwise 
qualified officers involved in non-supervisory func­
tions. While this process has as yet not been discard­
ed, the foundation fot its removal has been laid in the 
newly implemented reporting system. As this system 
expands in use and sophistication, it can be assumed 
that the manual daily review requirements will cor­
respondingly decrease and eventually become un­
necessary. 

By providing timely and routine assistance to the 
parole supervisor, a central agency can also benefit 
parole in two indirect but essential ways, namely, 
increased utilization of qualified parole officers in 
the supervisory process and increased value of the 
supervisory period to the parolee by permitting a 
close officer-parolee involvement. 

The Division of Parole has long acknowledged the 
need for effective research techniques which would 
assist them in analyzing and evaluating the applica­
tion and results of various parole programs. In 1957, 
the Division of Parole initiated a Bureau of Research 
and charged it with the responsibility for conducting 
research projects and operational analyses of various 
parole activities and operations. This Bureau has un­
dertaken a mimber of research projects which have 
contributed to a better understanding of the motiva­
tions and personality characteristics of offenders. 
The studies performed by this unit reflect more than 
the usual basic "head-count" type of research. In­
stead, many of these research and statistical studies 
are analytically oriented and reflect the ways in 

. which the relationships of basic social, economic, and 
educatIonal advantages, or lack thereof, contribute 
toward the increase of criminality in society today. It 
is through research studies such as these that the 
criminal justice system will be able .to evaluate more 
realistically the effects of its policie~ and practices on 
the offender as he passes through the system. For 
example, once documented and formulated, basic 
relationship research could be expanded to demon­
strate the results of various sentences on certain 
types of offendets (i.e. where probation is ultimately 
more valuable to society in regard to certain offend­
er types than a period of confinement); or the effects 
of varying degrees of counseling aids (intensive.l!lOd­
erate-none) on similar and diverse groups of pa­
rolees. It is antiCipated that these types of studies 
would provide the,groundwork tor the eventual re­
duction of the unknown factors contribUting to initial 
and persistent criminal behavior. 

A central information agency can contribute to 
this type of research in a variety of ways. First, since 
it is a central repository for the basic system data, it 
is in a unique position to supply this data for ad­
vanced research studies. It can also assist a research 

function by removing the necessity for duplicate 
data collection, hence permitting it to spend more 
time on the research-development phases of a pro­
ject. Another way it may offer assistance is by pro­
ducing the research studies once they have been 
fully developed thereby permitting additional re­
search projects to be undertaken. Lastly, through the 
knowledge and operational experience gained, it 
would seem feasible for a central agency to produce 
composite agency statistical reports which would re­
flect the total offender treatment process. 

The preceding portions of this report have indicat­
ed the manner in which NYSIIS plans to assist the 
parole and probation segments of the criminal justice 
system at their major decision points within the sys­
tem process. In order to accomplish the previously 
mentioned areas of assistance and additionally to sat­
isfy the overall needs of all agencies for parole and 
probation information, NYSIIS plans to introduce a 
series of modifications and additions to its present 
computerized criminal history information system. 
In brief, these revisions will encompass the following 
points: 

1. Revision of output format to more closely provide the infor­
mation needed by processing agencies throughout their op­
erations; 

2. Revision of dissemination procedurEls to facilitate the trans­
mission of this information in a time frame acceptable to 
agency needs; 

3. Revision of current data collection proceclures to permit 
NYSIIS to acquire more comprehensive information COIl­

cerning individuals of interest to the system in a more ex­
tensive manner. 

4. Revision of the basic composite of the criminal history. re­
porting system to provide for a status file and a statistical file 
in addition to the present criminal history file. 

One of the immediate outcomes of the confer­
ences was an examination by NYSIIS of its present 
computerized output. This examination was per­
formed due to the fact that many of the agencies 
visited expressed a desire for a background report 
which would be more in step with their varying in­
formation needs at different points of their system 
involvement. As a result of this request NYSIIS has 
initiated a study of its present output reports and is 
currently considering expanding the output types 
from the present comprehensive summary case his­
tory report and no prior record report to include 
reports such as an abbreviated summary case history 
and a high priority notification. A brief explanation 
of each of these report types will be found in the 
glossary. 

The proposed comprehensive summary case his­
tory report will be an extension of the present crimi­
nal history response containing in addition to the 
current information those data elements not pre­
sently collected by NYSIIS but deemed essential for 
a full report by the agencies surveyed. This addition­
al data supplied to the. system by the agencies is seen 
as consisting of bail, ROR information; parole/proba-
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tion supervision data; supe.rvis.i~n trans~er informa­
tion'location type and availabIlity of pnor pre-sent­
enc~ reports: and so forth. It is anticipat~d that th~ 
systeD.1. will also permit the future ~ollection of ven­
fied information relating to educational and employ­
ment experience, military data, birth date. a~d plac.e 
data and other relevant social characterIstics. ThIS 
type of response will be transmitted to fulflll the two 
areas of the justice sj1stem wherein full background 
data is deemed necessary: the pr~bati~n p~e-sen~­
ence investigation area and the polIce ?nme mve~ti­
gation phase. Each o~ these are~s ~e9-wres exte~s1Ve 
background information on an mdlVldu~, ~r a lis.t of 
suspects, if it is to complete successfully Its mvestIga­
tive function. 

A second type of planned response will be ~ ab­
breviated summary case history report and wIll ~e 
composed of a concise tabular. recount of th.e m­
dividual's prior history. It contams all the pertinent 
data displayed on the ~ull report but w~thout the 
detail found thereon. Bnefly the report will be com­
posed of six sections as follows: 

SUBJECT IDENTIFICATION SECTION 
Consists of name-State Identification Number; FBI 

Number (if available); also know~ as; rac~; skin tone; 
sex; date of birth; height; and SOCIal secunty number. 

CURRENT STATUS SECTION 
Contains a statement of the CWTent criminal jus­

tice status of the individual such as on parole/proba­
tion; under sentence of conditional discharge; want­
ed and either the supervisory agency and charge for 
which supervised; or the wanting agency. 

ARREST AND JUDICIAL DATA SECTION 
Containing arrest date, arrest agency, local agency 

ID number, arrest charge, latest judicial action ~at~, 
disposition charge and decision .. The arrest :rod JU~l­
Cial segments of this section wIll be assOCIated Via 
arrest date. 

POST-ADJUDICATORY INFORMATION 
SECTION 
Reflects sentence \mormation and contains final 

judicial date, sentence, term or length of supervision 
and institution or supervision area. 

MENTAL HYGIENE INFORMATION SECTION 
Indicates admission date, patient identification 

number, discharge date and name and location of 
institution for individuals admitted as a result of a 
criminal adjudication. 

OTHER INFORMATION SECTION 
Contains specific information under. subhe~d.ings 

such as, Employment (date, firm, location,. posI~on); 
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Education; Military (date(s), branch, type, dischar~e, 
service no.}; Addresses (location frequeIl~); Mantal 
Status; Dependents and Associates (nameS! dates and 
ID Numbers, if known). 

This response will be the type most often produced 
and distributed by NYSIIS. It will be used for supply­
ing information to: courts .an~ :proba~on ag~ncies in 
the preliminary stages of ~udicial action (~atl-ROR 
-Pre-plea); police agenCIes ~h? accordmg to IB:w 
must receive a copy of the cnmmal record. and dis­
trict attorneys who will require ~ackground I~~rma·. 
tion in carrying out their duties m these prelimmary 
stages. d' d' 

Whenever the processing of an arrest recor m 1-

cates that the subject is presently registered with the 
system as a parolee, probationer or fugitive, NYSIIS, 
in addition to producing the normal report WIll. ~lso 
produce a notice for transmission to the superVlsmg 
or the wanting agency indicating to that agency tha.t 
the subject has come under the official jurisdiction of 
another agency. This notification will contain ele­
ments (i.e. name, agency ID, ~r~sent ~gen?y and lo­
cation, etc.) sufficient to permtt Identification of the 
subject. 

Occasionally, agencies will hav~ a ~~ed f?r ga~h~r­
ing information pertinent to an mdivldual s activ~ty 
from the date of a last report, such as when a con~Id­
erable length of time passed between a probation 
pre-sentence report, (at which point NYSIIS has al­
ready replied), and the actual date for sentence. The 
court may wish to confirm that there has been no 
further criminal activity in this time period. In proc­
essing this request, NYSIIS would scan its files; if ~o 
further activity were encountered a response m­
dicating this fact wowd be released. If activity were 
~ncountered NYSIIS would reply with a subsequent 
report be~ng where the previous report ter­
minated. Anothet potential user of this type respons~ 
wowdbe a parole classification officer, under condI­
tions *f.lilar to those descri?ed previ~usl~. 

In order to satisfy the dlVerse oblIgatIons qf a~l 
segments'of the criminal)ustice .syst~m, NYS!IS .IS 

pr~paring to disseminate tn~ requ~re~ mformation m 
accordance with the follOWIng cntena: 

Bail/ROR Proceedings 
-For every arrest, in those. areas which possess the faciliti~s for 

centralized arraignmenf, NYSIIS will prepare two copies of 
an abbreviated summary case history and will transmit th~se 
copies to the indicated arraignment court and probation 
agency as required by CPL 530.20. 

-For every arrest, NYSIIS will prepare two copies of an ~b. 
breviated summary case history and will transm!-t both ,COPieS 
to the arresting agency. The arrest agency wIll retrun one 
copy and, as required by CPL 160.40, will forward the second () 
copy to the county district attorney. 

The timely distribution of history information, in 
response to a felony arrest, to New York State areas 
which do not possess a centralized arraignment court 
function poses a problem of considerable magnitude 
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in relation to providing this information to the prop­
er arraignment court and probation agency. Due to 
the wide diversity oflocal courts which may be called 
upon to participate in this type of bail or recogizance 
proceeding (there are over 2500 justice Courts in­
volved) NYSIIS, without further studies of potential 
transmission possibilities cannot, at this time, con­
cretely describe the best dissemination method. 
However, when these communication studies are 
completed NYSIIS will be in a position to determine 
the best method of satisfying both the needs exhibit­
ed by the surveyed agencies a.nd the mandates of the 
new law. Until such time, NYSIIS will transmit ab­
breviated summary case history information to the 
arresting agency and will request that these agencies 
provide for the prompt dissemination of the informa­
tion. 

If during the processing of any arrest fingerprint, 
the subject's record indicates that he is Wanted, 
under post-adjudicatory supervision (parole-proba­
Hon-conditional discharge) or in a preliminary super­
visory) status (bail-recognizance), NYSIIS will im­
mediately notify the agency exercising jurisdiction 
and the arresting agency informing them of his cur­
rent location and system status through the utiliza­
tion of the high priority response. 

Pre-Sentence Proceedings 
Section 390.10 of the CPL stipulates that the court 

may not pass sentence on any fingerprintable offense 
conviction until it has received a pre-sentence report 
from NYSIIS, This report will contain a comprehen­
sive history bf the defendant and will be utilized by 
the probation agency in the preparation of the pre­
sentence report for the court. In transmitting this 
repol'.t NYSIIS will, regardless of the location of the 

'!- couxt:, forward it dir.~ctly to the sentencing court or 
piobation agency as indicated on the input reguest. 

In the post-survey evaluation of data needs, it was 
confirmed that much of the information required 
was presently being collected by NYSIIS in its nor­
mal operations. However, in regard to those ele­
ments not presently being collected, NYSIIS w'JI ex­
pand its data collection procedures by requesting 
more active input assistance from the probation and 
'parole agencies. One of the areas of major concern is 
,the receipt, from probation, of notification of prior 

I investigation reportS', so that NYSIIS may include this 
~I information on its responses with the objective of 
. reducing the investigative work load. Another area 
of concern for the system is the acquisition of timely 
results of bail/ROR proceedings so that the system 
may be continually aware of the status of an offender 
completely through the process. The collection of 
this data causes problems which are quite similar to 
those mentioned previously in relation to the dis­
semination of data. In order that information such as 
the above, particwarly bail/ROR information, be re-

ported to and processed by NYSIIS within an accept­
able time frame, this information must be quickly 
transmitted to this agency. This transmission re­
quirement cannot, in most instances be satisfied 
through normal mail deliveries, hence, NYSIIS plans 
to utilize the same procedure as previously described 
for output dissemination, for receiving input data. 
Thus, NYSIIS would request that in areas processing 
centralized arraignment faCilities, the probation 
agencies input the preliminary disposition data to 
NYSIIS via these centralized facilities for immediate 
update of the central files. In other areas, NYSIIS 
plans to request the assistance of the agency, usually 
State Police or Sherlff's office, possessing the trans­
mission equipment to forward the necessary data. 

The present NYSIIS computerized criminal his­
tory reporting system consists of over twenty sub­
files making up the NYSIIS data base fIle. These files 
contain the total criminal information available on an 
individual and it is via these fIles that responses are 
produced for agency use, At the present time, al­
though much of the data exists~ the system does not 
possess the capability for the production of statistical 
data or for a unique method of determining the pre­
sent criminal justice system status of an individual. In 
order to determine this status at present, NYSIIS 
must scan the individual's complete file, and prodl~ce 
a comprehensive history report for transmission to 
the input or inquiring agency. Based on the data in 
the report the recipient agency then determines the 
individuals status witWn the system. 

In order to streamline the above procedure, 
NYSIIS plans to introdllce a status file into its present 
history reporting system. This file will contain perti­
nent extracts from an individual's complete record 
which will reflect the current criminal justice status 
of the individual. These extracts will consist of entries 
which will chronicle the individual's progress 
through the system from point of entry (arrest) to 
POillt of exiting the jurisdiction of the system (release 
from legal obligation). At. a future date the status file 
organization will provide for the entry of post­
sentence "appeal" events, however, at the present 
time due to the absence of comprehensive data con .. 
cerning this area it has not been included. The fol­
lOWing in conjunction with Exhibit 1, is submitted as 
what is anticipated to be representative of the typical 
operations of the status me. 

1. Arrest Notification 
Upon receipt of an arrest fingerprint record and following 
the data verification process, an update concerning this 
event will be performed on the status file to indicate entry 
into the justice system. " . 

2. Preliminary Judicial Results -
Upon the receipt of preliminary data, two processing alter­
natives are possible. If the data represents a dismissal of 
charges the system will provide for the plJrgiJ;)g of the arrest 
information from the status file, since the individual is no 
longer a matter of system responsibility. However, should 
the charges remain, the offender may be admitted to bailor 
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recognizance release or be remanded to a detention facility 
to await further judicial action. The individual's status file 
record will be updated to reflect this condition. 

3. Pre-Trial Judicial Results 
This stage of the judicial process generally consists of the 
activities following a grand jury indictment or misde­
meanor information. Again, as in the previous instance the 
individual may qualify for bail or recognizance release or be 
remanded to custody. The entry at this point will reflect this 
judicial decision. 

4. Trial/Sentencing Results " 
If, as a result of the trial process, the defendant is either 
acquitted of all charges or sentenced to a period of impris­
onment all prior information relating to this event will be 
purged from the status file. This purge will be performed, 
in the case of acquittal, for the same reason as the purge 
process at the charge dismissal point. In the case of a sent­
ence of imprisonment, the purge will be performed due to 
the fact that the individual may no longer be considered in 
,an active status. If the offender is convicted and sentenced 
to a period of probation, this information will be entered 
onto the status file. 

5. Release To Parole Supervision 
Upon receipt of notification of a release to parole supervi­
sion status, NYSIIS will post this information to the status 
file. 

6. Release From Supervision 
Upon an individual's successful completion of a probation or 
parole supervision period, all information relating to the 
original event will be purged from the status file. If, during 
the supervisory period, the individual is returned or sent to 
a correctional facility. all records pertaining to the original 
event will be purged from the status file. 

The implementation of the status file will provide 
all criminal justice agencies with the rapid type of 
notification they require regarding the status of pa­
rolees and probationers. It will provide for the iden­
tification of new arrestees who are currently in a 
phase of either post-adjudicatory (Parole-Probation) 
supervision or pre-adjudicatory (bail-recognizance) 
supervision. An added benefit to the system through 
the utilization of this file will be recognized in the 
assistance it will lend to all those agencies perform­
ing investigative operations. For example, in the po­
lice crime investigation phase, this file is seen as po­
tentially reducing the number of suspects the agency 
must concern itself with. In another way this file is 
seen as lending assistance to parole and probation 
investigative officers in their offender or offender­
associate types of investigations by providing rapid 
notification of the subject's current justice system 
status. 

The second planned additive to the current crimi­
nal history reporting system will be a statistical file. 
The addition of a statistical capability will provide 
NYSIIS with the operational potential for providing 
either comprehensive statistical reports for individu­
al agency evaluation or for providing those data ele­
ments which are required by the individual agencies 
in performing their own evaluation of programs. 

The statistical file will contain those data elements 
concerning offenders which will enable parole and 
probation agencies to effectively evaluate the effects 
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their operations and programs and the total justice 
system have had on the individual passing through 
the system. In order for this evaluation to be com­
plete, it must collect data at system entry, at various 
points throughout the system and at systems exit. 
The input to the system would initially cOI).form to 
the recommended items in the Data Collection Man­
ual for the SEARCH Statistical Demonstration Pro­
ject dated March, 1970. Most of this required data is 
routinely collected by NYSIIS in its current data base 
updating process and when required it will also be 
included on the statistical file. The acquisition of cer­
tain other required data (e.g. interim judicial deter­
minations) although not presently provided in all 
cases has, via the survey, been recognized as neces­
sary to a full information syst~mj and procedures are 
currently being explored to provide for the timely 
receipt of this information by NYSIIS.Certain other 
information required by this system (e.g. presence or 
absence of a pre-sentence report) has never been 
routinely received by NYSIIS, however, the agencies 
surveyed have indicated their willingness to provide 
such information. Once experience has been gained, 
the system will provide for the acceptance of addi­
tional data elements which will assist in providing 

") more detailed statistical analysis. It is anticipated that 
these additional elements will consist of information 
relative to types of institutional programs and train­
ing enrolled in and the result of such training; similar 
information relating to planned probation programs 
and training is also desired. This data would be cap­
tured and correlated on the file in a manner which 
will optimize its utilization by the system's subscri­
bers. 

The survey results indicated that the supervisory 
agencies are actively interested in receiving data and 
assistance from.a central agency which will facilitate 
their operational evaluative process. Of particular 
concern to many of these agencies is the acquisition 
of subsequent information concerning individuals 
who had previously been under their supervision 
and discharged. It was indicated that by examining 
these subsequent criminal activities or lack thereof 
(in addition to previous criminal behavior) an agency 
would possess the basic ingredients necessary to initi­
ate research into the effectiveness of present agency 
procedures. The output of the planned statistical sys­
tem would be structured, as far as possible, in accord­
ance with basic user agency goals and automated 
capabilities. Thus, the output of the system is seen .as 
providing either individual or broadly based (by pre­
arranged classification) statistical reports, or the basic 
data necessary for an agency to produce its own re­
ports. 

The manner in. which NYSIIS will process the 
documents it receives may, for purposes of discus­
sion, be divided into two segments: the INQUIRY 
PROCESS segment and the UPDATE PROCESS 
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segment. A basic system flow chart for each of these 
segmeI?-ts is. included as exhibits 2 and 3. 

The mqUlry process segment is designed to handle 
thos.e types of documents which only request infor­
mabon from the files. In processing these requests 
NYSI!S will search both the status file and the crimi: 
nal hIstory file in order to produce one of the types 
of responses described previously. 

,!,he update process segment provides the,mech­
anl.s~s wh~reby the three primary NYSIIS files, 
(c~Immal hIst~ry; statistical and status) are updated 
WIt~ cu~rent mformation COncerning individuals in 
the Justice system. In general, the operations of the 
segment may be described as follows: 

1. If th~ e~e:nt is an arrest event and is also the first event for 
t~e. mdlVldual, the system will initiate records for the in­
dl'yldual on both the criminal history and the status files and 
~l format a reply for transmission to the appropriate agen­
cIes. 

2. If the eve?t is an arrest event and is a subsequent event' the 
system ,,:111 update the individuals criminal history. Addi­
bonally, .If the offendel' is recognized to be in an active 
s,tatu5, vIa t~e status file, the system will update the status 
file and nobfy both the arrest agency and the agency, as 

~~d!dcated by the status file, exercising interest in the in­
IV~ ual. However, if the offender is not found to be in an 

:,~bve status, the system will initiate a record in the status 
I e and for~at a reply for the appropriate agencies. 

3. If the event IS other than an arrest event and represents a 
removal from active system status, the system will purge the 

4 Ii ::a~s file an~ update the individual's criminal history file. 
. t . ~ event IS other than an arrest event and represents 

a.ddltional system data of an active type (bail-ROR-proba­
ti~n-parol~) the process will update the status file and the 
cnmmal hIstory file. 

5. In all cases, the syst.em will provide for the addition of perti-
nent data to a statistical file for off-line retrieval. 

. In conclus~on, it seems realistic to state that the 
~mpleme?tabon of a full-scale parole and probation 
Info~matlOn system capable of not only llupplying 
perh?ent parole and probation data to agencies 
?eedII?-g su~h data but additionally providing it with­
m ~ tiJ?1e frame compatible to agency operational 

. obl!gations re'p~esents a challenging and formidable 
assIgnment. 1 his challenge has been recognized and 
accep~ed and through the cooperative efforts of the 
agen~IeS ?f thE: New York State criminal justice sys­
tem, It wIll be successfully resolved. 
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'/'\~ APPENDIX " 

SYNOPSIZED DEkINITION OF LEGISLATION MENTIONED 
D ' 

THROUGHOUT THE TEXT 

'1) 

NEW YORK STATE SENATE BILL 9086-A 
-this bill, with' an -~rrective date of January I, 
, 1971, amends both the Correction and Execu­

tive laws of New York State and provides for the 
removal of the State Division of Parole from the 
Executive Department and consolidates it with 
the Department of Correction in a newly treat-

, eel Department of Correction,al Services. 

NEW YORK STATE SENATE BILL 9097 
-this bill with an effective date ofJanuary I, 1971, 

amends both the Correction and Executive law 
of New York State by providing for the removal 
of the State Division of Probation from the State 
Department of Correction and re-establishes it 
as a division within the Executive 'Department. 

NEW YORK STATE SENATE BILL 1276 \\ ,-,-,"" 

NEW YORK STATE ASSEMBLY BILL 4561 
-jointly enacted legislation with an effective date ' 

of September I, 1971, providing for the repeal 
of the New York State Code of Criminal Proce­
dure and establishing in its place a Criminal 
Procedure Law (CPL). This new\y enacted la,w, 
contains provisions relative to criminal actions 
and proceedings throughout the State of New 
York. 

The following is a brief narrative of the major con­
tents of those sections of the CPL mentioned in this 
presentation. 

CPL 160.10 

("I 

--fingerprints are required to be taken in the fol­
lowing instances: 

-arrest for felony 
u-arrest for penal law misdemeanor 

-arrest for misdemeanor defined outside the 
penal law, which would constitute a felony if the 
individual has a previous judgment of conviction 
for a crime. 

-loitering, as defined in subdivision three of sec-
tion 240.35 onhe penal law. 

CPL 160.20 
". -requires that fmgerprints taken in accordance 

with requitements of CPL 160.10 be forwarded 
to NYSIIS.\ 

CPL 160.3t) 
-requires NYSIIS to classify all fingerprints re­

ceived, pursuarl~ to CPL 160.20, search its re­
cords fot pertin~nt informatiorl and transmit 
such inforrnation,~r notification of lack thereof, 
to the forwarding police officer or agency. 

CPL 160.40 
-upon receipt of a fingerprint report from 

NYSIIS, the police officer or agency must 
promptly transmit such report or a copy thereof 
to the district attorney of the coun,ty. 

CPL 390.10 
-directs tnat the court may not pronouncn sen­

tence in the event bf a conviction for any offense 
specified un<l~r CPL 160.10 until it has received 
a fingerprint \)-eport from NYSIIS. 

CPL 390.20 Il.,: 
-directs thJtt, '.f a felony con,vir.!tion, the court 

must order n, pre-sentence investigation of the 
defendant and may not: pr<mounce sentence 
until it has received a writ:ttm report of such 
investigation. "S 

-further directs that: if a misdemeanor convic­
tion, a pre-sentence report is not required but 
the court may not pronouncc~ any of the follow­
ing sentences unless it has ordered a pre-sent­
ence investigation of the defendant and has re­
ceived a written report there()f: 

-sentence -hf probation; 
-reforrt1atory or alternative local !leforma-

tory sentence; 
-&'entence of imprisonment for a term in ex­

cess of ninety days; 
-consecutive sentenc,e of imprisonment for 

terms aggregating more than ninety days. 

CPL 390.60 
-directs that, when a person is sent.enced to any 

of the terms of imprisonment mentioned in the 
misdemeanor section of CPL 390.20 or to an 
indeterminate sentence of imprisonment,' a 
~opy of all pre-sentence reports and memoranda 
be delivered to the person in charge a,t the cor­
rectional facility. 
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dfL 530.20 
~~irects that, when a defendant is charged with 

\:\ an offense or offenses of less than felony grade, 
'II the court must order recognizance or bail. 

J.further directs that no local criminal court may 
\!'orde~ recognizance or bail with respect to a d~­
fendant charged with a felony unless and until: 

-The district attorney has been heard or has 
waived his right to appear; and 

~The court has been furnished with a report 
of NYSnS concerning the defendant's crimi­
nal record, if any. 

II GLOSSARY 

1. ABB~;vIATED SUMMARY CASE 
HiSTO\lY . 

-a repor\!,indicating in a ~oncise mam~er ~~ aval!­
able infbrmation relating to the mdivldual s 
prior criminal justice experience. 

2. COMPB1<'!iENSIVE SUMMARY CASE 
HIS;l;ORY 

\1-~i1 detailed report chronicling all available infor­
I mation relating to the individual's prior criminal 

justice experience. 
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3. COURT OF SERVICE, 
-the court or courts which a probation agency 

serves. 

4.CPL 
-Criminal Procedure Law-see Appendix for 

definition. 

5. HIGH PRIORITY REPORT 
-a report transmitted to supervisory agencies (i:e. 

parole/probation) notifying them that an m­
dividual under their supl!,~rvision has re-entered 
the justice system via ,another event. 

6. NO RECORD RESPOl\~E 
-a report which indicates to the input agency that 

the current event represents the individuals ini­
tial contact with the system. 
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SPECIALIZED CONSIDERATION 

OF 
COURT AND PROSECUTION NEEDS 

by James R. Donovan 
Dlrector'of Systems Development 

Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice 

I. INTRODUCTION 
Maryland's special project in relation to SEARCH 

has, been to address problem areas existing in the 
functioning of Baltimore City criminal courts and the 
related activity of the Prosecutor's Office. It has been 
clear for some time, to those who care to observe 
closely the operations of the judicial system, that the 
probability of true justice, as related to both the vic­
tim and the offender was becomIng less likely, as an 
antiquated court and prosecution structure attempt­
ed to cope with a steadily increasing volume of cases. 

Fortunately, the aggressive posture and high level 
of interest of key court officials, the State's Attorney's 
office, and the Bar Association resulted in joint fund­
ing by the Governor's Commission and the Bar As­
sociation fOl: hiring a consulting firm to conduct a 
study of court problems. The firm selected was Court 
Management Systems, Inc., which is at this moment 
preparing a final draft of its report of the court man­
agement problem. I am, threfore, indebted to Mr. 
David Saari and his staff at Court Management Sys­
tems for much of the information being presented in 
this paper. ' 

An important point to be made at this juncture is 
that it was deemed very important by all concerned 
that the initial efforts to resolve court-related prob­
lems should be based not upon a simple assumption 
that computers would ··solve all problems" 'but that 
a truly compl'ehensive examination must be made of 
all aspects of the courts' operations-with the aim of 
developing recommendations capable of resolving 
problems in a systematic and practical fashion. This 
approach has resulted in a management study with 
tremendous implications, since the recommenda­
tions resultittg from the fi;rst phase of this problem­
solving approach are primarily aimed at resolving 
organizational, procedural, and legal problems. We 
are emphasizing this heavily since it is our consid­
ered opiilion that only through vigorous develop­
me?t of the »roper organizational base ,gan t~~tag­
germg court problems be resolved through the 
implementation of new systems for dealing wih those 
problems, including the use of 'computers. 

" ... We have never come to grips with ... 
court administration . . . We should make bold 
plans to see that our Courts are properly managed to 

(" ,{ 

do the job the public expects ... We must do ev­
erything that modern institutions these days do in 
order to keep up with growth and changes in the 
times." 1 ( 

"In this supermarket age weare, with few excep­
tions, operating OUr courts with cracker-barrel, cor­
ner-grocer methods and equipment, vintage 1900. 
Our population has increased from 76 mjllion in 1900 
to 204 mjllion at the present. Wars and social upheav­
al and the inventiveness of man have complicated 
our society. Changes s,!ld improvements in our 
courts are long overdue. . . . 

From 1940 to 1970, personal-injury cases multi­
plied five times. Petitions from state prisoners seek­
ing federal habeas corpus release increased from 89 
to over 12,000-140 times as many. Congress in­
creased the number of judges by 70 percent-while 
the total of all cases med in the federal courts nearly 
doubled .... 

The actual trial of a criminal case now takes twice 
as long as it did ten years ago, because of the closer 
scrutiny we now demand of confessions, identifica­
tion witnesses and evidence-a deliberate commit­
ment to values which are higher than pure efficiency 
when we're dealing with human liberty. 

It is elementary in the system of courts that the 
number of judges, prosecutors, bailiffs, clerks, court 
reporters and courtrooms has been based on the 
premise that apprOximately 90 percent of all the de­
fendants will plead guilty, leaving only 10 percent to 
be tried. But that premise may no longer be valid. 
Even $';.small percentage change in the rate of guilty 
pleas can have a tremendous impact on the courts. A 
reduction from 90 percent to 80 percent in guilty 
pleas, for example, requires the assignment of twice 
as many judges. A reduction to 70 percent trebles 
that demand. . .. . 

There is a widespread public complaint that the. 
present system of criminal justice does not deter 
criminal conduct. . . .If ever the law is to have a 
genuine deterrent effect on criminal conduct, we 
must make some changes. The simple and obvious 
remedy is to give the courts the manpower and the 
tools, including prosecutors and d~fense counsel, to 
try criminal cases within 60 days after indictment 
and then let us see what happens. I predict that this 
would sharply reduce the rate of crime. 

Some of what is wrong, however, is due to the 
failure to apply the techniques of modern business to 
the management of the purely mechanical. operation 
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of the courts-of modern record-keeping and sys­
tems-planning for handling the movement of c~ses. 
The management of busy courts calls for trained ad­
ministrator-managers. . . "2 

Although court management does differ from 
other kinds of management, it does nevertheless try 
to handle men, money, materials, and space. Just as 
all managers must plan, organize, delegate, super­
vise, coordinate and review, so must the courts work 
with budgets, personnel problems, space allocations, 
purchases, resea"ch functions and development. And 
they must make daily contacts with seniors, peers, 
and subordinates. . . The task placed upon the 
judge to manage courtroom personnel and court­
house personnel (probation workers, clerks of court, 
bankruptcy officers, and so on) requires tools appro­
priate to the task . . . How to organize or reorgan­
ize departments of the court, projecting program 
costs, establishing manpower training and develop­
ment programs, deciding upon computer processing 
ofinformation, preparing space utilization and build­
ing programs appropriate to a public agency, 
strengthening ties to budget and financial agencies 
outside the court, building sound relationships with 
a legislature and with executive departments-all of 
this departs rather substantially from the activities 
associated wih the judicial iidjudicative role carried 
out on the bench and in the judge's chambers. 3 

II. SOME RESULTS OF THE STATISTICAL 
ANALYSIS OF THE BALTIMORE 
CRIMINAL COURTS 
This analysis i~lies on published official statistics of 

law enforcement agencies and courts. Each agency 
keeps its own statistics for its own purposes, and the 
resulting inconsistencies make it difficult to view the 
criminal process comprehensively. . . 

It is important to explain the units counted by the 
various agencies. The Police Department's unit of 
count is the Arrest. An arrest involves one defendant 
only, but may involve a number of charges against 
that defendant . . . The Municipal Court employs 
the "case" as a unit. This Municipal Court case, not 
to be confused with the Criminal Court case, is one 
defendant and one specific charge against that de­
fendant . . . The Criminal Court employs a differ­
ent definition of "case". In the vocabulary of Crimi­
nal Court and State's Attorney's Office personnel, a 
Criminal Court case is a docket number . . . The 
principal determinant of criminal co~rt caseload is, 
of course, arrest activity. Arrest is virtually the sole 
route into Municipal Court for criminal cases. In 
1969, a citywide total of 54,991 arrested defendants 
were processed in the cil:..v's criminal courts ... Of 
the 54,991 total arrested defelldants, 21,431 (39%) 
were in the Non-Serious category, which includes 
arrests for such offenses as Begging, Vagrancy, Li­
cense Law ViolationsJ Park Rule Violation, Ticket 
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Scalping, and the like. The 45,167 arrested defend­
ants not transferred to Criminal Court went on to 
dismissals, trials, and other dispositions in the Munici­
pal Court . . . An estimated total of 9830 arrests 
(18%) resulted in transfer to the jurisdiction of 
Criminal Court; this includes felony defendants, mis­
demeanor defendants who pray a jury trial, defend­
ants who have a companion case pending within the 
jurisdiction of Criminal Court, and defendants as to 
whom the Municipal Court judge waives jurisdiction 
... It is generally believed that 95% or more of 

the felony preliminary hearings result in the defend­
ant's being held for the Grand Jury. It is impossible 
to confirm this belief from the Municipal Court re­
cords, because no distinction is made between a dis­
missal after preliminary hearing (for lack of probable 
cause) and a dismissal on the merits; both types are 
simply noted as ·jdismissed" ... The estimated \ 
9830 defendartts in 1969 who were transferred from \ 
Municipal Court to Criminal Court were almost 
without exception presented to the Grand Jury for 
indictment. Since early 1970, however, the State's 
Attorney has institllted a pre-presentment screening 
program, the purpose of which is to scrutinize the 
evidence against defendants and, where appropri­
ate, to reduce the charge and remand to Municipal 
Court, or to dispose of the case by nolle prosequi. It 
is too early at this point to judge the effectiveness of 
this new program . . . 9423 Criminal Court cases 
(docket numbers) were presented tothe Grand Jury, 
which dismissed 110 and returned 9313 indictments. 
. . . . The above Municipal Court and Criminal 

Court figures support a principal theme of the Re­
port: A significantly increasing number of cases are 
coming before criminal court which are not being 
resolved through the traditional means of trial and 
acquittal or conviction and criminal sanction,' there­
fore more attention must be paid to screening cases 
before they enter the formal adjudicatory process, 
and to diverting cases which prir11luily involve social 
or psychiatric problems by referring them to appro­
priate service agencles. . . . The Other Than Jury 
Trial figures are most representative, since jury trials 
constitute less than 5% of all dispositions. Thus, the 
average time from filing to disposition is currently 
about five months. For indictments, which constitute 
the bulk of the total, the five month figure does not 
include the time from entry into Criminal Court ju­
risdiction to actual issuance of the indictment, nor 
does it include the time from conviction (if any) to 
sentencing .... Based on a sample of 110 cases from 
the first five months' of 1970, there is an estimated 
average of 26 days from_entry intQ Criminal Court 
jurisdiction to issuance of indictment (17 days from 
entry to presentment and 9 days from presentment 
to issuance of indictment). This makes the average 
entry-to-disposition time for indictments about six 
months . .. the data showing that total Criminal 

Court l!roce,ssing time for indictments is presently 
averagIng SIX mon'ths or mr;>re support the recom­
mendations in the study concern~ng judicial review 
of case int~e, reducb'oll in use of formal arraign­
Iflent, and Improvement of Criminal Court calendar­
lDg procedures through the new Criminal Assign­
ment Office, Clearly, drastic changes are needed to 
reduce delay from an average of six months to a 
maximum of ninety days, which is the long term goal 
recommended in the Report ... The Criminal 
Court indictment backlog was on the order of 5816 
cases as of July 3, 1970. Six hundred seventy of the 
df!fendants involved in the 5816 cases were in nop­
trIable status, which means that for an indefinite 
period of time they were not involved in regular 
court processing. Further analysis can be done in the 
future using the benchmark data to determine how 
many non-triable defendants can be brought into 
court and have their cases disposed, and how many 
are for all practical purposes permanently removed 
from court processing. . . the evidence indicates a 
rapid growth in the backlog in the last two years and 
~herefore, .that the new Criminal Assignment Office 
IS faced WIth a deteriorating situation. Programs of 
innovation in calendar management should there­
fore be implemented. . . . 

A selection of some of the recommendations cur-
rently developing out of the Baltimore study include: 

Because the transfer of the calendar management function to 
Supreme Bench control hus focused the attention of all con­
cerned agencies on the basic understanding that the Criminal 
calend~r management system should form the basic ingredient 
of any mtegrated system of criminal jUstice for Baltimore City 
these CAO p~licies and procedures must be developed as th~ 
central essential features of such an integrated system. . . • 
GENERAL POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: 

!h.e Criminal Court of the Supreme Bench should adopt 
CrlmlI~al calendar management prinCiples which include the 
followmg elements: 
A. Jud~ci:u responsibility for initially reviewing, as appropriate 
the Crlmmal Court's acquiSition of jurisdiction whether by ap~ 
peal for a tri!ll de ~ovo. ?y remand from a higher App~llate 

I Court, ,by waiver of Juvemle court dispOSition, by independent 
~and JU~y presentment without a prior preliminary Commit­
hng Magistrate proceeding, or by the recommended increased 
use Of. the information with the defendant's consent. This 
screenmg process would be made by CAO under supervision of 
the Assignment Judge .•.. 
B. Judicial responsibility for controlling the progress of cases 
fro~ Sup.r~me Bench Criminal Court acquisition of jurisdiction 
to dispOSition. 
C. Establishment of court rule and enforcement of definitive 
lime standards governing the calendaring of each judidal proc­
ess by the CAO, with scheduled case setting withiri the time 
standard, of finite dates for the next process'scheduled or for 
,p~oceedings to determine such fixed dates, particularly in non­
triable cases. 
D. Use of pre-calendaring negotiations with interested parties 
fo~ se~ting dates within the time standard, publication and dis­
trlbuhon of calendars, and strict enforcement of $I restrictive 
co~ti~lUance policy by a single ASSignment Judge serving the 
Crlmmal, Court en banc for this purpose. 
F!- A caSe ~signment ~ys.tem which selectively assigns to par­
ticular Parts of the Cnmmal Court certain categories of cases 

and randomly assigns the large balance of cases to other Parts 
of ~he Co~rt, with compensatory adjustments, on a random 
baSIS, to adjust caseload imbalance between Parts to consolidate 
all cases involving the same defendants in the same Part . . .'. 
Anot~er recommendation is the development bf procedures 
for vigorous and continuou~ judicial surveill~lce L~rough the 
CAO of. all unexecuted capias and bench w/'irrants"lls well as 
~ther failur~s to take into custody material witnesses 01' eviden­
bary material. These procedures would employ listings deve­
loped from the automated active case or perpetual invl1ntory 
s~stem, to be produced on a regular basis by the CAO and 
ctilrc~lated to the Sheriff, the Police, and other appropriate par-

es. 

CONCLUSION 
,It seems obvious to me that those of us connected 

WIth the computer profession must pause and seri .. 
ollsly consider our posture in the problem area of the 
courts. It is simply too easy to go into the courts and 
to streamline and mechanize the existing proce­
~ure~. ~urrent trends, supported by crushing statis­
tics, .mdlCate that the present system simply cannot 
surVIVe and yet too often we find computer manufac­
turers, software firms, and federal, state, or munici­
pally employed systems personnel contributing little 
or nothin~ to the necessary reform of the entire sys­
tem. WhIle such an approach may result in more 
profit for the commercial firms and greater security 
or profit for the publicly employed, it is nevertheless 
a cop-out on the problem. Systematizing a no-good 
operation is a disservice and the perpetrators of such 
systems should be scorned by their peers. The true 
test of the computer systems professionals in this con­
test ~ill be to see whether or not we are capable of 
workmg hand-in-glove with the "court reformers" 
who are willing to put their necks on the line in face 
of deeply entrenched adversaries using non-systems 
whose only gain is some type of !!elf-profit through 
perpetuation of the old way, and to propose instead 
<,sweeping changes which will truly radic~ze th~ 
courts. We could hardly choose more dignified com­
pany than the true philosophers and practitioners of 
the "new law". (And I include the Burgers, the War­
rens, and others of similar stature who would decry 
our horse-and-buggy methods.) The tide is beginning 
t~ turn,. but. the inertia is very great and the turning 
of the tide IS much too slow. The question we have 
to co~e to grips with is-can we apply enough ener­
gy, mterest, and advanced techniques to truly 
change the system in time to prevent totlll disaster in 
our criminal justice system? 

REFERENCES 

1 Chief Justice Earl Warren: Speech to District of ColumbiuJudicial con­
ference, June 2, 1969. 
, • ChiefJustice Warren E. Burger: Speech to the American Bar Associa­

tion, August 10, 1970. 
.3 DaVid}. Saa~i: Law and Order Reconsidered: A stafTreport to the Na­

tional CommiSSion on the Causes and Prevention of Violen~e, October 
1969. " , 

~ Excerpts from preliminary report of the Baltimore Criminal Court Man­
agemellitStudy by Court Management Systems, Inc., November, 1970. 

211 

'--

I,' : 



!&!&. ; • It' 
:! II 

l 

/1 

f 

I o 

t 

a 

THE MARYLAND APPROACH TO DATA COLLECTION 
AND REDUCTION FOR PROJECT SEARCH 

by RICHARD L. HILTON, Sianior Systems Analyst 
Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 

and the Administration of Justice 

INTRODUCTION 
During the pre-testing stages of this project, it 

became apparent that the hardware and program 
requirements were going to be the simplest problem 
areaS to resolve. The most difficult was going to be 
the'data collection and reduction. It was this area 
that was one of the potentially highest costs per unit 
and required the most time for completion. It has 
been apparent in the past few years that techniques 
of data collection and reduction are still in the unit 
record age while computer technology is nearing the 
fourth generation. Within the criminal justice com­
munity we are presently cap~ble of applying only 
simplified versions of scientific investigation. Math­
ematical modeling and simulaJion is in its infancy 
here. (J 

We have the hardware and the theory, if we could 
find the way of collecting timely and accurate data 
at a reasonable cost. How do we jump from 18th 
Century data collection techniques into 20th Cen­
tury technology? We think of the punched card as a 
clever method providing a common linkage from the 
paper and pencil files into electronic files and the 
computer. There are many superior combinations of 
techniques available. Training for these techniques 
takes time and money. I feel this presentation offers 
one method of increasing the competence of the data 
collection and reduction process. It develops the in­
house expertise necessary for implementation of 
more advanced techniques. 

A superior technique currently available is the use 
of a terminal which allows a data collection clerk to 
communicate directly with the compu.ter. This 
brings data:' collection and reduction into the 20th 
Century. Such direct input is costly and many organi­
zations cannot dedicate the required funds. I feel 
there are two additional problems associated with 
this technique. 

The first is "worker acceptance" of having a "com­
puter" (terminal) in close proximity to his work situa­
tion. The computer is still widely resisted even after 
it has proven its worth. The training required to op­
erate a terminal is specialized and worker resistance 
is often realized-therefore, labor costs and time 
delays tend to increase. The second associated prob­
lem is one of mechanical design. The installation of 
a terminal tends to be fixed and they are not highly 
mobile. While it is costly and difficult to take the 

"., •. 11 

'"~ .'h " terminal to the work si~~,h,:';n, instant feedback in 
editing and file entry is Oilll ultimate goal. 

Most studies,\ designed to improve efficiencies in 
data processinr,; start with the data collected. Few 
consider the entire process from source document to 
computer file as a totally integrated process. Al­
though we did not re-design and implement data 
collection source documents, we have this under 
qonsideration (ticket books, accident forms, booking 
d&uments, transmittal forms, admission documents, 
i.e., a family of forms). Much of our team training 
involved teaching how to identify errors in the many 
original source documents used to create :;t compos­
ite criminal history presentation. This treatise also 
encompasses an integrated approach of training 
from source document to computer file. This train­
ing should be invaluable when'aUempting to bridge 
the current techniques to an on-line system. 

FOItMS DESIGN 
Pre-testing indicated that one area that would 

cause us the greatest difficulty in collection, but not 
conversion, would be the data collection form. It 
must have all the necessary SEARCH elements. It 
should also provide a point by point check list so that 
missing or incomplete data would be obyious. 

Most people in the computer field have little dif­
ficulty in filling out computer oriented and symbolic 
forms, It is within their nature and training to think 
symboUcally, This is one prime source of frustration 
to the general clerk. Resistance to the form and frus­
tratior,~ in generaliS quite common when the data 
collection clerk is forced to PRINT IN BLOCK 
FORM WITHIN THE BOXES PROVIDED (a l,4 x l,4 n 

inch box is common). The first exhibit in this section 
is an example of this FILL-IN-THE-BOXES ap­
proach. We did not use this form because it was un­
necessarily complex. Why force variation in penman­
ship into little boxes when it is tradition alone that 
dictates this design? The continuity in layout and 
thus the ability to complete this form was difficult. 
Once past the training stage these ~ittle boxes are 
actually of little use in the collection technique­
they indicate a space parameter. The same is true in 
the data reduction stage, so why have them at all? 
Space requirements can be stated in other ways as 
shown in the second exhibit. 

The second exhibit in this section is our data collec­
tion sheet. (The original size is 8th x 14 so this form 
is "short".) This may be considered a "free form" 
when compared with the traditional "box" type. An 
area is designated as a collection point on the forin 
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(rather than "boxes") by brackets [ ]. A savings in 
time and an increase in speed was realized by having 
the most frequently used terms embedded within 
the form. An example of this technique is item: 

8. Complexion Light 
Medium The appropriate choice 
Dark (was circled. 

ARREST: ....... " .................... . 
(1) AGENCY (3A/N)[ ___ ]BPD, MSP 

In this entry, the clerk w,as allowed these options: 
(a) if the :arresting agency w',as Baltimore City Police 
Department or Maryland St~te Police (which togeth­
er account for more than 90% of Maryland arrests) 
he merely circled BPD or MSP, as appropriate. (b) if 
some other agency made the 'arrest, a 3-digit code 
was ente:red. The field size was designated by placing 
t~e size within parenthesis following the field name: 

Name (30A)[ ) 
Last First Middle 

It is D.'lY contention, and that of the firm involved 
in the dlata reduction, that this style of form greatly 
reduces both the collection and reduction of data. 
The third exhibit in this section is a letter from the 
data reduction firm, SDA Corporation, referring to 
the design of this form (second page, first paragraph). 
The cost savings is obvious from the comparisons 
below of actual bid and invoices. 

In-house Estimate ............................ :........... $4,500 
Bid-Contractor .......................................... 4,300 
Actual Cost ......................... "....................... 3,343 

Savings Contributed to Forms Design.... $957 

DATA REDUCTION 
The forms design and the dilta reduction tech­

nique are closely related. The 80 column key­
punched card is still a basic data reduction vehicle. 
There are many individuals within the computer 
COmD(lunity that have yet to cast off this 80 position 
limiting factor. They are still grouping data elements 
and designing files and forms for the punched card. 
Our pasic (not expanded) file design would have re­
quir(~d a minimum of 15 cards with approximately 
50% of the cards void of data. A program drum card 
could fiot be used and so the spacing would have to 
be advanced by using the space bar. Another card 
consideration would have required us to develop a 
COdE) scheme for each field so that the data could be 
properly assembled. Both approaches contained too 
much waste in key stroking, unnecessary coding and 
thu~, the conversion cost would be excessive. Key­
taping was similarly analyz~d and rejected for basi­
cally the Same two reasons, wasted time/key strokes 
and' cost. I feel that the ultimate in a reduction tech­
nique is the ON-LINE systelll. The in~tant audit and 
cor;rective ability makes this technique most desira­
bId One of our unstated goals in SEARCH was to 
iml>rove our in-State capabilities. We gained the 
ne(!essary training and expertise to provide a smooth 
transition into an ON-LINE system. 

'I 
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One problem of going directly to the ON-LINE 

system from a paper and pencil system is that the 
concepts of coding and data elements and field sizes 
are difficult for the layman to grasp. A good vehicle 
for learning these concepts is the use of the (OCR) 
Optical Character Recognition technique. 

OCR Summary 
A 10 pitch typewriter is used to type special characters that 

can be read by a machine. This optical character reading ma­
chine performs some low level editing and places the data on 
a computer tape. The types of equipment used in this applica­
tion were: IBM Selectric Typewriters with the OCR front, and 
a Control Data Corporation 915 Page Reader. 

The concept of "coding" and "fields" is naturally 
embodied within the typing procedure. The first ex­
hibit in this segnlent is an example of the OCR type 
input sheet. The FBI Number and Name have been 
removed from these case histories. 

Flexibility is a primary asset of the OCR technique. 
A. A typewriter c;m easily be farried to the data collection site. 
B. Because the page reading machine can be programmed in­

ternally, variable content and length records are easily avail­
able. 

C. Any typist can learn to OCR-type, thus creating a back-up 
capability on relatively short notice. 

D .. The typewriter can be used for regular typing unless a dedi­
cated machine is used. 

E. The cost of a typewriter is far less than a Keypunch or a 
Key tape. 

An outside contractor was used for 99% of our 
typing. Even so, the cost savings are dramatic. A 
letter of review from the OCR service bureau, SDA 
Corporation, is an exhibit in the Forms Design 
module of this paper. This evaluation is extracted for 
brevity and presented here indicating the merits of 
this technique. 

"In your project the amount of data for each Case was large 
and completely variable in both the size of individual data 
elements, as well as the number of data eletnents within re­
cords. Becaus~ of this variability the keypunch method would 
have required numerous individual cards for each Case to cap­
ture all of the data. In addition~ it would have been complex 
keyboarding to either cards or tape, because of the absence of 
much of the data within records for a single Case. Using OCR 
techniques, we were able to overcome these problems. 

By your decision to use OCR techniqur.s, we feel you re­
ceived accurate data, in a suitable format and media at a signifi. 
cantly lower cost than available if other methods were used. It 
is our estimate that the cost of data preparation for this project 
using keypunching would have been about 65% more than our' . 
costs using OCR." 
Estimated Keypunching 

In-House Estimate ........ $9,000 to $12,000. 
Bid ........................................ 7,100 to 11,000. 

OCR 
In-House Estimate .... " ...................... $4,500. 
Bid .......................................................... 4,300. 
Actual ".""""""".""."."" ... "."" ... , ........ 3,343. 
Low Range Estimate for 

Cplllparison Keypunching ............ $7,50{). 
Actual OCR Cost .................. " ............ 3,343. 
Estimated Low Range Savings ..... ". $4,157. 

55.4% Savings, 

r 

" « 



..... 

r 

'I 

1 
II 
'I 
II 
I' ,I 
\i 

r 

'\ 

I 
It 
]! 
:1 

'~ 

~ 

AGENCY _________ _ 
FILE 
FILE 

NAME * 
FBI # * 
SEX * 
MARKS & SCARS 
1~~~-4-+-+~~_1 
2~~~~-+-+~~_1 

3~~~-4-+-+~~~ 
4~~~~-+~-~~~ 

5~~~~~~~~~ 

ARREST DATE 
AGENCY 

TRIAL DATE 
eQUal 

E 

JUDGE 
SENTENCE OAT 

YM Ie 

ATE CORRECTION 0 
INSTlTU 

PAR & PROB 0 
TION 
ATE 

, PARL 

0 

PROS 
I...-

!.' 

PRIOR ACTIONS & "DATE OF LAST PRIOR ACTION 

NUMBERS 
MISC 
SOC SEC 
OPER LIe 
AGENCY 

BIRTHPLACE 

CHARGE 
DISPOS 
OUTCOME 
outCOME 
OUTCOME 
TYPE 
LENGTH 
OUTCOME 
OUTCOME 
STATUS 
STATUS 

SHEET __ OF __ _ 

I I .l!,FMS 

1 I I I 

\r1 ITI 
I I I 

CO~E LITERAL OR REFERENC~ 
f 

~lP ;.' 

{ 
I-

,:'1 

; /. 

Ii: 

\ I 

COMM~MENTS NO. r 
\ 

PRIOR ARRESTS NO. I I I SENTENCES NO Il 
DATE-b.P. _ _ _ I I I I DATE L.P. l.--L--.J.l-.L--.L.-...L..-....l1 DATE L.1?,. I I I 

. ": 

o 



... .,.,., 

'." " 
:P 

216 

1. FBIII (8A/rJ) C. 

2. Name (3GA) 
'------L-as-t ------- First 

FORMS DESIGN 

EXHIBIT II 
--] 

!-fiddle 

J. Race: .Llhite 
American 
Indian Chinese .-[apanese "O~her 

.- D 

4. Hei~:ht (3H) ,_--,J=ft. [_,_..::]in. C. 5. lJeight (3.:!) t ____ J Ibs. 

6. Date of Birth (61:1) L _____ J 7. Place of Birth (2A) C ____ . ____ .1 
:rP. Dy. Yr. State/Countl.~Y 

a. Complexion. bight 
~1edium 

Da+'K; 

9. nair: :3:: Black 'n!' Br()~'Tfl 
B~! Blondc/Sta1r!berry ED ~ed/: .. u 
HH tn~ite' Sandy' 
00 Bald/Hairless GY ';rey 

XX Vnknowl 
10. Soc. Sec. ~!o. (9h) L __ _ ] 11. lHsc. 1:0. (15.n L ____ . ____ l 

• .t5l':COUlITEl:l tIO§. 

AiillLCi.': Date (6ii) [ ,.'<-__ ...... ] .~GEI:IC'i In {I (7A/ i:) (.~ ____ _ 
-tIM----W ... J, -

(1) AGE~:CY (3A1N) r. _____ J I3PD, 1~~? 

(2) CHA.:1.GE (3.2AH_ -1 

(a) OUTCO:1Z (3,2A) c._ _ __ ._1 !oo?: 

(4) i:1Ad-.;; USED (loA) t,, ______ , __ 1 

T!{lAL. DA'i'!:: (6.0 [ ___ ..."..".-) 
-- "SEiiTI:i'lCEJ -li:::- -'J)1) ~ ... 
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" (1) COURi.· (3.) L _______ . __ . ..l Bee 

(2) CHt~tGLS(3~2t_) [ . ___ . __ ._. ____ 1 

(3) cu:cmm (3
1
2.\) l _______ , __ .. ___ ) .9_o~lvict 
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E~Oj DATI!(G:n C-::m-'~--"'.t"Y'] 
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! 

i 

I 
: . 

I 
1 

FBI II (BU) 

ENCOm~TEn 1/ THO .all 
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c' 
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(4) JUDGE (15A) [, __ _ 
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July 29, 1970 

Mr. Rick Hilton 
Executive Department 

OIDD 
CORPORATION 
6425 LANDOVER ROAD 

CHEVERLY, MARYLAND 20785 
301/772·6400 

Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice 

Suite 302, Executive Plaza One 
Cockeysville, Mal~yland 21030 

Dear Mr. Hilton: 

FORMS DESIGN 

EXHIBIT III 

Now that we have completed the conversion of the law enforce­
ment data for your commi,'ssion I would like to pass on our views 
and evaluation of that p~rtion of the project in which We were 
involved. \ 

c:::-

As you know, SDA is dedic4ted to the use of OCR techniques for 
preparing data for computer input. We have demonstrated on 
numerous projects that OCR is generally~moreaconomica1 and 
accurate than other input methods, i.e., Keypunching '(j'r Key­
taping. In some applications the advantages of OCR are more~ 
significant than others. Your project fell in this latter 
c'll s e • 

In your project the amount of data for each Case was large 
and completely variable in both the size of individual data 
elements as well as the number of data elements within records. 
Because of this variability the keypunch method would have 
required numerous individual cards for each Case to capture 
all of the data. In addition, it would have been complex 
keyboay'ding to either cards or tape, because of the absence 
of much of the data within records foro-"a sing!le Case. Using 
OCR techniques we were able to overcome these problems. 

By your decision to use OCR techniques we feel you received 
accurate data, in a suitable format and media at a significantly 
lower cost than available if other methods were used.~ It is 
our estimate that the cost of data preparation for this pro­
ject using keypunching woUld have been about 65% more' 'than our 
costs using OCR. 

'!he Washillgton Area ~ First Independent OCR. Service Bureall: Source Data AI/tomatioll _ DP Ma'lagem~t l?r Systems CO"SUltillg 

CDC 91 S Time Rental. Opt(r:al Cl,aracter R,icognitioll Specialists .. Training ;n Opti~al Scanning 

f 

i , ' 

o 

Page 2 

mIDD 
CORPORATION 
6425 LANDOVER ROAD 

CHEVERLY, MARYLAND 20785 
301/772-6400 

,'i 

One as pect of your project wh i ch made the converG'~\on eas i er 
and less costly w~5",the excellent form used in collecting 
the data and from which we extracted information to place 
on magnetic tape. The form was logical in format, used 
self coding techniques where feasible, and was designed 
to permit maximum conversion speed with minimum error. The 
deSigner of this form o~viously understands the problems of 
collecting source data and shouid be complemented the ex-
cel1ant form. ~ 

We at SDA appreciated the opportunity to participate in your 
project. We hope our work was satisfactory and that we have 
an opportunity to participate in any futUre pr~jects of this 
nature. " 

Sincerely, 

~J#,,~~)( 
Cecil A. Myatif(j-r. (,' 
Vi ce Pres i den't" '\ 

,~ 

CAM:jd = 

(., 

The Washi,'gton Jlrea ~ Fi~~t Independent OCR Servi~e Bureau; SOI/rce Data A utornation • DP MatllJgernent & Systems Consulting 

CDC 915 Time Rental. Optical Character Recognition Specialists .1'raining in Optical Scanning 
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Group Dynslmics 
While we felt that the non-traditional data collec­

tion form would successfully increase speed and ac­
curacy, we also found it unrealistic to think we would 
receive 1,500 man-hours of free in-State keypunch­
ing for data reduction. The OCR technique resolved 
the latter situation at a lower cost than the in-State 
bid for the keypunching service. We were now ready 
to extract the criminal history data from source docu­
ments. An experimental situation was established. 
We decided to create data collection teams com­
prised of persons not employed in the criminal jus­
tice system for these reasons: 

1. The current staff in the various areas of the CJS would come 
pre-di~posed as to what would be important an,j:l what should 
receive emphasis. It is natural for people to be most con­
cerned with their area of work. They would have two bosses: 
their "regular" job and this '~te!llpOrary" job. It was hope(.\. 
that an impartial data collectio,~ team with a single goai 
would increase the validity of the data. 

2. Specialized training would be ru:l absolute necessity due to 
the complexity and multi-faceted operations required to cre­
ate a composite criminal history. Learning to correct the 
errors in source documents thNugh cross-checking was of 
paramount importance. 

3. Higher quality control could b~1 realized because our staff 
would have total control over alii personnel. 

4. Generally, the cost would be lower by hiring new short-time 
personnel than using criminal jllstice staff that had estab­
lished longevity, would require overtime pay, r.nd would 
work at the end of a regular shift. , 

5. The teams would be more mobile because this would be 
stipulated as a condition of employment. They would move 
from one collection site to another and have no home base. 

It became apparent that if we were to meet the 
d,eadline, a dramatic and effective training approach 
was needed. I successfully used this approach in 
group management in the past. Here is a summary 
of the background to this techruque:. 

Tn the 1,ate 1930';;, there was a growing movement 
to \~btain a higher level of production from ;ndividual 
workers. Management felt that as a result of unioni­
zation, many of management's prerogatives had 
been lost. Many of the earlier studies were aimed at 
understanding the composition of the workers and 
how to extract this higher level of production. Prior 
to this movement, the traditional' management ap-

e prdoach of dicdtaMtmg allc~nditi0l.ns lanbd &bsolutestand
f
-

ar s was use. anagement s ow y eCaJ!le aware 0 
the fact that higher 1evels of production could be 
realized while many other associated cost factors 
such as turnover rate and absenteeism could bere­
duced by applying ,~elected theories and prinCiples 
generated by human research indiviguals in the busi­
ness community. Some of the principles developed 
by indiv~duals such as Maslow, Argyus~ Hawthorne, 
Kahn, Brayfield, Crockett, McGregor and Hersh­
burg, are studied as classical techniques in the 
human problems associat~<lwith personnel manage­
ment and motivation. Their first level of research 
was to take certain principles from the psychological 
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and sociological world and apply them to the work 
environment. These were the conditions they 
thought would be conducive to higher production. 
Some researchers started at a ver.v',]asic level and 
made the \f!lrkers feel Stlcure by' having a dean, 
warm, and well-lighted work place. The focus here 
seems to be one of manipulating the individual in his 
environment and how the individual perceives his 
environment to increase productivity. This ma­
nipulative phenomenon is clearly and simply sta:teq 
by Douglas McGregor's "X Theory" in his book The 
Human Side of Enterprise. 

TheXT~eory 

1. The average human being has an inherent dislike of work 
and will avoid it if he can. 

2. Because of the human charactedstic of dislike of work, most 
people mU,st be coerced, controlled, directed, and threat­
ened with punishment to get them to put forth adequate 
effort toward the achievement of organizational objectives. 

3. The average h\,l.ffilln being prefers to be directed, wil!hes to 
avoid responsibility, has relatively little ambition, wants 

, security above all. 

As you can see, this theory makes the assumption 
that there is a great mediocrity of the masses, that 
the individual must be coerced into working and that 
he has very little personal integrity. 

It is my contentio~, that you will find many "X 
Theory" managers in practice today. McGregor's "Y 
Theory" states the opposite extrewe. 

The YTheory 
1. The expenditure of physical and mental effort in work is as 

natural as play or rest. 
2. External control and the threat of punishment are not the 

only means to bring about an effort toward organizational 
objectives. Man will exerCise self-direction and self-control in 

, " the service of objectives to which he is committed. 
3. Commitment to objectives is a function of the awards as­

sociated with their achievement. 
4. The average human being lea~ns, under proper conditions, 

not only to accept, but to seek responsibility. 
5. The capacity to exercise a relative degree of imagination, 

ingenuity, and creativity in solution of organizational prob­
lems is widely, not narrowly, distributed in the population. 

6. Under the conditions of modern industrial life, the intellectu­
al potential of the average human being is only partially 
utilized. 

There have been many successful ext~nsions and 
applications of the "Y Theory". Tannenbaum and 
Hershbur,g are leaders in the theory of Participative 
Management. This theory states that middle and 
lower ml\lnagement can participate successfully in", 
the' decisil~n-making process." 

On pre\~ious occasions, I successfully hyper-ex­
tended these theories to the worker level. The many 

, participants in Project SEARCH .. (Federal, State, 
Business) are excellent examples that th~ individual 
is self-motivating and W111 exercise a hig~ d,egree of 
creativity and does not have to be coerc~d. tn apply­
ing the Participll~re Management theory combined 
with "Theory Y", I tried to avoid Jhe, p4enojnena 
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discusse~~nenbaum. He states that when the 
superior subordinate relationship exists and the 
subordinate is a participant in the management deci­
sion-making process, the superior maintains primary 
control and very little participation takes place. The 
two basic methods applied here are: 

1. Strip away the physical barriers so obviou~ and cherished by 
managers such as jacket and tie, and avoidance of rapping 
with workers. Many 'such traditions are physically obvious 
and others are non-verbal and subtle. 

2. Involve the workers in ALL aspects of decision-making. This 
includes all work conditions such as hours of work, coffee 
breaks, duties, comprehensive time, work standards, pay 
scale, and even budget requirements and political aspects. 

This experiment was run in traditional fashion 
with a control group to measure the effect. The team 
members were from as wide, a population base as 
conveni!~ntly pm;1>ible. They ranged in age from 17 to 
60 yearS, male and female, black \Uld white, from 
ghetto dweller to a curious upper-middle class, 60 
year old woman, who had never held i'job. The con­
trol group leader did not know that this experiment 
was being conducted. He established a superior I 
subordinate or teacher / pupil relationship! always 
wore a white shirt, tie, and jacketand conducted all 
training sessions in lecture form.Work was gi:V'en to 
him to be verified. The work conditions were dictat-
ed in total. " 

I feel that as a result of this approach, the workerS 
could not be highly motivated and became depend­
ent upon the manager for all areas of decision-mak­
ing. As a result, the production of this control group 
was quite slow to rise, and was dependent upon the 
ability of the managei'to review the work. The e,rror 
rate without this review was quite high when com­
pared with the "Y" groups. 

There were two philosophical goals we sought for 
the "y Theory:: teams: group cohesiveness and group 
independence. By having a strong cohesive team the 
standards and decisions generated. "by that team 
would be enforced by the team. It was intended that 
the teams would have a voice in managemerit deci­
sions equal to or greater than that of the manager. To 
obtain thes~ goals; the following procedures were 
followed: 

1. Even though aj!1cket and tie,Was "required" of the m/lnagerj' 
it was removed upon entering the work area exuepf when 
guests weJ.:e e~ec~ed. 

2. The lecture procedpre was used only in the initial ~tages for 
~ ilresen~ation of the background of the project and to 
familiarize the teams ·with the source documents. There 
were less than 10 hours of lecture per team. 

':i,~., The manager did not stand in front of the group, evr,n for the 
V,l lecture pr9t:C!!ss, but sat at (or on) the work tables with the 

• , team members. ., 
4. \'lhen an individual could not resolve a particular problem, ' 

~e was encouraged to direct the que~~on to team members, 
" nat ,the manager. Only if the team 'could not resolve the 
, problem was the manager called in as a mediator to help 

solve the prob\e!1l. " 
5. Training/Rap sessions ran approximately an hour each day 

(! :' 
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throughout 'the lifeofthe project. On the surface this may 
seem excessive, but the content of these sessions increased 
the skill level of the teams. We talked not only about the 
probiems of creating a composite criminal history, but also 
about Maryland criminal law and various management deci­
sions. It was at these rap sessions that Participative Manage­
ment dflcisions were made, such as hours worked (start and 
stop tiIlle), if a break would be taken and how, (as a group, 
individually, 5,10, or 15 minutes), and production standards. 

6. A status report was made to the teams every second day. This 
report included such items as: total funds expended in the 
various functional areas of programming, data collection and 
reduction, total records captured to date and erroi1'ates. 

7. The manager ran errands. He would flip a coin with team 
leaders to see who would go to get cokes or escort the females 
through the security areas in the institutions. 

8. Tardiness would be accepted up to a point, but not compen­
sated. 

I should issue a warning that the participating 
management group realized who they were and 
what role they were playing in the entire experi-

(; 

mthent. .Intoh~hert wdords, ethvetrything wbasbrlevehaled to ,',:, 
em 10 ~~ S U y, so a you pro a y ave an ~ 

over-run in production and interest) and therefore, 
the final production might be inflated. 

I feel that in our on-going system a team approach 
in data collection and data reduction will be used. 
The Participative Managen:;.ent"'approach will be uti­
lized, especially if management is willing to take the 
advice of the team members. By and large, the 

"groups made most decisions. This involved a con­
scious ,choice between several alternatives and since 
the alternatives and consequences of each alterna­
tive were fully understood and developed by the 
group, they accepted their decision. Some of the ad~ 
vantages which resulted.frorn this deep partiCipation 
in management decisions were as follows: 

1. The expected rates of data c(>llection {15-20 per person per 
day) was almost tripled. 

2. Half the expected error rate of 3-4% was realized. 
3. The persormel turn-over rate was practically non-existent. 
4. Absenteei$ll\ was slight. 
5. There w~re no grievances. 
6. 1n the area of readiness-~o-accept-a-change, the group itself 

genf,\rated. most of the Jimovations, guide8 by suggestions 
ftlf'll the group le\l~er<:i ' 

7. Th'tire was very lit~1~eo~~rSeeing-type management required, 
due to the fact that to group ~!ls self-activating and essen-
tially ~elf-m(\nagin ., " , v 

Random check~g revealed that tWs type of learn­
ing technique resulted in an enhanced pride of work· 
manship and an extremely low error rate. Out o( 
151.5 data elements collected per ind~yidual crimi­
nal history" we could expect one 01' two errors. The 
exhibit in this section shows the dramatic contrast in to 

these two management techniques . 

Pay Ba~,k ,,'f, 

Throughout the experimenting in the three areas 
"of Forms Design, Data Reduction via OCR and 
Group Dynamics, one question really should be 

t 
" 

\I 

asked over and over again. The question is: A~e the 
results. of these experiments applicable to any future 
use? Smce I was deeply involved in the entire con­
verSlOn technique, it is my feeling that the lessons 
learned are 'directly applicable to any data gathering 
process that could go on within the State. The team 
concept with Participative Management was highly 
successful. The exhibit in this section iadicates the 
degree of effectivene3s of the Maryland approach to 
data collection a~d reduction for Project SEARCH. 
Th: OCR reduction technique has been applied in 
~anous organizations within the State at the current 
~me. It has been their experience that. it has resulted 
m at least an equal data validity at a lower cost. I can 
see data collection and reduction teams serving 
many police departments, thus unburdening them 
from one of the traditional complaints, that of too 
much paper work. 

() 

In reviewi~g th~ unit cost of our conversion, you 
should keep 10 m10d that this is a combination of 
three studies run simultaneously. 

It .is my feeling that anyone of these techniques 
apJ?hed separately, would result in higher produc­
tiVIty at a lower cost. 

TOTAL COST TO CONVERT 11,400 CRIMINAL 
HISTORIES FROM PAPER FILES TO MAGNETIC 
TAPE ................................................................................... $25,292. 

UNIT COST 
DATA COllECTION TEAMS ........... "......... $1456 
DATA REDUCTION .................................... '293 

OCR TYPING • 
OCR READING 

SPA STAFF.................................................. .320 
OVERHEAD, PAPER STOCK, 

SECRETARY, MISCELLANEOUS .............. .149 

$2.22 PER 
RECORD 

223 



44_ 

'e', 

'" t::...;, 

If 

~ 

,-1/ 

,';) 

,\.......1...,\ 

' .. " l 

, 
, 

'\ 

0 

c-

I' 
~, 

r 

e;. 

" 

0 B 

? 

0 
(j. 

I~'( 

0 

0", 

~. 

',: 

/.';. 

I 
~ 
i 

J ,; 
Ii 

~ 50 
l~ 
~ 
Ii 
~ .. 
~i 
Ii ;: 
~ 

::" ti 
t 
~ 
f: 

40 

H 
I~ 
t: 

'.' " r ,: 
I; 
ii 
~ 
~ 
i' 
~, 
>\ 
~j R 
''II 
~l E t· ,I 

C II 

30 

II 0 
~: 
~; R 
1'1 
~ D 
II S n 
~ 
l 

20 
, 
~ 

v) 

~ 

f 
I) 
\ 
~ 

\ o 

~ .' 0 

, ,/I 

G) 

0 « 

Participative Management 

Superior/§~~~re 

n: 
,- I' 

;,t) 

() !' 

{I 

AVERAGf: ImCORDS 

I CAPTURED PER DAY 

• 
7 8 9 10 

\-------------~--I~--------,.r-------------.,~----------,.,~----------~~------------r-~----------r_------------~------------_r--------------~ 
01234 5 6 

WEEKs 

() 

" x, 
" 

.~ , .' " . ..r .. 

@ 

Q, , 
"0 

, 
10 0 

. J 
.. 0 ," 

" 

" 
.,. 

:"',ll(> 

" 
r. 

0 \»' 

o 

e 
H 
b;! 
H 
H·. 

e 
fii 

j 

I 
l 

I 
fi 
1 
i 

I 
i 

I 
! 

J 
(j) 

~ 
~ 

I 
I 
~'" 
f' 

I 
n 
CIl 

't. .... "-, ... ~-

o 

., 

o 

'" II u 

~ " 

'I' 



-

" c ' 

, ~ 1/ 

t 
:1 

i ,i 

i 
I, 
" 

II 
t " 

*:, 
~. ,; 

~;; 
" fJ"'-

,. "J • 

SESSION III 

)' 
FUTURE PROSPECTS 

"SESSION CHAIRMAN: 

Hv.gh W. McLeland 
Director of Planning Coordination 

and qrant Admin.istration 
Texas Criminal Justice 'Council 

" Ii' 

<OJ II' 

e:-
0 (/) 

(I 

',:; 

1 

" > 

() 

EVALUATION-CRIMINAL HISTORY EXCHANGE SYSTEM 

by Robert L. Marx, V'c.Presldent 
Public Systems Incorporated 

(J, 

The Technical Evaluation Team is one o(several 
,.committees established by the Project Group of Pro­
ject SEARCH in order to carry out the technical tasks 
of "the project. Members of the Technical Evaluation 
Team represent each ot the ten states wllich were 
active in the conversion of records or which par­
ticipated in the on-line demo~stration directly. In 
addition, the 'team'has representation fronlt the pro­
ject coordination'staff, the Law Enforcement Assist­
ance Administration, and the FBI. 

The TechnicIU Evaluation Team was charged by 
tre Project Group with! the responsibility of looking 
at all aspects of the system concept and the experi-

b ence gained during the dern1?nstration. The team is 
to identify problem areas, aiid provide the Project 
Group ,with concrete recoIDmendations for changes 
in record, contents, conAguration, and system proce­
dures. 

There is another evaluation of SEARCH being con­
ducted at the present time. This second evaluation, 
being conducted for LEAA through the California 
Crime "Technological Research Foundation, is in­
tended to provide a different "outsider" point of 
view on the operations of Project SEARCH during 
the initial demonstration. 

The Technical Evaluation Team met for the Arst 
time during September, immediately following the 
scheduled demonstration. The development of spe­

", cificevaluation goals and collection of data necessary 
, to support the ar,;alytical evaluation effort has been 

completed. The fiDal"teport of the team, containing 
the evaluation and recommendations for changes in 
system d~sign and procedures will be presented to 
the Project Group during Degember 1970. 

1 would like" to discuss with' you the major areas 
being addressed by the Technical Evaluation Team, 
and give you some idea o( the way we have ap-
proached these problem areas. { 

The Arst such area I would like:'to discuss concerns 
the coding structure used for recording offenses and 
dispositions, both in the central. indexcrlminal pro­
file, and in the mOJ;'e detailed crimina! history state­
ments ,contained in the ,state records. , 

Thoseaf you 'who are familiar with the ,,form and 
GonteJ:}ts of SEA~¥ reco~ds will recall that the cen· 
"tral index,. the!'natl;onal directory to the system, con­
tains two bas~ tYPes of inforD.ll:!otioJ:} concernmg an 
oft:ender (Exhibjt l).,Firstt identification in{prmation, 
siriUlar t? tp~co~tained on ~he "~ead~r~' of\mQst:rap ,;, 
sheets;,1S,,~c:tud~'I,These IdentiAeatjon ele)Oen!s, 

such as name, race, sex, and so forth are relatively 
standard. Although,~ome problems were encoun­
tered in obtaining pompatibility with present state:!! 
identiAcation codes, for'the most part the identifica­
tion section was found to be satisfactory in form for 
all the participants. 

The second type of information available from the 
central index record is a criminal proAI~. Ther,rimi­
naLproAle was intended to be a very bfief summary 
of the criminal history of an offender, in sufficient 
detail to answer most of the questions to be expected 
during' the pre .. arrest pOJ;'tion of the criminal justice 
process. That is, for ,Aeldinvestigation, detective 
work, establishing probable: cause, or n!lrrowing. irl­
vestigative leads, it was felt that a brief statement 
indicating that a given pefson had arrests and/or 
convictions with~ relatively broad categories of of­
fense types would be satisfactory. In provicqpg for 
this criminal proAle capability at the central index, 
the offense coding structure used was taken from 
Draft 7 of the NCIC Uniform Offense ClassUlcation 
Guide. In this offense classiAcation scheme, there are 
41 major crime categories in the central index re­
cord. An offender was allowed to "claim" up to 
twelve of these crime categories, and the number of 
arrests and number of convictions in each such cate- ' 
gory claimed would be provided as part of the cen­
tral index response to an inquiry. 

In our evaluation 'we are trying to determine 
whether twelve categories are sufficient to allow an 
adequate criminal proAle, to what extent various 
categoriescwere used, and what difficulties were en­
countered in Atting ind,ividual offenders to the cod­
ing structure, 

In this chart (Exhibit 2) we see the extent to which 
offenders "claimed" offense categories in the 68,000 
records we analyzed' 'in the central index. You will 
notice ~at the majority of the offenders, as one 
might eXpect, have one or two categories. That is, 
offeQ.ders tend to specialize just' like everyone else. 
Further. it would seem that allowing for twelve of­
fense categories is ample, since over 98% of offend· 
ers in the index load could be handled with only 
eight categories., 

As I mentioned a moment ago, the coding struc· 
, ture provided,.for 41 categC)ries of crime. Next, we 

D would like to look at ,the extent to which each of 
these available categories was used in the index load. 
The 68,000 records entered into the index contained 
a total of 204,000 category entries. A relatively small 
nwnber of the 41 possibilities account for most of the 
entries.'-as=we"See on this chart, (Exhibit 3) 55% of all 
such eptriesinvolve only seven of the pos:dble 

I" , .. JI 

() -

227 

K 

t 
I' 

I 
! 

I 
,1 

, 

p ,0 

, 

I 
I 



categories. On the next chart (Exhibit 4) we see what 
these high popularity crime categories are. As you 
might expect, they include traffic, burglary and 
larceny, traffic offenses, and dangerous drugs. 

When we consider the offense coding structure 
used in the state files, another sort of problem 
emerges. As you know, entries in the computerized 
criminal history HIes at the state level also use an 
offense coding scheme based on the NCIC Draft 7. 
In this case, however, SEARCH has used the full four 
digit category descriptor, in which each of the major 
categories is broken down into s~veral sub-catego­
ries. The problem that was encountered in data con­
version is one of matching up these offense catego­
ries with the information presently available on 
fingerprint cards, the basic source document for re·· 
cord conversion. At the time of arrest a person is 
charged with violation of a given state penal code, 
which can usually be converted into one of the high­
er order categories, but often cannot be converted 
into the full four digit offense cocJ.e provided for in 
the SEARCH Operating Manual. For example, we 
see in the next chart (Exhibit 5) the experience in 
converting 70,000 records, in which 35% of the poss­
ible offense codes were not used at all. Providing an 
offense coding structure much more elaborate than 
any participating state can use has serious cost im­
plications in terms of computer storage and software 
to convert the stored record into man readable form. 
On the other -hand, more detailed information could 
be collected at time of arrest by re-designing the 
fingerprint card to allow posting of descriptive infor­
mation in addition to penal code violation. This could 
require correlation of arrest reports with offense re­
ports, which is not generally being done at this time. 
In addition, there remains some question as to the 
arguability of!7the fact that SEARCH is concernf:ld 
only with information of public record if offense de­
tails more specific than those Gontained in the penal 
code description are contained. 

The Technical Evaluation Team is considering al­
ternative waYG of handling these problems of offense 
coding based both on record conversion difficulties 
during the demonstration project, and on an analysis 
of these technical and political problems associated 
with higher detail coding. 

The second inajor problem area I would like to 
discuss concerns the telecommunications require­
ments of an interstate criminal history exchange pro­
ject. Compared to prior law enforcement experi­
ence, such as wants and warrants, criminal history 
HIes are very long. If one is not careful with transmis­
sion formats, telecommunications facilities can very 
quickly become clogged. As you may know, one of 
the policy guidelines around which the system con­
cept for Project SEARCH: was built required that all 
output frOxll. the ~stem would be in a form easily 
understood by a Jilerson experienced in law enforce-
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ment, but not experienced in special requirements of 
Project SEARCH. This means that words are spelled 
out, data elements are given names, and the format 
is designed so that an easily readable form is prOVid­
ed on a teletype printer. The Technical Evaluation 
Team has started to take a look at message lengths as 
they were transmitted in order to see what effect this 
decision would have on telecommunications loading. 

On the next chart (Exhibit 6) we see some charac­
teristics of the response messages generated from 

.. files contained in the participating states. We see first 
that, in the form transmitted during the demonstra­
tion, which is directly printable by teletype termi­
nals, the average message length was 2020 charac­
ters. Several of the interstate connections during the 
demonstration project were at ten character per se­
cond capabilities, so that this would represent over 
three minutes of transmission time on the interstate 
network. An analysis of the response messages in the 
forms transmitted, however, indicates that only 65% 
of the characters actually transmitted carried infor­
mation; the remainder of the characters are spaces, 
to allow development of the desired output format at 
the receiving terminal. Thus, relatively simple 
changes in transmission format involving the remo­
val of spaces and reinsertion of spaces at the final 
computer before delivery to the ultimate user termi­
nal could cut the effective character length to about 
1310 representing about 2 minutes of transmission 
time. Further analysis of the state files indicates that 
in terms of "hard" information, that is .information in 
the form in which it is stored within the state com­
puter system, the effective record length shrinks to 
765 characters. If the information were transmitted 
interstate in this condensed form l\Uld then "blown 
up" to a fully readable form at the final computer 
before delivery to ,the user terminal, interstate trans­
mission time would be shrunk to about one minute. 

Similar savings in transmission tin)e can be derived 
for response messages from the central·index, in 
which the storage form of the data requires 256 ch~t 
racters, as compar~d to ~n average 605 characters for 
the transmission form. 

In addition to the obvious saving in transmission 
time, there are other considerations which point in 
the direction of changing the in~erstate transmission 
format to the condensed 'Version: First, it would allow 
each state to give its customers response messages in 
a single format without limiting other states to pro­
vide other formats if they so desire. Second, there,are 
some security advantages in having the interstate 
portion of the transmission in a highly compressed 
and coded form. Finally, the fact that only computer­
to-computer operation would be allowed uncler such 
a system concept might act as a useful stimulus to the 
advancement of state record systems. 

At the ,same time, several arguments can be ad­
vanced against interstate transmission in such a com-
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pressed form. Increased standardization within state 
systems would be required in order to allow for such 
a generalized transmission form. Each state would 
have to provide coding and decoding software to 
allow the development of a speciali.zed transmission 
format and the "blow up;' jnto man readable form at 
the end. This additional cost might be substantial, 
possibly considerably higher than simply designing 
high speed data transmission in the operational sys­
tem from the outset. Finally, the fact that non-com­
puter users are kept out of the system, while. we 
previously said it could be considered an advantage, 
it is also obviously a disadvantage iI:'1 the sense that a 
full nationwide participatiorl in the! system would be 
several years in coming. 

A third major problem area being addressed by the 
Technical Evaluation Team which I would like to 
discuss with you is not based on the statistical evalua­
tion of demonstration results. Whereas the first two 
problem areas I have discussed might lead to rela­
tively rniI'tor changes in system configuration or 
procedures, this third area could potentially result in 
a major change in system concept. 

You recall that Project SEARCH is based on two 
fundamental premises: first, that state files will nor­
mally be held at the state level, and second, that the 
user desiring a complete criminal history record will 
be required to make only one inquiry to a state file, 
even if the offender has had arrests in more than one 
state. These guidelines led to the concept of "agency 
of record" in which the latest state to have criminal 
justice cognizance over an individual would become 
the single receptacle for all criminal history informa­
tion concerning that individual, even that portion of 
his criminal history which occurred in other states. 
This agency of record, a state identification bureau or 
a federal agency in the case of federal offenders, 
would be indicated in the central index response 
message and would maintain responsibility for the 
integrity and accessibility of the criminal history re­
cord until pre-empted by another agency establish­
ing cognizance over the individual. 

During the' record conversion portion of the 
demonstration period the first problem in this sys­
tem concept became apparent. If Maryland, for ex­
ample, was converting a record of a man with a 
previous California history, how would the California 
penal code number be translated into SEARCH of­
fense code classifications? If the conversion were 
performed inaccurately or if the offense were 
"forced" into a category into which it did not proper­
ly belong, what agency would accept the responsibil­
ity? If a court order were obtained in California to 
purge a porJion of a given record, hoW could it re­
quire the proper action to be taken in Maryland? To 
what extent would substantial duplication of files be 
caused by failure to expunge a record after relin­
quishing the duties of agency of record? If a state 

designs an optimal file structure and applications 
programs for its own criminal justice information sys­
tem needs, to what extent is this design distorted by 
the necessity to handle data from other states, arriv­
ing in different formats and requiring different con­
version software? To what extent is the auditability 
of the system hampered by the fad that a state loses 
direct control over the repol'tinl~ of events which 
occurred within its borders? .:! 

Obviously, within the two criteria stated above for 
system performance, there are alternativef\to the 
agency of record concept. For example, it should be 
possible to allow each state to maintain permanent 
control over those portions of an offender's criminal 
history which occur within its own borders. The 
name of each state involved in an offender's history, 
and an identifying number within each state, would 
be stored within the central index. Upon receipt of 
an inquiry for the full criminal history from a user, 
the central index computer could automatically 
query each of the states for the criminal history frag­
ments, assemble these fragments into an entire 
criminal history record, and forward the assembled 
record to the inquirer. From the point of view of the 
user, there would be no apparent difference be­
tween this system concept and the agency of record 
concept. The problems of accountability, responsibil­
ity, and the power to purge would all be alleviated. 

Obviously, this "pointer" system concept has its 
own set of problems. Total system reliability on any 
given inquiry is bound to be lower than it is in the 
agency of record concept, since down time on any 
one of several computers can cause failure to re­
spond with the complete criminal history. Telecom­
munications costs and facilities requirements are 
likely to be somewhat higher than the agency of re­
cord concept, depending on detailed characteristics 
of offender mobility not presently known. The com­
puter capabilities required at the central index in­
stallation are substan,tially larger than those required 
under any other system concept. 

Strong attitudes for and against this alternate sys­
tem concept can be found within the Technical 
Evaluation Team. We will develop the pros and cons 
of the alternative system concept in sufficient detail 
to allow a reasoned polic)' decision. 

These have been just a few of the several major 
problem areas peing addressed by the Technical 
Evaluation Team. In addition to these areas, we are 
attempting to document some of the detailed prob­
lems involved in implementation of the demonstra­
tion system, including the cost and problems of re­
cord conversion, the technical problems associated 
with linking together seven different models of com­
puters into a single telecommunications network, 
and problems associated with using a criminal history 
exchange program during day-to-day operation of 
criminal justice agencies. 
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As I said at the beginning of this paper, the report 
of the Technical Evaluiltion Team will be presented 
to the Project SEARCH Project Group during 
December 1970, I hope and believe that at that time 
we will have taken an objective look at many of the 
problems we experienced during this prototype peri­
od; and will be able to provide all of you with useful 
information and insights upon which to base deci­
sions as you move towards similar systems of your 
own. 
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EXHIBIT 1 
NAM/JOHNS, ALVIN LEROY, RACINEGRO, SEX/MALE, DOB/1103<48 
HGT/601, WGT/210, HAl/BLACK 
SOC/382.11-5963, FBI/Ol02938K 
OFF/ 
ASSAULT 
BURGLARY 
LARCENY 
DANGEROUS DRUGS 
GAMBLING 
SIN/CA/ZZ09934256 

01 ARR, 01 CONV 
01 ARR, 01 CONY 
01 ARR, 00 CONY 
02 ARR/ 02 CONY 

: 01 ARR, 00 CONY 

CAUTION, IDENTIFICATION NOT BASED ON FINGERPRINT COMPARI­
SON. 
END 
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EXHIBIT 4 EXHIBIT 5 EXHIBIT 6 
TOTAL AZ CA fL MI MN NY AVE 

7 Mal' Fr.quent Cod •• Account for .55% of All Occurr.nce. PROJECT. 7003 AZ CA I'll' MI fL BY ALL lINET/ME 
SECOI'IDS PER 
RECORD aURGLARY lRAFFIC ROUERY 

WCENY DANGEROUS DRUGS 
ASSAULT STOLEN VEHICLE 

NUMaER OF 
CODES USED 229 39 3S 173 69 22 

NUMBER 
OF CODES 
NOT USED 18B 378 382 2« 3(8 1~7 

(10 CPS) 1.50 91 74 196 J6S 346 202 

SAVING ay 
SPACE REMOVAL 15" 20% 35% 3a% 45" ./0" 3$% 

SAVING II' 
CODING DATA 71 % 60% 53% 69% 86% 32%' 62% 

7~)ea.t Frequent Cod •• Account fot 0.1 % of An O"""ence. 
SMUGGUNG AIORTION CIVIL RIGHTS 
UllERY ELECTIONS 
HEALTH "ANTITRUST 
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A Technical Analysis an~ Review 
. of the SEARCH Prototype 

by William 'R. Nelson 
Project Dire6tor 

Data Dynamics, Inc. . !) 

Project SEARCH is an 18 month multi-state effort 
designed to develop a prototype computerized 
criminal justice information system. The Law En­
forcement Assistance Administration, through the 
California Crime Technological Research Founda­
tion, established a grant to hire anJndependent data 
processing consulting company to conduct a techni­
cal review of the project and to ,propose a system 
re-design. Data Dynamics; Inc. of Arlington, Virginia 
was the company selected and I am the director of 
the review and design proposal project. I also have 
available to me.on this project the law enforcement 
expertise of the' International AssocHttion of the 
Chiefs of Police. 0 

The review phase of our project has been complet­
ed and a report has been submitted. I do not intend 
in this talk to repeat the details of the review but 
rather discuss what has been accomplished in Project 
SEARCH and what must be accomplished if we are 
to hav~ a fully operational system. My c8mments are 
Dased on a review of each SEARCH participant, what 
they had to do to participate in the project, the inter~ 
relationships between SEARCH and the state sys­
tems, and the requirements of local systems (police 
courts, and corrections) for criminal historY data. Our 
analysis went to consid~fable technical, depth, not to 
dissect the prototype b'llt rather to establish a firm 
base for the proposed system re-design. From a tech­
nical systemS point of view it would not be difficult 
to criticize the prototype system. Almost any system 
can be the subject of critical review. The actual de­
sign of the prototype is not the important issue here. 

, There is a concept behind Project SEARCH that is a 
significant step in the "proposed use of computer as­
sisted information handling techniques to help the 
law enforcement forces. What the prototype may not 
have achieved in systems techniqueg,it did achieve in 
setting up the momentum ,.needed to put a com­
plicated information system into being. Project 
SEARCH, its prototype and demonstration, h~d a 
number of achieVements and isolated many prob­
lems which must be overcome in the development of 
the bperational system.., \) 

With the development of a prototype, a tecruucal 
demonstration of the feasibility was made to law en-", 
forcement personnel, many of whom who had little 
or no exposure to the use of data processing equip­
ment. The demonstrations held in the participating 
states brought real-time access to critilinal' history 

, ':', 

data right to the user. In many cases this was the first 
time staff petsonnel from the courts or correctional 
institutions had criminal justice information availa­
ble by this method. Most of the existing systems have 
a definite police orientation brought on by the fact 
that the majority of use in any such system would be 
by the police. Operational use of the prototype sys­
tem was quite limited during the demonstration 
period. However, in cases where the system was used 
and considering the relatively small number of re­
cords in the system a remarkably large access rate 
was achieved with many of the records coming from 
out of state files. 

The demand for interstate exchange of informa­
tion has been proven by the NCIC. With files on the 
material objects of crime and persons who have fled 
a state to avoid prosecution;' the NCIC has grown to 
more than 50,000 transactions a day. Computer sys­
tems have been used in many states and cities to 
account for the more volatile objects of crime. A 
moral reservation against having a file on people in­
volved in a crime plus the complex and diverse legal 
processes involved in recording historical data qp 
people £pnvicted of crimes, has delayed the estab­
lishment of a system such as SEARCH. This Project I 
has broken the ice on such a s~stem and established 
the feasibility for an operatiomll version of SEARCH. 

Significant achievements were accomplished rela­
tive to the information processing requirements of 
SEAR'CH. A set of data elements was selected for the 
prototype. The selection of the data elements or the 
determination of system data requirements is not a 
difficult process except when the variations in state 
laws must be considered. The development of the 
SE(\RCH prototype involved a great deal of state 
cooperation to overcome differences in: state system 
designs and differences in"state laws which are basic 
to a criminal code. From this spirit of cooperation 
came the development of standardization essential 
to the data processing system. These" aspects of a 
system that involves so many people in such diverse 
environments are far more complicated than the 
technical aspects of the system design. It is for that 
reason the achievements of Project SEARCH are so 
significant. 

Another achievement of the Project is the Report 
on Security and Privacy Considerations. This again is 
a subject that is over and above the technical design 
cons~aerations. The report-bf the Security and Priva­
cy Qommittee is a significant accomplishment in a 
veryl:sensitive aspect of the system. 

Prl~ject SEARCH was not ~ithout its problems. I 
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do not intend to discuss these problems from the 
viewpoint of condemnation but rather what are the 
problems, what caused them, and can they be re­
solved. I have separated the problems of the proto­
type from what we have projected as problems that 
must be resolved if we are to develop a reliable and 
operational system. None of the problems are really 
new and none of them are insurmountable if we do 
not lose the momentum and the spirit of cooperation 
acquired in the Project. 

Each state had problems in the creation of records 
that would meet the minimum criteria for Project 
SEARCH. Two of the problems were availability of 
data and availability of resources to convert the data. 
The information from which criminal history data is 
to be derived is available, in a Variety of formats. In 
most cases the information is adequate for intra-state 
requirements although these requirements might be 
restricted to police requirements. FBI numbers were 
required for all records as the most unique identifica­
tion number but were not found to be available in 
most state records, Court disposition data was a 
major problem for several states. The problem in 
some cases was:::complete lack of dispositions and in 
other cases the time or difficulty involved in correia:t~ 
ing these data with the basic offender record. The 
second problem is directly proportionate to the first 
problem. The quality and quantity of resources re­
quired to create criminal history data files depends 
on the availability, quantity, and quality of the infor­
mation, Translating the resources into manpower 
was not too difficult for 10,000 records but will come 
up again as a projected problem. 

The objective of Project SEARCH was to test the 
feasibility of a Central Index to state criminal history 
records. The system design was a matter of compro­
mise and utilization of existing capabilities made 
available by the participants. The SEARCH Central 
Index shared a computer with another system. Since 
the other system was a fully operational support sys­
tem, it had to have priorit)' over SEARCH. This was 
not a detrimental problerif since the prototype was 
used primarily for demonstration purposes. The sys­
tem did not have an update capability. The SEARCH 
data base was a static data base. Although the records 
selected for use in SEARCH were in some cases the 
more prominent criminal history records, little oper­
ational use was made of the system. A number of 
reasons were expressed but a general reluctance to 
use a potentially non-current record was the princi­
ple reason cited for non-operational use. The demon­
stration provided concept exposure but provided lit­
tle in the way of operating statistics data. 

There were other problems that were existent in 
the prototype but were not readily apparent under 
the limited op~rational use. Low speed communica­
tions and technical failures in communications pre­
vented reasonable and reliable access to the data. It 
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is not difficult or unusual to submit querie~:,at the rate 
of two per minute per terminal. However, a proto­
type response comes at the rate of one every two 
minutes for a low speed line that experiences no 
communication breakdown. The mathematics is sim­
ple. One terminal can generate a 90 minute backlog 
in 30 minutes and two or three terminals can create 
a four or five hour backlog, which was the actual 
experience during operational use. The technical 
problems added to the backlog. Lack of a technical 
control system for communications made trying to 
isolate the problems an unreliable process. A system 
that is going to be used operationally would require 
high speed communications and technical controls to 
isolate the communication failures. 

Although we are not making any claims for or 
against SEARCH as a data processing system, there 
were technical problems in terms of resources that 
should be mentioned. As we mentioned, the 
SEARCH prototype was a matter of compromise and 
expediency. There was no real reason to do it differ­
ently as long as there were capabilities that could be 
modified to handle the prototype. This conserved 
data processing resources in law enforcement sys­
tems. I think it is fair to say that data processing is a 
fledglin~f;business within law enforcement. There 
are a number of good systems but there are few per­
sonnel with any real experience. Most of the par­
ticipating states have very limited staffs and there­
fore were not capable on a practical basis to take on 
a new problem such as SEARCH. The technical 
problems that arose from the composite system were 
resolved in, most cases although they did affect 
severely some of the participation in the prototype. 
This problem of lack of data processing capability 
and shortage cfi data processing resources is not 
unique to law enforcement. The problem exists 
whenever there is competition for limited financial 
resources. The problem can be solved only by top 
management decisions. 

We have not completed our study of data require­
ments for SEARCH but we have observed problems 
in the prototype. In areas where we explored the 
computerized "RAP" sheet, many users complained 
about the report. Most complaints concerned lack of 
readability although many complaints were a matter 
of a lack of orientation or inherent opposition to com­
puter products. The criminal history.,~report often 
contained more general information than was 
desired and not enough spe,cific information. Part of 

. the problem was due to differences in the informa­
tion requirements of police, courts, and corrections. 
The most difficult data elements were those concern­
ing the establishment of positive identification. Al­
though the fingerprint prov~des unique identifica­
tion there is not a unique fingerprint code that can 
be processed by a computer. There are no other uni­
versal data elements that can be used to establish a 
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unique record. Other data elements in the system 
were not adequately classified to be used for selec­
tive retrieval. 

The last item I would like to mention as a problem 
area in the prototype is a matter of experience or 
lack, of experience in systems organization and de­
sign in law enforcement. Systems experience and 
data processing. experience are not the same, al­
though they must relate when a data processing sys­
tem is to be designed. Project SEARCH had the 

. . benefit of systems experience in police information 
systems, but had very little systems experience in the 
courts and corrections functional areas. The shortage 
of qualified resources resulted in a lack of courts and 
corrections participation in Project SEARCH. With­
out practical experience in these areas, the cost of 
development becomes extremely high. Much of the 
resources expended to develop the system were used 
to bring law enforcement up to date with the "state 
of the art" in information handling. 

Looking into the future, our research was able to 
identify potential or projected problem areas that 
would affect an operational system. Since we have 
not completed the system design proposal study, I 
am sure that we have not identified all problem 
areas. The problems that I intend to discuss assume 
that there is to be an operational system for the inter­
state exchange of criminal history data. The prob­
lems are relative to making the operational system 
the best and most reliable system. Actually, the prob­
l~ms are not really problems but conside,rations that 
must be resolved prior to or during the development 
of the system. 

Since SEARCH is to function as a service to all 
states, there is the problem of a management struc­
ture for the system. SEARCH must meet the require­
ments of all state law enforcement agencies. For that 
reason policy guidance to the system must originate 
from state sources. State guidance would establish 
the system policy but that will not suffice for adminis­
trative and operational management. Since it is not 
within the role of data proceSSing personnel to set 
policy, an objective management guidance group or 
steering committee also is required. Regardless of 
who is assigned management responsibility, an oper­
ational project must have positive and dynamic man­
agement. With positive guidance and a full-time 
management staff, the ope::ational system can be 
developed on a business-like basis. 

The first problem the management team must 
face is the dev~)Q~t of an efficient and a reliable 
system. A comp~tem design and cost plan 
would be required. The location of the installation. 
would have to be determined and a site selected and 
prepared. Finally, an implerhentation plan and an 
operational cost plan would have to be prepared. All 
of these problems are a normal part of setting any 
system into operation. The problem must be ap-

u.o..' , __ ----------------------~~...L---~--- .. ~ .. 

proached on a cost-efft:lctive basis to preclude the 
wasting of monies that ~\'h:l required in other areas of 
law enforcement. Assuming that the entire index 
and communications system is to be funded by the 
Federal Government, a major portion of the system 
can be put into operation without burdening the 
states. Although these problems directly concern the 
management staff for the national index and cora­
munications systems, each state must be aware that 
there will be costs involved for the state to interface 
with the national system. The operational S:EARCH 
management team will have to keep all participating 
states completely informed on all plans and progress. 

The development of the operational system must 
be the result of a detailed analysis of the require­
ments. The Project Group has resolved that there be 
an operational ~;'~stem by July 1971. Using existing 
software and op~)ational hardware, a reliable system 
can be developed. The initial system would be simi­
lar in concept to the prototype. However, it must be 
designed as a soUd basis for future systems require­
ments. AlthCl_ugh there were' many requirements 
stated for sopi\!!'ticated capabilities, the majority of 
users need a simple but reliable and accurate index­
ing system to start out with. Such a system will re­
quire the development of me maintenance proce­
dures and use of strict system diSCiplines and record 
control procedures. Inaccurate or duplicate records 
will destroy confidence in the system on the part of 
the users. From a technical point of view, the disci­
pline we are talking about is readily understood, but 
the major problem will be the effect this discipline 
will have on the state systems. When each state con­
nects to the national index, the two systems become 
one and the discipline of the index must carry into 
the state system. 

The establishment of unique records with standard 
data elements appears to be the major systems prob­
lem. The system will require a policy for an "agency 
of record" who will provide the data for the index 
record. This does not mean that only one state will 
hold a record on an individual, but rather, under 
specified criteria, one of the states' records becomes 
the basis for the index record. If the system discipline 
is such that an offender's criminal history is main­
tained in more than one state, every effort must be 
taken to uniquely establish and cross-reference the 
index record. Based on mobility s~atistics, forty per 
cent of the records can appear in more than one state 
system and thereby cause duplicated entries in the 
index. A unique1 machine-readable fingerprint clas­
sification code that can be used for substantiating 
record uniqueness and for record retrieval is one of 
the overriding data element pl'oblems that must be 
solved. Other than that the data elements required 
for the index record are quite simple and standard. 

The complete criminal history data is another 
problem. Few if any standards exist. The identifica-
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tion, classifioation, and standardization of these data 
will be a long and difficult task. The difference in 
state laws and penal codes has been mentioned. The 
review of the court and corrections functions has the 
prospect of identifying many more data elements. 
The variations in use of data means that data must be 
classified for selective retrieval. Although it is not a 
problem of the national index, the total system must 
'have a capability of retrieving selectively the data 
required by any function of the system. The opera­
tional system will require a standard formal: for the 
communication of criminal history data. By doing 
this, each state will be able to manipulate the data 
and present it to its users in the same format as if it 
were a state record. This means that each state must 
program to receive the data in the standard format, 
but since there are only a few systems in being, this 
standard will not be too costly. The one major benefit 
of there not being many operational systems is that 
the establishment of standards both in data elements 
and communications formats will be relatively inex­
pensive if it can be ·logically and realistically accom­
plished. 

Unlike the prototype, the operational SEARCH 
can have a greater degree of technical sophistication 
built into it since it is a permanent system. The suc­
cess of the system depends in part on the reliability 
of the communication. This problem can be resolved 
by the installation of a communications technical 
control package to assist in monitoring all system 
communications. Query modules will be required for 
the national index with compatability logic available 
for each state. The initial query capabilities would be 
based on the prototype queries. Sophisticated name 
search and fingerprint search queries would be deve­
loped after the system becomes operational. Finally, 
as the operational system becomes more complete 
with data, the problem of access to the information 
may become more pressing. Technical controls may 
be required to preclude unauthorized access to the 
information by devious means such as wire-tapping. 

The establishment of a complete and accurate data 
base for SEARCH will be a resource cOl'),suming prob­
lem. A policy will have to be established on the crite­
ria for placing a record into the system. The criteria 
must cover both time and criminal activity. Should 
the key step in the criminal justice process be the 
arrest for the crime or the conviction of the offend­
er? If a certain degree of seriousness of the crime is 
established for initial entry into the system, should 
the system then go back ~d pick up the offenders 
previous history? What should the cut-off time be for 
placing past records in the system or retaining a re­
cord in the system? Perhaps an economic considera­
tion will govern how far back a st,ate must go in 
establishing criminal history files or' to what extent 
the state can go in correlating data from manual re­
cords in police, courts, and corrections. Maintenance 

236 

of data base is a time consuming pn;>cess. The difficul­
ty of the process depends on the availability and con­
dition of the data being converted. If the offenders 
name is the only connecting data element among 
police, courts, and corrections records, accuracy of 
the criminal history records may require detailed 
and costly research. To a lesser degree, the quality 
and integrity of the data base will depend partly on 
the human resources used to establish the data base. 
The use of research personnel or the availability of 
data conversion personnel is projected to be one of 
thee_major problems in full implementation of an op­
erational system. This projection is in no way related 
to the fact that this is a law enforcement system, but 
rather, to~ a problem that has been experienced 
throughout the data pro<;~ssing industry. The projec­
tion is complicated by the requirement to have com­
pletely accurate.:ihformation in the system. One ad­
ditional problem that should be recognized is the 
timely and natural capture of data on all new;;6rimi­
nal justice cases. Acquisition of data must be ~nade a 
natural part of the administrative process _witi~in law 
enf?rcement or the data creation problem ~\(ill re-
mam forever. \) , 

In the background to the effort surrounding the 
operational system is the recognition that there are 
two other law enforcement communications systems 
that network the entire'country. The problem of du­
plication and financial waste becomes obvious if 
there is any way these systems can share. the same 
communications. Our study effort has taken this into 
consideration on the basis that a consolidated law 
enforcement data communications network is tech­
nically feasible. There are other questions that must 
be answered concerning the desirability and practi­
cality of interfacing and I or consolidating the sys­
tems. These questions were not addressed as part of 
our evaluation, but are problems that must be re­
solved in the operational system design. 

None of the problems that I have mentioned are 
considered to be insurmountable. From a technical 
point of view, SEARCH requires a reliable and effi­
cient communications system. This pr()blem has 
been solved many times with systems that are readily 
adaptable to SEARCH requirements. The data proc­
essing problem in SEARCH is actually a rather sim­
ple problem that does not require many very sophis­
ticated techniques. The data base problem appears 
to be the most complicated aspect of the system. The 
prototype system clearly demopstrated the coopera­
tion that is needed to develop the operational sys­
tem. The cooperation is among the three major func­
tional areas of law enforgement and among the 
participating states and territories. To be a successful 
system, SEARCH must have the full participation 
and cooperation of all states and territories. A crimi­
nal history cannot be complete unless it contains all 
data from each state file and the data can be identi-
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fied from a unique record in the SEARCH index. 
System standards and disciplines are the answer to 
most of the data base problems. Hard work of 
course, is the only way to create the initial data base. 
But als~, hard work and a very business-like ap­
p;oach IS the o~y way to design a reliable and effi­
Cient system. We need a business-like approach free 
of personal controversy or the system is going to re-
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quire funds that are needed in other areas of law 
enforcement. We need accurate and reliable data 
b~cause.the user~ cannot do their jobs with any other 
kmd ~f mformation. The concept is proven and the 
techn~cal problem can be solved, but the operational 
e:rt:ectiveness rests entirely in the hands of the par­
tiCIpants who must supply and use the data. 
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A CONCEPT FOR A NATIONAL CRIMINAL 

JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM 

by.Charies E. Robinson; 
Assistant Deputy Director 

New York State Identification and Intelligence System 

In writing this paper, it has been assumed that the 
reader would have sufficient knowledge of the crimi-

. nal justice process and of Project SEARCH to pro­
vide the necessary background for this presentation. 
Although the intent of the system described herein 
is similar to that of SEARCH in its desire to fulfill the 
needs of a national criminal justice information shar­
ing system, the approach, organization, and develop­
ment of the proposed system are different from those 
that .underlie the present SEARCH System. The 
SEARCH System is rarely referred to in this text; 
because, at best the present system was designed 
only for demonstration purposes. 

It is hoped that study work now being performed 
for the Project Group will lead to a system that super­
sedes, rather than expands 0 upon, the present 
SEARCH Demonstration Syste~n. It is further hoped 
that at least some of the features contained in this 
paper will be incorporated into the successor system. 

The essence of the proposed concept for a national 
criminal justice information exchange system is em­
bodied in the propositions that follow. The majority 
of these propositions you will have heard before-in " 
one form or another. However, collectively in their 
presen,t form, they represent to the author the basis 
for the development of a rational ''and viable system 
that will adeqpately meet the real information needs 

i..' of the criminal jl.lstice community as a whole, with­
out undue emphasis on anyone segment. 

The propositions are presented under the follow-
.';; ing topical headings: 

The Federated System " 
State-Units: Functional Responsibilities 
State-Units: System Responsibilities 
The Criminal Justice Status CO~lponent 
The Criminal History Component 
The Index 
Conversion of Records 
Conclusion 

~ 'J;he Federated' System 
"L The national criminaljustice information ex-

change system would be '11< federation of state­
units. 

2. A state-unit may be a state, a formally organ-
ized region of two or more states, or designat­
ed federal agencies .to ac~s states with respect 
to the collection and processing of data related 
to federal crimes and/ or military crimes. 

3. The purpose of the Federated System would 
be to facilitate the exchange-among the state­
units-of specific verifiable information of 
criminal activity about known persons and to 
develop analytically derived measures' of the 
actions of these persons and the criminal jus­
tice system that processes them. 

4. The criminal activity portion of the system 

., 5. 

6. 

7. 

. would actually be comprised of two compo­
nents. One.:...called the Criminal Justice Status 
Component or Status Component-would de­
scribe an individual's current stafus within the 
criminal justice system: i.e., wanted, on proba­
tion or parole. The other-called the Criminal 
History Component-would describe an in­
dividual's historic actions in the system: i.e., 
criminal history. 

(This pl,lper will deal primarily with these two compo­
nents, both to limit the scope of this paper and because the 
statistical measures of the criminal justice system will be 
based-in large part-on the information contained in the 
criminaLchistory data base.) 

The; exchange of information among state­
units would be accomplished through comput­
er-based communications networks: one for 
the Status Component and one (the Index) for 
the History Component. :' ," 

The C!iminal History Component of the sys-
tem would con tam only records of persons 
whose identity has been established by finger­
prints. At the state and federal level, the "re­
lease to bail", probation, and parole conditions 
of the Criminal Justice Comppnent wouJd also 
contaIn only records of persons whose identity 
has been established by fingerprints. There­
fore, a centrally isSued number based on fin­
gerprint identification would be required as 
the basic number used to identify an individual 
in, the system and the records associated with 
each individual. The most logical number to 
use for this purpose would be the FBI Number. 

In order to exchange information in an eco-
nomic, rapid, 'and intelligible manner, it would 
be necessary for the Federated System to 
develop two sets of common language. The 
ftrst set would constitute the manner in which 
data would be represented for transmission 
among state-units or bet~een the sUite-units 
and the Index. The secoJ%Ul'f,i.' mmon language 
set would be that uF(O dR~ ibe t!' reason 
for arrest (the arl(€st charge and e subse­
quent actions wit~jn the criminal justi e proc­
ess. 
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8. One of the most difficult and trying prob-
lems to solve would be that of crime descrip­
tion or arrest charge, which is a major compo­
nent of the second common language set 
mentioned above. Its solution would remedy 
not only the.problem of knowing, for example, 
whether one state's "Aggravated Assa.ult" is 
the same as anothel,"'s "Assault First Degree"; 
but, perhaps ititore importantly, would allow 
truly comparative and accurate aggregated na­
tional crime statistics. Despite advances in re­
solving this problem by the FBI and by 
SEARCH, it still remaine a problem of funda­
mental importance, f~\r without resolu~ion, ar­
rest charge data coU~cted in a syster1.'\ of na­
tional scope would not be directly comp~rable. 
Therefore, resolution of this pr()biefif~should " 
be given the highest priority so that common­
ality would be incorporated into ithe data ~ol­
lected for the Federated System at the earliest 
possible date. 'i 

In coping with this problem, it is further sug­
gested that a serious exploration be made of a 
method to describe crimes in terms of their 
fundamental elements rather than continue 
endeavors to achieve commonalty of defini­
tions by bending traditional legal terminology. 
Therefore, instead of tryin~ to mold coinci­
dence of meaning from among terms such as 
homicide, manslaughter, and murder, call the 
crime "an act which resulted in the death of 
one or more persons," or in short-"death;'. 
From this point, any number of elemental de­
scriptors--,...such as method, cause, instrument, 
perpetrator, victim, location, time, and so 
forth-could be developed, extended, and!or 
modified as needed to meet growing and vary­
ing informational and statistical needs without 
changing the furidamental description. 

9. Once the common language for defining' 
crimes! arrest charges is developed, it would 
be possible to specify those crimes I arrest 
charges to blil recorded at each level (local­
state-federal) of the component systems in a 
manner that could be implemented with uni­
versal consistency. 

10. Given the development of a common lan­
guage that describes criminal acts in a fU9da­
mental and more extensive way, then eacll ar­
rest charge would be recorded in two ways. 
One, each charge would be recorded in the 
prevailing legal terminology of the pertinent 
state-unit primarily for intra-state use within 
its criminal justice system, and two, in the fun­
damental way for reporting to the Federated 
System. It is quite likely that the descriptive 
information desired for statistical work would 
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exceed that required to adequately describe a 
basic criminal act for the purpose of recording 
the acJ ()n a basic history statement. However, 
because the sm~l1er set of descriptive informa­
tion necessary for criminlal history statements 
could be extracted from the larger set desired 
for statistical work, the larger set is that which 
should be required by the system. The record­
ing of the larger set of descriptive information 
would at once satisfy the system's need for 
commonalty and intelligibility of arrest 
charges or criminal acts for all purposes. 

Again, it must be emphasized that the devel­
opment of a common language to describe ar­
rest charges! crimes~ as well as other d::~ta items 
in the system, is of the greatest importance. It 
deserves the highest priority, not oD.1jr to pro­
vide the basis for a common understanding, 
but because of the ramifications for design and 
administration Qf the System. 

11. NaJlle searching of a file representing all of 
the individual!) in the Federat~d System would 
not be contemplated, becapse it would be im­
practical with the data normally available from 
an on-site situation against a file of several mil­
lion names. Future work might make available 
useful descriptive information sufficiently dis­
criminating and reliable to be used in associa­
tion with name search under these circum­
stances. 

Name searching, however, would be one of 
the primary entry modes into the smaller files 
of the Status Component but not in the Crimi­
nal History Component. Operationally, name 
searching would not I! be required within the 
CriminaP History Component, because upon 
arrest a central number-the FBI Number­
would, be known or assigned based upon fin­
gerprint identification. From this point on­
ward, an individual's rGcord would always be 
addressable, at a systems level, by FBI Num­
ber. 

Name searching in connection with investi­
gations would be conducted through state-unit 
files. When unsatisfactory results are obtained 
from one's own state-unit nAme file, then a 
request for a name search would be channeled 
to one or more state-units as circumstances 
warrant. The selection of state-units could, for 
example, be made from a probability table­
developed from an offender movement anal­
ysis-that would indicate in rank order the 
states in which it is most likely that a suspect 
might previously be known. 

12. The national criminal justice information 
system, being a federation of state-units, would 
be governed by a body composed of one offi­
cial representative (and one official alternate) 
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from each of the participating state-units. It 
would elect officers and elect or appoint com­
mittees or groups as seems fitting to direct it­
self and its activities. 

One of the gr9ups would be a small body of 
technically khdwledgeable'persons chosen 
from each state-unit on ,a rotatinf:r~~hedule to 
administer the .Federated System. The term of 
service would be for a relatively short period 
r,;£time but scheduled so that the terms expire 
on a staggered basis. No state-unit would be 
represented by mOre than one person at any 
given time, and no state-unit would fill a posi­
tion again until all state-units have their turn in 
accordance with a predetermined schedule. 

The system (the Index) would be operated 
by a full-time staff with an executive diirector. 
The executive director would report to t'he ad­
ministrative body. 

13. When a person is dissatisfied with the con-
tents of his record and the problem is not satis­
factorily resolved at the state-unit level, he 
would be allowed a hearing at the federated 
level through an easily invoked procedure. 

State-Units: Functional Responsibilities 
14. Each orthe state-units would be responsible 

for gathering and processing specified infor­
mation about known persons in relation to the 
criminal justice process within its bounds. That 
is, each state-unit would gather arrest and as­
sociated information related only to crimes oc­
curring within its boundaries; a region com­
prised of two or more states would store and 
process information provided by its compo-, 
nent states; and designated federal units would' 
gather and process such information for crimes 
committed within their respective jurisdic­
tions. This would apply whether the initial'ar­
rest were made by state-unit personnel or by 
personnel of another state-unit. 

15. For e!;lch arrest, the state-unit in whose pur-
view the arrest was made would be-and 
would remain-the State-Unit of Record, be­
cause this state-unit would always retain the 
original supporting documentation related to 
the arrest itself and to subsequent criminaljus­
tice actions stemming from the arrest. 

16. Upon reporting the original arrest of an in-
dividual or upon reporting the latest (most re­
cent) arrest of an individuf,ll to the Federated 
System, the reporting state-unit would 
become the Repository State-Unit. ;,' 

(When an arrest on a warrant occurs, only the placing 
agency would report the actual arrest on spedlic charges 
through its st~te~unit system to the Federated System, 
thereby estabhshmg the proper state-unit as the reposito­
ry.) 

17. Therefore, upon a first arrest, the reporting 
state-unit would be both the state-unit of re­
cord and the repository state-unit. When a sec­
ond arrest is made, and if it is made in another 
state-unit, the latter state-unit would become 
the repository state-unit and would always be 
the state-unit of record for the second arrest. 
The first state-unit would remain the state-unit 
of record for the first arrest. 

18. Upon reporting a new arrest, and if there is 
a, prior rep0!iitory state-unit, the Federated 
Sys~em would notify the prior state-unit that it 
is no longer the repository state-unit for the 
person's records in question, write the in­
dividual's records to the state-unit of latest ar­
rest, and update the Index with the latest 
repository state-unit. 

19. A state-unit of record, that has been su­
perseded as a repository state, would continue 
to update the Federated System with transac­
tions of any subsequent events related to in­
dividuals for whom it is the state-unit of re­
cord. 

20. A state.unit of record would be responsible 
fo~ initiating the transaction to expunge appro­
prIate records from the Federated System 
when a court within the state-unit has ordered 
the return of an arrest record and associated 
fingerprint 'record. The Federated System 
would be responsible for performing the ex­
punging and for notifying the affected state­
units that it has been accomplished. No ac­
count of a record expunged on these grounds 
would remain in the Federated System. 

(When prior arrests exist in other stute-units and the 
expunging of a record by court order causes a state-unit to 
lose its repository status, the state-unit with the next latest 
arrest will become tha.'repository state.) 

21. A state-unit of record would be responsible 
,J?r initiating the transaction to expunge arrest 
<, rf!lt;ords-for arrests made after a state-unit 

joins the Federated System-for which a court 
disposition has not been posted within a speci­
fied period of time. The time period, varia­
tions, and exceptions would be defined by the 
Federated System. 

22. Each state-unit would be responsible for im­
posing the privacy and security requirements 
of the Federated System. 

23. Each state-unit would provide the facilities 
necessary to allow a properly identified person 
to readily review his record as it appears in the 
Federated System. He would be allowed to 
cause a legitimate correction to be made to his 
record. If a period of time is required to con­
firm the verity of any requested corrections 
an appropriate mark should be placed against 
the data in question during the waiting period. 

. .: 

241 



II 

) , 

State-Units: System Responsibilities 
24. Each state-unit would establish a computer­

ized data base. for the maintenance and ex­
change of information deemed necessary to 
participate in the Federated System. 

25. Each state-unit would provide rem~tl" in-
.~ put-output facilities, through an intnil,{state 

communications network, linking authorized 
criminal justice agencies with the state-unit 
computer system. The state-ullit computer sys­
tem would provide the link, via inter-state 
communications networks, to the federated 
data bas~ of the Criminal Justice Status Com­
ponen.t and to the federated data base of the 
Criminal History Component. 

26. Because each state-unit would have its own 
particular requirements, equipment peculiari­
ties, and unique development problemsl no ef­
fort should be made to impose (or limit) design, 
content, or format rc4uirements upon these 
state-unit systems-except those necessary to 
meet the goals of the Federated System and to 
permit economic, l'apid, and intelligible ex­
change of information and to insure the secu­
rity of this information. 

The Criminal Justice Status Component 
27. The primary purpose of this component 

would be to supply the field officer, during an 
on-site situation, with a very rapid re~ponse as 
to whether the person in question is wanted or 
in violation of any restrictions placed upon him 
by the criminal justice system. 

28. The second purpose of this component 
would be to supply status information to the 
Criminal History Component, so that upon ar­
rest-the majority of which will not be as­
sociated with a field inquiry-the criminal his­
tory statement will include this information. 

29. The third purpose of this component would 
be to supply the hwestigating officer with the 
means to rapidly det~rmine, by name, the cur­
rent status of an individual in whom he was 
interested. 

30. The status system would contain as a mini­
mum the following categories: persons wanted 
on a criminal warrant, wanted as missing, 
released to probation, and released to parole. 
The records for each category, as maintained 
in the system, should be as comprehensive but 
as succinct as possible. In addition, when possi­
ble, all categories except "missing" would con­
tain an abbreviated criminal history In a form 
similar to that used in the present 'SEARCH 
Index. The abbreviated history would be deve­
loped and added to the record when it is en­
tered into the status system by the state-unit 
involved. 
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31. The most direct course for developing this 
component would be simply to expand upon 
the system capabilities and relationships that 
&lready exist in the NCIC System and the as-

c> socia ted state systems. Therefore, the Status 
Component would not operate through the 
Index maint~ined for the Criminal History 
Component. ,. 

32. Although the definitions of what data within 
each status category would be maili.tainl~d at 
the federal, state-unit, and local levels may 
vary from time to time in accordance with sys­
tem needs and changing technical capabilities, 
it seems likely there would continue to be a 
division of data among the three levels. For a 
start, the division might be as follows: 
Wllrrtmls: 
NCIC-present definition 
States-those not allowed or qualified for NqC 
Local-traffic and others not allowed Of qualiffed for state 
level 
MlssJilg Persons: 
NCIC-none 
States-by state-unit definition 
Local-those not allowed or qualified for st,ute level 
Problltlo11.' '" 
NCIC-from federal courts, when FBI Nlrinber assigned 
States-from state/county/and local cOUitts, when FBI 
Number assigned . 
Local-when no FBI Number assigned 
Parole: ' 
NCIC-from federal prisons, when FBI Number assigned 
Stutes-from stutel county I und local in/,titutions, when 
FBI Number assigned 
Locnl-when no FBI Number assigned! 

It also seems likely that in ssime of these 
categories, contiguous states or JPcal areas (or 
states and local areas configuredj' by other pat­
tern determinations) may wan~1 to share re­
cords when they are not allowe~lilaf the federal 
or state level. Development of, the common 
language to describe crimes/arrest charges 
discussed previously would also help in defin­
ing records to be admitted at each level. 

33. In operation (see Chart 1), a communica­
tions network separate from the Index net­
work would link state-unit computer systems 
with the NCIC computer system. An inquiry at 
the local level would cause a conCllrrent seareh 
of the state-unit maintained file while format­
ti~lg, transmitting, and searching the NCIO 
(11e. The state-unit w,ould combine responses 
and provide a unified response to the inquirer. 
Where there is a local computer system, it 
would perform in the same relative manner 
with the state-unit system as the state-unit sys­
tem would with the NCIC System. 

A "time-out" fciature would be incorporated 
at each system level. This feature would pro­
vide for an. independent response from any 
level whenever another level was unable to 
respond within a specified period of time. 
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34. The Criminal Justice Status Component 
would require the facility to perform at least 
two basic types of searches: e.g., a name search 
with a variable set of additional qualifiers to 

," support the field officer and the investigating 
officer, and un FBI Number search in support 
of the Criminal History Component. 

The Criminal History CompOilent 
35. The principal purpose of this component 

would be to provide a complete and extensive 
criminal history statement (with current crimi­
nal justice status) to authorized agencies at dif­
ferent points throughout the criminal justice;~ 
process. 

36. The secondary purpose would be to serve as 
a vehicle for collecting much of the data re­
quired by the statistical component. 

37. For purposes ofthis presentation, it has ~een 
. assumed that the contents of the criminal his­
tory statement that would satisfy the needs of 
the Federated System are fairly well defined 
and generally known. In any event, they are 
subject to modification with the .advance of the 
system. Accordingly, no attempt will be made 
here to define the contents of the criminal his­
tory statement. 

38. .In operation (see Chart 2), each state-unit 
would collect and process at least the criminal 
justice information, specified by the Federated 
System, as it flow~, from the process triggered 
by each arrest occurring within its purview. 
That is, following each arrest, information 
relate<\~~osubsequent charges, certain interim 
court dispositions and final dispositions includ­
ing probation, and certain institution activities 
including parole would be entered by the ap­
propriate agencies within the state-unit. Such 
information stemming from each arrest, 
together with like information stemming from 
arrests occurring in other state-units, would in . 
the aggregate permit the generation of a com­
plete criminal history statement. The cumula­
tive combining of history data retained in one 
repositm-y state-unit wo,ud occur through the 
use of a unique number-the FBI Number­
and a comlnunications network linking the 
several state-units through an Index main­
tained by the Federated system. 

At arrest time, a positive identification based 
on fingerprint submissions would be attempt­
ed by each state-unit. Only, when the process 
results in a non-identification would a $et of 
fingerprints be passed 011 to the FBI. The FBI 
would process fingerprint submissions for a 
positive identification. If not identified, a new 
number would be assigned. New and estab­
lished FBI Numbers ~ould 'be transmitted to 

the Federated Index. 
The Index, in aqdition to other functions, 

would inititate communications and the trans­
mission of FBI Numbers and available records 
to the repository state-unit (the state-unit ini­
tiating the process with the most current ar­
rest). When the identification is confirmed by 
a state-unit (assuming an FBI Number is on 
hand) and the state-unit is r;ot the repository 
state-unit, it would initiate communications 
with the Index. The Index would then retrieve 
any available history and transmit it to the new 
repository state-unit. 

39. The Criminal History Component would in­
terface with the Criminal Justice Status Com­
ponent. This would,permit the inclusion of any 
status report in the criminal history statement. 
It would also allow automatic notification of 
the placing agency that an arrest had occurred 
bYJransmitting a copy of the full history state­
ment to the placing agency. 

40. History data would be transmitted from one 
state-unit to another in an encoded form 
through the Index in a pre-established com­
monlanguage (Section 7, mentioned previous­
ly) that would satisfy the need for economy and 
speed in transmi~sion but would be decodable 
by the recipient. The recipient state-unit 
would reconstitute and reformat the data in 
any way or ways commensurate with its com­
puter system and with the output content and 
format requirements of its user agencies. 

The Index 
41. The Index is at the same time a concept, a 

file, a system, and an operational/administra­
tive body. 

42. As a concept, it is the focus for a truly na­
tional criminal justice information system that 
would be able to share information Without the 
creation of a centralized national data base 
under anyone organization's control. It would 
be a system democratically administered by 
the participating membership-each with an 
equal voice. 

43. As a file, it would contain the data that per­
,mits the interchange of criminal history infor­
mation among state-units. The prinCipal data 
elements for each individual represented in 
the file would be his FBI Number, his state­
unit identification number, the repository 
state-unit identification code, and the conver-
sion status of his full record. U 

44. As a system, it would perform several func­
tions. Chief among them in the initial system 
would be to: create all,d maintain the Index; 
install and maintain a communications net­
work; perform message switching; monitor 

243 

r 



system performance in order to balance the 
system; control respository state-unit status; 
and process data to produce statistical evalua-·· 
tions of the criminal justice process. Perhaps 
more importa.ntly, it would provide the base 
for the addition of future shared capabilities. 

45. As an operational/administ\,ative body, it 
would consist of the people, equipment, and 
site facilities necessary to perform its system 
functions. 

Conversion of Records 
46. Each member state-unit would convert that 

portion of a record pertaining to arrests made 
within its purview. More specifically, each 
state or region would convert arrest data and 
all associated data for crimes committed under 
its laws; and the FBlwould convert arrest data 
and all associateddl~a for federal crimes. 

When any state-unit conver~f a record con­
taining data emanating fromiian arrest in a 
state not currently a membeN>f the Federated 
System, the FBI would convert such data. 

A record composed solely of arrests (and as­
sociated information) in states not currently a 
member of the Federated System would ~ot 
be converted. As an aside, the money that 
could be spent on conversion of such records 
might better be spent on bringing such states 
into the system so they could perform their 
own conversion. 

47. Criteria for selection of records for conver­
sion prior to the start-up of the Federated Sys­
tem would vary somewhat from one state-unit 
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to another according to the status of each sys­
tem, availability of funds, and other such con­
siderations. It is a.lso likely that the Federated 
System would develop some general criteria 
whiCh would be incorporated into the state­
unit criteria. However, whatever record selec­
tion criteria a state-unit may adopt, it would be 
preferable from the point of view of the Fede­
rated System that one of the criteria require 
the FBI Number be a part of the record at the li 

time it is selected. 
A temporary procedure would be set up 

with the FBI to obtain numbers when a state­
unit has exhausted its supply of records with 
assigned FBI Numbers under the conditions 
presented above. The same temporary proce­
dure would apply when a state-unit, because of 
an active system, has converted records and is 
continuing to convel;t records that do not have 
an FBI Number assigned. 

As the Index data for the converted records 
are sent to the Index, the Index would obtain 
Washington Letters for all records not as­
signed new FBI Numbers during the tempo-

- --------- --- -------------...--~---------

rary procedure mentioned above. Information 
from the Washington Letters would be used to 
initiate the record conversion status system. 

48. Following initialization of the Index and the 
start-up of the Federated System, in which 
state-units' systems would convert records 
based(ji'J new arrests, the following procedure 
would'apply. A state-unit, unable to identify a 
fingerprint record or the record does not have 
an assigned FBI Number, would forward it to 
the FBI. 

Following the FBI identification processing, 
the FBI would transmit to the Indett: The FBI 
Number, new number or existing number 
code, the identification number issued by the 
arresting state-unit, and repository state-unit 
code. 

The Index would coordinate and control the 
conversion effort. When the Index is notified 
of the assignment of a new number by the FBI 
(initially this may occur on a first or second 
arrest), it would add the number and related 
data to the Index and transmit the required 
information to the repository state-unit. The 
repository state-unit, in addition to other ac­
tions, would complete any necessary conver­
sion .. 

When the Index is notified by the FBI of the 
assignment of an existing FBI,Numbar to a 
new arrest, it would check for the presence of 
the number. If the number had been entered 
previously, the Index would be updated, all 
converted history would be retrieved, amI all 
information would be transmitted to the new 
repository state-unit. If further conversion was 
required, the Index would so notify the affect­
ed state-units. If the number had not previous­
ly been entered, the full Index record would 
be added, the repository state-unit would be 
notified, the Washington Letter would be re­
quested from the FBI, and the applicable state­
units would be notified to initiate conversion 
of the record. 

When the Index is notified of a new arrest by 
a state-unit with an FBI Number assigned to a 
local record; but the arresting state-unit is not 
the repository state-unit, the Index would op­
erate as described above. 

Conclusion 
This is the first of an intended two parts. The first 

part has described an underlying philosophy for a 
true criminal justice information system-which if 
adopted essentially as presented-would,provide the 
desired operational ingredients of: 

a. Hesponses that are rapid and completa enough to satisfy the 
feal needs of a modern criminal justice system. 

b. Bntanc.lllg the workload between the three partlcipnting lev­
. els of government-local, state, and federal-for ~re erfec-
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tive operation. 
c. Sharing of information interpretable on a common basis 

throughout the criminal justice process to better inform mld 
to belter evnlunte the process. 

The second part will deal with how successive evo-

1\ 

luti.onary lev~ls of sy~~tems might be developed with 
whICh ~~ aclueve the system goals- embodied in the 
P~Oposlttons recomm~mded in Part r The emphasis 
Will be on state level systems with implications for 
both federal and local levels. 
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SOME PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED 
with the 

, DEVELOPMENT OF A NATIONAL 

CRIMINAI~ HISTORY INFORMATION SYSTEM 

by ROBERT P. SHUMATE 
Systems Scle~ce Development Corporation. 

It is' yet too early to judge whether project 
" SEARCH has been an unqualified success. It is also 
too early to assess fully the lessons learned and to 
interpret their significance. 'It is clear, however, that 
if SEARCH is to lead to a National system of criminal 
information exchange, attention and effort must be 
re-directed to a much broader class of problem than 
has been examined during its present phase. 

Since we are examining project SEARCH' within 
its current environment, the purpose and objectives 
of the present project should be examined briefly. 
Perhaps as a starting poinl~, tWo partial quotes taken 
from the SEARCH projece;\plan, as revised Aprill, 
1970, will aid in defining tbe scope in the project 
plam1ers own words: 

"There are two major objectives of this cooperative project: 
evaluation of the technical feasibility and operational utility 
of a cooperative interstate transference of criQ,linal history 
data." . 
"Demonstration of the capabUity to automate the state col­
lected criminal statistics for retrieval by LEAA and selected 
state and Federal agencies," 

It is emphasized throughout the project plan that 
the objective of project SEARCH to ~ate has been 
the exploration through a limited usage p:r.ototype of 
the technical feasibility of a multi-state computer­
based, criminal history storage and retrieval system; 
and to ascertain to the extent pQssible the benefits 
that accrue therein. 

It is fair to say that it has been no real surprise that 
the initial results of the project have demonstrated 
that technologically it is feasible to store, retrieve 
and transmit data between a group of computers on 
at least a limited scale without undue or insoluble 
problems. That this comes as no great surprise stems 
from the fact that systems of this general class have 
been in P use on a significant 'scale botq within the 
criminal justice establishment and in a wide range of 
military, industrial and general governmental agen-
cies. ,-

The participating agenCies, in project SEARCH 
have been introduced to, and have on the whole 
dealt effectively with the Urltial teohnological prob­
lems. However,' the resolution of initial technolOgical 
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problems involving a limited sample of the total 
criminal history population and a limited sub-set of 
the user population does not necessarily imply that 
the more complex problems of a full system will be" 
overcome as easily. Further. as of the present, the 
utility of such a computerized criminal information 
system has yet to be demonstrated in any quantita­
tive fashion. This is not an unusual situation since 
demonstration or prototype systems generally focus 

}nitial interest upon the technical performance of the 
~-system rather than on its benefits in terms of the user 
objectives. '., 

It is not unreasonable to assume that an objective .' 
appraisal of th~ cost benefits of such a system can be 
extracted from the data b~ing collected as part of the 
current project. There is a real dar.ge.r, however. that 
the.attraction of a new technological innovation may 
be so over~):lelming that the central question of 
whether the -"juice is worth the sque!3ze" may be 
overlooked. It is to this danger and its~\implications 
that I would like to direct the balance of my remarks. 

In a general sense, there is little questfon that the 
criminal justice establishmeqt has much to gain 
through the development ·of an efficient system of 
criminal histo,~y infor~l11tion interchange. The al­
ready significiil'lt impact that existing municipal, re-

\~ gional, state and Federal computerized inforll!lltion 
, systems have had on the criminal justice process is 

apparent. " 
However, notwithstanding the demonstrable 

value of such systems in individual instances, ,it as'also 
apparent that in many cases the fastlination wlJh 
t'Jehnology (a form of keeping up with the Jones') has 
respIted in the installation of systems which cannot, 
by any rational means be justified. I use the "term 
justified in~the sense of how the costs of the system 
and the benefits accruing to the using agencies com­
pare with the alternative methods of reaching the 
same objectives. ' 

The real danger to the future of Project SEARCH 
(or its successor) is not that the current project will 
suggest that the concepts involved are technological­
ly unfeasible, but rather that its technological success 
may result in a;:''loss of perspective. As one moves 
from a limited prototype to a full system, the com­
plexity of the problems encountered;. often increase 
in the form of a geometriC progressi9n. " 
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Concern for the future of Project SEARCH stems 
from the observation that as yet ,lliere has been little 
attention directed toward the l)mderlying structure 
of the National Criminal Information System. With­
out detracting from the obvious lessons that are 
being learned from the present demonstration pro­
ject significant, additional advances could have been 
made had there been a parallel attention directed 
toward a rigorous assessment of the nature of the 
criminal information system, the users it serves, the 
geographic distribution of its users, the size of the 
data base population, the density of data flow be­
tween users and related matters. 

It may be contended that the practical lessons to 
be learned through project SEARCH are a necessary 
prerequisite to, placing the criminal information sy~­
tern into perspective. Yet it would seem that It 
should be a matter of genuine concern rhat before 
further commitments are made to an extension of 
Project SEARCH that a significant amount of effort 
be directed toward a careful, systematic examination 
of the system structure. This examination must go far 
beyond an evaluation of the success, or failure, of the 
present phase of Project SEARCH. 

I find it difficult to believe that at the conclusion 
of the present phase of project SEARCH, given its 
limited objectives, that it will be possible to deter­
mine with any degree of certainty whether a com­
puterized national criminal information system is 
justified. I would even go so far as to qu~stion whe.th­
er a definitive answer will be forthcommg regardmg 
the question of whether the technical approach 
being utilized is feasible if &pplied to a full system 
national in scope. 

It is worthwhile to pause and examine the precepts 
involved in a criminal information system. It is rea­
sonable to accept the premise that a truly useful 
criminal information system must have a data base 
that is national in scope. Fragmented data bases do 
have limited use; but optimum utility requires that 
the user have access to all information concerning 
the subject's past criminal activity, irrespective of 
the geographic source of its origins. Project ~EARCH 
has implicitly recognized this need, and by Its nature 
is directed toward dealing with the problems as­
sociated wi~h enla'rging the electronically stored data 
base from a local or regional subset to a National set. 

A further significant factor involved is the matter 
of accessibilitY?F'or many years, the FBI has provided 
a national repository of information pertaining to a 
major subset of the criminal population. The para­
mount problem associated with full utilization of this 
data repository has been the lack of ease and ~he 
speed with which this data can be accessed. Routine 
additions to, and retrievals from, this data repository 
are handled by mail. The time units associated with 
the retrieval of dllta in this repository are measured 
in days. In our modern society with its mobile popu-
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lation an acce~sibility level measured in such time 
units is no longer acceptable. This is one major factor 
that has lead to a search for technology that can im­
prove the accessibility of data. 

Viewed as a system, the components of the com­
puter and the manual system are identical. The sys­
tem components consist of: , 

1. An index module 
2, An identity module 
3. A text module 

The index module is simply a se't of locators used 
as a prime reference point to reduce the population 
being examined to a group of reasonably sized sub­
classes. Traditionally index components utilized 
have included names, fingerprint classifications, and 
identification numbers. 

Identity modules contain data elements that link 
the physical entity with the abstract record of his 
past history on a one-for-one basis. Identity modules 
are usually organized by sub-classes of reasonable 
size, with each class (such as all Smiths) being located 
by the index element Smith in the index module. To 
the extent that the one-for-one match between 
physical entity and identity module approaches uni­
ty, the system reaches its maximum reliability. '. 

The text modu!e consists of entries or notations 
regarding the individuals' past or present activities. 
As the system moves through time, the text portion 
is constantly being extended or modified as new 
events take place and are recorded. 

The major advantages that the computer-based in­
formation system has is the speed of data transmis­
sion between user and data base. New text notations 
may be updated practically as they occur and 
become instantaneously available to other users a 
continent or half a world away. One can hardly deny 
the advantages of this increase in accessibility given 
the defined objectives of the criminal justice system. 

However, given the present state of our technolo­
gy, certain problems associated with electronic da~a 
retrieval may overshadow the advantages. You wIll 
note that I emphasize the verb "may" because it is 
questionable whether anyone has as yet examined 
fully the true extent of the problem and carried out 
a:ny rigorous analysis. 

While the manual system may be lacking in access­
ibility and response, the level and reliability of its 
identification function is another matter. By all 
standards which can be applied today, it is markedly 
superior simply because the match between physical 
entity and the identity module can be made on a 
point-by-point comparison of a set of fingerprints. No 
comparable methods yet exist for the electronically 
created and manipulated data base. 

The world-which includes the criminal justice 
community-still lacks a body of solid experience in 
dealing with truly large name files. Electronic file 
identification methods employed today are adequate 

for Hmited sized files and particularly for those files 
in which there is no motivation for identity conceal­
ment. Rudimentary identification methods work 
well for example in an airline reservation system. 
However, they are much more likely to prove inade­
quate in a criminal information system of any size, 
where motivation for concealment is high. 

Before Project SEARCH moves from the proto­
type stage, extensive study of the identification prob­
lem must be undertaken. I am not necessarily refer­
ring to research and development directed toward 
remote fingerprint-;scanners or voice pattern analyz­
ers (although this must inevitably take place) but to­
ward analysis of the nature and extent of the identifi­
cation problem given existing techniques and 
hardware technology. 

It is disturbing, however, to note that with the 
millions of dollars which have already been spent in 
the criminal justice community during the past 
decade for the development of computerized infor­
mation systems, that an infinitesimal amount has 
been applied to the actual study and research into 
the fundamental problems involved in large, person­
oriented files. By way of illustration, I' would like to 
suggest some problem areas in which studies directly 
related to identification problems associated with a 
National Criminal History file should be undertaken. 

It is questionable whether anyone truly knows the 
size of\\he total population of persons with criminal 
historie~ While the size of the population can be 
controlled to some extent by the establishment of 
policy guidelines concerning these classes of criminal 
histories that are to be included in the population, it 
is still necessary that the population size be identi­
fied. The data base population is dynamic with new 
persons entering the population and others leaving 
as the system moves through time. The population 
size, while changing slowly is identifiable and meas­
ureable. 

I am unaware of any competent studies based 
upon a statistically defensible sample of the criminal 
history population that has examined the probability 
of multiple identification matches when: 1. surname 
only is used; 2. surname plus given and middle initial 
are used; 3. date of birth plus (2) above are used; 4. 
race and sex plus (2) and (3) above are used. Ii 

To illustrate why such studies are needed, .l~!t us 
take a look at what happens to the problem 6f, false 
drops in a name file selected from the general popu­
lation where the content is increased from a popula­
tion of 10,OOO~i:o 10,000,000 persons. A false drop is 
defined as multiple identifiers returned from the file 
that meet exactly the identification criteria submit­
ted. We will assume that the match criteria used is 
surname. given name, and middle initial, date of 
birth, race and sex which slightly exceeds the 
SEARCH minimum inquiry identification criteria. In , 
the file of 10,000 the expected probability of ~ncoun-

tering a false drop is apout .001, or once in a thousand 
inquiries one or more false matches will occur. The 
interesting thing about a false drop as we have de­
fined it is that additional information must be sup­
plied to make an absolute identity. It has been fur­
ther calculated that the probability of a true match 
in a file of 10,000 would be .. 00005, or one chance in 
20,000. 

To illustrate what happens as the file size increases 
let us look at the expected probabilities for a file of 
10,000,000 individual~. Using the same identification 
criteria the expected false drop rate in the larger file 
is 3.75 per inquiry. This means that on the average 
there will be approximately four false matches re­
turned for each inquiry that makes any type of 
match. The expected true hit rate is .05-0r one out 
of 20 inquiries submitted. 

Before hasty conclusions are reached concerning 
the above data it should be pointed out that the esti­
mates given are in all likelihood not applicable to' the 
criminal history me population because they are like­
ly to be grossly understated. The assumptions U1~ed in 
the calculatioQ.s were that the queries entered ttS'the 
system represent a true random sample drawn from 
the general population and that criminals as a group 
have identification characteristics in the same pro-
portion as that found in the general population. We 
believe both assumptions to be incorrect. The sample 
of identities selected for inquirt~s will be biased to­
ward those already in the file, simply by the nature 
of the police screening pi'ocess. Further,. there is rea­
son to believe the subset of population in the crimi­
nal history file has identity characteristics different 
from those found in the general population. If either 
of such assumptions are correct, the true match and 
false drop rate will be significantly higher than those 
stated. 

This example is intended-only to highlight the type 
of problem that is likely to be encountered as file 
sizes are increased. The false drop rate in the 10,000 
unit file is hardly cause for concern. However, in the 
larger file the rate is sufficiently high as to make its 
utility of questionable value. 

The possible combinations of commonly used iden­
tifiers with electronic data mes are extensive and 
their efficacy needs to be examined. As tJte popula­
tion increases in a person-oriented file, the probabili­
ty of false drops increases rapidly. We need to know 
the kind of identification problem we will have when 
a National Criminal History file becomes a working 
e~tity. Further, we need to establish from the study 
of carefully constructed samples drawn from the Na­
tional Criminal History population the combinations 
of identifiers that minimize the probability of false 
drops. 

To the best of my knowledge, no well-designed 
studies have been carried out into such basic factors 
as the distribution of surnames within the criminal 
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population to determine whether their distributions 
conform with known distributions in other large 
files, such as the Social Security file, utility user files, 
and military files. This type of information is a neces­
sary prerequisite to the development of the system 
itself. 

The data is available, the sampling techniques are 
known, the methods of statistical inference exist to 
determine the reliability and limitations of the iden­
tification problem. The planning and implementa­
tion of a full scale system should not be undertaken 
until adequate attention is directed toward this prob­
lem. It is conceivable that examination of the identity 
problem could suggest that untH improved technolo­
gy for identification purposes emerges criminal his­
tory files have size limits beyond which they cannot 
within practical limitations be extended. 
. It will serve no useful purpose to dwell further on 
the problems of identification. The problem exists, 
and prudence dictates that the limitations it will im­
pose on the future growth of person-oriented files be 
ascertained. There are other areas which, present 
equally important problems and it seems appropri­
ate that we consider their nature and their probable 
consequences. 

Since it appears that a key element in a National 
Criminal History file is the establishment of a central 
repository containing as broad a class of the criminal 
history population as possible, it is of interest to ex­
amine alternative approaches which are available in 
the development of such a system. 

There are actually two basic approaches to the 
problem of establishing a central repository of crimi~ 
nal histories. Briefly, these may be summarized as 
follows: 

1. A truly central repository in which a single computer 
complex contains all indices, indentity modules and text at 
a single location. Access is by an extensive communications 
system with terminal points located throughout the geo­
graphic area served. 
2. A modified central repository in which the indices and 
identity modules are located physically in a single central 
computer facility and the text is located in a series of local 
or regional computer systems. Communications between 
the central computer and the local Or regional computers are 
by digital communication facilities. 

A review of these two approaches will serve to 
bring into focus some of the problems associatep with 
each. " 

Project SEARCH has in its initial demomttation 
period adopted an approach that embodies the de­
centralized text storage concept. Under this concept 
the central repository contains indices and identity 
modules only. It serves to establish identification ac­
cording to current criteria and provides a reference 
to where the actual text is stored. In addition the 
central index computer serves as a mechanism for 
collecting and assembling text material and for trans­
mitting the assembled information to the requesting 
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station. . i 
It should be noted that under such a concept, only 

the identity modules and associated indices are actu­
ally physically located in a central repository. Text 
material may reside in one or several locations. Un­
fortunately, the extent to which a single person's his­
tory is likely to be distributed over multiple locations 
is presently unknown. Examination of a limited sam­
ple of criminal histories suggest that the average 
number of jurisdications associated with a single 
criminal history is over 3. Nothing is known at pre­
sent concerning the shape of the distribution about 
the mean, although it is reasonable to assume it is 
negative exponential. 
~pe advantages of a decentralized text storage ap­

proach are several. First, it offers the advantages of 
a broad data base while providing a high level oflocal 
or regional autonomy over criminal histories. Each 
local region physically possesses its own records and 
may, if it so desires at any time withdraw from the 
system or impose restrictions on the access to certain 
records. Second, such local autonomy has a built-in 
mechanism for distributing the cost of the system 
among user agencies in some rough proportion to 
their use and size of their data base. It has the further 
effect of distributing .!?;e bulk of the data storage 
(text) among many systems rather than placing the 
storage burden on a single system. 

It may be further argued that since it appears that 
within the next decade every state and major region 
will have computer systems dedicated in full, or in 
part, to the criminal justice function, distributing the 
storage to local or regional level will create econo­
mies of scale. If, for example, an agency already has 
a ,.computer, the. incremental cost of adding storage 
is not a significant percentage of the whole. 

The primary disadvantage of the modified central 
repository approach is that in terms of systems effi­
ciency it cannot approach that of the true central 
repository. Since text for any given matched request 
may be distributed at from one to N locations, the 
collection, assembly and retransniission of text data 
is less efficient than a system where all text is in a 
single location. 

A second disadvantage is that as a system embodies 
more components their combined reliability de­
clines. It generally follows that within any system 
anytlih~J:hat.can happen will eventually happen. 
The morEt elements that a,re contained within a sys­
tem-the more elements there are that fall within 
this law. Paradoxically, one of the arguments ad­
vanced in favor of the decentralized text storage is 
that the distribution of the text portion of the data 
base reduces the possibility of the entire system . 
being inoperable. However, if one or more reposito­
ries are unavailable to the system, the system's effec­
tiveness is compromised. Intuitively, one would sus­
pect that a central system would have a reliability 
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?oefficient significantly higher than the de-central­
Ized text storage approach. 
. Finally, the question of whether such an approach 
IS technically feasible within reasonable economic 
constraints qpce the system moves beyond the proto­
type stage is yet to be answered. The decentralized 
t~xt storage approach involves a network transmis­
sIon problem of extraordinary complexity. Just how 
complex this problem is cannot be ascertained until 
some rigorously constructed studies and simulations 
are carried out. 

Turning to the pure central repository concept we 
can examine its more obvious advantages and its 
more vis~ble disadvantages. The central repository 
concept mvolves ~he location of indices, identity 
modules and texts m a single central computer com­
plex. It resembles the central index in the sense that 
the indices and the identity modules are the same. 
The two approaches differ primarily in the location 
of the text. In the central system the text is located 
in ~ single contiguous record whereas in the decen­
trahzed text approach, the text is located in several 
phYSically remote locations. 
. The a.dvantag~ ~f a central repository is the rela­

tively hIgher effICIency with which text can be re­
trieved on matched identities. Text need not be col­
~~cte~ and assembled from phYSically remote 
idcatIons before transmission to the requesting agen­
cy. Further,.the reliability level of equipment can be 
controlled mor.e stringently. ConSidering the re­
duced compleXIty of the data transmission network 
pro~lem, it 'seems likely that greater reliability at 
eqmvalent or lower costs can be achieved 

The d~sadvantages of the centralized te~t storage 
system m many respects parallel the advantages 
enumerated for the decentralized system. First of 
course, ~here is the question of giving up local control 
of certam classes of records. While on a purely ration­
~ basis, this disadvantage may appear to be more 
Illusory than real, in practice attitudes toward this 
problem run deep. 

A more important and more formidable disadvan­
tage lies in the area of technology. Without a full 
~nowledge of the population size, the average text 
SIze, traffic volume levels and match frequency 
there is no way of being completely sure that a cen~ 
tral repository of the size required can be established 
within any justifiable cost structure. 

',fhe ?nal problem is one of cost allocation. This is 
pnmarily a matler of policy and there is ample 
prec7dent. for the Federal Government assuming 
the finanCIal burden of services that benefit all or a 
group of the local jurisdictions. 

We have been discussing two conceptual appro­
aches, which in a sense are polar. There are many 
degrees of centralization that lie between. For exam­
ple, texts could be maintained in four or five region­
al computer repositories. Alternatively, regional 

switching computers could collect and route data re­
quests to a central computer. 

The alternatives for how the National SysteI1p for 
the Interstate Transference of Criminal Histor!( can 
be approached are numerous. The data and the 
quantitative te.chniques for reaching a determina­
tIon of the optImal feasible approach are avalilable. 
Yet to ~ate there has been a surprising lack ()f real 
effort. dIrected toward studies that will answer' these 
queshons. 

If ~e are going to embark on the estabHshn.'lent of 
a ~atlOnal System for the Transference for Odminal 
HIstory Information it is imperative that ;certain 
steps be taken as part of the next phase in Project 
SEARCH. ' 

Funding must be provided in ample quantity to 
undert~ke a study of the identification problem in­
?e~ent m a national criminal history file utiHzing ex­
Istmg technology and identification elememts that 
can be Qsed 'Yi~hin thi.s technology. Such a study 
sho~.dd, as a mmlmum, mclude drawing stlHistically 
d~n~ed sa.mples from Federal and selected state 
cnmmal ~Istory files to, as a minimum, determine 
the followmg: 

1. A statistically derived estimate of the true population of 
persons wi~h criminal histories by class of crimin:al act. 

2. ~ st~tistically derive~ mo~el of the frequency with which 
co~bm~tions of common IdentIfiers within the expected popu­
lation wIll produce false drops. 

~. l!tilizing sta~isti.call~ sound sampling techniqUes, a deter­
~ma?on of t?e ~lstf1bution of surname, given n(une and other 
Identifiers Within the criminal history population should be 
made so that subClass size can be determined. ' 

Funded research at significant leve~s should be en., 
couraged to study in more detail the rel8ltive efficacy 
of various types of identifiers or combin:atiolls there­
of. Far too little attention has been dirl~cted toward 
the studr. of such. b~sic factor~ in thE) rush to get 
~ystems . on the rur. If there IS to bel a significant 
mcrease m the quality of identification using present 
technology, a conSiderably higher levl!!1 of emphasis 
must be given this important activit1r. It would be 
short-s~ghted indeed to embark upon' a national sys­
tem WIthout ~ be~ter f~und~tion than we currently 
h~ve regardmg IdentIficatIon eritElria and tech­
mques. 

Furthermore, substantial funding should be made 
available for encouraging research and development 
in te~hnologi.cal areas, such as remote fmgerprint 
scannmg) vOIce pattern identification and other 
promising. po~itive identification techniques. Even­
tually, as fde sIzes and text aVailability grow, the ulti­
~ate solution must be the development of tech­
~llq~~s of absolute personal identification of 
mdlVlduals. If we are to put millio~ns of dollars into a 
National criminal information system, we cannot 
neglect the technology that the future welfare of tlle 
system must rest upon. 

Beyond the problems associated with identifica-
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lion methods and techniques, effort should be direct­
ed toward determining the optimal feasib~e concep­
tual approach to the storage and retrieval of a Na­
tional criIJlinal history data base. As a minimum, the . 
SEARCH Committee shOllld initiate a study or a ser­
ies of studies to undertake the following. 

A statistically sound sample of records should be 
drawn from both state and Federal criminal history 
files. This sample should be used as the basis for a 
number of analytic studies. 

Samples should be analyzed to determine a statisti­
cally reliable estimate of the size of the criminal his­
tory population. This should include estimates of the i 
number of individuals in the file, the number of text . 
entries, the mean and variance of the number of text .r 

entries per person and the total volume of text char­
acters, including their mean length and distribution. 
This type of basic information will permit sound esti-
mateds ?f the I' file slizes. of seledcted cl~ssesthof histl'ories i.1 

to ai m po ICy p annmg to etermme ose c asses 
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3/pproaches. An analysis of the geographic distribu­
tiion of such entry sources will also yield valuable 
linformation for network planning. 

Utilizing existing manual files at the state and local 
,'levels a statistically' sound sample of 'user activity 

i should be drawn to permit reliable estimates to be 
made of the volume levels that a National network 
will have to handle. The initial experience gained 
within Project SEARCH should contribute valuable 
information to such a study. The same data should be 
used to determine the rate at which requests result 
in true matches, false matches, and false drops, to 
further identify the netwbrk transmission problems. 

This type of effort should lead to the development 
of a model of the system that will permit a rational 
approach to be followed in developing the final 
physical structure of the system. It seems only sensi­
ble that alternate models of the system should be 
simulated, utilizing the parameters denved in the 
sampling I,md analysis, to determine the system per­Ii 

of criminal histories that should or can be retained in ;i 
the file. From such a sample, estimates of the overlap 
that exists between current state files and Federal 
files can also be determined. 

\1 formance under a range of load fa(:tors and different 

A statistically derived estimate should be made of 
the number of different geographic sources of origin 
that a single identity in the file is likely to have. The 
distribution of persons who have 1, 2., 3, ...... N 
entries from different locations should be estab­
lished. Such data is essential in evaluating the type 
and magnitude of network transmission problems 
that will be encountered under alternate conceptual 
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Ii conceptual approaches. 
ill\ While the foregoing discussion is not intended as a 
\'1 defmitive or complete exposition concerning me­
l' thodology of the extent to whicb such studies should 
,\1\ be carried, it does suggest however, that this class of 
. problem should be studied. It seems inconceivable 
1\ that a full effort for a project as far-reaching as 
\ SEARCH be undertaken without this type of careful 
'fnalYSiS to establish the necessary foundations. 
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COMPUTERIZED INFORMATION SERVICES FOR LEA A 

by Alfred Sansone 
Acting Director, Systems Analysis Center 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
U.S. Dept. of Justice 

The Systems Analysis Center of LEAA is now 
developing a number of automated data processing 
systems which should aid substantially in fulfilling 
the information needs of the criminal justice com­
munity. Because of the newness of the Center, these' 
systems are still in their developmental stages. With­
in the next five months, however, the first of these 
will be operative. Within a year we expect to have 
three interactive information systems operating on a 
nationwide basis, providing useful and timely data 
for use among local, state, and federal crimi:f1ll1 jus­
tice agencies. 

Grants Management Information Service 
The first of these information systems to be availa­

ble is the grants management information system, or 
GMIS. The GMIS is intended to serve two basic pur­
poses. The first is to provide management data for 
the effective direction of LEANs complex and ex­
panding grants program. The second is to provide 
State Planning Agencies with on-line access to the 
grants management data-base. The GMIS data base 
will provide information to operating and senior 
managers in terms of direction of program, degrees 
of success for classes of programs, and coverage of 
the designated target areas-police, courts, and cor­
rections. A system of this nature would additionally 
serve as a tool to inform the states of grant activities 
being carried out in other states. It would also aid in 
the minimization of duplication of similar research 
and developmental programs. In addition, it would 
assist management ~it the federal and state levels in 
increaSing the impact of grants by furnishing a factu­
al base for grant program analysis. In short, the GMIS 
"jll be a significant tool to assist managers at various 
levels to monitor and increase the total effectiveness 
of the overall grant program and to provide in,forma­
tion to Congress and the public on the utilization of 
funds. More specifically, by gathering and categodz­
ing th~ subjective and financial information on each 
grant,the GMIS will function to recast this data into 
a format to suit the needs of the requesting office, be 
it the LEAA Administrator, Director of the Office of 
Law Enforcement Programs (LEAA), Congressional 
Liaison, etc, This will be achieved by categorizing 
each activity in multi-dimensional terms, The pri­
mary categories are the mmor components of crimi­
nal justice systems: police, courts, and corrections. 
Secondary categories are: 

1) Type of assistance-state block grant, discretionary grant, 

LEEP I Academic Assistance, NCJISS grants, National Insti­
tute R&D grants, fellowship program, contracts, technical 
assistance. 

2) Duration of grant. 
3) Funding-solely LEAA, matched, percentage of reCipient 

contribution, actual dollar contribution. 
4) Geographic-cities, states, regions, state consortia, national. 
5) Demographic-relatIve population, actual population, con­

gressional districting. 
6) Methodology-organizational development, salary, re­

sear~h, education, training, physical construction, equip­
ment. 

7) Type of criminal activity-organized crime, crime against 
persons, crimes against property, civil disorder, overall. 

8) Criminal Justice system type-manual, fully automated, hy­
brid. 
This list is not intended to be complete. Upon completion of 
a thorough investigation of the LEA A program, additional 
categories may be needed. 

The LEAA GMIS will be complemented by com­
munications-linked state grant informatioh systems 
maintained by the State Planning Agency within 
each state. These state GMIS's will contain additional 
program information at the level of detail for which 
the state has responsibility. For example, the sub­
grants which result from an LEAA state block grant 
will be defined within the state GMIS in terms of the 
same categories of the LEAA GMIS. This commonal­
ity of terms and the resulting corresponding frame­
work for the state and LEAA GMIS's will guarantee 
maximum interchange of information with mini­
mum effort and cost. 

The GMIS will respond to information needs at 
many levels. The primary goals will be: 

1) Program Monitoring lIIld ~fanagement-The single most im­
portant product of the GMIS will be the periodic reports 
which describe the aspects of the total LEAA program. His­
toric information will be available for comparison. Projected 
plans and goals will be added for evaluation of the program 
and status reporting. From this i.nfi~fmation, management 
plans can be implemented" modified, 01' significantly 
changed. 

2) Status of Grant Appllcations a.nd Awards-Each grant re­
quest will be tracked throlJgh the systt!m as it is processed 
from the initial submissior'l through evaluation, authoriza­
tion, approval, implementation, and final evaluation. As each 
significant milestone in the procedure is achieved, the action 
accomplished will be recorded. This will enable program 
managers to determine the status of grants and to continually 
evaluate the processing of grant requests. This aspect of 
GMIS will enable program ma~lagers t<> respond to internal 
and external inquiries in regard to the status of grants in 
process. 

3) Flnancla/ Management-By monitoring grants through the 
processing stages leading to final disbursement of funds from 
the federal level through the state sub-grant mechanism, the 
financial managers will be" continually informed as to the 
financial status of the LEAA program from the most gene:!&l 
to the extreme detail levels. 

,4) Program lrlfornmtlon Requests-In the coUrse of the LEAA 
daily business, unanticipated information requests continual-
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Iy arise from internal and external sources. Most often the 
time considerations of these requests are of a highly critical 
nature. That is, ifthe response is not generated rapidly, its 
value quickly diminishes. Within non-computer supported 
systems, the data response is most often compiled by a mas­
sive manual effort, involving the expensive time of 
managerial and technical personnel. The GMIS will he so 
structured that these "one-time" inquiries can be processed 
rapidly, accurately, and inexpensively. The most common 
examples of this type of data request are from the Adminis­
tration officials involved in responding to CongreSSional in­
formation requests and fulfilling public information needs. 

5) Congressional Presentation Support-The flexibility of the 
GMIS will greatly enhance the ability of LEAA to justify 
budget requests by improving the quality and depth of budg­
et presentations to Congress and, additionally, to respond to 
unanticipated congressional requests for additional detail 
which arise during hearings, testimonies, etc. 

The purpose of the GMIS is to meet information 
needs of managers at all levels. 

This meatis that data elements which serve specif­
ic functional areas can be combined with data ele­
ments from other functional areas to create manage­
ment information for decisions across organizational 

'", lines. This includes management officials at federal, 
'<''State, and local levels. 

Developing an LEAA/ state coordinated data base 
will allow a succinct interchange of information be­
tween LEAA and states, or from state to state. Th,is 
ability for a state to access the GMIS data base of 
LEAA and other state activities will reduce duplica­
tion of development efforts at the state level and aid 
in avoiding less productive projects by sponsoring an 
interchange of experience between states. 

Technical Reference Service 
Another LEAA .information system under deve­

lopment is the technical reference service. This ser­
vice will be designed to fill the reference needs of the 
entire law enforcement and criminal justice COnt­

munity-police, courts, corrections, prosecution, 
probation and parole. 

The Reference Service will focus on research and 
development reports and documentation on action 
projects; however, it will also include books, periodi­
cal and journal articles, and films pertaining to law 
enforcement and criminal justice. In addition, it will 
serve as an index of available criminal justice infor­
mation systems. 

The groups to be served comprise LEAA including 
the regional offices, the State Planning Agencies 
(SPA's) and local law enforcement plannh.g agencies, 
state and local police, legislative bodies, other gov­
ernment agencies with law enforcement respon­
sibilities, professional associations, and private non­
profit crime prevention and control groups. Other 
major components include courts and correctional 
agencies, the educational and research communities, 
and the general public. 

The specific subject areas, activity areas, and 
categories which will be emphasized initially in-
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clude: criminal justice planning, various LEAA fund­
ed projects, selected LEAA/SPA funded projects, po­
lice management and operations, police manpower 
(recruiting, training, utilization and development), 
law enforcement equipment, police-community re­
lations, criminal justice statistical and information 
systems, computer applications in law enforcement 
and criminal justice, organized crime, and films 
related to the above. 

State-of-the-art reviews will be produced in select­
ed fields of law enforcement and criminal justice. 
The publication of an abstract journal on research 
and development findings, selected action project \\ 
results, journal articles, and other activities are also )) 
envisioned. ,,<~ 

The National Criminal Justice Reference Service, /! 
when fully operational, should play a major role in 
improving and strengthening law enforcement 
throughout the nalion.,lt is expected that this system 
will be available within the next nine months. 

Criminal Justice Statistics Service 
The third automated information system being 

developed for the I'lationwide criminal justice com­
munity is the national criminal justice statistical sys­
tem. The data-baseofor this system will contain Uni­
form Crime Reports for. the past 10 years; social, 
economic, and demograpllic data from the Census 
Bureau; and victimization statistics now being deve­
loped. In addition, the system design will include the 
capability to access the LEAA grant information 
data-base so that statistical correlations may be per­
formed involving grant objectives, crime rates, em­
ployment data and the like. 

. The users of this system will be LEAA researchers, 
SPA's, Universities, and criminal justice agencies 
which ca~\effectively use such a data source, such as 
the IACP and the NCCD. 

These users will be on-line to the statistical data­
base through remote telecomn).unicati9ns terminals 
located .at their various agencies. 

Work'is now ill progress at LEAA to specifically 
define user needs, file organization, storage, updat­
ing, and retrieval capabilities. The national criminal 
justice statistical system should be operative within 
12 months. The system design will include a determi­
nation of the degree to which this system must in­
teract "'lith the grants management information sys­
tem and the technical reference system in the 
transfer of information from one system to another. 

The development of these three LEAA informa­
tion systems to produce data on grants, technic~l ref­
erence materials ahd statistical information should 
be a substa."ltial step forward in making avrulable the 
kind of data now needed by criminal justice agenci~s 
to fulfill their responsibilities. The Systems Analysis 
Center of LEA.>\, is now moving forward as rapidly as 
possible in the development of these needed systems 

, 
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and in.theinv~stigation of other areas where systems 
analYSIS techmques can strengthen the effectiveness of criminal justice agencies at the localr;tate and 

federal levels. ' , 
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THE NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATISTICS CENTER 
" 

A Long-Range Program 

by George E. Hall, Director 
National Crimihal Justice Statistics Center I\c 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
United States Department of Justice 

Tlle National Criminal Justice Statistics Center was 
established approximately one year ago. Since that 
time we have begun a number of projects and have 
developed some rather extensive plans for the fu­
ture. 

The Center basicaUy performs three different but 
related roles. First, we proviqe statistical support to 
LEAA. This involves providing information for plan­
ning, budgeting and evaluation. 

Second, we act as a principal criminal justice data 
collection agency for the Federal Government. In 
order to carry out this mandate, we collect, process 
and disseminate ~jrtformation on a broad range of 
criminal justice topics. 

Finally, we support states and local units of govern­
ment in the development and improvement of their 
own statistical systems. v 

Let us examine these roles more closely ~i) see 
what the implications ~re for·· the criminal justice 
community as a whole. 

The first role mentioned, that of providing support 
within the agency, would at first appear to have little 
relevance outside ofthe agency. However, the deve­
lopment of a general statistical dabl base available tp 
states which was referred to earlier in Mr. Sansone's 
paper,1 was conceived as a tool to supply rapid an­
swers to questions from within the agency, the Con­
gress and the Administ{ation. However, it soon 
became obvious that the states needed a similar ser­
vice to cope with their burgeoning statistical require­
ments. Thus the idea of supplying the states with 
terminal access to such a data base was born. 

The collection and dissemination of data on crime 
and criminal justice is by far the largest~ but not 
necessarily most important, function performed;'by 
the Center. Surveys and censuses are being conduct­
edin a number of areas of crinl.e and the administra­
tion of justice. 

The major effort revolves around large sample sur­
veys currently under development. These surveys, 
refer~ed ~to as victimization surveys, will provide us 
with several new measures never before available. 

Eirst, we will be able to look at ~'new measure of 
the incidence of crime. For the past forty years, we 
have been depending on ctiJnes known to the police 
to provide an overall crime~ate. This is an extremely 
valuable measure of police workload, and to a lar~e 

extent provides an accurate indicator of changes in 
the crime level. However, this traditional Pleasure 
has a number of lim,itations. One is that it 'basically 
provides only information on reported crimes and as 
we know, many crimes go unreported for one reason 
or another. These estimates also reflect different 
measurement standards between reporting agen­
cies. Finally, the current program is voluntary with 
less than complete reporting. 

Victim-based data also have imperfections. For ex­
ample, recent work using reverse record check~indi­
cate that for certain crimes, notably assault and larce­
ny, people either fail to remember that they were 
victimized or they have changed their minds about 
the essential nature Of the occurrence. However, the 
Center is now condt.icti~g a number of experiments 
to develop methods to [eliminate these response er­
rors or at least to quantify them. 

These sample surveys will however provide a 
wealth of new information. For victims, we will be 
able to estimate the true economic and social costs of 
serious crime. Moreover, since these are general 
population samples we will use them to obtain infor­
mation .on the, public's attitud~s toward crime and 
law enforcement. Further, we will be able to ascer­
tain the crime avoidance measures being taken by 
the general population and the cost of these meas­
ures. When appropriate, these surveys will also be 
used to discover the extent of public awareness of 
various criminal justice programs. 

Experimental work is also undefway to determine 
whether sample surveys can be utilized to obtain 
other crime measures. For example, the Center is 
examining possible techniques to use in surveys to 
estimate such things as the amount of white collar 

" crime and the use of dangerous drugs. 
Where do we stand now on these survey statistics 

efforts? In the past few months, four major research 
projects have been undertaken. As a resull:cvf these 
projects, c~,rried out in conjunction with the Census 
Bureau, we feel ~hat we can noW measure a limited· 
number of serious crimes. In January, some victimi­
zation questions will be included in the Census Bu­
reau's Quarterly Household Survey to provide na­
tional "estimates of personal victimization. Tpis will 
mark the beginning of an ongoing national survey to 
provide this victim information on a regular basis. 

In addition, major efforts are underway in San Jose, 
California and Dayton, Ohio, to obtain estimates of 
crime as well as attitudes about crime and law en­
forcement in the area. The data from these surveys 
will be used as part of LEANs Pilot Cities projects in 
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those cities. 
The Center's data collection efforts include a num­

ber of other projects, One of great importance, is 
designed to measure the level of employment and 
expenditures for criminal justice activities in the 
states, large cities and populous counties. These data 
will provide information needed by the states and 
communities for criminal justice planning purposes. 
The Federal Government also requires such infor­
mation for legislative planning and the development 
of national goals. There is even a possibility that these 
data will take on even more significance. There is 
currently pending, an amendment to the 1968 Safe 
Streets Act to base the "pass through" requirement 
on the proportion of funds spent by the states and 
local units of government in the previous fis.cal year. 
The Employment and Expenditure Survey would, in 
all probability, provide the basis for the new "pass­
through" requirement. 

The Center has also taken steps to discover just 
what agencies constitute the criminal justice system. 
To this end, a census was taken early this year. From 
this effort, we have developed a directory of criminal 
justice agencies which will be published soon. This 
project is also being used as the basis for the develop­
ment of a study of court organization. This study will 
shed light on one of the major statistical problems in 
the measurement of the criminal justice system. The 
judiciary performs many functions outside of crimi­
nal justice, but planners need to know how much of 
each court's resources are devoted to the criminal 
process and how much to civil activities. 

Also related to our census of criminal justice agen­
cies is 'a detailed census of jails which was also comp­
leted recently. For the first time, we know how many 
county and city jails exist-4,023. We,also know their 
capacity and to some extent the number and kinds of 
prisoners they contain. 

In a related area, the Center is also assuming the) 
responsibility for the National Prisoner Statistics pro­
gram. This is one of the oldest continuous statistical 
series in criminal justice. The Center will modify the 
program by automating the data processing phase to 
be able to produce more timely information. 

The discussion about jail and prison statistics brings 
us to a grey area between statistics collected at the 
Federal level and statistics gen~rated at the state 
level. Both of the immediately p~eCeding programs 
generate statistics based on the ffender. Other pa­
pers this afternoon will go into m re detail about an 
offender based statistics program operated at the 
state level. Hopefully the programs I ju~~ described 
will shortly be absorbed into the states' own statisti­
cal programs. 

A major part of the Center's interest involves en­
couraging the states to develop their own statistical 
expertise and providing technical and financial as­
sistance to achieve this end. In the area of offender 
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based transaction statistics, the Center is heavily 
committed to Project SEARCH and to the statistical 
efforts which are being carried out under the 
SEARCH umbrella. We hope that the SEARCH 
states will continue their active interest in the deve­
lopment of statistical programs. If the national inter­
est is sustained, the Center will commit its grant 
funds to support these kinds of programs. 

In addition to :project SEARCH, many states such 
as California, Minnesota, the District of Columbia, 
New Jersey and others are developing or have deve­
loped offender based systems on their own. We are 
watching all of these efforts with great interest and 
hope their techniques can be utilized by others as 
they develop their own offender based transaction 
statistics systems. 

Since September, in different parts of the country 
there have been briefings sponsored by the Center 
to acquaint criminal justice administrators with the 
use of statistics in the 'operation of their programs. 
The Center is now planning a series of workshops 
which will be developed jointly with people from the 
more advanced states to further encourage other 
states to develop compatible systems. The initial 
planning for these workshops is now underway and 
we hope that there will be full development within 
the next several months. 

The Statistics Center also has a grant program to 
provide discretionary funds to states to develop 
modules of full transaction systems. These modules 
can be in the area of police, courts or corrections. 
The systems must however be designed in such a way 
that they can be interfaced with the statistical sys­
tems of any other part Of the system. In other words, 
work will have to be done on the establishment of 
unique identifiers within the criminal justice system 
of a state and tentative agreement would have to be 
reached on the establishment of a centralized statisti­
cal function within the state. 

The development of this centralized statistics 
function within the states cannot be stressed too 
strongly. As the President's Crime Commission 
pointed out, "Difficulties inherent in dealing with 
thousands of different agencies, over which there is 
no Federal control, led the Wickersham Commission 
to recommend that the Federal Government deal 
only with state statistical bureaus. Because of their 
position within the state criminal justice structure; 
these bureaus could, it was felt, require the mainte­
nance of necessary recprds and could, through train­
ing, and monitoring pfograms, insure the quality of 
the information reported." 2 

This quote is particularly significant since it not 
only stresses the development of State systems but 
alludes to the Wickersham Commission which made 
the same recommendation forty years ago. Although 
the need has been apparent for decades, it has now 
become acute. With the advent of computers talking 
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to each other at various levels of government a 
chaotic situation will develop unless an independ~nt 
central statistical function is developed in the states. 

Along with its interest in developing the transac­
tion statistics programs, the Statistics Center also has 
a grant program which has been used primarily to 
de~elop a statewide Uniform Crime Report capabili­
ty m the states. UCR as you know, provides the other 
measure of crime-crimes known to the police. 
Moreover, it provides information on arrests and 
clearances, and to the extent that these data are of­
fender based they tie in very well to an offender 
based statistics program. In the first two years of the 
statistical portion of the discretionary grants, approx­
imately $1 million will have been earmarked for the 
development of UCR programs. 

Finally, the Statistics Center is encouraging the 
states to develop their own administrative statistics. 
Each of the states is required as part of its compre­
hensive plan to provide information on expendi-

t~res,~~ploye~s, and the institutions of criminal jus­
bce wll!hm theIr state. These data are needed at the 
state lev~l to provide the state planning agency and 
others .su~':h as ~he state administration and legisla­
ture WIth the kmds of data needed to plan rational 
state programs. Similar data are also needed by 
LEAA to plan their own discretionary programs and 
to examine the reasonableness of the comprehensive 
plans presented by the states. 

As you can see, the Statistics Center is embarking 
on an optimistic program for development of data at 
the national level and the encouragement of states to 
~evelop their own information at the state level. We 
f~el that the. entire area of the administration of jus­
bce can be Improved markedly when the informa­
tion describing the overall system is available to plan-
ners, scholars and administrators. ,_ 

~ Computerized Information Services for LEAA by Alfred G. Sansone. 
Tns~ ~orce report Crime and its Impact-all Assessment, President's 

CommIssIon on .La:" Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, U.S. 
Government Prmtmg Office, Washington, D. C. 1967, p. 124. 
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I', STATISTICAL 'DEVELOPMENT " 

by Charles M. Friel; Ph.D. 
DireOtor of Research 

Institute of Contemporary Corrections 
and the Behavioral Sciences 

,Sam Houston State University 
Huntsville. Texas 

Around the turn of the century Mark Twain wrote 
that the American System of Justice was the greatest 
in the world. He did allege. however, that it suffered 
from OIle problem; namely the difficulty in finding 
twelve ignorant and illiterate men to serve on ajury. 
Quite possibly in Twain's day this was the only prob­
lem confronting the administration of justice; yet to­
day, the problem of jury selection is only qll.e of a 
myriad of problems threatening the effici~ht ad­
ministration of criminal' justice. 

When we speak of the criminal justice system in 
1970, we are speaking of the activity of 420,000 law 
enforCl'lment officers in over 40,000 seIi/arate agen­
cies at a total operating budget of 2.5 billion dollars 
a year. The system involves the decision-making of 
some 3,700 superior court judges and 15,000 lower 
court judges who are responsible for the sentencing , 
of two million felons, and 30 million misdemeanants 
a year. Aside from the administration of adult justice 
the system is responsible for the handling of more 
thah one million juveniles, 600,000 of which can be 
categorized as delinquent. The present system oper­
ates in excess of 3,400 county and county-city jails, 50 
state penal systems, and employs 121,000 correction­
al workers who have custody over 1.3 million people 
at a total operating budget of 1.5 billion doUars a 
year. "J 

This description of the criminal justice system is a 
statistical description. The figures that r used are 
criminal justice st,atistics. Though such a description 
may give you the impreSSion that we involved in the 
administration of justice have a fairly good statistical 
grasp on the breadth and scope of the system, I sub­
mit that it is a false impression since the statistics I 
used are mere estimates and "guesstimates" derived 
from a variety of annual and statistical reports gene­
rated at both the federal and state level, various 
crime commission reports, and selected research ar­
ticles. By no means is the'statistical information we 
ha,ye about the administration of justice totally ade­
qu'ate in prOviding a reliable picture of the pperation 
of the criminal justice system., ~, 

This brings us to the point of today's discussion; 
namely the state of the art in criminal justice statis­
tics. The purpose of my talk this afternoon, therefore, 
is twofold: 

o 

1. To discuss criteria that can be used to evaluate existing crimi­
nal justice statistical systems or propose systems that are still 
on the drawing boards. 

2. Discuss the, state 'of the art of contemporary criminal justice 
statistics. 

L Criteria for the Evaluation of Statistical 
Systems 
Before we can at,equately e'1raluate the state of the 

art of criminal justice statisticjU systems it is neces­
sary to detive some criteria which can be used to 
determine the utility of such systems. I would like to 
suggest that there are at least two primary criteria 
that should be used in the ev~luation of any criminal 
statistical system. These criteria are: 

1. That the statistical system be relevant to some problem area 
in criminal justice which has a relatively high priority. 

2. That the statistical system be reliable. 

The primary criteria in planning or evaluating any 
statistical system is whether that system is relevant to 
a priority problem area within a criminal justice sys­
tem. Frequently we find ourselves developing statis­
tical systems in areas that may have little or no im­
pact on the serious problems confronting the 
administration of justice. It 'is not. a sufficient ra­
tionale to develop a iltatistical system in a given area 
simply because the data in that area is readily accessi­
ble. Nor is the fact that it is politically more feasible 
to develop a statistical system in a given area, suffi­
cient justification for its desigt~ and implementation. 
I stress the importance of thl1s criteria because the 
design, implementation and Illaintenance of any sta­
tistical system involves a majelr investment of time, 
manpower, and money. Curr~)ntly we should be in­
vesting the major portion of dur resources in deve- " 
loping statistical systems whicl~ provide information 
on priority problems and devqte only a minimal ef­
fort in the development of tf~ose systems that are 
related to incidental p.roblem~~ 

The second criteria' I would l:ike to suggest for the 
evaluation of criminal justice 1\ statistical systems is 
that the system be reliable. Unlrss our current statis­
tical systems and those that W~i plah to develop are 
sensitive enough to reflect the ~Impact of the various 
programs that we initiate, such ~~atistical systems are 
of questionable u.tility. Sinc.e we~J invariably use statis­
tical systems to evaluate the im ct of crime preven­
tative, rehabilitative and other !programs, we must 
assure ourselves that these sy\~tems are sensitive 
enough to reflect the impact of !;uch programs. Any 
statistical system that is so grossly: inaccurate as to be 
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incapable of reflecting the impact of our program 
should be either totally revamped or abandoned for 
the sake of an alternate system of greater reliability. 
Preserving and maintaining such inaccurate statisti")" 
cal systems contributes to the current level of misin~ , 
formation, leads to poor planning and works against 
the intelligent administration of criminal justice. 

Given these two criteria whereby to evaluate sta­
tistical systems let us move to the main point of to­
day's discussion; namely the state of the art ill con­
temporary criminal justice statistics. 

JL Contemporary Criminal Justice Statistical 
Systems 
In discussing with you the state of the art one 

might choose a variety of approaches to evaluate 
contemporary systems. There are at least two appro­
aches that might be used, the first of which I would 
like to call the "walking-backwards-Iooking-over­
the-shoulder-approach." It seems to be an occupa­
tional hazard of practitioners within the criminal jus­
tice sy'stem to evaluate where we are today by look­
ing at where we were a few years ago. Any 
evaluation of contemporary statistical systems which 
involves comparison of the state of the art today with 
where we were a few years ago produces a false 
impression of success. Obviously, if we have made 
any effort in advancing our information-gathering 
procedures we will appear more successful today 
than we were a few years ago. Going backwards has 
the two inherent limitations of giving the false im­
pressions of success and providing no indication as to 
where we are in terms of where we should be. 

I therefore suggest, that a better approach is to ask 
the question: "What is the state of the art in contem­
porary statistical systems relative to the priorities we 
M.ve set for such systems?" Therefore, for the pur­
pose of our discussion this afternoon, I should like to 
discuss the variety of statistical systems we have 
today relative to an idealized model which dictates 
what our statistical priorities should be. In adopting 
this approach one must assume that there is such a 
thing as an idealized statistical model which empha­
sizes such priorities. Unfortunately, there is no such 
model. 

I believe that until recently one of the primary 
problems that has plagued the development of statis­
tical systems has been the fact that we have not had 
an idealized model whereby to direct and evaluate 
our activities. This condition exists, I think, because 
we do not have any super-criminal-justice-adminis­
trator who sets such priorities. Traditionally, statisti­
cal priorities have been set by the various. agencies 
within the criminal justice system, who by their very 
nature have little or no relationship with each other, 
other than the fact that the offender passes from one 
agency to another. I believe that it is orlly recently 
that we have developed a consensus of opinion as to 
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what are priority needs in terms of criminal justice 
statistics. Certainly, the Congress and the fifty state 
legislatures have indicated what they see to be the 
priorities in. the administration of justice by the pas­
sage of various penal and procedure laws, as well as 
defining where funds will be spent. Similarly, LEAA 
and the various state planning agencies have empha­
sized informational priorities via their planning and 
funding activities. Various documents such as The 
Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, and the report 
of the Bureau of Census dealing with the national 
need for criminal justice statistics has set forth statis­
tical needs which seem to reflect the consensus of 
opinion of practitioners within law enforcement, the 
judiciary and corrections. 

A perusal of these various sources suggests that 
there are six priority areas in which we need statisti­
cal information. These include: 

1. The incidence of crime 
2. Census data 
3. Transactional data, ", 
4. Recidivism data ~ 
5. Manpower I educa ~Q!1i.tr,aiJli!1g~d!lta 
6. Physical resources ilfograms/fiscai data 

1\ 
To return now to the main purpose of this discus­

sion, that is to evaluate contemporary statistical sys­
tems, let us use this six point statistical model where­
by to evaluate contemporary statistical systems. 

Incidence of Crime 
There is no question that one of the primary areas 

in which we need timely and reliable data is in the 
area of the incidence of c~ime. We need information 
as to how much crime exists at any point in time, 
what is the incidence of various types of crime, is the 
current incidence of crime above or below expected 
levels, are there perceivable trends with/respect to 
the commission of certain. types of crime, etc. 

At the present time we have at least two statistical 
vehicles which attempt to provide information on 
the incidence of crime; the UniForm Crime Report 
and victimology studies. At the present time the Uni­
Form Crime Report as published by the Federal Bu­
reau of Investigation receives offense information 
from appr~~';llately 8,000 local police agencies cov­
ering 92o/f/"§f, the population. The Uniform Crime 
Report does not attempt to gather statistical informa­
tion on all types of crimin!:l,l offenses, but limits re­
porting to index crime~. inpluding murder, forcible 
rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny 
over $50 and auto theft. The inherent limitation of 
this type of statistical system is that it is totally de­
pendent upon the victims or observers of a crime 
reporting such crime to the police. Since many 
crimes go unreported because of embarrassment to 
the victim or because the victim may feel that there 
is nothing that the police can do now that the crime 
has been committed, the UniForm '-Crime Report 
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represents ~ lower bound estimate of the, true inci-' 
dence of crune. 

An:0th~r statist~cal approach which attempts' to 
p~o~de mformation on the incidence of crime at;;~ 
vlctimology studies. A number of such studies have 
been conducted under the auspices of the Presi­
d~n~'s Co~mission on Law Enforcement and the Ad­
mInIstration of Just,\ce. These studies conducted by 
the National Opinion Research Center, Survey Re­
search Center of the University of Michigan and the 
Bureau of Social Science Research tend to indicate 
th~t the true ill:cidence of crime is in some cases 
twl~e to thre~ times that reported by the UniForm 
CrIme Report. For example, the study conducted by 
the Na~ional Opinion Research Center based upon 
l~,OOO mterviews indicated that the incidence of for­
CIble rape was three and one-half times higher than 
that reported in the Uniform Crime Report while 
burglary was found to be three times higher and 
aggravated assault, theft, and larceny over $50 was 
f~und to b~ twice as high. If the results of these stu­
dies are valid, then one might conclude that the inci­
dence of aggravated. assault could increase 100% as 
reporte~ by the Uniform Crime Report before one 
necessarIly had to conclude that there had b real . . h . d een a ll?,crease m t e mci ence of crime. It is quite 
co;"-celva~le, therefore, that recent increases in index 
c~e rmght actually reflect the increaSing respon­
slveIl~ss of victims who report crimes to local police 
agencIes ra~her than an actual increase in the inci­
dence of CrIme per se. 

Pr.obably the most serious limitation of victimology 
s~dies as an approach to the incidence of crime is 
t e. fact that they are not conducted on a regular 
baSIS. How~ver) it is encouraging to report to you 
that LE.AA IS currently planning a series of victimolo­
gy studies which should greatly enhance our knowl­
edge of the incidence of crime. 

Census Data 
The secon~ I?rio~ity area ~ have identified in which 

we need statistical mformation is census data. By this, 
I mean that we need reliable and timely data about 
th~ num?e~ of persons we have in process at various 
POln,tS WIthin the criminal justice syst'em. This is es­
sentially the same thing as "head count data" or 
what we usually find published in annual repo~ts 
~h~t then is the state of the art with respect 'to 

statistical systems th~t provide census information 
about the various levels within the criminal justice 
systeII?-? Le~ me suggest that there are at least six 
:h:a~ ~n ~hll~h w

ti 
e need. census information within 

nrmna J,-!s ce continuum. These include: 
1. Number of persons arrested 
,2. Number of persons jailed 
3. Number of persons handled by the courts 
4. Number of persons probatecI 
5. Number of persons imprisoned 
6. Number of persons paroled 

\\ 

1) Arrests At the present time the' UniForm 
CrIme Report provides the only national statistics 
on the nu,mber of persons arrested. In 1969 the 
Burea~ receiv.ed arrest information from iocal 
ag~ncles covermg approximately 71 % of the popu­
lahon. The Reportdoes provide arrest information 
by age, race, sex, offense, area of the country and 
other de~ographic identlfiers. 

2) Jails The National Survey of Corractions as 
reported by the President's Commission on Law 
E;"-fOl:cement and the Administration of Justice, in­
dIcated t~at there are 3,473 jails in the, United 
States haymg custody of approximately 141,000 in­
m~tes. They estimated that county based jails re­
ceIVe more than a million Qeople a year and 0 er­
ate on a. budget in excess of 141 million dolla~s a 
year. ~.sl?e from sporadic information of this type 
there IS little regular statistical reporting of census 
data on co~n.ty jails. This is predicated by the fact 
that most JaIls are. 90unty or county-city based. 
Other than some exceptions such as in the states of 
Alas~a! COl';necticut and Rhode Island where the 
admIJ:u~tration of county jails is by state agencies, 
most Jruls a~e. under county jurisdiction. Because of 
t~ese adrmnIstrative realities, it is extremely dif­
~~ult to gather national census statistics on county 
JaIls. 
. There are, however, some encouraging signs of 
Improvement in ~his a!ea. To be sure, the move­
men~ toward reglOnahzation of jail facilities will 
pr~vlde bette~ ~tatistical information on jail popu­
lations. In addition, recent activities of the Bureau 
of the Census, as well as studies being conducted 
?y LEAA suggest that we can expect substantial 
unpro~e.ment in the scope of statistical knowledge 
about Jads. ' 

3) The Courts As mentioned previously the 
state c~urts in this country involve the activities of 
approXImately 3,!00 superior court judges and 15, 
000 lower court Judges. In evaluating the state of 
~he art o~ statistical systems which provide census 
Information on the activities of the courts one 
w0';Ild. ~av? to s~y. that \\there is a great d~al of 
varIability m statistIcal reporting state to state. At 
t~e Federal level, however, the Administrative Of­
fICe. o~ the. United States Courts provides excellent 
st~tis.hcal mfor~~tion on the operation of both the 
cnmmal and CIvIl courts. 

Among the original six participating SEARCH 
sta~es (New York, Michigan, Minnesota, California, 
Anzona and,' Maryland) four can provide rather 
substan~ve ~nformation on court disposition and 
s?ntencmg, m some cases reporting this informa­
ti0ll: br of~ense, age, race and sex. Examination of 
st.ahStical mformation in other states, however in­
dICates a great deal of variability with little state to 
state .compatibility in the data available. 

As m the case of jail sta~~tics, I believe that there 

267 



r--

are encouraging signs indicating the development 
of statistical systems for the judiciary. Certainly the 
recent address of Chief Justice Warren Burger sug­
gests the judiciary itself is vitally interested in 
providing better management ~~ormatio~ for ~ts 
own operation. I believe that thiS mterest m statis­
tical information by the judiciary itself coupled 
with the success of Project SEARCH and other 
activities of LEAA represent a significant impetus 
for the development of judicial statistics. 

4) Probation A fourth area in which we need 
census information is probation. At the present 
time there are 37 states which have either a state 
administered probation system or a partially state 
partially local administered probation system. In 
such states, one can find annual statistical report­
ing which provides relatively substantive inform~­
tion on the utilization of probation. However, m 
those states in which probation is enti~ely county 
based such as Texas, statistical information on the 
incid~nce of probation is difficult to ascertain. 
Among the Stx original participant states of Project 
SEARCH three are capable of providing statistical 
information on probation which includes in some 
cases data on admissions, releases and caseloads 
broken down by age, race and sex. As in the case 
of census information on judicial activity probation 
statistics vary widely from state to state with little 
compatibility among available statistics, " 

5) Prisons At the present time there are 48 Fed­
eral penal institutions and 50 state penal systems. 
Statistical information on prisons is probably bet­
ter than some other areas we have discussed 
above. Fairly substantive statistical information on 
Federal institutions is provided by the Federal Bu­
reau of Prisons. Each of the 50 state institutions do 
generate a variety of statistical information as 
found in their annual reports. However, at the pre­
sent time there is no single statistical document 
which reports census information on the 50 state 
penal systems. Until recently, the National Prison­
ers Statistics published by the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons attempted to draw together statistical in­
formation on all 50 states. However, at the present 
time this statistical system is at a point of transition, 
and to my knowledge the responsibility for the 
future publication of the National Prisoners Statis­
tics will be assumed by LEAA. 

6) Parole The final area that I mentioned in 
which we need census information involved 
parole. All 50 states have a state administered 
parole system, and as such, can provide statistical 
information on parole terminations and revoca­
tions. At the Federal level the Administrative Of­
fice of the United States Courts provides rather 
substantive information on parole activities while 
the Um10rm Parole Reports attempts to synthesize 
parole information among the states. 
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Transactional Statistics 
Returning now to our idealized statistical model, 

a third area in which we have a vital need for 
statistical information is what I have called transac­
tional statistics. By this, I mean a statistical system 
which can answer such questions as: "How much 
time does it take from arrest to final disposition?", 
"What percentage of felons arrested are probated 
and incarcerated?", "Is there any difference in the 
time from arrest to trial among persons who are 
bonded and those who have not made bond?" 

Examination of the recommendations made in 
the Challenge of Crime in a Free Society indicates 
that one of the areas in which we have the least 
sllbstantive information is in the area of transac­
tional information. We seem to know very little 
about the flow of defendants through the criminal 
justice system. In asking the question what is the 
state of the art in terms of transactional statistics, 
it is fair to say that in the past we have had no 
information in this area other than a few research 
studies which attempted to track defendants from 
one point in the system to another. It has not been 
until recently that we have begun to make signifi­
cant strides in aUempting to put together transac­
tional statistical systems. 

One of the two primary goals of Project 
SEARCH has been to develop a prototype transac­
tional system which will allow for the tracking of 
defendants from point of arrest to final exit of the 
system. I will not dwell on this effort of Project 
SEARCH since this afternoon Mr. Kolodney will 
present a paper which explores this activity in de­
tail. I am happy to report, however, that several 
states including California, Michigan, and Texas 
have been experimenting with a development of 
transactional statistical systems. In addition, LEAA 
is planning to allocate funds for this kind of activity 
which should encourage other states to begin 
development of transactional systems. 

Recidivism Stqtistics 
The fourth vital area in which we need statistical 

information is in the area of criminal recidivism. It 
is absolutely prerequisite that we know the num­
hers of peQple that we are reprocessing thro~gh 
Lthe criminal justice system. Although many might 
criticize the use of recidivism figures as a criteria 
whereby to evaluate the effectiveness of the sys­
tem, I submit that recidivism figures are at least 
one criteria that can be operationally definable. 

There are at least two contemporary statistical 
systems which attempt to provide information on 
criminal recidivism. Beginning in 1960, the Feder")) 
al Bureau of Investigation began a program called 
Careers in Crime in which they studied tpe activi­
ties of approximately a quarter of a millioil offend­
ers. The purpose of this study Wl!S to monitor the 
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criminal activities of these offenders noting the 
number of times that they were rearrested. The 
statistics on the Careers in Crime Program have 
been provided in the Uniform Crime Report since 
1962. 

There is probably no correctional institution in 
the country which does not provide within its an­
nual report some estimation of the recidivism rate 
associated with that institution. For example, the 
Texas Department of Corrections reports a recidi­
vism rate of 15%. There exists, therefore, in­
dependently generated recidivism figures for each 
penal system throughout the 50 states. However, 
these figures are usually based on a number of 
individuals who have recidivated to a given institu­
tion who had served a previous commitment with­
in that institution. In no case, to my knowledge, do 
we have institutional recidivism figures based 
upon an individual's rearrest and commitment to 
penal institutions other than one of original com­
mitment. Though this fact is frequently used as a 
criticism of recidivism figures generated by penal 
institutions, I submit that such criticism is unfair 
since it is almost impossible to determine whether 
an individual released from a penal institution in 
one state has been rearrested, convicted, incar­
cerated or probated in another state. Hopefully, 
through the development of such systems as sug­
gested by Project SEARCH, we will have the statis­
tical data base whereby to more accurately evalu­
ate recidivistic activities. 

It is worth mentioning that although we do have 
some indicators of felony recidivism, we have little 
by way of good statistical information on mis­
demeanor recidivism. This is an area in which we 
need a greater investment of manpower and 
money so that we may better unders~and our suc­
cess nnd failures in the areas of the rehabilitation 
of the misdemeanor offender. 

Manpower/Education/Training Data 
It is absolutely vital in criminal justice planning 

to have adequate statistical information on man­
power, education and training. It is necessary for 
us to draw a perimeter around what we feel to be 
the criminal justice system and identify the kind of 
manpower we have within that system. At the pre­
sent time, "~ve have very little statistical informa­
tion on the numbers and kinds of people who func­
tion within the system. To be sure, the Uniform 
Crime Report provides some information on the 
numbers of law enforcement officers throughout 
the country. LEAA and state planning agencies 
have been gathering statistical information on 
criminal justice manpower as part of their plan­
ning function. The Bure.au of the Census in its pub­
lication "Criminal JustIce Expenditures and Em­
ployment for Selected Large Government Units" 

does provide some information on manpower 
within criminal justice. Some statistics can be prov­
ided by the Department of Labor, who in recent 
years has had sever/al grant research programs in 
the area of manpower and criminal justice. 
However, in terms of the state of the art it is only 
fair to admit that our knowledge in the area of 
manpower is extremely limited. 

As an educator, I cannot stress strongly enough 
the need for bettf~r statistical information on the 
educational resources within criminal justice. As 
we work toward the renovation of the criminal 
justice system, plan new programs, implement 
new proceduresl we are constantly faCing the 
dilemma of recruiting qualified and educated 
manpower. I submit to you that this manpower 
cannot be generated over night. We need to begin 
now to identify the educational resources tha.t can 
develop the manpower for tomorrow. Certainly, 
LEAA has done much to encourage criminal jus­
tice education. Through its grant and loan pro­
gram it is providing a vehicle whereby thousands 
of individuals ~lre being attracted to our colleges 
and universiti~?s for future vocations in criminal 
justice. 

In conjuncqbn with the need for statistical infor­
mation on ed1ucational resources, there is a need 
for more timlely information on the incidence, 
scope and br~,ath of preservice and inservice train­
ing as they e!}Cist in the fields of law enforcement, 
the judiciarY!1 and corrections. At the present time 
our statisticl\t knowledge about the aVailability and 
kinds of prl~service and inservice training pro­
grams is ex1tremely limited. Again, I look to the 
leadership c:if LEAA and state planning agencies to 
provide mC/lre accurate and timely information in 
this vital at'ea. 

'. ·!~hysical nesources/Program Resources/Fiscal 
Statistic/~ 
Finally i I would like to discuss the sixth area in 

which I qelieve we need statistical ip.formation. In 
terms of the state of the art I believe that we have 
extremely limited statistical inform~tion about the 
physical resources, program resources and finan­
cial exp1enditures within criminal justice. 

For planning purposes jt is necessaIY that we 
have aecurate and timely information about the 
hardw(!re utilized within the criminal justice sys­
tem. ElY this, I mean what do we have by way of 
comIll,unications equipment, automated record­
keeping systems, management information sys­
tems/, the current status of Jails and penitentiaries, 
cour';rooms, crime laborat6ries, educational facili­
ties, preservice and inser'vice training facilities, 
etc.f' At the present time the state of our statistical 
information with respect ~p physical resources.Js 
extlremely limited. I would:.encourage both LEAA 
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and state planning agencies to begin to develop 
those statistical systems which will annually pro­
vide reliable feedback on the physi,cal resources of 
the criminal justice system. 

I would also suggest that it is important that we 
have better statistical information with regard to 
the kinds of programs we are conducting in law 
enforcement, the judiciary and corrections. Cer­
tainly, the field of crimina~ justice suffers from a 
lack of communication within itself since we do 
not usually share information about the kinds of 
programs we are conducting and their relative suc­
cess or failure. Again, I would encourage both 
LEAA and state planning agencies to report more 
extensively the kinds of programs being imple­
mented, be they manpower allocation programs, 
work-release programs, misdemeanor p~ole pro­
grams, etc. 

Finally, I would like to stress the need for better 
statistical information about finances. Admittedly, 
every criminal justice agency from the smallest 
city-administered agency to the largest federally­
administered agency can provide information on 
its budget. However, when I speak of fiscal infor­
mation I mean statistical information that indicates 
where we ~ spending money relative to where 
our priorities have been set. It is not sufficient to 
know that we spend 2.5 billion dollars a year on 
local law enforcement. It is vital to know where 
the 2.5 billion dollars is being spent relative to the 
priorities we set in tlie area of law enforcement. 

It is certainly axiomatic to mention that spend­
ing in the area of criminal justice is small in com-
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parisoll' to other governmental programs. It iSr 

therefore, especially necessary for us to have de­
tailed fiscal information which provides feedback 
on the disparity between where we are spending 
money and where we should be spending money 
relative to our priorities. 

SUMMARY 
Let me, therefore, briefly summarize what I feel 

to be the state of the art in criminal justice statis­
tics. I' have presented a six point priority model 
which pinpoints the areas about which we need 
statistical information. I have attempted to exam­
ine each of these six areas to determine what statis­
tical information systems exist that provide infor­
mation about each problem area. At the present 
time there do exist statistical systems that address 
problems in the areas of the incidel)ce of crime, 
census information, and data on recidivism. If 
there is one fundamental criticism that might be 
made of these systems, it is that they lack reliabili­
ty. With respect to the other three priority areas 
that I have mentioned, namely transactional infor­
mation, manpower / education/ training informa­
tion, and physical resources/program resources/ 
and fiscal data, I feel that we have a substantial 
absence of statistical informatIon. I suggest, there­
fore, that while we attempt to increase the reliabil­
ity, consistency, and compatibility of existing statis­
tical systems we must invest considerable effort in 
developing statistical systems in these latter three 
areas. 

PROJECT SEARCH STATISTICAL SYSTEM: 

RESULTS AND EVALUATION OF THE PROTOTYPE 

by Steve E. Kolor.fney 
SEARCH Statistical Codtdinator 

Professional Staff. Public Systems Inc. 

This paper describes the, work performed in ac­
complishing the second objective of Project 
SEARCH. 

• To design and demonstrate II computerized stlltistics sys­
tem based on 1m accounting of individual offenders proceed­
ing through the criminlll justice system. 

At the beginning of Project SEARCH a Statistical 
Methods Task Force was constituted and, after sev­
er~tl conferences and consideration of subcommittee 
conclusions, it was recommended to the Project 
Group that: 

. • . statistics required to describe the administration of crimi­
nlll justice should be bllsed upon sets of offender-offense­
victim and leglll processes facts developed systematiclllly 
by examining individulli criminaillcts lIncl individulIl of­
fenders processed by criminal Justice IIgencies. 

... a group ofindividulIl offenders in sep/lrate stlltes be exam­
ined lind their progress, from entry into the justice system 
to departure, be truced out showing where lind how crimi­
nlll defendllnts once in the system lenve it. Also, the sub­
committee felt thllt this mortality approllch, would best 
provide lIll eXllmple ofwhllt could be done to describe the 
sepllrute and varied systems of adult criminllijustice in the 
participllting states. 

Such an approach permits entirely new dimen­
sions to be added to the data base, such as time 
elapsed during processing, a fact with great budget­
ary implications, or the frequency of multiple actions 
towards the same offender, an information item with 
great implications regarding true arrest and convic­
tion rates. 

This approach is a step toward a crimil1l11 justice 
statistics system, not a police system, nor a judicial 
system, nor a correctional system. 

None of the advantages of older systems are lost. 
The traditional summary data can be produced by 
analyzing cross-sections of the longitudinal files. 

The Statistical Advisory Committee was formed to 
apply the new concept on a trial basis in the 
SEARCH states. This demonstration of possible 
methods and values ,of the tracking approach pro­
duced illustrations of basic problems in current sys­
tems, No central agencies possessed the necessary 
individual offender histories. Information had to be 
picked up in the field, at police departments, prose­
cutor's offices, lower and upper courts, and local and 
state correctional agencies. The frequent absence of 
any efficient personal identity linkage between dif­
ferent agency case records required that the number 

of demonstration cases be finally reduced to 250 per 
state, in order to finish the task on schedule. 

A DEMONSTRATION OF OFFENDER-BASED 
TRANSACTIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
STATISTICS 
In response to the needs for statistical information 

developed within the criminaljustice system model, 
the Statistical Advisory Committee of Project 
SEARCH sponsored, in each of the ten SEARCH 
states, an experimental tracing of offenders step-by­
step through the entire criminal justice process. The 
form of this task was specific to this project. Because 
of time limits, the tracing was an exercise in con­
structing longitudinal records of an arbitrary group 
of 1968 arrestees, not a test of a standard recording 
method. Events subsequent to arrest were added to 
a master record for each defendant. The facts that 
were found scattered throughout the files of local 
police, county prosecutors, different levels of courts, 
and various state and local correctional ~encies, 
were linked to show how each state's admimstration 
of criminal justice and adult criminal defendant 
processing could be analyzed. Reconstructions of this 
type are not feasible in an ongoing system. Tracking 
efforts should follow arrestee cohorts forward from 
the time of implementation of the new statistics sys­
tem. 

The small number of examples also prevented con­
sideration of multiple arrests of the same person or 
similar repetitions, an accounting that should be pro­
vided in 'improved systems. 

The objectives of the demonstration were to: 

1. Locate "problem areas" associllted with trackil1g offel1d­
ers through tbe state crimil1lu justice system, 

2. ACqUllil1t stllte IlI1d loclIl persol1l1el with these ''problem 
IIrell$, " 

3. Determll1e the fellsibility of cOl1duclil1g the opemtiol1 011 
II lllrger sCllle, 

4. Call1 kl10wledge IIl1d e.rperlel1ce that wilillid il1 develop­
ll1g a sat/sfilCtory mecllllllism for the collectlon of the desired 
dllta 011 II cOl1tirlllll1g bllSis, IIl1d 

5. DemOl1stnlte the product/ol1 of summllry statistics de­
scribing ellch level or st/lge il1 the crimimll justice process. 

An individual who comes in contact with the crimi­
naljustice system is processed sequentially by differ­
ent agenCies. Information about the following four 
stages of offender-system interaction was collected: 

Stage I-Police Action 
Stuge 2-Lower Court (Pre-Trilll Felony) Action 
Stuge 3-Felony Trial 
Stuga 4-Corrections Action 
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The arresting agency gave Stage 1 detail. The per­
sonal characteristics and criminal history of the· in­
dividual were recorded, along with other informa­
tion about the offense and the arrest disposition. 
Defendants who remained in the system entered 
Stage 2, where all data relating to lower court proc­
essing was secured. This included information on ar­
raignments, hearings, and misdemeanor trials. Stage 
3 described the processes and results of felony trials. 
Finally, for those who remained in the system, cor­
rections action, Stage 4, was recorded. 

The differences in the number of possible routes 
within stages were allowed for. Police and felony 
trial actions normally occur in only one sequence, 
although the offender may exit at any point. In the 
lower court and conections stages an offender can 
follow several differ(!:nt routes without exiting from 
the system stage. 

In lower court, for example, an offender might 
plead not guilty at an arraignment, but later 'plead 
guilty to a reduced charge at a misd(~meanor trial. 
Both actions were recorded. 

To be sure that all data was collected for all pro­
ceedings and to facimate processing and later anal­
ysis, the concept of the cycle was developed. For 
each proceeding that occurs that is marked by a 
change in status, a full cycle is recorded to indicate 
the type of action and its results. Subsequent pro­
ceedings are recorded similarly until the offender 
either exits from the system or is bound over to felo­
ny court. 

Exactly the same procedure was followed to re­
cord the offender's movement while under correc­
tions supervision. For instance, a defendant found 
guilty at a felony trial might have been sent to a state 
correctional institution, and then paroled, then re­
turned to the state institution on a technical revoca-

.. tion. In order to trace the individual's movements, all 
data for each change of status was again recorded in 
cycles. 

Pr,ocedures For Search Statistical Demonstration 
A set of data collection forms were developed and 

used during the experiment. The data elements col­
lected at each stage, are provided in Exhibit 1. The 
subjeet's name and criminal I.D. number were used 
by some states to facilitate tracking, but were 
removed before'the forms were keypunched and the 
data analyzed. 

Each participating state was asked to track 
through its criminal justice system a total of 250 adult 
felony offenders who reached the pre-trial (felony) 
action, Stage 2. No attempt was made to secure a 
probability sample of offenders or offenses within the 
state-a state was permitted to select a single juris­
diction for which access to police records plus subse­
quent information was readily available. The project 
was intended only as an example, not a sample, of 
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how the actions taken toward defendants could be 
analyzed. The date gathering system used cannot be 
adapted for routine tracing of felony offenders. 

To describe the project, explain the data collection 
forms, and define data elements, a data collection 
manual was compiled. The manual included sections 
about procedures, I~oding instructions, state codes, 
offense codes, and criminal justice terms, and ou­
tlined its function this way: 

The purpose of this manual is to provide Jilstructlons and 
methods for collectblg data on 2/iO adult felons (per state) wbo 
reach tbe pre-trial court stllge. The dlltll to be collt'!cted rei lites 
to ellch major step of the criminll/justlce process, stllrtlng with 
tbe IIrrest lind ending witb the deptlrlure lit t/le correcllon 
stllge. The emphllsis is on II smllllllumber of records well don(!J, 
rather than II large number with incomplete dlllll, TIlI3 proce­
dures given in this manual tire, in mallY instllnces, quite gelleral 
because of the differing criminal justlce systems in the ten 
states. Some of the data elemellts requested on the forms mlly 
simply be inappropriate in a glven state because of incompati­
ble sequencing or formatting for: that state, In this case, plellse 
:'record all dimculties on a separate sheet twd submit it wlth the 
finished data, 

To make certain that comparable cases wert:! 
tracked in each state, the example (sample) unit was 
carefully defined in the data collection manual. 

The sllmple unit is defined to be the person-arrest. In tlll$ 
regard, a case will simply be II given person at the givenllrresf, 
If multiple offenders are arrested for a single offense, each 
offender, if selected for the sample, would be regarded as Ii 
separate person-arrest lind, hence, a sepllrate case. For exam­
ple, if 3 offenders robbed a grocery store Imd all 3 were arrest. 
ed, this would constitute 3 person-arrests and each would btl 
traced through tbe system separately (lI$Sumlng each \filS cbo· 
sen for the sample), On the other hand, the case of a singlt.l 
person who is arrested on a second or subsequerlt occasion 
would constitute a second person·llrre.~t,· for purposes of this 
demonstrallon, no attempt should be made to follow SUC}i 

subsequent arrest cases through the system, If the offerlder ls 
charged with multiple offenses, only the acllon taken on the 
most serious offen.~('! charged at each stage (police, pre-trilll, 
courts, corrections) will be follolVed 

Thf~ data collected by each of the ten participating 
states was processed through a computer system. Ta­
bles were compiled separately for each state in the 
same analytical format. 

Computer software was developed to reduce, 
process and analyze the information from offender­
based records to demonstrate the production of sum­
mary statistics describing each level or stage in the 
criminal justice process. 

The computer software had three primary design 
features: 

• Editing the input records. , 
• Selecting desired subset of offenders, 
• Generating descriptive stntistics about individulIl offe~ders. 

Statsitics Generated by an Offender-Based 
Statistics System 

Exhibits 02 through 11 are examples of the data 
content of this prototype system, The states are not 
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i~e~tified.be.cause the data represents a single juris­
dI~tion wIthm a state and cannot be construed as 
be1l1g representative of criminal justice processes in 
the state. Existing systems can produce only the type 
of data presented in Exhibit 02. 

. Ex~ibits 03 through 09 show elements of arrestee 
hIstOrIeS, felony trial plea changes, elapsed time, felo­
ny court outputs, correctional agency inputs, and ar­
restee fate at end of trace. 

E.xhibits 10 and 11 are system flow charts (each 
denved fro~ the data from one state) depicting the 
fallout ~f offenders from the. system at major depar­
tUre P01l1ts, 

Feedback About Tracking of Offenders Through 
State Systems 
After each state had finished tracing the "sample" 

?f ~50 adult felony offenders through its criminal 
jUShC~ system, the Statistical Advisory Committee 
estabhshed a set of questions designed to elicit feed­
back about th~ difficulties of procuring necessary 
data. The questIons were asked of the Project Leader 
of the SEA~CH state, the Leader of the Statistical 
Demonstration Project, and the clerks involved with 
t!le actual recording of data, The inquiries were de­
sIg~ed t? pro~e attitudes of those involved in the 
project (mclud1l1g representatives of agencies which 
were asked to provide data source documents) and to 
find ~llt about difficulties related to deSign of the 
expenmentaJ system, the data elements and the 
data, collection and recording procedures: 

M?st of the SEARCH Project Leaders interviewed 
conSIdered the Statistical Demonstration Project 
valuable and ~portap.t. One Prgiect Leader said 
th~t the experIence ~~f tracking iQn offender from 
P01l1~ of arrest to final I,isposition made it immediate­
ly eVIdent that the cu:!rent status of record kee ing 
~rocedures ~t. various I, evels within the criminaGus­
hce,system IS 1Oadequ~ te for the purpose of tracking 
offenders. Although th(~ records are sufficient for the 
purposes of the agenci\~s that collect them and use 
them, they are too seglllented to determine where 
~n offender is at any pOint in time. There was also an 
1l1creasing awareness that the Uniform Crime Re­
ports cannot be used as a statistical base to describe 
~e ,full range of problems in the administration of 
justice. 
. Another Project Leader described the demonstra­
~lon as valuable in theory but questioned the mean-
10gfulness of the data as it is presently being gath­
ered, He thought that the effort was not an integral 
part of the SEARCH project, and would have had 
more Success as a separately funded effort" 

The. state~ generally had little difficulty in securing 
~d dlsburs10g funds for the project. Alth4>ugh de­
~alled cost per record accounting was seldclm done, 
It appears that the collection and recordiIllg of the 
data averaged between $3.50 li1l1d $5.50 pelr record, 

Personnel used dur~ng the project varied among 
stat~s, Some states lured clerks to do the actual col­
lectIon and recording of data; other states used col­
lege studen~s who were working during the summer 
or ~rought 10 cons~ltants; one state turned over the 
entIre effort to a prIvate firm which did the work and 
made a report on their efforts. 

To collect the required data each state was asked 
to use source material and therefore had to contact 
!ll~y of the operating agencies within the criminal 
Justice system. In all cases, inter-agency cooperation 
was excellent. Agencies went out of their way to be 
?elpful and were often interested in the project and 
ItS outcome. 

A major difficulty encountered in tracking offend­
ers through the stages of the criminal justice system 
was t~at record keeping practices among different 
agenCles do not permit a transactional search. The 
m~st co~mo~.problem encountered was the lack of 
umque ~dentifiers to link individuals between crimi­
nal JustIce agen~ies, Example units were often lost 

\:\ because of the filmg methods, Some of the difficlulties 
encountered stemmed from the inexperience of the 
people involved ill the data collection, and the fact 
that data e.lements were not consistently recorded by 
the agencies. 

In general ~he Data Collection Manual did not 
meet. th? particular n~eds of individual states in its 
descr~1?l;ion and defimtion of data elements. Better 
d:~~lbO~s of transactions are needed, and more 
tram10g m procedural description would be desira­
ble. C~des. to describe a particular data element or 
o~erahon m the criminal justice system hawi'to be 
tallore~ to ~eflect, the particular system of laws and 
processmg m a gIven state. All main categories of 
data,were collectable although they were often not 
consIst.ently recorded for aU offenders. 

PartIcular data item~, that were troublesome in­
clude. status at arrest, identifying changes in the 
~lead1Ogs, determining if a pre-sentence investiga­
tion was performed, determining the type of counsel 
employe? both at th~ pre-trial stage and during the 
felony. tr~al, a~d ?ndmg the required <lates through­
out cnm10al justice processing. 
.. The data collection clerks, aside from the general 
prob!em areas already mentioned, had relatively lit­
tle dIfficulty performing their task. The forms were 
adequate, both in size and layout; and it was no trou­
ble to keep all information on a particular example 
offender together. In most states, an individual was 
traced through all stages of the criminal justice sys­
tem by the same person; rarelYI a different person 
recorded each stage. 

The consensus in the SEARCH states was that the 
demon,stration project w~s very worthwhile and, in 
large measure, successful in meeting its obj~ctives. 
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Participation in the project provided valuable ex­
perience of the problems to be met as statistical and' 
information systems continue to develop in the 
states. 

274 

State 

Exhibit 01: Data Elements' for 
SEARCH Prototype Statistical System 

OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS 

State 10 Number 
Age at Time of Arrest 
Sex 
Race 
Number of Arrests 
Number of Convictions 
Number of Jail 90 Days 
Number of Jail 90 Days 
Number of Jail 90 Days 
Number of Prison (State Institullon) 
Status at Time of Arrest 
State of Supervision 

STAGE l-POLICE AC.TION 

Date of Arrest (Mo/Day/Yr) 
Arresting Agency 
Type of Arrest 
App:Jrent Intended Offense 
Primary Charged Offense (Most, Serious) 
Police Disposition " 

STAGE 2-PRE·TRIAL (FELONY) 

Pre-Trial Cycle Number 
Proceeding Type 
Offense Charged 
Date of Initiation 
Dilte of Completion 
DisposHion 
Release Actions 
Offense Charge at Disposition 
Plea 
length of jail Term (Days) 
Length of Probation (Month5) 
Amount of Fine ($) 

STAGE 3-FElONY TRIAL 

DQte Filed 
Offense Charged 
Initial Plea 
Final plea 
Type of Trial 
Release Action 
Disposition 
Date of Dispositian 
Reason for Dismissal 
Convicted Offense 
Pre-Sentence Report Available 
Length of Prison 
Length of Proba1ioh (Months) 
Length of Jail (Days) 
Amount of Fin~ ($) 
Length of Work Furlough 
Type of Defense Counsel 
Non-Supervisory Sentence 

STAGE 4-CORRECTIONS 

Corrections Cycle Number 
Re~elving Agency 
Date of Receipt 
Date of Termination 

cc-'Redson for Termination 

\~I 

Exhibit 02. Sample Output of a Discrete Variable 
(Available from existing statistical systems) 

OFFENSE CHARGED BY POLICE 

FREoIJENCY DISTRIBUTION TABLE 
NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE OF 

OFFENSE CM# TOTAL ARRESTS 
HOMiCiDE.............................................. 3 1.26 
KIDNAPPINr,;.......................................... 3 1.26 
SEXUAL ASSAULT .................................. 16 6.75 
ROBBERy................................................. 8 3.37 
ASSAULT ................................................ 35 14.76 
EXTORTION ....................................... ~.. 1 .42 
BURGLARy.............................................. 49 20.67 
LARCENy................................................ 9 3.79 
STOlEN VEHICLE ..................................17 7.17 
FORGERy.............................................. 13 5.48 
FRAUD.................................................... 7 2.95 
EMBEZZLEMENT .................................. :. 5 2.10 
STOLEN PROPERTy................................ 6 2.53 
DANGEROUS DRUGS............................ 58 24.47 
FAMILY OFFENSE .................................. 1 .42 
FLIGHT ESCAPE...................................... 2 .84 
WEAPON OFFENSE .............................. 4 1.68 

TOTALS .......................................... 237 100.00 

Exhibit 03. Sample Output of a Continuous Variable 
(Not available from existing statistical systems) 

NUMBER OF PRIOR ARRESTS 

Mean= + 00007.77906 

Skew = + 00005.08522 

Kurtosis= + 00006.20721 

Standard Deviation= 
+ 00008.76820 
Probability of 

Normality= 00000.00010 
Probability of 

Normality= + 00000.00010 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION TABLE 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE OF 
PRIOR ARRESTS CASES TOTAL ARRESTS 

00 '65 27.42 
01 32 ,.,,13.50 
02 19 & ~a.Ol 
03 23 9.70 
04, 15 6.32 
05 9 3.79 
06 9 3.79 
07 7 2.95 
08 9 3.79 
09 3 1.26 
10 4 1.68 
11 3 1.26 
12 5 2.10 
13 3 1.26 ': 
14 1 .42 "" 
15 '3 1.26 
16 2 .84 
17 ,,:::01 5 2.10 
18 2 .84 
19 3 1.26 
22 1 • .42 
23 3 1.26 
24 2 .• 84 
25 2 .84 
27 1 .42 
30 1 .42 
31 1 .42 
35 1 .42 
39 1 .42 
48 1 .42 
52 1 .42 

TOTALS 237 100.00 
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Exhibit 04. Sample Output af a Discrete Variable 
(Not available from existing statistical systems) 

FELONY TRIAL PLEA 

~ Frequency Distribution Table 

Initial Plfla 
NumbtJr PflfCflnt 
Casfls Tolal A"flsis 

OIFinal Plflo 
Numhflr PflfCflnt 

COSflS Total Art'flsis 
Guilty ............ 1 ..................... 28 10.0 
Not Guilty ............................ 119 42.3 

101 35.9 

Not Applicable' .................... 18 6.4 
9 3.2 

55 19.6 
Exit From Sysltiim 

Before Felonr TriaL ........... 116 41.3 

Mean 
Skew 

Kurtosis 

116 41.3 :I __ 

Total...:I ...................... 281 100.0 281 100.0 

ElChibit 05. Sample Output of a Continuous Variable 
(Not available from elCisting statistical systems) 

TIME LAPSE BETWEEN. FILING AND DISPOSITION­
FelONY TRIAL 

00185.160"9 Standard Deviation = 129.91943 
.60615 Probability of 

Normality 
1.08657 grobabiJity of 

Normality 

Ffflquency Distribution Tablfl 

Numhflr 
Days 

Less Than 10 
10-25 
26-50 
51-75 

76-100 
101-150 
151-200 
201-250 
251-300 
301-350 
351-.400 
401-450 
"51-500 

Nllmhflr 
Casfls 
11 
11 
12 
,7 
14 
18 
18 
32 
13 
12 
10 

= .55246 

= .27840 

Pflrcflnt 
Total A""sts 

3.9 
3.9 
4.3 
2.5 
5.0 
6.4 
6 ... 

11.4 
".6 ".3 
3.5 
1.1 

More than 500 
Exit from system 
Before felony trial 

3 
1 
3 

116 

281 

... 
1.1 

"1.3 

100.0 Tatal 
,';; 

Exhibit 06. Comparison of Felony Trial Disposition 
(Percent of Arrestees) 

(Not available from existing statistical systems) 

COMPARISON OF FELONY TRIAL DISPOSITION 
(Percent af Arrestees) 

nIony Trial SIa~A SIa~8 SIa~ C SIa~ D SIa~ E SIa~ F SiaM G SiaM H Disposition (%) (%) (%) (%) {%I (%) (%) (%) 
Dismissed .~ 19.2 15.1 ~.9 1.7 9.2 Acquitted .5 .~ 2.9 c' .8 12.7 1.3 1.0 Convicted-

Felony 13.7 2.7 26.7 
Convicted-

~2.8 52.5 37.6 27.3 22.1 

Misdemeanor ~.1 1.8 12.1 16.2 6.6 14.7 16.8 qther 9.1 .~ ~.9 16.8 

Exhibit 07. Comparison of Offenders Entering Corrections 
Receiving Agency From Felony Trial 

(Percent of Arrestees) 
(Not available from existing statistical systems) 

COMPARISON OF OFFENDERS ENTERING 
CORRECTIONS RECEIVING AGENCY FROM FELONY TRIAL 

(Percent of Arrestees) 

Corm:tions 
K~iying AgtfIC)' 
Slate Insfitufion 

]~~tion Agency 
~II 

Other 

SlaMA 
(%) 

~.1 
~.6 
6.6 

(\ ' 

SiaM 8 
(%) 

1.8 

SiaM C. SiaM D 
(%) (%) 
6.0 16.7 

19.2 5.5 
1.8 36.8 

SiaM E SiaM F SIa~ G SIa~ H 
(%) (%) /%) (%) 
37.7 19.9 13.. 10.5 
6.6 16.6 17.2 7.~ 

13.9 1.1 •. 2 12.1 
1.7 

275 

"\;~ 

i"}-~/ 



i= 

) , 

, , 
.'\ 

OffMa~r Slaws 
Transfer 

Other Agency 
Trans. Law 

Enf. Agcy. 
Release Police 
Dismissed-

Pretrial 
Acquitted-Misd. 

(lower Court) 
Convicted-Misd. 

(lower Court) 
Civil Commit· 

ment 
Dismissed-

Felony Trial 
Acquitted-

felony Trial 
Jail 
Probation 
Prison 
Parole 
Other 

Supervision G 

No More 
Info. Avail. 

New Anest 
Other Exit 

from S~).!Gm 
Invalid I" 

Responslls 

/ 
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Exhibit OB. Offender Status at End of lrace 
(Percent of Arrestees) 

(Not available from elCisting statistical systems) 
.1 v 

OFFENDER STATUS AT END OF TRACE 
(Percent of Arrestees) 

Slale A SlakB Slake SlakO Sla/e E Siale F Siale G Slafe H 
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%/ (%) (%) (%) 

3.6 2.5 1.6 .5 .8 

~.1 1.8 1.6 ~.2 
1.8 5.2 1~.8 .5 1.7 

5.6 19.2 10.3 8.0 16.~ 23.2 18.9 22.1 

.9 3.9 5.0 

20.8 37.1 18.5 ~.7 1.6 9.7 3.2 

.9 1.1 4.~ 1.6 .6 .4 

.5 .~ 16.7 U.9 .8 6.6 12.2 

.5 .~ ,2.9 1.6 11.6 .~ 1.1 
1.0 37.5 .4 .5 .5 1.3 
.5 .4 10.0 25.3 7.4 19.3 9.7 U 

.~ 8.9 10.~ 25.4 15.5 12.6 6.3 
3.6 2.5 5.0 2.5 1.7 1.7 3.7 

.8 1.7 .5 

21.3 1~.6 4.1 .5 3.4 39.5 
~.1 1.8 3.9 .8 .5 .~ 1.1 

26.4 3.1 2.1 13.6 19.7 12.2 26.9 13.7 

7.6 1.~ 

-- -------------- -------------------------------------------~------------------------------------------------~---------------------
,"",-, -'-
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Exhibit 09. Offender Status at End of Trace -" For Selected Offender Groups 

(Percent of Arrestees) 
(Not available from existing statistical systems) 

OFFENDER STATUS AT END OF TRACE 
FOR SELECTED OFFENDER GROUPS 

(Percent of Arrestees) 

Seleckd Group 01 Offenders 
All Burglary No/lnSyskm In Syskm No Prior Prison 

Ollender Slatus Oft'Mers Offenders When Arresfd When Arrested Arresls Prior /iei: 
Transfer 

c' 

Other Agency .8 2.0 1.5 1.9 
Released- " 

Police 1.7 1.3 2.0 1.9 
Dismissed-

Pretrial 18.9 16.3 28.6 8.9 16.9 11.3 
Convicted-Misd. 

(Lower Ct.) 9.7 12.2 .15.6 5.9 7.7 11.3 
Civil Commit· 

ment .~ 1:.0 0 1.9 
Dismissed-

felony Trial 12.2 6.1 7.8 1:).9 7.7 13.2 
Acquitted-

felony Trial .4 1.3 1.5 
Jail 1.3 2.0 
Probation 9.7 14.3 9.1 11.9 7.7 11.3 
Prison 12.6 16.3 9.1 12.9 10.8 30.2 
Parole 1.7 2.0 2.6 1.0 1.5 1.9 
No More Info. 

Avail. ~ 3.4 ~.O 6.5 3.0 3.8 
New Ariest:( .~ 2.0 1.9 
Other Exit \' 

from System 26.9 26.5 18.2 35.6 ~~.6 9.4 

\! 
il 

J) ,II 
I: 

o 

/\ 



1-

o 

r 

i , . 

) , 

(Not available from existing statistical systems) 
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Arrests 
100 

rl-, 
Released Felony Misdemeanor 

5.2 92.9 1.8 

Dismissed 
14.9 

Bound Over 
82.0 

1 

I 
Dismissed 

8.1 

Acquitted 
2.9 

Convicted 
42.8 

Convicted (Misd) 
16 . 2"'"c::,., 

~~-/" 
r----"' ' ~: I 

Prison Jail Probation 
16.7 36.8 5.5 

2~ 
Probation ~ 

Parol~ 

fi 
/I 

• t 

r . 
Convicted (Misd) 

4.7 

~ 
Jail ProbatioIl;; 

2.9 1.8 

1>0 Exhibit 10. Flow o'f Arrestees Through Criminal Justice Systems (Percent 
.~ of Totai Arrests) (Example for One State) 
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(Not available from existing st.atistical systems) 

BOHnd Over 
59.7 

Pismisseo 
1.1 

i 
Acquitted 

120.2 

Prison 
'20.4 

1 
l)aro10 

2.2 

Dismisseu 
21.5 

O('nvicted 
38.1. 

t 

Arrests 
100 

+ 
Felony Chm"gc 

100 

1 
Ac;qui'ttcd (Jllisd) Convict.cd (r.lisd) 

4.4 3.9 

l 
})robation 

3.9 

Jail 
1.1 

Probation 
16.6 

l~xhibi·t 11. Flow of AJ'rcstees Through Criminal Justice System (Percent 
of Total Arrests) (Exru/Ple for One State) 
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DEVELOPING IN GRilTED CRIMINAL RECORDS 

by Ronald H. Beattie 
Chief. Bureau of Criminal Statistics 

California Department of Justice 

I) 

There has been a tremendous resurgence \ f illter'8 
est and concern about crime and the admin~~tra,tion: 
of criminal justice in the United States, partlcu:)arly 
during the past three years. Following the l~suance 
of the report of the President's Commissiqp,Con­
gress created the Law Enforcement Assista:~cie Ad­
ministration and appropriated money to ~m~rove 
and make more effective the efforts towa~~ i,crime 
control throughout the United S. tates. The ~!.lmmiS­
sion recoghized immediately that there w~~ III need 
for more a~curate and complete informatio

j 
if any 

me~:mingful plans were to be made for analy ing the 
nation's crime problem. Also, with the a~ vent of 
COlYlputers, the concept of developing larg r masses 
of detailed information 011 criminal offen Ilers per-

I I me~lted into the general plan for action in Ithe field 
of <~rime control. The assumption that s gnificant 
dah'l. on each individual entering into th jicriminal 
justice process could be accumulated and i }tegrated 
int<> a complete accounting of how individ IH offend­
ers are handled after arrest is inherent in ~ese con-
cepts. il 

To place these concepts in a proper fra i~ of refer­
en~~e, it may be constructive to briefly 11 ~view the 
hiskory of previous efforts in the Unite~~11 States to 
de,felop statistical information on crime '; Actually, 
the concept of developing integrated dat :lon crimi­
nal offenders is not as new and innovati Iy as many 
seem to believe. In the 1920's a wave I~f interest 
developed in the crime problem, somewH'~t parallel­
ing the current wave of concerrl, and se{~ral of the 
leading sociologists of that decade becJj~e particu­
larly interested in this field. One of the fiii'$t attempts 
to gather comprehensive and integrate(l~~formation 
on crime occurred in Cleveland, Ohio irl'1921. That 
year the Cleveland Foundation sponsore:a a compre­
hensive crime survey at a cost of $50!00(~, which was 
then a rather substantial sum. This sUj~velr was direct­
ed by such eminent leaders as Dean HOlfcO Pound of 
the Harvard Law SchQoland Felix Fran;kfurter, then 
on the faculty of the same school. A nuihber of well­
known authorities organized the inqu:iries into their 
respective fields of competence, including Richard 
Fosdick (police), Reginald Heber Smi~~ (judicial ad­
ministration), Alfred Bettller (prosec~liion), Burdett 
C. Lewis (correctional treament) and,lHermann M. 
J~\dler (the psychiatric aspects of crimil,lal offend~rs). 
lifhe statistical director of this survey ~~as CharMs E. 
Gehlke of the faculty of Western Rest'1',tve University 
of Cleveland. Two reports were issue~; on this survey. 

4 
II 
II 
,I 

'I 

A complete analysis of the data can be found in the 
principal report, "CriminalJustice in Cleveland," au­
thored by Pound and Frankfurter. Also, a summary 
review of the project entitled "Outcome of the 
Cleveland Crime Survey" was prepared by Ray­
mond Moley who served as director of the Cleveland 
Foundation. 

The above survey was singularly noteworthy for its 
detailed discussion of the processes of criminal jus­
tice as applied in the City of Cleveland and encom­
passing Cuyahoga County. For the first time. mortal­
ity tables were constructed that depicted what 
happened to persons arrested as they went through 
the subsequent processes of criminal justice. Now, 
forty-eight years later; but I fear in much more limit­
ed fashion; we are again coping with the same prob­
lems in Project SEARCH with its ambitious goal of 
integrating offender data with information on the 
justice system itself. For historical perspective, I 
highly recommend W"aU those who are concerned 
with studying the present.day system of justice that 
they should become acquainted with the pioneering 
Cleveland study; particularly' the 64-page summary 
by Mr. Moley. 

Other comprehensive studies followed the Cleve­
land. project, and in 1926 the Missouri Crime Study 
Survey was published. Professor Gehlke also served 
as the statistical director of this undertaking. Ip 1928; ,. 
a crime survey was sponsored by the Illinois Associa­
tion for CriminalJustice and a repol"t of nearly 2;000 
pages was published tha~ave a graphic portrayal of 
statistics on crimes, arrests and dispOSitions for the 
City of Chicago, with comparative data for other 
parts of Illinois and for the City of Milwaukee, Wis­
consin. In 1928-29, several rep6rts were issued by 
the New York Commission on Criminal Justice which 
developed data revealing the flow of persons 
through the criminal precesses in the State of New 
York. My first experience in crime studies began 
with a survey of criminal justice in Multnomah Coun­
ty, Oregon. This survey was directed by Wayne L. 
Morse and a report was published in 1931. () 

All of the studies cited were designed to identify 
persons entering the criminal justice process at the 
point of arrest and to follow them through the system 
until an ultimate disposition was made of their cases. 
The necessary data usually were obtained by em­
ploying personnel to literally follow the record of 
subject defendants through the police departments, 
municipal courts and the various areas of correction­
al treatment such as probation, jail and prison. This 
was the beginning of what we might call "integrated 
statistics," a term recently echoed in many of the 
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states developing; the SEARCH statistical model. 
The activity ul the 1920's was culminated when 

President Hoov~r established a National Commission 
on Law Observance and Information known under 
the name of its director as the Wickersham Commis­
sion. A report of this effort was published in 12 
volumes during 1930 and 1931, providing a wealth of 
information. J.~eport No. 3 of the series dealt with 
criminal stati,Stics and was prepared by Professor 
Sam Bass Walmer of Harvard Law School. Report No. 
4 included mortality information on criminal offend­
ers that had been developed from the surveys al­
ready cited and several others. 

The Wickersham report, in essence, concluded 
that the m~~thods of developing integrated statistical 
data on crime and offenders had been demonstrated 
and that plans should be laid to create a continuing 
accountability of offenders and of the processes of 
criminal justice, inasmuch as such information was 
absolutely essential not only to provide knowledge of 
the dimensions of the problem but also to allow for 
an evaluation of all steps taken to improve the effi­
ciency of the criminal justice system. The Commis­
sion pointed out that the administration of criminal 
justice was primarily a matter of each state's respon­
sibility and that each state should undertake within 
its own sovereign jurisdiction the development of 
comprehensive and integrated data relating to crimi­
nal offenders and the processes of justice. 

During these same periods of time, efforts were 
undertaken to develop certain nationwide coJlec­
tions of data on crimes and criminals. The Census 
Bureau began the collection of information on in­
dividuals committed to and released frain state and 
federal prisons and reformatories in 1926. The Na­
tional Association of Chiefs of Police was active in 
promoting the development of information concern­
ing crimes and persons arrested. The Rockefeller 
Foundation sponsored a study that resulted in a plan 
for the collection of such information. The study was 
published in 1929 in a volume called Uniform Crime 
Reporting. This volume outlined the forms and 
procedures to be used by a police department in 
supplying monthly or annual information. In 1930, 
the Association began such a centralized reporting 
scheme asking for the voluntary cooperation of local 
police departments throughout the country. The 
same year, Congress authorized the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to undertake the operation of this 
project. This resulted in the annual series which is 
published under the title of Uniform Crime Reports. 

The area of information on what happens to peo­
ple prosecuted in the courts was examined in consid­
erable detail by studies sponsored by the Institute of 
Law at John Hopkins University in the late twenties. 
A pattern for reporting the outcome of prosecutions 
in trial court~ of general jurisdiction was developed 
from these studies and.adopted by the Bureau of the 
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Census. The bureau tried to establish a collection of 
annual court disposition data, starting with the year 
1932. At no time, however, did this series of reports 
cover more than 38 states. Because of this incom­
pleteness in reporting and the difficulty in obtaining 
uniform comparable dab\ from the local counties in 
the absence of any state responsibility for collecting, 
checking and editing the information, this series was 
abandoned in 1946. 

It is noteworthy in conjunction \%·j,th an assessment 
of the above statistical projects that there was no 
development of the suggestion made by the Wicker­
sham Commission that the respective states under­
take responsibility for a comprehensive collection of 
data within their own jurisdh~tion as a basis for inte­
grated criminal statistics. Somehow there was a feel­
ing that because of the effort,,) undertaken in UCR 
and the Census Bureau series on court disposition 
and prison activity, that this, in itself, resolved the 
situation. Many of those concerm~d with the need for 
reliable information on crime, however, recognized 
the fact that little progress was being made toward 
a useful centralized accounting of crime. Among the 
leaders in this field was Dr. Thorsten Sellin who, at 
the request of the National Commissioners on Uni­
form State Laws, authored a uniform statistics act 
proposed for adoption by the states. This act sought 
to create within a state a central bureau headed by 
competent leadership to organize and develop the 
collection of data from all local agencies involved in 
the administration of criminal justice withia the 
state. 

No state actually created a central bureau under 
the provisions of this law until 1945 when such a 
bureau was created by executive order in California. 
Subsequently, legislation embodying the provision of 
the Uniform Act was passed in 1955. The only other 
state that has created a bureau following, in general, 
the proVisions outlined in this model is Pennsylvania 
which recently established such a bureau in 1969. 
One othe.r state, Minnesota, in 1934 created in their 
State Bureau of Criminal Apprehension, a statistics 
unit with responsibility for the collection of general 
information on crime and criminals. This bureau still 
exists but the statistical coverage has been mostly 
limited to UCR data and adult felony prosecutions. 
The recent up-surge of interest and the impetus of 
the SEARCH program may well result in the expand­
ed activities of state bureaus from this point on. 

The integration of criminal records is a major con­
cern which must be faced by agencies concerned 
with the improvement of crirninaljustice, and we are 
indebted to LEAA for its concern and resultant pro­
motion of activity to this eod. This meeting and our 
consideration of the probr.~m has been fostered by 
the SEARCH project lill;ader the sponsorship of 
LEAA. SEARCH as you!!r"ell know has encouraged 
the exploration of ways and means of integrating 
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criminal data. My remarks will be directed towards 
the sometimes obscure but very real problems which 
will be encountered UI dealing with criminal records 
based upon my 40 plus years of experience of work­
ing with local, state I,~nd federal agencies. 

There are several basic points that should be dis­
cussed before an att~lffipt is made to explain in detail 
just how an integrated criminal data system might be 
developed. These points are fundamental to any con­
sideration of a system of integrated criminal statis­
tics. 

1. The primary rellponslbility for the development of crimi­
nal data lies with the states. Under the United States Constitu· 
lion each Glate Is sovereign in the field of criminal law and 
criminal administration. Only the state can assume full respon· 
sibllity for developinl~, collecling and compUing information on 
crim·e from the agencies it has created to control the crime 
problem. Today there are 52 such sovereign jurisdictions in the 
United States-the 50 states, the District of Columbia' and the 
Federal jurl5dlction, 

2. The concept ()f a system of integrated data on criminal 
offenders implies, at least theoretically, that there is a single 
responsible administering head or body of the criminal justice 
system in each state which will use factual data to better man­
age the system. In r~lRlIty there is no such center of responsibili· 
ty; the administration of crlminaljustice is carried out by differ­
ent sets of agencies in each of the sovereign states without any 
central direction. 

There is no qUestion that there is a need for coordinated 
activity among the agencies with their separate responsibilities 
that exist in each of the 52 state jurisdictions. It Is to be hoped 
that, through the growth of state criminal justice councils such 
as those created for administering LEAA funds allocated to 
each state, there wlll come into being a permanent, knowledge­
able and representative council which can bring about the 
coordination of the activities of the multivariate agencies with· 
in a state. The Implementation of a comprehensive plan for 
criminal justice obviously requires the existence of such a 0611· 
tral coordinating body. Such an organization would both pro­
mote and better utilize an integrated body of information on 
the crime situation in the state. In fact, there could be little 
effective planning for improvements without an accurate 
knowledge of thli! existing facts on how the overall operation 
functions. 

3. If no central responsibility exists in a state for the ad­
ministration of criminal justice, how is this task carried out 
today? We havEI several so·called sub·systems which perform 
segments of the overall function of criminal justice administra­
tion. First, there are the primary law enforcement agencies­
the police. They IIIre chargeQ with the maintenance of law and 
order. the investigation of crlmlnal offenses and the arrest of 
persons. who arc~ alleged to have committed such offenses. 
Thes~ agencies include municipal police and county sheriffs 
and,1I1 many.states, state police, county constabulary, marshals, 
constables, hIghway patrol and other special agencies created 
to oversee certain aspects of criminal law regulations. For the 
most part, these local agencies are completely independent, 
being responsible only to municipal or county governments. 

Secondly, there) is another set of agencies Involved in the 
enforcement of the criminal law which have the responsibility 
for prosecution. These prosecutors or district attorneys are usu­
ally locally elected officials who determine what persons are to 
be charged with cdminal offenses. They have the duty of bring­
ing official action against such persons in the courts of justice 
and to reach a determination of the char~es officially made. 
Again. these prosecutors are respon,~ible only to their local elec­
torates and are completely Independent of each other and of 
central control even though they operate under the established 
laws of a given state. " 

A third group of agencies are the courts that serve as the 
tribunals before which defendants are tried and their cases 
adjudicated. The criminal courts fall into at least two or more 
basic types. The so· called lower courts, which may include 
municipal, police, city, justice or county courts, have jurisdic' 
tion over the disposition of misdemeanors and the holding of 
preliminary examinations in the cases of offenders charged 
with felonies or indictable offenses. There is a higher level of 
court usually defined as a court of general jurisdiction. These 
trial courts are generally called district courts, circuit courts or 
superior courts. Usually they have exclusive jurisdiction to try 
and dispose of persons charged with fel\?ny or indictable of­
fl~nses. The latter series of courts, for the1most part, exist on a 
county or regional basis and generally t~le only supervision of 
their operations comes through review I.)f individual cases on 
appeal. In addition, there may be other specialized courts such 
as juvenile courts, courts of domestic relations, family couris 
and others that have jurisdiction to handle ,certain types (J)f 
delinquent or criminal cases, 

A fourth criminal justice component exists !n each state'that 
might be termed the correctional system. And yet, even here. 
there are several independent sub·systems. Jails and wotk 
houses are used to incarcerate prisoners convicted of mis· 
demeanor offenses and are operated on a county or municipal 
basis. Probation departments to which convicted persons grant­
ed probation are directed for a period of supervision may be 
organized on a local, county and, in some instances, on a state­
wide basis. Every state has its own penal system which usually 
includes one or more prisons together with such other typc~ of 
institutions as reformatories. camps, farms and, in some ')n. 
stances, specialized hospitals. 

Another separate responsibility which mayor may not be a 
part of the administration of a penal system is that of parole. 
The large majority of persons incarcerated, particularly for long 
terms, are eligible for parole under certain specified conditions 
and limitations. The determination of the release on Pllrole Is 
usually made by n special parole board created to perform this 
particular function. Such agencies also decide when a parole 
should be revoked and the offender returned to prison. 

There is still another sub·set of agencies in our system-the 
appellate courts where appeals are taken after conviction. They 
have the final decision as to the outcome of the prosecution of 
criminal offenders. 

The reason that I have gone on at some length to mention all' 
of these diverse functions and sub·systems, and there nre many 
more that could be separately identified, is that any develop. 
ment of integrated criminal data would require the collection 
of the basic information from each of the agencies involved. 
What many people do not realize is that there is no standard 
and systematic record keeping provisions to be found even 
within anyone of these particular systems, not to mention the 
fact that the data available in the separate sub·systems have no 
continuity or uniformity from one set to another. 

4. With the advent of electronic computers and their tre· 
mendolls capacity to store and retrieve data, it is easy to see 
why some imagin~bve planners have been intrigued with the 
possibility of designing models for a rather complete crime 
information system. It has been assumed that needed informll­
tion exists in readily extractable form in the records of all agen· 
cies which come into contact with a criminal defendant. It 
seems logical that standard forms for reporting detailed infor­
million Ciln be designed which would automatically feed such 
information into tha computer storage. Presumably, if all the 
pertinent information fl'om all the agencies involved were put 
into this great machine covering all criminal defendants, it 
would seem theoret!cluly possible to quickly obtain any data 
desired 9n an individut\l or On any process thrQugh which in­
dividuals are carried in the system at any time. Thus inspired 
to adapt theoretical concepts to mechanized techniques well 
proven in the business world, a great deal of time, effort and 
money have been devoted to development of these models in 
the last couple of years. • 
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It is of tremendous concern to someone like myself 
who has been involved for many years in collecting 
information from all types of criminal justice ~gen­
cies to realize that the planners of today are quite 
unacquainted with the complexity and diversity of 
record sources in the existing system. Also, they ap­
pear not to have a practicalllpprQach toward organ­
izing and standardizing the raw d,/lta that exists in the 
multitude of independent ag€mcies that handle 
criminal offenders. " 

Apparently, the actuaEiimplernentation of a plan is 
considered to be something entirely apart from 
creating the theoretical model. Presumably the 
model builders feel it is the responsibility of others to 
square theory with reality. " 

While I am in no way decrying the effort to set 
forth the models and objectives which\ve are hoping 
to obtain in the long run, I do assert that the tremen­
dous effort and expensefhat has already been put 
into this area has really produced very little that is 
new or original regarding the concepts of integrated 
data and has not in' any sense faced up to the practical 
problem of "how do we start from where we are?" 

The objectives of a system of integrated criminal 
records sometimes seem confusing. The major em­
phasis of the SEARCH criminal history project was to 
create a standard identification record which would 
be indexed at a national center and stored inc 'de tail 
in the various state systems. Through inquiry to the 
index, access could be obtained to the information 
stored in any of the state systems. The main purpose 
of this was to provide an accelerated inquiry and 
response to law enfd'rcement agencies to meet their 
basic identification needs. It was then conceived that 
the record on an individual would be enlarged to 
become a complete ~d detailed dossier, recording 
not only individual inf&rmation about the person but 
also every transaction that occurred in the process of 
criminal justice through which the criminal offender 
passed. 

Thus, even before any achievement of the orlgirial 
objective had been accomplished, the problem had 
become much greater and more difficult. It is one 
thing to provide fairly com!?le~:l1l data relating to per­
sons arrested and handled by law enforcement agen-

," 'Ui~s, but quite another to l.1cquire and incorporate 
every detail of an offender's first or repeated experi­
ence in some or all of the separate sub-sections of our 
criminal justice operation. 

A further complication was introduced into the 
plan of these massive data bases with the suggestion 
that as all possible knowledge would be in the com­
puter, any statistical compilation that was ever need­
ed or desired (l,Puld automatically be produced from 
the data base. 

In reality, the reporting of the various agencies for 
primarily statistical purposes can be used to feed 
more accurate information into the data base. The 
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latter, however, can never create the detailed st~\tis­
tics needed to show the number and kinds of offe:\'id­
ers for any given time and area, and the procedural 
activity of each agency in each of the s,ub-system~ of 
justice. ",\ 

From the above discussion, it should become rath­
er clear that I have some grave reservations as to the 
practical development of integrated data along th,r 
lines that have been suggested in the proposed moO,~ 
~. ' 

It is my basic contention that the only sound wa~ 
that we can develop adequate statistical data in the 
field of crime is to assume first that each state must ", 
take the respoqsibility for developing its own data; 
secondly, that elilCh agency within a state involved in 
the handling of criminal offenders in any way must 
have a separate reporting system for the transactions 
that occur within its responsibility; and finally, that 
this reporting must be directed to the central bureau 
created for this purpose within the state. Througp 
central accumulation of data which comes in from 
law enforcement, courts, prosecutors,jails, probation" 
departments and all other types of agencies officially 
concerned, and with the exercise of responsibility for 
auditing these data, it will be possible to present ~\n 
accurate statistical picture of the handling of offend­
ers as well as a summarization of the activity of each 
separate sub-group of agency and of each individual 
agency. 

There can be no substitute for the responsibility of 
a single center for accumulating and editing all the 
related information. This <ian not be done by the 
computer. Such a machine is a needed servant for 
the carrying out of the objectives of integrated data, 
but a computer is only a tool to be used by the re­
sponsible agencies. While the process~g of much of 
the information reported can be mechanized, be­
cause of the diversity and the non-uniformity that 
will always exist in the information furnished on in­
dividuals py numerous independent sources, a great 
deal of the work in the central agency will involve 
manual searching and an individual determination as 
to how to fit together the data relating to each single 
offender that is reported in various and even contra­
dictory terms. 

One basic consideration which has been given 
very little attention is the degree of coverage that is 
practical in the collection of integrated data on 
criminal offenders. Theoretically, the thinking seems 
to be lhat, without any selectivity, all information on 
all persons arrested should be the subject of data 
collection . .I would like to illustrate the problem by 
calling attention to the size of the problem as we 
have it in the State of California. In 1969, we esti­
mate there were 1,300,000 recorded arrests for 
crime or delinquency apart from'lliinor traffic infrac­
tions. 

The following tabulation shows the distribution olt 

these arrests by adult felons, adult misdemeanants 
and juveniles, and also the number of persons arrest­
ed .in each tyw,e that would appear to represent a 
serious enough type of crhninal offender to be identi­
fied and entered into any integrated data-base sys­
tem. 

Off~ndm fo btl 
rofol IncllkltHI in "'11 

, a".4fs dafa·has~ sysltlm 
~oo,ooo 140,000 
700,000 80,000 
400,000 40,000 

ryptl of Qrrttsf 
Adult felony ...................................... .. 
Adult mltdemeanor ........................ , ••• 
Juvenile ....................... ,,, ••••.••••••••.•••••• 

1/300,000 260,000 
It will be noted that only about one-fifth of those 

arrested appear to involve a level of offense that 
would be included in the system. This represents all 
adult felony arrestees who are actually prosecuted, 
those arrested for misdemeanors which involve such 
offenses as theft, assault, narcotics and certain types 
of sex offenses and those juveniles arrested for of­
fenses primarily of the felony type and who are actu­
ally prosecuted or taken through the juvenile court. 
In other words, there are 260,000 or one-fifth of the 
total offenders arrested who, on the basis of the If,lvel 
of charges and type of action taken, were involved in 
a felony or felony-related crime. 

We have been able in California to develop a re­
porting scheme on individuals processed on felony " 
charges from the point of filing a complaint. We have 
~ever gotten beyond summary-type monthly report­
mg on the other persons arrested and handled on 
some other basis than a felony complaint. We are 
currently trying to determine whether we can estab­
lish a uniform booking register to be used on the part 
of law enforcement agencies which would insure a 
complete accounting of all persons arrested and 
booked on felony charges. Such a register, of course, 
could also be extended to misdemeanor and juvenile 
arrests. We feel it will take some time to establish and 
perfect the accountability of felony arrests on this 
basis. This is the situation in a state that has a central 
statistical bureau and has been working with local 
agencies in the reporting of these data for a period 
of about 20 years. We think it may be possible in the 
next five years to actually account for all adult felons 
arres.ted with a high degree of accuracy and thus 
prOVIde the framework for developing integrated 
data. 

One other area of the crime problem that has rare-
ly been associated with integrated data is the matter 
of the counting and classifying of crimes. Through 
the impetus .of. Un/form Crime Reports. we have 
been measurmg crlffies in terms of the number of 
offenses reported to law enforcement agencies and 
by them to the Federal Bureau of Investigation or in 
California and a few other states, to a state bure~u. " '. 
As cQu~ted in these reports, crimes are events that 
have 'ueen brought to the attention of the police de­
partments and, while presumably a certain uniformi-
ty of clase.lfication is to be expected, in reality, there 
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is no standard way of determinin!7 what event is to 
be counted as a crime by the muititude of law en­
forcement agencies which compile these reports. In 
the first place, only seven types of crime are used for 
this index. These particular offenses were chosen be­
ca,!se they appeared to have the highest likelihood of 
bemg reported; .but there is a tremendous uneven­
ness ,to be found among law enforcement agencies 
gene~ally as to how such events are actually defined 
for.crlme counting purposes. There is no way to audit 
or msure that general instructions for reporting are 
being followed by each agency. In other words, our 
measurement of crime on this basis is subject to an 
unknown amount of error and variability. There 
seems to have been in the past 40 years no serious 
effort to define and control these data that are thus 
reported. It is to be hoped in the years to come that 
not only will we have more uniform definitions and 
?ontl'ols of such information, but that we will enter 
mto a much more thorough analysis of the detail and 
de~cription of the specific events reported as crimes. 
Crimes, as now .reported within each of the seven 
classifications, range from rather minor and insignifi­
cant events or acts to some of the most heinous acts 
of criminal behavior. To lump all of these under one 
hea~i~g .witho'!t any differentiation according to se­
venty IS 1ll reahty to perpetuate an inadequate meas­
urement of the crime situation. 

Not only should the detailed elements that OCCur 
in ~ c~im~al offense be available for an~ysis so that 
a distinction can be made between serious and less 
serious offenses, but the relationship between victim 
a~d offender should be shoWft, together with the 
clfcumstances, weapons, premises, etc. This is an 
area that has hardly been touched in the, develop­
ment of reporting and analysis of criminal data. 

:At this point, I think that the most constructive 
thmg I can do from a practical point of view is to 
outline the steps that might be taken to establish and 
develop a statewide criminal statistical system which 
would provide "integrated data rlOt only relating to 
the offender but also descriptive of the various sub­
systems and their processes. 

1. The Arst and most fundamental step is to establish within 
a state Iln ~gency or a focus of responsibility for the collection 
~d compIla~o.n of data and for continuing development of a 
cnminal statistics system. There can be no serious collection of 
data or reporting of data unless it is purposefully collected by 
someone or reporte~ to someone. This is an essential Arst step. 
. 2. With the estabhshment of a state center for criminal statis. 

tics, what are the Arst steps that should be undertaken? Obvi. 
ously, there is a need to catalog and identify all of the agencies 
in the state that officilllly deal with crime and delin</uency and 
which thus will be the sources of the information collected or 
reported. Probably the Arst step will be to identify and contact 
eal.)h primary law enforcement agency in the state. A simple 
a:;>proach would be to obtain a copy of the crime reports pre­
pared by each of these depar~ents and sent to the FBI. This 
w~uld. give the state access to Ule ml\lor crime information now 
beln~ reported and would make possible a detailed analysis of 
the data to an extent that Is rar beyond that which can be 
publIshed in the national annua~ report. In addition to obtain. 
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ing information on crimes reported, an early exploration must 
be made as to the kind of arrest information that can be deve­
loped. Possibly, the first reporting should be a summary count 
of arrests but the matter of individual accounting of persons 
arrested for serious crime should be planned as soon as possible. 
This is a most significant area as arrest statistics are probably the 
best and most reliable data that can be produced to measure the 
real crime problem in a given jurisdiction. 

The next area of reporting to be developed relates to persons 
prosecuted and processed through the criminal courts. Un­
doubtedly, the major emphasis to start with would involve felo­
ny-type offenses and offenders. Persons who after arrest are 
charged with a felony complaint may be disposed of by the 
prosecutor or, more frequently, through court aetion. Methods 
of regular reporting from each prosecutor and each court of 
general jurisdiction will, of necessity, be instituted as soon as 
possible. 

The reporting of events and processes in the correctional 
area must also be planned for at an early stage in the develop­
ment of the statistical center. Separate reporting schedules will 
be required from those age!lcies which maintain local jails, 
from probation departments and from state correctional insti­
tutions. 

It will take a great deal of time and effort to lay the ground­
work and to institute reporting procedures for all of these 
phases of activity. Presumably, after a few months of opera­
tions, a five-year program should be charted so that by the end 
of this period of time effective procedures would have been 
implemented to insure a genuine collection of essential data 
with respect to all phases of the criminal justice process within 
a state. 

3. In designing the working plan for the collection of data, 
the actual records kept by the various local agencies should be 
examined in detail. In many instances, a standard system of 
record keeping might be proposed which, if adopted, should 
make the collection of essential data more uniform. This should 
n'!'eet the needs of the state bureau and also clarify or better 
organize the work of local agencies that report such data. Other 
determinations would have to be made as to how much detail 
should be sought on adult felony offenders and the processes 
applied to them as compared tq information requested on adult 
misdemeanor offenders. Similarly, the juvenile justice field 
needs a descriptive type of reporting system. 

4. A very important element in a criminal statistics system is 
the capacity to produce an annual compilation or summary of 
the processes followed in each of the sub-systems of criminal 
justice within the state. In other words, there must be a presen­
tation of crime and arrest data for the most recent calendar 
year for each policing agency as well as for each county. State 
total~ should be set forth with comparisons and trends 9Y~r the 
previous years. The same types of data should be pubIfsned as 
they relate to persons prosecuted and disposed of by the courts, 
to persons committed to jail, to those placed 011 probation, and 
to those incarcerated in state institutions. All of these delinea­
tions are annual summaries entirely separate from an overall 
accounting of what happens to the total number of offenders 
processed in the state during the same year. Each of these 
sub-systems is independent, and, as the various officials are 
primarily concerned with the functioning of their own particu­
lar agencies, they will want data for their respective depart­
ments separately prepared and analyzed. 

There are two different methods of presenting information 
on the ov,erall accountability of handling criminal offenders. 
One of the most accurate ways of doing this is to identify all of 
the persons brought into the system by an arrest during a given 
period of time and then follow those particular individuafs 
through to their ultimate disposition, thus giving the mortality 
rate of those persons who fall along the way. The difficulty with 
this method is that it may take a long period of time to finally 
dispose of all the cases arrested in a given year. While the great 
majority of persons arrested in a year are disposed of in that 
year or shortly thereafter, there are always a few cases which 
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drag on for long periods of time. 

A second methdd of approaching the accountability problem 
is to analyze and summarize the statistical data on all the per­
sons who are disposed of during a given year, irrespective of the 
time they entered into the system or were arrested. Presuma­
bly, although the timing is different and some of the individuals 
handled will be different, the dispositions of a given year gener­
ally match very closely the ultimate disposition of those arrest­
ed during the year. The advantage of presenting data on the 
year's dispositions is that it can be prepared and issued in an 
alU'lual report soon after the close of the year. 

We have been able to integrate some of the general data 
collected in California by this latter method to show the par­
ticular disposition of persons who come under the system. At­
tached is a table taken from the 1969 report of the Bureau of 
Criminal Statistics which shows the general dispositions of 
adults arrested on felony charges during each year from 1965 
through 1969. 

During the five-year period, there was almost no fluctuation 
in the general dispositions of defendants arrested on felony 
charges in California. Each year, approximately one-third were 
released by the police without prosecution; another one-third 
were prosecuted and disposed of at the municipal or lower 
court level; and, only one-third of the total defendants reached 
superio~ court action. 

Of those prosecuted in the superior courts, the proportions 
released and convicted remained quite stable during these 
years. There were, however, some marked changes in types of 
penalties imposed by the courts upon those convicted that re­
veal a shift in sentencing toward non-custody supervision. The 
proportion of defendants receiving prison sentences in 1969 
was less than half of what it was in 1965. During the same 
period, the proportion of defendants placed on probation rose 
by more than 20 percent. Other differences can be ~oimd 
through a close examination of the data in the table thafillus­
trates the kind of facts made available through a complete 
accounting for felony defendants. 

5. SummarY information, of course, has many grave limita­
tions. It involves the classifying of data by many differently 
trained persons, and if a number of different agencies are in­
volved, there is no way to insure complete uniformity. If in­
dividualized information is reported, the central bureau can 
relate the facts on each individual offender and on each transac­
tion occurring in his care and thus insure a much higher degree 
of accuracy and uniformity. In short, the effort should be made 
to obtain individual information on each person arrested for a 
serious offense and how he is handled as he passes through ea'ch 

!J of the sub-systems of our criminal justice administration. 

This type of reporting would require an individual 
report from police at the time of arrest showing the 
offense and characteristics of the person and the im­
mediate police disposition. Also, it would require 
similar reports from those who prosecute the in­
dividuals on whom a complaint is filed and on those 
persons who go before the courts for disposition. It " 
would require the reporting by jail and workhouse 
authorities of information on defendants who were 
received or released, and on the reason or authority 
for release. For those on probation, for those incar­
cerated in state institutions and for those placed on 
parole, the same type of information on each in­
dividual would be obtained. Because of the multi­
tude of agencies involved and since there can be no 
real uniformity between individual agencies and the 
way they record certain types of information, it 
means that all data reported to the central bureau 

-~-- ~ -----~ 

has to be examined and edited to clean up and re­
solve discrepancies. Further, if the information of 
these individuals is to become part of one record as 
it is reported from the different levels of justice agen­
cies, this process of checking, editing and matching 
information on each individual cannot be handled 
mechanically in a substantial number of cases. This is 
a function that can only be performed by a staff in a 
central agency. 

In conclusion, let me re-emphasize the major 
points of this discussion. 

1. Each state must be responsible for the development of its 
own statistics and integrated data. 

2. There is a great need for a national center SUCh~llS the one 
that has been created in the LEAA organization to assist the 
-states in moving into their proper. statistical responsibility, to 
outline and develop such uniform definitions and guidelines as 
can be appropriately applied to aU states and to be the coor­
dinating center for all of the information developed in the 52 
sovereign jurisdictions. 

3. Each central state agency must develop the collection of 
information directly from the various sub-sets of agencies in­
volved in the administration of criminal justice. 

4. As this information is reported on an individual basis, the 
central agency will analyze, edit, and audit the material re­
ceived to insure its completeness and uniformity, and will make 
available the results with respect to each individual offender to 
the central data base. This is the only way that integrated data 
can be produced from the disparate Sources of information 
existing in this field. 

5. The central statistical agency would be responsible for 
the analysis and publication of annual summaries with respect 
to the work done by each of the sub-sets of agencies involved 
in criminal justice. It would also be responsible for presenting 
the overall picture of what has happened to the offenders as 
they are carried through the various sub-systems. 

6. The basic geographical unit to be studied in the adminis­
tration of criminal justice is probably the county, and there 
should be developed and made available summaries on a coun­
ty basis, particularly for the densely populated jurisdictions. In 
addition, analyses and summaries on a statewide basis should be 
prepared. 

7. Before adequate information on crime can ever be avail­
able there must be a much more thorough analysiS of individual 
crime reports and a subclassification of the type of crimes which 
are reported in each of the major divisions. 

8. Integrated criminal records will of necessity be deve­
loped slowly on a step by step basis. In any jurisdiction, it will 
require several years of well-planned effort before a base can 
be built that w.ill supply needed statistical information and in­
dividual criminal history data. 
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.tISroSI'rION OF DEFENDANTS ~'l'ED AND BOOKED ON FELOrtt CHARam, 1965-1969 

Percentage Distribution, by Year 

, 

'l'ype of disposition' . 1965 1966 1967 1968 

. 'l'ota1 defendants • n · · 103,331 107,374 126,986 149,495 · · · · · • · · 
Percent distribution. · , · · 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

'" 
Released by police • · · · · · 

0 

· 32.3 32.1 33.8 35.5 

Disposed of ~~ior to superior court tiling 32.1 32.1 32.8 31.4 

Released - dismissed .• · · · · · · · · · 6.6 7.1 7.2 6.7 

PrOsecuted as misdemeanant· or juvenile • 25.5 25.0 25.6 24.7 

Original misdemeanor complaint • · · · 19.4 18.3 18.9 16.9 
Felony complaint dismi~sed • · · · · 6.1 6.7 6.7 7.8 

c 

Disposed of by superior court. · · · · · 35.6 35.8 33.4 33.0 

Released • · · · · · · ..;~';k t · · · · · 4.7 5.2 5.0 4.6 

Dismissed. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 2.3 2.6 2.4 2.5 
Acquitted. · · · · · · · · · · · · . 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.1 

Dismissed - to lower court prosecution • 1.1 0.8 1.1 1.4 

Convicted in superior court. · . · · 29.9 29.8 27.3 27.1 

By plea. · · · · · · · · · · 22.1 21.5 19.3 18.8 
By trial. · · · · · · · · · · · · 7.8 8.3 8.0 8.3 

Felony sentence. · · · · · · · · 18.3 18.4 17.4 16.1 
Misdemeanor sentence • · · · · · · 11.6 11.4 9.9 11.0 

Sentences 
Prison • · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 7.0 6.3 4.7 3.'{ 
youth Authority. · · · · · · · · · · 1.9 1.7 1.6 1.4 
Probation. · ". · · · · · · · · · · · · 15.1 15.6 16.0 16.8 
Jail or fine • · · · · · · · · · · · 4.8 5.0 3.9 4.2 
Civil commitment. · · · · · · · · 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.1 

Recapi~u1ation 

Released • · · · · · · · · · · · · 43.6 44.4 46.0 46.8 
Disposed of as misdemeanant or juvenile. 38.1 37.2 36.6 37.1 

Prior to SUperior court. · · · · · 26.5 25.8 26.7 26.1 
In superior court •••••••• · · · 11.6 11.4 9.9 11.0 

Felony sentence in superior court. · · · 18.3 18.4 17.4 16.1 
" 

Final outcome 
49.6 

if Released (estimated) • · · · · · · 48.7 51.3 51·9 
'l'o local custody • · · · · · · · · · 41.1 41.2 41.3 41.9 
To State custody • · · · · · · · · · · ;1.0.0 9.2 7./j 6.2 

II~ 
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1969 

180,577 

100.0 

32.8 

33.0 

8.4 

24.6 

15.1 
9.5 

34•2 

4.9 

2.8 
2.1 

1.3 

~ 28.0 

20.8 
7·2 

15.3 
12.7 

2.7 
1.2 

18.4 
4.5 
1.2 

46.1 
38.6 
25.9 
12.7 
15.3 

51.3 
43.6 
5.1 

"Project TRACE--
A SYSTEM FOR THE TRACKING, RETRIEVAL" 

AND ANALYSIS OF CRIMINAL EVENTS 

by Joan E. Jacoby, Director 
Office of Crime Analysis 

District of Columbia Government 
Washington, D.C. 

INTROQUCTION 
The co~mon complaint running through all crime 

and crime-related reports, debates and even public 
statements is that there is not enough information­
or there is no information, or that information which 
does exist is either incomplete, the wrong type, out 
of date, or inadequate for one reason or another. This 
complaint is generalized enough to conclude that a 
ylanned, comprehensive, interrelated, set of current 
data must be developed to contribute to the under­
standing of the dynamics of the Criminal Justice Sys-

·'tem. 
Not only have these needs been cited by the Dis­

trict of Columbia's Crime CommiSSion, where on 
page 854 of the Report of the President's Commis­
sio)1 on Crime in t1.J:JJ District of Columbia, th\;ly state 
"the Commissiollirf efforts to analyze the crimeprob­
lem in the D~9.&ict and to formulate appropriate 
recommend~};rOns have been handicapped by major 
deficiencieyn the information available about crime 

"and crimin I offenders:' But, in addition, as a result 
'of a cOIt,terence which was called by the Bureau of 
the Census in 1968, and their publication entitled 
Report on National Needs for Crimina/justice Statis­
tic~ they gta.te on page 56 that there are certain 
priorities Which have been established by the confer­
ence participants. 

To paraphrase their findings, the conference 
found that the priorities which were most common 
in tone or the most relevant to future work were: 

1. Tracing offenders through the Criminal Jus­
tice System as they are affected by the decisions 
made about .them each step of the way, should be 
an ultimate, if not an immediate goal of data-col­
lection programs. 

2. It is more important to have information on 
the weight ,of the population moving through the 
system than on the details of their administration, 
personnel and finance. . 

3. It is important not to oversimplify the com­
plexities of either crime and the Criminal Justice 
System,or the problems of devising data-collection 
programs to describe the most relevant aspects of 
these social phenomena. Data whi~h are by-pro-

ducts of administration are often unsatisfactory for 
basic research to answer in-depth questions about 
the crime problem. 

4. Since data-collection programs should be 
flexible enough to respond to specific research 
needs and to attempt to solve particular systemic 
problems, the standard classifications which must 
be developed should not necessarily be limited to 
legalistic classification and definition when others 
may better serve the manipulation of information 
for better understanding. 

5. Despite priorities, data programs should be 
developed carefully and with considerable ex­
perimentation. They should build on what has 
been learned from existing programs, but should 
not, on the other hand, be limited to the scope of 
existing programs. 

6. The ultimate and guiding principle for a data­
collection system in the criminal justice field 
should be a concern to understand the crime prob­
lem. 

With all the information deficiencies existing 
within the Criminal Justice System ranging from 
offender status and dispOSition, case workloads, 
court backlogs, sentenCing practices, recidivism 
drug abuse, etc., it is imperative that first priority 
be given to tracking the offender through the sys­
tem to determine his status and disposition. 

:« 

Project TRACE 
Project TRACE developed by the District of Co­

lumb~!i Government for its local Criminal Justice Sys­
tem, is a total integrated management information 
system. This means that it is a conglomerate of sub­
systems operating in and among the components of 
the Criminal Justice System. As such, it satisfies the 
needs of operating agencies in the System; contains 
the requisite linkages and standards needed to track 
an individual through the System; and is fleshed out 
with additional information necessary for analYSis, 
research, evaluation and management planning. 

TRACE is based upon the assumption that data 
will not be accurate, timely-up-to-date or reliable un­
less it has an operational utilUy to the agency collect­
ing it. Therefore every subsystem developed or used 
by TRACE-be it police, prosecutor, public defend­
e.rl or c~r!ections-has as its pre-condition, opera-
tional utihty to that agency." . 

TRACE operates with the'strategy that scarce dol-
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lar resources should be st~ent on the weakest links ~n 
the tracking system and ,where the largest ~oun s 
of information can be Glollected for track~ng and 
mana ement planning, r\~search and analY~ls. 

Th;s if agencies already have automated mfo~ma­
tion s ;tems, minimal modification .is made t? t ese 
syste~s initially. A good exhample 1~ the t-~~c~~:~ 

artments including Was ingtqn s, WI. 
highly sophisticated automat~d syshit~ms .. Ynt ~.~~: 
areas of courts and correctIons, stor~ca y, 1 

ey has been invested in information syst(;!InS 
mon H' al effort has (manual or automated). ere, UlaxIm 

been expended by ProjectfTthRA3~' . al Justice Sys-
Since each component 0 e nmm 

tem functionally interfaces with one or more 0JheJ 
com onents communication in terms of st~n ar 
idenfuiers s~ems obvious and is assumed to eXISt. ~n­
fortunately this is not the case for as soon as a ~~ 
fendant m~ves from the police to the prosecutor, h1~ 
identity as a person is lost; he becomes a case num 
ber Yet when that case is disposed of, the need for 
incllvidual identification is restored, but the. means 
are all too often not available. The need for litageJ 
and standards is obvious, well-documented an nee 
not be examined further here... . h \, 

TRACE requires three baSIC linkag~s. (1) T ~' 
Complaint Number assigned by the pohce for eac 
complaint or offense as it is reported to ther\: The 
value of this number lies in its ability to ~n co­
defendants to the same offense. (2) Th~}) olif: ~~­
partment's Identification Number, (PDI '.;; ~ IS 
uni uely assigned to a defendant af~er h~ as een 
fin ~rprinted photographed and Identified. The 
val~e of this 'number lies in its ability ~o. g~nerate 
automated criminal history files and re~ldlVls~ stu­
di (3) The Court Case Number whlCh, ass1gn~d 
bye:he clerk of the court, provides the base for studies 
on case flow and work load. With these three num­
bers identifying the person's pass~ge throu~h th~ sYd 
t the minimal needs for tracking are satisfie an 
ae~a:se has been established for the further develop-
ment of TRACE. th. 

Most mandatory reporting systems stop at IS 
point· relying on this collected information to s~ce 
for pianning, management, research ~\d ~valua~o?­
of both the operating agencies and the entire Cnm1-
nW Justice System. However, TRACE does ~ot stop 
at this stage. Instead, it overlays o?- the. tracking sys­
tem the data elements which can 1den.tify at mfas­
ure the reasons for and impact of policy an va ues 
on the system. . f taff 

With the desperate need for a tool to satis y ~ 'd 
requirements, these data elements mus.t be 0h~r~~ 
on the operating subsystems. (,OtherWlse, w li 

redict the jail population; the im~a.c~ of. po cy 
~hange on physically constrained faClhties !lke de­
tention centers, receiving. homes? commumty ceh-ters; the impact of doublmg pohce arrests on t e 
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prosecutor, courts, bail agencies~ U~timat~y, u~: 
budget process demands more objective ~n. q . 
tifiable data. If these cannot be m~t, admm1s~atdve 
and budget support for TRACE wIll be degra . ~ . 

Realistically, the chances of values an~ deClslOn-
b . g added to an already operatmg subsys-reasons, em t 't 

tem (such as police) are minimal. But the oppor un~ y 
still exists in agencies not automated. TRACE as 
taken advantage of this in two areas, the prosecutor 
and corrections. h '1 " 

The Department of Corrections was ea~\\y sup­
orted by TRACE because it is the only s~'hrce of 

~ata about the behavior of offenders su~seq e?t t.o 
tencing The reason the prosecutor IS crUCIal IS 

:~~t intake into the court system is largely de~ed % 
h'm It is he who decides whether to drop or re -
d~~n charges. It is he who decides whether. to pro~­
cute a case as a felony or a misdemeanor. It .1S he w 0 
participates in plea bargaining, not the holde. In eSf sence it is his prosecutive policies ant.t e

th 
egr~: ~ 

his discretionary power which makes 1m e cn c 
link in the system. . link'? b 

One may think that an alternative . elw~en 
r and corrections could be the court Itself (I.e., 

fhel~ierk of the courts, office perforr,ning t~i~ fun~f 
tion) This would be true, under certam conditio~s, 1 
only'a mandatory reporting syste~ is soug~~. Smce 
TRACE is concerned with capturmg declSlon-rea­
sons such as why a case was dismissed, how strong. a 

't what elements contributed to certam case was 1 , • ld t be 
types of dispositions, these questions cou no d 
answered by a clerk's office. They can be ,~~were 
only by the prosecutor as he makes the deClslO~s or 
assesses outcomes. Hence, the court can contr~bute 
nothing to TRACE in this ~rea, and therefore IS not 
an acceptable alternative lmk. d . 

Noting these limitations, the court could be use. m 
lieu of the prosecutor depending on ~he folloWl?g 
conditions: (1) Strong adminis~ative l~e authonty 
must exist since an automated mformation s~stem IS 
only as operable as the authority to enforce l~S co~-

l' (2) Management must be interested m opti-
p ~a?-ce'the allocation of scarce resources. (3) Manage­
mlzmg . . d al'ty 
ment must aim at increasm~ the quantity an qu 1 
of representation and serVlCes. . 

The prosecutor in Project TRACE IS the only per­
sonw11;'O is able to simultane?usly identify who cOde~ 
inti U)l1 system, match police to court char?es, .; 
scribi; how the defendant is processed and Id~n~ y 

h 9.Ild how he exits. If one were to maxImIze 
:1ce dollar resources, the prosecutor would be ~he 
component in the Criminal Justice Systen~ to receIve 

. um support. He is literally the mIddle man, 
fu:x~licy maker, the critical link in ~e syste!ll' ffi 

The prosecutor's problem is essentially an me. 1-

ciently operating, large-scale scheduling and sta~hlg 
rocess In order to have as many cases as POSSI e 

~rosec~ted on their merits, the prosecutor wages a 
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continual battle against postponements of trials by 
trying to ensure that witnesses are present, the po­
lice officer is in court, and reports and investigations 
are completed. In addition, the prosecutor trying the 
case must be as wall prepared as possible. 

BaSically because of over-calendaring and mass­
production of trials, the prosecutor is faced with the 
problem of allocating his resources (men) to those 
cases which seem more urgent for trial relative to 
other cases. 

In other words, the pros~9utor needs a system for 
evaluating his workload in terms of where should he 
put extra, added, prosecutive strength. 

Using statistical techniques, criminological theory 
and research, a weighting system was deVised for the 
prosecutor which tells him two weeks in advance of 
trial not only what are his most important cases for 
that day; but frankly assesses any problems and states 
his probability of winning a conviction. 

This is accomplished by the prosecutor completing 
evaluation sheets as each case is brought in by the 
police. The sheets capture information which meas-
ures: 

1. The seriousness of the offense using Sellin and Wolfgang's 
Seriousness Scale. l 

2. The seriousness of the previous record of the offender using 
Gottfredson's Base Expectation scale.2 

3. The probability of the government's winning the case based 
on the prosecutor's subjective evaluation. 

The data from the evaluation are fed into the com­
puter, merged with other information such as the 
age of the case and has an urgency for conviction 
(W-W) score computed. Two weeks before trial the 
cases are sorted by the W-W score and presented to 
the prosecutor for his evaluation and special assign­
mEmt to other prosecutors for handling.3 

Since the urgency of a case is defined in terms 
established by the prosecutor, the model attempts to 
reproduce his subjective evaluation which would re­
sult after mature reflecton and long experience. In 
situations where there are too many cases, too little 
time and where the prosecutor who handles the case 
is often insufficiently experienced, this model may 
prove to be an acceptable substitute. Operationally 
then, the system provides the prosecutor with a 
means for the' daily evaluation of his workload. 

In addition, the system has been designed in such 
a manner that as policies and procedures change, or 
even as social values change, the prosecutor can 
relay this to his system and update it. As an example, 
the Seriousness scale of Sellin and Wolfgang was 
developed in 1960 when the use of marijuana was 
equated with the same severity as using heroin. 
When the scale was tested for the prosecutor, this 
score had to be divided and changed to reflect not 
only the type of narcotic but to distinguish between 
possession and sale. Thus, the weights can be con- i 

stantly tested and modified as necessary to keep with 

the priorities of the prosecutor. 
Another aspect of the feedback capability of this 

system which distinguishes it from mandatory re­
porting systems can be exemplified by an explana­
tion of the "pJ,"obability of winning." Presently this is 
a subjective assessment on the part of the prosecutor. 
However, jn addition to recording this assessment, 
the prosecutor is checking a list of data elements 
which intUitively and based on experience have been 
explicated as the items most affecting th~ outcome of 
the case. 

Not only are some of these items being published 
. as problem areas for the prosecutor's calendar; but in 
adq.itiG~? they are being stored until a large enough 
data bafte is built for analysis. The first analysis per­
formed'i\lill define what relationship exists between 
the subjective probability, the factors, supposedly de­
termining case disposition and the actual outcome 
itself. It is hoped that this analysIs will ultimately 
replace the subjective probability with an objective, 
derived probability. . 

Not all the aspects of TRACE are so innovative. 
The requirements of a management information sys­
tem must also be met. Hence the integration of the 
various files will result in a number of sorely needed 
management improvements. 

Most of these imprQvements can be located ill the 
area of communication between interfacing agen­
cies. Sincte the prosecutor records the disposition of 
cases, these can be automatically forwarded; by list, 
to police central records for arrest llf3cord updating; 
by tape, to police data processing for file updating 
and as the beginning of an automated criminal histo~ 
ry file. Currently, the arresting police officer is re­
sponsible for determining the outcome of his case 
and reporti~g it to central records. The improve­
ment in tenus of time, moriey and accuracy are obvi­
ous. 

The system will automatically provide a list of per­
sons released on non-surety bond to the Bail Agency. 
This control list will permit the Bail Agency to check 
its registrants against those they should have under 
supervision. The system will notify all witnesses 
(including police) not only_ of court dates, but more 
importantly of changes in trial dates or even cancel­
lations due to pre-trial disPOSitions. When every day 
in Court after the first one can mean overtime pay for 
the police officer, the budget implications are obvi­
ous along with better utilization of the police man­
power. 

The system will notify ~aily the narcotics chemist 
of all cases for which a report will be due, thus giving 
him a control. In addition, it will inform him when 
the trial date is due, ane! whether his report is in or 
not. 

Finally, the system will provide the Department of 
Corrections with a tape which can be merged with 
their automated system relieving some duplication 
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of effort. More importantly, since the-tape will con­
tain the Police Department Identification Number, 
for the first time a linkage can be established be­
tween the POlO Number and the Department of 
Corrections Identification Number (DCDC Num­
ber). At that time, the Department of Corrections 
wUl be able to communicate with the Police Depart­
ment on a more reliable basis. Ultimately, it may 
even be possible to eliminate the DCDC Number 
and carry one unique common identifier throughout 
the Criminal Justice System. 

CONCLUSION 
In summary, then, Project TRACE encompasses 
-the e~taofishment of proper management procedures and 

practice~ necessary to support automated systems. 
-the design and development of automated syste.~~ which 

have practical operational utility to the 'agency mtegrated 
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with other systems for tracking the individual through the 
Criminal Justice System. 

-the overlay of data elements necessary for research, analysis 
and program evaluation. 

-a feedback principle which because of the deci.sion-re~s?ns 
collected permits the system to reflect changmg poliCies, 
procedures, even values and modify them wher~ necessary. 

-the basis for the development of a simulation model of the 
System. 

1 Sellin. Thorsten and Wolfgang. Marvin, Tbe Mell$urement of De/inquen­
C)l New York, John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964 
• Gottfredson,/';M., and Ballard. K., Jr .• "Differences in P~role Decisi~ns 
Associated wrX Decision Makers" Journal of Research in Crime and Dehn­
quency, JI{Y 1966. 
Gottfred'ton D. M. and Beverly, R. F., "Development and Operational Use 
of Predi~io~ Methods in Correctional Work" Proceedings of Social Statis­
tics SectiOiJ of American Statistical Association, Washington, D. C .• A.S.A., 
1962 ~,= ' 
GottCredson i):'\ll., and Bonds. J. A.; A Manual for Intake Base Expectancy 
Scoring (Fo:~cbC-BEGIA). Research Division, California Department 
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3 JacobY~~1 E .• "Optimizing the Prosecutive Function in the District of 
Columbia.' April 13. 1970. .. 
Jacoby. Joan E .• "A Strategic Case Calendaring Model for the Prosecutor, 
September 3, 1970. 
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This paper originated as a result of coordinated effort betwe.en the Com­

puter Science Department of Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute of Connec­
ticut, Inc., and the Connecticut Planning Committee on Criminal Adminis­
tration with support and encolJragement from the Aircraft and Insurance 
industries. The bulk of the paper constitutes the projects of Mr. Schroeder 
and Mr. White, developed as a partial requirement toward their Masters 
degree in Computer Science. Projects were supervised by Dr. PlJnga and 
Mr. Weinstein. Pratt &: Whitney Aircraft and Travelers Insurance Co., 
where Mr. Schroeder and Mr. White are employed respectively, rendered 
support and encouragement withoutowhich the project would not have 
been accomplished. 

INTRODUCTION 
The collection and organization of data for th,.e 

SEARCH file was started in Connecticut only 'in 
1970. At the same time, we are planning and design­
ing the future development of a comprehensive, in­
tegrated criminal justice Oata Management System 
(OMS). OMS is a system of people, computers, proce­
dures, documents, files an,d communications among 
the ftmctional groupings of the Criminal Justice Sys­
tem: police, courts, prosecution, cQrrectional institu­
tions, parole, probation, and juvenile justice system. 
OMS will be designed for the purpose of efficient 
operation and management of the Connecticut 
criminal justice system. 

All criminal justice agencies should participate and 
share a joint data base from which each draws and 
which each enriches through contributions. 

The concept of a comprehensive computer-based 
record system which would contain records not only 
for the police, but also for the Icourts, penal institu­
tions, etc., is a desirable, long-term objective. 

SEARCH can form the nucleus of such an informa­
tion system and, in fact, provide much of what we' 
already need. " 

Some states started the development of a crirtililal 
justice information system as early as 1964. Starting 
late, Connecticut has a long way to go to reach their 
level of system implementation./' 

Strangely enough, there are some advantages to 
starting late and starting from scratch. Some of these 
advantages ate: 

n.) Guidance from the experience and insights of those states 
w~o started earlier. 

b.) The state-of-art, techniques, software and hardware availa­
ble for the design and implementation of a DMS system in 
1970 are much more advanced"i:han those of 1960. 

c.) Connecticut has no heavy investment into outmoded system 
and computer hardware, so that it has flexibility to introduce 
the most advanced equipment and techniques, without mas­
siveconversion cost. 

SEARCH, as it is presently organized, is strictly an 
offender file containing primary police information 
-bare facts about the date of the arrest, charge 
codes, disposition codes, etc.; however, one can find 
many imaginative ways in which additional, useful 
information can be added to the file. This way we can 
develop a truly effective crimimil justice information 
system. 

For exanlple, information concerning the previous 
addresses of offenders, names of his associates, and 
previous employment records could be added to the 
file. Offender records could be supplemented by: 

• the arresting officer's narrative concerning circumstances 
of the arrest; 

• the prosecutor's report explaining his point of view about the 
placewent of charges; 

• penal institution report about offender's behavior after in­
carceration; 

• information about offender's educational background, fam­
ily life, living environment. 

Similarly, the cost of some crimes, like vandalism, 
arson, shoplifting, bad checks, etc., can be recorded 
in the file; in cases where the offender was the only 
provider, the cost of welfare can also be recorded 
aftei his incarceration. No doubt the SEARCH data 
man~gement system in the future will be expanded, 
modified, or restruc.tared. 

Consequently~ we have to introduce a system for 
SEARCH information, storage and retrieval which 
can, without r/~programming and without file re­
structuring, ,M':bept and adopt any future additions to 
the file. I 

The IMS'1360 system was selected for this purpose. 
It satisfies remarkably well the reqUirements and 

',I standards we set for the planned criminal justice in-

.;/ 

formation system. ~I 
Our choice was conditioned also by the following 

factors: 
a.) Computer System 360, Model 50, at the Connecticut State 

Data Center will be used for criminal justice DMS im­
plementation in Connecticut. This computer system soft­
ware and hardware configurations, with its powerful OS/360 
operating system and versatile communication links, has 
proven its ability to handle successfully the IMS system in 
many applications. a 

b.) The mlYor Connecticut employers,,-Aircraft and Insurance 
-use IMS/360 frequently. Many graduate students of Com­
puter Science at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute of Connec-
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ticut who work for these industries prepare their projects ill 
the field of criminal justice information systems. These stu­
dents have training and experience with the IMS system. 

As was previously mentioned, we consider 
SEARCH only as a prototype of the more compre­
hensive criminal justice information system, which, 
in addition to criminal offenders data, should also 
provide data, fdr example, about organized crime, 
intelligence and modus operandi files, management, 
cost, etc. 

It would be a great mistake to start implementa­
tion of a new information system only to find, by trial 
and error, what was wrong and how to correct it. 
Experimentation with a new information system is a 
very costly undertaking; however, a simulation 
model can be developed for any proposed informa­
tion system and simulated on the computer. This 
way, costly experimentation is replaced by the com­
puter model which wUl evaluate and compare vari­
ous information systems and then choose the best 
one. \' 

Accordingly, after discussion of what types of sta­
tistics could be derived frorn the SEARCH file, as it 
is presently organized, we shall discuss the IMS/360 
applications to SEARCH, and finally develop a simu­
lation technique for the optimal design criteria of a 
criminal justice DMS system. 

USE OF SEARCH FOR STATISTICAL 
REPORTS-FUTURE POSSIBILITIES 

As the criminal justice process is more intensively 
studied by state law enforcement planning agencies 
funded under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act, the need for reliable information about 
the nature and scope of the operations of the crimi­
nal justice system increases enormously. T~\3 thrust 
of the movement for better information seems to be 
in the direction of transaction, offender-based statis­
tics or a subject-in-process information"system. The 
facts generated by such systems will provide impor­
tant insight into the processing Of offenders through 
the criminal justice system; information which is not 
presently available in any accessible form. 

The development of such systems is going to take 
time; considerable time. In the interim, the informa­
tion which such systems would generate is still need­
edfor planning, policy making and operational pur­
poses. It would appear, therefore, that some good 
partial, temporary substitute source of data would be 
desirable. 

'rhe criminal history file created according to Pro­
ject SEARCH criteria and format is such a substitute 
source of statistical data. It is, of course, a less than 
totally satisfactory substitute but it is, nonetheless, a 
useful source. 

Using Project SEARCH criteria and format, all sig­
nificant transactions between an offender and the 
criminal justice system are to be recorded, in sum-
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mary form, in the criminal history file maintained on 
the subject. The criminal history file is, then, in trun­
cated form, a subject-in-process or transaction, of­
fender-based'datll. base. 

Without examining the total available data in the 
Project SEARCH criminal history repository, certain 
significant types of information or statistics which 
can be extracted from the files are worth noting. For 
example, there has been a hue and cry of late about 
the purported commission of crimes by persons out 
on bond awaiting disposition of prior criminal cases. 
I use "purported" because there is very little hard 
data available to support the arguments on either 
side of the issue. Some advocate preventive deten­
tion to halt the supposed commission of crime during 
the pretrial phase of the ciminaljustice process. Oth­
ers argue that there is no evidence of commission of 
crimes during the pretrial phase which would justify 
detention of persons without bail. 

The Project SEARCH criminal history file contains 
data which can shed some light on this controversy. 
Ideally, the file should contain information about 
pretrial release status, but even ifit doesn't one need 
only have the computer compare the arrest and dis­
position date of a prior arrest with the date of a subse­
quent arrest. If the latter falls between the former, 
then one can surmise that the offender must have 
been free during the pretrill.l period and was charged 
with commission of a new crime during it. Some anal­
ysis could then be made of the characteristics of those 
who \I;/ere charged with commission of new crimes 
durhii the pretrial period to finer out what factors 
.'(fJ.g:{ crime type, race, sex, age) were related to 
recidivism during the pretrial period. Such informa­
tion would contribute significantly to a rational reso­
lution of the pretrial detention issue. 

Some other uses of the criminal history data base 
are also worth mentioning. One very troublesome 
issue is that of the development of criminal careers. 
Multiple recidivists are, perhaps, the most difficult 
types of people for the criminal justice system to 
handle. One hypothesis about such persons is that 
subsequent r.eel~tries into the system are for increas­
ingly serious of£~nses. There has been only limited 
testing of this i Iportant hypothesis. With a Project 
SEARCH crimin ~l history data base, it is possible to 
examine current arrest and disposition charges as a 
function of offenses charged on prior arrests and dis­
positions. In this manner, the development of crimi-\r 
nal careers as a function of crime type, age, sex, race 
or other characteristics can be tested. If the hypothe­
sis were sustained, then we would have to ask our­
selves the hard question of whether or not the crimi­
nal justice process is doing anything more than 
ma~<ing increasingly dangerous p'eople out of those 
pasiing through it. d 

The criminal history dll.ta. bank can also provide 
valuable inSights into the operations oHhe criminal 
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justice system. One i:mportant issue is how expedi­
tiously the crimina}; justice system is handling its 
workload. Ideally, the criminal history file on each 
individual will provide a record of each major trans­
action the offender has had with the Iwstem and the 
date of such transaction. Thus, we can begin to plot 
time between transaction such as artest, plea, trial 
and disposition. In this way we can deri~e hitherto 
unavailable information about the workmgs of the 
criminal justice system. Such informat.ion could be 
further refined by breaking it down by crime type, 
age, sex, race, prior offenses. Out of this would .co~e 
useful data about where the delays are occurmg m 
the process and what types of offenders are ex­
periencing delays of varying lengths. Su~h ~ata 
would also be useful in further computer apphcahons 
such as simulation which could be employe~ in an 
attempt to make the criminal justice system function 
more efficiently. 

Another important operation in the criminal jus­
tice process about which much heat and little light is 
generated, is charge-changing. We know, in a g?n­
eral way, that through a process of charge s:creemng 
and plea bargaining, an offender may be anested on 
one' charge, or set of charges, presented inl'court on 
others, and disposed of by plea on yet another set. 
While we recognize that i~ is useful for each opera­
tion in the system to be allowed significant discretion 
in handling offenders, we are not always happy with 
the manner in which that discretion is exercised; 
especially so when someone else, further on down 
the line in the system, makes a decision which seems 
to undermine our own efforts. 

The data in th~ SEARCH crimi.nal history file can 
throw light on tht~ charge changing process. We can, 
for example, begin to examine what happens to the 
major oharges against an ctffender as he moves 
through the system. Multiple charges at arrest can be 
compared with charges entered in co~rt, which ca~ 
be compared in turn to charges on whlCh the case IS 
disposed of. Further, the fate of multiple charges can 
be traced and sentences can be correlated with prior 
arrests and the charge changing process. In this way 
we can begin to enlighten ourselves as to whether or 
not the defendants and the state are receiving fair 
treatment in the plea bargaining process. 

These are but a few of the potential uses of the 
Project SEARCH criminal history file. Many other 
kinds of information which have been described as 
part of the presentations on transaction, offender­
based and subject-in-process information systems 
can be extracted from the criminal history data base. 
This is true because the criminal history file is, in . 
essence the summary profile of all the transll.ctions 
relevant to a criminal justice system. Until these 
more sophisticated systems are available, the valu~­
ble data in the criminal history .files ought to be utIl­
ized as the best available, interim substitu\te. " 

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT SEARCH 
USING THE INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 

SYSTEM (IMS/360) 
The purpose of this study was to establish a Crimi­

nal History Data Base within the State of Connec­
ticut containing all the required data elements as 
established by Project SEARCH. Connecticut's 
unique contribution to Project SEARCH will be an 
attempt to design a file and establish a system of 
offender-based data collection which will permit 
nearly automatic and simultaneous generation of sta­
tistical data and criminal history files. A further re­
quirement is that this system and the concepts in­
volved become a part of a total law enforcement 
management information system through which ad­
ministrators of the criminal justice system at all levels 
and all agencies may interact in an on-line real-time 
environment. The remainder of this paper will dis­
cuss briefly the software chosen to meet these re­
quirements and the structure of the Criminal History 
Data Base. 

WHAT IS IMS/360 
Information Management System/360 is an Op­

erating System/360 system program designed ~o 
facilitate the implementation of a data base system m 
a multiapplication environment. IMS/360. may b? 
used in a batch environment, a teleprocessmg enVI­
ronment, or in a combined batch/teleprocessing en­
vironment. The two general facilities provided are 
those of Data Base and Data Communications. The 
combined facilities allow the collection, mainte­
nance and interrogation of data bases from a variety 
of tel~processing devices with user-written applica­
tion programs. 

PRIMARY OBJECTIVES OF IMS/360 
The first and basic objective ofIMS/360 is to elimi­

nate redundant data within the user's data process­
ing environment. By reducing the number of copies 
of data the requirement for data maintenance is also 
reduce'd and the accuracy of data available to users 
is increased. The second objective is to reduce ap­
plication program maintenance. This should allow an 
IMS/360 user to apply a larger percentage of his data 
processing resources to future application design and 
development. A third objective is to provide on-line 
maintenance of data bases. On-line maintenance 
provic:les a mechanism for up-to-date data. This is 
again an improvement in the accuracy of data. 

REQUIRED TO MEET THE OBJECTIVES 
In or'der to reduce redundant data and data main­

tenance, some means of combining application files 
is required. This is fulfilled through the data base 
facilities. Since IMS/360 may serve as a base for nu­
merous applications of a user, it is required to pro­
vide a system which offers eV!Jlutionary growth. That 
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is, it must allow the user to start with one application 
and extend to many in an orderly manner. In order 
to reduce program maintenance, a high degree of 
data indepen,dence is required. Data independence 
is defined as the ability to create data structures re­
quired by applications without concern for physical 
storage of the data. That is, the ability to manipulate 
the data in its physical representation without im­
pacting the application program. The ability to ma­
nipulate data includes the abilities to change and add 
data, change and add data types, change and add 
data relationships. Another requirement in reducing 
program maintenance is to support high level lan­
guages. XMS/360 supports COBOL and PL/I as well 
as Assembler language. They are supported for data 
base calls and for calls dealing with teleprocessing 
devices. For on-line update, large volumes of transac­
tions with rapid response are required. While the 
volume and response are functions of many user vari­
ables, typically, the volumes would be measured in 
thousands of transactions per hour and response 
times would be measured in seconds. 

IMS/360 DESIGN PHILOSOPHY 
Program and data integrity has probably in­

fluenced IMS/360 design more than anyone single 
factor. Since many application programs will be 
using common data bases, some means of assuring 
data integx:ity and protecting one program from 
another had to be designed into the system. User 
application programs are each run under a different 
OS/360 protection key. This protects one progrB)ll 
from another. The IMS /360 cQntrol region whicMlas 
respop.sibility for reading and writing all data has its 
own storage protection key. A log tape which is writ­
ten by IMS 1360 can be used to reconstruct data bases 
and to back out activity from the data base. Recovery 
from machine or system malfunction is an IMS/360 
responsibility. When the system fails, it is the respon­
sibility of IMS /360 to back out activity in process and 
cause applications to be restarted. The application 
programmer need not get involved nor is he re­
quired to maintain information necessary for restart. 
By separating logical data structures from physical 
data storage, the application program becomes in­
sensitive to the organization and .access method used 
to acquire data. Through the use oflogical terminals, 
application programs can be written in a relatively 
device-independent manner. That is, the application 
program can deal with a logical terminal which at 
different times could be associated with a number of 
different 1050's and 2740's. No modification to the 
application program is required. Through the use of 
logical terminals, a physical terminal can be main­

. tained without the need to halt operations normally 
performed by that terminal. The logical terminal 
normally associated with the physical terminal being 
maintained can be associated with a different physi­
cal terminal. 
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IMS/360 AS AN EXTENSION OF OSt360 
IMS/360 is not an application program and pro­

vides no application code. It should be viewed as an 
extension of OS/360 in three areas: 

1. The OS/360 data management faCility is extended to include 
a data base facility which supports a hierarchical and inter­
related hierarchiC'al data structure capability. 

2. OS/360 data communications facilities are extended to allow 
a terminal to be used for a number of applications. There is 
no necessity to dedicate a terminal to an application. All 
physical terminal and communication environment func­
tions such as message queuing and scheduling are provided 
by IMS/360. 

3. IMS/360 checkpoint/restart facilil;ies provide a constant 
monitoring of the data base/data communications facilities 
for recovery purposes. On-line updating would not be practi­
cal without this facility. The checkpoint/restart facilities are 
message or transaction oriented. 

SUBSYSTEM 
IMS/360 can be viewed by the application pro­

grammer as an environmental SUbsystem. All ser­
vices in relation to data bases and data communica­
tion devices are provided by IMS/360. The 
application program deals with logical data bases and 
logical terminals. IMS/360 deals with physical data 
bases and physical terminals. IMS/360 can be viewed 
as an environmental subsystem by the system pro­
gr~mer. IMS/360 structures the complete data 
processing environment provided by OS/360 into a 
data base/data communication environment. 

DATA BASE FACILITY 
The data base facility includes a number of 

capabilities and is implemented through the use of 
Data Language/I (DL/I). A great deal has already 
been said about data independence. This is accom­
plished by separating the logical structure of data 
with which the application program deals from the 
physical organization and access method. DL/I data 
bases p~ovide a capability to allow the data base to 
accommodate new data types. This can be· done 
without requiring modification to programs already 
using the data base. The data base can grow in both 
volume and scope. Scope means new data and new 
applications without modification of existing pro­
grams. Data base records within the same data base 
may vary from one byte to millions of bytes. This is 
not to say that they should, but the capability is in­
cluded to accommodate this kind of variance. Utilit}{i 
programs are provided for reorganizing data bases 
and for recovering data bases. Data bases may be 
referenced from a batch program or from a teleproc­
essing program. This can be done concurrently or ". 
independently, ':\.' 

LOGICAL DATA STRUCTURE 
The logical data structure supported by Data Lan­

guage/I is hierarchical, segmented data. The hie­
rarchical segment approach allows for variable 
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lerlgth application records to be composed of a varia­
ble number of fixed length segments. (( 

PHYSICAL DATA STORAGE 
There are two basic data base organizations sup­

ported by Data Language/I. These are hierarchical 
sequential and hierarchical direct. There are four 
database access methods supported:' 

1. Hierarchical Sequential Access Method (HSAM) 
2. Hierarchical Indexed Sequential Access Method (HISAM) 
3. Hierarchical Direct Access Method (HDAM) 
4. Hierarchical Indexed Direct Access Methpd (HIDAM) 

Regardless of the organization or tyle Hccess method 
used, an application program can always view the 
data as a logical hierarchical structul'e. From one 
running of the application program to the next the 
organization and access method can be cha~ged 
without requiring the application program to be 
recompiled. 

DATA COMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES 
PHYSICAL TERMINAL SUPPORT 
1. Th~ 1030 D~ta Collection system is supported in a non­

SWitched environment. 
2. All components of the 1050 system are supported for both 

switched and nons witched networks. 
3. The 2260 is supported in a remote mode nonswitched envi­

ronment. 
4. Th~ 2740 Modell is supported in a switched and non­

SWitched environment. 
5. The 2740 Model 2 is supported in a nonswitched environ­

ment. 
6. The 2780 is supported on a nonswitched line. All components 

are s~pported. i?c1uding. c,\lrd reader, printer, and punch. 
7. Multrdrop or pomt-to-pom': operation is supported for 2740 

Modell and 2, 1050, 1030. 2260, and 2780 on nonswitched 
communication lines. . 

MASTER TERMINAL 
The master terminal is a user-designated terminal 

which functions as a system resource controller. The 
IMS/360 master terminal is analogous to the OS/360 
consol13. It is used for the communications resources 

. ,to. start and stop communication lines, physical ter­
mmals.and 10glCal terminals. In the scheduling area 
transactions, programs, and data bases may b~ 
stopped, locked, unlocked, or started. The master 
terI?inal ~s used for startin~ and stopping the system 
by 1~1Vokmg the checkpomt/restart facilities. Dy­
namlC system status can also be displayed at the re­
quest of the master terminal. 

LOGICAL TERMINAL CONCEPT 
:rhe ap.plic~tion pr.ogram deals with a logical tel'­

mmal whlCh IS aSSOCIated with a physical terminal. 
One or more logical terminals may be associated 
with a single physical terminal. Each logical terminal 
may be employed by a different IMS/360 user. Dif­
ferent security criteria may be applied to each logical 
terminal. Logical terminals may be ignored or reas­
signed to different physical terminals. This is per­
formed through the master terminal. This ability 
provides for added system availability. 

CRIMINAL HISTORY DATA BASE 
DLtI STRUCTUHE 
The contents of a variable length data base record 

(composed of a vari~ble ~umber of fixed length seg­
ments) can best be VIsualIzed by reference to an out­
line form presentation of the various segment types 
by level number (Figure 1) and also by a hierarchical 
structure diagram (Figure 2). 

CRIMINAL HISTORY DATA BASE RECORD 

First Level 
root segment 

OFFENDER DATA SEGMENT I " 

Second Leve 
segment 

I 

vel ThirdLe 
segment 

VISIBLE SCARS/MARKS/DEFORMITIES SEGMENT I 
MISCELlANEOUS IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS SEGMENT I 
STATISTICAL SUMMARY SEGMENT / .. 

ARREST DATA SEGMENT I 
DISPOSITION DATA SEGMENT I 

th Level Four 
segm 

DISPOSITION SUPPLEMENTAL DATA SEGMENT I 
ent 

Figure ,. Cr,lminal Hislory Dota Base Record Segment Level Structure 

" ",. 1he highe~t level (level one) segment or root segment is the Offender Data Segment. AU segments immedi­
ate >: subor~mate to the root. seg~ent are called second level segments: Visible Scars/Marks/Deformities 
Segment, .MlscellaneousIdentrfication Numbers Segment, Statistical Summary Segment and Arrest Data Seg­
ment. Third level segments are related to the second level segments. In this structure, Disposition Data 
segments are related to Arrest Data Segments. Fourth level segments are related to the third level, etc. 
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CRIMINAL HISTORY DATA BASE RECORD 

OFFENDER 
bATA 

{', SEGMENT 

" 
n I 

I I I -I 
" 

VISIBLE MISCELLANEOUS' STATISTICAL ARREST 
MARKS 10 NUMBERS SUMMARY DATA 
SEGMENT SEGMENT SEGMENT SEGMENT 

I 
DISPOSITION 
DATA 
SEGMENT 

" I 
DISPOSITION 
NARRATIVE 
SEGMENT 

Figure 2. Criminal History Data Bose Record Segment Logical Hierarchical Relationship 

SEGMENT TYPE CONTENTS 
Providon hall been made in this initial data base 

structure to accommodate all data elements as 
outlined in reference (3). 

1. OFFENDER DATA ROOT SEGMENT 
This segment type contains all current personal information 
about the individual offender and occurs once per data base 
record. 

2. VISIBLE SCARS/MARKS/DEFORMITIES SEGMENT 
This segment type contains coded entries to indicate the 
physical characteristics of the offender concerning scars, 
birthmarks, tattoos, deformities, missing body parts Ilnd ar· 
tificial body parts and aids. Its frequency of occurrence is 
variable. 

3. MISCELLANEOUS IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS SEG· 
MENT . 
This segment type contains any agency assigned identifica­
tion number. Its frequency of occurrence is variable. 

4. STATISTICAL SUMMARY SEGMENT 
This segment type consists of data elements whose purpose 
i!1 to present statistical information on an offender's arrestl 
disposition history in a summarized form. There will be one 
segment per offender for each generalized offense code 
charged to the offender. 

5. ARREST DATA SEGMENT 
This segment type contains all data pertinent to the arrest of 
an individual. This data is the starting point for traversing the 
particular criminal justice system for a given offender. This 
segment typ0 occurs once for f!'.8ch date/arrest combination. 

6. DISPOSITION DATA SEGMENT 
This segment type traces the flow of offenders through the 
criminal justice system folIo whig the initial arrest. Informa­
tion will be included on outcomes of arreat, pre-trial hear­
ings, trial, sentencirtg, correction (including probatiop and I 
or parole) and post-conviction. " 

7. DISPOSITION SUPPLEMENTAL DATA SEGMENT 
T'l?;J3 purpose ofthis segment type is to provide any narrative 
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description needed to further explain unusual or extenuating 
circuIflstances concerning nny Disposition Data Segment. 

A more detailed description of the data base organ­
ization and contents can be found in reference (9). 

INITIAL USAGE 
The development of this data base in the format 

specified satisfies the criteria outlined for inquiry 
and retrieval of criminal.histories prescribed by the 
SEARCH Project Group. The data base as sttl.,lctured 
can be effectively used by system ,designers to pro­
duce all required management and statistical reports ... 
but the true benefits derived from the use of a system 
such as IMS/360 lie in tht~ ability to expand the (;,60pe 
of the system easily and ~\till maintain effective con­
trol over the usage of E:~DP resources. The time­
pliasedstructuring of thl~ Arrest/Disposition data 
segments illustrates the fle~~ibility of the data base for 
simulation analyses. It readily lends itself as inputJo 
a feedback flow model of the eIltire.criminaljustice 
system (comprising police,! prosecution, courts and 
corrections) to depict the £1ow of offenders through 
the various agencies and t~'~e recycling of offenders 
back into the system because ,of recidivism. 

i' ,~ 

I' 

SAMPLE DATA BASE RE1CORD 
Figure 3 depicts a sampU~ Criminal History Data 

Base Record containing varllable occurrences of the 
different segment types aSI it wpuld be physically 
stored on a direct access device.fh 

!} 

1- --

, 
i 

l 

I I , , 

,\ 
\1 

I OFFENDER DATA ROOT SEGMENT 

VISIBLE SCARS SEGMENT-l 

VISIBLE SCARS SEGMENT-2 

MISCELLANEOUS IDENTIFICATION NOS. SEGMENT-l , 

MISCELLANEOUS IDENTIFICATION, NOS. SEGMENT-2 

STATISTICAL SUMMARY SEGMENT-l I , 

ARREST SEGMENT-l I 
DISPOSITION SEGMENT-l 0 

DISPOSITION SEGMENT~2 
<~~, .. ,~;~:;;:-.~",,~- .::0':-':'. 

~~"':;'::~~:::"' 

DISPOSITION SEGMENT-3 

ARREST SEGMENT-2 I \'>_~,'I 

DISPOSITION SEGMENT-.( 

DISposfTlON SUPPLEMENT SEG-MEt-rf ... ..:r 1" 
DISPOSITION SEGMENT-5 

DI~POSITION SUPPLEMENT SEGMENT-~ 

n DISPOSITION SUPPLEMENT SEGMENT-3 
I 

Figure 3. Segment Level Structure of Sample Crimina} History Data Bose Record 

I II 
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Figure 4 depicts the sample record from a hierarchical viewpoint. 

OFFENDER 
DATA 

n 

C', ROOT 
SeGME~T 

I 
-- <;) ARREST-2 

Jv;SISLE-2 I MISC 10-2 

STATISTICAL ARREST I-r-
VISIBLE 

MISC. 10 
~ 

SUMMARY SEGMENT-l 
NUMBERS SEGMENT-l SCARS I-'- SEGMENT-l 

SEGMENT-l 

" J 
~ 

6' 
~ 

cO (~~ 

\ 
I DISP.-3 ~ 

0 

" () 

r DISP.-2 c> 
Ct' 

" f--. 
DISP.-5 

DISPOSITION 
" SEGMENT-l f-- c' 

c:? DISPOSITION 
SEGMENT-4 1-.-

(. ,:) 
\ SUPP.-3 

() 

\..' 
(, 

0 

DISPOSITION , 
DISPOSITION 
SUPPL "~; SUPPL. " I--

" SEGMENT-f SEGMENT-2 

, 
,; 

JJ 
:1. 

(I 

Fi9~~~ 4. Hierarchical Structure of Sample Criminal History Data Base Record 

\{I 

D 
(,;" o 

298 
o 

------,,:7--::0 

\ 

{i 

\, 

SYSTEM EXPANSION 
While the data base structure discussed satisfies 

the cri~eria for Project SEARCH1 administrators of 
the criminal justice system within any state have a 
need for much more informatioQ, to satisfy the day­
to-day requirements of both intra-state and inter-

_ state agencies. To develop the type of integrated 
\\ system that i.s needed! more data bases must be cr~at­
~ ed and new mformation must be added to the CrImi-

nal History Data Base. Access capability to the Crimi­
nal History Dat~ Base can be greatly enhanced by 
the development of a cross reference Data Base as 
discussed in reference (10). Data elements such as 
phonetic name code, FBI Number, Soci!ll Security 
Number, Fingerprint Classification and many other 
types of identification numbers may be cross refe­
renced to the Agency Identification Number se­
quenced data base conta.ining offender histories. 

DATA BASE EXPANSION 
This section will discuss some possible points of 

expansion within the Criminal History DataBase and 
the potential usefulnes of the information. Figure 5 
depicts the Segment Level Structure diagram of an 
expanded data base. 

1. ARREST DATA SEGMENT 
This segme~nype may be expar.ded to include information 
concerning Ulfl arresting officers, location and time of arrest. 
This data may be used in conjunction with employee records 
data bases and resource allocation management. 

2. MODUS OPERANDI SEGMENT 
This segment type contains information concerning the pat­
'tern of events follqwed and may be used in conjunction with 
Wanted Persons files, Crime Report files and Suspect De­
scription files. ,. 

3. VEHICLE/WEAPON USAGE SEGMENT 
This segmenHype contains informatioh concerning all vehi­
cles and/or weapons ",sed in the offense. This information 
can be used in conjunction with files containing vehicle 
registrations, gun registrations, and stolen/pawned property 
files. 

4. PROPERTf(VlcrIM DATA SEGMENT 
This segment type contains information concerning Qescrip' 
tions and value of property involved and pertinent infortnlf· 
tion concerning vIctims oPoffenses. 

5. ALIAS {NICKNAME SEGMENT "u 
This segment type contains any other names the defendant 
has used and is used in conjunction with the phonetic name 

"code cross reference file and Wanted Persons files. 
6, OCCUPATION HISTORY(LOCATION SEGMENT 

This segment type contains information concerning the of-

fender's employment record of occupation classification and 
location. It may be useful in predicting the potential mobility 
of known criminals. 

7. EDUCATIONAL HISTORY SEGMENT 
This segment type contains a complete educational history 
of the offender including schools attended, dates and loca-
tions. C) 

8. RESIDENCE HISTORY SEGMENT 
This segment type contains information concerning tile loca­
tion, duration and types of residence used by th~ offender. 

9. FAMILY/ASSOCIATES SEGMENT 
This segment type contains all pertinent information regard­
ing names, locations and relationships of other persons to the 
offender. There are several uses for this type of data. For 
example, if the offender is the sole support of a family, his 
arrest may trigger action from a social worker or welfare 
department. If all previous cellmates are included, the ileg­
ments will tend to link known criminals together. 

-10. MEDICAL HISTORY SEGMENT 
This segment type contains any unusual physical or emotional 
conditions of the offender that could possiply identify him 
from a Wanted Persons or Crime Report Pile. 

CONCLUSION 0 

The last example of an expanded data base and its 
potential usefulness is but one of a great number of 
possible data organizations. Every state has its own 
internal system requirements and they must be de­
veloped on an individual basis. However, the pri­
'!nary 'emphasis to effect a framework for a total Law 
Enforcement Management Information System is an 
expandllble system whose growth and use are readily 
controllable by the system planners. Today, systems .. 
designers are evaluating computer systems not only 
with regard to programming systems and hardware, 
but also in relation to the needs of the user operating 
environment. In this respect there are increasing de­
mands to interface with large centralized infdrma­
tion files. IMS/360 provides a number of features 
which facilitate implementation, change, and expan­
sion of such application systems and information 
files. The use of IMS/360 can be consideredperti­
nent to the needs of most data processing users~ 
Using IMS/360, a data processing installation can de-

I,~)ign its applications to interface with the information 
files fn>m remote terminals, in the more convention­
al batch' mode, or in combination. These features, 
boupled with the ability to respond to the frequent 
and anticipated high-volume information requests, 
make IMS /360 a powerful new tool for the data proc­
essing user. 
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DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
SIMULATOR-DMSS OVERVIEW 

~~ 

Introduction 
The Information System designer's job is not one 

to be envied. He is faced with the nearly insurmount­
able tas}.< of selecting a data management system 
which cannot only bridge the gap between the logi­
cal user requirements and the physical realities of 
the storage media and computer hardware but, at 
the same time, keep overhead at a minimum. In 
order to accomplish this, the Information System de­
signer must select from a large and complex set of 
interrelated criteria these filternatives that he feels 
will optimize the data management system with 
which he is concerned. 

Since the success of the Information System relies 
largely upon its data management system to provide 
flexible data organization, efficient data storage and 
effective data processing, this intuitive judgment is, 
clearly, not the most desirable way in which to select 
an optimal data management system configuration. 
The Data Management System Simy:',ator-DMSS­
is designed to replace this intuitive judgment with a 
set of clear and concise "practical" alternatives. The 
Information System designer is then, through the 
application of analytical evaluation techniques, able 
to select an optimal alternative. 

Definitions 
Before describing DMSS, a few key terms are de-

fined here to establish a common frame of reference. 
Data management systems are concerned with 
data organization and structure, logical accessing 
schemes and physical storage devices. 

" Data structure deals with elementary data items 
and data components. An elementary data item is 
the atom of the data structure; that is, the smallest 
piece of raw datum identifiable to the data man­
agement sy&tem. Each elementary data item pos­
sesses certain attributes that describe it to the sys-

" tem. The most important of these are length, 
occurrence and inter-item relationships. 
A data componellt is a colleqtion of related ele­
mentary data items, and the sIpallest unit handled 
by the data management sy~tem. By collecting 
items into a data component the amount of over­
head, both hardware and soffiware, required to 
handle this unit is less than th~,~total overhead re­
quired to handle, independent~, , each item com­
prising the data component. Eadl data component 
also possesses descriptive attrlbqtes, the more im­
portant of these being occurren~fe and inter-com­
ponent relationships. A data cO~iPonent may con­
tain only one elementary datailitem when it is 
r;.qUired to handle thatp:rticulalt item individual-

\ 
I 
'\ 
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Data organization deals with logical records and 
data bases. A logical record is a collection of inter­
related data components and as such is a computer 
oriented description of a "real-world" phenome­
non. The most important. attribute associated with 
logical records is the relational one. Each logical 
record is uniquely identifiable to the data manage­
ment system by a key comprised of one or more 
elementary data items. 
A data base is a collection of related logical records. 
In general, a data base contains a large number of 
logical records, each record having a complex 
structure. 
A logical accessing scheme kcthe software program 
that interfaces the logical record description with 
the physical storage device. This program provides 
the user with the means to store, retrieve, modify, 
index, etc. logical records, with little or no concern 
with the characteristics of the storage device. 
The physical storage device has certain character­
istics with which the data management system 
must concern itself. Generally, these are divided 
into two areas, capacity and timing. Capacity is 
usually a measurement of the number of charac­
ters of information which can be contained on a 
physial storage device. Timing is concerned with 
the amount of time required by' the physical stor­
age device to find and retrieve the information 
stored on it. 

The Simulator '":.'1, 

The Data Management Simulator is composed of 
three discrete models, related through their inputs 
and outputs. Figure 6 is a schematic illustration of the 
relationships between these models. The first model, 
the Logical model, requires as input the description 
of the elementary data items and! Or the data compo­
nents. The output from the Logical model consists of 

" a set of simulated logical records. Next, the Physical 
model inputs are these logical records "and descrip­
tions of the logical accessing scheme, and of the 
physical storage device of the da:ta management sys­
tem configuration under study. The outputs pro­
duced by the Physical model are the amount of 
physical device storage required, the utilization of 
that storage, the amount of core storage required, 
and an access distribution table. The Processing 
model uses these results along with the logical re" 
cords produced by the Logical model to time the 
retrieval of information from this simulated data 
base. Two different types of timings are obtained: 
first, the time to sequentially retrieve every logical 
record in the data base; second, the time to randomly 
retrieve one thousand logical records. By using the 
techniques presented in'i,the Evaluation section of 
this report, the outputs of the Physical and Process­
ing models can be analytically evaluated to deter-
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mine the optimal data management system configu­
ration. . . d t '1 

The following sections explam m gr~ater e at 

and data components comprising t~s data base. . 
The data base exhibits the followmg characterIs-

tics: . 
• Variable-length elementary data Items (NAME). each of the DMSS models and the aJ.?-alytical ev~?a­

tion techniques. However, to provide a defimtive 
example for illustrating the various aspects o~ ~he 
DMSS models, a Project SEARCH data base w.Ill be 
used. Appendix A defines the elementary data Items 

• Muitiple-occurring elementary data items (IDENTIFICA­
TION NUMBER). 

." Multiple-occurring data components (VISIBLE MAR~S). 
• Hierarchical relationships between data components (Figure 

2). 

Logical Accessing 
Scheme Characteristics 
Characters I Record 
Characters I Block 
Index Size 
Timings 

Physical Storage Device 
Characteristics 

'.D Storage Capacity 
Characters /Recor~ 
Timings :~1 
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Occurrence 
Relationships 

~ 
Logical 
Model 

Simulated Logical 
Records 

Storag~ Required 
Storage Utilization 
Coree Required 
Acc~s Distribution" ", 

Figure 6 

Processin~) 
Model 

Sequential Retrieval 
"' Time 

Random Retrieval Time 

I ", 

DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
SIMULATOR-DMSS 
DETAILED PRESENTATION 

The Logic Model 
As illustrated in Figure 6, the function of the Logic 

model ',is to produce simulated logical records. The 
Information System designer must supply the Logic 
model with a detailed description of each elemen­
tary da\ta item and data component comprising the 
logical record. The three most important attributes 
contained in these descriptions are length, occur­
rence and relationship. The importance of these at­
tributes and the dependency of the Logic model on 
them is explained in greater detail in the remainder 
of this section. 

Length Attribute 
In order to provide flexible data organization and 

efficient data storage, the length attribute of an ele­
mentary data item or a data component can be either 
a constant or a variable. In the Project SEARCH Data 
Base, for example, the elementary data item "SEX" 
has a constant length of 1 character; whereas the 
length of the elementary data item "NAME" can 
vary from a minimum of 15 characters to a maximum 
of 30 characters. This variability is input to the Logic 
model as a probability distribution table where the 

o probability associated with each length represents 
the probability of that length occurring in a random 
selection. Figure 7 illustrates these two different 
types of length attributes. 

A constant length attribute presents no problems 
to the Logic model. However, when the length at­
tribute is represented by a probability distribution, 
the Logic model must compute an optimal "con­
stant" length in order'to minimize the overhead re­
quired to handle a truly variable length data field. 

A variable length data field can be represented as 
a constant length of one character occurring a varia­
ble number of times. Since the data management 
system must be able to handle this variability, a con­
trol field must be appended to each occurrence of 

c the. constant length data field. Thus, if the control 
field length is only one character, which is sufficient 
exce'pt in extreme cases, the storage overhead is one 
hundred percent and multiple accesses are required 
to cdllect the entire data field. Obviously, a more 
optini~al choice for"a'cons~ant length exists. The a!­
gorit~m used by the LogiC model to compute thiS 
oPti~rllength is now described. " 

\1 LENGTH ATTRIBUTE 
NAME 

II LENGTH IN 
CHARACTENS 

15 
16 
17 

PROBABiliTY OF 
OCGURNENCE 

1% 
5% 
14% 

LENGTH ATTRIBUTE 

NAME 

LENGTH IN PNOBABILITY OF 
CHAI?ACTENS 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

re, 
SEX 

OCCUNNENCE 

11% 
20% 
17% 
12% 
8% 
4% 
2% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 
1% 

CONSTANT-l CHARACTER CODE 
M-MALE 
F-FEMALE 

Figure 7 

The Logic model first generates a cumulative distri­
bution table from the probability distribution table, 
beginning with the shortest length and ending with 
the longest. Next, the Logic model constructs a ma­
trix A, according to the"following procedure: 

1. For each length i, set Ail equal to the i-th entry 
orthe cumulative distribution table. 

2. For i = 1,2, ... , nand j = 2,3, ... , n 

. Ai' _ {Ak1 - Ail for k :::; n 
l - 0 for k > 11 

where k = i + j - 1 . 

Using this matrix A, the Logic model evaluates the 
following equation for each constant length: 

RVi = (Li + C) • [i: AijJ 
J-l 

where: 
Li is the i-th constant length, 
C is the length of the control field, 
Aij is the associated matrix entry. 

(1) 

The minimum ranking value computed corresponds 
to the optimal constant length. 

To illustrate how this algorithm functions. the ele­
mentary data item, NAME, from the Project 
SEARCH Data Base will be used. The probability 
distribution table for this data item is shown in Fig­
ure 7. The control field length need only be one 
character .long. The constant lengths used in the cal­
culation are the entire range of lengths stated in the 
elementary data item specification. The matrix A, 
the constant lengths, the constant length and the 
control field, and the results of the evaluation of 
equation (1) are tabulated in Figure 8. Note that the 
optimal length is twenty-five characters, a fact not 
readily evide'ht from the input data. 

303 



,Ji&U . 

11 Ail Ai2 AI3 Ai4 

15 .01 .05 .19 .30 

16" .06 .14 .25 .25 

17 .20 .09 .31 .48 

18 .31 .20 .37 .49 

19 .51 .17 .29 .37 

20 .68 .12 .20 .24 

21 .80 .08 .12 .14 

22 .88 .04 .06 .07 

23 .92 .Q2 .03 .04 

24 .94 .01 .02 .03 

25 .95 .01 .02 .03 

26 .96 .01 .02 .03 

27 .97 .01 .02 .03 

28 .98 .01 .02 0 

29 .99 .01 0 0 

30 1.00 0 0 0 

Elementary Data Item NAME 
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Ai5 Ai6 Ai7 AI8 Ai9 All 0 

.40 

.62 

.60 

.57 

.41 

.26 

.15 

'.08 

.05 

.04 

.04 

.04 

o 

o 

.0 

o 

.67 .79 

.74 .82 

.68 .72 

.61 .63 

.43 .44 

.27 .28 

.16 .17 

.09 .10 

.06 .07 

.05 .06 

.05 o 

o o 

o o 

o o 

o o 

o o 

II 
.87/

1 
.91 

.86 .88 

I 
.74 I: .75 

.64 .65 

.46 

.30 

o 

o 

o 

o o 

o o 

o o 

o o 

o o 

.93 

.89 

.76 

.66 

.47 

.31 

.20 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

0, 

o 

o 

Optimal Length Calculation 

11 

RVi '= (Li + C) l;Aij 
)-1 

"Optimal length Is 25 

Figure 8 

Ail1 

.94 

.90 

.77 

.67 

.48 

.32 

o 

o 

0' 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Ail2 

.95 

.91 

.78 

.68 

.49 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

0,. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Ai13 

.96 

.92 

.79 

.69 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
t) 

o 

Ail4 Ai15 Ai 16 RVi 

.97 .98 .99 174.56 

.93 .94 o 175.27 

.80 0 o 152.46 

o 0 o 136.23 

o 0 o 99.40 i 

o 0 o 68.67 

o 0 o 48.18 I 
or7 c' 0 

,;.<Ji, 
o 35.65 

o 0 o 30.48 

o 0 o 28.75 

o 0 o 28.60** 

o 0 o 28.62 

o 0 o 28.84 

o 0 o 29.29 

o 0 o 30.0 

o 0 o 31.0 

.......--------=-----~~.-----~ 

Occurrence Attribute 

Additional data organization flexibility and datil 
storage efficiency is achieved through the occur­
rence attribute. Similar to the length attribute, the 
Occurence attribute specifies either a constant num­
ber of Occurrences of an elementary data item or 
data component for ~ach logical record, or a variable 
number of occurrences expressed as a probability 

Ij distribution table. For example, in the Project 
SEARCH Data Base the data component "OFFEND­
ER" Occurs only one per logical record; but the data 
component "ARREST" can Occur from one to nine 
times per logical record. The two different types of 
occurrence attributes are shown in Figure 9. 

The occurrence attribute is processed by the Logic 
model in the same manner as the length attribute. A 
constant number of oCcurrences is handled in a 
straightforward manner whereas, for a variable num­
ber of occurrences, an "optimal" constant number 
must be computed. The mgthod employed to com­
pute the optimal constant number of occurrences is 
analagous to the method used to compute the opti­
mal constant length. 

As with the length attribute, a control field must be 
appended to each occurrence of the elementary data 
item or data component to facilitate the handling of 
this degree of variability by a data management sys­
tem. Again, a control field length of one character is 
most probably adequate. However, differing from 
the length attribute, the control field overhead is not 
as extreme, since the total length of the data field is 
ratioed with the control field length. For example, 
the length of the ARREST data component is fifty­
four characters and adding a control field of one cha­
racter results in an overhead ofless than two percent. 
FollOwing is a description of the algorithm used by 
the Logic model to compute the optimal nq~ber of 
occurrences. 

OCCURRENCE ATTRIBUTE 

ARREST 
NUMBEIiOF 

OCCUIiIiENCES 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

PIiOBABlLITY OF 
OCCUIiIiENCE 

43% 
26% 
13% 

,,8% 
4% 
2% 
1% 
1% 
1%~1 
1% 

OFFENDER 

CONSTANT:-ONLY ONE OFFENDER 
COMPONENT PER 
LOGICAL RECORD 

Figure 9 )) 

First, the Logic model generates a cumulative dis­
tribution table from the probability distribution ta­
ble, beginning with the minimum number of occur­
rences and ending with the maximum. Next, the 
Logic model constructs a matrix A, according to the 
follOWing procedure: 
1. For each o~currence i, set Ail equal to the i-th 

entry of the cumulative distribution table. 
2. For i = 1,2, . . . , nand j = 2,3, . . . , n 

{
Akl - AmI for m ~ nand k ~ n 

Aij = AnI - AmI for m ~ nand k > n 
, 0 for m > n 
. where k = i • j and m = i • (j - I) 

Using this matrix A, the Logic model evaluates the 
following equation for each number of occurrences: 

RVi = i . (Li + C) . [t(Aij • j)]2 
)-1 

where:" 

rence, Li is the i-th number of occur-

field, C is the length of the control 

Aij is the associated matrix entry. 

The minimum computed ranking value corresponds 
to the optimal number of Occurrences. 

To illustrate how his algorithm functions, the data 
component, ARREST, from the Project SEARCH 
Data Base will be used. The probability distribution 
table for this data component is shown in figure 9. A 
control length of two characters is required. 

. The matrix A, the number of occurrences, the 
length including the control field and the result of 
the evaluation of equation (2) are tabulated in Figure 
10. The optimal number of occurrences is two and, 
as with the length attribute, is not a directly discerni­
ble choice. 

Relationship Attribute Ii 

The most imp~rtant attribute affecting the data 
organization being simulated is the relationship at­
tribute. The Logic model relies upon this attribute to 
describe how the parts of the logical record (data 
components) relate to one another. Two relation­
ships exist between components: physical and logi­
cal. Both of these relationship~ c~ be expressed as a 
"precedence-subsequence" hierarchy. 

The logical precedence-subsequence hierarchy 
can be illustrated l>Y considering the relationships 
inherent in a fatnily tree structure. The ancestors 
(precedence) and the descendents (subsequence) of 
any person can be easily traced starting at any point 
in the family tree. In addition, the sibling relation-
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ship, those persons having common parentage only 
one generation removed, can be derived.The sibling 
relationship also orders these persons by age. For 
example, in the Project SEARCH Data Base, the 
"OFFENDER" data component has no ancestors or 
siblings, and four descendents: "VISIBLE MARKS," 
"MISCELLANEOUS NUMBERS,""STATISTICAL 
SUMMARY" and "ARREST." The "STATISTICAL 
SUMMARY" data component has no descendents, 
has "OFFENDER" for an ancestor and has "AR-
REST" for a younger sibling. "ARREST" has "DIS-
POSITION" as a descendant, has "OFFENDER" as 
an ancestor, but has no siblings. Figure 11 illustrates 
these relationships schematically and figure 12 shows 
them in a tabular arrangement. 

The physical precedence-subsequence hierarchy 
is concerned with the arrangement of data compo-
nents on a physical storage device and as such is dealt 
with in the Physical model section. 

Conclusion 
,-:'~l, 

As stated in the introduction to this section, the 
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. Logic model generates simulated logical records. In 
order to provide the Information System designer 
with the broadest spectrum of simulated logical re-
cords without overwhelming him with mountains of 
data, the Logic model generates eight types of simu-
lated logical records whenever possible. 

The optimal logical recQrd is generated from opti-
mal constant length elementary data item or data 
components and oPtij;1 number of occurrences for 
the data component~)· he random logical record is 
generated by randoxiHy sampling the probability dis-
tribution tables both for length and occurrence.The 
remaining six logical record types are generated by 
sampling the probability distribution tables at the 
fifty p~rcent, sixty percent, seventy percent, eighty 
percent, ninety and ninety-five percent probability 
levels. 

All eight of these simulated logical records are sup-
plied to both the Physical mode~ and the Processing 
model. The simulated logical records for the Project 
SEARCH Data Base are shown in Figure 13. 

(;:) 

0 

1 
I 
I 

, 
j 
t 
I 

I 

II 

2 

3 

I 4 

5 

6 

f 7 

8 

9 

10 

T 

Dota Component ARREST 

Optimal Number of Occurrence Calculation 

i· Li i. (Li+ C) Ail Ai2 Ai3 Ai4 Ai5 Ai6 Ai7 Ai8 Ai9 Ail 0 RVi* 

54 56 .43 .26 .13 .08 .04 .02 .01 .01 .01 .01 301.41 

108 112 .69 .21 .06 .02 .02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 242.02** 

162 168 .82 .14 .03 .01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 254.17 

216 224 .90 .08 .02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 280.99 

270 280 .94 .06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 314.61 

324 336 .96 .04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 363.42 

378 392 .97 .03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 415.87 

432 448 .98 .02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 466.10 

486 504 .99 .01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 514.13 

540 560 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 550.00 
'=1 

tRVl '" i . {Li + C) [~ (Aij • nJI 
I-I 

** Optimal number of occurrences is 2. 

Figure 10 

fJ 

i 

t 
, . 

307 



iCfj 4 

308 

VISD3IE 
MARC 

COMPONENT 
OFFENDER 

VISIBLE MARKS 

IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER 

STATISTICAL 
NUMBER 
ARREST 

DISPOSITION 

DISPOSITION 
SUPPLEMENT 

OFFENDER 

Hierarchical Relationship 

Schematic Form 

Figure 11 

ANCESTOR DESCENDENT 
NONE VISIBLE MARKS 

IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER 

STATISTICAL 
SUMMARY 

ARREST 
OFFENDER NONE 

OFFENDER NONE 

OFFENDER NONE 

OFFENDER DISPOSITION 
ARREST DISPOSITION 

SUPPLEMENT 
DISPOSITION NONE 

Hierarchical Relationship 

Tabular Form 

Figure 12 

DIsroSlTION 

SIBLING 
NONE· 

IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER 

STATISTICAL 
SUMMARY 

ARREST 

NONE 
NONE 

NONE 

--------- -----.----------------~--------~---------------------------------~~----------~----

Number of Occurrences By 

Logical Record Type 

Data 

Component length 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 95% Random Optimal 
I 

j Offender .....•.•...•.....•..••........... " .......•......... 176 
() 

i 
t , 

Visible Mark ................................................. 12 0 2 2·, 4 3 2 

I Identification 
Number .....................•............ , ............... 17 2 2 2 3 3 2 

Statistical i 
Summary .....•..•............•....•. , ...•.....••....••.. 30 2 3 3 4 3 3 

Arrest ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••• t ••• 56 2 2 4 5 2 
~i,sposition ..••.• ;·~ ......... t ••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••• 42 30 3 3 3 4 5 3 3 
Disposition 

Supplement •... i~.~ .. , .... , ........... t •• t •• , •••••••••• 32 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Logical 

Record length ....... _' .. ' ... , .......................... 405 434 646 880 1749 2525 683 688 

Simulated Logical Records 

Figure 13 

309 

- --_.\ 



The Physical Model 
The function of the Physical model is to map each 

of the eight s,imulated logical records onto one or 
more physical records, based on the requirements of 
the logical accessing scheme to be used, and the char­
acteristics of the physical storage device or devices 
upon which these physical records will reside. Then, 
for each unique physical record created, the Physical 
model genert'\tes a simulated data base from which 
physical storage requirements and utilization and ac­
cess distributions aret:omputed. 

The Logical Accessing Scheme 
Only two generic types of logical accessing 

schemes exist: 
1. Sequentinl accessing, or "get-next" accessing. 
2. Content accessing, where access is controlled by the content 

of one or more data fields in the record. There are two princi­
pal variations of content accessing: 

a. Tree structured indexes. 
b. Randomizing. 

The Information System designer must select from 
these types of logical accessing schemes the one 
which best suits his application. 

The characteristics of the sequential accessing 
method required as input to the Physical model are: 

1. The number of characters per phySical record. This number 
may be a variable or a constant. The physical record length 
can exceed the logicnl record length \')r require that the logi­
cal record be segmented into multiple$ of the physical record 
length. Figure 14 illustrates these two concepts. 

2. The number of characters per physicll!l block. As with the 
physical record length, this number rna)' be a variable or a 
constant. In either case, the phySical block may contain one 
or more physical records. 

3. For each software function, such as OPEN, CLOSE, GET, 
PUT, etc., available to the sequentinl accessing scheme the 
time required for the computer to perform tbis function is 
required. 

PHYSICAL RECORD LENGTH 

Physical record longer than Logical r~card: 
r-____________________________________________ ~":~I------

~L-O-G-ICA-----L-R-EC-O-R-D--------------------U-N-USED~1 
PHYSICAL RECORD 

Logical recor-l longer than PhYSical record: 

LOGICAL RECORD PART l' 

~.----.-----------------------------~ LOGICAL RECORD 
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PHYSICAL RECORD 

Figure 14 

PART 2 

,----.... ~I 
1\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

II 
if 

For both the content accessing schemes, all of the 
characteristics of the sequential accessing scheme 
are necessary. However, for the software functions, 
the timings may change, or additional functions such 
as' INSERT, DELETE, INDEX, RANDOMIZE, etc. 
may exist, requiring additional timing parameters. 
Additionally, the data fields upon which th(': content 
accessing will be performed must be identified. Each 
data field may be an elementary data item, a group 
of data items or an entire data component. If more 
than one data field is used for content accessing, the 
relationship between these data fields must be speci­
fied as well. 

Based upon the characteristic of the logical access­
ing scheme chosen by the Information System de­
signer, the Physical model maps each of the simulat­
ed logical records onto one or more physical records. 
The algorithm used to perform thii mapping when 
the physical record is greater than the logical record 
is: 

PB 

PR = lL i: JJ 
where: PR is the physical record length 

PB is the physical block length 
LR is the simulated logical record length 
L J ,iJ3 defined as truncate to integer. 

',~l, 

If the logical record is greater than the phY$.if,)al 
record, no mappiJlg is required. Figure 15 illusb:at~s 
the mapping algorithm for the eight simulated logi­
cal records generated from the Project SEARCH 
Data Base. 

" ' 

I 
I , 

LOGICAL RECORD LENGTH 

Physical 

BlOCK 

Size 

7249 

3476 

2254 

1649 

NOTES: 

50% 

405 

425 

433 

448* 

409 

60% "70% 

434 646 

452 658 

495, 693* 

448* 748* 

546 819* 

*: Physical record sizes duplicated for a physical block size. 

#: Logical' record size grea~\an physical block size. 

~/ 

80% 

880 
'\ ') 

904 . 

1155 

1122 

1649* 

MAPPING ALGORITHM 

Figure lS 

90% 

1749 

1809 

3476* 

2254#* 

1649#1< 

95% HANDOM OPTIMAL 

2525' 683 688 

3619 723* 723* 

3476* 693* 693* 

2254#* 7.48* 7.48* 

1649#* 819* 819*' 
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The Physical model removes from further consid·' 
eration any of the physical records generated by the 
mapping algorithm which is not uniquely defined. A 
physicall'ecord is uniquely defined if: 

1. No other physical record has thesA:me length. 
2. When another physical record which has the sathe length 

exists,the p,hysical block length is different. Thus. for the 
Project SEAnOH Da,ta Base, only twenty of the thirty-two 
generated physical record lengths are uniquely defined. 

For ~acl'iJ uniquely defined physical reco~d, the 
Physical model generates a simulated data base of 
one thousand logical records, as ten sets of one hun­
dred logical records. ,', 

Deta Base Generation ~ 
In order to generate a simulated data base, the 

Physical model must have the ability to genera~ 
simulated logical "records. Therefore, the complefe 

" description of the logical record, the Information 
'J! System designer supplied the Logical model, must 

also be made available to the Physical model. 
As each simulated logical recor,d is gf:}perated, the 

Physical model examines the record da(~i component 
by'data compollent. For each of the uniquely defined 
physical records, as each data component is addelDto 
the logical record, the lengths of the physical and 
logical records are compared. If the physical t:ecord 
length is larger, another d2:.ta componep.t is generat­
ed. However~, when the logical record:s~ze becomes 
larger than the physical record size, ~p additional 
physical record is created. The newly created physi. 
calrecord is called an overflow (;ecord. If extreIl,l;ely 
large logical records are generated, more than one 
overflow record may be necessary. Depending upon 
the software accessing scheme, one of two methods; 
of handling "overflowing',' data components iseni-
pl<?yed: C) 0 

1. T\e entire data component is placed into the overflow ,re­
cq} d and the space remain,ing in the primary physical record 
is 'left unused. 

'2. The data componen,t is split between the primary physical 
record and the overflow record. With this method no' unused 
space will exist in the primary physical record. 

Figure 16 illustr~tes both these methods. The fol­
lowmg assumptiQp.s are'made doncerning,the illus-
tration: ,,', . ~ " , 

,; 1. The physical record size is 405 characters on which 365 have 
been' allocated'; 

2. Tht,; data component to ~,e added next is 56 c~at~ters l:'lng. 
~ . ~ 

For each u'Iliquely detmedophysical record, the 
Physical modeP tabulates the folipwing informati~n ' 
"as{~e data bases are generated: '''' 

1. ,An overflow distribution. table. , 
2. Storage require&ents on the physical storage devices fOl; 

both primary reco~and overflow r~cords. ' 

The overflow distriBution tables relate the log~cal 
I';"; 

=. 
.,·312 
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record size, the physical record size and the physical 
block size to the number of records requiring no 
overflow records, one overflow record, two overflow 
records, etc. ";~;~1 

(; RECORD OVERFLOW 
" CURRENT STATUS: 

c USED UNUSED PRIM~RY 

365 40 

METHOD h 

USED UNUSED PRIMARY 

365 :,40 
\1 

USeD AVAILABLE OVERFLOW 
o 

56 (, 
" 

~49 

METHOD 2: ;, 

I. 
USED 

~I 
PRIMARY 

40S 

-fJ 
USED AVAILABLE OVERFLOW 

" 

" . 
16 31)9 -

Figure 16 

As an example, Figure 17 presents the overflow 
distribution tables created from one logical record 
size and the four' related physical records. Note thllt 
these Qverflow distribution tables present to the In­
formation System designer, information about the 
data base not readily deduced Jrom the inputs to 
DMSS. Referring to Figure 17, the fact that the 
smallest phYSical block size, 1649 characters pro­
duced the largesfphysical record size, 819 characters 
is not inherently apparent. In addition, the data base 
related to the smallest physiCJ~1 block size contains 
the fewest overflow records, 2,200, and the largest 

: percentage, 78.0%, of primary records. c-

hhe storage requirements relate the logical record 
size, the physical record size, the l?hysiq511 block size 
to tpe amount of physical storage reqUlredancl th!'l 

l), uti~~ation of thllt storag.e. The physical sforage re­
quir\~d is derived from the number of primary re­
cords and overflow records generated; the physical 
recQrd size, and the physical block size. The utiliza-

/I 

, tion of the storage is computed from th.e all\ountof 
unused space iQ.'1:he.pt;:imary ,record and, the overflow 
record, created" by either the size of the logical re­
cord being sptaller than the size·.of((the physical re­
cord(s) required to contain it or 'from the employ-

(~ c 

" ,,~ 

o 

I' 

(, 

o 

t\ 

\1 

- ----

ment of the method 1 overflow technique (see Fig­
ure 16) and the total amount of space required. Fig· 

, ure 18 illustrates the physical storage required and 
" Figure 19 the utiliz!i<tion of that storage, for the same 
logical record size, physical record size, and physical 
block size as the overflow distribution tables ,of Fig­
ure 17. From Figure 18, the Information System de­
signer can determine the amount of storage required 
for each generated .database. Additionally; the ex­
tendability of the data base, can be derived from Fig­
ures 18 and 19. For instance, using the Percent Used 
from Figure 18, the extend ability of th~ data base for 
logical record size 688 is computed as:\I,' 

Physical Recore! 
,)<;;z" 
723 
693 
748 
819 

Numberaf 
Recards 
2000 
1800 
2136 
2528 

!: 

The core storage requirements are computed from 
the size o'{ the input! output buffers and the size of 
the core storage resident portion of the software ac­
cessing scheme. The size of the input! output buffers 
is the same size as the physical block size. IJowever, 

" depending upon the application" program, the num­
Eer of input! output buffers and the size of the soft· 
ware accessing scheme varies.D Figure 20 presents 
three types of application 'Programs, LOAD, RE· 

"TRIEVE and UPDATE, and the associated number 
of input/output buffers ~nd software functions. 
Conclusion 

"c i The Physical model provides the Inforrrj~tion Sys-
tern designer with a set of concrete data from which 
to se\~ct a logical rec2rd'size, a physical record size 
~nd a pl;tysical block si2e. Much of the data generated 
by the.Physicalmodel is n9t readily available::or intui­
tivelyobvious to the Information System designer. 

\)Still" additional information is required before the 
optimal data base can be identified. 

a 

o 

o Therefore, the overflow distribution tables and the 
, ::~hysical storage device requiremttpts are passed to" 

. the Processing model. " ' 

THE PROCESSING MODEL 
The, Processing model simulates two basic Data 

Processing uses of a data hase: 
1. The sequential retrieval of the entire data base. 

e/' 2. The random retrieval of one thousand' records of the data 
base;" ";' 

.~ The Processing model uses the timing characb:iris­
,!) tics, (the rotational delay time, the positioning time 

function and the dat9, tran&er time), of thephysi9al 
~ storage dev~ce, the(,"i'i>gicai accessing scheme over­

, head time in conjqp.ction with the overflow distribu-
, ti~n tables n~d p~ysiCJal~torage requirements sup- ,,(\ 

plIed by the'PhyslCal, U!odel to compute processing 
time for thes~ tW& fun'Q:~i()ns. 

" 
D 

Sequential Retfieval Time 
The sequential retrieval time generated by the 

Processing m9ipel reflects the total amount of time 
reqUired to re\~ each record of the data base in its 
entirety. Ther1 fore, the sequential retrieval time is 
computed by 'I 0 distinct algorithms: 

1. The time re~'uired to read the records in the primary area. 
2. The time re/luired to read the records in the overflow area. 

" The computation required to compute the read 
time for the records in the primary area is dependent 
on the following data computed by the Physical mod­
el: 

1. The amount of primary storage required. 
2. The number of records in the primary area. 
3. The size of the physical record 
4. The size of the physical block. 

In addition, these physical characteristics of the 
physical storage device are required: (\ 

1. Minimum time to position read mechanism. 
2. Average rotational delay time. 
3. Time to transfer one byte of data from the physical storage 

device to core memory. 

Also, the time required for the logj,cal accessing 
scheme software to perform the READ and FETCH 
fUl,1,ctions is required. 

The algorithm to compute the read time for the 
primary records can be expressed as follq,ws: 

PT =' (NPOYL· POS) + «XFER· PB) + (AROTD.. (TRKI 
PB))) • (NOREO/(PB/PR» " 

where: 
NPCYL-number of cylinders required to contain the primary 
records. " 
POS-time reqGired to position the read mechanism one cylin­
der.; 
XFER....ctitde requited t6 transfer one byte of data from the 
physical storage device to core memory. 
PB-size of the physical block. " f.~SC:,:, 
TRK-size of the physical storage traclk.,. " 
NOREC-number of primary records. ' 
PR-$ize of physical record. 
AHOTD-average totatiOlwl delay. 

'the algorithm required to generate the tini'~) heed­
ed to read the overflow records is much more com­
plex. Fil;st, the .number of overflow records required 
py e~ph ~rimary record is computed in the same 
manner a,s Physical model did, in order to generate 
the data base. Th~n the time to retrieve each over­
flow record is computed separately and summed for. 
each primary record. f '. • • 

, "The computati.on requfres, ~n addition to the re­
, quirements of the primary aI'gorithm, a frequency 

distribution table for tq,e time reqUired to position 
the read mechanism. m 

D 
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Physical 
Record 

Size 

723 
;,693", 

748 
819 

723 
693 
148 
:819 

~ 

logical Record Size-688 

Number Number Percent 
01 of 01 

Overllows Occurrences Total 
0 7030 70.30 
1 1450 14.50 
2 1510 15.10 Q 

3 10 .10 
0 6830 68.30 
1 1330 13.30 
2 1810 18.10 
3 30 .30 
0 7290 72.90 ' 
1 1260 12.60 
2 1440 ]4.40 
3 10 .10 

(), 

0 7800 78.00 
1 1020 10.20 
2 1180 11.80 
(..;:~~.~\ "~ 

Overflow Distribution fable 

(;-
'1 fiQur. 17 

lbgical Record Size--688 

Physical Number 
Block 01 
Size , t,.'l Records 

72"9 '10,000 " 

3476 11 10,000 
2254 10,000, , 
1649 u 10,000 
7!1.J.9' 

/<1, 
45;000, 

247.6. lb ~,M)()" 
(~;\\ 'I 

"j <225 .. 41.700 
1649 33,800 

~ 
Storage Requir_ments 

0 

/1'" 
figure 18 

" 

o 

Cumulative 
Percentage 

70.30 
84.80 
99.90 

100.00 

68.30 
81.~ 
99.70 

100.00 

72.90 
85.50 
99.90 
1oo~00 

78.00 
88.20 

100.00 

Amount 
al 
S~ 

50 
sO 
56 
63 

282 
280 
26] 
U2. 

I}) 

(J 

() -'-.~, 

co 

.\ 

. 8 
a 

Ct 

Primary ••••.•..••..••.•.•••••..•••••• 

Overflow ........................ .. 

\ 
h} Application 

Program 
Type 

v) 

Load .••... " ... , .. " .....•... , ......... ~ ....•. 
Retrieve ................................. . 
Update ••••••••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••• 

Physical 
Recard 

Size 

723 
(, 693 

748 
819 

723 
693 
748 
819 

(:'< 

o 

j, 

/ 

logical Record Size-688 

Physical ratal 
Block Characters 
Size Raquired 

7249 7,249,000 
3476 6,952,000 ". 
2254 7,519,344 . 
1649 8,245,000 

7249 
3476 
2254 

(91 1649 
\) 

o 

.,', 

" 32,535,000 
3",!,927,200 

'C''''''';, 191 600 ,,~;.z-;i'r-"~ , 
o '~~7,682,200 

Storage Utilization 

Figure 19 

I NlJmber af Buffers 

Read ii Input 

0 
2 
1 

o 

Output 

2 
N II 0 Y ! 

1 Y I 
I 

Core Storage Requirem~ nts 

figure 20 
'1,1 

i 

1\ 

il 
)\ 

'-",---",:,~ 

Tolal 
Characters 

Used 

5,788,850 

~:~~~;~~~ 
6,067~370 . 

20,662,200. 
22,070,000 
19,648,300 
17,007;400 

Soffware Function 
Write 

y 
N 
y 

~'\\ 
'" , ,. 

Insert 

N 
N 
y 

Percent '(.) 

Used 

79.86 
81.75 
78.07 
73.59 

6tJ.51 
63.19 
62.99 
(11.44 

Alter 

N 
N' 
y 

1-
I 

1 
I 
'r ;; 
,! 

-<.:-:>. 

i 

'I, I 0 
>:I 

o 
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The algorithm can be expressed as follows: 

NOVER 

OT = ~ (F(R(NOCYL) + R(ROTD) 
i-I + (XFER - PR» 

'i F-positioning time function. 
I R-randomizing function. 
!i NOCYL-numbel' of cylinders required to contain the over-
;' flow records. ' 
~\ ROTD-rotational delay time. . 
;,1 XFER-time required to transfer one byte of data from the 
;,)\ physic.al storage devi?e to core memory. 
" PR-slze of the phYSical record. 
" NOVER-number of overflow records for this primary record., 
;~ 

~NDOM RETRIEVAL TIME 
(\, The Processing model generates the time required 
td;xandomly retrieve one thousavtd r,ecords in their 
entirety. Therefore, like the sequential retrieval 
time, two distinct algorithms are needed to compute 
the random retrieval time: 

1. The time required to read a record in the primary area. 
2. The time required to read a record in the overflow area., 

The computation required to generate the read 
time for the overflow records is identical to that used 
for computing the overflow record time for the se­
quential reh·ieval. 

Likewise, the algorithm used to compute the read 
time for a primary record is similar to the same com­
putation. The only difference in the algorithms is the 
elimination of the summation and the replacement 
of the number of overflow cylinders by the number 
of primary cylinders. 

Conclusion 
The two processing times generated by the proc­

essing model aid the information ~ystem designer in 
selecting an optimal data base. They provide a meas­
urement of the time associated with the overflow 
distribution and the storage utilization. Figure 21 
illustrates these timings for the same logical record 
size, and same physical record sizes and physical 
block sizes as the overflow distribution tables Figure 
18 and the storage ut~ation, Figure 19. 

Evaluation 
The two basic constraints imposed by manage­

ment, time and cost, must remain utmost in the In­
formation SY8:em designer's evaluation of an optimal 
database. However, additional constraints exist 
which are clqsely related with the outputs of the 
Data Managem~nt System Simulation; the physical 
storage constraints, the logical accessing scheme con­
straints,and t,he core storage requirements for the 
processing programs. For example, if the amount of 
core storage required is excessive, there will be no 
room for,processing pro,grams'kikewise, a utilization 
of the primary area that is exp-emely high ~ould 
ihdicate that future dnsertions of primary records 
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would cause the primary area to overflow, thus ad­
versely affecting the process timings. 

Although there are several methods for evaluating 
the outputs of the DMSS, only two approaches are 
considered: the, 'Ranking' metb~d and the 'Equiva-
lency' method. " <·,el 

The Ranking Method 
The Ranking methot\:req'Uiires that the Informa­

tion System designer rank each output produced by 
DMSS. For example, the utilization of primary area 
could be ranked as follows: 

1. Select the optimal utilization and assign if the ,ranking value 
1. r 

2. Select the next most optimal utilization and assign it the 
ranking value 2. 

3. Continue this process until all utilizations have a ranking 
value. 

Next, the Information System designer,' must ~" 
weight the types of output produced, that is the rela-
tive importance of each type of output, produced 
must be determined. The I'Lottery" method of mea-
suring utility used in Decision Theory could also be 
aplied here to determine this weighting factor. 

Having accomplished establishing both the 
weighting factors and the ranking values, a ranking 
factor is computed for each physical record size, by 
summing the product of the weighting factor and the 
associated ranking valu~. The minimum ranking fac­
tor identifies the optimal data base. 

Figure 22 pJ;~sents the Ranking method in Jl tabu-., 
lar form. ~, 

The Equivalency Method 
o Xhe Equivalency method depends' on the ability of 
the Information System designer to reduce each out­
put to a cost figure. For example, if the cost of renting 
~ computer is $300 per hour, then the cost}}f sequen­

tially retrieving the entire data base for th~ physical 
record sizes in Figure 21 are: i,\ 

1. 723-38 min. 13 sec.-$191.08 
2. 693-53 min. 40 sec.-$268.33 
3. 748-31 min. 4 sec.-$155.33 
4. 819-20 min. 24 sec.-$102.00 

Also, the Information System designer must esti­
mate the percentage of usage of the data base each 
of the processing times represent;,? Lastly, a weight­
ing faCtor/·must be assigned eacli output type using 
the same technique empl/yed by the Ranking 
Method. To simplify the co~ftmtation, the \:ypighting 
factors associated with tge~processing times should 
reflect the usage percentages. 

The Information System designer can determine 
the optimal data base by taking the minimum value 
of the sum of the products of the weighting factor 
and the associated cost factor of each output for each 
physical record: 

Figure 23 presents the Equivalency method in a 
tabular form. .. 

1/ 

.~ «,' 
... ~I 

ii 
" 

)' "-

LOGICAL RECORD 5rZE 688 

PHYSICAL 

BLOCK 

SIZE 

7249 

3476 

SEQUENTIAL 

RETRIEVAL 

TIME 

00:38: 13 

.00:53:40 

PHYSICAL 

RECORD 

SIZE 

723 

693 

748 

819 

2225 ,r-.. 00:31 :04 i / 
164~:~:-==c "~~'C"'~ 00:20:24 

PHYSICAL 
~ 

RECORD 

SIZES liW, 

51.................................. Rl1 

52 .................................. R21 

53 ........... .,..................... u R31 

• 
• 
• 

II 
5m ............................. ;'.... Rml 

Weights .......................... W1 

II " 
Processing times 

Figure ,21 

OUTPUTS 

02 03 

R12 R13 

R22 R23 

R32 R33 

Rm2 Rn'i3 

W2 W3 

. Where: Rij, i = 1 to m are the ranking values for output j 

'",1 Wj,j = 1 to n are the weighting factors assign~d to e~ch output. 

Evaluating the expression: 

MIN 

y~eld the optimal data base. 

<, 
I', 

.!i: r 

(Wi) (Rij) 
cl 
\\ 

Railking Method 

Figure 22 

RANDOM 

RETRIEVAL 

TIME 

00:02:03 

00:02:02 

00:01:49 

00:01:39 

04 

R14 

R24 

R34 

Rm4 

W4 

_. 

........ On 

Rln 

R2n 

R3n 

..... '-, 

I.' Rmn 

Wn 

',' 

11./0 
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PHYSICAL 

,RECORD 

'SIZE 

.(~r. 

Sl ....... ~ ......................... . 

S2 .............................. ~; .. . 

S3 ........... ······················· 

OT 

Cll 

C21 

t31 

I 

Ii 

II 

1\ 

II 
II 
I! 
,I 

• '! 

02 

C12 

C22 

C32 

\~ 

: ....... "......................... em 1 \ :;: 

Weighting factor ........ ,... Wl I, 

OUTPUTS 

03 

C13 

.C23 

C33 

Cm3 

W3 

04 

C14 

C24 

C34 

Cm4 

W4 

........ On 

C/n 

C2n 

C3n 

" 

Cmn 

W5 

)\~ 

lto m are the cost factors fOr',Q,.~utPU,t if' I' d t the=p~rocessing 
Where: Cii, ~. = . h t t NOTE the weighting actors app Ie 0 

Wj,j = 1 to n are the wleighting factors as ,ned to eac ou pu I, 

~me. ,.fleet th .... g. percentage. \ " 

Evaluating the expressions: " Ii 
~; 

() ~< 

MIN t t (Wil (Cij) 
I-I I-I 

yields the optimal data base. 

Equivalency Method 

Figure 23 
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1. OFFENDER DlitLJI Component 
This data compon4~nt contains all one time per­
sonal information about the individual. 
Elementary Data Items 

1.1 State Identification Number 
10 Characters-alphanumeric 

1.2 Name" s1) 
30 Characters-alphanumeric 

1.3 Sex 
1 Character-alphabetic 

1.4 Race 
1 Character-alphabetic 

1.5 Place of Birth 
2 Characters-alphabetic 

1.6 Date of Birth 
"6 Characters-numeric 

1~7 Height 
3 Characters-numeric 

I.BV,veight 
3 Characters-numeric 

1.9 Hair Color 
2 Characters-alphabetic 

1.10 FBI Number 
B Characters-alphanumeric 

1.11 Social Security Number 
'" 9 Characters-numeric 
1.12 Operato~'s License N.umber 

23 Characters-alphanumeric 
1.13 Fingerprint Classification 

20 Characters-alphanumeric 
1.14 Skin Tone 

1 Character-alphabetic 
1.15 Occupation 

7 Characters-alphanumeric" 
1.16 Eye Color 

2 C~fQracters-alphabetic 
1.17j:!/Jonetic Name Code 

·f Characters-:.alphanumeric 
1.1B Photo,{,n File Code 

1 Character-numeric 
1;",19 FJ'Qgerpril1ts in FJ1e Code 

., )2', 1 Character-numeric 
1.20 Educatiol1a1 Grade or Degree 

2 Characters-alphanumeric 
1.21 Address 

'.. 30 Characters-alphanumeric 
1.22 Marital Sta.tus d 

'~Q .. Character-;:alphanumeric 
,~ .. . .' "'f 

2. VISIBLE SCARS/MARKS/DEFORMITIES 
I. 

Data Compommt 
This data c6mp()ri~nt> if present, contains the 
abbreviated' description of each visible scar, 
mark, ta.ttoo, ampHtation) deformity, etc. for an 
offender <c' '" 

2.1 Visible ScarslMarkslDelormities Codes 
10 Characters-:-alphabetic 

,d 

I • 

3. MISCELLANEOUS IDENTIFICATION 
NUMBER 

Data Component 
This data component, if present, contains any 
miscellaneous identifying numbers for an of­
fender 

;; 

3.1 "Miscellaneous Identification Number 
15 Characters-alphanumeric , e 

4. STATISTICAL SUMMARY Data Compi,nent 
This data component contains statistic~l infor­
mation on an offender in a sqrnmarized: form. 
4.1 Generalized OFFense Code 
2 Characters-numeric 
4.2 Generalized Ofl'ense Description 
16 Ch~acters-alphanumeric,' 
4.3 Number of Arrests 
2Characters~numeric 
4.4 Number of Corrections 
2 Characters-numeric 
4.5 Number of Jail Sentences less than 90 Days 

2 Characters-numeric 

5. ARREST Data Component Ai 

This data compol1-ent contains all data pertinent 
to an arrest of an offender. 
5.1 Charged OFFense Code 

4 Characters-numeric 
5.2 Date of Arrest 

6 Characters-numeric 
5.3 Charged OFFense Descriptiol1 

25 Characters-alphanumeris: 
5.4 Age at time of Arrest 

2 Characters-numeric 
5.5 Status at time of Arrest 

1 Character-alphanumeric 
5.6 State of Supervision 

2 Characters-alphabetic 
5.7 Arresting Agency Identification Number 

3 Characters-,-alphanumeric 
5.8 Assistance Code 

1 Character-alphanumeric 
,;5.9 Type of Arrest " 

.10 Characters-.,.alphanumerf't..) 

6. DISPOSITION Data Component \,i 
This data component traces the fl~lW of an of­
fender through the criminal justicttlsystem fol-
lOWing the initial arrest. . 

6.1 Disposition Code 
4 Characters-numeric 

6.2 Date of Tr811saction 
6 Characters-numeric 

6.3 Disposition Abbreviatio.n 
",30 Characters-alphanumeric 
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7. DISPOSITION SUPPLEMENT Data 
Component 
This data component contains variable inform~­
tion for various disposition codes as presented In 
the DISPOSITION data component. 

7.1 S(lppiementai Dflta 
30 Characters-alphanumeric 
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