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ABSTRACT

-

‘tUnder a grant from the Vatlonal Crlmlnal Justlce Inrormatlon
and Statlstlcs Serv1ce of the Law Enforcement Ass1stance Admlnlstra—
tlon, The MITRE Corporatlon conducted a revrew of the current status.
of 1nterface amoncr four types of crlmlnal Justlce 1nformat10n systems»
the Computerlzed Cr1m1nal Hlstory System, the Offender-Lased Stat
Corr ctlons Informatlon System, the State ‘Judicial Informatlonb
System and the Prosecutor s Management Informatlon System. In thls
rev1ew, system 1nterface refers to the exchange of 1nformat10n among

1nformat10n systens. Thls report presents 1nformat10n on. the natute

and ext nt of system 1nterface, the influence of prlvacy and securlty

regulatlons and the. operatlonal ‘status of these systems 1n 14 states.
Data gathered through 31te v131ts and dlscu531ons w1th LTAA PrOEYdm
monltors, systcm developers, and crlmlnal Justlce professlonals o
1nvo]ved 1n the 1mplementat10n and operatlon of these systems are

examrned and summarlzed
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,, . EXBCUTIVE SUMMARY
' : L "V_‘ T O SRR
i A - i a:ﬁfk;f Introductlon B SN - " i , . i
J ‘ / {5’ & e “Under a grant from the Natlonal Crlmlnal Justlce Informatlon and é
: ‘ ‘ﬁ = SStatlstlts Serv1ce (NCJISS) of the Law Enforcement Ass1stance Admlnls—" V;
o tration (LEAA), The MITRE Corporatlod assessedﬁthe current status of §
B = j/;~11nterface (1 ey the exchange of crlmlnal hlstory record 1nformat10n) :
: '@:1‘ ‘among"four computerlzed crlmlnal Justlce\lnformatlon systems.~~Thas~', R ‘.k 2
S S Treview focused on four spec1f1c 1nformat10n systems.ﬂ : ‘ S .
i s . 'g, b ' 1‘5"Computerlzed Crlmlnal Hlstory System (CCH) _dxh S %*h t{,““ i P
5§f e o ;1.‘ Offender—Based State Correctlons Informatlon System/ v :_ ,’ g"' ' f
(OBSCIS) R L SR R
‘g 0 : : e State Jud1c1al Informatlonr“zstem (SJI“) ands~.y‘f ;.;;,,~.>: o 'd; L ké
AL _ : . cProsecutor s Management Information System (PROMIS) s L"ﬂ‘ : S =
S .f\_: : @l *The Purpose of rhe rev1ew was to a531st NCJISS and ‘the states in the *fflﬁl . ~'e;
§'~ yf ‘ FEN L S o : B P s , "rormulatlon of overall pollcy w1th respect to the fuLure dlrectlon of :
'gr t%}i’ : T o interface among these four 1nformat10n systems. ~In thlS context ey o
;%_ v : " dlntkjﬁace is deflned as. the systematlc 1nterchange of 1nformatlon S SIS o
j ;é g i . among cr1n1na1 Justlce 1nformat1%'”systems on a system—to system *3mak; A )
| _ E‘ o 'ﬁ?:k : 3dba51s. In addltlon to rev1ew1ng’the status of 1nterface among these;y i
i v 3 o k ‘ - A . L R ’ lsystems thlS study also examlnedrother aspects of these systems ki R T
h?ﬁ~'hf§ R - ;k' e ‘ : o ;;whlch mlght affect 1nterface 1nclud1ng ;fgg_ 'w, 7f7:f!¢ 3’ ,‘Q,iﬂt'fyf P e
1t v the development and 1mplementat10n of . these systems,‘“ ey k % ,
:of«the current operatlonal status and use of these ‘.‘ju fvgég B e T
: systems“and ﬁ‘,,,_'_gz«j,.,k‘f; ,; e H&
‘ »ohithe 1nfluence of prlvacy and securlty negulatlons T T %
= ::ron system de51gn and operatlon."“i‘ i ‘fvl ff f:htt' > u"§'f?f”";k
i R g ‘ : e
Gy Informatlon sources forvthls rev1ew included 1nterv1ews w1th the
LG 8 ¢ >
i'-\{an_ S‘c1al Research (INSLAW)vand the Natlonal Center for State Courts,
'fasbwe{lﬁys 31te v151ts to system~
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; systems included in this study is very limited. Although interface
chal‘g0vernment agencies., The. present report examlnes the.. 1nforma— may take one of several forms (e.g., hardcopy or printout, magnetic

thn gathered from; the. 14 states VlSItEd tape, disk or punched cards, or computer-to-computer) in most situa-

‘ tions where interface does,exist, data are, in- fact, exchanged by
B Interfacez , ’ cU : sending_printouts or some other. form Of‘"hardcopy' from one agency
“The; 1nterfaceyof crlmlnal JUStlce 1nformat10n by€t§ﬂ5.i% 8?ﬂe¥ally _to another. This form of interface may be characterized as 11nkage
1ntended to; achieve. three major purposes.. between‘agenc1es rather than interface among automated -information

to,malntaln comprehen51ve crlmlnal hlstory record ,systems,,}Multifsystem interface based on other forms of data exchange -

‘lﬁﬁ?ﬁ@@?lﬁnr(CHRL);

, o is apparently not Widespread . Among the states surveyed evidence of
o tOQreduceLredundancies;0£‘data:collQCtion, storage k tape interchange is limited to only a few applications. There are no

and: analysis;, and:

B examplesyof integrated computer- to-computer interface among the‘four
_to..promote: the. -timely. exchange of: complete and:. ‘types of systems reviewed. There was, -however, one example (Alabama)
accurateidata,amonggagenClgsa, o rfk of the interchange of data by agencies sharing the same;computer

L ‘ facilities. : B : . . ; : ‘ :
Ims order to promote the exchange of CHRI on an 1ntra -state level, B

i . a: CGH system 1sq1ntended as the central rep031tory of CHRI within: a_ The Setabiishadn. of,interfacé S
| state: ' The system would collect the: varlous elements of* CHRI (e g.,.

75 ST TR T e T

systems appearS’beset by a.variety of problems, both purelybtechnical

of
arrest records,'conVICLlOn ‘records and Sentences) from a varlety as well as organlzatlonal and institutional. HITRE's dlscu531ons with

SR i e e A T

; , - ‘sources: (lesges. pollce departments, trlal courts, probatlon agenc1es

g R

system developers, 1mplementers and users 1nd1cate that the purely
. and: correctrons\departments), collate: these dlverse items, of lnfore_ technical problems (e e compat1b111ty~of hardware and software,
E ' : ‘matlon, and: malntaln and disseminate: CHRI. At the state level, SJIS% commonallty of data elements ‘and specification of postlve 1dent1f1ers) B o g

ll‘ o ' kand OBSCIS (among thelr other functlons) were seen -as: the vehlcles are clearly. amenable to solution; however, the organlzatlonal and

for gatherlng ‘and: transmlttlng those elements Of CHRI which. are: the 1nst1tut10nal problems seem to represent a more serious obstacle to
.l ' o result of decisions: made- about an offender (e g., the. 1mp081t10n of system 1nterface and appearmuch less amenable to resolutlon.
& | | sentence and release on parole) by the courts and" correctlons agenc1es.‘ , ,

: PROMIS;,
‘ ktor to: the sktate; CCH system although PROMIS 1nstallatlons may have

r - g
however, as a 10081 system, was. not seen as a. dlrECt con, rlbu i The threshold 1ssue regardlng the development of 1nterface in the

states v151ted seems to center on the perceptlon by off1c1als of the ;

‘\the‘, capac:}_‘y* t,Q; dD s ,:’ P s | o ,‘»_\

-need to develop CHRI Wthh 1s ‘as accurate, tlmely and comglete as , i' ‘ 'j o

p0531ble.v Additional 51gn1f1cance is glven to: the completenessfactor'

ThUS,Lln order to prov1de accurate, tlmely and complete CHRI " because the degree of completeness sought 1ncreases- the dlfflculty 4

"seems tha,(some form‘of datalexchange among 1nformat10n systems

of obtalnlng CHRI the" accuracy and tlmellness of CHRI and the,f

‘r(whether system-to—system;or agency to—agency) must be establlshed

need for exchangrng 1nformat10n among crlmlnal Justlce agenc1es.

o HoWeVer, the extent of 1nterface actually achleved among the four

| xiii
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The percelved need for‘&ccurate, tﬁnely and complete CHRT varies

from system to system. As the central repository of CHRI, CCH systems'

have tended" to place the greatest emphas1s ofi. 1nterface of one form
or another in order .to collect, maintain ‘and dlssemlnate accurate,
tlmely and complete CHRI. Among the‘other three systems, OBSCIS

systems have tended to place moré. emphasis on! 1nterface or, ‘at least,

~the exchangeoofrdatarw1th CCH systemg:because CHRI 1s~used»by correc-

tions agercieés for a vdriety of purposes including risk classific'ation,.

The varlatlons in percelved need are exacetrbated by the fact that

there are fundamental dlfferences in “the primary goals for whlch these

systems were-developed‘ CCH -gystems have been implemented to meet the

’CHRI requ1rements of varlous cr1m1nal Justlce agenc1es dnd, conse-
'quently, have foeused on the nead to exchange data in ‘one form or
another.k However, the prlmary purpose of ‘the state and local agenc1e5~
flmplementlng and operatlng OBSCIS; SJIS ‘and PROMIS has been to meet

spec1f1c organlzatlonal needs (e.g.," the management informatlon needs

of corrections, state court administrators and,prosecutors),

Among, the other factors afﬁecting,interface_are:the'following:

- the extent to which the design, implementation and |
operatlon,of CCH;- OBSCIS SJIS and PROMIS systems
Jw1th1n a state have ‘been ® coordlnated

"= “the occurrence of 1ntra-system confllctS"“

i tthe development of local -level crlmlnal Justlce’

| flnformatlon systems in 1solation “from: state-Level -
_efforts* ‘and: . ‘ 'k ‘

’é"the nature and scope of dlfferences in the
'operatlonal status of CCH OBSCIS SJIS and

,1~PROMIS systems w1th1n the gdme ‘'state..

~C. PriVacykand Security

LEAA has provided financial support. to many of the CCH, OBSCIS,
SJIS and PROMIS systems operating in the 14 states visited during

this study prior to or, at least, concurrent with the promulgation

 and amendment of the privacy and security regulations. Individual

system development and implementation were, however, frequently

‘already underway when the privacy and security requirements were

originally wrltten and amended. It was not surprlslng, therefore, that

~ the review of CCH OBSCIS 'SJIS and PROMIS 1n the 14 states 1nd1cates

that the federal privacy and security regulations have had little,

if any,'directlimpact on the design of many of those systems.

‘In-terms of :system 0peration and continued development the
greatest impact of the federal prlvacy and security regulatlons seéms
to have been on the CCH (as a central rep051tory of CHRI), with much
less 1nfluence on the three other'systems. All.systems visited have

instituted some ‘measures to prOtect the data maintained in their

© files. Typlcal among these procedures are personnel background

screenlng, controlled access to termlnals, password authentlcatlon

for access to data bases, fac111ty-protect10n and some control over
disSemination. Such measures are generally in llne with 1n1t1at1ves
taken to- secure any computerlzed data base.

a ,

In'contrast, it appears that less attention has generally been

given'to’implemetation'oflsafeguards to ensure the nrivacy of-the

1nd1v1duals whose names are contalned in the data bases of these

,systems w1th the exceptlon of ‘CCH systems.

The CCH systems VlsltEd have 1nst1tuted a w1de varlety of pro-=

'cedures des1gned to meet the prlvacy requlrements of the federal

- regulatlons.' Among the procedures 1mplemented are audlts, logs, nOti-v

flcatlon systems and procedures permlttlng 1nd1v1dual access. and rev1éw

XV
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U, k . _ , - : of these systems may affect the future development a ion ¢
System managers were concerned that the regulations might affect y y : pmen nd operation of

, o X E : , these systems particularl in the area 0f funding support state
the operation and use of these systems in the future. For example, = ' 4 T g support from state

’ and federal sources.
suppose ain SJIIS system began to accumulate CHRI in support of a pro~
giam such.as sentenc1ng guldellnes (e. ey those developed in the

| In contrast, there is no tension between th 1
State of New Jersey), would ‘there be a change in the applicablllty of > v e n the goals of PROMIS at

the local and national levels. Designe to ilor
the prlvacy and securlty regulatlons to such court—operated systems7 , ~ : gned be tailored for use

locally, the jurisdictions visited in this stud
There was. also concern that full 1mplementat10n of compllance.mecha— 2 J : ; study have emphasized the

use of PROMIS as a management and/or operational .
nisig will be costly, might have unexpected,ramlflcatlons and’ could g / perational tool.  There has

‘ R ) » been considerably less (if any) interest in the case weighting sche
. perhaps  inhibit future system development and operations. y gh g Heme

or in research, and there appears to have been a gradual change in- the

= c o S 7 _ g : national goals moving toward parallelin or acquiescing i
The extent to which procedures have been implemented pursuant to & P g Or acq g in local

- . S purposes in implementing PROMIS.
the LEAA regulations appears‘to be related to perceptions about the P o . P c & ,

“degree to which each system is attually affected by the LEAA regula- o S ' : , .
In addition to this apparent tension between state and national .

tlons. It is generally acknowledged by persons involved in managlng/ , , c ‘

goals, MITRE staff also found considerable variation across each

typerof system (i.e., CCH, OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS) in terms of

system implementation and operational status. Moreover, there is a

operatlng computerlzed eriminal justice 1nformatlon systems. that CCH
systems contain criminal history record information (as defined in

the federal'regulations)'andfare, therefore, clearly subject to the

k o trend toward ptilizing transferable software packages and adopting
requlrements of the tederal privacy and securlty regulatlons.( How- - '

new technologies suchkaS'mini—computers. This is the case in PROMIS
.ever, perceptlons concernlng the appllcatlon of the regulations to B

and in the latest'version of OBSCIS. There also appears to be some
the other typesuof systems are frequently quite the opposite.. Fur-

o question as to whether it is viable to attempt to 1mplement SJIS in
thermore, in the case of SJIS (whlch has been exempted from the

a state with a non—un1f1ed court system.
federal regulatlons) and, 1n ‘some ;nstances, PROMIS, the data in the

'bf;les is considered to be legally discoverable and/or in thetpublic

E', Recommendations for LEAA -

~domain, - In sohe cases, PROMIS data were consideredkto'be part of
: : ) ! , ; . - A review of these flndlngs ‘indicates that there are five major

‘the "private"yor confidential files of the district attorney.
e / : : Sl » 7S s pollcy issues which LEAA should explore or re-examine:

e the contlnulng need for criminal history record information

ﬁ‘ - e Dy System Development Implementatlon and Operatlon (CHRT) and, consequentl ‘f ot axt
; : ‘ , : q ly, for interface;
In developing CCH OBSCIS and SJIS systems, emphasis at the ’ ’

7 e - the apparent lack of congruence between . state-level
state—level has been focused on the 1ntra-state (e.g., CCH) or 1ntras

and national-level views of the goals of the CCH
OBSCIS and SJIS programs;

BT T ~agency (e.g, OBSCIS) goals ‘of these systems. At the natlonal~level
1 "empha51s seems to be placed on the inter-state goals of the systems.‘
”rbThls lack of congruence between state and natlonal v1ews of the goalS'

‘ ‘X,V‘l Cxvii

e e i o o S
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'é"the evolv1ng 1mpact of prlvacy and securlty"regulatlons
| partlcular vy in the light of new technology such as"
v,dlstrlbutlve proce351ng,,;

¢. the trend- toward developlng systems whlch can be
transferred from one’ jurlsdlctlon to another and

‘& the. significance of the prollferatlon of local crlmlnal

1Just1ce 1nformat10n systems.

o In coordlnatlon w1th the states and local Jurlstlctlons (as appro~
© priate), LEAA should seek to resolve these issues before any major
‘deC1810n is’ reached regardlng the future status of 1nterface the

appllcatlon of privacy and security regulatlons ‘and the future

development and 1mplementat10n of. CCH, OBSCIS SJIS and PROMIS

systems.

ynkVili,r

et s

1.0 INTRODUCTION

‘ Over the years, the varlous commlsslons1 wh1ch have examlned crime
problems and our. responses to them have empha51zed that all criminal-
justice agenc1es need t1mely and accurate information to function
properly and to meet their respons1b111t1es, whether these 11e in

planning, operatlons, admlnlstratlon, management, or. policy analysis.

L~ In 1967 “the Pre31dent s Comm1ss1on on Law Enforcement and Administra-

t10n of Justlce recommended that. crlmlnal Justlce agenc1es use computers

and 1nformat10n systems technology ‘to meet their data needs. Further—

‘more,'observ1ng that each component of the crlmlnal Justlce system

(e.g. s the prosecutor) has informatlon needed by other components
(e. g., the courts), the Comm1531on suggested3 that an 1ntegrated

network of  information systems be developed whlch would allow ‘the

exchange of ‘data (1nterface) among systems. It 1s ‘within this

~ context that the Natlonal Criminal Justlce Information and Statlstlcs ,

Serv1ce (NCJISS) of the Law Enforcement As51stance Admlnlstratlon has,'

over the past decade, funded the development and 1mplementat10n of

’1nformat10n systems which were intended to meet the 1nformat10n needs

kof various criminal’ Justlce organlzatlons. ThlS study examlnes the

extent ‘to. which crlminal hlstory record 1nformatlon (CHRI) 1s cur—’

(3

“rently being exchanged among. four of these cr1m1nal Justlce 1nformatidn

systems.r

3cnallenge of Crime, pp. 267.

lPres:Ldent s Comm1551on on Law Enforcement and Admlnlstratlon of
Justice (1967); U.S. National Commission on Law Observance and
Enforcement (1931); and National Adv1sory Comm1ss1on on Criminal
Justlce Standards and Goals (l973)

2Pre51dent s Comm1331on on- Law Enforcement and Admlnlstratlon of
Justlce, The Challenge of Crime 1n,a Free: Society, Washlngton, D.Cs,

- U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967, pp. 266-269, hereafter

~cited as Challenge of Crime. "

S Crmda ety
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. 8 . the Computerlzed Crlmlnal Hlstory System (cch),

' p the Offender—Based State Correctlons Informatlon
o System (0BscIs),
[ the State Judlclal Informatlon System (SJIS) and

o the Prosecutor s Management Informatlon System (PROMIS)

The Crlmlnal Justlce Informatlon Systems Interface PrOJect

(herelnafter referred to as the Interface PrOJect) was 1n1t1ated'

' by NCJISS w1th two primary goals 1n mlnd

g "to rev1ew the present status of 1nterface among CCH
k S,OBSCIS SJIS, ‘and PRDMIS systems that have been \
;implemented and have galned operatlonal experlence‘
‘”9 'to as51st the states and NCJISS 1n formulatlng overall

pollcy regardlng future 1nterface among these systems.sd

' The nature and extent nf 1nterface among CCH OBSCIS SJIS and

'PROMIS systems has to be v1ewed 1n the context of the operat10na1
.status of these systems as 1mplemented w1th1n the ‘same Jurlsdlctlon.
"However to be meanlngful the present status of these systems, in
‘turn, has to be v1ewed in the context of ‘the assumptlons and expec—
’tatlons that have Justlfled federal support and 1nfluenced the |

‘ evolutlon ‘of these systems.

e S A i Sy

: vl l Ba51c Assumptlons Underlylng Crlmlnal Justice Informatlon Systems

The ba31c assumptlons whlch shaped the development and 1mple—

, mentatlon of the four computerlzed crlmlnal Justlce 1nformat10n

systemsvcovered in this- study are, 1n,general, ‘common to most,‘lf:‘

R

not all, criminal justice information systems. These assumptlonsk

can be grouped 1nt0 the follow1ng four categories: »

¢ Criminal justice agenc1es need tlmely and accurate
information.”

¥ ) Criminal‘justice agencies can acquire, store and retrieve
needed data through the use of computers and modern
communication'system technology.5

) There ig a need for the interchange of 1nformat10n
(1 e, 1nterface) among crlmlnal JuStlce agenc1es.

e There is. a’ need to. ensure both the privacy "and the security
of the'data'contained in criminal justice information

systems.7

1.1.1 The Need for Information

The assumptlon that crlmlnal JuStlce agencies need information

in order to achleve both thelr operatlonal and managerlal goals and

,obJectlves eff1c1entlykand effectlvely would seem to be self—ev1dent.

President's Comm1351on on Law Enforcement Admlnlstratlon of Justlce,
Task Force Report: Science ‘and Technology, Washlngton, D.C., U.$§.
Government Printing Office, 1967, pp. 2, 68-70, herelnafter cited

as Science and Technologys President's CommlSSlon on Law Enforce-
ment and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: Crime and
' Its Impact-—-An Assessment, Washlngton, D.C., U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1967, pp. 123~ 125, hereinafter cited as Assessment
of Crime; National Advisory Comm1381on on -Criminal Justice Standards
and ‘Goals, Report on the Criminal Justice' System, Washington, D.C.
1973, pp. 2 33—35 37 40, herelnafter clted as Cr1m1nal Justlce ~
System.f- .

S i T A e e “ = '
“Science and,Technology, pp,168—69;fCriminal Justice System, P 33.

. B , : ,
Assessment of Crime, pp. 123 124 Sc1ence and Technology, pp. 70—71,'

Crlmlnal Justlce System, pp. 37- 43

7Science and Technology,'pp,k74¥76;.‘k
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Yet the national 51gn1ficance of thls need was not publicly recognlzed
until 1931, when the chkersham Comm1ssion suggested '...the develop-
ment of a‘_comprehenslve plan‘,for 'a. complete body of statistics
coVering’crimes, criminals, criminal justice, and penalvtreatment at

the‘Federal' State, and Local levels' Some thirty years'later,

the Pres1dent s Comm1s51on on Law Enforcement and Admlnlstratlon of

Justice again stated that..

+o« (w)ith timely information, a police officer could
know that he should hold an arrested shoplifter for
having committed armed robbery elséwhere.- With a
more detailed background on how certain kinds of
offenders respond to. correctional treatment, a judge
could sentence persons more 1nte111gently.~ With
better projections of next year's workload, a State
budget office would know whether and where to budget
for addltlonal parole offlcers 9 , .

In 1973, the Natlonal Adv1sory Comm1581on on Crlmlnal Justlce
Standards and Goals made 81m11ar points: L

(a)1l crlmlnal Justlce agencies, those" w1th operat1onal =
responsibilities and those with planning or policy = - S
respon81b111t1es, require substant1a1 data to functloni :
properly as a part of the overall crlmlnal justice’
system. In general, criminal justice agencies require
information on the events that initiate and terminate

- criminal Justlce processes; on people (suspects, v1ct1ms,.-“
offenders, etd.) who are relevant to the operation of the
criminal justice system; on property (particularly ;

when stolen or associated with a criminal event) and

. on the operatlon of the agenc1es themselves 10 :

W

SU.S;iNationallcommissionion'haw Obsetvance andoEnforcement, Report
on Criminal Statlstlcs, Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing
Offlce 1931, PPe 3, 6 as c1ted in Assessment of Crlme, p. 123

9Sc1ence and Technology, p. 68.

10, L e i
lfgcriminal Justice System,ip.;37;u

e R,

Boebﬁcomm13sions decried the lack of timely and accurate data and
‘ its availabilityfin:a form which could be used by criminal justice .

agencies for operations and management.

I I 2 The Promise of Modern Technology

Both the Pre51dent s - Comm1351on and the Natlonal Adv1sory Com~
mission were of the oplnlon that the appllcatlon of modern 1nEormatlon
technology to crlmlnal justice could provide the means of maklng
available the ~timely and accurate 1nformat10n needed by Justlce
system dec151onmakers for operatlon, planning and policy setting
tasks. Drawing an analogy from the fields of business and defense,
the President’ s.-Commission stated that: '

(m)odern information technology now permits an assault
on these problems at a level never before conceivable,
Computers. have been used to solve related problems: in
such diverse fields as contlnental air defense, productlon
scheduling, airline reservatlons, ~and corporate manage—
~ment., Modern computer and communications technology
permits many users, each sitting in.his own office, to
have immediate remote access to large computer-based,
‘central data banks. Each user can add information to.a
central file to be shared by the others. Access can be
restricted so- that only specified users can get certain
1nf0rmat10n..

Criminal justice could beneflt dramatlcally from computer
based information systems, and developing of a network
designed specifically for its: operations could start. -
immediately.. (Emphasis added.)l2 '

1.1.3 System Integration
" The President's Commission recognized the fact that each

criminal justice‘agency may have information that is also needed by

Assessment of Crime, p. 1233 Criminal Justice System, p. 37.

l'2kScienc'eand Technology;~p.-68.
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Since law enforcement is primarily a local and State
function, the overall program must be geared to the
c1rcumstances and requirements of local and State

agencies; and, wherever practidal, the files should
be located at these levels. Even the specifications
and procedures of the national system must - conform.

to local needs, and should be developed by people
- familiar with them.

~other criminal justice agencies. Consequently,’th; Commission’ ' -
recommended that a variety of communication links be establlshed among

different agencies. at the local, state and national levels.

An integrated national information system is needed -
to 'serve the combined needs at the National, State,
‘regional and metropolltan or county levels of the
police, courts, and correction agencies, and of the -
public and the resedrch community. Each of these
cagencies: has information needed by others; an -
1nformat10n systemuprov1des a means of collecting
it, analyzing it and disseminating it to those who
need it. Each can be kept in close communication
with the others, and information transferred by
voice, by teletype or computer to computer

In addltlon, the Natlonal Adv1sory Commission attributes the poten—
tial of such an 1ntegrated network of local, State and Federal
crlmlnal justice 1nformat10n systems to the follow1ng factors‘

e the urgency of the- NatlUu—“ierlme problem,

e g

'® the availability of computers and data processing equipment

: : and
In that context; the Comm1531on stressed the necesslty of developlng

® the emergence of highly skilled professipnals.l6
mlnlmum unlform standards for the exchange of data.

, Unstated in the Commission's recommendationsgi§ the assumption that .
es+Information to- be exchanged with other jut rsdlctlons o : |

“must however, meet minimum standards of content and o [
'format.' Furthermore, reporting Jurlsdlctlonsywust be : '
responsible for: updat1ng their portion of a common
information pool. Only that way can the files be kept'

current and complete and the systems not saturated w1th
~useless 1nformatlon.l

State and loCal criminal justice agencies agree that not only is

there a need to exchange data ‘among agenc1es ‘but that they are also
~w1111ng to do S0, :

1.1.4 Privacy and SeCurity'Requirements

However, the Pre51dent s Commlss1on was also cognlzant of the fact

No matter how sophlstlcated or technologlcally advanced a
that local and state crlmlnal Justlce agencles have the primary

_ “crlmlnal Justlce 1nformatlon system may be, there are a number of
respon31b111ty for pollce, courts, and correctlons throughout the

" problems commonly assoclated with the crlmlnal justice data
é ‘ o fUnlted States, - Therefore the Comm1551on stressed the need for '

collection process. For instance:

o 23

‘such 1ocal and. state agencles to tallor the development and

e . Records may contaln 1ncomp1ete or incorrect: information.
1mplementat10n of 1nfgrmatlon systems to the;r own requirements.

b B

® Informatlon may fall into the wrong hands and be used

to 1nt1m1date or embarrass.

® Informatlon may be retalned long after 1t has lost 1ts

usefulness and may serve only to harass ex—offenders, and

A
t
N

N

l%Challengetof‘Crime, p}h600,:

lSChallenge~of Crime, ps 6906,

1’_Z}Science andiTechnology, p;‘70,

lﬁCriminal'Justice Systems,sp;ISB.
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its mere ex1stence mayxrlmlnish an offender s belief in®
the poss1b111ty of redemption.lzf
Prior to the appllcation.of computers and communicatlon technology by
criminal Justlce agencies, the 1neff1c1enc1es 1nherent 1n manual
1f11es prov1ded a form of bullt—ln protectlon. Now, however, Whlle
data volume has decreased the usefulness of. manual flles, modern
__technology has, at the same: time, aggravated the problems regardlng
g the privacy and securlty of crlminal justice data by redu01ng such

°18
1nherent protectlons. 8

It has been suggested that laws and/or regulations regarding
the protection of privacy and security bekbased on three primary
policy assumptionS' k ‘ : ' f b

e first the standards must recognize that crlmlnal Justice

1nformat10n has the’ potential to 1nvade the . prlvacy of"
and otherw1se stlgmatlze andharm subJect 1nd1v1duals,v

) vsecond, the-subject s interest in regulatlng,crlmlnal

-justice information'must.be balanced against society's "
© interest in us1ng thlS information; and "‘ e
. third automated technology 1nev1tably must assume a

rlarr‘m role in the handllng of crlmlnal Justlce 1nformat10n.19

lZScience and Technology, p. 74+
18The terms prlvacy in: thlS context refers to the protectlon of the,
'1nterests of the 1nd1v1duals whose names. are malntalned 1n the files
of criminal Justlce information systems, while the term.' securlty
denotes ‘the measures taken to protect a criminal justice information
‘system and its contents from accidental or intentional intrusion
‘and/or damage. Science and Technology, pp. 74~ 77 Criminal Justice~
- Systems, pp. 114 118.

,lgSEARCH”Group,'lnc. Standards forlSecuritynand PrivacY”of %riminal
~Justice Informatlon, (Second Editlon), Technlcal Report No. 13
Sacramento CA, January 1978, p.x~ ) : , :

Y
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In‘response'to the perceived need to ensure the privacy and
securityﬁof'criminallhistory record information, particularly as -
maintained in‘computerized criminal justice information systems,’the
U.Se Department of Justice‘promulgated regulations related to this
problem in 1975, which were subsequently amended in 1976. This
development has been paralleled by the enactment of privacy and
securlty Taws by many 1nd1v1dual states to deal with the collectlon,
storage, retrleval, dissemination and use of criminal history record

information.

1.2 The Interchange of CHRI

Criminal histoxry record information (CHRT) documents' a criminal
defendant's formal‘contacts with the criminal justice system from the
time of arrest to flnal disposition (e.g., dlsmlssal conviction,
sentence, or: expiration of parole or probatlon) Traditionally,'b
CHRI has been used_by various crlmlnalfjustlce agencies (e.g,

prosecutors, sentencing judges and parole boards) in making decisions

- about individual offenders. CCH systems are intended to. functlon

as central repositories of CHRI, that 1s, they are intended to

broadly serve the ‘entire criminal: Justlce system by collectlng,

.,collatlng, maintalnlng and disseminating. CHRI. However, since an

1nd1v1dual's formal contact with the system can be terminated at

numerous case processing decision points controlled‘by various

crimlnal Justlce agencies, CCH systems must depend on those agencles

(e ey courts and. corrections) to forward d1spos1t10nal data to

malntaln a complete crlmlnal history record Since OBSCIS‘ SJIS

i
w’

fand PROMIS are de81gned to serve major components of the crlminal

Justice system, these systems are v1ewed as hav1ng the capac1ty to

contribute elements of CHRI -to CCH systems. leen thlS s1tuation

~and the recommendatlons of presidential comm1s51ons regarding the

i

e
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formatlon of 1ntegrated 1nformat10n networks, one would expect that'
these information systems would strlve to achleve 1nformat10n exchange
~(1 By 1nterface) In fact, some . form of system 1nterface would

seem to be requlred by recent federal regulatlons court dec1sions,

. 'and state 1aws and regulatlons Whlch mandate that’ crlmlnal hlstory

,records contaln full or complete dlsp051t10nal data from the tlme

of arrest through final tx1t from the crlmlnal JuStlce system.

- Obviously, the nature and extent of system interface ist“

expected to vary from one state to another, dependlng on several

~ factors 1nclud1ng. the length of 1nvolvement 1n automation,

prlorlty given to criminal justice information systems ‘and relatlon—

ships among agenc1es, both: horlzontal and vertlcal " These

';‘factors are reflected in characterlstlcs of each system 1n terms

of status of 1mplementat10n, range of system appllcatlons and
“mode ‘of operatlons exlstlng 4in each state., Consequently,,thls
report rev1ews the current operatlonal status of CCH OBSCIS
SJIS -and PROMIS systems as, well as the 1mpact of prlvacy and
‘securlty regulatlons in order to prov1de the. reader w1th an

understandlng of these factors..

2.0 INFORMATION COLLECTION

To address the obJectlves of this project and the pro- -

4grammat1c concerns of NCJISS, data for this- study were collected in

several stages. Flrst prOJect staff reviewed the development, history

and current status of- each system with the NCJISS 1nformat10n system

project monitors. This initial knowledge-gathering task was comple—
mented by a‘literature ‘review which focused‘primarily on documents

produced by those organizations (i.Ea, SEARCH Group, Inc., Institute for

’Lawland Social Research (INSLAW) and the National Center for State

. Courts) which have been inyolved in the conceptualization, development,

and monltorlng of CCH, OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS 20 ' These preparatory
tasks: enabled the progect staff: ' ‘ |

e  to gather the data requlred to 1dent1fy those states
and systems whlch would ‘be able to provide 1nformat10n

‘regardlng the current and potentlal status- of 1nterface

~and -

o to develop a framework for documenting System interface.

D1scuss1ons were held Wlth staff members of SEARCH Group, Inc.,

INSLAW and the Natlonal Center for State Courts. In addltlon to-
focusing on: system 1nterface, these dlscu551ons also explored other
k'toplcs. the 1nit1al and " current goals and obJectlves of each system,
’pprlvacy and securlty con51derat10ns, and the status of system develop—
*ment, 1mplementatlon and operation; Furthermore MITRE staff sought

“to gather addltlonal 1nformat10n whlch mlght be useful in 1dent1fy1ng

states and systems to be v131ted.

Flndlngs from these 1n1tial data gatherlng act1v1t1es can, be found
‘in:. Joseph C. Calpin, Lawrence G. Siegel and Burton Kreindel,
The Criminal Justice Information System Prqlect. An Overview of
Four Systems, WP-13560, The MITRE,Corporatlon,,November 16, 1978.

i
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 The final stage of data collection consisted of interviews with
state and,localwofficials in a selected sample of states.. These inter-—

views were concentrated on the status of interface among the systems

.vand‘Such'related factors as the impact of privacy and’securitY'regula— v o

, tions,and]the current operational status of the individual systems

themselves. The remainder of this chapter describes the site selection

criteria, the actual sample; the data sources, and the development

of a field survey instrument/tolguide data collection.

2.1  Site Visits to State and'Local CriminalkJﬁstice»InfOrmation

Systems ; . :
Much of the empirical data for this study was drawn from a sample

‘of state and iocal agencies with a wide range of implementation experi-

ences relevant to the objectives of this study. The selection of sites

‘was based on three crlterla.

e . the number of systems 1mplemented and operatlonal w1th1n
a state;
e the age of these systens, and
o’ the operatronal unlqueness of ‘one or more 1mplemented
systems in a state (e.g., the development and imple-
mentatlon of a statew1de PROMIS)
Addltlonally, the level of compliance With federal prlvacy and securlty

regulatlons was taken into con51deration when 1nformation on the degree

of compllance was avallable (e.g.s as indlcated by a previous assess—

ment) 21

- Table I'indicates the funding_Status.of'the four information .

SyStems~inkeach‘of the 50 states;‘kThis‘tablekrepreSentsfonlz an

21E. J. Albrlght, et al., Implementing the Federal Privacy and

‘Security Regulations, Volume s Finding and ‘Recommendations: of
‘an Eighteen State Assessment The MITRE Corporation, MTRr7704
"December 1977

g

TABLE I

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT AND/OR
IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTS
FUNDED BY LEAA*

State CCH 0BSCIS SJIS PROMIS
Alabama X X | X X
Alaska | k
Arizona X X X
Arkansag *% X X k X
California X X X
Colorado ' X
Connecticut X X X
Delaware X X X
Florida X X X X
Georgia X .X | X X
Hawaii X X X

" Idaho X ' X
Illinois X X
Indiana ‘ X
Iowa X X
d{ansas : X X
Kentuckyk' | fX
Louisiana X | X X
|- Maine X X X

ThlS table is based on’ 1nformat10n prov1ded to MITRE in

' November 1978

Wk s .
In Arkansas, the dec151on was made not to proceed w1th a

‘ computerized crimlnal hlstory system.;

ORTEN
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A PR o O | - TABLE I (Continued)  TABIE T (Comcluded) o

State | CCH | OBSCIS | SJIS | PROMIS “State ccn | omsezs. | s1is | oeowis

Maryland ‘Tennessee

Massachusetts | Texas TR S : o X

i R T R T

Michigan- Utah X Xeo :: X

P Pd e

- .| Minnesota Vermont S ﬁ SR : Lo 2 i

Mississippi | I 0 B R SR B R RO (SRR | Virginia | ¥ X

»
4

l;MiSSdufif : Wéshington» O RO : . o Lx
. | Montana . x| X -West Virginia | - X TS PRSI ' o

? _ Nebraska | ’ e | ‘Wiscomsin N X
i Nevada - X X o -

Wyoming' - X

t .} New Hampshire | o X 

e T SR L2 N

'é' e - New Jersey | X

New Mexico

BTN I U
b

f'New York = X "

TR RS S R v

 North Carolima| ~'X = | o X

VNdrth-Dakotav e e an v
Oklahoma ~ | x| ' e

RN A

SR

Coregn | | | x
| Pemsylvemta | x|l x| x| 0]
" §6ufh]CaﬁCiina' X o ._:,:k7  ‘ S T R

; & .
A e

RS e

‘South Dakota |
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1n1t1a1 estimate of the 1mplementation and operatlonal status of

each system and is based on LEAA grant dates and other information

”supplied by NCJISS, prOJect monitors ‘and national developers in late‘

1978. It was ant1c1pated that some - of thlS information would be
out of date or misleading. In some 1nstances, the 1nformationepro—
vided‘tO'MITRE‘did not specify Whether the expiration of federal
support resulted 1n the instltutionallzatlon or the termination of
a particular project. However, these data were the best available;
to the project Staffkat thekinception of the project. Aware of‘the‘
fact that some of the systems might not have been implemented as '
planned or might not even.be operationa15 the'status;of_each7system

to be-includedyin~the‘survey was verified prior to the site visits,

The first selection criterion focused on the number of systems

operating in a state. In order'to maximize'the value of the know-

ledge: gathering effort, 1t was dec1ded to visit states which had-at
least three of the systems operational Slte v151ts ‘to such states
were con51dered especially 1mportant since they could provide the
best opportunity for investlgating system 1nterface and its consequ-
enceés. for system development, 1mplementat10n ‘and utilization.~ In

additlon,kthe ex1stence of a CCH system was most critical in selec=

ting a state for a site v151t since this system represents the'"hu "

or,capstone of the,interface among crimlnaltjustice‘information sys=

tems -

" The second crlterion dealt with the length of time that the /ﬂ ‘

system had been. operational within a state,. In order to visit sys—

tems where the. users have ‘had. an opportunity to confront the 1ssues,

~of 1nterface, privacy and security regulations, and so on, a deci-

51on was made . to llmit the v1sits to systems operating for at least

one: year at the tlme of the start of this SULTVEV,

roee s

~The third" criterion focused on the- uniqueness of the implementa-

tlon 31tuat10n w1th1n a state., This- resulted in consrderatlon of

states where two or more of the systems were in the 1n1t1al stages of
operations, and/or states Whlch appeared to reflect future trends in the
the appllcatlon of - these systems (for example, Rhode Island where -

PROMIS has been 1mplemented as a state judicial 1nformat10n system)

The. results of applylng these selectlon criteria are presented
in Table II. As shown in this table, only three states--Florida,
Georgia, and Mlchigan——appeared to have all four systems operational
for at least. one year. These three states seemed to offer the best
potential for multi-system 1nterface. Furthermore; both Florida

and Georgla appeared to-represent a special‘situation-—the use of

PROMIS as a judicial information system. Ten states (or sites)

‘reportedly had three of the four 1nformat10n systems operational for

.at least one year.  One- of ‘these states, New Jersey, was descrlbed

.as 1mplement1ng PROMIS on a multl—county ba81s.

Wisconsin, Rhode Island and Utah were selected on the basis of
the ‘special situation criterlon. "PROMIS had been umplemented in

.Milwaukee,kW1sconsin, as .a comprehen51ve 1nformat10n system serv1ng

all components of ‘the local criminal Justlce system. In Rhode Island

"PROMIS had been- adapted to serve as the basis for SJIS. Utah was

‘reputed to have an excellent CCH system as well as the "bas1c-0BSCIS "

a transferable software package.
, A

In addltlon to these criteria, the prOJect staff sought to take

into con51derat10n a state s degree of canpliance with the federal

-T'Prlvacy and. securlty regulatlons. vUnfortunately,.an estimate of the

17
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‘extent to whlch states are in accord with these regulatlons was

of these
'i18 states, slx met one or more of this prOJect s three selectlon

allable for only 18 states and thus: less than- complete.22
crlterla.' Of these two were prev1ously rated hlgh in compllance,k

wh:Lle two recelved a medlum ratlng and two were Judged low./_

Recognlzlng that some of the 1nformat10n used to seléct the
sample mlght be 1naccurate or out—of daLe, prOJect personnel verlfled
and as necessary corrected the data and mod1f1ed the sample (see
Table IIT whlch 1s based on verlflcatlon of the data. contalned
»Table II) ThlS verlflcatlon found, for example that whmle the
"1State of Nevada was orlglnally reported as having three systems (CCH

OBSCIS ‘and PROMIS) CCH and OBSCIS had actually not been 1mplemented

- \Consequently, Nevada was not 1ncluded in the sample. In another

1nstance the State of Florlda ‘was 1n1t1ally 1dent1f1ed as hav1ng

[all four ystems“operatlonal however, PROMIS (an adaptatlon of a

system used in Mllwaukee Wlscons1n) was belng used as a. trial court

system rather than a prosecutor ‘s sys tem.> Some of these systems had

xprogressed further than the avallable data 1nd1cated for example,
feby the time prOJect personnel v131ted Alabama all four 1nformat10n

ﬁsystems had been operatlng for at least a year.

':2 2 Informatlon Collectlon Procedures

To fac111tate data collectlon prOJect staff developed two 1nter-b

'_v1ew guldellnes.23

One guldellne was used to dlrect 1nterv1ews w1th

Lthe system developers/lmplementers whlle the other guldellne was

“2:2-Ibid- o

3Coples of these

formatlon—collectlon guldellnes are. presented

inJ. Calpln,kB Krelndel
and Information Collectlon Guidellnes
*nCorporatlon January 5 1979

and L. Siegel, Site Selection Crlterlah

' f 19 ?}« s

WP-79100032, The WITRE
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i *Georg:ta 1 not currently twolved in the 8d

Arizona did not operationalize SJIS

utlllzed to structure 1nterv1ews w1th state and local level 1nforma—

tlon system 1mplementers/users.a

The two guldellnes con51sted of a.’

<.

o : e

serles of quest1ons problng varlous topics of 1nterest to thls study.

/ ot § RS

As may be etpected the degree of system 1nterface as well as:
the status of 1nd1v1dual systems dlffered from state ‘to stute and
there were var1at10ns withln a. state When/multfple JurlsdlcthHS'

‘were using a partlcular type of system. Local. needs and 1nterests

led to- dlfferent appllcatlons belng stressed in the 1nd1"1dual Jurls—

dlctlons.‘ Reconstructlon of system development hlstory was deflcult

in some cases because of personnel changes, people who were. orlglnally
'1nvolved w1th system development 1mp1ementat10n or opevatlon"had

51nte left the agenc1es.‘ The system descrlptlons presented in thisg

. report are ‘based on the best avallable 1nformat10n. It)ls“unav01dxk
able that the depth of coverage dlffers sllghtly from one summary

to the next.
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“of federal privacy and ‘gecurity regulatlons.24

3.0 SYSTEM OBSERVATIONS

As an 1ntegral part of the Interface PrOJect MITRE staff made

751te v131ts to 47 different crimlnal Justice 1n£ormation systems in

14 states. 12 ccH systems, 12 OBSCIS systems, 10 SJIS systems and

13 PROMIS systems (see Table IV for a 11st1ng of these systems by

state). During these visits, MITRE staff-met w1th the 'directors of

‘each system or their designated representatlves (see Appendix A

\\

Cfor a listing). S

In ‘addition. to rev1ew1ng the current status of interface among

~(or between) ‘the systems v151ted MITRE staff were able ‘to gather

information about the operational status of each system ‘and the 1mpact

The purpose of thlS

chapter is to present an analy31s and synthes1s of 1nformation

"gathered during the site visits forweach type of system. Interface

‘as well as privacy and: security will be discussed in the follow1ng
chapter. (See Appendices B through E for summaries ‘of the site
VlSltS ) Slnce visits could be made only to a limited number of

‘states; and simce site selection was in no sense random, 1o attempt

‘jis made. in this report to: generallze the results of the analy51s to

24Among *the 1tems of information which were most difficult to collect

‘were ‘estimates of the costs -of developing, implementlng, -and-opera-
“ting the systems.’ Often, this information was not’ ‘readily available -
“and/ot the sources ‘of funding were shared by the state and federal
‘government, ‘thus confounding reporting.
*fhe cost of an 1nformat10n ‘system might be spread out over several '
“departments (e. e, the central office of a correctional agency and
“1ts wariois ‘correctional fac1lit1es)

in trying ‘to determine the costs of privacy- -and security regulations:

‘and interface. The problems in these areas were’ exacerbated by

© o the- complex nature of these subJects. -

o

2

Even within the same agency,»

Similar problems%were dincurred

.':‘.'." A

sy e

TABLE IV

SITE VISITS

System
State CCH | OBSCIS - 8JIS PROMIS
Alabama X X B D¢ Montgomery County"
Arizona X X
California VX X San Diego and Los
Angeles Counties
Florida X X Modified PROMIS
“System Adapted
Georgia X X X Cobb County (Marietta)
Louisiana T R NS o New Orleans Parish
‘Michigan X "X X Wayne. . (Detroit) and
Kalamazoo Countles,
: ‘Multl—County PrOJect
Minnesota ' X X X
New Jersey X X X Multi-County Project
New Yorkk’ X X New York County and
' | Multi~County Project
Pennsylvania' 55 IRl EERD O e X 7 k

'Rhode‘ls1and'”

PROMIS Adapted

Utah.;
ol

x {.x | x

Salt Lake County -

Wiseconsin

Milwaukee County O

.'.,,23:




criminal“justice information systems Which‘were not included in the

_study. In addition, the problems d1scussed may, of course, not be of

equal 1mportance in the various Jurisdictlons.. Mbreover, it should

be noted that all part1c1pants volunteered to cooperate w1th the

progect staff in the 1nterv1ews. Whatever the 1mp11cat10ns of such - -
voluntary cooperation, there was, in addition, con51derable varlatlonv

in the system-related experlence of the 1nd1viduals 1nterv1ewed and,

therefore, ‘the- knowledge they could contribute to the study varied.

Thls varlatlon Was attrlbuted (among other factors) to turnover in

system personnel in the varlous Jurlsdlctlons.

3.1 The Computerlzed Crlmlnal Hlstory System (CCH)
3 1.1 Background

During the late 1960'3, members of the criminal justice

community perceived the need for a major 1mprovement in the ways

that crlmlnalvhlstory records were stored and retrleved.,~It was
believed that the use of computers could enable criminal justice
agencies tO'improue not only the accuracy and completeness of their

criminal'hiStory record information but also to disseminate CHRI more

'effectlvely and 1n a more tlmely manner.v”Consequently, state law en-

forcement off1c1als from a number of states sought funds from the Law

‘ Enforcement Ass1stance Adminlstration (LEAA) to operatlonally test the

fea51b111ty of exchanglng crlmlnal hlstory 1nformat10n using computer

‘and on-line teleprocessing technology As a result of “this 1nit1al
hwlmpetus, LEAA prov1ded seed money to six states to automate a llmlted

“‘,number of rap ‘sheets" and to. develop state—level computerlzed crlmlnal

hﬁetory 1nformat10n systems. Designated as a fea31billty test that

1n1t1al CCH program was placed under ‘the management aegls of a new

'organlzatlon (PrOJect SEARCH)

- [SSNIEIN > e e e A AR S o 5 5 - SR 5 9 RIS N, B 1 AT W i

3.1.1.1 Goals and‘Objectives.‘ ‘The overall goal of, the Com—

puterlzed Criminal History System (CCH) as developed by PrOJect
ShARCH was tov '‘enable states to interchange criminal hlstory infor—
matlon in a rapid, rellable and secure manner. w25 As orlglnally

concelved in 1970 by Project SEARCH (whlch later became SEARCH Group,

Inc.) each state would establish its own CCH file containing the

criminal records of offenders in that state, while a central com-

puter, accessible from other states, would maintain an index of

© abbreviated summary data on offenders from all 50 states,

Within- the general context of a fea51b111ty test CCH had two

goals: 2%

e to create automated repositories in the several states
containing'detailed‘rap'sheet information as the basis of a

system for exchanging criminal hlstory 1nformatlon among

the states, and

® to develop a central index for use by the participating
states containing summary criminal identification data (to

be malntalned, at least initially, by the State of Mlchlgan)

Addltlonally, the CCH program was des1gned to address the fol~
low1ng ‘specific obJectlves.

e to 1mprove the quality and  accuracy of rap sheets,

° -to'improveEthe.speed and timeliness of the exchange of

criminal history information across state boundaries and

25.

Law Enforcement A~31stance Admlnlstratlon Guideline Manual:
Comprehensive Data Systems Program, U S. Department of Justlce,
April 27 1976, pp 23-33.

26LEAA Guideline Mahual : Comprehen81ve Data Systems Program, pp.
23~ 24 LEAA/NCGJISS, Program Plan for Statistics 1977- -8l, p. 4l;

LEAA, Guide for Discretionary Grant Programs, U.S. Department of
‘Justlce, December 21 1977, p.-89
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:p"to overcome the problems posed.for manual information .
: systems by large data volume. : P

To achieve these ends; CCH was conceptualized as both an’ 1ntra—state
and an 1nter—state system, Accordingly, the developers speclfled the
data elements canprlsing the bas1c ‘CCH files, delineated the flow of »
1nformat10n from local authorities to state: agenc1es, ‘and specified the
protocol for inquiry and exchange among states.k System 1mplementers
and users in each state had to deal with the task of developing most of

the software packagesineeded to process, analyze and maintain the CCH
data.. k |

fParticipation in the:Project SEARCH~CCH feasibility test program
grew from the 1n1t1al six states to ten states, then to fifteen and

finally twenty states.

3.1.1. 2 Descrlption of the Initial CCH System Model . CCH was -
1n1t1ally designed to operate as follows After an alleged offender"

was arrested in a part1c1pat1ng state, state—level law enforcemenr

agencies would use a computer termlnal to 1mmediately query the

, central“lndex malntained in Michigan to ascertaln whether the

1nd1v1dual had a crlminal record on flle in another CCH state or1u

states. Any pos1t1ve fesponse to the 1nqu1ry would, however be

' consldered tentative and p031t1ve 1dent1f1cat10n of ‘the. arrestee

would awalt ‘the sending of a fac51mlle of the flnger-prlnt card.‘
buch p051t1ve 1dent1f1cat10n was. a significanturequirement of CCH to'ﬁ

remove the p0531billty of error in the attribution of a criminal -

: history record. If the response from the central index indicated ak

"hit,” the state agency orlglnating the request would recelve a

summary rap sheet containing 1dent1f1cat10n 1nformatlon (including

~the offender s. name aliases and CCH 1dent1f1cation number) and a oy .

list of those states maintaining a detailed ccriminal hlstory record

on theroffender. The state agency orlginatlng the criminal hlstory

126

et e i

e et o

e e o e e

. CCH as a part of 1ts National Crime Informatlon Center (NCIC)

.1ndex) be established as a part of. the NCIC.

,information request'could then query the state(s) maintaining the
detailed record(s) onithe,offender in'question, specifying the
purpose(s) of the inquiry. Based on the'specified need(s), he
state(s) controlllng the records would, in ‘turn, decide whether or
not to honor: the request and could forward the detalled rap sheet
bytelectronlc means to,the.requestlng state.

gt

i
i

'After‘theefeaSibility;test‘had achieved suécessful results, the
participating states requested that 'LEAA establish a national CCH

program and that a national index be set up.

3.1.1.3 CCH Re-Direction, In'l97l, however,~following a deci-

sion byvthe Attorney General, the Federal Bureau of Identification

(FBI) was given the management respon51b111ty for. the operatlon of

" Shortly
thereafter, 1ntra—state CCH. developmenﬂ became an element, together with

0BTS (0ffender Based Transaction Statlstlcs) of LhAA's Conprehen—

sive Data Systems (LDS) Program‘whlch has the objective of develop-'
ing state—level capac1ty in the area of criminal Justlce statistics
and 1nformat10n.28 ;

Exercising~its responsibility under the Attorney General"
direction, the FBI altered the ba51c structure of “the ex1st1ng CCH
system and required that a national rep051tory (as opposed to an

Under thlS structure
the states would malntain complete 51ngle state offender records .

“27

28

'NCIC Advisory Policy Board, National CrimenInfOrmationnCenter‘l
(NCIC) Computerized Criminal History Program Background, Concept
and Policy, September 20, 1972, p. 2; NCIC Advisory Pollcy Board,
“Computerized Criminal History Program Background Concept and
Policy October 1976, p._30._

LEAA, Gu1de11ne Manual : Comprehensive Data~Systems’Program,f“~
pp. 22—23 e 2 oYSEEMS SIOBTSE,




whlle the NCIC flle would contain only summary data on those offend—~
ers. However NCIC -would contain complete records on. multl—state~"

and federal offenders.29

The'purposes of this data centralization were threefold:sO‘ L L
e to decrease the costs to malntaln and utilize crlmlnal
‘history 1nformat10n over the long run,
- '@ to contend with increasing crlminal mobility and
recidivism and . - .

e to coordinate 50 state systems.:

As a result of that change in structure,jthEre~would‘be'dupli—
cation of automated criminal history records.’with’the”result that

'detalled rap sheets would be malntalned at both the state and natlonal

l:levels. Thls dupllcatlon of CHRI was v1ewed by ‘state off1c1als as

unjustifled and economlcally'wasteful.” Consequently, only a few'

states were willing to part1c1pate in the new natlonal NCIC program

and the PrOJect SEARCH organlzatlon w1thdrew.,

States carn, however, contlnue LEAA supported 1ntra-state CCH

programs under CDS, while declinlng to partlcipate in the NCIC

pcentrallzed program.

3.1, 2, Observatlons S ,~;"'h”.,“‘

Durlng the Interface Progect METRE staff v1s;ted 12 CCH. 51tes.

kThe follow1ng observatlons result from dlscu331ons w1th system mana—'
gers or thelr representatlves., See Appendlx B for ‘a brlef summary

. of these v151ts.r,,”

Wl

29Elmer B. Staats, Comptroller General of the United States,;»v

. Letter to Senator Sam. J Erv1n, Jr., March 1, 1974, p. 4y

30NLIL Pollcy Board, p. 30. =

3.1.2.1 Goals and Objectives.‘ Among the CCH systems

visited, there was variation in the extent to which these systems
adhered to the goal of providing "full" Criminal History Record

Information (CHRI) on-line. Some states have developed afmulti-level

kapproach,tolthe dissemination of CHRI using different modes of,delivery.

Iypically. only summaries of an offender's‘criminal history record

are available on-line. The completeness of the summaries varies

according to the amount and type of data reported. These summary

‘reports are available to system,uSers on-line while complete criminal

history reports are disseminated through the mail.

. » i - = . o B . .
California, for example, entered into CCH development with the.

goal of providing«law_enforcement agencies with on-line; real-time

retrieval of criminal‘histories. In1t1ally, ‘the system was to -

'prov1de full crlmlnal hlstorlas on-line, This obJectlve is no

longer followed,~however. Currently, the automated criminal history
has three parts:' the Personal Data Record (PDR) whlch contalns iden-
tlfylng data, the crime summary and the complete and sometlmes
lengthy body of the crimlnal hlstory.

In Callfornla, a fleld agency inqulrlng 1nto the system has a

choice of responses. It can routlnely recelve within 20-30 seconds

_on its local terminal, a combination of the personal data record

the crime’summary!andfthe-full“detail of,the last arrest cycle.

ﬁ“Where computer?to—computer interfaCes'eXist,‘or in emergency'situ-
'dbatlons, the entlre automated crlmlnal history can be prlnted out on
"the local termlnal ThlS is not routlnely done however because of.
‘d: the large amount of data usually contalned in an entire record and
' the relatlvely slow prlntlng capac1ty of 1ocal termlnals.f Normally;v
when a request for an entlre rap ‘sheet is recelved from a local

B termlnal it is acknowledged the PDR and crime summary are prlnted

i
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out‘locélly, and the entite criminal history;is printed at the

central cite, in a batch mode at'eight+hour intervals,:forfmailrng.

lhe State of New Jersey has adopted a 81m11ar approach.’ Tts CCH

: S e 1ndex
; o system consists of two’ components" an automated mdster ian

) ' riminal hi - ter
record and computeriZed’crimlnal hlstory flJes. The on 11ne mas
n
“name index is a separate file which permlts the ‘user to access. any

summary record: or conv1ct10n record in the file using the State

Bureau of Identlflcatlon number., There are three dlﬁferent types‘of

records avallable usrng the on—-line termlnals-’

® CCH Summary. Record —- subject's identification data, total
arrests reported; number and types “of chargeS' 1nd1cat10n of
 whether the subject has ever‘been convicted, by charges,
'1nd1cat10n of whether the subjectfhas,recelvedra’conditronal
discharge; last reported arrest’including date, agency, and
case’ number, 1nter1m dlsp051t10n status- and the last h
k custody status reported.
VCCH Record of Conviction —- subject s 1dent1flcatlon data
é ' 1nclud1ng court 1dent1f1cat10n, date of ‘conviction and
é | sanction 1mposed (e.g., conflnement term, court tlne and

¥

term of probatlon) ”
LCH Record of Arrest == subject s identlflcatlon data and 5
arrestlng agency data including 1dentif1er, date of arrest

and statute c1tat10n.,

'é‘ P | *k' L Off—llne a user may. request what is termed the CCH "Detalledu
'€,>r - v'klﬁecord " This record provides all the arrest and post—conv1ct10n
e o dlSprltion data which wsre hlstorically recorded dn’ the old- manual
flles. In addltlon, the subject s complete 1dent1f1cat10n datapls

: rncluded along. w1th 1nter1m dlsposition data.;;y

A
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However, in Pennsylvania,sthe State Pollce recently declded to

limit CCH automation to the developinent of a Master Name Index. This

. flle would contaln only the name and limited 1dent1f1cat10n—related

data of all 1nd1v1duals Processed by the criminal’justice system in

Pennsylvanla. It would alsc specify the data of latest arrest and

whether the - 1nd1v1dual should be considered dangerous. The basic

. obJectlve underlylng the development of this 11m1ted flle in ' place

of- the full CCH computer record is twofold

e to prov1de the capablllty for 1dent1fy1ng offenders

and

° to 1mprove the speed of transmlttlng rellable data to

offlcers on the Street: concernlng suspects.

3.1.2.2 »InfOrmation ReQuirements; Although the LCH de81gn

concept was based in part on the premlse that ali crlmlnalljustice
agencies need crlmlnal hlstory record 1nformat10n, the prlmary
emphasis of the system Sseems to have been meetlng ‘the need of pol1ce
agencies for the rap1d retrleval of the full criminal hlstorles of
suSpects through onrllne access to a computerlzed data base.~“lt
should be noted, however, that off1c1als involved with GCH systems
have 1nd1cated that the prlmary users of CHRI are not-the law en—;
forcement organlzatlons but rather the courts and correctlons agencles

(for sentenc1ng, clas51ficat10n and parole) ; Although the police do

"prov1de the 1n1t1al offender data (e.g., arrest report and. flnger—

prlnts) to CCH systens further CHRI transactlon data are produced‘

jas a result of dec151ons by others 1n ‘the crlmlnal Justlce system

(e g., prosecutors, Judges and parole boards)

7 CCH- off1c1als p01nted out‘that the need for CHRI may. also vary
from dec1s1on p01nt to dec1sion p01nt across the crlmlnal Justlce
process. For example, pollce officers may not need the same type

and‘amount~of CHRI presented to a Judge at sentenc1ng. -The needed ~

3‘1'
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response‘time may also vary from agency to agency dependlngvon‘ *

partlcular user . dec151on 1nvolved.

’ stin
23,1423 Conver51on of Manual Flles.v The convers1on of exi g

o 1nto a
“anual eriminal hlstory flles into a form suitable for entry
fut
rocedure.
CCH data base has proved to be a cosLly and tlme consumlng P

one .

cords were
'termlnate the process before a suff1c1ent number of re

e is now
converted. Generally, a modlfled conver51on procedur

‘ tablished,
followed in.those states soO that when a new CCH: record 1s esta

utomated
ex1st1ng manual records are converted to becane part of the a

s
Cwith a CCH must malntaln the bulk of thelr ex1st1ng manual flles a

well as malntainlng the canputerlzed files.k

Alabama, for example,yls one of the states which has'addpted
this staglng procéess of manual record convers1on. Alabama s Crlminal
Justice Informatlon Center " (CJIC) began 1ts development of a CCH system
by mnplenentlng a naster name index. Each new arrest. With approprlate'
1dent1f1cat10n data and offense 1nformat10n is entered 1nto the system.
“GJIS is not engaged in an effort to convert all of its manual CHRI
flles. However, if the offender has a prlor record ‘the manual flles
are converted Any type of "hlt" 1n terms of 1dent1fy1ng a prior
‘offender; will also trlgger record convers1on, as will any request’

for the crlmlnal record of a Drevious offender.

&

3 1. 2 4 Organlzatlonal Responsibillty for the CCH System. The B

type of agency respons1ble for each CCH system v1sited varled from
state to state. In nlne states, the . system was controlled by a 1aw
enforcement agency (e g., Mlchlgan and New Jersey, he State Police' |
Callfornla, the: Department of Justlce, and Mlnnesota, the Departmentt

of Public Safety)» In two states, the CCH system was uﬂder the
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;thelr contlnued operatlon and malntenance.

1the state law enforcement program.

aeg1s of a non-law enforcement agency (1 e., in Lou1s1ana the

,Lou1s1ana Commlss10n on Law Enforcement' in New York, the D1v1s1on

of Crlmlnal Justlce Serv1ces) Flnally, one state (Alabama) has

establlshed an 1ndependent organlzatlon to serve as the central,

repository of CHRI. Many of the individuals. ‘interviewed who were

involved with SJIS and OBSCIS were of the opinion that the locus of
the- CCH system 1nfluenced the current 'and potentlal status of 1nter—
face._ They felt‘that,pollce responsibility for CCH had a negatlve,.

influence in that the other'components of the criminal justice'system

had little or no opportunlty to participate in. the plannlng and control

of the system.

3. l 2.5 Control of Computer Facilities.
v151ted

In some of the states
“the agency respons1ble for the CCH system has its own

(1 e., dedicated) computer fac111t1es (e g+, New York and Callfornla)
However, in other states (e. g., Georgia and Utah) the CCH computer
fac111t1es are controlled by a separate state agency whlch serves.

as a central data process1ng department for a varlety of state—level

agenc1es. As only one of the many. state agenc1es served by such a

fac111ty, CCH has not recelved the priority attentlon requlred for

effectlve law enforcement and crlmlnal Justlce actlvities, accordlng

to. cCH management in such states., In add1t10n, the personnel a551gned

by the state data process1ng center for appllcatlons programmlng

~or system modlflcatlon ‘may not have: suff1c1ent capablllty to accom*

pllsh the needed work effectlvely and: their efforts often result in

‘costly charges to the agency respon51ble for CCH.

[

3 l 2.6 System Instltutlonallzatlon. The/operatlng CCH

fsystems are relylng, for the most part, on state funds for

In these states, adequate

-state. budget prov1s1ons have been made for CCH nperatlon as’a part of

The 1ncrea51ng pressure on -

&3
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' the exchange. of 1nformation Wlthln a state.:

restralnlng state revenue growth is ‘seen by some ccH managers as a

poterntial impediment to contlnued system 1nst1tut10nallzat10n.

L3, l 2.7 Partlcipatlon in hCIC/CCH.l The'3cope of the‘Interfacet

Progect was “confined to an examlnatlon of the current status of

The prOJect was there=

fore not intended to assess the current status of 1nterstate system

‘ 1ﬁterface — spec1f1cally, the exchange ‘of CHRI between state CCH-

systems and the NCIG/CCH program of the FBI. However, durlng dis—

daions with CCH system managers or their representatlves, some com—

cu

ients were made regardlng the interstate aspects of the 'CCH program.

Among the 12 gtates visgited, there was varlatlon in the degree to

which states part1c1pated in the NCIC/CCH program.‘ For example,

 New York and Pennsylvanla ‘do mnot part1c1pate in the program while’

Georgla has a form of llmlted part1c1pat10n'
contalned in the NCIC/CCH system but ‘o

Utah 1s currcntly post—‘

Florida and Minnesota do.
in that it aCCessesvthe data
does 1ot contrlbute records to that system.,

ponlng con51deratlon of a dec151on to part1c1pate untll the re

, of the future of the NCIC/CCH program.

e

Several CCH system managers d1d 1nd1cate some dlssatlsfactlon

w1th the current 1nterstate system. They indicated a preference for

the early SEARCH model (i.e., some form of centrallzed po:nter 1ndex

fans

system referrlng the - 1nqu1r1ng agency "to" the state CCH.system main= =
talnlng the sought after CHRI) on- the ba81s that the present system,
resulted in the duplicatlon of CHRI which‘was economically wasteful
k’and unJustlfled Comments made by CCH. system'managers 1ndicate that‘
”thelr respectlve programs w1ll contlnue to serve the intra—state needs

of loeal and state criminal justice agenc1es regardless of the future

course of the NCIC/CCH programs.~' “ e '*i'g_ g“ T

solutlony:

3.1.2.8 Future'Plans. Among the CCH systems Whlch possess

their Oownl computer fac1l1t1es prlmary attentlon was glven to plan— !

ning enhancements to take advantage of new technlcal advancements

durlng an era. of dimited budgets Agencies with non- dedicated

~systems 1nd1cated some interest in obtaining their own fac111t1es

but were also faced w1th llmlted budgets. = All agenc1es were con-

cerned with the cost of 1mp1ement1ng federal prlvacy and securlty
fregulatlons partlcularly the requirements Tor complete CHRI. In
one state (Pennsylvania), future planning focused on the development

of only a Master Name Index backed by manuals flles

A "

3.2 The Offender—Based State Correctlons Informatlon System (OBSFIS)
3.2.1 Background ‘ ' ‘
‘OBSCIS was 1aunched in 1974 When correctlons off1c1al from :
ten states convened a meetln* w1th representatlves from Progect SEARCH
to dlscuss the possibllity of bulldlng an automated data system to
address-both national and state—level correctlonal 1nformat10n needs
Th,s meetlng and subsequent Work focused on attempts to: ldentlfy com;
mon, high prlority 1nformat10n needs of corrections agency managers
and the development of a modular system concept to prov1de correc-
tlonal data for state and natlonal reportlng requlrements. As a
-consequence, LEAA began funding the OBSCIS program in the ten states.~
‘Partlclpat ion 1n that program has since lncreased steadlly. The '
4jor1g1nal ten states were JOlned by eight more in 1975 76 w1th member—
sh1p in this LEAArfunded program grow1ng to twenty-three states 1n

- 1976-77 and now 1nclud1ng over thlrty ststes and the District of
 Columbia.. R ‘
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3. 2 1.1 Goals and ObjectiVes. OBSCIS was des1gned to achieve
31 : R
three primary goals.f These goals are: .
e  to pr0v1de data neéded to satlsfy the nationaluv
reporting requlrements of National Prisoner
Statistics (NPS) and Uniform Parole Reports (UPR),
s to prov1de timely'and accurate corrections data
to ‘state offlc1als for operational and management
dec151onmak1ng and
& to provide correctional data for the state—level
" GCH system. . -

» i ic
Withln this general context, OBSCIS has the four following spec1
ob3ect1Ves.

e to provide inmate population and movement StatlSthS,,
e to provide data regardlng inmates partlcipating in
rehabllitatlon and other programs,
' to use these data 6" evaluate inmate progress and
‘program impact and . \
i to use these data to make prOJectlons concerning funding,’v
faCilities and personnel needs.
ram
3.2.1. 2 Description of the System Model Under the OBSCIS prog s

ent an
‘as originally conceived each state was to independently 1mplem

that
;OBSCIS system tailored to its- own needs, but Wlth ‘a requlrement
‘ ents
eadh system would conform to a standard model w1th core data elem

k titution
and eioht application areas (adm1851on,’assessment ins 5 .
' s parole ‘mcvement status, legal status, management and research -an
i 3 Iy :

5§ b
i

3 s Inrormation
' 31 OBSCIS. Offender Based Corrections
v Lammers
gllizm? Proceedings of the Third Tnternational Search Symposiim on
‘CZiminal Justice Information: and Statistics Systems, SEARCH Group,

g ijnc., 1976, ps 327.

R4

| ‘ ide L5 Grant Programs,v
: 32U S, Department of Justlce, Gulde for D1scret10nary . |

MASOO 1F, December 21 1977 p. 59
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national reporting). . Over the past several years, thlS implementa—

tion strategy has changed not only in response to spec1f1c capabili-
ties and needs of the States, but also as a consequence of the devel-

opment of minl-computer technology. This new strategy involves the

‘"transfer of OBSCIS software from state to state. Taking proven

programs from operational state systems, SEARCH Group, Inc. (SGI),
developed a "basic" OBSCIS software package consisting of only

three applicationS' administratlon,vmovement and national reporting.

In transferring this software to a new state, SGI staff provides a
broad range of training and advisory services (e.g., pointing out
potential problems in its implementation, making suggestions concern-
ing the acqulsltlon of hardware, and assisting in development planning).

The mosr obv1ous advantage of the transfer of packaged software is to

reduce the time and cost of 1mplementation.‘

3.2.2 Observations

The following observations are the result of discu551ons between
MITRE staff and OBSCIS system managers or their representatives in

12 states. For a brief summary‘of these discussions see Appendlx c.

3.2.2.1 Goals and Objectlves.

Although as noted above a number

of overall goals have been pos1ted for- OBSCIS the systems visited

during thlS nrOJect were, in fact, primarily geared to meet 1nternal

management or operational 1nformat10n needs of corrections adminis-

tration. Any externally 1mposed data reportlng requirements were,

cons1dered secondary or not belng met. It is readlly understandable

why this has occurred when one con31ders the rationale given by

corrections off1c1als for 1mplement1ng OBSCIS For example, in Alabama,

‘corrections officials were faced w1th the problem of managing a
jcomplex system and felt that OBSCIS could help them do a better

Job and at the same time, reduce costs by eliminating personnel

‘who prev1ously performed manual tasks whlch could ‘be automated
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éb L hi : ‘offéctional'officiaieywanfEd tobdevelOP a method Which ’ . L E : The independent development of a corrections information system in -

: ~ Furthermore, cor: : ‘ . : ' : : ' 3 . . . e . .

N i, Lac ’ff' i release dates quickly andhaccurately in order to 7 E California resulted in a system which is similar to the OBSCIS model.
: calculated offer : i . ‘ . X .

L : . i mandated that it be done W1th1n 30 days k ‘ i However, the correct1onal management 1nformat10n system in New York

: con orm oas ' : i

: _ v ¢ ~ is not considered by corrections officials to be "OBSCIS" for there

: ta. the correctlons 1nfor ; 2

0 of each inmate's incarceration. In Minnesota,

t has greatly expanded the initial OBSCIS model by providing are actually several different systems being. tied together, although
mation system

« I the t "OBSCIS" u orm of convenient "short-hand."
dallv and monthly reports in a correctlonal env1ronment Where Pre' o , & n SIm . OSC w2 fisediag 3 f te i

viously there have been no reports available for operatlonal‘use. . 7 The Correctional Management Informatlon System. (CMIS) of the New York
, : : i State Division of Correctlonal Services does collect all core data

Therefappeafé to be‘increasing'emphasis on ﬁsing correctionaly‘ | ~elements and a variety of  the optional data elements recommended by | |

information systems to provide operational‘suPPOft tq the gorrectional SEARCH Group, Inc.‘ In New Jersey, the correctional information system , .

‘ ; S Sl g T ﬁ consists. of three separate data Processing systems: the Admissions
o g e - 5 dncluding such tasks as visitor control. In
facilities themselves, 1nc ; v S = R

: , i "ority fas basd given to the support of the operations and Movement System which tracks offenders in the institutions; the
-Minnesotd, pri & o : ’ ,

T st it KRR
PR DRI ¥ "

LD
CERE e e e R

, ‘ : ; v Parole Caseload Transaction System whlch tracts offenders on parole;
of t vt iliti o D tional tasks OBSCIS per-
of the correction facilities. Among»the operat ’

B . N . L - ] o o & ' ‘ :

for offenders 1ncarcerated undexr the m1n1mum/max1mum provisions of the :

[ R

. . . e g s ant of in 1ls.
; ‘ 354 CES e i i ons and the assignment of inmates to ce
! of visitors to the instituti k Selen o : criminal code. It is planned to 1ntegrate all the systems under the

RS A Tam dobr v et
SRR

the ba31c OBSCIS model developed by SEARCH Group, Inc.; however, the
’ natlonal reportlng and research has recelved relatlvely low prlority

operatlonal system in the Department of Offender Rehabilitation (DOOR)
t requlrements.
“dn relatlon to support of corrections managemen

. : . . IR o : does” not itself strlctly adher to the OBSCIS model.  DOOR uses as a-

-

‘ 9.0 m : ‘t kf‘OBSCIS Implementation ‘ There was con31derable' : U T R : foundation an already ex151t1ng correctlons information system because
3.2, xtent o ‘ . : , ‘ o

h tent to which the states 1mp1emented the OBSCIS of constralnts 1moosed by the centralization of computetr. facilities
varlatlon in the ex en

dul On th one hand, there is Alabama where ‘the OBSCIS data . o : L S5 under the control of the Department of Administrative Serv1ces.;
modu es.~ n the ‘ ‘ ' i

base contains a Wlde range of 1nformat10n 1tems, ‘and all e1ght

appllcatlon modules recommended by SEARCH Group, Inc., are operatlve. 3.2. 2 3 Level of Utlllzatlon. Some of the correctlonal agenc1es

All data elements from the core. level to the optlonal level are (e-g., New York, New Jersey and Alabama) visited during this prOJect

ava1lable and a program has been developed for nat10na1 reporting are comprlsed of several correctlons faCllltleS (i. e,

prlsons) having
dlfferent levels of inmate securlty as well as a central'offlce of

In contrast ‘Arizona has- chosen to 1mplement and use only the Research
‘ administration.

k For the most part, OBSCIS systems have been implemented

he system. o
d Plannin Module and has a531gned 1ow prlorlty to t , k
an ¢ ‘ ' ‘ - ' © to meet the needs of the "central offlce " However,

,i'

some agenc1es

S » tates have developed a computerlzed correctlons 1nformat10n,‘v are attemptlna to expand the use’ of OBSCIS to correctlonal fac1l1t1es
ome g ‘

ystem prlor to, or parallel w1th the emergence of the OBSCIS model

i
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where the system can support operational tasks such as visitor control

and the assignment of inmates to cells.

P

1n Michigan, a mini-computer has been installed at the Department

of Corrections to serve as the hub of a "new" system and to house
the OBSCIS master data file. Later, mini-computers will also be
placed in three of the 11 state correctional institutions. Linked

to the main mini-computer, these regional computers will maintain data

bases pertinent to their particular geographical area. The result will

be a split data base with some overlap serving the needs,of‘the system

users at both the institutions and at the administrative offices.

3.2.2.4 Expansion Beyond the State—Level Correctional~Systems.

In addition to serving the administration of state corrections fac-
ilities, OBSCIS has been expanded in some instances to meet"the infor-
mation needs of'probation and /ot parole. Moreover; several’states
have also indicated that there 'is a need to develop integrated ' V
information systems to include local or county'corrections agencies.
This will be a pos1trve trend from the ‘point of v1ew of improv1ng the

completeness and pimeliness of correctlonal records.

In Alabama, a prObation,and'parole tracking'system has already
been de51gned OBSCIS. in Florida is used to track Offenders“on pro-
bation,  Similar developments have been planned in Pennsylvania,
where OBSCIS, 1n addition to supporting the Bureau of Correctlons, is
be1ng des1gned to ‘assist the Board of Probation and Parole to: ‘

of‘lmprove management by prov1d1ng pertlnent 1nformat10n

in a timely manner, ,

‘& provide concise data, 1nclud1ng a Welghtlng scheme to

estimate the probablllty of rec1d1v1sm, 4in the form

',of a summary report for probation and parole hearlngs,

4
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e keep track of and maintain a balanced case mix of
probation and parole case workers; and ‘
e record and maintain an up—to—date accounting of

referrals to and costs incurred from the Welfare Department.

In addition to this greater emphasis on serving the needs of

_probation and parole officials, Pennsylvania is planning to include

local-level institutions in-the OBSCIS data collection system. Given
the number of local, autonomous correctional facilities, it is felt -
that ‘this step is necessary in order to meet the basic management

and administrative needs of corrections officials at the state-level,

3.2.2.5 Conversion of Manual Files.: Like CCH system operators,

OBSCIS system managers (partlcu]arly in large correctional systems)
are faced w1th the problem of manual record conver81on. In general
OBSCIS systems operate 1n parallel with manual file systems contalnlng

records of 1nmates, both past and-present, - The problem of conversion

‘is exacerbated when OBSCIS 1is also responsible for tracking offenders

on probation or parole. There are a number of approaches being taken

to record conversion{; One approach involves the conversion of all

records for all 1nmates currently in custory. One mlght however,

~choose to convert only llmlted portions of each 1nmate s record Or

the convers1on of elther an inmate's entire record or of only selected

tportions thereof mlght be performed only after some key event (e. gy

'a d1sc1pllnary 1nfract10n) Flnally, OBSCIS managers could declde to

malntaln all ex1s1t1ng manual records and . track only newly commltted

‘.1nmates.

- In Alabama, ba31c 1nformat10ncregard1ng each 1nmate is gathered
upon hlS or her entry 1nto the correctlonal system. For those in-

mates 1ncarcerated prlor ‘to the 1mplementat10n of OBSCIS " conversion

of manual records occurs if a dlsc1p11nary reporr is wrltten on those »

) -
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: : individuals. As time and financial constraints permit, further con- state support is llkely after the termlnatlon of such federal funding

version will be undertaken. .~ v A ; S , ‘ support.

In New Jersey, record convers1on focused’ on the admission and State support for the OBSCIS systems v1s1ted would seem to stem

sequently converted to make the records more complete.) - the system as implemented will provide primarily managerial and | 5

operational support to the "central office"

3.2.2.6 Control Of(Computer Facilities. In several ot,the states of the Department of

; movement flles. The effort began with an lnstltutlonal survey conduct— | . ‘from a belief that these 1nformat10n systems are, in fact, supplying
~ed in 1976 Whlch concentrated on’ gathering the name, residency and iden- R ' a real service to corrections. Consequently, system emphasis seems

: tification number of all inmates confined at that time. The results were k to be placed at the state level on the use of OBSCIS to meet the man-
? :matched against prior records and a new inmate's file‘was’produced. All S agerlal and operatlonal needs of correctlons systems. The evolution

? new admissions‘have been entéred«inloBSClS from 1976~onwarda‘and all in- S Sk : of OBSCIS planning in New Jersey provides an example. While the orig-
; mate movements, from 1977. (ALl movements from 1976 to 1977 were sub- ' ’ inal “plan for the New Jersey OBSCIS emphasized research and statistics,

Corrections and to the various correctional facilities.

Secondary ’ o
emphasis will be accorded Lo research.,

visited (e g;,‘New’York 'Utah‘ Arizona and Wisconsin), the computer
This change in focus has been ‘
prompted by the day-to-daY‘rGQulrements of the Department of - ;

Corrections. ' ' : : : e k i

fac1llt1es supportlng OBSCIS were controlled by agencies other than
'; the state correctlonal organlzatlon. In those states, there are.
,complalnts that the proce551ng of data for ‘the department of correc—
: o tions recelves low prlorlty. In a. time of budgetary cutbacks, the

3.2.2.8 The Transfer of a "Packaged" System. As noted -above,

at the natlonal level there is a movement to transfer the

typlcal response to such complalnts is to questlon whether a state

il
can afford a computer fac1llty solely to support OBSCIS ’ ’ v basic-0BSCIS" ;
g . _ . : ‘ ’ : | g ‘ system to states seeklng to 1mplement a correctional informati

ion system. ’
The "ba31c-OBSCIS"

3. é 2.7 lInstitutionalization. As mlght be expected the 1nst1— system is ‘a limited software package comprlsed of : f

; ' B | tutlonallzatlon of OBSCIS varies from state to state. Any attempt c 3 Lo ‘ three appllcatlons- adm1331°ns’ movement and national reportlng | ‘ ;
: j to quantlfy the degree of 1nst1tut10nallzatlon is made dlfflcult by a E o , R . rhe transfer of already developed software packages is viewed as not
?f 'number of factors 1nc1ud1ng the mlxture of fundlng sources used for i :;’._’7 : ' ‘ only more economlcal but also a more EffECthe way. of 1mplement1ng

Ca correctlonal 1nformat10n system than the 1ndependent development of £

such systems on a state-by~-state ba51s.h

system support and. the fact that "what OBSCIS is" generally varles
L not only from the natlonal model but: among the OBSCIS states’ v151ted.; The use of such. "packaged”'

fsystems may also facilitate the achlevement of some unlformlty among

In those states where OBSCIS systems have been developed 1mplemented

states for the urposes of natlonal r
and are operatlonal the state has often taken over support of the : el eportlng

system when federal funds have been depleted as 1n Alabama,

In one state visited, Utah. th
Mlnnesota and New York In states where federal funds are Stlll X DlVl51on Of CorrECLlonS i o

‘rently plannlng to transfer the "ba81c OBSCIS"‘system software now in

the prlmary source of support, system.managers have 1nd1cated that
: ‘ : ‘ S k operatlon in the State of Connectlcut to Utah as part of OBSCIS

i
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An initialiQBSClS grantphasybeen received: by

implementation,
One .0f the goals of the

Utah and transfer is expected late in;l979.
0BSCIS model implementation is to provide a hasis for statistical
comparisons hetween Utah correctional data and nationwide'statistics
obtained from other comparable OBSCIS installations. However,.the

"ba51c 0BScIS", in the eyes of Utah corrections personnel needs to

he expanded to cover. the state s probatlon operations, moreover, se—

‘curity and privacy con31derat10ns require,additional effort before

'implementation. In addition, it is the feeling of the corrections.

‘dstaff that "Basic-OBSCIS" as implemented, will support corrections

management but is not sufficiently responsive to” the needs of lower

level correctlons staff and that the system is too 1nflex1ble in

Operat lon\'

In’contrast,'while the Department of Corrections in New Jersey had .
examined the possibility of transferring "basic-0BSCIS" as implemented
1design for

in Towa, it was decided to proceed~with'an "ip~house"

seyeral reasons. Flrst, it was estimated that the system in Iowa

had to track only a- relatlvely small number of inmates compared to the
approx1mately~8,390 ofﬁenders in prison or on‘parole in New: Jersey..
vFurthermore the assignment of identification numhers to;prisoners’is
nuch more complicatedfin New_Jersey.as:mUltiple‘reception_centersgare
“used to procesS<newly committed inmates;
ture in: New Jerseyfhas reéently‘becOme more complextWith:the.enactment
cof a new penal,code.ﬂiThe.determinate sentencing structure mandated by‘
“the new code requires changes dn the correctlonal 1nformat10n system:
“to account for certain aggravating and/or mitlgating circumstances

“and the dlscretlonary dec1s1ons of Judge to 1mpose*m1n1mum terms for

certain offenders.,

3 2 2 9 Future Plans. The future plans of OBSCIS systemsi@{*

: managers (partlcularly those who must rely prlmarily on state funds g

,’44u;

Finally;.the sentencingrstruc—’»
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for system operation) are frequently limited to the enhancement of
the already exlstlng systems. In some 1nstances, the most that can
~be expected will be the mere maintenance of the ongoing system.

~ For example the Division of Correctlonal Services (DOCS) in the
State of New York is faced with a grow1ng 1nmate population which

in turn requlres 1ncreased spendlng for a variety of purposes _One

of the more important of these needs in terms of prlorlty and expense’

1s 1nmate security. At the same time, DOCS is also faced w1th

buagetary constraints., Consequently, the New York OBSCIS staff are
of the opinion that system maintenance is the most that can be
-achieved in the foreseeable future.  Florida and Michigan are notable

exceptions

" In Florida, the OBSCIS staff plans to develop shared computer

facilities w1th SJIS. In Michigan, the Department of Corrections

recently recelved permission from the state 1egislature to ‘buy its
own computer 1nstead of lea51ng computer fac111t1es and related

services from the data processing center. Once the new system is

1nstalled, long-term plans call for the. development of additional

OBSCIS modules. These modules will concentrate on expanding research

applicatlons (e g., risk predictlon, placement of clients etc.) and

improving management dec131on—mak1ng capabilities (e 8., scheduling
-

parole hearings,

inmate ‘accounting, business accounting, and food

services).

In te | ' k
rms of enhancements, there is continued emphasis on the use’

of OBSCIS as a managment 1nformation system with 1ncrea31ng attention

on th
e prov151on of operational support to the 1nd1v1dual correctional~

fa :
c1lit1es. There 1s Some emphasis on the development of 1nterface

w1th other crlmlnal Justice 1nformat10n systems :

R s e e O U



53 .3 The State Jud1c1al Informatlon Gystem (SJIS)
3 3.1 Background ‘

The courts, llke other components of the criminal Justlce system,'
need tlmely and accurate data for both management and operatlonal
purposes Aware of these fundamental needs, representatlves “from
the Supreme Courts of 11 states met durlng the early l970s to develop
a" general court information system model. In 1973, in response to
'the expressed need for state—level automated court 1nformatlon systems,

NCJISS/LEAA 1n1t1ated the State Jud1c1al Informatlon System prOJect.

LEAA malked the,beglnnlng of Ats involvement w1th SJIS by 1nv1t1ng

a small number of states ‘to particlpate in a natiomal-level program,

prov1d1ng each w1th up to $200,000 of development fundlng. Concurrently,

SEARCH Group, Inc., was funded to establlsh key parameters of the
» proposed 1nformat10n system, provide the states w1th guldance in de51gn—
1ng, developing and 1mplement1ng the system, coordlnate the SJIS

Project Committee and perform an assessment Of state eff°:ts"~

The SJIS program has contlnued to expand over the past several
years. Presently,.23 states are part1c1pat1ng in the program:; w1th
LEAA prov1d1ng each,state w1th up . to $400 000 in support of- system

'develgpmﬁnt andylmplgmentathnﬁ

RN

7

S

33Law Enforcement A551stance Admlnlstration, Offlce of AudlL and o
' 'Investlgatlon, Report on Internal Audit of the Development and:
Management. of the State Judicial Information System by the Law
' Enforcement Assistance Admlnlstratlon, Washlngton, D C., June .
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3.3, 1.1 Goals and~0bjectives Durlng the initial development

phase, SJIS was de31gned to address two prlmary goals:
o to develop state-level automated information systems
~dn order to improve the quality and quantity of data’
used for management\decision—making and

" e to provide the court databneeded’by CCH (and OBTS).

3.3.1.2 Descriptionrof the System Model. Because of dlfferences

in court systems among states, the basic SJIS concept was to develop a
general set of recoimendations that could be tallored to the specitic
needs of individual states. In turn each state could establish its
own set of prlorltles for developlng and implemen 1ng various modules
Qe g., trial courts, personnel or flnance) of the basic SJIS model

As a result there has been a variety of SJIS developments Some
systems have evolved from a "top-down" approach while others have
been built on a ”bottom—up" foundatlon (See the discussions below,
Some SJIS systems use mini- computers for data 1nput

storage, manlpulatlon and output, while large —-scale computers are

1mplemented on other SJIS systems.

3. 3 2 Observatlons

Dur1ng the Interface PrOJect MITRE staff v131ted ten states

whlch part1c1pated 1n the SJIS program. Appendix D presents a brief

°ummary of these visits.

3. 3 2, 1 Goals and ObJectives. Althbugh two goals have

been p081ted for SJIS the systems v151ted durlng thls prOJect are

seen as prlmarlly serv1ng state court admlnlstrators as. management

34

SEARCH Group, Inc., State Jud1c1al Informatlon System Final -
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1nformat10n systems. Several eXamples can be cited to illustrate

'thls point. In Alabama, SJIS 48 a statew1de system de81gned to pro-

i

vide the 1nformat10n needed by the Admlnlstratxve Offlce of the

Courts (AOC) to manage ‘the state's unlfled court system.’ In;Lou1s1ana,.

it was orlglnally env151oned that SJIS would glve the -gtate court

admlnlstrator the data collectlon capability to meet ‘his administra-
-tive mneeds as well as supply the requirad OBTS/CCH data, however, the

obgectlve of SJIS is now llmlted to meetlng “the needs of the state

court admlnlstrator only In New Jersey, the Judlclal Management

Informatlon System (JMIS) of the Admlnlstratlve Offlee of the Courts
is intended to assist the 3ud1c1ary in the collectlon and analys1s of

the data needed to manage the court system and allocate the State s

‘Jud1c1al resource The Mlchléan SJIS is an unusual case as it is

‘ue31gned to meet’ the 1n£ormat10n requlrements of four dlfferent com-

ponents of the. court system: Juvenlle, dlstrlct, c1rcu1t and appellate.

SJIS ‘is the more complex of the four systems 1ncluded in thls‘
study since the courts must deal not only w1th crlmlnal ‘cases, but
‘also c1v1l matters. Consequently, the model 1ncludes a wide- varlety
of - recommendatlons regardlng p0551ble subsystems and modules whlch a

court system mlght selectively 1mplement. Therefore, 1t is not sur-

“prising to find that SJIS systems d1ffer 51gn1f1cantly among the states

v1s1ted At one end of the spectrum the Alabama SJIS has 1mplemented
geven - 1nformat10n subsystems.' CCH data™ element case: dlsp051t10n
system, caseload reportlng system, persgnnel appllcant system prop-

erty general ledger"revenue accountlng systems, reportlng, unlform

traffic tlcketlng and complalnt system, and,labellng systems.w In the

other extreme, Florlda 8 efforts to develop a computerﬂzed 1nformat1onﬂ”

Z

A system have: centered on - the case flow management subsystem alone,
spec1f1cally the cr1m1nal module with: attentlon to be gLven_to the
ﬂ g § =

‘appellate court modules . . ~¥‘~tf'i,,3 : f"ﬂ[ .

s ‘,;‘?‘1“‘1, - L
| O

g

TSI

o

The complex1ty of court information systems is espec1ally striking
in the State of Mlchlgan.’ Starting w1th the Basic Mlchlgan Court
System (BMCS) which was developed to serve the criminal case proce551ng
'functlons of the larger circuit courts, a number of other systems have
been added including: '

‘e the Annual Report It System which prov1des the capablllty

of gatherlng and reportrng stat1st1cs for the distriet,
circuit, and mun1c1pal level courts,

o the Case Informatlon Central System (CICS) which is

designed to functlon in tandem with BMCS and produce
‘taseload 1nformat10n,
e the Trafflc and Ordlnance System (TOCS) which .processes
v state misdemeanors, trafflc—related felonies, high
: misdemeanors’and local parking, traffic and ordinance
violations; and | |
@ a Case Act1V1ty Report1ng System (CARS) for the C1rcu1t

'Courts and another for the Distriet Courts.~

o
i

3.3.2. 2 SyOtem De51gn. There are ba81cally two dlflarent

approaches to the des1gn of an SJIS system: top—down or "bottom-up
| .
In the 'top—down approach the information requlrements tor SJIS

are usually establlshed at the state-level to meet the needs of the

state court admlnlstratlon. There ‘may be con51derable varlatlon in

the degree to which local courts partlclpate in spec1fy1ng SJIS

1nformat10n requ1rements. Alabama typifies the top—down SJIS approach

While thls system is de51gned to prov1de the 1nformat10n needed by

‘the Admlnlstratlve Offlce of the Courts (AOC) to manage the unlfled
scourt systen in that state, there 1s contlnual negotlatlon between

the local- trial courts and the AOC regardlng data needs. ' @

In contrast, ‘the "bottomrup approach attempts to satlsfy .

o

local "
needs first and plggyuback" state—level requlrements on those
: . . {"F;‘\t x !

e j }.Aj U_‘v,;"a/f
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‘problemS'which might be overlooked in a'"top/down approach

=

needs. Under this approach all or only some,of theklocal‘courts*will

participate in a computerized SJIS., ‘Moreover, the type of local
courts (e.g., rural or urban) which are usedyto specify information

requirements mav vary. Comsequently, one method of designing a. .

system from the "hottom-up" focuses on that Jurisdiction(s) within

a state which producns the- most cases (usually a 1arge urban area)

was followed in Rhode Island where SJIS commenced oper-

,ations in Pnov1dence, Rhode Island because 1t is the largest juris-
diction in the state. Inltially SJIS was based on the information
requirements and needs of - Providence only, but its SJIS coverage has

since been broadened to meet the needs of other Jurisdictions.u
‘ p
I

Anothetr method concentrates on the 1nformation requiremeﬁts of

~ those types of Jurisdictions le. g.,'rural) which are most prevalent

within a state. In Florida, for example, approx1mately 85 percent of

‘the case information is produced by about 12 counties while there are

an’ additional 55 other counties which provide the other 15 percent of

case 1nformation.i The decision was made to develop a prototype SJIS

in a circumt composed of smali and medium 51zed Jurisdictions because
these types ‘of Jurisdictions are, the most common in tlre state and
therefore more representative of Florida s court system maketp .Con-
sequently, a prototype 1nformat10n system has ‘been developed for the
criminal courts of the Second Clrcuit which con31sts “of s1x counties
which account for five percent of the state—w1de caseload It was felt
‘that. this "bottom-up" approach would pinp01nt local court needs and

Moreover,‘

‘1t ‘was feared that the "top—down” approach might be 1nterpreted as an

:1nfr1ngement on the tradltionally 1ndependent operation of local_courts.

o_

The,involvement of loca] courts'in‘speCifying information reqnire¥ “,;l
‘ ments for SJIS may also have 1mportant lmplications for the success,

of thecprogectgﬁ Judges and other members of the courts (e. g.; court

: o o
o : ‘ ‘ o
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‘clerks)’have;traditionally possessed a great deal of autonomy. Even
in a unified court system, their willing cooperation in implementing
kan.SJIS is ‘essential to its chances of success. It is generally
felt by SJIS managers that the greater the involvement of local court
epersonnel in the project and the more they perceive SJIS as providing
a useful service for~them,fthe greater are the prospects for achieving

the SJIS project's objectives.

3.3.2.3 Court Unification.

It appears that there may be an

important relation between the extent of court unification in a

specific state and the likelihood that SJIS will be successfully

implemented. In Alabama, for instance, the unification of the state

court system which went into: effect in January 1977 is seen :as

critical to:the development of SJIS.. The court system is truly

unified in many key aspects (e.g., personnel, budgetary and purchasing);

Thus, although the’court clerks and the judges are elected,»both the
district and circuit courts. are under the centralized AOC's admini—

strative control,and’the AOC reports to the Chief Justice of the

State Supreme - Court. In Pennsylvania, the lack of unification among

the courts led to’an apparent state—versusfcounty~struggle for
the control of funds with the result that a statewide SJIS was not.
implemented. In Geoxgia, the main'reason,for the termination of
pilot tests of SJIS was the inability of the state'coUrt’administra—

' » 3 3 . )
tor's office to impose uniformity on a decentralized judicial system

. comprised of 42‘strongly'independent circuits.:

3.3.2.4 ~Integration of Local;Courthystems. A related problem

centers on the 1ntegratlon of already exlsting local court information

There is the p0851b111ty that such local'systems may have

been developed in isolation not only from each other, but also from

SJIS. Uonsequently, it may be. prOhlbltlvely expens1ve to- 1ntegrate'

'these systems into a statew1de SJIS.

51




For example, in Florida, the problems ‘inherent in the develop—
ment of an SJIS were additionally complicated by the fact that elght
large Elorlda counties have already. developed their own local court
information systems. Consequently,'one,of the difficulties with future
_system integration will be the lack of commonality in data elements.

It was also felt that this problem might be exacerbated by the«adop—
tion of the PROMIS system by local courts ‘without careful planning to
“insure an effective interface with SJIS. Without plannlng and coordln—
ation tovensure that local information systems meet: state requlrements,

such systems although of value to the local courts, may hindex the

development of a statewide system useful to all.

In New Jersey, there are~plans to link SJIS to compatible local

court information systems. . However, thus far, six local-level

courts have independently developed their own-computerized4informationt_

Any future llnkage,between those systems and; SJIS will
SJIS-in

systems
depend, therefore, upon the compatlblllty of- the systems.

Utah 1s faced with- a s1mllar situation in whlch local court 1nformat10n

‘systems are already in operation in Ogden, Salt Lake City and Provo,

and they will probably have to be 1ntegrated into an SJIS if complete

statew1de coverage is to..be achleved

3.3.2.5 Transfer of,Systems; In terms of their approach to
the. development;of'SJlS seven'of the'nine operational systems"‘
visited have been developed from ' 'seratch." However,. two of the
states, Florlda and Rhode Island have. used PROMIS (or .a modlfled

verslon thereof) to form the baS1s of tne SJIS.

B 5

In the development of Florida's 8JIS, 'the~project team sought'
to 1dent1fy and ‘adapt a court 1nformatlonhsystem operatlonal in:
another Jurlsdlctlon for use’ in Florlda. It was felt that ‘adapting

such a system Would be more cost—effectlve than developlng one from
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scratch, provided that the system was flexible enough to deal with
the variance among local courts. As a result of a search, ‘the PROMIS

s
ystem as extensively modified and adopted for a court s use in Mil-=

wauke
’ e, Wlscon31n, was chosen to serve as the base for a system for

SJIS. ‘ difi

The software was modified by Florida to meet the specific needs
£ -
of ‘a multi-jurisdictional setting and a number of data elements addreg-
sing the needs of the local courts were added (e.g., reasons for con-

ti o
nuance of tdases and identification of the county court system)

In discussing the transfer of PROMIS, the Florida SJIS system
manager commented that the very flex1b111ty of PROMIS can exacerbate the
problem of the uncoordlnated development of local systems.  Parti~
cularly troublesome is the potential adoption of "second or third
generation" PROMIu systems (i.e., PROMIS systems obtainedlfrom the

Jurlsdictions which have already modified PROMIS to meet their own

- specific requirements). The required modifications of such

systems to meet new needs,creates»additional problems for system

maintenance and expansion.

In Rhode Island, SJIS is. a statewide system based on a PROMlS.
system previously adapted by the State Attorney General's Office.
The State Attorney General began using the "batch type" PROMIS
system in 1974. Toward the beginning of 1977, the State Supreme
Court assumed respon31b111ty for the management and future develop-
ment of PROMIS. The Rhode Island SJIS is really an exten51on of the
PROMIS system through the addltlon of a sentenclng subsystem and a

»lower court subsystem. Modlflcatlons were also made in the edltlng

and programmlng of PROMIS to meet the requlrements of Rhode Island'

courts.

3,3,2.6 Institutionalization. - The 1nst1tut10nallzatlon of SJIS

varies from state to state. Indeed, it would appear that there 1s
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‘more variation in state funding support among the SJIS systems visited

than in any other system reviewed during the course of this project.
This variation might be expected given the complexity of the court
systems W1th1n most states including the different Jurlsdlctlonal

levels (e. 85 local courts of general Jurlsdlctlon, appellatc courts

~and a supreme court) and the heterogenelty of Jurlsdlctlons at the

same level (e.g., urban, suburban and rural). Moreover, while the
other criminal justice information systemsldeal exclusiVely with
crlmlnal justice, the courts and consequently SJIS must deal with

both criminal and c1v1l matters.

Among the four types of information systems included in this
study, SJIS seems to face the most problems ‘in" development as well
as ‘institutionalization. There ‘was an attempt to 1mp1ement SJIS in
Arizona, but the system never became:operatlonal. In Georg1a~and
Pennsylvania, the program appearsvto‘have floundered on institutional
problems: in both instances, the court systems have been descrlbed
as decentrallzed and-—in addition, the development of 8J1IS
seems to be opposed by some local Judges as a potentlal 1nfr1ngement
'On~thelr traditional autonomy. Moreover,: court clerks who, in some
states;‘are'extrenely ponerful court offlclals, frequently,oppose :

SJIS on the same grounds.

°3.3.2.7 - Control of Computer Facilities.'lof the seven opera-

tional 8J1S systems yisited‘ only one‘(Michigan)~had control of its
-own computer fac111ties. ‘The other systems had to- rely on non—

dedicated data proce351ng equlpment controlled by another state

' agency,. “The SJIS managers of these systems were generally of the

oplnlon that the process1ng of their data frequently was ass1gned
low prlorlty 1n relatlonshlp to. other state programs, and con~

sequently, the courts d1d not receive timely SJIS reports or other,

processing outputs.
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3.3.2.8 Future Plans. The further development of SJIS in the

states . v131ted depends on the availability of fundlng and the degree

of support to the system provided by the courts themsrlves. Most of

. the planning now focuses on enhancements to the presernt systems. How-

ever, there is a perceived need for obtaining'dedicated computer

facilities for SJIS in several states.

For example, in Louisiana, current plans for SJIS improvement
include an attempt to secure a dedicated computer to run SJIS under
court control. In addition, there are plans to simplify thefsystem
itself by eliminating "nonessential' data elements, providing for
audit checks of data quality and increasing the usefulness of the

management reports.

Minnesota 1s expected, in the next two yearsa to expand criminal’

case processing to cover.:juverile case proceSSing and provide for

trial court caseflow management. - Minnesota is considering enhancing . -

’the system with such improvements as 'a weighted caseload system and

is try1ng to secure its own distributed proces51ng equipment.  The

Administrative Offjce of the Courts in-New Jersey plans to acqu1re

’1ts own dedlcated Jud1c1al Data Center in. the belief ‘that such an

acqu151t10n is essentlal to SJIS becom1ng a state—level judicial

information system.

3. 4 The Prosecutor's Management Informatlon System,(PROMIS)

3.4.1  Background
PROMIS was 1n1t1ally de81gned to address the operatlonal

and research needs of the United States Attorney s Offlce for the
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'bDlstrlct of: Columbla in 1ts _Superior Court D1v1s1on -The system,
under the d1rectlon of 115 developers (now at. INSLAW), was placed

in operatlon durlng January 1971.

In the past eight years, PRDMIS systems have been 1mplemented and
areboperatnonal in a number of local jurisdictions throughout the
United states (Accordlng to the developer PROMIS is opera-
tional in 20 jurisdictions. ) 35 “The orlglnal PROMIS des1gned for the
Dlstrlct of Columbia has beenkmodlfled to one degree or another toy
cmeet the,speciflc information requirements and criminal codesdofkthe

jurisdictions adapting it.

3. 4 1.1 Goals and Objectlves. 'PROMlS as .a- managemenv'*nformatézn

system has four prlmary goals. Theseé were to enable prosecutors to:

° expend resources On the preparatlon of cases in a

. The four overall‘goals of PROMIS have remained consistent how
ever, the more specific obJectlves of local agenc1es in 1mplement1ng
and - u31ng this system have varied according to particular needs.  In
the future, the prlmary goals and objectives w1ll probably be modified
to,reflect the‘recent appllcatlon of PROMIS~based systems in the
courts and the emphasis on tasks of a managerial or administrative‘

nature (e.g., produc1ng subpoenas, witness llStS and the provision of

case status reports)

3.4.1.2 DescriptiOn of'the‘System Model.

In order to address its
goals and objectives, the PROMIS system, k

as originally designed,

- gathered data relevant to six major categorles of information of inter~

est to prosecutors: data about the" accused the cr1me, the arrest,

criminal charges, ‘court events, and w1tnesses. In thls process

“the flow of data beglns at the intake and screenlng stage of case pro—'

cessing as a by-product of “the prosecutor s effort to document a

manner proportlonate to thekrelatlve 1mportan¢e‘:c

_case.. As the proces 31ng of the case contlnues, additional infor- : ?
of the cases,

B o

o ~mon1tor and ensure evenhandedness and con51stency

,matlon is gathered and . entered into PROMIS. The data can then be - : '

in the exerc1se of prosecutorlal dlscretlon B L e e i v -

e control and allev1ate schedullng rand loglstlcal

B 1mped1ments in the adJudlcatlon of cases:on .-
_their merits, and ,

@ locate and analyze problems in the screenlng and

,prosecutlon of crrmlnal cases.

351NSLAW "Progress of PROMIS Transfers," PROHlb Newsletter, 3 (2)

October 1978

36W1lllam<A Hamllton and Dean. C Merrlll "Practlcal Lessons in
'Technology Transfer: The Adoptlon of ‘an Exemplary Program PROMIS‘
by more than. 25 Localltles, ‘The Proceedings of the Third Inter-"
national SEARCH Smyposium on Crlmlnal Justice Information and

Statistics Systems, Sacramento, Cal., SEARCH Group, Inc. , l976;ﬁp.,124.,
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collected analyzed and dlssemlnated in the form of reports.37

During the‘early 1970's PROMIS was operated'for the U.S.
Attorney's Offlce where the system was reflned and 1ts utlllty .
expanded. Then in the m1d—l970's, INSLAW redes1gned and reprogrammed

PROMIS to 1ncrease the system S general usefulness to state and

lOcal prosecutors and make 1t more amenable to transfer to 1nterested

’ prosecutor offlces. Concurrently, INSLAW also. developed a non— L

G
automated ver510n of PROMIS for agenc1es that dld not have access’ to
computer faCllltleS. A rev1sed ver51on of PROMIS (available 1n

1979) features a flex1ble software package adaptable to operatlon'

37

INSLAW Management Report Package for PROMIS ..«OMIS Briefinchaper=

/

~ Serles No. 1, Washington, D. C.s 1976, pp. 7- 9,
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on mini—COmputers. That: design is intended to provide local juris-

dlctlons w1th the capablllty to tailor PRGMIS to meet local obJec—

tives and requlrements, In addltlon, ver31ons of PROMIS are now also
. being considered as the base for court dinformation systemS«and are.

being implemented as such-in seVeral jurisdictions.

3 4 2 Observatlons

During the course of thlS prOJect MITRE staff v131ted 13 PROMIS v
sites. Ien of these sites were county JuIlSdethnS.,:The other;three
(in Michigan, New Jersey and New York) were projects designed to develop
PROMIS on a multl-county basrs. See Appendix Evforva summary of these
51te v151ts. L | |

€ oo

3 R 2 l Goals and Objsctlves.~ In each of the PROMIS

Jurlsdlctlons v151ted the use of PROMIS as both a management and

an operatlonal tool was empha51zed w1th pri mary emphasis placed .

_on management. Use for elther purpose. seemed to vary acccrdlng

to the 1nd1v1dual interest of the prosecutlng attorney and

,the a331stant prosecutlng attorneys._ Con51derably less emphaSis

was placed on PROMIS as a research 1nstrument._ Although there was.

some. interest 1nd1cated 1n the case Welghtlng scheme, it was not

belng used currently.

For example, the goals of the Los Angeles PROMIS are: -
'Q to prov1de a means of collectlng statlstlcs qulcklv
’to'respond to 1nqu1r1es from the Dlstrlct Attorney
or county superv1sors, : l'_' > o N : A‘VF
e to develop a means to determlne if there are pendlng '
4‘felon1es, outstandlng warrants, etc. agalnst offenders,;
~o"to enable the DlStrlCt Attorney s office to determlne
~:1f Wltnesses have anylpendlng felonles or: outstandlng
Vwarrants, and '

) 'to meet the offlce s management 1nformat10n needs'

:(e ey caseloads for prosecutors)
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offices).

%Attorney s Offlce of San Dlego and the U.S

These goals were establlshed not only to meet the internal needs of

the Dlstrlct Attorney s offlce but also because GE the need to meet
external requlrements for information from, for example, the county

government. ,
The 1mplemcntat10n of PROMIS at the local level as prlmarlly a manage=-

ment tool emphasizes only two of the four goals which were 1n1t1ally
‘p051ted for PROMIS namely
. to control and -alleviate schedullng and loglstlcal
1mped1ments in the adJudlcatlon of cases on their
merits and »
@ to locate'and~analy2e problems in the screenﬁng
‘and‘prosecution'of criminal cases.
There appears to be a lack of interest in u51ng PROMIS to achleve
the remaining two goals:
e  to expend resources on the'preparatiOn of cases in a‘
‘manner proportionate to the:relative~importance of"
‘the cases, and e |
o to monitor and ensure evenhandedness and cons1stency

in: the exerc1se of prosecutorlal dlscretlon.

‘\‘.:, s

3 4.2.,2 PROMIS as ‘an Inter-Agency Crlmlnal Justice Informatlon

System.f ‘There seems to be ‘some’ movement toward broadening the scope
of PROMIS systems to serve‘other crlmlnal justice agenc1es. While
natlonal ‘attention haS\been focused on PROMIS as a potent1a1 court

1nformat10n system, PROMIS as 1mplemented locally, has also been

" involved with other agencies  (e.g., polJce departments and sherlffs

For example, 1n San Dlego, Justice Records Informatlon
System/Dlstrlct Attorney (JURIS/DA—the San- Dlego version of PROMIS)

was . also developed w1th the 1ntentlon of serv1ng “three dlfferent

‘agenc1es.[ the C1ty Attorney =8 offlce of San Dlego, the District

Attorney s Offlce. Each

‘of these agenc1es has Jurlsdlctlon in thlS area.' It»was thought

o
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that coordination would reduce duplication in the collection and
maintenance of data and faCilitate the timely exchange of required

data. Planning and discuSSions w1th those agencies are now underway.

Milwaukee, Wisconsin, provides an example of‘the evolution-of
PROMIS into a local criminal Justice information systen. - This :
system, known as Justice Information System (JUSTIS), has evolved from
a package deSigned to aSSist the Drosecutor in-office management
to-a criminal Justice information system serVing the Milwaukee‘
criminal justice community. Its goals have remained the same as
originally conceived; however, changes have been made to accommodate
organization changes such as the recent unifrjation of - the WiSconSin
- court system» Currently, users of the system include Clerk of -
Courts, District Attorney ‘s Office, Sheriff's Department House of
Corrections and WisconSin Department of Soc1al SerVices (DiViSion

’of Correction, Division of Probation and Parole and Welfare Fraud

Investigations Unit).

There also has been,interest in PROMIS as-a court information
gystem which could be transferred from one Jurisdiction to -another.
In two of the states Visited (ilo -ida and Rhode Island) PROMIS '
has- been adopted as. such-a court system. Efforts are alSO'underway ~
to devise a*sysrem which can support both the c0urts and the prose=

- cutor or, at least integrate systems serv1ng each agency. - The multi—

county PROMfs prOJect underway in.New Jersey represents such a
comprehenSive approach to design a system to serve both the courts

anuvthe prusecutor, The DiViSion of Criminal Justice which is

responsiblekfor the progect %nown as PROMIS/GAVEL is coordlnating

its efforts w1th the Administrat’ e Office of the Courts.

H

3 4 2 3 Coordination cierQMIS Implementation. ‘Thu§ffar;'\
o o~ 7 ,
PPOMIS as a prosecutor s informationv

’!

‘stem has been 1mplemented“for',k

7
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the most part to servé the‘needs of local prosecutors. In this context
there has been no apparent need to coordinate the development and
implementation of PROMIS across Jurisdictions within the same state.

In fact, during the Interface Progect MITRE staff visited only two

~ states (California and~Mich1gan) in ‘which more than one PROMIS site

had been implemented Neither in California (Los Angeles and

San Diego/Counties) nor in Michigan (Wayne and Kalamazoo COunties)

has" there'been any coordination in the implementation of PROMIS,

Recently, however5nmulti—county PROMIS projects have been
initiated in Michigan,‘New Jersey and New York. In'Michigan,
for example, LEAA/NCJISS‘has awarded a grant to the ProSecuting
Attorney's Association of Michigan (PAAM) to implement a mini—
Promis in selected counties. Eightpof the most heavilyvpopulated
counties in' the State‘have been chosen to implement PROMIS using an
on-line, real~time system employinﬁ a mini+computer. It is intended
to reduce costs and efforts by consolidating the procurement of the

equipment into a single bid document. Consequently, implementation

will be'standardized; The software will not have’ to be tailored

to varied types of. hardware and the cost and time spent implementing
the system should be reduced. Such JOlnt efforts will also prov1de the
ldcal users with a built=in and immediately accessable users' group

and are expected to provide a- ‘more consistent and standardized report-

ing mechanism for state—level statistical reports.

oY

In New York a s1ngle contractor is being used for all progects"

to achieve economies of seale and maXimize standardization. AT

i

state—Wide PROMIS policy board has been established 1ncluding

District Attorneys from eight upstate counties and two District

‘Attorneys ‘from New York City.  In addition, a working level™

committee, dealinp with projeet implementation, has representatives

pfrom the various county prosecutor organizations. T R ST
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‘occurs 1n two dlfferent way

In New Jersey, the PROMIS/GAVEL prOJect is belng developed and -

'1mplemented by the D1v151on of Crlmlnal Justlce whlch coordlnates the

act1v1t1es of the county—level prosecutor S offlces. A central staff
hao been establlshed to coordlnate the project and prov1de the

technl al asslstance needed to 1mplement the project. The use of

a central staff 1s seen as a means of av01d1ng dupllcatlon of effort
and consequently sav1ng money, whlle tallorlng local programs to

achleve compatlblllty.L

In addltlon to the already operatlonal Montgomery PROMIS the
Alabama Cr1m1nal Justlce Informatlon Center (CJIC) plans, with the.
cooperatlon and assistance of local prosecutors, to implement five

more PROMIS 51tes llnked to CJIC. The movement toward the develop—

ment of addltlonal PROMIS _Systems in Alabama has been spuxrred by a

' new state law requlrlng the establlshment of central budgeting -

for prosecutors.‘ PROMIS 1s v1ewed as a management 1nformat10n

system mechanlsm whlch can prov1de the 1nformatlon needed’to Justlfy
budgets. The Offlce of Prosecutlon Serv1ces w1ll use the 1nformat10n
prov1ded by PROMIS to develop unlfled“budget requests for the .

DlStrlCt Attorneys. ‘That offlce will also serve. to: coordlnate ‘the'

~development and 1mplementatlon of PROMIS 1nclud1ng the plans to

'1mplement flve PROMIS 31tes 1n addltlon ‘to those already planned

for completlon.;

< 3.4.2, 4 Transfer of Systems.. 0Of the four types of crlmlnal

Justlce lnformatlon systems v1s1ted durlng thlS progect <the jurls—"
d:Lct:Lons wh:Lch have 1mplemented PROMIS have had- the most experlence
Wlth Lhe concept of transferrlng software packages. This transfer
Flrst, the system might be dlrectly

transferred from INSLAW u51ng 1 rROMIS vers1on. Second the system

t‘mlght be transferred from another Jurlsdlctlon Wthh had prev1ously

adapted a PROMIS ver51on.pfvd" o e

"
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For 1nstance,41n Alabama,'work began in 1976 and took a year Jf
to convert the INSLAW PROMIS software to the CJIC' UNIVAC system if
requlrlng that some addltlonal 1nqu1ry modules be ertten by ,»44,!
CJ.IC staff In LOS AngeleS, certaln changes and addltlons had :‘?'
to be made in the Dlstrlct of Columbla s PROMIS package ro: SR

tallor it to Los Angeles needs 1nclud1ng V modlfylng ths system to‘
-3

, handle Callfornla s penal code, handllng only felonles and

developlng an 1n—house monthly statlstlcal package. Fipally,

“in Salt Lake County, Utah the system ”transfer of PROMIS

requlred a number of changes from PROMIS as operated 1n the

Dlstrlct of Columbla Superlor Court.\ These rhanges 1ncluded alé H
reductlon 1n the number of data elements, changes in the calendaf“v
report, and other modlflcatlons requlred because there 1s no grand;
Jury system 1n Utah he staff belleves that it was not easy to |
adapt PROMIS to thelr Jurlsdlctlon because of local dlfferences

in case proces51ng and crlmlnal Justlce system operatlons._'

‘7,San-Diego County‘preSénts“an.examplegof‘a jurisdiction which -

ktransferred~PROMIS~from afju“isdiction other«than the District..

of Columbia; The de51gn and development of JURIS/DA began toward

~ the end of 1975 or the beglnnlng of . 1976. " Thereafter, the COunty

-Electronic Data Proce551ng Center obtained a copy -of ithe "batch type

PROMIS which had been adopted and. modified by the Dlstrlct Attorney's

“offlce Ar LosAngeles. County., Thele are, however a number of i il

dlfferences between the: Los Angeles PROMIS and- San' Dlego s JURIS/DA

whlch requlred additional - programmlng (e. e dlfferent “levels of

k penal rcode spec1f1cat10n and 1dent1f1cat10n of documented workers)

Bk 2LE Control of Computer Fac111t1es. Untll the advent of "mln1"‘

PROMIS "‘prosecutor s offices have generally had to rely‘on computer

facllltles of other organlzatlons." For ‘the most part these have been

~-county - electlonlc data ‘processing- centers which serve a varlety

) of agenc1eseboth cr1m1nal JuStlce and nonrcrlmlnal Justlce.
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The Los Angeles PROMIS uses computer facilitles which are

shared only by'crlmnnal Justlce agenc1es The New York COunty
(State of New York) PROMIS:system ‘operates on the data proce551ng
facility of the New York City Police Department s Management Infor-
mation Systems D1v1slon. As w1th other nondedlcated systems, k
there have ‘been complaints -that the- prosecutor s data proce551ng

tasks tend to receive relatively row priority.

3. 4.2 6 Instltutlonallaatlon. The extent to which PﬁCMIS is

1nst1tutlonallzed seems to»depend upon the contlnued inter\st of
the district attorney and the deputy or a351stant prosecutlng
attorneys. Since: dlStrlCt attorneys are usually locally elected
off1c1als, an election fay mean not only a change in district
dttorneys, but also a complete turnover in a551stant prosecutlng

attorneys and support staff. Consequently,_there may be a need to

ensure the interest in contlnulng PROMIS by the "incomlng" district

attorneys and the remalnlng a551stant dﬁstrlct attorneys. In this

sense, PROMIS, unless firmly 1nst1tut10nallzed Withln a prosecutor s

office, may be motre susceptible than the other systems to being

 abandoned because of changes in administration. e i

Since PROMIS has been implemented mainly on a local level, the
inétitutionalization’of this system may also be affected more directly

by proposed budget cutbacks. For example, in Los Angeles, Prop051tlon

lS,resulted~in the budget for PROMIS benng cut in half,. Although the -

funds were restored, the prosecutor's offiCe'imposed‘scge,financial~
constraintS‘ov EROMIS operations. Updating of the system nOWfoccurs

only three times a week, As a. result, while the deputy prosecutors

can query the system at any tlme, there ‘may be a two or three day

delay in ‘updating the system's dataﬁbase which they query.

3e4.2.7 Future~Plans. The PROMIS system managers v151ted had

varied~olans for future development, Some planned to: expand the:
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‘capabllltles of PROMIS to provide additional managerlal and opera~

t Y
‘ ional support, For example, in Cobb Count (Mar1etta) 5 Georg1a it
)

is planned to expand the system's capab111t1es and develop programs

to: .noti
fy victims and w1tnesses of impending court appearances via

mail and plnp01nt major cases based omn specific variables (as opposed

to ranking cases by priority, an exxstlng PROMIS capability).

0 ankine Other
Jjurisdictions (e.g.; Kalamazoo,

Michigan and Los Angéles, Callfornla)

are seeking 1mproved hardware and software.
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or urnose5°,5
‘ tlon systems 1s generally 1ntended to achleve three maj PUIR

4.0 INTERFACE, PRIVACY AND ,SECURITY ;

‘The~preceding chapter reyiewed the cufrent operational statuS~of
the CCH, OBSCIS,VSJIS<3ndMPROMIS,systems visited during this project
iﬁ order to provide a framework for discussing the current,status of
interface and privacy and securlty. The. current Status of intra-
state interface among the systems visited and the.1mpact of privacy
and securlty regulatlons are belng discussed together in this sectlon
because of the close relationship between the two. Some form of ’
interface among CCH, OBSCIS, SJlSkand PROMIS;systems can' be a signif-
icant means of meeting the requirement for complete;’accurate and

timely criminal history record informatiOn’(CHRl).

4,1 Interface o 2 o
for the purpose of this report, interface has been defined as

the exchange of data among criminal'justice information systems.

Interface may take several forms, for example, computer—to—computer,

exchange of magnetic tapes or the transfer of hardcopy prlntouts.

The flow of CHRI can occur horl_ontally a s local crrmlnal

2y

Justlce 1nformat10n systems (e.g., from pollce to prosecutlon to

courts. and to correctlons) ~The flow can also follow the-hierarch-

- ical structure of 1nd1v1dua1 crlmlnal Justlce functlonal components.

“For example, CHRT orlglnatlng in a local trlal court mlght be sent

toa reglonal data. gathering center and from there to a central’
state court admlnlstrator s offlce and finally to a state—level CCH

system. Finally, CHRI nay flow dlrectly from local agenc1es to a.

state—level CCH system.' The 1nterface of crlmlnal Justlce 1nforma—

\r/
B

e to malntaln comprehens1ve cr1m1na1 hlstory records;:
g orage -\
e to rechce redundanc1esoo£ data collect;on, SE?t‘g ‘ :

“and analy51s, and

e to promote the tlmely exchange of complete and accurate

 data among agenc1es.
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While a number of CCH, OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS systems have been
‘operating for several years the extent of system data exchange has

not.. yet been examlned 1n a systematic fashion. The follOW1ng sectlons

discuss the current status of interface among these four systems.

Among the aspects examined are:  the nature and extent of interface

‘achieved; ~problems encountered which hinder interface and solutions

attempted to overcome these difficulties and promote 1nterface~ and

the present technologlcal character of interface.

As originally envisioned each state s CCH system ‘would serve as

the central rep051tory of CHRI within the state. The system would

collect the varlous elements of CHRI (e.g., arrest records, conviction

records and sentences) from a variety of sources (e.g., police depart-

mentsy . trial courts probation agencles and correctlon departments)‘
collate these dlverse items of 1nformat10n'

nate CHRI

and malntaln and dlssemi-
At the state level, SJIS and OBSCIS (among thelr other

functlons) were seen as the vehlcles for gatherlng and transmlttlng

- those -elements of CHRI which are the result of dec1s1ons made about an

offender (e. g , the 1mp081t10n of sentence and release on parole) by

the courts and corrections agenc1es. PROMIS, however as ‘a“local

system was not seen as a dlrect contrlbutor to the state CCH,system

although PROMIS 1nstallat10ns may have the capac1ty to do " 'The

follow1ng subsectlons discuss the extent of interface among CCH 0BSCIS,

b
SJIS and PROMIS systems which have been implemented and are operatlonal

1n the states visited durlng thls study. Appendlx F presents a brlef

summary of the current status of 1nterface among. the CCH, OBSCIS SJIS

and PROMIS systems 1mplemented w1th1n each state.

4 1. l The Current Status of Interface o

b

In order to provide accurate tlmely -and complete CHRI; it seems

that some form of data exchange among 1nformatlon systems (whether

" However, |
,.)/ LR
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' than 1nterface among automated information systems.
: change is llmited to only a few. appllcatlons.

Sl : 47 e P
~the interchange of data by agencies sharing the same computer facilities.

B tion systems appears beset y a varlety of problems, both purely

»and software, commonallty of data elements and spec1f1cat10n of

bearesolved,

Ehé,extent of interface actually,achieved‘among the four systems

included’in this study is very limited.

' Interface, as 1nd1cated above, can be ‘achieved through the
use of common data elements and mayxtake one of several formS"
hardcopy or printout; magnetic tape, disk or punched cards, or
computer-to-computer. In most Situatlons ‘where 1nterface does
exist, data are, in fact, exchanged by sendlng printouts oY some
other form of "hardcopy" from one agency to another. This form
of 1nterface may be characterized as- llnkage between agencies rather
Multi-
system 1nterface based on other forms of data exchange is apparently
not'W1despread Among the states surveyed iev1dence of tape inter—
There are no examples
of 1ntegrated computer—to—computer 1nterrace among the four types

of systems reviewed. There was, however,vone example (Alabama) ‘of

4.1.20 The Percelved Need for Interface

The establlshment of interface among crlminal Justice 1nforma—f'
technlcal as well as organlzational and 1nst1tut10nal MITRE's
discus51ons Wlth system developers, 1mplementers and users indicate

that the purely technical problems (e.g., compatibility of: hardware

postive 1dent1f1ers) are clearly amenable to solutlon, however, the
organizational and. 1nst1tut10nal problems seem to represent a more

serious obstacle to system 1nterface and appear to be 1ess likely to

The threshold 1ssue regarding the development of interface im thel E
states VlSlted seems to center on. the perceptlon by off1c1als of the

need to develop CHRT ‘which -is as accurate, tlmely and complete as.
[
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possible. Additional significance"is'given to the;completeness of CHRI

because the degree of ‘completeness sought. increases: the difficulty

of obtaining complete CHIR, the accuracy. and timeliness of CHIR and

the need for exchanging information among criminal justice agencies

- The perceived need for accurate,‘timely andkcomplete CHRI

varles from system to system. As the central r<p051t0ry of. CHRT,

CCH systems have tended to place the greatest empha31s on interface

“of o
ne form or another in order to collect, maintain and disseminate

accurate, timely and complete CHRI. Among the other three systens
3

OBSCIS systems have tended .to place more emphasis on interface or, -
]

at least, the exchange of data with CCH systems because "CHRT is used

by corrections agenc1es for a varlety of purposes including rlsk

classification. Although a 11nk between CCH and PROMIS has been

1mplemented in only one state (Alabama), the staff of the PROMIS

systems visited 1nd1cated an interest in some form of interface 1n

order to obtaln CHRI. Few of the SJIS- systems- included in this

study seemed concerned with ach1ev1ng 1nterface. This may be
because CHRT is not of dlrect concern~to SJIS at ‘the state—level

of cource, courts at other levels (e. g., local trial courts) use -

’ CHRL for a variety of purposes including sentenc1ng.~

-4,1.3 §ystem Goalsf

The Varlations in perceived need are e: acerbated by the- fact

Jthat there are fundamental dlfferences in the prlmary goals for which

these systems were .developed. - CCH systems have been 1mp1emented to

meet t
he CHRI requlrements of varlous ‘criminal Justice agencies and

consequently, have focused on the need to exchange data in one form

or another. However,

the primary purpose of the. state and local
agenc1es 1mplement1ng and operatlng 0BSC1S, SJIS and PROMIS ‘has been

to
meet spec1f1c organizational needs (e, g., the management info
rma-
tion needs of corrections,

G ¥y

state.court'administratOrs'and‘prosecutors)
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' between these systems.

4.1.4 System Development in. Isolation

The ‘status of interface is also affected by the extent to whlch
the de31gn,;1mplementat10n and operatlon of CCH, OBSCIS, SJlS and -
PROMIS systems within a state have been coordinated. In most of the
states visited during this project, it appeared that the systems had
been developed mone in isolationbthan in concert with ‘one another.

Thls condltlon may be attributed to the fact that within any one

~state, system des1gn and implementation may have begun at dlfferent

-times, proceeded at-.different paces and,ach;eved different degrees

of success. The resulting uneven development of these criminal
justice 1nformat10n systems has impeded 1ntersystem 1nterface by
creating technical problems such as 1ncompat1b111t1es in hardware |
and software. Moreover, this condltlon(also 1nterferes_w1thr1ntra—
fsystem interface,(e.g., tﬁevexchangesof data betWeen,SJIS and’lOcal
court systems or the exchange of data between CCH and local police

departments).

4.1.5 Intra-System. Conflicts

Intra—system conflicts also hinder the development of 1nterface

This problem is espe01ally ev1dent 1n states 3
such as Georgia where local court systems are comprlsed of numerous,
relatively independent jurisdictions. Internal power struggles among
the courts appear. to. have contributed to the termlnatlon of '8JIS in
Georgla. Addltlonally, the abse“ce of a unlfled court system has
hampered efforts by- the state police to gather dlspos1t10n data for

[

thelr CCH system, since each of the 42 judicial direcuits in Georgia
has to be dealt with 1nd1v1dually@,

4 L. 6 Local Systems

In .a 31m11ar vein, already operatlng, locally—based computerlzed

crlmlnal Justlco 1nformatJon systems sometlmes confllct with state-

For example, 1n Florlda, the Dade County court 1nfor—

)

Wlde.systems.

70

L TN KT RIS AN T8 Wi o

o

O I s vt o e o . b o

mation system may pose problems for the independent development of a
statew1de SJIS in terms of the types of data gathered, the def1n1—

tions attached to the data elements and the format of the computerlzed

files. Th1s problem may be aggravated in the future by the burgeonlng

of customized local systems with software packages adapted from PROMIS

to meet local needs. While many of the data elements contalned in

PROMIS and SJIS have.matchlng titles, mod1f1cation of a PROMIS for

use at“the local 1evel may change the content and meanlng of at least

some of the data elements. As a consequence of such local software

modification, data elements contained in a locally based system may

be incongruous with similarly 1abe1ed data elements collected by

other systems.

4,1.7 ggperational‘Status

Finally, the operational status of the systems within a state

Jaffects the extent to which'SYStem—to—system interface is achieved.

It is prerequlslte to 1nterface that ‘a sufficient number of indivi-

dual systems--at least two, by definition-—-be operatlonal As 1nd1—

cated above, a primary obstacle to establlshlng interface has been
the uneventdevelopment and status of the various computer systems

within a particular geographlcal area. Interface is a moot p01nt in

states such as Pennsylvanla ‘and Rhode Island where only one . system

is operatlonal or a true CCH system is lacking (as in Pennsylvanla

and Rhode Island) Wlthout CCH as the cornerstone’ of an 1nterlock1ng,

comprehensive criminal justice data system for the state, the 1mpetus

to 1nterface component systems such -as OBSCIS and SJIS Wlll be mlnlmal

4.1.8 Future Plans

There are indications that the exchange of magnetlc tapes between

w systems ‘to achieve 1nterface 1s spreadlng and will become more preva—
“lent in the future.-

It is much less clear Whether there w1ll be a

'1movement ‘toward the establlshment of direct computer—to—computer ¥
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interface among such systems, at least in the near future. There‘are;

‘however, 51gns that there ‘may be a trend toward agencles 1mplement1ng

.shared computer fac111t1es and using thlS as a direct link to exchange

38
_information systems.

1nformat10n and thus achieve interface between‘systems, It ds-not

yet clear how the application of technological'innovations such as

‘mini-computers may affegt,interface.

4, 2 Prlvacy and Securlty

As early .as 1967

_ the Pre51dent [} Comm1331on»bn Law Enforcement
and Admlnlstratlon of Justrce emphas1zed the need for ensuring the
prlvacy and securlty of the data contained in crlmlnal Jjustice
"Prlvacy was defined as the protectlon of
the interests of those 1nd1v1duals whose names appear in the contents
of a criminal Justlce 1nformat10n system data base' securlty was -
defined 'as the phy31cal,protect10n of the system and the data basek
it contains frOm accidental or intentional loss or modifidhtion‘
In spite of thls early recognition, spec1f1c recommendatlons for
‘ensurlng prlvacy and securlty were not developed untll 1972n o
| | Gl | =

At thatvt"me PrOJect SEARCH in its role as the system developer
—of CCH OBSCIS and SJIS suggested a number of measures that ould
‘be 1mplemented 1n order to protect ‘the rlghts of 1nd1v1duals and. ;
‘safeguard the data flles of those systemsn These actlons 1ncluded,d

restrlctlng access and dlssemlnatlon to a need—to~know or rlght-

'~to—know ba51S' llmltlng the scope- of 1nformatlon that may be

fcontalned 1n the flle' allow1ng 1nd1v1duals the rlght to rev1ew

their flle' 1nst1tut1ng procedures to ensure data accuracy and -

,completeness' and 1ncorporat1ng features such as. guards, keys,

%8science and Technology, pp. 74-76.
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badges, passwords or keywords and similar. controls in order to
ensure phys1cal securlty of the 1nformat10n system.39 It should
be noted however, that these steps were only recommendatlons and

any state developlng such 1nformat10n systems was not bound to

1mplement any of the suggestlons.

In 1975, the United States Department of Justice issues regula-
tions requlrlng that criminal justice information systems funded by

LEAA 1nclude procedures designed to guarantee the privacy and

*securltyyof the criminal history record information (CHRI) ‘contained

in those systems. Those regulations, as amended in 1976, require

that the states:

® develop and 1mplement procedures to ensure the complete~ .

ness and accuracy of CHRI

® 1mpose constraints on the dissemination of data maintained
B 1n those information systems affected by the-regulations;
. adopt audit procedures de31gned to ensure completeness and
:,‘ . verify accuaracy;

® ensure the.right of individual access, review and

challenge of data-'and

. develop and 1mplement personnel and phy31cal securlty

40
measures.v

39 e

y Cons1deratlons in Crlmlnal H1 tory :
Technlcal Report No., -2, Sacramento, CA,

SEARCH Securlty and Prlvac
» Informatlon Systems,
: July 1972

Prlvacy and Securlty Planning Instructlons,

Washln ton ‘D, C..
U S. Government Prlntlng Offlce Aprll 1976 ‘ g ’
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At the same’ time some state leglslatures have also been moving to,

enact leglslatlon in the area of prlvacy and securlty whlch affectri

- 4
“ criminal Justlce Jnformatlon systems..

-1t should be stressed that th1s Interface Progect was not
intended to evaluate compliance w1th the federal prlvacy and secur—
ity regulations, but rather to review their 1mpact on~1nterface.’ ‘
based on MITRE's visits to 47 CCH,'OBSCIS SJIS and PROMIS systems.
A brief summary of the MITRE's findings regardlng the status of ‘
prlvacy and securlty by state is presented in Appendlx G. The
broader questiong of. the 1mpact of the regulatlon on these systems
are discussed below. o

@

4, 2 1 The Impact of the Privacy and Securlty Regulatlons

The LEAA prov1ded f1nanc1al support to many. ‘of the CCH OBSCIS
SJIS -and PROMIS systeéems operatlng 1n the 14 states v151ted durlng.
thls study prlor to or;, at least, concurrent with. the promulgatlon
and amendment of the privacy and security regulatlons,‘ Ind1v1dual
system development: and 1mplementat10n were, however, frequently |
already underway when ‘the prlvacy and development and securlty
requirements were orlglnally written and amended It was not
surpr1s1ng, therefore, that the rev1ew of CCH, OBSCIS SJIS and
PROMIS in the 14 states 1nd1cates that the federal prlvacy and
securlty regulatlons have had llttle, if any, dlrect 1mpact on the“

de31gn of many of those systems.

In terms of system operation and contlnued development the

greatest 1mpact of the federal prlvacy and securlty regulations»fﬂ‘

i ' "‘1".'« Cu

For example, the leglslatures in Mlchigan and Florlda have.enacted
"sunshine'" leglslatlon., The: Commonwealth of Massachusetts hasc
passed its own prlvacy and securlty laws. -
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the operatlon and use of these systems 1n the future.~

seems to-have been on the CCH. (as a central repos1tory of CHRI),

While it

appears that all systems v1s1ted have 1nst1tuted some ~measures to

with much less influence on. the three other systems.42

protect the data malntanned in thelr flles, these measures. may not
be the dlrect result of compllance with the federal regulations.
Rather, they may s1mply result from compliance w1th state regulatlons
or pOlle or may represent general physical and personnel security
measures 1nst1tuted by’ crlmlnal Justlce agencies to protect sensitive

1nstallatlons and/or data. In any event typical among these pro-

cedures are personnel background screenlng, controlled access to
termlnals, password authentlcatlon for access to data bases facil-
ity protection ‘ahd some control over dlssemlnatlon. Such measures
are generally in llne w1th initiatives taken to secure any computer-
ized data base. '
In contrast it appears that less attentlonﬂhas been generally

glven “to 1mplementat10n of safeguards ‘to ensure the prlvacy of the

»1nd1v1duals whose names are contalned 1n the data bases of these

systems w1th the exceptlon of CCH systems. The CCH systems’ v1s1ted

have 1nst1tuted a w1de varlety of procedures de31gned to meet the.
prlvacy requlrements of the federal regulatlons. Among the pro—

cedures 1mplemented are audits, logs, notlflcatlon systems and

plocedures permlttlng 1nd1v1dual access and rev1ew.1

y‘-.

There was some conccrn about ‘how the regulatlons mlght affect

For example

suppose an 8JIS system began to accumulate CHRI 1n support of a
2= R h i

Y

e

The federal prlvacy and- securlty regulatlons, as amended exempt
all court: records maintained: lor the purpose of recordlng the
process and results of publlc court proceedlngs such as court

_ reglsters and case flles.‘ B by
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program such as sentencing guidelines (eig., those developed in the

State of New Jersey), would therevbe a change in the applicability
of the privacy and security‘regUlations'to court operated systems7
(These systems are currently considered as exempted from the regula—
tions.) System directors are also concerned that full 1mplementa—
tion of c0mp11ance mechanisms will be. costly and have unexpected
ramifications and perhaps inhibit future systems development and
operations. o ‘

i

4.2,2 Perceptions Regarding the Applicability of the Regulations

et e et A

' The extent to which procedures have been impiemented pursuant
to the LEAArregulations appears to be related to perceptions about
the degree to which each system is actually affected by the LEAA
regulatlons. State/local interpretations of the definition of
CHRI seem to be a major factor affecting responses to the privacy
and security regulations and the concomitant 1mp1ementat10n of pro-

cedures to achieve compliance with the regulatiors.

JIt is generally'acknowledged by persons involved in managing/
operating computerlzed criminal Justlce information systems that
CCH systems contaln crlmlnal hlstory record information (as deflned
in the federal regulatlons) and are, therefore, clearly subject to .
the requirements of‘the federzl privacy and security regulations.
However, perceptlons concerning the appllcatlon of the regulatlons
to the other: types of systems are frequently quite the opp031te.
Furthermore, in the case of SJIS (which has been exempLed from the
federal regulatlons) and,~1nksome’1nstances, PROMIS, the‘data in -
.the.files is considered‘to be legally discoverable and/orkin the
public domain. In some cases, PROMIS data.were con81dered to be part

of the ”prlvate" or confldentlal flles of the dlstrlct attorney.
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5.0 POLICY ISSUES

Based on the recommendations of several presidential commissions,
LEAA has been supportlng the development and implementation of CcH,
OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS systems in order to provide the criminal
hlstory record information (CHRI) needed by criminal justice agencies,
These commissions have suggested that since each criminal justice
agency (e.g., the prosecutor) possesses information needed by other
agencies (e.g., the courts), there should be some form of data exchange
among these information systems In the Interface Project, MITRE
focused on the exchange of CHRI among CCH, OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS
systems in 14 states. The two preceding chapters presented MITRE's
findings regarding not only system interface, but also two d1rectly
related topics:
e the federal privacy and security regulations, and
® the operational status of the CCH, OBSCIS, SJIS
and PROMIS systems as developed and implemented
in each state visited.
A review of these findings indicates that there are five maJor’pollcy
issues which LEAA should explore in coordination with the states
e the need for criminal hlstory record 1nformat10n
(CHRI) and, consequently, for interface;
e the apparent lack of congruence between state-
level and national-level views of the goals of
the CCH, OBSCIS and SJIS pPrograms;
e the impact of privacy and security regulations;
~ o the trend'toward developing systems’which can be
transferred from one Jurlsdlctlon to another; and

e the proliferation of local crlmlnal Justlce 1nfor—

! mation systems.

77.
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5.1 The Need for CHRI and Interface

As has been seen, -the exchange of CHRI on a system-to-=system
ba51s among the CCH, OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS systems implemented in

the 14 states included in this study is very limited. . This slow pro-

gress towards interface raises the question of the extent to which
there is a continued need to attempt to achieve interface among these
four computerized criminal justice information systems. It is evident
that some form of data exchange among ¢criminal Justice information ‘
systems (whether system~to-system or agency-to—agency) is required 1f
accurate and complete CHRI is to be available to: dec151onmakers on -a
timely basis. Consequently, policy decisions regarding the future

status and form of 1nterface should be based on a determination of

the present and future‘need to prov1de accurate,‘complete and timely,F”

CHRI,

It is not clear at the present time what the}exact requirements
are of various criminal justice agencies (both iﬂtra—fand inter-~state)
for CHRI. ® What is evident is that efforts to prdyide complete and
accurate CHRI on a timely ba51s can be prohibitively expen51ve and
perhaps, 1nfea51ble in view of the budgetary contraints wnich increas-

- ingly confront criminal Justice agenc1es. Efforts to develop complete
CHRI prov1de an example of this dilemma. Initially, states“involved'
in the CCH program sought to convert all their manual records to auto-
mated systems. The conversion of all manual records generally has
been abandoned because of the enormous expense 1nVolved
current empha51s has shifted to the selective converSion of manual
files. Furthermore, CCH systems have tended to llmlt the amount of
data disseminated electronically to summaries of CHRI preferring to
disseminate an offender s entire crlminal history record v1a mail,
Unfortunately, these efforts (and others like them) to prov1de CHRI
Jin what might be termed an economically fea51ble manner may run . con—

ktrary to the requirements of the federal privaoy and security

i
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regulations’for accurate, complete and timely CHRI. 1In order to
determine the‘need for CHRI, LEAA in cooperation with the’states
could conduct a study of the spec1f1c requirements for and use of
CHRT within various components of the criminal justice system (e.g.
the police, prosecutors, Judges and parole boards). Among the sub-

ject areas which might be included in such a study are the following:

- the need of different criminal justice agencies for
_specific elements of CHRI,
- the response time required from‘a CCH system and
- the‘degreekof accuracy and completeness required
by different agencies.
This study should also examine options to meet the requirements of

federal privacy and security regulations with the limited resources

‘now available to support CCH systems and system interface.

If it is dec1ded that there are requirements for CHRI, LEAA

could then determine how to meet u0se requirements on both . an intra-
and 1nter—state level by (among other methods) :

- Treassessing the continued need (i.e., the costs and benefits)

of attempting to achieve interface among CCH, OBSCIS, SJIS
and PROMIS systems; |

- determining the type of interface required;
examining the role of other criminal justice 1nfor—
mation systems and linkages among systems in
kprov1d1ng CHRI to CCH systems; and
- evaluating the impact of the proliferation of
;ycustomized local criminal justice 1nformation
systems and technological innovations (e .g.

distrlbutive processing) on interface.
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5.2 Programs Goals L
Our study found an apparent lack of congruence between the state-

level view and the national-level view of the goals and goal priorlties
of the CCH; OBSCIS and SJIS programs. At the state-level, primary
empﬁaSis was placed on the ﬁnplementatiOn and}operation;ot thise
systems to meet intra—state (or intra—agency) requirements. In
contrast, at the national-level, emphasis was oriented toward the inter-

state aspects of these systems.

At the state-level, an examination of the goals and goal ptior—
ities of the.CCH systems clearly indicates that empnasis‘nas been‘
nlaced on the intra-state use of CCH systems to meet the needs of
state and local crlmlnal justice agencies for CHRI. However, at the
natlonal—level emphas1s seemed to be placed on the development of

~-state
individual, state-level CCH systems as components of an inter-s ’
1 -3 o ! ‘

network capable of exchanging CHRI among the states.

There is a similar lack of congruence evident in the OBSCIS and

SJIS pfograms. ~As mentioned'earlier, at the national-level, OBSCIS

has three goals;

e to meet the information reqUirements of the National
| Prisoner Statistics (NPS) and Uniform Parole Reports
(UPR), e
‘e .to prov1de correctlons of11c1als with the. data neede
for operatlonal and management decisionmaking, and
‘;' to provide the correctional data for the CCH. system.
f,
Howevér, the main goal of ‘the OBSCIS systems visited durlng thls
3
l-—
: roject was to meet - the 1nformat10n needs of state corrections admln
P

tratlon Primary empha31s was’ plated on OBSCIS as a management infor-

ondarily,
matlon system supportlng corrections administration and sec’ vy?

as a system des1gned to meet operatlonal needs.
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There is also an apparent lack of congruence between the national-
level goals of SJIS and the state-level goals of the SJIS systems. As
stated earlier, SJIS, as seen from the natlonal—level has two goals.

®  to 1mprove the quantity and quality of data used in

state court management decisionmaking, and
® to provide the court data needed by CCH ‘and
OBTS systems.

In fact, the SJIS systems visited in this project usually met only the

first goal. There has been little 1nterface in the states visited

among SJIS and CCH systems.

This apparent lack of congruence at the state and federal levels
regarding system goals and priorities has important implications for

the future of the CCH, OBSCIS and SJIS programs. Although the federal

government (specifically LEAA) has provided significant suppoft to the

development and implementation of these systems, the institutionaliza-—
tion and continued operation of each of these systems depends on state
support., Nevertheless, it is apparent that any enhancement or 1mprove—
ment of these systems (beyond minor modifications) will require federal
assistance because ,of budget constraints now faced by many of the states.
It is in this context that the lack of congruence between federal and
state views of the goals of the programs raises two important questions.
On the oné hand, if the primary goal of .CCH, OBSCIS and SJIS systems ' is
to support the management or operations of intra-state criminal Justice
agenc1es (e g., state court administrators and correctlons agencies),

w1ll the federal government be w1lllng to support systems which.empha=~

size 1ntra state goals over inter-state goals?, On the other hand, will

state governments  continue to support systems which are not primarily

1ntended to meet. intra-state needs7

Failure to resolve the lack of congruence between‘statevand

federal goals may result . in the development of systems which contribute

81
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‘little toward achieving the goals of either level of government. To

avoid this situation, LEAA in cooperation with the states could estab-
lish goal priorities for these systems in terms of intra-state and
intra~agency as well as inter- state 1nformat10n requlrement Based on
these priorities, a coordinated state-federal policy could be estab-

lished to guide the future development and funding of these systems.

5.3 Privacy and Security

Although fedexal privacy and security regulations have impacted
on the operation of CCHrsystems included in this study, the regula-
tions have had minimal effect on 0OBSCIS, '‘SJIS and PROMIS systems.
There is continuing confusion amgng system managers as to the full
implications of the regulations; “There is also concern that full
implementation of the regulations' requirements will be a prohibitive
burden. - CCH system directors are,particularly troubled because they
may be required to obtain complete dispositions even beyond conviction.

Such an effort is seen as almost. impossible  financially, " partlcularly

:1n light of ‘current: and projected budget contralnts.

- Given the impact of the federa; privacy and security regulatlcns

to date, LEAA could commission a re-examination of the requlrements

‘ﬁgr;these regulations in. terms of the need for CHRIJas defined by

traditional uses, case law, regulations‘andkstatutory law. In parti-

cular, this study should examine the requirements for collecting

complete CHRI and establishing logs,recording CHRI’dissemination, both.

of which have been described bijCH-systemtdirectcrsjaS»very,eXpensive.v

In addition, this,studybshcuid eXamine»the,impsCt of the regulations~

on.future system,enhancements (e.g., using SJIS as”s<track1ng mechan-

ismufor sentencing gUidelines) Flnally, thls review: should study

kthe consequences of technologlcal 1nnovat10ns and the prollferatlon

of local systems on prlyacy and securlty.
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I1f, as a result of this study, there are novchanges in the regu-
lations, then LEAA could consider providing funding to implement the
regulations to achieve some agreed upon minimum standards for privacy
and security. Additional enhancements above and beyond these minimum

standards could be the respongibility of the individual states.

5.4 Transfer of Systems

Of the;four systems included in this study, only PROMIS was
initially- intended to be transferred from one lqcal jurisdiction
to another. In contrast, CCH, OBSCIS and SJIS were intended to be
developed individually by each state agency to meet its own specific
requirements. Presently, there;is'some;emphasis at the national
level on the‘deyelopment:of‘systems (i.e., OBSCIS and SJIS) which can
be transferred from one jurisdiction to another. kHowever, the idea

of transferring OBSCIS and SJIS systems from one state to another

' represents a radical departure from the original concept of these

systems. This would be especially true if consideration is given to

the transfer of CCH systems. At this pdint, it seems prudent to

assess the feasibility of the concept of transferring systems from

one jurisdiction to another for four reasons.

"First, depending on the amount of tailoring required to transfer
a system and fit it to the needs of a state-level agency (e.g., cor-
rections department),. it may be just as cost-beneficial to deyelop a

system from scratch. Second, a system designed to be transferred may

not meet an agency's needs in seeklng to develop an information

system. Third, such a system may be able to meet .the information

‘requirements of only a llmlted numbetr of states. Finally, unless

carefully coordlnated with the ‘states involved, the development of

such systems, whlch would 1mpose 1nformat10n requlrements, may -be

‘seern as an 1nfr1ngement of the states role in crlmlna Justlce.
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 Since PROMIS was the first system. specifically developed to be
transferred across jurigdictions,~an’eﬁaluatiOn of the~hi$£ory of
suéh transfefs wouid provide LEAA withwan assessmentvof the feasibil-
ity of ﬁrénsférring other systems, . The multiple use,df diffefEnt‘
versions of PROMIS proposed for a variety of reasons raises a number
of questions which could be addressed by this evaluatioﬁ including:
~ To what extent is PROMIS documentation and technical
asSistancefadequate‘to meet the needs of potential
ﬁser agencies?
-~ In what ways can the role of potential non-—-prosecutorial
users be éxpanded.in the development andfimﬁlémentatiqn
of PROMIS? | N |
= What are the cost/benefits ofrexpaﬁding theﬂapplicatidn
| of PROMIS to meet the néedsfbf othef criminal juétiCe
. agencies (policé, courts, cqfrections)?
~ What are the limitations of PROMIS in attempting to

" meet the needs of other agencies?

‘5.5 The|Proliferation of Local Criminal Justice Ihformatibn Syétems

As stated preyidusly, the development and implementation of CchH,
0BSCIS, SJIS and;PROMIS systenis haVe'tended to occur in isélation.
This situation is exacerbatéd by - the uncooidinated growth-of local
criminal jﬁstice‘information\syéféﬁs.‘ Systems méy be deSigﬁed with

little or no thought given to developing a capacity for interface.

This is particularly true in the case of S8JIS Whereithe‘tailoring of

information systems to local court needs may have occprxgd.to,Suchvan’

extent that interface with SJIS may not be poééible.

. i

\k"f:. 5

Newftechnblogy (e.ge, miniféomputé£3)‘may§#eny well accelerate

;thé“spféad,Of local systems by, for instaﬁce;afei“¢ingnthe.cost °f‘ £

Obtainingnlbcal‘hérdﬁare. Iffptoperly cdordinated,'thg growth off
local systems may well enhance-the‘exchaﬁge,of CHRI_iﬁ-tefms,aff !

s

8.

¥

~development and implementation of local ¢

~ SRR e

; The devélopment of the multi-
county, intensive PROMIS projects in Michigan, New Jersey and New York

compléeteness, accuracy and timeliness,

provide examples of coordinated planning and development. If the

riminal justice information
Systems continues, LEAA could initiate a pProject to determine the need
for interface among'not'only local “

systems but also among local g
‘ ystems
and the state-level criminal justic

If such a

tate and

e information Systems.
need is established,’LEAA could consider working with the S

local dgencies to develop some meéhanism (e.g., a coordinating body)~’

to determine the degree Of'compatibility needed among thege systems

to achieve an agreed upon level of interface,
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LIST OF INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED DURING THE INTERFACE PROJECT

~ APPENDIX A
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Computerized Criminal-History System
Alabama

.Mr,"EUgene J. Ackers o
Systems Development Division

'_Alabama‘Criminal Justice Information Center

Arizona

Robert J, FEdgren .

Technical Coordinator, Criminal Justice Information Systems

Department of Public Safety |
California

Mr. Fred Wynbrandt _

Assistant Director .
Identification and Information Branch
Division of Law Enforcement
‘Department of Justice

Ms. Barbara G. Myers

~ Assistant Bureau Chief :
Identification and Information Branch
Division of Law Enforcement
Department of Justice

Florida N

Mr. Robert Edwards‘
Director: S - .
Division of Criminal Justice Information Systems

Department of'Criminal.Law Enfdrcement :

~'Mr. Dan Cooksey1'” ‘

Director, Data Bage

- Division of Criminal Justice Information Systems'
"= Department of Criminal Law Enforcement L

Mr. Chgrles Jacobs : - ,
rector, Criminal Identification Bureau

S

of Criminal Law Enforcement

:~~Di“ision of Criminal Justice: Information Systemg‘
Dep :

N
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'.ComputeriZe&1Criminalinstory System,(Continuedy
 Georgia

Mr. George Boles . T, ‘ R IR P o 8 et
Director: S ' ' ' ' RN S
‘Crime Informatlon Center (CIC)

Department of Publié Safety

' Mr. Ed Manseau z
-Deputy Dlrector
CIC L .",;/‘- . \
S Mr. George'Emfinger
‘Criminal Justice Data
CIC
Mr. Ed Sills :

Identlflcatlon and Field Supportj
‘€IC R

Mr. Bill Holland
Crvmlnal Justice Informatlon
sCIC

>Louisiana

Lo Mr. Derald W Smlth
Director- .. ‘ : o
j”Crlmlnal Justlce Information ‘Systems D1v131on
Loulslana Comm1351on on LaW‘Enforcement o

,Minnesota

Mr. Dan Love

 Director :
‘Criminal Justlce Informatlon Systems;
Bureau-of Criminal Apprehension
Department of Public Safety

| Michi e S in ‘ "k' k;nnrn‘ R /4
‘eraptaln Allen Shaw : ‘

e ‘Center. Records : L D e
‘ "State;Pollce S R wn

er. Dave Ferguson
i Data Center ,'v e e REN SR »
T e . o '*”88 . PR
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~“Deputy Commissioner 5 .
Office of Identlflcatlon and Data Systems

Computerlzed Crlmlnal History System (Contlnued)

Mlch*gan (Contlnued)

Mr, Dalles Piper
‘Central Records

State Police " o S

New Jersez '

;Sergeant @alley Miller

‘Records and. Identification Sectlon

D1v131on of State Police

Department of Law and Public Safety

New York

Mr. Adam D'Alessandro

D1v131on of Cr1m1nal Justlce Serv1ces

' Pennsylvanla

)

Mr. Josep’h ngglone

‘RDlrector :
Governor s Task. Force on Crlmlnal Justlce Informatlon Systems

Major John Angell ;

'State Pollce

'Captain Ben‘Jones L

State Police

fUtahf

Mr. L. Del Mortensen
‘Director

Bureau of - Identlflcatlon
Department of PubllcfSafety
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Offender—Based’State‘Correction Information System

Alabama.

Mr. Rick Holston ~ : e bﬂvt“’
Data Systems Manager: , :
Department of Correctlons

-AriZona

Gerald Pater

Manager ,

Management Information Systems
Department of Corrections

California

Ms. Marle Vida Ryan
Chief

Management Informatlon
Department of Correctlons

Ms. Dorothy M.'Tuman?'
Assistant Director
Management Information
Department of Correctlons

$n

, Florida

- Mr. Rey Ferrarl

Director P
Management Information System;,'

;Department of . Correctlons

’GeOrgla

M. Ta Benjamln Wyckoff
Director of Systems Development e
Department of Offender Rehabilitatlon e

- Mlchlgan

,"Mr. Jack Boehm :
Assistant Deputy Dlrector_V

Admlnlstratlve Serv1ces

"Department of Correctlons

R Do

e e U S PR o

Offender ‘Based State Correction Information System (Continued)

Minnesota

Mr. Gerald Strathman

Director :

Research and Information Systems
Department of ‘Corrections

‘New Jersey

Mr. Stan Repko

Director

Bureau of Correctional Informatlon Systems
‘Department of Correctlons

New York

Mr. Hank Donnely

‘Director :

Records and Statistical Analysis
Department of Correctlonal Services

- Mr. Dennis Greene
‘Management Information’ Serv1ces
Department of Correctlonal Serv1ces

'Pennsylvanla

Mr. Joe Riggione
Director : : :
Governor S Task .Force on Criminal Justlce Informatlon Systems

‘Utah

-~ Mr. Richard J. 0Oldroyd
Director of Research
Division of Corrections
Department of Social Services:

Wisconsinip

‘Mr. Paul Kusauda :

‘Director :

Office of Systems and Evaluatlon
Division ‘of -Corrections

'il Department of Health and Soclal Serv1ces
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.Cffeﬁder‘Based StateHCorrECtiOnf?ﬁform?tiQn System {Gontinued)

Sy S

Wisconsin (Continued
Mr. Carl Sam

‘Fechnical Serviqes ;
Division -of Corrections

 kMr; Ted JohnéOn

Deputy Director—Systems‘
Division of Corrections

Mr. Dick Suehring ’
Office of Information Systems

Department of Health and,SoCial ServiceS"

Ms. Wanda Shrank ‘
Office of Information Systems L
Department of Health and 5001al Services

o /"‘:
. 3

3
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 State Judicial Information System
Alabama

. Mr. Jan M. Shultz el

% Information Systems Division
- Department of Court Management
‘Administrative Office of the Courts

Arizohar'
‘Mr. James A, Niles
Chief of Planning

Supreme Court

Georgia_

Mr. Robert Doss, Jr.

Director, Administrative Office of the Court

Georgia Judicial Council

“Mr. John Shope ; .
Assistant Director for Operations

‘Mr. Chris Perrin
Assistant Director R
Courts Coordiantion and Research

-~ Louisiana
zoulsiana

Dr.. Hugh Collins v ,
Director of Policy and Planning
Supreme Court of Louisiana

. Michigan
Mr. Richard G. Wilhelm
+-Executive Director

“Judicial Data Center o o
Office of the State Court Administrator:

Minnesota

‘Mr.. James R. Rebo
Director S
"kInforﬁatiQn7Systemsf1,' e 5
Minnesota‘State1Court’Administratipn,

TR

i T
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State Judicial InformationfSyStem;(Continued}

Hew Jersey

‘Mrs George Slkora

Director. v
Judicial Mhnagement Informatlon System :

b

Pennsylvania

Mr. Larry Polansky
Deputy Administrator

' Pennsylvania Supreme Court

Mr. Steve Ayers
Director of Data Proce351ng

Pennsylvanla Supreme COurt

Rhode Island

Mr. Ron: La Chance

Director :

State Judicial Informatlon System
Office of the State Court Admlnlstration

]

Utah

Mrs Ellls D. Pettlgrew
Ass1stant State COurt Admlnlstrator
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Prosecutor's Management Information System

_Alabama

Mr. Eugene J. Akers
Systems Development Division
Criminal Justice Information Center

California

Mr. Neal Riddle

PROMIS Manager

Office of the DlStrlCt Attorney
Los Angeles County

Mr. Frank Costa
Assistant District Attorney

- Chief, Systems/Training Division
~San Diego County

Ms. K. Jean Timmons
System Analyst

Department of Electronic Data Proce551ng Serv1ces

San Dlego County

Georgia

Mr. Tom Charron

District Attorney

' Cobb. County (Marietta)

Mr.. leschel Strlckland
Director

-Cobb County Data Proces31ng Department

Mr. Russell Klrkpatrlck

Chief Programmer

. Cobb County Data Processing Department
Louisiana

 Mr. Glen A, Christiana

Director 'of Data Systems
Office of the Dlotrlct Attorney

New Orleans
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Prosecutor’'s Managemént'Information‘SyStem (Continued)

" Mr. James E. Rousselle
Assistant to the Dlrector
Data Systems
" 0ffice of the DlStrlct Atforney
New Orleans '

Michigan

Mr. Hank Verkaik

Program Specialist
Multi-County PROMIS PrOJect
Department of Management and Budget
Offlce of Criminal Justlce Programs

Mr. Thomas Johnson
Director R
ftatistical Analysis Center

Mr. Gene Lambert
* Analyst/Evaluator
Office of the Prosecuting. Attorney
Kalamazoo County

Mr. Domlnlck R. Carnovale

Chief A551stant Prosecutlng Attorney

Wayne County (Detr01t)

Mr-. Mlchael Fried
ProSeCutor—AdminiStrator
“ Wayne County (Detroit)

oy New,Jersey

~Mr. Steve Long
Director -
PRQMIS Progect
D1v131on of Crlmlnal Justlce

Mr. Thomas O'Rellly
 Section Chief
Admlnlstratlon
o D1v151on of Crlmlnal Justlce
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Prdsecutor's'Managepent Information System (Continued)

" New York

Mr. Kenneth R. 0! Brien
Management Systems Executive
Offlce of the District Attorney

Mr. Sarwar Kashmeri _ , :
Division of Criminal Justice Services
Utah

Mr. William Hyde

Assistant County Prosecutor. ’

Salt Lake County

Mr. Frank Clapp‘
System Analyst

. Salt Lake County Data Proce551ng Department

Ms, Debra Sorenson
Salt Lake County Prosecutor s Office (PROMIS)

Mr Harole Nelson -
District Court Clerk's Offlce_
Salt Lake Clty

Wlsconsln

_Mr. Louis A. Metz III

- Judicial Information Systems Coordlnatlon for PrOJect Turnaround
‘ Mllwaukee County
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APPENDIX' B

 COMPUTERIZED CRIMINAL HISTORY SYSTEM SITE VISITS

e

LN

. The AcJIc dlrector e

‘General's Offlce,

APPENDIX B

COMPUTERIZED CRIMINAL HISTORY SYSTEM SITL VISITS -

Sfate—Level CCH Operatlonal Status

The follow1ng 1nformatlon was secured durlng visits to CCH.

- 1nstallat10ns 1n 12 states._ The ~objective of. those visits 1ncluded

- a determlnatlon of the current operatlonal status of the state! s CCH

and an examination of the hlstorlcal evolutlon of those systems from

'the initial development and 1mplementat10n phases to the1r present

operatlonal condltlon.

;li tAlabama

, The CCH system 1n Alabama 1s the respon51b11lty of the Alabama
Crlmlnal Justlce Informatlon Center (ACJIC) whlchnwas created in

1975 to establlsh and operate a statew1de crlmlnal\Justlce 1nforma—

'.tlon system to serve Alabama s crlmlnal Justlce communlty.' It oper-
, j u

ates under state lawtwhlch mandates statew1de arrevt reportlng, a.”

kunlform crime reportrng system, complete and accuréte files of per=

- sons engaged in. crunrnal act1v1tLes in the State,‘a1r1ght of acceSs,

rev1ew and challeng( ty 1nd1v1duals whose records aLe malntalned

i
3

and system prlva‘y and securlty.
\,

S A
By

ACJIC is a sep‘

i S ‘u

e
'of representatlves of warlous agenc1es dlrectly or Jndlrectly 1n—/'

ERN [
~Volved in law- enforcement and crlmlnal Justlce (e g,, the Attorney

wog

he Board of Correctlons and the Department of

. g
'UPubllc Safety) A¢ }ani umbrella agency, ACJIC provrdes a w1de
; :
;range of serv1ces dncluding a communlcatlons network} law enforce—~

5'vment data system and te(hnical ass1stance. j

‘w997f“'"

,1ndependent of other state agenc1es.»

"he ACJIC Comm1551onwwhich 1s composed

i
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"Alabama CCH file includes:

ACJIC's Computerlzed Criminal Hlstory (CcH) is an on—llne data
base of crlmlnal offender 1nformat10n avallable to qua11f1ed crim—
1nal Justlce agenc1es. The purposes of CCH to speed up the crlmlnal
justice process and to provide complete, statewide "rap sheets on
offenders have not changed durlng development, Information_in,the
individual identification information,
arrest information, court or other dispositions, and custody/super-—
vision status. All information entered into CCH is based on posi-

tive flngerprlnt 1dent1f1catlon of the subject.'

The Alabama Department of Publlc Safety (DPS) was 1n1t1ally
charged with the respon51b111ty of developlng a CCH system. - How~
ever, the project was terminated becauSe,of technical problems.

ACJIC renewed Alabama's efforts to‘implementka CCH and with the

cooperation of DPS has succeeded. DPS is presently prOviding arrest

data (1nclud1ng flngerprlnts and identification numbers) and ACJIC
also receives data from OBSCIS and SJIS. While the system itself

"belongs" to the'Data‘Management Services Division (DMSD)/Department

0f Finance under Alabama's consolldatlon of computer serv1ces, ACJICp

has retalned rull management control.

'In‘1975, ACJIC received LEAA funding:to plan its CCH and by

1977,fa'master‘name,indexiwas prepared. ~ACJIC is mot engaged in an

effort to convert all of the manual CHRI. ‘Each new arrest is enter-.

ed on the\system and, if thefoffender has a prior record,‘his manual,

file is converted. Any type of “hit" in terms of identifying a’

priot offender Wlll also trlgger record conver51on as will any

request for CHRI of a prev1ous offender.

24 AriZOna ’ o
' Arlzona 1nvolvement w1th CCH began durlng 1969 and its ob—
jectlves have remalned falrly constant over the past decade and
stlllkprov1de guldance for CCH 0perat10ns ;n,Ar1zona. 1Those ‘ob~

jectives were‘those"specified by Project SEARCH.‘
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.Offender—Based btate Lorrectlonal Informatlon System).

- with the Crime Informatlon Center s ba51c plan.

S ific problem has recently arisen:

Since'lts inception, Arizona's CCH system has been under the
direction of the State s Crime Informatlon Center, a component of
the Arizora Department of Publlc Safety., Between 1969 and 1973 de-
velopment efforts were concentrated on planning and designing an on-
line system,'lmplementlng both the software and hardware, improving
the manual record keeping system, and coverting the manual records
to machine-readable form. As an on-line system with data input,

edlt and retrieval capabilities, CCH began serving Arlzona law en-

forcement off1c1als during 1973. The Arizona CCH became the first

system to interface in an on-lina mode with the FBI's National Crime

Information Center (NCIC) for the eXChange of computerized criminal

history records., Federal funding for the Arlzona effort terminated

in 1974, at which time the State assumed the operating costs of the

system and 1nst1tut10nallzed CCH.,

kSince becoming operational the system has reportedly func-

" tioned fairly smoothly. Currently, CCH 1s one of many components

compr1s1ng the Arizona Criminal Justice Informatlon System (others
include the Arizona Law Enforcement Telecommunlcatlons System Uni-
form Crime Reportlng, Law Enforcement—Jud1c1al Information System,

Arlzona Department of Transportation ~ Motor Vehicle D1v1—31on,kand

Law enforce—

' ment officials have access to the CCH data through computer-to-com=
, puter interface and via remote and moblle termlnals. As presently

structured, the system contains the- five SEARCH speci-fied CCH

segments: _the 1dent1f1cat10n, arrest, prosecutlon, Jud1c1al and

custodial'segements. Much of this 1nformatlon is initially gathered

by the Law EnforCement—Jud1c1al Informatlon System (the Arlzona

version . of OBTS) and then used as 1nputs for CCH.

Generally speaklng, CCH operatlons in Arizona are in accordance-

However, one spec—

there is sllppage in postlng
current data and plac1ng it in the computerlzed files. tThls,ls.
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' tained in parallel with the automated CCH

reportedly due to a lack of funds needed to. employ suff1c1ent staff

L

to completely process the daily 1nflux of criminal hlstory informa-

tion. An 1mportant ramiflcatlon of this srippage is that teletype

(TWX) inquiries often require a concurrent manual search of the

- master CCH name index.

3. California

of 51gn1f1cance in the development of ‘the Computerized Criminal

History System (CCH) in California is the organization of the exec-
utive branch of the state government.
of Justice, and the Branch of Identification and Information w1th1n
1ts Division of Law nforcement reports to a separately elected
constitutional offlcer, the Attorney General. ‘Unlike most states
where the Department of Public Safety (State Crime Information
Center) 5 a respon51b111ty of the Governor, Callfornla s CCH
responSible agency is independent of the Governor, and: s‘herefore

independent of other state level crlminal justice agencies such as

the Department of Corrections. The resultlng 1ndependence has im-—

poded cooperation between state agencies w1th regard to the devel—

_opment ‘of CCH ‘and made multi—system interface more difficult to

' achieve.

In 1970 an 1nformat10n system 1mplementat10n plan was approved
by the Californla legislature which included a plan for a massive
conver31on of eX1st1ng ceriminal history records for use in the auto—
mated system. This plan was modified,. however after large numbers
of records were converted, and the decision was made to abandon con~
version 1n favor of entering only information on new offenders to
the system. The ex1st1ng manual crlmlnal hlstory system was ‘main-

A manual crimlnal hist—

‘ory is now only updated when a current request is made for a rap

sheet. Implementation of the CCH system began in, 1972 and was: com—.

~pleted in 1973. The system 1s fully operatlonal
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- days prlor to maillng or: local proces51ng.

There were political structuralpproblems'in attempting to de—
velop a Comprehensive Data System (CDS) in California, however, and

the state has withdrawn from tha‘.tfprograr_n,a

Californialentered into. CCH development with the goal of pro-
viding law enforcement agenc1es with on—line rnal —time retrieval of
criminal histories. It 1n1t1ally adopted the SEARCH goals, however
California has modifled them in some respects., Initially, the sys—
tem was to prov1de full crlmlnal histories on—llne. This objective

is no longer followed however.

The automated criminal history has three parts. The first is
the Personal Data Record (PDR): which contains 1dent1fy1ng data, the
crime summary, and the complete and sometimes lengthy body of the

criminal hlstory.

A field agency inquiring into the system has a choice of re—v

sponses, It can'routinely receive, within 20—30 seconds on its

local terminal, a combination of the personal data record, the crime -

summary’ and fhe full detail of the last arrest cycle. ‘Where com—
puter - to computer interfaces exist or in emergency situations, the

entire automated criminal history‘can be printed out on the local

terminal. This is not routinely done, however, because ‘of the large.

amount of ‘data usually contalned in the entlre record and the rela~-

tively slow printlng capacrty of Iocal termlnals.

Normally, when a request,for an entire rap{eheet is received
from a local terminal; it is acknowledged- the PDR and crime'summary

are prlnted out locally, and the entire criminal history is prlnted

- out ‘in-house. in a batch mode at eight—hour 1ntervals for malllng.

Response time . for similar 1nqu1r1es into the manual system' is

much greater, with the maJority of responses requirlng four to seven

[

{f
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The system is Operated‘in_aFDepartment of Justice dedicated
data processing center in Sacramento. Currently, no LEAA funds are

,belng used for system: development or operation.

The California Computer;zed Crlmlnal Hlstory'Systemvserves some
700 law enforcement agencies through over 2000 on~line display termi-
nalg. The terminals are. however,'used only for data retrieval in
’ order to allow the operating bureau to apply quallty control proce—
dures to all information received. for entry into the system. This
is done to maintain the quality of;all~data availahle:forkretrieval
by its using agencies. The centralized approach is even used for
“handling all requests from Califdrnia,law;enforcement'agencieslto

the FBI for rap sheets or other‘reports.

By 1980, California plans to develop an automated name index
including all California offenders to. serve law enforcement agencies
requiring rapid identification'and,onlyjbasic offender history data.
Such an index would supplement the on-line computerized‘criminal' '

history and provide additional service to the using agencies..
4. Flovida

those positedthy Project SEARCH.  Florida's CCH system has, since =
v the initial development phase;, been'under'thefdirection of the
' Florlda Crime’ Information Center (FCIC), a component of the Florlda

Department of Criminal Law Enforcement. The FCIC, ‘as a central

- on stolen vehlcles, stolen and recovered guns;,, wanted persons, and

justlce agencies in-a number of areas, 1nclud1ng 1nvest1gat1ve

fpnctlons,gthekrssuance of llcenses,.therestabllshment of penalty -

The objeﬁiﬁyes of the: CCH effort in Floridadwere parallel to o

1nformatlon reposlfory, contalns more 1nformat10n than Just crlmlnal

hlstory records, for example, Unlform Crlme Report data, informatlonp

missing persons. - The CCH records are dlssemlnated to meet the dallyo

operatlonal need of law enforcement offlcials and to assist chminalr

!
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class for multiple of fenders; bail/bond hearings' pre—trial interé
vention hearings; sentenc1ng w1th pre—sentence 1nvest1gat10ns- and
risk cla351f1cat1on for custody or supervision. As a by-product of
system operatlon, the system can also provide statistical reports
and a data: base for research purposes. Additionally, the CCH system
can be used to proyide specialized services5 particularly identifi-
cation assistance for unknown deceased, amnesia victims, etc.,

through an automated fingerprint search‘of the index.

Currently, the Florlda CCH system incorporates the standard
range of on-line capabllltles, ‘including data entry, inquiry, edit-
‘ing and retrieval. Police departments throughout the state have
access to the data base via remote terminals, allowlng for the

timely and speedy exchange of criminal history information. ' '

5.. Georgia

- Federal funds were used to support the development and oper—
atlon of CCH in Georgia from 1972 through 1977, however, since that
time state funding has met most of the costs associated with CCH
operatlons. L£CH is a progect of ‘the Georgla Crime Informatlon

Center (GCIC), in the Georgla Department of Public Safety. The

objectives of -the CCH progect in Georgia paralleled those outllned

by Project SEARCH.

At about the same time that Georgia 301ned the CCH program,

the FBI ‘was placed in charge of the natlonal CCH program under the

ausplces of its National Crlme Informatlon Center. Georgia closely
followed the guldellnes 1ssued by the FBI concernlng the type of

data elements and structure of flles that should be used in de-"

‘51gn1ng a state-level CCH system in developlng the CCH system

The .Georgia CCH operates on data processing equlpment in the

facllltles of the GLurg1a~Department of AdmlnistrativevServices o




(DOAS) DOAS control over -‘the computer facilities is seen-as a

maJor impediment to the efficient and effective operation of CCH and
has been the source. of long—term political differences between DOAS
and GClC. Such tactors as establishing priorities, staff'capabil—
ities, and joint use of‘computerkfacilities with non-~law enforcement‘

agencies gave rise to these differences.

During initial CCH operations the anticipated high volume of
requests: for criminal‘history data by local police requiring quick
turnaround never really materializedAand,CCH data were often found

‘not useful for police investigations. Additionally, Georgia police
relied primarily on the Law Enforcement Telecommunications System
(LETS) for communicating this type of data rather than using CCH.
The greatest and most pressing need for CCH data was exhibited by
the courts and rehabilitative services for prefsentence.investi—
gations and placement of offenders in diagnostic services or in-
stitutions. However, the requests for this data by the courts and
vrehabilitation serVices are rarely urgent., This situation obviated
the need for maintaining detailed rap sheet information on—line,
although the GCIC still sees the need for that capability in order
to send out summary data using computer teriminals in response to.
requests by local policea In order to:accommodatevthis potential‘
need, an off line batch system was developed and modified to permit

on—line inquiries for summary rap: sheet data.

The GCIC is currently in the process of converting its manual
criminal record system to an automatec one utiliZing a limited con—'

, verSion process. Eventually, full historical converSions will be
made each time a new CCH record is created or when. there is. actiVity
on. an eXisting CCH record. Because of: GCIC'S concern about the pos—»
51ble 1mpact of privacy and security regulations, the cost 1nvolved
in converting records, and the accuracy of data obtained from ~other

" states, only offenses -committed 1n Georgia are being included in the"

~ CCH files.
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Responding to the perceived needs for dedicated computer fa-
cilities and for interface among criminal justice information sys—

tems, the GCIC has proposed major modifications to its CCH system.

The plan, to be implemented during 1979 primarily with state funds,

calls for the development of. a statewide Criminal Justice Informa—
tion System. As presently envisioned, a DPS controlled host com-
puter will be connected with- the Department of Public Safety's -
mobile and satellite terminals throughout Georgia allowing imple-
mentation of an on-line system to be shared by the police with the
Department of Offender;Rehabilitation, the Courts and the Prosecu-

tors. Each agency will control the data specific to their own

needs, and, when recessary, have the capability of accessing pertin-

ent data stored in other segmentskof the data base. Linked together

by common 1dentification data mich like a master name index, the

segmented, shared data base will eliminate much duplication that

would exist if each agency maintained its own comprehensive files.

6. Louisiana

The Computerized Criminal History System (CCH) in LOuisiana,
now known as the Complete DiSpOSition Reporting System (CDR) was an

out- growth of an_attempt to implement the entire ComprehenSive Data

System- (CDS) program in Lou181ana.

In order to 1mplement CDs 1ncluding OBTS/CCH the Statistical

’Analy31s Center (SAC) and Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) ‘Louisiana

established the Louisiana Criminal Justice Information System
(LCJIS)

Initially, the develoment of LCJIS was under the direction of

the Lou151ana Attorney General in the Department of Justice. Con-

sequently, an internal institutional conflict arose between the At~w

'torney General and ‘the State ‘Police over the prOJect and in 1977

responsibility for LCJIS and the CDS program was transferred to the
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iLoulslana Commission on Law Enforcement (SPA) and 1ts Gr1m1nal

Justlce Informatlon Systems Division.

For the first'four years of ‘the LCJIS program, the implementa-

‘tion emphas1s was placed on the OBTS program, That implementation

effort has not been seen as successful however, and ‘the emphasis

has now changed to creatlon of the Complete Dlspos1t10n Reporting

System which provides a computerlzed depository for. CHRI data.

“The objectives of the CDR System'are coincident with that of

'OBTS/CCH. The CDR System l1nks existing capabilities into a centxal

repository of data for OBTS aud for CCH. The system's goal is -to
provide accurate and timely information relative to criminal justice
activities within the State,~pThe information produced by the. system

is intended for use by local law enforcement agencies, prosecution,

-and defense agencies, regional, local, and State planning agencies,

the State Legislature and Legislative Commi ttees, and the State
courts and correctional agencies. 1Initially, operated as a batch
system, it is planned to provide an on-line summary CCH to law en-—

forcement agencies in the future.

- Through data collected from the FINDEX system (a master arrest
name,index), a new arrest module to be deVeloped “the District At—'
torneys DlSpOSlthn Reportlng System (reportlng court act1v1ty) and
the CAJUN System (parole, probatlon, and correctlon data) the CDR is

expected to- malntaln a general data base composed of data elements:

from’ the ex1st1ng crlmlnal Justlce system tied together w1th a com—

~mon LCJIS tracking number (yet to be as51gned)

The current CDR operation 1s accomplished through the" coopera—

tion of two agenc1es. the LCJIS organizatlon which processes: the

data and the state. pollce who store and disseminate the data.  There .

is leglslatlon pendlng to- place the LCJIS organlzatlon under the

kLoulslana Department of Public Safety. The summarlzed rap sheet
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information is used by the Probation Department, the law enforcement

agencies and by governmental and regulatory bodies in regulation and
llcen51ng activities, Although there are not now computerized crim-
inal ‘record histories with complete disposition information, the
situation is expected to be improved after the LCJIS receives and
edits tapes from the District Attorney Disposition Reportlng System

(DADR) and enters the ed1ted data on—llne into the CDR data base,

7. Michigan

Prior to the development of CCH in the late 1960's, the Mich-

igan State Police were part of a state-wide, computerized Law En—

- forcement Information Network (LEIN)., This system provided on~line

access to data base' such as warrants and stolen cars and offered
direct linkage to a number of other agencies including the State
Department of Motor Vehicles and the Detroit Police. In 1969, Mich~
igan part1c1pated in the SEARCH pilot project to develop a proto-

type CCH system and provided the central index of offender records

held by the participating states. The objectives of the Michigan

CCH effort were in llne with those specified by Project SEARCH and

have remained constant thr0ughout CCH development.

The initial CCH developed in M1ch1gan consisted of a batch
data entry system with on-line data inquiry, retrieval and exchange
capabllltles. Durlng the pilot project each of the six Progect

SEARCH partlclpatlng states contributed 10 OOO records to the

central index and sent tapes to Michigan on a weekly basis to update

the rep081tory. With the completlon of the pllot project and the

decision to establlsh a natJonal CCH rep051tory at NCIC, Mlchlgan

rellnqulshed its repon51b111ty for malntalnlng the central index.

" Michigan has, however,'continued to develop and refine their

~ CCH system. Presently, CCH features a wide range of on-line capa-

kbllltles, 1nclud1ng data entry, inquiry update, retrleval and ex-—
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changea About 300 of the police agencies in the state havevdirect
access to the automated CCH data base. An additional 400 or so
police departments have indirect access through specified hookups{
In current operation, each police depar tment is designated as a
service agency (i.e., having a remote terminal with direct linkage -
to CCH) or a serviced agency (i.e., no terminal). For data access
purposes as well as for privacy and security considerations, each
seérviced agency is assigned to a specific intermediary agency op-
efating a remote terminal as part of the state-wide CCH network. In
otrder to keep the files as up-to—date as possible, and continually
add to the original 10,000 record data base, new cases are immedi-
ately entered into the automated system, The conversion of an
existing manual record is initiated only when a previous offender
commits a new offense which is entered on the automated system.
Michigan has maintained a working relationship with NCIC, providing
the national rep081t0ry with nightly, batch updates through tele~

communication links.,

8. Minnesota

The Computerized Criminal History System (CCH) in Minnesota ia
a part of the Minnesota Criminal Justice Information System. 'That
system includes communications computers connecting to NLETS and
NCIC and operates at the state computer facility which also serves
as the data processing‘center for the State Judicial Information
System, and for the Correctional Management Information System File.
The state established the Minnesota Crime Information Center in 1969
utilizlng the state operated data processing facility (Information '
Systems Division) on law enforcement "owned” computer equipment,
The state had completed its programming for the CCH system 1n¥1211
when the CCH program was assigned“to the FBI, and the initial grant
ran out. - At that time Mlnnesota,Aflrst using an LEAA.statistics
grant, and then undey a‘Comprehensive Data System: (CDS) grant, em~

phasized the development of Uniform Crime Report (UCR) programsand

110

A P P BT R .____r:;

Offender—-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS). After UCR/OBTS became
operational in 1972, the state again returned to CCH system devel-

opment and the CCH system became operational in July 1977.

The system is currently operated by the Bureau of Criminal Ap-
prehension, but no longer submits criminal history data to NCIC.
The initial SEARCH model has been expanded so that the Minnesota
Criminal Justice Reporting System includes OBTS information, which

is fed to the Minnesota GCCH. All current operational costs: for CCH

are borne by the state.

The initial development of the CCH system in Minnesota was
based on the goals for the CCH system as set forth in Project SEARCH
documentation to meet the expected demand for the rapid retrieval of
criminal history data by local law enforcement officials. QCurrent-—

ly, the system is used extensively by the Minnesota courts and cor—

rection agencies;

System operations 1nclude the submission, to the Bureau of
Criminal Apprehen51on, of data from the courts using. data collectlon
forms for each criminal case. Law enforcement agenc1es,utilize on-
line terminals for submission of criminal arrest data for direct

entry into the CCH system.

The Minnesota Computerized Criminal History System has been
operating in a stable manner for sometine. It serves its users
through some 263 terminals which are located in law enforcement
agenc1es, prosecutor's offices, courts and correction organizatlons.
In additlon, there are some 70 mobile terminals operated by the Min-
neapolls Pollce Department. The system operates on-line for both
data entry and retrieval. There are no formal inter-organizational
groups which back system interface and interfacekplans depend large-

ly on personal relationships. The»CCH:system stands ready to be
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interconnected with the miniCOmputer to be used for the SJIS opera-
tlon through the state's communlcatlon network. ~The syStem's docu~-
mentation is complete and it appears that the CCH system in Minne-
gota can be characterized as a mature, fully operational service to

Minnesota®s criminal justice communitys

9., New Jersey

The CCH program in New Jersey is the responsibility of the
Division of State Police, Department‘of Law and Public Safety. The
CCH system is des1gned to prov1de accurate and complete CHRI to
crrmlnal justice agencies in a timely manner. The D1v151on of: Sys-
tem and Communications 1s responsible for providing system support
for the CCH program. ' The Records and Identification Sectlon.ls re-
sponsible for the other aspects of the'program. The State of New
Jersey has'had a manual system for collecting, collating, maintain-
ing and dlssemlnatlng CHRI since the early 1930'3.. In 1972, -the
State Pollce;began to convert the manual records u51ng keypunchlng.

In 1976, the basic structure of an automated system was in place.

. There are 70 on-line, remote termlnals currently in use. At
the present time, 16 of the 21 countles within the state are on—llne
with the identification bureau. In addltlon 28 pollce-departments

now have remote termlnals. The CCH system prov1des CHRI to a vari-

ety of crlmlnal justlce -agencies 1nclud1ng probatlon, courts, prose—

cutors ‘and corrections. Although the pollce supply the initial data

for the system,‘lt is. estlmated that they receive only approx1mately

19 percent of 1ts output.v The other components of the crlmlnal
Justlce system (e.g+, the courts) are the users of most of the data

dlssemlnated by the CCH system. :

The CCH system con51sts of two components. an automated master

o name index record and computerlzed crlmlnal history flles. The.on—s

‘line master name index is a separate file. whlch permits the user to vd
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access any summary record or conv1ct10n record in the file using the
State Bureau of Identlflcatlon number. There are three dlfferent

types of records avallable u51ng the on-line termlnals.

® 'CCH Summary.Record —-,subject's identification data;

total‘arrestssreported; number and types of charges;
indication of whether subject has ever been convicted,

by charges; indication of whether subject has receéived.
conditional disscharge' last reported arrest including
_date, agency, and case number; interim d1sp031t10n status,

and last custody status reported

e CCH Record of Conviction == subject's identificationbdata
including court identification; date of conviction' and -
sanction umposed (eego, conflnement term, court fine and

term of probatlon)

T CLH Record of Arrest -— subject's identification data and
arresting agency(s) data including 1dent1f1er, date of

arrest and statute citation.

~ Off-line, a user may request what is termed‘the;CCH "Detailed Re~

cord”. This record provides all the arrest and postyconviction
disposition data which was historically recorded in the old manual
files. In addition, the subject's complete identification data is
included along with interim disposition data, |

This interim'dispositionbdata provides thevcapacity to track
an offender's movement thrOugh the'criminal justice . system. Conse—

uently, the CCH "Detalled Record” functlons as an OBTS. In order to

'prov1de dlspos1t10n 1nformat10n, the Court Dlspositlon Reportlng

(CDR) System was developed as a cooperatlve effort between the .

Admlnrstratlve Office of the.Courts and the State Police. The CDR

provides. the means by which court‘clerks, prosecutors -and probation

113

A T T o ki A

L




it S ¥ el

officers can report dispositions to the State Bureau of Identlcar

tion. Moreover, there 1s a custody/superv1sion status report which1
is used to record such 1tems of 1nformat10n as date of parole, ex-
tension or reduction of term of conflnement and ‘parole violation,
The Bureau . of. Identlflcatlon prov1des a nite person staff to a331st

contributing agenc1es in reportlng dlsp051t10ns.

At the present time, it is estlmated that the CCH system con~
tains 350 000 records. Approx1mately 75 percent of all the arrests
have dispositions. Record conversion from the old manual files to
the‘automated ones began 1n,1972. After»that‘time allpnew CHRl was
placed in the CCH system. When an offender‘Who was arrested prior

to 1972, is rearrested, the entire manual file is5converted. It is

estimated that‘only’lO percent of the manualAfiles‘are used.,

The development‘and implementation of the CCH“program in New '
Jersey was beset by many of the same 1nformatlon system problems ’
encountered by other states 1nclud1ng hiring and retaining competent
personnel, technical’ dlfflcultles in system design and operation and
record conver51on.k Faced with decrea51ng state revenues, planned ’
1mprovements in CCH will be limited to enhancements, - However, ad—‘
dltlonal changes may be requlred by outs1de agencies (i. e., the

leglslature or the courts) For example, the new Ca31no Control

Act" requlres flngerprlntlng and crlmlnal hlstory record checks for .

1nd1v1duals applylng for employment 1n the ca31nos.

10, New YOrk |
The CCH system in New York State is operated by the Offlce of

Identlflcatlon and Data Systems (IDS) whlch is.a component of the’

D1v1s1on of Crlmlnal Justlce SerV1ces (DCJS)

The sectlons which comprlse the Offlce of Identlflcatlon and
Data Systems are Identlflcatlon Operations, Support Serv1ces, Com—

puter Operatlons, Technlcal Serv1ces,,Research and Development and

114

AR Rt s e it e e e .

Data Systems. The Identification Operatlons Sectlon, which is the
backbone of the Identlflcatlon Segment of the Division, is'respon—:
81ble for prov1d1ng responses to 1nqu1r1es for cr1m1nal ‘history

records. The on-line processing of inquiries made ‘against the DCJS

data bases and updatrng those " flles necessitate many other "house-~
keeping" tasks that must be performed to 1mprove and maintain the

accuracy and completeness of the files, The Support Services Sec-
tion plays a prlmary role in dlscharglng those respon31b1llt1es.

Computer Operatlons, which is respon51ble for the computer, related

hardware and communlcatlon systems on a round-the clock basisg, as~

sures the proper functioning and maintenance of the- ‘equipment utll—

provides the computer system de31gn, programming, software services

and systems support to 1n1t1ate New programs and provide for effl—

cient maintenance of existing programs, The Research and Develop—
ment Section in its efforts to 'improve identification related funec-~
tions developed and implemented a fascimile delivery system during
1978. The Data Systems Section is charged with the respons1b111ty

for development and 1mplementat10n of 1ntegrated criminal justice
statistical systems. '

- The plannlng for New York State s CCH System, formerly known as

the New York State Identlflcatlon and Intelllgence System (NYSIIS),
began in 1965, - There was some system development in 1967 in 1969
NYSIIS was operatlonal in-a batch mode. There was 1nf0rmat10n shar—
ing 1nwvar10us forms with the pollce, the Office of Courts Adminl—'
stration (then known as the Judlcial Conference), parole and cor=
rectlons.k From the very. beglnnlng CCH has been a dedicated system.
In 1971, the system went "on-line" « With the formatlon of the Divi=
sion of Criminal Justlce Serv1ces in approx1mately 1972 NYSIIS be—~
came part of DCJS as. the Office of Identlficatlon and Data Systems
(IDS). 1In 1975, the system underwent a major revision intended to
redesign the DCJS CCH data base and process1ng system in order to
'develOp OBTS. This effort is - still underway. o
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The orlglnal goal of the CCH system was to prov1de timely, ac=

en— '
curate and Complete offender 1nformation to crlmlnal )ustlce ag .
¥

cies, Such a need was recognlzed as ‘one result of a. raid on a.
meetlng of ' organlzed crime" members. When an attempt was made to
gather any prlor criminal records of the 1nd1v1duals arrested, 1t
was dlscovered that there was no one, centrallzed data. source in the
state which could be querled Consequently, a dec131on was made to
develop a central rep051tory de51gned to systematically collect
collate malntaln, and dlssemlnate criminal h1story records. This
basic goal has been achleved CCH empha81s is now in decreasing
response time whlle 1ncreas1ng accuracy and completeness. There is
a focus on improved efflclency to enable the rap sheet to be avall-

able for an offender s arralngment.

2

In addition to the technlcal problems encountered in any- com—
'puterlzed system, ISD is faced w1th 1ncreas1ng demands 1n an era of
decreasing state fundlng resources. The New York CccH. system was
developed and implemented almost exclus1vely w1thkstatebfunds.

Federal funds prov1ded nlce to have things" ;’

The system is‘currently recc1v1ng flngerprlnt fac31m11es from
the New York Clty Pollce Department (NYPD) and some 28 other agen-

cies. To these, ISD responds Wlth ‘on-line" rap sheets. Other

rs or,w~’
' agencles recelve rap sheets through the mall. Among. the use -

M
‘the system are the pollce, prosecutors, courts, defense COunsel
(some use in New York C1ty), probatlon and parole, employers and
llcen51ng agenc1es. ' i

ISD does have~NCIC capability and participates in the NCIC

Wanted:systems‘ An NCIC -on-ldine system for CCH was never developed

but 1SD" dld ‘have: approx1mately 44 OOO records in the NCIC/CCH fllES.‘

i
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system began in Pennsylvania durlng September 1972 when the State

Police: Teceived a grant through Project SEARCH and a grant from the
State Planning Agency (SPA)

ect were those of PrOJect SEAKCH,

sued in order to accomplish these obJectlves.' First,
based network linking state and local police was to be

Second, the manual ecriminal hlstory files main

Pollce were. to be converted to

iy AT ARt o e e e R T
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toward these ends

ended w1th only approx1mately 10,000 of the 1.3 mllllon criminal
history records converted.,

TR e

Paralleling this~endeavor,

A

propogals to part1c1pate in LEAA'
‘programo
Penns;lvanla SPA refused to approv= the serond proposal
that it could not find adequate reasons for automatlng
hlstory records in Pennsylvanla.' The State Pollce
tnelr manual records and a network of approx1mate1y
tions terminals for transmlttlng thlS 1nformat10n had alr
' achleved an’ ayerage turnaround::
sufflclent for thelr heeds,

11nked to a number of data banks.

Vehicles; Warrants Gun Registratlon, and the FBI':
ktInformatlon Center (NCIC)

Follow1ng that Sequence of events
key 1nformat10n systems personnel at the State ‘Police headquart-

This shlft in as51onments 51gnaled a change in phllosophy
concernlng the: development of CCH in Pennsylvanla.

of automatlng criminal history records _was questloned

e

: 1
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1l Pennsylvania

Inltlal efforts to develop a computerlzed criminal history

The basic obJect1ves of thlS ”CH prOJ—

Two courses of actlon were pur-

a computer-

tained by the State

a form amenable to auto-mation. Work

continued through Aprll 1974 when the funding had

the State Police also submltted two
s Comprehens1ve Data Systems (Ccps)
After the flrst proposal was rejected by the LEAA the

s statlng

full cr1m1nal
in fact, using
250 communica— v : !

eady

time of about 15 mlnutes wh1ch was ’
‘In addltlon they were. also already k s .

Uniform Crime Reports; Motor - . T
s Natlonal Lrlme

,» there were several changes

The fea51b111ty‘

Law enforce-

g
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hours a day in order to provide needed functions. Because of as- : ‘ ‘ E its feasibility. If feasibility is shown, the State Police hope to f
sorted technical problems which are typically'encountered'with Lo é be able to obtain the funding and equipment needed to have a master

computer equipment, meeting this 24-hour requirement would neces- , » é » name index system operating in 1980.

sitate a back-up computer system which, it was felt, would be an. '

The StatekPolice view the Master Name Index as. the first build-

expensive solution for maintaining aronnd—the—clock, automated ; b ) ]
o , : ing ock of its redirected CCH and don't believe that they have

criminal history record exchange ca abilities. In addition, con- S i . ,
y 8 P é deviated far from the original CCH concepts.  TIn fact, they feel

ertlno manual records to a form sultable for automatlon was. very N
that a master name index is not only much less costly than a full

‘costly, estlmated to be $14.50 a record based on work performed

CCH system, but also much better suited to the state's current and

during the initial PrOJect SEARCH effort, Another factor in thls - ‘ p e :
; : foreseeable needs. Further, by -going the route they have the selec¢-= :

change of d1rect10n was the fact that the State Pollce are of the , . ] ,
ted, the State Police will be able to expand the Master Name Index

opinion that they need a certified hard copy of offender records (a . .
, | ¢ ; A , into a full-fledged CCH system complete with modules for data from

primary example being the fingerprint card) for judicial purposes, h . . ) ,
H ; | 5 f _ ; ; Y v other computerized information systems such as SJIS if a full CCH is
ially for t.actions in other jurisdictions. Therefore, L - S
especially for court-ac ' - : ' ? required and feasible in the future.

they believe that they cannot dispose of their manual records; even

if they automate their entire rap sheet file, L | ‘ 12. Utsh

As a consequence, the Pennsylvania State Police. recently de— :
; oo ‘ ~ : - The Computerized Crlmlnal Hlstory System (CCH) in Utah is an

cided to limit CCH adutomation of rap sheets to the development of ¢ h

: ' . : ou 8r0wt of the need to upgrade the former manual system used by

a Master Name Index. ‘This file would conktain the name and limited
the Bureau. of Identlflcation to maintain criminal history files.,

yldentlflcatlon—related data of all 1nd1v1duals processed by the
Inltlally, plannlng began in 1971-1972 for the implementation of a

criminal ust1ce sysrem in Pennsylvania. It would also spec1fy date
J criminal hlstory records system ut11121ng batch data processing'

; ' Sy of latest arrest and whether the ind1v1dual should be con31dered , .
£ : . ' . support from the state information systems center. It soon became

dan erous.' The basic obJectlve underlylng the development of this ,
8 apparent, however, that the batch system could not meet the needs of

limited file are twofold the 1
: e law enforcement communlty for criminal hlstory information, and

¢ to prov1de the capabillty for 1dentify1ng people in the L o P the idea was terminated. Consequently, development began for the
. ' - criminal Justlce system; and , o R implementation of an on-line data’entry and retrieval system for the | ?

e to 1mprove the speed of transmitting rellable data to Bureau of Identification. The current system which became opera-

officers on the street concerning suspects tional in September 1977 was developed over the five-year develop—

ment perlod. The Utah system follows the PrOJect SEARCH CCH model

Presently, the Master Name Index prOJect is in the de81gn phase, as far as possibl
e L] ’

with a demonstratlon of the 1ndex created with data from the FBI's' ‘ ‘ ‘
NCIC (about 180 000 records on Pennsylvanians) planned to determlnef RASREE :%vv, T ' The primary goal of the GCH develoment in Utah was tovupgrade

; . Sy . : S . P SSEr . .
: e ~ , ST . : ~ the manual criminal history record system which has traditionally
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been maintained by the Bureau .of Identification of the Depértment of

.Public Safety. The‘upgrade,to an,on—lihe system appears to have

been a decision of the Department of Public Safety based, in part,

on the availability of LEAA development program assistance.fuﬁds.

The CCH system is operated on tﬁe &ata processing equipmeht of
the State. Information Systems Center. Althoﬁgh’there dre .plans to
provide on-line disposition reporting from the courts in the Salt
Lake‘City, Ogdon, and Provo, Utah, areas to CCH, no steps have yet
materialized in that direction. In~addition;kthe CCH»staff would: -
like to implément an interface with-the OBSCIS system when that on-

line system is operational; using state funds.

The system is fully institutionalized in Utah, and no addi-

tional develoments are underway. -Any Signifidant changes in the

' system would require Federal funding assistance for accomplishment,

Criminal histories are being uséd in Utah primarily'by_law en—
forcement agencies for investigative purposes as well as by‘the'Utah
pfobation,and parole organizations. 'On—liﬁe‘historieé are not usﬁ—
bally required'by law enforcement officers fdf immediate operétionai

needs.

As in other states visifed, the Qperators~okaCH in Utah indi- .

~cate a lack of confidence in the services of the state data ptoces%

sing_center..,Complaihts about the quality of center\personnelywere

aléo reported.

Until‘the fnture direction of CCH'on'a‘nationwide basis'ié de-

’termined, Utah.willvrefrain‘frcmlparticipatingkwithiany NCIC-opexr-

ated_%@ﬂ‘system;
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APPENDIX C

OFFENDERrBASED'STATE’CORRECTIONS INFORMATION
SYSTEM SITE VISITS
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APPENDIX C

OFFENDEREBASED STATE CORRECTIONS INFORMATION
: SYSTEM SITE VISITS

Evolution and Operatlonal Status

During the Interface Proiect, MITRE personnel v131ted OBSCIS
sites in 12 states. The following sections summarize the;efforts of

those states' corrections' agencies to develop, implement, and oper-—

ate information. systems.

1. ~Alabama

OBSCIS in-AlabamaAis a’manageﬂent information system used to
collect & wide range of informational items concerning those indi-
OBSCIS also tracks of-
OBSCIS is run

viduals who have been c0mmittedito prisomn.
flenders who have been placed on probation,or parole,
at the data\processingkfaCility operated by;the AlaBama Criminal
Justice Information Center (ACJIC). In addition, the Alabama De-

partment of Correctionsf(DOC) uses its own data processing system to
- provide accounting,,personnel and inventory'services. Both systems

operate.in an on-liné mode.

The original state goal was to design. a~management'information
system wh1ch would provide correctional off1c1als with the data to |
irun the state colrectlonal facilities. Those offlcials were  faced:

« W1th the problem of manag1ng a complex system and felt that an OB—‘
SCIS- could help them do so while, at: ‘the same time, ‘reducing costs
by: ellmlnatlng personnel who previously performed manual tasks whlch
were-automated. Furthermore, correctlonal off1c1als wanted to de—
velop a method whlch calculated offender release dates quickly and
accurately in order to ~conform toa state law whlch mandated that it"
"be: done- w1thin 30 days of each,lnmates incarceratlon. Thronghoﬁt‘

the.course of the pr03ect these goals ‘have remalned constant.
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‘awarded to ACJIC.

OBSCIS contains: CHRI, but not arrest data.

operatlng ‘agencies,

‘ tions were unreallstlc in terms of the needs of the operatlng'

The OBSCIS program began in 1976 when a planning grant was

‘In October 1978, system operation was transferred
to DOC since OBSCIS was a corrections syStem. Since October 1978,
DOC has been supportlng OBSCIS with its own funds without federal

fundlng.

The OBSCIS data base contains a wide range. of information
items.‘ All eight application models recommended by SEARCH Group,
Inc. have been developed and implemented.  All data elements from
core. level through to the optional'level are available. ‘A program
has been developed for national reporting; however, technical prob-—

lems with the definition of data elements have hindered such report-

“ing. A probation and parole tracking system has been designed.

Educational and vocational applications are not yet programned.
Not all data on every

individual inmate has been entered into the system at this time,

In terms of data collection, basic information regarding each

inmate is gathered upon his or her entry into 'the correctional sys—

tem. For those inmates incarcerated’prior‘to the implementation of
OBSUIS,'conversion of manual records occurs if a disciplinary report
is written on those individuals; As time and financial constraints
permit, further conversion will be undertaken.

“Among the major problems'faced by Alabama's OBSCIS operation

are turnover and shortage of personnel and financial constraints.

.. The suggeStion was made that more federal funds are needed, but that
VSuchtEUnd~should be given directly'to the‘agenciES involved rather

 than to 1ntermed1ar1es who mlght not appreciate the requlrements of

It was also recommended by OBSCIb management

‘that the- federal government should refrain from 1mpos1ng S0 many

constralnts in terms of grant condltlons 31nce many of the condl—

agenc1es and thelr supporrlng management 1nformatlon system. S
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2, . Arizona

The Arizoha Deﬁﬁf%ment’of~Corrections initiated déveiopment'd%
an information system in 1971 with the‘Support of LEAA funds. Over
a period of sevéral years, the Department designed and implemented
an Adult Inmate Population Ancounting System, a Community Services
Caseload Management System, and a Juvenile Offender Based Tracking
System. 1In 1974, Arizona received a federal grant to upgrade the
capabilities of their initial informatien .system by implementing
0BSCIS and integrating this new system into the Arizona Criminal
Justice Information System (ACJIS). - Within this general context,
the Arizona OBSCIS project had aanmbe% of objectives which were in
accordanée'with the pufposes of the system as specified by SEARCH

Group, Inc.

The Department of Corrections utilized an outside contractor to

design the OBSCIS hardware configuration, develop appropriate soft-—

- ware packages and implement the system. As presently structured,

the system can be descéribed as follows. While the Depértment of
Corrections has several remote tefminals, the host comptter is lo-
cated in the Departmént of PubliclSafety and operated by that de-
partment.: On-line operations using the terminais are restricted to
various inQuiry applications such as those used to generate re-
portse. In general, the system operatés in a batch mode, with data
éntry performed only twice monthly. The correctional imstitutions
éend manual reports on inmates to the Department of Corrections
where the data are key punched and‘neriodically added to the,OBSCIS’

data base. As a consequerice, the information is often outdated and,

therefore, less than(reliéble:for:Offender tracking purpose and man-

agement decision making needs. This lack of cnrrentkdaté has re-
stricted the use of OBSCIS. Thus faf,,its'use has been minimal,
limited primarily to occasional research reports for management and

ad hoc reports in response to specific requests.
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Arizona personnel report that implementation and operation of
OBSCIS has been less than successful. There are several reasons for
this situation. First, there has been a lack of continuity among
the persons involved with the OBSCIS project in terms of both con~-
tractor personnel and Department of Corrections staff. Second,
on—-line capabilities to generate summary reports are not available,
Third, the software used to run the system and generate the reports
is too complex, requires‘too much coding, is very difficult to mod-
ify and is largely undocumented. Finally, OBSCIS has been delegatéd
to a low priority status by the current Director of Corrections who

perceives other department projects as having greater importarce.

3. California

The California Offender-Based State Corrections Information
System is a component of the Corrections Decision Information System
(CDIS). That system is now undergoing implementation with the ob-
jective of providing information to aid corrections management de-
cision making, to increase its ability to answer management ques-

tions ‘and to provide information to aid .department operations.

The Offender-Based Information System (OBIS) is the first com=—
ponent of the CDIS to be developed and it is in operation but not
yet completed. The objective of OBIS is to establish an offender
data base and to implement procedUreS to collect and disseminate

selected information about the offender.

The California Departmentof Corrections has utilized data

Processing support since 1945 in the form of punched card batch

~operations. The need for greater information availability became

evident to department personnel and in 1974 initial funding was re-

ceived from the state for the development of the 0OBIS system., This
occurred prior to the promulgation bfhthe OBSCIS model By SEARCH ;k

R
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California was one of the original 10 states 1mplement1ng an

0BSCIS and the design generally followed the OBSCIS model and in-
CIudes:

= ) Description Subsystem. Processes and provides access to

of fender identification data, commi tment and offense data,
comprehensive demographic data, social/family history data

and education/vocation data.

N Movement Subsystem. Processes the information obtained

bout newly ‘received individuals, identifies them to the
system, and maintains a record of their physical and

administrative transfers within the Department.

() Program Subsystem. Processes and provides access to a

current and historical record of each offender's
| administratlve designations, custody classifications,

hearing outcomes, and program act1v1t1es.

° Board Actions Subsystem. Processes and provides access to

calendar lists and hearing -outcome data. Provides:
prehearing notification for Adult Authority and the Record
office.

[ ] Query Subsystems: Provides terminal’queryrcapability to

verify the presence of an offender in the system and, if .
found, to provide hiS'status, location, and basic descritive
data. PrOvide summarydstatistics ‘such as stratification of
institution population, type—of—movement summaries and

others than can be defined in advance.m'

8 ) ,Report Subsystem. Produces the administrative and

-statistical reports xequired by the Department. Provides. IR~
progections and statistical analyses for the Department s

w;planners.
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lhe system software is not yet fully implemented because, in part,
of the need to rewrite much of the imitial software to accommodate
the change in the state criminal law which eliminated'intermediate
sentences. The.California.Corrections~OBlSkis primarily designed to
sSupport management and, therefore, lower priorities have been as-
signed to corrections research and to operationsksupport. There has
been a considerable need to educate corrections management’ concern-—
ing the:system, its capabilities‘and the information which it makes
available for decision making, and this is an ongoing operation.

The system is still being developed in accordance with its original
project plan-but the expected cutback in'corrections personnel at-
tributed to Proposition 13 may impede further.implementation since .

the system is fully supported by state funds.

4, TFlorida

Prior to 1975, Florida's Department of Corrections was under

the organizational umbrella of state Health andvRehabilitation Ser-

vices. It was then established»as a separate organization and given
responsibility for the supervision of offenders placed on probation
or parole as well as those inCarcerated. Florida s ‘0BSCIS began
functioning in 1977 and was designed as a management 1nformat10n
system for the Department of Corrections.‘ OBSCIS is intended to
provide information on which to base correctional_decisions in place
of the'information that was then available which was considered in-

accurate and out of date. It should be noted that the state legis~

»lature mandated the development of a correctional management 1nfor—

mation systen.

L

OBSCIS was designed to.capture data about those ind1v1duals

It has
been estimated that approximately 650 data elements are used to

ass1aned to the custody of the Department of Corrections.

~ collect data on each offender including facts about the offender's

precommitment history, information about the offense, demographic
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,characteristiesfand criminal~history record. In addition{'OBSClSk‘

also stores the follow1ng categorles wof Lnformatlon.‘VSentence
i structure/sentence 1mposed, galn tlme/good tlme movement tentatlve

.explratlon date and date of parole 1nterv1ew.

It ls,expected.that by sometime in 1979, all the core elements
’SPECifiedrithheéSEARCHsGroup,‘Inc.~0BSCIS documents will,be~collect
-ed and maintained. Tt was estimated,that-nearlyv90rpercent of these
,elements’are nomﬂavailable~covering those offenders on probation as

well as those incarcerated.

S Georgia

During 1971, the Georgia‘Department~of Offender Rehabilitation
(DOOR) dec1ded to take advantaoe of avallable state funds and devel-
op an automated 1nformat10n system. The system had two prlmary ob~

jectives: to improve management and track 1nmates.

During a reorganization and c~ntralization of state government

services, computer'facilities were'placed with the Department of Ad-
_ministrative‘ServiceS'(DOAS)f, Consequently, DOOR designed and im-
plemented the batch mode ‘information system'and used DOAS's com— .

puter facilities to _process the data. Local institutions‘manually

collected the data and sent it to DOOR who key—punched the informa-

tlon on cards and sent: the card deck(s) to DOAS. Turnaround time .

took about a'day. However, programmlng errors frequenrly borted
data analysis, resultlng in a re-run of the process and ‘an 1ncrease
of at least 100 percent 1n turnaround time. Problems assoc1ated
‘with fixed record length batch mode 1nput and lack of remote access
rendered the system very 1nefr1c1ent.
SCIS program in 1974, Georgla recelved fundlng to part1c1pate 1n the
fTrst~phase,of:developments DOOR's primary objectlve was to upgrade
their current information system. Overall, DOOR's recelved-threek«

grants:from. NCJISS for‘OBSCIS'development; implementation;andf.'
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~operation, however, the State of Georgia has now started picking up

the cost. for OBSCIS personnel, computer. service, and other. opera-—

tional expenses.

. Georgia'had‘considerable input into‘the design. of the basic
‘OBSCIS model developed by SEARCH Group, Inc., however, because of

the ex1st1ng operatlonal system, DOOR did not itself strictly adhere
to the ShARLH model

foundatlon the already existing corrections 1nformatlon system under
‘the .constraints imposed by the centralization of computer facilities
under control of the Department of Administrative Services. The

basic modrl contlnues to operate as a central batch input system

with data updates performed tw1ce weekly. The ma jor modlflcatlon

has been the addition of on-line inquiry, editing and reportlng

capabllltles via dial-up termlnals. In terms of data elements and

appllcatlon modules, DOOR's version of 0BSCIS is similar to that de-

veloped by SEARCH Group, Inc. All of the data elements suggested by

SEARCH have been 1ncluded however, some of them are deflned differ=
ently, based on the Georgla State offense code.' All elght OBSCIS
appllcatlon modules or thelr equlvalent have been 1ncorporated into

the Georgla system. Additionally, DOOR- has 1mplemented ‘a Natlonal

DOOR developed a version of OBSCIS, u51ng as a-

Prisoner Statlstlcs reportlng module and is presently in the initial

states of developlng a Unlform Parole’ Reportlng module.

The present OBSCIS model is used to generate a wide varlety of

standard and ad hoc reports deallng w1th 1nmate characteristics,

prison populatlon proflles and predlctlons, inmate transactlons,

recidivism rates, future budget estimates, and ant1c1pated personnel
In addltlon to ‘DOOR, the standard and ad hoc reports are .
used by a number of agenc1es for dec131onmak1ng purposes 1nclud1ng
the Parole Comm1351on the Georgla Crlme Informatlon Center and the‘

Department of Admlnlsrratlve Serv1ces.
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duct a study to assess the need for the development of a computer—

‘an autOmatedicorrections Management Information System (CMIS). . |

T SN

Be ‘Michigan

’ln'197i the State of Mlchlgan recelved an LhAA grant to con-

ized information system for correctlons. ~'The study suggested that

data collectionfefforts be expanded and: the 1nformat10n be stored in

State funds were used for these purposes as well as for converting

historical‘dafa to machine readable form ‘during 1974<75.,

Michigan obtalned an OBSCIb grant in 1975~ ~76 to develop CMIS
more fully and to hire staff to produce the necessary software for

From the onset, it was-recognized;thatkthere was a

the gystem. v ,
While CMIS had more:

close relationship between CMIS and OBSCIS.
data elements than OBSCIb definltions of common elﬁments dld not

‘always coincide with those specified by OBSCIS. Wlthln thls general

context, the OBSCIS prOJect in Michigan was 1ntended to address the

obJectives set by SEARCH Group, Inc.  These obJectives have remalned

a

constant and continue to be the focus of Michlgan s OBSCIS projecte

Built on the foundation prov1ded by CMIS the Offender—Based

State Corrections Informatlon System in Michigan wasklntlally struc—

'in—house" by the Depart-~

tured as follows. Software was developed
ment of Correctlons staff for seven of the eight modules de51gned by
'SGI (the exception being the research appllcatlon) In terms. of
data flow, correctional 1nst1tut1ons throughout the state ‘are re-

., quired to send source documents to ‘the Department of Corrections.
The documents are then rev1ewed for completeness by department staff
and sent to a de51gnated state data proces51ng center.i In- turn, thef”
data proces31ng center builds and maintains the OBSCIS data base,

and generates required stat1st1cal reports.. This arrangement re-

quires that ‘the Department of Corrections use a batch mode system to

operate '0BSCIS.

0}
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Presenily, the Michigan OBSCIS is being modified extensively.
The Department of Correctlons recently received perm1351on from the
state leglslature to buy 1ts own computer instead of leas1ng com—

puter facilities and related services from the data processing

center. A large miniecomputer has been installed at the Departuient

of Corrections in Lansing to serve as the hub of “the

"new" system

and to house the OBSCIS master data file. Later in 1979, mini-com~
puters will alsoc be placed in three of the 11 state correctional in-

stitutions. Linked to the main mini—computer, these regional com-

puters will maintain data bases pertinent to their particular geo-

fgraphical area. - The result will be a split data base with some

_overlap., .The sh1ft in equipment will be accompanied by a conversiocn

from a batch mode of operations to an on—line system w1th remote

'termlnal access.

Once the new system is 1nstalled long term plans (two or three
years) call for the development of additional OBSCIS modules. These

modules will concentrate on expanding research applications (e. gy
risk predictlon, placement of clients, etc.) and 1mprov1ng manage-
ment dec181onmaking capab111t1es (eug., :scheduling parole hearings,

-Inmate accounting, bu51ness accountlng, ‘and food serv1ces) Federal

block funds are commi tted for OBSCIS development in Michigan through

1979 The srite has ‘indicated that it will then begin to prov1de

- the funds required to operate the systems

7. MinneSota

Minnesota has a fully completed and operatipnal;corrections
information system, Planning for the system began in 1974 and the
system- became operational in September 1978 us1ng the programmlng
and data processing services of the Minnesota Information’ Systems
‘The system includes all evght appllcation modules -

of the OBSCIS model as developed by the SLARCH Group, Inc.,. however,‘

,the Minnesota vers1on has been configured to prlmarlly serV1ce
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corrections operations rather than management ot reseatch: This

_change of -emphasis- occurred becauge Mlnnesota felt that the OBSCIS

model was not suff1c1ent for the needs of the state correctlons
agency. The system does use all‘of the OBSCIS codes and meets the
requirements of the Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehen31on for
CCH data although there is mno direct 1nterface between the two

systems.

kIn setting its priorities on corrections operations, the Min¥
nesota Department of Corrections gave priority to such matters'as
inmate count control and 1nst1tut10n visitor control in contrast to
the "OBSCIS" type system which has operated in the state since the
1960's. That system, with batch data processing support dealt with

admiSSions and management.

System development of the on-line system was based on the ob-

jective of providing a system which could qulckly respond to in—

vquirles for operatlonal information. Both LEAA federal funds and

state funds were used for system 1mp1emevtat10n.7 The system was de-

veloped with the SPA requirement that it be Pompatlble with other

fcrlmlnal Justlcellnformatlon systems and it uses the existing state

criminal justice communications network.

Among,tﬂe operational subsystemsﬁwhiChiprovide for both on~line

update and query are: Master'Index\(uSingka SOUNDEthile struc—
ture), ID File (inmmate status), Offense File History File (record of
all. transactions involving inmates), Visitor's File (listing of

bannedéviSitors),vand Jail and'Lockup Status.

Initial re51stance to the system's 1ntroduct10n developed B
w1th1n the correctlon s ingtitutions but,was overcome through firm
off1c1al'support and demonstrated results“ Thersystem currently not
only supplles on-line: correctlons operatlonal 1nformat10n through 11
termlnals but also produces schedules,,caseload reports and: dally

1ndexes for management use.
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The Minnesota corrections information system includes the basic
QBSCIS application programs but has given priority to support of
institutional operationsyrather than correction's department manage-
-ment and research. The system has greatly expanded the initial
SEARCH OBSCIS model to serve the institutions by prOViding daily and
monthly reports in a correctional environment where previously there
have been no reports available for operational use. In addition,
enhancement of other OBSCIS model programs has taken place in Min-

nesota, The system operates entirely on state funds.

The staff of the system felt that their emphasis on correc—’

tion's operations was a significant step enhancing the value of
OBSCIS to the state.,

‘8. New Jersey

The Bureau of Correctional Information Systems (a component
unit of the Division of Policy Development and Plannlng Depar tment
of Corrections) has as its prlmary function the collection, pro-
cessing, maintenance and distribution of data on all offenders w1th—
in the State's correctlonal system, both in institutions and on
parole. At the present time the Bureau consists of three data pro-
cessing systems: (1) the Admissions and Movement. System (AMS) which
tracks offenderskin the institutions; (2) the Parole Caseload Trans—
action System (PCTS) which tracks of fenders on parole; and (3) the
Parole Eligibility Determination System (PEDS), which tracks sen-
tences for min/max (determinate) sentence of fenders; TheSe systems
provide reports for routine»planning and ‘management purposes within
the Department -as well as responding to inquiries and speclal re-

search needs of . other government agencies at the federal, state and
local levels., ' J

AMS uses the computer facilities offthe Systems and Communi-

cation Division of the‘State Police. 1In contrast, PCTS and PEDS use

ir
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the c'ompu'te’r fdcilities of the DEpaftmeént of Human Services for

system opération. The §ystem coVers all dffenders entering the
system. Adm1s51ons data and of fender’ characterlstics information

collected at other'reCeption units are‘transmltted by telephone to a

central data base. Approximately 64 data elements are gathered on

each offender admitted to the Department. The systemFbecame oper—-

»ational in 1977 and it is‘used for management, operaticonal and

research purposes.

The Parole Caséload Transaction System is currently;maintained
By the Bureau of Parole. 'Upon‘releaSe to parole, an offender is
assigned to a Parole District Office, where a Parole Caseload Offi—‘
cer records relevant information on a Caseload Transaction Form to
create a computerlzed Master Parole Caseload Record. The Parole
Caseload Officer will therefore report any change in status of the d
parolee, such as change of district, change in caseload, etc., by
completing a new transaction form. The caseload transactions are
updated monthly at the data center and addltlons to or. dlscharges

from parole are also entered.

The Parole Eligibility Determinatioh System which is maintained

by ‘the Bureau of Correctional InformatiOn_Systems, records'and up—.
dates all parole eligibility data for all institutional offenders

;serving min/maX'Sentences; These records are maintained -on mini-
computers”aththe geparate insitutions which.house‘theSe;offenders.

‘After the baSe dates>for‘minimum*and3maximum-sentence‘and“parole

ellPlblllty ‘are entered into the ‘systemy the appropriate minlmum and ‘

work credits are:'posted. monthly to each offender's record and mini-

mum, ‘maximun, ‘and parole eligibility dates are “then recalculated and

‘a computerlzed record is forwarded to the State Parole Board.

The Adm1351ons “and Movement System provides the Department of

‘Corrections with the capac1ty ‘to’ track the institutionul- movement of

1nmates and, as'such is the primary 1nformat10n system used by the:

Bureau of Correctlonal Informatlon Systems.'
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The Department of Corrections have recently recelved a grant to
develop OBSCIS. This system w111 not resemble the OBSCIS mod
gested by SEARCH Group, Inc.,
AMS, PCTS and PEDb

but will result in the integration of
It is felt that this approach w1ll bettér meet
~the needs of the Department of Correctlons The detalled systern
design and Planning required to 1ntegrate these three systems has
now been completed. In Lerms of 1ntegrat1ng AMS PCTS and PEDS,
attention will be first given to AMS and PCS. The conversion spec~
1f1cat10ns for this task have been competed and it is expected that

1ntegrat101 will occur in 1980 or 1981. Current plans call for the
integration of PLDS in 1981 or 1982. |

While the original plan for the New Jersey OBSCIS empha81zed
research and statistics, the system as implemented w1ll provide
Primarily managerial and operational support to the Central Offlce
of the Department of Correctional and the various correctlonal fa-
c111t1es. Secondary empha51s will be accorded to research. This
change in focus has been dictated by the current requirements of the

‘Department of Corrections. In this context plans for future en-

h
ancements involve. the design and implementation of three modules

sen
tencing, dlsc1p11nary actions and parole release dec181ons
.

“During the planning of New Jersey § approach to OBSCIS,
"basic OBSCIS"

the new
system as 1mplemented in Iowa was examined by New

Jersey officials, It was, however, decided to develop in-house

de51gn for a number of reasons, First, it was estimated that the

system in Towa had to track only a relatively small number of in-

vmates compared to the approx1mately 6,500 inmates incarcerated in

New Jersey as well as the approximately 8 500 offenders on parole
Furthermore, the a851gnment of identification numbers to prlsoners
is much more compllcated in New Jersey which utilizes multiple re-
ceptlon centers to process newly committed 1nmates. Finally, the

sent
enc1ng structure in New Jersey has recently become more complex

follow1ng the enactment of a new penal code which mandated a
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determinate sentencing structure. Ihese"requiredkchanges in the
correctional information systemrto account for certain aggreVating
and/or mltlgatlng c1rcumstances of the crime as well as the dls—'
cretlonary Jud1c1al decisions Wthh 1mpose minlmum terms for certain

loffenders.

As With other OBSCIS systems, the Department of Corrections is
confronted with the problem of COnverting its manual files‘covering
currently incarcerated inmates as well as of offenders presently on
parole. New Jersey focused on the conver31on of admission and move—"
ment files, The effort began with anvlnstltutlonal survey conducted:
ianune 1976. The survey concentrated on gathering the,name;'resi—
dence and identification number of all inmatesfconfined‘at‘the time. t
The results of this survey were matched-against the recordscthen k
held by the data center and a new masterrfile‘was created in Novem-—
ber 1976.
ments, from April 1977.

All ne admissions were recorded. frim November l976;,move—
;all'movements:frOm‘June 1976 to March 1977
were converted. By June 1979,'all'admission and movements from June

1976 onward had been converted.

9. .New York

About December 1975, funding for a correctional management in-
formatlon system ‘'was received by New York State and by April or- May
of 1976 the progect was started. The first year's effort concen~—
trated on the development of batch programs and. the organization of
the means of'reqe1v1ng 1nformatlon (in terms of flow, format and
contentbyfrom the inStitutionS.~ The second yearls effort focused on,
the develoment of the dataibasevand on an'"on—line capabllity :
through the. establlshment of ‘CRT's in the 24 maJor correctlonal 4
'fac1llt1es (prlsons) of the 33 state: 1nstitut10ns. Ihe»thlrd year'S'

efforts 1nvolved .onrllne proorammlng.

The correctlonal manaoement 1nformatlon system is not. con~

"s1dered by New York off1c1als to be "OBSCIS" for there are. actually
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several different systems being used. - HoweVer, the term "OBSCIS" is

being used as a form of convenient "short-hand". Among the items of

information collected are the folloWing:‘koffender identification

data, crime data, demographics, release dates, and parole dates. It

is estimated that the system contains approximately 52 ;000 records

on 1nd1v1duals 1ncluding such subpopulations as those under custody

and those on parole.

In ‘terms of the OBSCIS model (or set of recommended subsys-—
tems), the Correctional Management Information System (CMIS) of the
New York State Division of Correctional Services collects all core
data elements and a variety of the optional data elements recom-
mended by SEARCH Group, Inc., The data flows into the D1v151on of
Correctional Services' (DOCS) Central Office. The computer 1tself

is located at the Office of “Governmental Services.

The original goal of this system was .to provide the data needed.

e meet the management information needs of both the central

‘office and the facilities

(] fulflll the requirements for program a331gnment and risk

classification

e conduct research for both the governor and the state

legislature

‘The latter goal was established because ofirequests from the gov~

ernor and the state legislature for data on which to base poiicy and

budgetary decisions. -

It was estimated that DOCs received the major share of devel-

opment funds from the federal goVernment; The state has, however,
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'created by budgetary‘constralnts.f

1979,

taken over funding of the system since April 1978.  ‘The system s
goals have remained basically the same, but there is increased em-
phas1s on providing management 1nformat10n system support to the
facllltles, (e.g., prov1d1ng hardcoples of inmate's records at the

fac111t1es)

As w1th other systems, the DOCS' management 1nformat10n system
has faced certain technical problems, but current difficulties are
Because of budget limitations,
personnel are not. belng replaced and the focus is on mere system
maintenance rather than enhancement, . It is believed that when there
is g question of mor¥e guards or more computer personnel/ terminals,
the money will go for guards. :The increasing inmate population and
attendant security problems tend to force this choice. The state
had approximately 12,000 inmates in 1973 and Zl,OOOvinmates,in

Any enhancements to the system will require federal funds.

_Current plans for such future develoment of the system are
focused on five areas: an in-depth classification scheme; a link
with CCH - allases, wanted, etc,; program tracklng, cell assignment;

and mlnl—complters and individual facilities.

In terms of a cla351flcatlon scheme DOCs is focusing on: a

'rece1v1ng blotter for newly 1ncarcerated 1nmates descrlblng the

crime, socioeconomic factors, and prior record, and' a classification

for descrlblng reading level, IQ, etc.

" While seeking federal'aSSistance to develop those enhancements,

New York is not- looking for "canned"’packages“feellng that such

packages are mot useful and may be more trouble than they are in
fact, worth It is belleved that systems must be s1tuat10n speciflc
since each organlzatlon s needs are unlque and oust be met in order

of deflned priorities,
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10. Pennsylvania

In l976,‘the Pennsylvania Governor's Task Force on Criminal
Justice Information Systems received a grant to develop a plan for
the design and implementation of an Offender-Based State Corrections
Information‘System. The system, as envisioned, was intended to

serve the case tracking, management, and administrative needs of

-both 'the Bureau of Corrections and the Board,of Probation and Pa-

role. Such objectives differ somewhat from those established by

SEARCH Group, Inc. More specifically, the basic objectives of the
Bureau of Corrections was to 1nst1tute an automated computer system
to increase the effectlveness and eff1c1ency of tracking offenders
through the system. Objectives for the Board of Probation and

Parole were, however, more diverse and include:

e to improve management by providing pertinent 1nformat10n in

a tlmely manner;

e to-provide concisé data, including a welghting scheme\to
estimate the probablllty of recidivism, in the form of a

'summary report for probatlon and parole hearlngs-

¢ to keep track of and maintain a balanced case mix of

‘probatlon and parole caseworkers; and

. to record and malntaln an up-to-date accountlng of
.,referrals to, and costs 1ncurred from, the Welfare

Department.

At the present time, the plan for the:probation and parole segment
of the OBSCIS system is complete, while work is nearly flnlshed on

the plan for the correctlons module.

-The system being planned for Pennsylvanla is considered to be

very dlfferent from ‘the or1?1nal OBSCIS model developed by SEARCH
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sisting state corrections management offficials. Of thefeight mod-

- systen, representatlves belleve it is necessary to 1ntegrate these

‘1mplement PRISM qulte readlly. Data were’ coded and punched on &

‘uSingfa;card‘sorter. Occasionally, more elaborate analyses were:_'

'krectlons was called CRIME (Correctlons Research in Management

e A A AN e e

Group, Inc. Under the model, OBSCIS has eight~modules aimed,at ag—

ules, only one deals with probation‘and parole. That OBSCIS empha~ -
Sisvdoes not, it is believed, coincide with'existinglstate needs
largely because there are a numbeér of autonomous, local institutions
in PennSylvania and ‘a considerable‘need foryprobatiOn'and parole

1nformatlon. In/ order to 1nst1tute a complete offender tracklng

non-state level institutions 1nto the data collection system. It is
felt that only through such integration can the basic management and
administratiye needs of corrections officials be achieved in-

Pennsylvania.

11. Utah

Utah has not yet 1mplemented the OBSCIS model although it cur-
rently has a grant from LEAA to accompllsh that goal. Utah was not
one,of_the_OB&CIS pllot states and hasplmplemented its ‘own informa-
tion system designed to’éerve the needs of ;he Division of Corree~
tions. .The Divislon is part;ofvthe’Utah:Department.ofrSocial Ser-
vices, which is not primarily a’criminalkjustice organization. The
Utah Corrections'InfOrmation System is an: outgrOwth of two indiVid+
ual batch 1nformatlon SYStems which were 1mp1emented with LEAA" funds
in 1971 ‘and 1972.. The flrst of these systems was called PRISM
(Brison.Information System\for Management), PRISM was an automated
card. system established'at‘the Utah State Prison to collect data onff
the- prlson population.. The relatively small populatlon at ‘the -

prison (approx1mately 700 1nmates) made- it p0531ble to develop and
1ngle_card_for’eacn immate, Most of the data analyses were done

done usingtthe computer at one ofathe 10ca1 universitiesaﬁ

i8] % o
The second 1nformat10n system funded “for: the D1v151on of Cor—
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Efficiency) and operated as - an information system for Adult Proba-
tion and Parole (AP&P) 'The develOment of CRIME paralleled the

% ‘PRISM 1mplementat10n, but developed more slowly because there were

: so many more cases to handle and the AP&P offices were scattered
throughout the state. Three separate systems resulted. Parole,

g e Felony probatidn,,and_Misdemeanant Probation. The cards punchedhfor

each system had a different format and some unique data elements.

- :
Most of the analyses were conducted using the card sorter at the

prison. 1In addition, AP&P was also maintaining a manual filing

system and was required to send a copy of every face sheet record
prepared to the prison for coding and punching. The system'was

redundant, cumbersome and’ expensive to operate.

In an attempt to design a more efficient system, a consultant
was employed and he recommended a system very similar to the OBSCIS
model. It was felt that the system was well des1gned but was never

1mplemented because of 1nst1tutlonal roadblocks set up by the pr1son

i ~management, AP&P, and the State Computer Center.
ﬁ; In 1976 it was decided to unite the prison system and the three
vsystems developed in AP&P into a single'corrections information'sys;‘
@ , ~ - tem with a:common data_base.vahis system was programmed and is now
_in operation in Utah as a batch input and output. information system.
] The system required Federal funds for development. Although at

first the system was operated on the computer at the University of
Utah5 it is now operating at'the,data processing facility of the

f State Information System.fenter. The primary use of the system is
for correCtional researchzand caseload and Statistical'analysts; and

the design has beenkstable for some time.‘k

The D1v151on of Correctlons is currently planning to tz ansfer,

the "Basic~OBSCIS" system software now in operatlon in the State of
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- Connecticut to Utah as. part of OBSCIS,implementationu The system to

be operated at. the State Computer Center will have on—line entry and

‘retrieval and seven computer terminals. An 1n1tial OBSCIS grant“has

been received by Utah and transfer is expected 1ate in the Spring of

11979 One of the goals of the OBSCIS model Implementation is to

provide a basis for statistical comparisons between Utah correction—
al data and nationw1de statistlcs obtained from.other comparable

OBSCIS 1nstallat10ns.

, Utah is planning to embark on the implementation of an OBSCIS

after three years of operation of its locally designed Corrections

kInformation System follow1ng four years of experlence with data

processing and systems. . The new system will be considerably sophis-

ticated in comparison to the current system involving on-line data

~entry and retrieval through computer dlsplay termlnals located re-

motely from the State Informatlon System Center. ‘The * Basic-

OBSCIS", in the eyes of Utah corrections personnel needs to be ex-

- panded to cover the state's probation operations and securlty and

privacy considerations require adequate examination and 1mplementa—
tion. ' In. additlon, it is the feeling of the corrections staff that
"Basic—0OBSCIS" as implemented will support corrections management ,

but is not suff1c1ently respon31Ve ‘to the needs of lower level cor-—

rections staff and that the system is too 1nflexlble in operation.

lZ. Wisconsin o BRERRE " SRR

The. State of Wisconsin has never developed a Comprehensive Data

System (CDS) plan even though such a plan is a LEAA requirement for

- funding of state and local computerized eriminal justice information

systems . LEAA however, waived thlS DS requirement and granted a

‘one year exception during 1977, Consequently, the WisconSin Depart—

ment of Health and Soc1al Serv1ces, an umbrella agency which 1n—
cludes the DiViSion of Corrections, received an 18 month grant from
'LEAA to de31gn and 1mplement an OBSCIS system. Specific responsi-
bility for OBSCIS development has been assigned to the Office of
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Systems and Evaluation with technical a831stance prov1ded by the

Offlce of Information Systems.

Off1c1al development of the Wisconsin OBSCIS'begankduring
November l978. According to its initial plans; the goals of this
specific system are in line with those specified by the OBSCIS de-
velopers at SEARCH Group, Inc. Among other capabillties, the system
is to be de51gned to track adult offenders and to meet national re- .
portingkrequirements. Additionally, the,ba31c plan for the system
is intendedkto meethepartment of Health and Social Service objec~-
tives including tracking juvenile offenders, responding to'daily‘

requests of key adminlstrators and 1ntegrat1ng existing stand—alone
automated systems. '

In order to achieve these objectives, Department of Health and

Social Secv1ce staff has begun an evaluation of the data zlements

- (e.g., definitions, use, interpretation) contained in the existing

systems. These systems, developed during the late 1950's and the

1960's, were designed to stand alone and are basically tape ori-

~ented. Within this general”context, OBSCIS is viewed as a vehicle

to be used to delineate the data elements required for a comprehen- '

sive'computerized corrections information syStem:andvas the corner-
stone needed to buildgan integrated system which will‘include many
of the already existing stand-alone systems. OESCIS is mnot seen as
the overall system, but rather'is perceived as one component of a

much larger system referred to as the Corrections Integrated Program
Information System (CIPIS).

Once delineation of the data elements is completed, present-

plans call for in-house development of the software packages needed

“to 1mplement dand operate all eight modules of OBSCIS. As currently

envisioned, the system will provide for both batch and on-line data’

~input capabilities,,and‘on—linelediting and output capabilities.
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Control, operation, and managenent of computer‘facilitiES in

. : Wlscon31n is now centralized undet: the direction of the Department _ . ' !

of Admlnlstratlon. However, thls situwation w1ll change in 1979

when’ computer management and operatlonal respon51billties for cor—

rections systems will Shlft to the Department of Health and Social

Serv1ces. g
Development of OBSCIS 1n Wlscon51n emphasizes use of inrhouse
personnel plus 1ntegrat10n of OBSLIS w1th ex1sting, ‘automated sys—

Staff 1nvolved feel that use of 1n—house programmers ig the
Simi-"

tems.,
begt approach to ensure contlnulty of sof tware develoment.

larly, they belleve 1ntegratloﬂ of OBSCIS w1th other systems will
enhance the prospect of the state bupportlng OBSCIS after federal
. funds termlnate meet the needs of the state leglslature, prov1de
pos1t1ve inmate tracking and meet natlonal reportlng requlrements.

¢
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APPENDIX D*

STATE JUDICTAL INFORMATION SYSTEM SITE VISITS

Evolution and Operational_Status

Ten differentlsJIS sites were visited during the course of
this study. 1In Rhode Island and Florida, modified versiors of
PROMIS are‘being used to form the basis of a SJIS. This sectionm
summarlzes efforts to develop, 1mplement and use SJIS in each of the

nlne Stdl.e!: .

1. ‘Alabama

The Alabama SJIS is a statewide system designed to provide ghe'
. i
information needed by the Administrative Office of the Courts (A?C)

to manage the Alabama unified coutt system, ~There is~COntinuingﬁ

discussion between the courts and AOC to establish specific SJIS' re-

quirements and to provide the means to meet them. Whether,or not

the system will expand‘to:become a more complex system through the

establishment of terminals and printers; etcs i each jurisdiction

Cwill depend on the dctual need of the courts and AOC for such

ﬁ;sonnel budgetary and purcha31ng)

services,

Thetunifiéation of the state court system which went into ef-
fectin January 1977 is seen as crltlcal to the development of SJIS.
The court system is truly unlfled in many key aspects (e 8+, per-

Thus, although the courts clerks

‘iand the Judges are elected, both the district and circuit courts are

‘under the centrallzed AOC's admlnlstratlve control and the. AOC re=

ports to the Chlef Justlce of the State Supreme Court._

- The Alabama SJIS: currently collects a wide range of data in

' order to provide the management 1nformatlon needed by the Admin—

' 1strat1ve Offlce of the Courts.}

A

SJIS operates on the Alabama

¥
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Criminal Justice Information Center's (cJIc) compdter system. .The
AOC's Informatlon Systems Division (ISD) has terminals in its of—
fices Wthh provide access to the CJIC's computer which serves the’
SJIS data base. Data is presently forwarded from the courts to

ISD/SJIS where it is processed, reviewed and entered in the system.

The primary goal of SJIS is to provide the management informa-
The availabil-
ity of federal funds prompted system development which might not

- tion needed by the unified court system in Alabama.

have been otherwise possible. Both federal funds and some state

funds have been’expended to develop and implement SJIS,

The SJIS prOJect consisted of two phases.
July 1976 and conc¢luded in December 1977

Phase I began in
It was primarily a plan-—
ning stage, but did produce products useful to ISD and the courts in

general,

forms standardized; and. plans made. for future development. Phase II -

begaln in December 1977 and will conclude - in 1979. This phase is
“devoted to future planning and development and further record stan—
dardization, To date the following_informetion systems have been
implemented: CCH data element case disposition system; caseload
reporting system; personnel applicant system; property general
ledger; revenue’accounting systems; reporting; uniform traffic
ticketing and complaint system; and labeling systems. All‘the data
‘needed for these systems is mailed into the Information Systems‘
‘Division of 'AOC on 'a varying echedule according to reporting re-
quirements (i.e., the need for date). They are then reviewed and

entered in batch or, in the case of CCH, through an input terminal.

2.7 Florida

In Florlda approx1mately SSA of the case 1nformatlon is pro-
duced by about 12 counties while there are an addltlonal 55 other
'countles which provide the other 15/ of case information. The deci-

sion was made,: however, to develop a prototype SJIS 1n a circuit
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which was composedeof*Small,andfﬁediﬁm'tyPe jurisdictibns'mhich are
the most prevalent in the state ‘and, therefOre; more representative.
of Florida's makeup. The basic goals of the prototype SJIS in
Florida coincide with ‘those set'fotth'by'SEARCH'Group, Inc. and have
remained consistent throughout the project although the system was

developed only for a single jurisdiction.

A prototype information system'has been developed for the
criminai courts of the Second Circuit which consists of six counties
which account for five percent of the state-wide caseload: Frank—
lin, Leon, Jefferson, Wakulla,‘Gadsden, and Liberty. ‘it was felt
that the "bottoms up” approach (building SJIS from jurisdictions
below the statellevel) would pinpoint local court needs and_probIEms
which might be oVerlooked in a "top down" approach. Moreover, it
was feared that the "top down" approach might be interpreted as an
infringement on the‘traditionally independent operation of local
court systems. The decision to develop such a’prototype.(or‘a

"mini—SJIS")vsystemywas based on two assumptions:

e that the experience gained in developing, implementing and
operating a ‘prototype system would decrease costs in the

de51on of a statewide system; and

® that the prototype would serve to demonstrate the useful-

ness of SJIS in Florida

In setting up.this prototype system, the SJIS prbjectfteam'
sought to identify and adapt a court information systekaperational
in another jurisdiction for use in Florida. It was felt that adapt-

ing such a system would be more cost-effective than developing one

from "scratch™, proyidedkthat the system was flexible enough to dedl’

with the variance among 1ocal courts.' As a revult of a: search the -
PROMIS system as exten51vely modifled and adopted for court 8 use in

Milwaukee, Wiscon51n was chosen to serve as the base for a system

~for: the Seconde1rcu1t.- The software waskreceivedvln Florida in_
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1976 and modified to meet the specific needs of a multi-jurisdic-

tional setting. A number of data elements addressing the needs of

the local courts were added (e.g., reasons for continuance of cases

and identification of the county court system). Data gathering and
SJIS operation commenced in 1977 and the Office of the State Court
Administrator is currently receiving aggregate statistics from the
local courts in Florida.‘ To date, Florida's efforts to modify
PROMIS and develop an SJIS have centered on the case flow management
subsystem, specifically the criminal module, however, attention will

also be given to the appellate module.

Problems inherent in the develoment of a SJIS were additionally
complicated by the fact that eight large Florida counties have al-
ready developed their own local court information systems. 4As a
result one of the difficulties with any future system integration
will be the lack of commonality in data elements. It was felt, how-
ever, that when SJIS was ready to expand those differences could be
worked out through negotiation between AOC and the jurisdictions
involved. It was also felt that this problem might be exacerbated
by the adoption of the PROMIS system by local courts without careful
planning to insure an effective interface with SJIS. Without plan-
ning and coordination in such areas as state gsidelines requiring
grants for information systems to meet state requirements, local
efforts, even of value to the 1ocal courts, may not contribute to
the development of a statewide system useful to all. The very flex-
ibility okaROMISvhas‘contributed to the problem and creates the
need for some form of centralized direction in collection of common
data elements. Particularly~trdublesome is the potential adoption
of "second or third generation" PROMIS systems, (i.e. PROMIS systems
obtained from the jurisdictions which have already modified PROMIS

to meet their own sPecific-requirements). The required modifica-

‘tions of such systems to meet new needs creates additional problems.

149

L T i S A

e i o T AL g AL




STV —————

e AR A B St RN e S -

3. "‘Georgia

The Georgia SJIS prdject's dbjeCtives focused on:the improve-

ment of management decisiohmaking in line with the SEARCH model.

The SJIS project, which started in 1974 and continued through 1977,

was placed under the direction of the Administrative Office of the
Court, the Georgia Judicial Council. To accompliSh the objectives,
the Administrative Office of the Court designed énd attempted’to
implement a model.based on a "bottoms-up" approach. -The overall
model was comprised of three subsystems: criminal, civil, and
juvenile. Efforts to develop the three subsysteﬁs were; however,
very uneven, While the juvenile system was more or less ignored
about three—fourths of the design work was completed for the civil
subsystem. Of'the.three, only the'criminal segment actually reached

the implementation phase.

The criminal subsystem design divided the system into three
categories: manual mail-in jurisdictions; on-line input jurisdic-
tions; and local systems with their own computer facilities. After
developing the necessary software, the Administrative Office imple-
mented the first two gategories as pilot programs in order Eo test
the feasibility of the design. The pilot test of the manual appli-
cation &as conducted in the fiVe-county Blue Ridge Judicial District
and lasted less than one year. Albany, Georgia--the Dougherty Judi-
cial Circuit—-provided the site for the on=line piidt,test of a sys—
tem consisting of two terminals and a mini-computer. This site was
operational for about one year and its funds térmihation ended SJIS

development in Georgia for all practical purposés,

In both CaSes,.the pilot tests were leés than succeséful‘énd
were terminated'inkl977. ‘There were several'reasons,for this out~-
come ., 'Fifst, according to the Administrative Office, the CCH/OBTS

~data tequirements demanded a "bottoms-up” approach. HoWever; a

"top~down" design would have been necessary to impose uniformity in

150

e e e e e % = e

AN RS

TR e

Georgia because the judicial system is decentralized and comprised
of 42 relatively independent circuits. ‘Second, restrictibns stip-
ulated by federal grants prevented the Administrative Office from
buying the computer hardware needed to fully implement on~line oper-—
ations. The equipment used during the pilot test had heen leased,
but Administrative Office staff did not view this as a satisfactory
long-term arrangement. Third, SJIS was not seen as a high priority
by the Board of Directors of the Administrative Office. Therefore,
the Judicial Council did not have’the power base necessary to pur-
suade the state legislature to approbriate additional funds to

further implement and institutionalize SJIS.

4, Lousiana

In 1973, Lousiana began to participate in the LEAA program: for
the implementation of a State-wide Judicial Information System to
develop judicial information and statistics. The Louisiana Criminal
Justice Information System (LCJIS) viewed the SJIS effort as a po~
tential source of court data forfthé OBTS/CCH System. Therefore, in
a cooperative effort, LCJIS assisted in the implementation to be
under taken ig two phases. Initially, the system was to be develdped
utilizing requirements defined by the Judicial Administrator., After
the system was operational for six months the system would then be
expanded,'principally in the charges and disposition area, to pro-

vide dataﬂsatisfactory for OBTS.

SJIS had, as its initial goal, the achievement of the objec—
tives outlined by SEARCH Group, Inc. as follows:

e To improve the operating and administrative functions

of the courts of Louisiana;

¢ To provide the judicial-generated data elemehts of
the Offender Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS) and
Computerized Criminal History (CCH),fiie, '
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Although the data elements to be utillzed by the Judlcial
Admlnlstrator s Management Information System were determlned on the
basis of the OBTS/CCH need for 3ud1c1al information rather than
solely in response to the court admlnlstrator s need for court
management 1nformat10n, the intended use of the system as a source

of court data for the OBTS/CCh System“has not materialized,

Although it was envisioned that SJIS would give the state court
administrator the data collection capability to meet his admlnistra—
tive needs as well as supply the requlred OBTS/CCH data, the current
objective of SJIS is now only to meet the needs of the state court
administrator.  The initial system Implementatlon had the strong
support of both the judiciary and the executive departments of‘gov—
ermment., However, opposition to the system arose within the ranks
of the clerks of court who objected to the use of Federal funds in

the courts and to reporting any information to the state judici ry.

As originally conceived' SJIS was to be handled on the central

OBTS computer operated by the Louisiana State Police as a batch sys—

Jem. Strong political differences between the governor and - the ‘
courts, together with the«oppositlon of the clerks of court resulted
in an unstable system implementation situation, however, and SJIS
has never achieved its stated goals. The system is'now operated ;on
the computer in the Louisiana‘Health Department rathervthen,on the
OBTS/CCH computer of the Depariment of Public Safety. The Health
Department has indicated, however, that it may not ‘be able to host
the system in thedtuture. (Itvis believed that pressure from the
‘Governor's office may have caused"the reluctance of the Health De-
partment t0'continue to~assist the courts.)

‘Current plans for SJIS improvement include an attempt to secure
a dedicated computer to run SJIS under: court control. ’In'addition,‘

there are plans to 31mplify the system itself, by eliminating * ‘non-

essentlal data elements, providlng for audlt‘checks of data \
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ponents of the court syscem' Juvenile, dlstrlct, circuit, and ap-

~the administration of the court system in that state. Together SJIS -

‘Det !
. roit Recorder's Court in 1973. The Detroit Recorder's Court,

quality; and increasing the usefulness of the output management re-
ports. Instltutlonallzatlon of the system 1nto state government is

d . 13
ependent on improvements in the relatlonshlp between the Governor !

- and the judicial branch of Louisiana government.

5. Michigan

The developmentrof the Michigan SJfS began in 1971 when the
Michigan Supreme Court appointed a Procédures and Technology Com-
mitttee to assess how modern 1nformat10n and computer technology
might be applied to the courts. The Commlttee establlshed a Special
Industry Adv1sory Board consisting of representatlves from the

Chrysler, Ford, and General Motors Corporatlons.

The Michigan SJIS was developed to meet the operational needs
of the courts, in conjunction with the;needs of other users, in
terms of the courts' information requlrements. In this context, the
Mlchlgan S8JIS might be best described | as a series of systems de:

si
gned to meet the information requlrements of four dlfferent com-

pellate. The purpose of the Mlchlgan Judicial Data Center which

prov1des the data process1ng fac111ty for SJIS is also to 1mprove

and the Center have goals parallel to those developed by SEARCH
Group, Inc. for SJIb.

- To accompllsh these goals, the Basic Mlchlgan Court System
(BMCS) was developed to serve the criminal case functlons of the
1

arger c1rcu1t courts, It is . an on—llne concept with emergency ' ]

backup. It was designed in 1972 and first implemented 1n the

with responsibility for the City of Detroit, handles about 45 per-

cent of all the felony cases in Michigan. BMCS is currently
: S
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.operatigﬁal in severalﬁadditional courts: . Jacksonm Circuit’and.inp
’the District CourtS~of Jackson and Ann Arbor,f‘Among‘thekother

systems develoed for the‘courts;okoichigan are the,following:

¢ the Annual Report 1I System - to provide the capability‘y
‘of gathering and" reportlng statistics for the district:

circuit and mun1c1pal level courts

o the Case Informatlon Central System (CICS) whlch is
designed to ftnctlon in .candem w1th -BMCS and produce

caseload 1nformat10n,

i
S,

ﬁ~ e the lrafflc and Ordlnance System (TOCS) Wthh processes
state misdemeanors, traffic-related felonies, hlgh mls—
demeanors and local parking, traffic and ordinance
v1olat10ns, .and '

s a Case Act1v1ty Reportlng System (CARS) for the C1rcu1t

Courts and another for the Dlstrict Courts.

kIn addltlon to these . systems, Mlchlgan SJIS also has a- District

Court Advanced System a Probate Court Rule System, a Probate Court

~and Placenent Information System~(CCPIS) A leplacementffor the !
original CCPIS is now being developed; Finally, a Court of Appeals

Progect will be 1mplemented in modules as it 1s developedv

The Judlclal Center uses both batch and on-line ‘processing

L : ' tems. For example, CARS uses batch proce551ng while all of the'

ot ‘Advanced Systems (including BMCS) "use on—llnevprocesslng.
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Advanced System and, in the area of Juvenlle Jjustice, the Child Care ‘

dependlng on the 1nformat10n requirements placed on the varlous sys—

6. “Minnesota

The Mlnnesota state court admlnlstrator* has collected summary
caseload data from local courts since 1964 under statutory author-
ity. Although the data were first processed marnually, for the last

n1ne years aggregate dlstrlct court data have been processed by a

computer’ owned and operated by the state's Information Systems Divi-

81on. ‘Aggregate county court data has been processed by computer
since 1974, This computer process1ng consisted of data manipul a-
tlon and report generatlon based on month—end;summary reports sub-

mitted by the individual clerks of court.

Minnesota is a CDS state and an OBTS system. was developed under
the direction of the Bureau of Crminal Apprehen51on (BCA), and has

been operational as’ a computerlzed system since 1972 Clerks of

“court report crltlcal events that occur during court proces51ng of

felonies and gross mlsdemeanors, beginning with the flllng of the
indictment or complaint. Such data is éntered into the BCA's

Computerlzed Cr1m1nal History files..

In 1974, the state court admlnlstrator s offlce 1n1t1ated Phase
I of its SJIS Progect as one’ of the orlglnal SJIS state groups. The
batch system was to serve the dual goals of prov1d1ng greater mana-

gerial control over the state's courts while at the same time mini-

mizing the 1ncrease in overal clerlcal workload

The system was to be de51gned to benef1t courts: at all levels.
The design would 1n1t1ally collect data at the dlstrlct and county

court levels and transmit this data to the supreme court. A state-

~ wide unlform case number system was recommended to 51mp11fy this

*See Minnesota Performance Assessment Report, C, R. Judice, G.R.
Gaff, R.W. Delaplaln, and R.G. Spelght (1978)
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th
"sentlally developed durlng Phase II of the prOJect rather than e

procedure The resultlng database was to be utillzed to, prov1de
. for
periodic inquiry and spec1al reports as well as form the ba31s
r—
the development of addltlonal systems such as flnancinal and pe

sonnel information systems.

System development and 1mplementat10n dld not occur during
as ' esw
Phase I, however. The SJIS vnat is operatlon 1n Mlnnesota was

5 rlmarily a management
1mplementat10n of the Phase I de51gn. it is p

of crlm—
information system and does not process s1gn1f1cant amounts

inal case information.

Since August 1978, SJIS modules that- process civ1l probate,
and famlly case transactlons have been fully 1mp1emented in all dis-—
trict and county courts. - Criminal case reportlng is stlll accom—
pllshed through the Bureau of Crlmlnal Apprehen51on s CJRS system,

t
although the court clerks do not fully cooperate and are failing to

complete the necessary report forms.

All district and county courts mail transactlon report forms
for civil, probate, and family cases to the state court admlnlstra—’
tor s office on a dally basis. Follow1ng 1n1t1al data validation,
data from the forms are entered on—line into. SJIS via CRTs located
within the state court adm1n1strator s OfflCe. The current Minne-
sota SJIS has placed heavy emphas1s on on—llne entry and editlng of
data. The on—llne query ability prov1ded by the system is currently

of limited utlllty.-

Output reports produced by the system.are de51gned to be pr1~
marlly of value to state—level court admlnlstratlon and district

ks of
trial court admlnlstrators rather than to local Judges and cler
court.

SJIS grants ‘have been recelved from LEAA for Minnesota SJIS de—

’velopment and state funds ‘have also been utllized for development.

@
4.
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:llnked to compatible county—level court 1nformat10n systems, replac—f i

Tt 1s expected that addltlonal state funds will be used in the next
two years to expand the criminal case proce831ng, to cover Juvenlle

case proce851ng and prov1de for trlal court caseflow management.

The prOJect is con51der1ng enhan01ng the system w1th such “im—
provements as a welghted caseload system and is trylng to secure its
own dlstrlbuted processing equlpment. The latter would free the
S5JIS from dependence on the state's Information:Systems Division for
data pﬁodessing‘support.

7. New Jersey

Started in l976 the Jud1c1al Management Information System
(JMIS) of the Admlnlstrative Office of the Courts 1s 1ntended to
assist the judiciary in the collection and - analy51s of the data
needed to manage the court system and allocate the State's judicial
Tesources, The current status of SJIS 'which is supported entirely
by state funds in New Jersey, might best be described as a semi-
automated or computer assisted management information system. This
system is designed to provide summary reportlng data regardlng such
factors as caseload and other court statlstlcs. Since JMIS does not’ : ;
have its own computer fac1l1t1es, it has entered into time sharlng
agreements with two dlfferent state data centers, however, the

courts’ work is often ass1gned a low prlorlty by these centers,

In order to correct that 51tuat10n, the Admlnlstratlve Of fice
of the Courts plans to develop its own dedicated Judiclal Data
Center capable of meetlng the statewide needs of the court system,
It is expected that such an acqu151t10n of its own computer fgeil—-
ities will enable JMIS to become a computerlzed, state~level judi-

cial informatlon system. It is env1s1oned that thls system will be -
ing the CDR. The Nat1onal Center for State Courts ‘has already sub—

mltted a. proposal for a detalled analys1s of the requlrements for

the JudlClal Data Center and 1ts computer fac111ties.
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In terms of linkinglJMIS to court systems at the’county—level
it should be noted that six county—level courts have developed their
own independent computerized 1nformation systems. Any future lint—
age between those systems and JMIS Willbdependr therefore, upon ;de
compatability of the'systems. However, at the present time the ik
ministrative Office of the Courts is also involved in a cooperative,
effort with the State'Attorney Generalls 0ffice to implement‘the
intensive PROMIS program. Known as "mini~PROMIS/GAVEL" this pro-
gram in New Jersey is intended to ‘provide both prosecutors and trial
_court judges with information regarding pending criminal cases, fa-
‘cilitate case proceSSing and assist court administrators in caseflow
management. >
In addition to providing a variety of statistical reports, JMIS

has also been involved in a variety of other projects 'designed to
assist the courts. For -example, the Pretrial Intervention Central
Client’Registry‘has been automated~and an on—line system has been

developed to assist the Appelate Divisiom.

8. Pennsylvania

" In the 1970's the Administratlve Office of Pennsylvania Courts
began participation w1th LEAA in development of a State Judicial
Information System to- increase ‘the effectiveness and efficiency of
court administration. The goals of the Pennsylvania SJIS were simi-
lar ‘to thdse developed by ‘SEARCH Group, Inc. The Administrative
Office planned to design a local standardized reportino system for
smaller ;ounties who couldn't afford such a computerized system ‘on

their’ own. Under that design three to  four reg:onal compuLer cen— .-

ters, would be established to! prOVide on-line, day—to—day data proc—‘

eSSing services to these smaller ‘counties.

During the wait for the release of SJIS funds, the Administra—‘

tive Office developed a DockeL Transfer Form deSigned to accompany

~ ture
‘each criminal case through the courts. This form is usedkto captu
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~the statistical 1nformation from each case which is needed to effef—
tively manage the courts and also to provide the state police w1th
case dispos1t10n data required- by CCH. ~ Presently the Docket Trans-
fer Form is being utilZied by Allegheny and Philadelphia counties

and it is ant1c1pated that the form eventually will be used by the
entire state,

“The proposed overall SJIS approach in PennsyIVamia follow1ng
~the court sys—
tem is not yet unified, resulting in continued state versus’ covnty
confrontation over control of funds, Second, there exists a great.
divers1ty among counties in Pennsylvan1a ranging from the very

urban to the very rural, each with diffetent information needs and

; capabilities. Third, ‘Philadelphia is very different than the rest -

of the state having a "home-rule charter™ B the largest caseload of.
any county and is the only legislatively designated "first class

county in the state. In addition, the Administrative Office ran

~into funding problems at the state level in February 1977 and as a

‘result, the Office -did not begin to spend SJ1S funds until 1977

Currently, the Administrative Office is still using funds from~
the first $JIS LEAA grant., A proposal for a second grant has been
submitted with the obJective of continuing development of SJIS.' To
achieve its goal of effectlve court operation ‘the Administrative
Office. intends ‘to use a redeSigned SJIS to develop a loosely coupled
distributed network with mini- or maXi—computers located througaout
the sfate to prOVide deSignated court personnel With easy access to
the system. The State Wlll provide the necessary message sw1tching*

system and in -turn, “the county-based court systems will be required":

to furnish information for the basic data base although they will

also be able to add additional local data. T terms of ‘the baSic

data. base, the Administrative Office wants to develop a total man-= ' n'

'»agenent information system 1ncluding data on such areas as case—

;uloads, personnel and finances. It 1s antic1pated that some of the
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mote ruralhareas will continue to use a manual approach, and~the‘
;State will transform,the data to machine-readable form and input it

into the system.

Additionally; the Administrative @ffice is planning tdfexper—
1ment with ' ‘Maxi-Mini" PROMIS to determine its feasibility as a |
‘building block for 8JIS. This pilot project, to be implemented in
;Montgomery‘connty, will concentrate on tailoring the PROMIS software
to perform the SJIS funCtions as defined by NCJISS and by the needs
Of'the AdmfnistrativebOffiCe‘,;

- 1In additfbn to automating the Docket Transfer Form dataycdl—
lection system and designing, inplementing and monitoring the "Maxi"
Mini-PROMIS prdject, the Administrative Offide hopes to lnitlate
'severalzother.SJIS tasks in the near future. Key among theseytasks
are:‘ ‘

@  to work with representatives of other agencies'(especially'

| the State Police and the Goyernor's Task Force) to-define

CCﬁ‘data'needs and develop a Dictionary of lerminology;l
® tobdevelop an automated data collection system for the

appellate courts; and
e to develop an automated civil case control system in order
to;monitor caseloads to ascertain whether or not thry need

more judges.

‘Q. Rhode Island

The Rhode Island SJIS is located in the Offlce of the State'
'Court Administrator, Supreme Court of" Rhode Island.f This SJIS is a-
statewide system based on a PROMIS system . previously adapted by the
‘State Attorney General's Offlce.‘ The State Attorney General began
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using the "batch type" PROMIS system in 1974. Toward the beginning
of 1977, the State Supreme Court assumed respon51b111ty for the man-

agement and ‘future development of PROMIS. It appears that the use

"~ of PROMIS was discontinued by the State Attorney General's Office

because of a‘lack'of interest'after a change in administration.
PROMIS was picked up by the courts because a need was seen for such

a management information system.-

The SJIS system still operates in a batch mode, but the staff
is developing the capacity for a statewide, on-line system which is
expected to be operational sometime in 1979, SJIS focuses on-the
criminal module of the case flow management subsystem. The Rhode
Island SJIS is really an extension of the PROMIS system through the
addition of a sentencing subsystem and a lower court subsystem.

Modifications were also made in the editing and programming of

-PROWI& to meet the requlrements of Rhode Island's courts.

SJIS commenced operatlons in Prov1dence, Rhode Island, because

it is the largest Jurlsdlctlon in the state and consequently, data

collection was based on the 1nformat10n requlrements/needs of Prov-

idence. SJIS's coverage was thereafter broadened to meet the needs
of other ‘jurisdictions. In this system, the flow of information on
a case begins onCe a charge@ls filed. {The system does not track
misdemeanors.) The police complete a portion of a case entry form
and forward it to the appropriate State Attorney General'sboffice

for completion.‘ Various court agencies (e.g., the court clerk and

- the scheduling'office) file other casevdata as reQuired

The State Court Admlnlstrator s prlmary obJectlve has been to

develop SJIS as a statewide 1nformat10n.system designed to. supply

tlmely and accurate 1nformatlon to meet decisionmaking needs. As a
by product,;the system haS»the-capac1ty to" produce”’ statistlcal in-
formation and to serve as a resource :for research To “accomplish

these objectives, Rhode Island collects data on every case regardlng
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every count on offender demographlcs and -on victim/w1tness informa—

tron as,ava;lable. Limited offender prlor record information is

valso collected if prior dlsposltlons are available. 1In addition to

heingkable to provide the repdrts produced by the PROMIS system
(e.g., the Generallzed Inquiry. Package) SJIS also produces a sen—
tenc1ng reglster for both the Dlstrlct and Superior Courts ‘(this
reglster is a statutory requlrement) as well as reports for police
agenc1es, the State Attorney General, Corrections and other agen-—

c1es.

10. Utah

The development of‘the State Judicial Informatin System (SJIS)
has not progressed beyond the initial planning stage. Utah has re-
ceived a grant to perform an SJIS feasibilityﬁstudy from LEAA, The
ohjectives of the study are"to examinie alternatives for an SJIS de-
velopment and cons1der the requirements for such system. Prelimin-
ary dlscuss1ons at the Utah state court 1evel among court personnel

led to - the following observatlons on the part of the court staff

e Using the SJIS court data for support of the court-
administrator's office is not the Utah priority for'SJIS;
It'is? rather, the requirement for data to support“the_

= courts' operational needs,
e FaL1ital REECS.

. The potential relationship between SJIS and the CCF‘system v
1s questloned because of the different emphasis between
the need for SJIS court operatlonal support and the CCH
system requlrement for crlmlnal ‘case dlSpOSltion reporting

on ' : i
1nformat10n. o . o PR N

The overall objective of SJIS An Utah is eXpected to be the *i.

’i;\ .
1mplementatlon of an 1nformat10n system' desxgned to 'supply the - R\

court s operational needs for informatlon rather than for state

et
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court administration. This potential objective was set forth by a

~Judge's Steering Committee which recommends policy determination to

the Utah Judicial Council. The staff of the Judicial Council is
currently examining the initial SEARCH Group, Inc. objectives for
CCH as possible secondary objectives for Utah's SJIS. However, no
decision on those objectives has yet been made. It has been deter-
mined that the courts will supply disposition information needed for
the CCH system, and a "contract' to that effort has been made be-

tween the Judicial Council and the Utah Department of Public Safety

(Bureau of Identification).

Utah expects to use a "maxi-mini" version of PROMIS software as

modified to operate on the large frame equipment of the state data

‘processing center to perform the SJIS role. The choice of software

will depend on the results of the feasibility study to be performed
under the initial LEAA SJIS grant to be completed in 1980.

Local court information systems are already in‘operation in
Ogdon, Salt Lake City, and Provo, and, they will probably have to be

integrated into an 5JIS if complete statewide converage is to be

achieved.
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APPENDIX E

PROSECUTOR'S MANAGEMENT INFORMATlON SYSTEM SITE VISITS

Evolution"and Operational Status

's1ng t:Lme are prepared by the CJIC.;Y

During the course of this project, MITRE‘staff visited 13

-PROMIS. sites. “Ten of these sites were county jurisdictions. The

other three 1n;M1ch1gan New Jersey and New York were prOJects de-
signed to develop PROMIS on a multi—county basis.in each state.
This section presents a summary of current” efforts to develop, im~

plement and use PROMIS in the 13 sites visited.

1. Montgomery County, Alabama

PROMIS was implemented for the Prosecuting Attorney's Office in
Montgomery by the Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center (CJ1C)
~and is operated through their facilities. Alabama's involvement

with PROMIS began because CJIC was not convinced that the courts

would cooperate in the development of complete crlminal history
record information (CHRI) by prov1d1ng sentencing information. It

was thought that by 1mplement1ng PROMIS, the needed data could be

obtained from the District Attorneys.

~Work begaln 14 1976 and it took a year to convert the INSLAW

vPROMIS software. to the CJIC s UNIVAC system and required that some
additional 1nqu1ry modules be written by CJiC staff. It is a batch

system, updated at nlght w1th on—llne editing and re*rlﬁval. The

- Distriet Attorney s office has. a prlnter and terminal which are t1edp
kdirectly to CJIC and 1ts state operated computer fac111t1es and con-
,sequently, the prosecutors are able to use the system’ in an 1nterac—v

' tlve mode for queries. Large reports requlring cons1derable proces-

R
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PROMIS is being used in Montgomery County as a management in-
formatlon system——a case management system in the sense of inform-
1ng prosecutors what is the status of cases and their workload.

Thete is no use of the PROMIS case weighting and prioritizing

‘scheme.

In the year since the system has been operational, there have

been 1ncrea31ng 51gn° of interest in the operations of the Mont-

gomery PROMIS as evidenced by increased system uses, While the
District AtLorney does not personally use PROMIS, his staff does.
In addition, investigators from the sheriff's department and the
poiicé use the system to check the’dates for their court appear-—
ances. Of particular importance to the District Attorney's office
;hasébeen ACJIC programming which enable PROMIS users to interact
with ‘CCH. Thus, staff prosecutors ‘have direct and timely access to
a defendant s CHRI and can also check on the CHRI of witnesses as

well.

Tn addition to the automated PROMIS in Montgomery, manual sys—
‘téems have been developed in eight other jurisdictions. By late
1979 cJIC plans, with the cooperation and assistance of local pros=

ecutors, “to have 1mp1emented five additional PROMIS 51tes linked to

CJIC. The mdvement toward the development of additional PROMIS sys-—

1£ens in Alabama has been spurred by a‘new state law requiring the
establlshment of central budgeting for prosecutors. PROMIS is
viewed ‘as a maragement information systém mechanism which can pro-
V1de the information needed to Jusp?fy budgets. .The Office of
‘Prosecution Services will use the informatiQn provided by PROMIS to
“detelop unified budget requests for the District Attorneys. That

offide will also serve to coordinate the developmentfand imple-

| "rhé‘ntati‘on of PROMIS including plans to implement five -moreiPR’OMIS

.....

'”166’.

2. Los Angeles County, California

The District Attorney's Office in Los Angeles is widely dis-
pers< :d and has 24 field offices. Eight of these serve the Superior
Courts in their areas. Each of the ‘remaining offices serv1ce or are
associated with one of these elght. There is remote PROMIb data en-
try in all 24 sites with on—line inquiry, although update to the

system is in a batch mode. The operating computer system 1tse1f is

) . H . . . .
housed in the county's data processing division. However, the com~

puter is used only by criminal justice agencies,‘(e.g., the sheriff
and the District Attorney). -

The need for a management 1nformat10n system was recognized in
1972. 1In 1973, the District Attorney's office received funding for
a feasibility study of the information needs of the District Attor—
ney's office and how these needs mlght be met. After a study of the
Districr Attorney's office and its information requirements, the

system was designed and implemented;v The reSulting system was oper-

ational in selected locations in January 1975 and, as of July 1977,

when federal funding ended, it was operational in all locations and

was supported by local funds,

The goals of the Los Angeles PROMIS which is an adaptatlon of
the District of Columbia's PROMIS are as follows:

® to-proyvide a means of collecting statistics quickly to

respond to inquiries from the Dlstrlct Attorney or county

) Supe I'Vl SOI‘S

® to develop a means to, determine if there are pending

felonies, outstanding warrants, etc. against offenders

e  to enable the Dlstrlct Attorney s office to determine if

witnesses have any pendlng felonies, or outstandlng warrants

o~
Pl
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use the PROMIS approach developed for the DlStrlCt

S 68

' ice agement i nation needs (e.ge,
"o to meet the office's management 1nform

caseloads for proSecutors)

These goals were established not only to meet the 1nternaldni2dze:i
the Dlstrlct Attorney's office but also because of the ne T,
external requirements for information from, for example, t i g
supervisor. The goals. for 1nstalllng PROMIS have apparent y,trlct
achieved.‘ In addition to itssinitial products, the deputy Dis :

minal history
Attorneys now receive a,hard copy of witnesses' cri ‘

records. | , o
i ac
The calendarlng function is not being performed because o
1d not
tion with the courts. In adnitlon, Los Angeles cou
o of Columbia be-

erent in Los
se Hot only ig the subpoena issuing process much diff
cu

s1cn. : .
Angeles, but also because of Los Angeles' geographlcal dlsper - 5
?

t in
Prop031t10n 13 resulted in the budget for PROMIS belng cu
ce im-
half. Although the cut was restored, the prosecutor s offi e f
. Updating o
osed some f1nanc1al constraints on PROMIS operatlons Up g
p

sult, while
the system now occurs only three times a week. As a re ’

there may
the deputy prosecutors can query the system at any time,

be a two or three da; delay in updatlng the system svdata base whlch
_they query. “

Among the problems w1th the system 1s that the deputy iroi~is
ecutors are respon31ble for ‘the paperwork whlch ‘they oftenddi: onal
burdensome and therefore, some tend to view PROMIS as an . a : i :
"headache . Consequently, secretaries are often tasked wit com

rate.
1 t1ng the paperwork and they are not always careful or accu
p ) the
A further, problem is created by the fact that an outside agency (
X rltles
County) runs the data processor “for the system and sets prio

£

low priority. I

s
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Both management and line personnel (deputy prosecutors and

‘investigators) use PROMIS, Management uses PROMIS for monthly re-

ports and research related to policy decisions. It was estimated

that approximately 10 to 15 percent of the deputy prosecutors are
enthusiastic about PROMIS; an equal number don't like it:

and a
middle group is uncommitted.

Certain changes and additions had ‘to be made in the District

Attorney's PROMIS package to tailor it to Los Angeles!
cluding:

needs in-
modlfylng the system to handle California's penal code;
handling only felonies in this PROMIS; developing an
thly statistical package;

age L

"in~house" mon-
and producing a specialized inquiry pack-

While the PROMIS. case ranking or weighting system (offense and
offender scores) is not systematically being used, there seems to be

increased interest in the case weighting scheme. The Los Angeles

PROMIS is seeking improved software and cheaper hardware. No deci-

sions have been made at this time whether the hardware will be a

"mini” or a "mainframe" computer,

3. San Diego County, California

The'District Attorney's office is responsible for the prosecu-
tion of all felonies committed within the County of San Diego and

for all misdemeanors committed within the County, but outside the

city of. San Diego where the Clty Attorney is responsible for mig-

demeanors. Tne Distrlct AtLorney s office 1tself is div1ded into

three geographlcal branches, The PROMIS system in San Diego County

is known as JURIS/DA (Justice Records Information System/Dlstrlct

Attorney) "It 1s an on-line 1nqu1ry/update system des1gned to

search the Case File, "the Master Index flle, the Schedule file, and

. the Calendar file and dlsplay the requested informatlon in its data

base.' New data® can be entered or the information displayed can be

modlfied and the varlous files affected by the new information w1ll

' be updated The files are stored on direct aCLESSxdlSk‘flleS at San~

E i
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Diego County's central computer facility. The access to‘these files
is through cathode ray tube terminals, The County Depar tment of
Electronic Data ProceSS1ng Serv1ces prov1des computer serv1ces to

C g

the District Attorney s offlce. ‘ : 5 el

; Pilior to the 1mp1ementat10n of JURIS/DA there was only an
index of current, active cases in the District Attorney's office. ’
JURIS/DA was developed and implemented because that District Attor-
ney's office recognized the need for the centrallzed proce581ng of
data to meet the Jnformatlon requirements of both.management and
staff. JURIS/DA produces the following reports among others.

Felony Complalnts Issued; Active Criminal Index; Daily Crlminal

Calendar; Weekly Criminal Sentencing Calendar; Subpoena W;tness

List; Subpoenas; and Felony Cases Issued.

The systeém capability is not used by the District Attorney to
rank cases in terms of their seriousness, according to the gravity
of the crime and ‘the prior record of the accused.

The design and development of JURIS/DA begain toward ‘the end of

1975 or the beginning of 1976. Thereafter, the Electronic Data Pro- .

cessing Center obtained a copy of the "batch type" PROMIS which had
been adOpted and modlfled by the District Attorney s ofche in Los

Angeles County. There are, however, ‘a number of dltferences between

the Los Angeles PROMIS and San Diego's JURIS/DA which requlred addi-

tional programmlng (eeges dllferent levels of ‘penal spec1f1cation :

and 1dentif1catlon of documented workers)

It is expected ‘that JURIS/DA w111 be operatlonal in, the last =
District Attorney branch office in summer 1979. With the end of
federal funding the County assuied the costs of system ogeratlon.

i

4. Cobb County (Marietta), ‘Georgia Ui I
‘In 1975 the District Attorney in Cobb County 1mplemented a g
PROMIS whose 1nitial obJectlves coincided with those Sp€leled by

SRR 700

o
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_quirements of the Burroughs hardware.

- INSLAW. * By 1977 the system was completely implemented, but its out-

put was mnot being used. The PROMIS software and'procedures were, to

some ‘degree, 1ncompat1ble with the County's computer system. Ex—

acerbatlng thlS problem was the absence of guidelines detailing sys-

tem use together with a hlgh level of management. expectatlons re—

garding PROMIS. Among other problems, data input to the system was

performed by as31stant prosecutors because there were no data .entry

»clerks avallable. In addltlon, although 1nformat10n was being

entered, the output data were not being analyzed or used 1n spite of

a percelved need for management 1nformat10nu

In 1977, a new District Attorney took office and his initial

decision was to terminate PROMIS based on hi“ assessment that the

system did not sufflciently address hlS operatlonal obJectlves,
which were to: :

® improve caseload management;
e provide monthly statistlcs in order to develop offlce pollcy
regardlng use of dlscretlon in case handllng,

e produce court calendars and subpoenas, and
e N N

trace cases to. ensure that they are broughthto trial within -

the time limits set by,speedy trial laws.*

However, the District Attorney changed that declslon after INSLAW

agreed to modify PROMIS to meet his obJectlves and meet the re-

INSLAW modified the PROMIS
system to address local requ1rements, rewrote the PFOMIS software

®
condensed the 1nformation collection forms, and helped the DlStrlct

Attorney gather support from Lhe sherlff judges . and other members

BTt should- be noted that these are; in fact‘ ver Slmll £ h
set. forth by INSLAW. o .. ar o those
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of the criminal justice community who would be the primary data

providers as well as the secondary data users of the system.

Presently, the system operates in a batch/on-line mode, but
will be modified in the near future to become a full on-line, real-
time system. - Each of the'departments in the PROMIS network is re—
sponsible for providing the data base with specific data (most of
which they would collect in any event). For example, the Sheriff
enters the police department identification number and pertinent
arfest data, while the clerk of the court supplies indictment and
disposition information. . In return, the Sheriff and Court receive a
host of reports including preliminary, arraignment and trial cal-
endars, and annual statistical summaries. Tlie Pistrict Attorney in
addition, receives management statistical reports dealing with case
prbcessing and effects of office policy decisions. It is planned to
expand the system's capabilities and develop programs to: notify
victims and witnesses of impending court appearances via mail and
pinpoint major cases based on specific variables (as opposed to

ranking cases by priority, an existing PROMIS capability).

5. Parish of New Orleans, Louisiana

The 0ffice of the District Attorney of the Parish of New Or-
leans was one of the first to attempt to install the PROMIS system
developed for the prosecutor in,thé'District of Columbia Superior
wourt, The system was modified and installed in the District At-
torney's Office in 1975, usihg a city-owned computer. Security dif-
“ficulties (defendants‘were operating the computer in some cases) and
low priority to the prosecutor's needs, resulted in the lease of a
dedicated'computeryﬁndef the control of the New Orlean's District

Attorney's Office (NODAO).

The PROMIS being used by the NODAO is a version Qf the original

PROMIS software. The system in New Orleans called DARTS (District

172

Attorney's Record Tracking System), is a batch system with overnight
data entry and with on-line inquiry through data termianls. There
are eleven terminals currently in use, ten available in the NODAO
and one which provides the Sheriff with a prisoner inventory. The
primary objective of the system is to provide a tool for more ef-

fective management of NODAO. It is fully operational.

One of the modifications of the system as implemented and used
involves the case weighting scheme provided in the original PROMIS.
The assistant distfict attorneys found the use of the PROMIS forms
difficult to use for the weighting application and, in addition, the
District Attorney had a policy of "bringing every case to trial"
thereby making the use of the case weighting results unnecessary.
The NODAO has found that the available PROMIS Package management
reports were very useful for office management, but they have also
developed additional reports for the use of the prosecutor in

monitoring office operations as part of the DARTS service.

The District Attorney haé provided strong support to PROMIS
from the start of implementation. Although there had to be changes
in the basic management data reports prepared by PROMIS for the
District Attorney and there have been hardware probléms with the
terminals, the system has beén not only serving the District Attor=-
ney, but also has been providing a data base useful to the other New
Orleans law enforcement agencies. This additional activity has
taken the form of listings of at-large defendants, jail lists, etc,
used by the police and sheriff.

The Assistant District Attorneys in the NODAO are the principal
users of PROMIS (DARTS). In addition, the outputs of the system are

used by the New Orleans Police, the sheriff, the jury commission,

‘and by the judges. The main exchange of information occurs between

the police and the District Attorney's Office.
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6. Kalamazoo County, Michigan

The Office ofkthe Prosecuting Attorney in Kalamazoo County be-
gan operation of PROMIS in a batch system mode in 1977. PROMIS was
implemented because the Prosecuting Attorneykwas of the opinion that
the application of computer technology would help alleviate the

management problem created by 1arge’caseioads

~ PROMIS was‘medified to meet the specific needs of Kalamazoo.
It does not utilize case weighting procedures in ‘terms of offense
and offender scores. Instead, it focuses on such functions as o
providing management information; responding to inqueries concern—
ing witnesses, generating’subpoenaskand identifying offenders for
the Career Criminal Program; ' | ‘ R
The Kalamazoo PROMIS software provides for all the PROMIS data

elements, but not all of these elements are collected or used. A

version of mini-PROMIS is currently being tailored to the needs of

"the prosecutor's office. It is expected that the new system will be

ready for implementation in 1979. Then, both the batch system and
the mini—~PROMIS will operate in parallel basis until any problems

with the mini-computer version are identified and resolved. At that

juncture,~the batch system will be discontinued and mini-PROMIS will
be used exblusively as the Prosecuting_Attorﬁey's,mahegement infor-

mation system.

. In Kalamazoo, there appears to be some movement toward the-

utilization of the PROMIS system as a local criminal justice infor-

mation system. A board has been formed consisting of represehta~
tives  ofs the shariff's depértment,‘the Kalaﬁasz police and tbe
court system of the Eighth~Circuit. Meetings have been held to
brief these individuals regarding the develbpment ofePROMIS_byjthe

prosecutor's office. It would appear that once the,mini4computerv

version of PROMIS is operational, theeSYétem could,be used by any of
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the local criminal justice agencies provided that they participate

by supplying the required data.

7+ Wayne County, (Detroit) Michigan.

Wayne County includes the City df Detroit within its jurisdic-
tion. It has been estimated that the City of detroit produces 45%
of the criminal cases in the State of Michigan. A modified version
of the batch PROMIS was implemented in Wayne County in 1976. The
primary goal of the system was to proVide management information to
’the~prosecutor, mainly. to produce both aggregated statistical re-
ports and information about individual cases. Recently, the system

ceased to operate because of lack of funds. However, the Prosecu-

‘tor's Office is striviﬁg to produce at least some aggregated reports

by a manual system. ' It is hoped that the State of Michigan's imple-
mentation of PROMIS in selected counties will provide a source of
financial support for PROMIS in Wayne County. ‘If that support deve-

lops, plans are'to,implement a mini-computer version of PROMIS.

While PROMIS was operationa4 1n'the Prosecuting Atterney's‘Of-
fice, there was some ekchange of information and discussions with
the Detroit Recorder's Court, which has responsibility for the City
of Detroit, and with the Wayne County Circuit Court regarding the‘
possibility of extending PROMIS to both court systems, The Pfos—

ecutor's Office believes that while there are differences in some of

the functions of the three organizations, all use basically the same

information, at least in the area of criminal cases. It was felt,

therefore, that such an extension could save money, a key consider-

~ation in a time of decreasing revenues.

-~ 8. The State of,Michigan's Multi-County PROMIS Prdject

In Octobef11978,~LEAA/NCJISS awarded a grant to the Prosecuting

eAttotney‘s Assoeiation~of Michigén (PAAM) to implement a'mini—PROMIS 




in selected counties. It is anticipated that this task will be ac—
complished in two years. Eight of the most heavily populated coun—
ties in the state have been selected as sites for implementation.
Each site will have an on-line, real time system using a mini-com-

puter. Long range plans focus on developing regional centers for

less populous counties.

9. The State of New Jersey's Multi-County PROMIS

The multifcounty PROMIS project is being developed and imple-
mented by the Division of Criminal Justice, Department of Law and
Public Safety. The Division of Criminal Justice has two general
areas of responsibility. First, it exercises the state-wide pruse-
cutorial authority of the State's Attorney General. In effect, its
Investigation Bureau acts as additional prosecuting attorney's of-
fice dealing with such offenses as white collar crime and organized

crime. Second, the Division is authorized to coordinate all crim—

inal justice system activities in the state. Consequently, the

Division coordinates the system act1v1ties of the 21 county—level

prosecutor s offices in New Jersey.»

Actual development of this system knows as PROMIS/GAVEL because
of its intended use by local courts began in January 1979. The
PROMIS/GAVEL Project plans to use. mini—computers to serve as the

basis for a defendant/case oriented system in 14 of the counties in

the State. Each county system will i roduce such items as daily re-

ports, case tracking and calendaring.

The PROMIS/GAVEL Project‘was undertaken for the following rea-
sons. First, the county prosecutors themselves exPreGSed,an'inter—~
est in such a system and some had taken initiatives to become ac-

qualnted w1th the potential of a management 1nformation system.‘

c Second, the Attorney General saw the multi—county pr03ect as a

'chance to standardize data reported by the prosecuting attorneys ats'i

176

i

ment in New Jersey. In addition, the availability of federal funds

sof tware programs,so as’ to ensure compatability. ‘In this regard, it-
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the county level and to use such a system (ixi" a multi-county

PROMIS) as a means to move one step closer to unified law enforce-

for such a project served as an incentive.

PROMIS/GAVEL is being developed in coordination with the Ad-
ministrative Office of the Courts (AOC) of the State of New Jersey.
The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court as well as the Administrative
Director of the Courts have expressed a strong interest in the de—
velopment of a system which .can also serve the courts. To that end,

there has been cooperation between the Division and the AOC.

‘ In terms of progress to date, a staff has been hired, a data
dictionary prepared and among other tasks initial system design has
begun. There has been coordination with the State Police, local
prosecutors and the AOC. While stressing compatability in data
gathering in each county,-allowances will be made fdr‘unique‘local
needs in the system design. It‘is expected that the first system
will be operational in Morris County in 1980. That county was se-
lected to test system implementation and operation because it re-
presents the mid-range of crime level in New Jersey, has a quality
manual data;base and is supervised by an interested‘prosecuting
attorney. In addition, there’is a good relationship between the
court and the prosecutor's office in the county. Consequently, it
is expected that the county will emphasize the test development,v S :
implementation and operation of'PROMIS/GAVEL as a system to serve L ’ , ;

the court as well as the prosecutor.

The project has been established as a part of the Division of
Criminal Justice in order to coordinate the development of PROMIS
/GAVEL. It is thodght that a central staff could economically pro-
vide the technical assistance to local prosecutors. Moreover, it is

believed that a central staff can monitor the modification of local
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was noted that considerable modiflcatlon would be necessary to use
the PROMIS package provided by INSLAW. That package is viewed only
as a tool to fac1l1tate the development of an information system
meeting the various requirements of New Jersey (325" the penal

code, Attorney General's needs and the needs of the prosecutors),

10, . New York County, New York

An on—llne Teal-time entry and retrieval version of PROMIS be-
came operational in the New York County s Distriet Attorney s Office
in January 1978, The system was developed by a software contractor
after the Dlstrlct Attorney dec1ded that batch PROMIS was not cap-
able of prov1d1ng the 0peratJonal management assistance requlred
The system operates on the data processing fac1lity of the New York
City Police Department's Management Information Systems Division.:

As the other four New York City Borroughs PROMIS systems now under
development beoome operatlonal they will also be operated on that

police computer fac1l1ty.

Ut11121ng specialists who are members of the District Attor-
ney S case processing team: the system serves some 250 assistant
district attorneys,. . The 1mplementat10n of the system resulted in
reorganlzed prosecutor office procedures for case processing and

also provides the Dlstrlct Attorney with case statistics and other

'management data. ‘PROMIS is seen not only as the vehicle for achiev-

ing management control over the caseload but also as the means for i

' achiev1ng 1mprovement in . the Dlstrlct Attorney s organization.

o Many changes to the original PROMIS design were required to use
the system prImarlly for operational caseload support. For example,?
a new data.collectlon structure had to be built and the PROMIS case

welghtlng scheme is not now utilized. The system 1is used to high-

,llght crime. problems and has been useful in helplng to perform

varlous analyses of specirlc problem areas such ‘as the problem of
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kprOJeCtS ‘are now in progress. A single contractor is ‘being used for

costly delays in returning recovered stolen property to retail

stores,

PROMIS has now been institutionalized in New York County and it
is seen by its staff as being successful, in not only meeting its
original goal of providing management information to the District
Attorney and his bureau chiefs, but also in providlng invaluable
operational support to case proce531ng. It also has been the ve-
hicle for achieving improvement in the District Attorney's office
operations.’ Management use of PROMIS statistics include comparison
of bureau teams, handl1ng assistant district attorney assignments,

and managlng the district attorney s offlce.

Future plans 1nclude developing a witness subsystem and in ex--

panding the research uses of the data available from PROMIS.

11, The State of New York's Multl—County PROMIS

The implementation of New York State's multi-county’ PROMIS is
currently underway under the directlon of the Division of Criminal
Justice Services (DCJS). The program, whose goal is to have 907% of
the criminal caseload of the state under automated PROMIS by 1981,
was 1n1t1ated in February 1979. The overall program plan calls for
15 of the state's 62 counties to have installatlons of either maxi-
or. mlnl—PROMIS w1th the other countles to have elther a non~auto—
mated PROMIS or to be part of a regional PROMIS. The initial goal i
is to implement PROMIS in elght counties (five w1th automated sys- _n : é

tems: and three with non—automated procedures) : Flve of those county

all projects to. achleve economies of scale and max1mize standardlza-

tlon ..

A state~wide PROMIS policy board has- been establlshed 1nclud1ng’

Dlstrlct Attorneys from eight upstate countles and two Dlstrict k S ‘ o é
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Attorney's from New York City. In addition, ‘a working level com-
mittee is dealing with project implementation with representatives

from the various county prosecutor organizations.

12. Salt Lake County, Utah

The Salt Lake County Attorney's office has implemented an early
version of the PROMIS with'a current objective of supporting prosé—
cutor office operations, rather than the initial PROMIS goal of of-
fice management. Planning and implementation of the system was
begun in 1975 and was completed in September 1976. Originally
included in an LEAA career criminal program grant, the implementa—

tion was cOmpleted with LEAA discretionary funds.

Utilizing the county computer facility, the system operates,
‘dccording to a member of the staff, "like a manual system on a com~
puter", Updates to the PROMIS data base are made each night though
an on~line data entry syStem. The master file created~overnight by
the batch system is available the next day forvon-line retrieval us-
king display terminals in the County Attorney s office. Management‘
reports and calendars are also prepared and distributed, as are wit-

ness notices and subpoenas.

R L : 'The system is available to assist the County Attorney's staff

v ‘utiliZe the PROMIS reports which are available for their use. The
lack of such use is attributed by the prosecutor s staff to ques-—

¥ o tions of reliability and tﬁneliness of the data in the ‘system.

System "transfer" of PROMIS required a numbertof changes from
“PROMIS. as. operatedkin the District of Columbia>Superior Courts -

These changes included a reduction in the/number of data elements,

‘cause there is no grand jury system in Utah. Tl-»‘ﬁv:»;staffvb,elleves
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- in current operations; however, not all of the assistant prosecutors .

changes in the calendar report, and other modifications reQnired be—‘

that it was not easy to adapt PROMIS to their Jurisdiction because

of local differences in case proceSSing and criminal justice system
operations. '

The Salt Lake County. PROMIS is used primarily by the prosecu-
tor's office, although some of the eight to ten terminals are avail-
able to the city andvcounty»clerks. Lurrent operation requires ap-
proximately $43,000., With the develoment of a court information
system in Salt Lake City there may be direct computer input of dis-
pos1tion information to PROMIS by the courts, but there has been no

coordination w1th the state s CCH system.

13. Milwaukee County,'Wisconsin

Project Turnaround was 1nitiated in 1975 in Milwaukee County,
WisconSin, with LEAA funding support and is intended to provide as—

sistance to those innocent partic1pants in the criminal Justice sys-

tem such as witnesses,’ v1ct1ms, and jurors whose needs had not been

met, The program included an Informations Systems Unit (JUSTIS)

component which has evolved into a Milwaukee County Criminal Justice

: Information System using PROMIS as its. foundation.

The benefits expected from JUSTIS (Justice Information System)
are the following: '

. Improved Citizen attitude toward the. triminal justice

system.
) More efficient.OPeration, adminiStration, and control.

® Improved coordination between the Sheriff District

Attorney, and the Courts.

e PrOV1SlOn for handling additional workload without

proportional staff increases.;
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serving. the. Milwaukee criminal Justice community.

o et o S S el s

. Cioserliaison'with the latest in national research and

development for the criminal justice .system.

Representatives of the various law enforcement agencies in
Milwaukee County meeting together in 1975, on the subJect of crim-
inal justice data processing, found maJor,problems in the areas of
ydocketing, indexing and calendaring of thé criminal cases moving
thronghrthe system.,‘A;users gronp was formed to find an existing
data processing system which could meet the needs of Milwaukee. The
group visited various data processing facilities in other jurisdic-—
tions, including the PROMIS operation in the proseCutor'S'office in
the District of Columbia.Superioerourt. Itnappeared to the group
that PROMIS seemed'closest to Milwaukee's needs, and they arranged
to take the system as it was operating in-the District of Columbia
and test it for usefulness and timeliness in: the Milwaukee environ-

ment. Follow1ng those tests 1n 1976, the group found 1t necessary

~to rewrite the. PROMIS software for use on IBM: data processing equlp-

ment, In auﬂition, the softwaie was changed to- enable the system to

be operated in a real—time data entry mode rather than in the previ-
ous tape—oriented batch sequential mode. Codes used in PROMIS

(e.g., designators for crimes charged) weré also changed to reflect
traditional Milwaukee usage. Implementation of thevsystem was com-—

pleted,in October 1976, and on-line operations began on: that date.

The initial system provided'compnter—produced calendars, minute

records, and docketing. records for the court c1erk'S'office, as well.

: as serving ‘the district attorney 5 office with standard PROMIS. docu-—

mentation and.reports. The system has been enhanced With the addi—

tion of an on—line/booking application in.use at the Office of the

Sheriff and” at the;House of Corrections.
N : i,‘

‘ JUSTIS has evolved from a package de81gned to assist the pros-.
ecutor in office management to a crlminal Justice information system
Its~goals ‘have’
rewained,the same: aS»orlginally conceived; however, changesyhave

i
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been made to accommodate organizational changes such as the recent

unification of the Wisconsin court system.

In addition to on-line file 1nquiry ‘using names of the partic—
1pants “and on~line inquiry for the full judgment roll the system
can selectively produce subpoenas and management reports using a

'management,report package as well as a generalized inquiry package.

Cnrrentlyvusers of the system include the Clerk of Courts,
District,Attorney's Office, Sheriff's Department, House of. Correc-
‘tions, and Wiscénsin Department of Social Services (Division of Cor—~
rection; Division of Prohation and Parole, and Welfare Fraud Invest-

igations Unit).

The'system operates. on the computer of the Milwaukee Connty,
~Department of Administration, Division of Data Processing, and the
users are charged on‘the basis~of use and the number of data proc-—
Currently some $666,000 of

county funds are budgeted for system operations.

essing devices in their departments.

JUSTIS has been,;apparently, a successful "spin—off" of the.

- original PROMIS batch system. By employing on-line data entry and
 retrieval techniques long before the advent of hmini—PROMISF for
large data. procéssing installations, JUSTIS»has been able, not only
to gerve the criminal Justice agencies of Milwaukee County, but also
to serve as the ba51s for the “"transfer” of the system to some 34 , s
vujurisdictlons.‘ The transfer has been accbmplished informally with a
minimum of expense and with cons1derable reported success. BY‘eXfw‘
panding the PROMIS capability to directly meet the needs of the
courts for Jjudgement role information, calendars, and other oper-l
cational data~whi1e alSo providing~on—line booking to the‘sheriff,

‘preparing prosecutor'and court”management data,iand creating sta-

= tlSthS for management dec1Sionrmak1ng, JUSTIS is currently meeting

“the combined needs of several agenc1es with an operational system

dwhose bugs ‘have been largely eliminated.
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APPENDIX F
& SITE VISITS-— SYSTEM INThRFACE
-Reviey N

As orlglnally env151oned each state s CCH system would serve

as the central repos1tory of* CHRI W1thin the state.

hwould collect the varlous elements of CHRI (e g.,,arrest records,

tain and d1ssem1nate CHRI.

dec151ons made about a

and release on parole) by the ‘courts and correctlonsvagenc1es.
have the capac1ty to do so. .

durlng th1s study.

1nformatlon systems operatlonal 1n those states ‘was examined

‘~l. ”Alabama‘ .

i

: The Alabama Crlmlnal Justlce Informatlon Center (CJIC) was
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- The systanﬁ

At the state level, 'SJIS and OBSCIS

o PROMIS however, as a local system, was not seen as a direct con-

“have been implemented and are operat1onal in the states v151ted

During site v151ts to fourteen states, the development and -

-'ments on the existlng system 1nterface capablllty and potentlal.

~conv1ctlon records and sentences) from a varlety of sources (eﬂg.,
pollce departments, trlal courts, probatlon agencies and corrections

departments), collate these diverse items of 1nformat10n, andﬁmaln-

(among their other functlons) wele seen as the vehlcles for gather—

ing and transmitting. those elements of CHRI Whlch are the result of

oftender (e. g., the imp051tion of a sentence

trlbutor to the state CCH system although PROMIS 1nstallat10ns may-

The follow1ng subsections. dlscuss the :
; extent of 1nterface among CCH OBSCIS SJIS and PROMIb systems wh*rhf

,1mplementatlon of 1nterfaces among and between the: crlminal Justlce

Thls;¢~
sectlon presents the results of that rev1ew together with some com=

:‘orlglnally 1ntended to interface w1th other. systems, (e g., SJIS and'
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OBSCIS); The ultimate design focused on a system—to-system, direct
transfer of data to be facilitated,by the common use of the same

computer facilities.

When the establishment of a common identifier proved trouble-
some, it was dec1ded to -use CJIC's OBTS number as an identifier and
3
to distribute a numbered form to. all police agencies for use 1n

establishing offender records. Thus, there is one central source of

identifier numbers and any delay in obtaining numbers from a central

source was avoided. . The datakelements were specified and defined
after stud§ing the requirements;of Alabama's criminal justice

agencies for data transfer.

In January 1979, SJIS began to provide data to CJIC on a sys-
tematic basis. Under the procedure, once SJIS receives, reviews,
and‘processes data from the local courts; the CCH data elements are

transferred~using a terminal dinto a SJIS "output" file which became

~an "input" file for'CJIC., After processing, CJIC is able to provide

the courts w1th a range of reporting and analytic services. ~The
court receives the CHRI needed for,pre—sentence investigation. re-
ports through‘probation officers who have indirect access to CJIC
usually through police agencies, '

OBSCISihas aiso developed the programs necessary to transfer

‘data to CJIC on a'systematic basis. These will be’ commonly defined

data elements transferred by softwarc -programs through the shared

’ ‘computer fac1lit1es. OBSCIS is waltlng for the OBTS numbered re-

porting form to start "coming through" SJIb ‘and. CJIC in a routlyo;,
fashion. ~In the 1nter1m, OBSCIS and CJIC, ‘exchange: CCH data via
disks, tapes or cards on an as needed ba51s to update files and

match state 1dentif1cation numbers as well as FBI 1dentif1catioq

numbers.
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As noted earller in this report, PROMIS was originally examined
by CJIC in terms of its capabillty to provide disposition 1nforma-
tion. In Alabama, the Montgomery PROMIS 1nterfaces ‘directly with
CJIC and the prosecutor s office is able to call up CHRI from the
cJic although the prosecutor s office is not prov1d1ng data to. CJIC.

A number of reasons have been suggested for the extent of in-
terface achieved in that state. The CJIC's director attributes much
of the progress to the fact that the system directors had worked
together in CJIC in initially developing the various information
Systems. Thus, they were able to establlsh a cooperative, working
relationship among their agencies' information systems. Important

also appears to be CJIC's capability as an independent service

' organization designed to meet the needs of other, operating agen-

cies, and is not viewed as primarily a law enforcement agency as

such centers are in many states.

Paralleling the start of CJIC in 1977 was the unification of
the Alabama court system which eased the development of SJIS and its
coordination with CJIC. The unification of the court system pro-

vided a climate in which coordination could take place,

There were, however, differences of oplnion as to the need for
inerface among the directors of these systems. All felt that inter-
face was required. to comply with privacy and securlty regulations
and the director of CJIC commented that complete information was
crltical for operational and admlnistrative purposes as well as for
research studies and planning. The director of OBSCIS agreed with

this comment notlng that CHRI was needed to classify inmates 1nto

.proper risk categories and in dealing with offenders committed for

’multiple offenses. However, the Director of 8JIS felt that there is

little need to 1nterchange CCH data if it were not mandated by fed~-
eral regulations. He felt that SJIS did not receive -any benefits

‘ from the requlrements 1evied by the regulations.

187




2 Arizona
As a partlclpant in the Comprehens1ve Data Systems Program

(CDS) Arizona was concerned with the 1nterface between CCH and thek

OBTS. ~ The Department of Public Safety (DPS) established standards

for the technical interface for all CDS related systems.v A master:
plan and interface package were issued by the Arizona CDS Advisory
Committee which coordinates local information systems participating
in the CDS,program.‘ Such coordination has enabled county informa— |
tion systems to‘communicatefwith the state criminal justice infor-
mation system as well as with other counties' systems on a computer

center to computer center basis.

There 1is no‘interface in Arizona between CCH and OBSCIS, how-

ever. Although the DPS prov1des operational support to OBSCIS that

system is regarded as free standing” and 1ndependent. The contrac—’

tor consultant who has participated in CDS design has been selected’
to work with OBSCISDand is "trying" to watch for interface opportun~
ities through‘common data definitions with the Arizona Criminal
Justice Information System although no specific interface is yet
planned. '

The" OBSCIS director is a member -of the CDS coordlnatlng com-—
mlttee although 1nterface planning has not yet been of concern.
SJIS planning has not included interface diSCUssions with either CCﬂ
or OBSCIS. | ’ e

The Arizona Criminal Justice information’System”fs}developing

interfaces between counties and local courts through the Law En-

forcement Judicial Information System (LEJIS), howeVerg those inter-

faces do not serve the needs of the statewide court system and are

ot 1ncluded in SJIS planning by the courts.

Ty

v : ‘ : i 188

3. California

There are no interfaces between CCH in California and the De-
partment of Corrections' OBSCIS or with any court related informa-
tion system, Accordlng to Department of Corrections' personnel,
state law prohibits interface between any large computer systems
ystems to prevent unwarranted aggregation of personal data. Pol-
itical difficulties between the courts and the Department of Justice
have impeded any interface with court management or admlnlstrative
1nformat10n systems, The California CCH operates, therefore com-
pletely independent of other state criminal justice information

-8ystems. ~There are no plans for any electronic or direct interface

among chose systems,

Although there is some exchange of statistics, there 1s no
direct interface between the Offender Based Informatlon System
(OBIS) and the CCH system in California. The political realities of
the organization of the Corrections Department Under‘the Executive
Secretary of Health and Welfare while the CCH system is the respon—
sibility of the 1ndependent Department of Justice under the Attorney
General has effectively cut off any direct 1nterchange of data be-
tween the systems. There has been some exchange of lists of inmates
and rap sheets on a periodic basis under contract withythe Depart-
ment of Justice (perhaps once a week), as well as daily reports from
corrections to DOJ concerning the arrival and departure of inmates

at the correctional institutions, however,

- Because of the state law the Correction' 8 staff does not
envision any interface between CCH and OBIS in the future. As far
as the law permits, however, the Department of Corrections appears

willing to exchange data with the Department of Justice for thelr
mutual beneflt. '

At the localfieyel, interface is a very real concern of the Los

- Angelesd PROMIo system 51nce 1t is recognized that each system has
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information needed by another. The District Attorney's office can.

and does'éxchange informati6h with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's

Department's automated index. The shared net also includes the
automated jail information system (i.e., the shériff's:booking

system which includes such information as the offender's location,

release statistics, offense data and disposition summaries).

In regard to the courts, the Los Angeles Municipal Court can
access PROMIS and receive case information. However, the Municipal

Court cannot obtain data about witnesses. There is also currently

: an'ongoing dialogue between the District Attorney's office and the .

Superior Court 1odking toward the exchange of informétion. In

“addition, the District Attorney's office would like to establish a

link with California's CCH system.

In San‘Diego, the original concept of JURIS/DA envisioned the

' sharing of -information among agencies. JURIS/DA shares data with

the'Sheriff's Office and the Marshal's Office in San Diego through a

central records index, In addition to this system, there are two

others: "jail'census"'estaﬁlished in 1971 and “"warrant" established

in 1973. These systems also support the U.S. Bureau of Prisons and
the U.S. Marshal's facilities in the San Diego region. Each agency
provides information to the central records index while maintaining

it's own system. The central records index contains such information

as the accused's name, 'phySical'identification data, identification

numbers, current offense(s) and a summary of eachvagency‘s data.,
In addition, JURIS/DA was also developed with the intention of
serving three different agencies: the City Attorney's office of San

Diegoj the District Attorney'sfoffice of San Diego; and the U.s.

Attorney's Office. Each‘offthese dgenciés has jurisdiction in this

areas It was thought that coordination would reduce duplication in
the collection and maiﬁtenance of data and facilitate the timely
exchaﬁge,of'requited data.;~Planning,and'discussions with those

agencies are now underway.
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egration of court and prosecutor information is also plan-

ned, ' ‘ | '
d. Presently, the courts are engaged in a Project to develop a

cou i i
urt information system for the Superior and Municipal Courts., A

he
It is expected that a full court calendar
and case management will be available about the end of 1979

representative of the District Attorney's office is a member of t
Project's advisory hoard.

In addition ‘there is also ARJIS (Automated Regional Justice

I " 3 . s (3 .
nformation Sytems) which isg essentially a law enforcement (police)

system o erating on the City of San Diego's computer This system

y p g i g ' ( . i

contains such items as reports of field interrbgations |
H

' ' | some traffic
v1olat19ns and reports of stolen Property

ARJIS is currently de-

vel i { i i y y
oping a crime reportlng system., In terms of s Stem linkages it
3

15 expected that a direct link between the city's computer and the

vcounty's will occur sometime early in 1980.

At the present time, the system has a wide variety of users
beyond the management and staff of the District Attorney's office
For example, it is used by the‘San Diego Sheriff!' :
Diego Marshal's Office,
U.S. Marshal's Office.

s Office, the San
the metropolitan Correctional'Center and the

Future plans focus on two areas:

® the interchange of data with the courts

® the development of automatic "bridges" or links witﬁ

the sheriff and marshal to obtain such commonly needed
items as arraignment dateg

4. Florida

The status of interface varies among - criminal

) , justice agen
in Florida. gencies

The Florida CrimefInformation Center (FCIC) obtains its.
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data from a wide variety of. agencies (e.g., the police and the~0f—
fice of the State's Attorney) There are both direct and indirect

terminal users. In addltlon, the FCIC has computer-to—computer

‘~‘1nterface with local crlmlnal Just1ce informatlon systems in ten

countles. Consequently, there are informatlon 1nterchanges between

the FCIC and a varlety of crlmlnal justice agencies including pollce"'

depaltments, courts, probation and parole, sheriff's offlces and
correctlons. In fac111tat1ng the 1nterchange of 1nformat10n, the
FCIC 1s stressing a tlex1ble approach.v For example, the Department
of Correct10ns'prov1des a :tape produced by OBSCIS which is used to
update the CHRI held by the FCIC. In order to collect sentencing
1nformat10n, the FCIC relies on serveral sources depending on the

structure of the local Jurlsdlctlon (e. Bes the court clerk s offlce

or the states attorney).

Whlle there 1is currently no direct, system-to—system lnterface
between CCH (FCIC), 0BSCIS and '§JIS (JUSTIS), there is a plan to de-
velop a common system shared by OBSCIS and SJIS. In 1978 the De-
partment of Correctlon, the State Supreme Court and the State Div-
ision of Electronlc Data Proce551ng entered into an agreement to
“establish the Jud1c1al Management Information Center (JMIC) Acéh
cording to current plans, JMIC w1ll encompass all ‘the courts and
- provide an 1nterface between the courts (SJIS, i.ee, JUSTIS) and
correctlons (OBSCIS) and eventually between JMIC and the FCIC.
Presently, it is expected that the 1link between OBSCIS and SJIS w1ll

occur in 1984, Although it would be possible to achieve: 1nterface

‘ with one smaller court c1rcuit it was dec1ded to wait unti 1 the

entire crlmlnal division module (1.e., all the c1rcuits) were. ln—
/cluded in SJIS before 1ntegration. This, of course, may represent a

stumbling block to IMIC if difflculties are encountered 4in inte-

‘vgratlng the 1nformation systems serV1ng the elght 1argest court:

c1rcu1ts with SJIS. (JUSTIS)

-
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~In addition to this’potential problem, several technical dif-
ficulties were identified by Florida officials which might inhibit

interface. “Among these are compatability of software, the defini-

_tion of data elements, the establishment of.positive personal iden—

tiflers and the specification of interagency data requirements. Ac-
cording to OBSCIS and SJIS officials, there islsome question as to
whether the use of a non-dedicated computer for JMIC may be an issue
in establishing 1nterface ‘with FCIC which utilizes a dtulcated

systan.,

5. Georgia

In Georgia, there has been some movement toward interface among
CCH (the Georgia—Crime Information Center —,GCIC) OBSCIS, and SJIS.

There has been no integration of any one of these three systems with

"PROMIS, however. Currently, the. 1nterface that does exist among

CCH, OBSCIS and SJIS might be characterlzed as linkage between agen-

-cies rather than between information systems. -

Interface‘with-other information systems has been a fairly im~
portant consideration throughout the development of CCH which was
conceived as one of several interlocking computer information sys-
temns., When.combined through various linkages, these systems would
comprise a comprehensive criminal justice data bank. Despite plans
to achieve such‘multi+systemtinterface,‘relatively'little has thus:

far'been,accomplished.:

Development:of'OBSClS has been shaped, to a moderate extent, by
multi—system'interface considerations.' Thus far, interface has been
achieved with- the Georgia Crime Information Center (GCIC) and the

Parole Commission. In the case of GCIC, the Department'of Offender

Rehabilitation (DOOR) provides hardcopy of disposition data required '

by CCH. This data includes such items as length of incarcerationm,

-date of release and terms of probation andvparole. Similarly, DOOR
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sends- the Parole Commissionvhardcopy‘of some of the data needed to

~complete Uniform Parole Reports. Linkage of various files compiled

by different agencies on spec1f1c offenders/offenses is ‘accomplished
using a host of identification numbers includinngBI number, state
identification. number'»offender trackingfnumber and social‘seCurity
number, The fingerprint card is also used to establish linkage

between files.

DOOR expects to change the mode of data exchange in the near

future replacing hardcopy with magnetic tapes. Additionally, DOOR

liopes to begin efforts to both better integrate their cOmputer hard-

ware with that used by the Department of Administrative- Services

f(DOAS) and establish some form of hardware interface w1th GCIC..

Interface was also‘an underlying'consideration.during the

design of SJIS. 1In order to achieve linkage between SJIS and CCH

the Administrative Office worked“with_the Georgia Crime Information

Centerktoudefine;terminology and implement mechani sms for data
transmittal. During the pilot phase of'thefCriminal subsystem ap-

plications, the_AdminiStrative’Office‘tested'the,interface structure

by sending the GCIC four months of disposition data on hardcopy,

The case_dispoSition reporting number'was used to link the data sup-—

plied by'SJIS withfthe GCIC rap sheets on: the'adjudicated of fenders.

 While the test.indicated the interface could be achieved, ‘the Admin-

istrative Office perceived some of the CCH data requlrements as

unrealistic.

However, ‘the llnkage of CCH with SJIS has not been as suc—

cessful -as that of CCH with OBSCIS. Even if SJIS had become fully

operational interface would have been difflcult because SJIS was
planned as a court maragement system and not really designed to"
L to CCH° Nevertheless, GCIC is still at—

provide disposition dafs
tempting to gather disp051tion data from the courts. This is a

difficult ~task. in Georgia since the’ court system is not unified and
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is comprised of 42 3ud1c1al circuits, each of which has to be dealt
w1th individually. Currently, clerks from some of the judicial:
circuits are sending hardcopy of disposition data to GCIC. GCIC
hopes that Jud1c1al participation w111 increase as they move toward

implementing their Uniform Criminal Justice Information System,

Unlike CCH, OBSCIS and SJIS, interface with other criminal
justice information systems has never been a consideration for the
development or operation of PROMIS in Georgia. One of the District
Attorney s chlef concerns has been the potential problem associated"
with sharing the sole county computer with non—criminal justice
agencies. 'More specifically, he envisions a scenario where all the
county information systems are integrated and non—crlmlnal Justlce
agencies have access to PROMIS data. However, he suspects that this

possibility is very'unllkely.

kAt the present time, each of theidepartments in the PROMIS
network is responsible for prov1d1ng the system with specific data,
most.of which they would collect in any event. For example, the
Sheriff enters the police department 1dent1f1catlon number and

pertinent‘arrest data, while the clerk of the court supplies in-

‘dictment and‘disposition information. In return, the Sheriff and

.Court receive a host of reports 1nclud1ng preliminary, arralgnment

and trial calendars, and annual statistical summaries. The District
Attorney, in addition to the above, receives management statistlcal

reports dealing with case proceSSing and office policy on a monthly

bas1s.

6. - Louisiana

Although under the original OBTS/CCH concept 1nterface was:

planned among the various law enforcement information systems in-

kcluding JAMIS (Jud1c1al Admlnlstrators Management Information Sy s~

,tems), that interface has not been achieved and the JAMIb System
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(SJIb) is no longer 1ncluded 1n the planning of the Comprehensive'

Data Reporting (CDR) system.‘ By concentrating on rap sheet sum-~

maries and on ach1ev1ng complete dlsposition reporting rather than

on the collection and transmlttal of OBTS data and ‘the production of ’

numerous management information reports, it is believed that CCH .

1nterface requirements have been con31derably reduced

Among the problems which have impeded the development of ‘an

interface among the state information systems ‘are the follow1ng'

e The court clerks, as well as the Judges of the state, are‘
elected officials and are extremely 1ndependent of each k
other and of other state ‘officers. They have, so far, been
‘unw1lling to abide by interface requirements established
for the Loulslana Criminal Justice Information System

(LCJIS).

o There is a continuing political conflict between the Office

of State Attorney—General ‘and the Governor s Office which

fhas made coordinatlon dlfficult.

Y The refusal of the Parish of New Orleans to 1nterface with
‘ CDR has prevented the system from providing stateWide “‘

[« over age .

‘An 1nterface between the local prisons and CDR has: been planned and

it is also expected that when the New Orlean s District Attorney s

'Office (NODAO) utilizes "mini—PROMIS" 1n its operations, that systemd

'w1ll interfacp w1th ‘CDR.,

As origLnally developed SJIS was planned to 1nterface dlr-
ectly, through the. use of common data elements, with the OBTS/CCH _
‘system. Its operations would be handled by the Department of Public

[
'Safety staff and- 1t would run on ‘a comiion state police computer. An
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adv1sory committee and coordinatlng council between the state police
and rhe courts was establlshed to ensure a commonality w1th the

OBTS/CCH The pOlltiCal rivalry between the branches of government -

~has;, however made the planned interface virtually untenable at the

present tlme. Current plans for the statewide OBTS/CCH do not in-

¢lude the recelpt of data dlrectly from the courts, Disposition

data on crlminal cases is expected to be provided only from the

Dlstrict Attorney s DlSpOSlthn Reporting (DADR) system.

The plans for SJIS currently include only the role of support
to the court administrator in the management and administration of

the courts, This role w1ll require the collection of 51gnif1cantly

- less data than required to Support of the OBTS/CCH system.

The PROMIS system was 1nstalled without any plan to interface

w1th other state systems such as the OBTS/CCH system. It is believ-

ed that it is not worth the effort to change PROMIS as it is imple-

-mented to send case disposition to any state system even though the

New Orleans caseload is approximately 40% of the state's ‘total case—'A

load. However, current plans to call for the replacement of PROMIS
in. the NODAO with a "mini-PROMIS". At that time, the NODAO will be
in a pos1t10n to furnish disposition 1nformation to the Loulsiana

CDR if common data elements are used.

7 Michigan
' The CCH system provides the components of the criminal Justice

system (eﬂg. police, courts, correctlons) w1th hardcopy reports of

kCHRI and serves: as the central repos1tory of CHRI. Initial CHRI and

corresponding updates are submitted by various criminal Justice

agencies.‘ For example, the CCH system recelves in1tial arrest re-

ports from police agencies which also contribute CHRI updates as

'uhkappropriate. “The state. police prov1de the offender s _state 1den—

el
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tlfication number which is placed on -a turnaround" document sent to-

local police agencies.«
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OBSCIS . dissemlnates system hardcopy reports to CCH with data

concerning the receipt of 1nmates, thelr parole and discharge. For .

purpose of 1dent1f1cation, the corrections/lnmate identiflcatlon

number is cross~referenced to the state 1dent1fication number as-—

31gned by the state police. It has been proposed that this exchange

of data be expanded to 1nclude' inmate location, current status and

locatlon of parole. Furthermore it has been suggested that a

direct connection with. CCH be established via the state’ police ter-

minal OBSCIS receives from the courts, on a monthly basis, the .
Criminal Case Conviction Register (CCCR) whlch is a record of dis-
positlons. The CCCR which is mandated by the state legislature is

transmitted via a tape from Wayne County (Detroit) and by hardcopyi
from the remalnder of the state.

In addition to its cooperation w*th the Department of Correc-

tions, SJIS has also supplied data to the CCH system operated by the

Mlchlgan State Police. The original 1ntent10n was to develop a-

direct link from the CCH system's computer to tth of SJIS. #About

,1975 a leased line was established between the computers of C"H and

SJIS However, there was not sufficient finaneial support for the

continuation of this link There have been some 1nterchange between

T‘the systems, however. In 1976, there was an exchange of tapes de-

s1gned to update CHRI and about 1978 there was. another update., In
1977—1978 SJIS provided the Detr01t Police Department with a tape
of a modified GCR for the perlod 1969 1976 Finally, SJIS exchanges

, 1nformat10n by a varlety of . methods with several other agencies

(e.g., the Wayne County Prosecutor, the Wayne County Jail, the

Department of State and. the Deparhnent of Soc1al Services.

The experience of SJIS and CCH in Michlgan illustrates some of
the technlcal problems encountered in. attempting to exchange data

among rimlnal Justice information systems. “The CCH system ‘was

‘inltlally designed u51ng the State of Michigan Compiled Laws (MCL)
,as a reference for the criminal code. However, SJIS used as refer—

,vence the State of Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated (MCLA) , To the

. extent that these referedces differed, so did the two systems.

Later, Lhe CCH system began to use the MCLA for its reference,

Another problem occured because the CCH system orlginally did not

krecord appeals filed., Ten percent of the eriminal cases in Detr01t

which has the 1ar0est caseload in Michlgan5 are appealed and, there-

“fore, there was no accounting of” the interlm disposition of a s1g-

nificant number. of cases, Still another problem focused on the

,Detr01t area where the Police Department did not have immediate

access to the state 1dent1f1cation number which caused a four to six

week delay in llnking dlSpOSlthnal data.

Neither of the two PROMIS systems (Kalamazoo and Detr01t) ex—

- change data with the state level system, However, both systems have

begun to. explore to one degree or another ‘the possibllity of expand-

ing the use or PROMIS to 1nclude other local crlmlnnl justice agen-

cies. Moreover, the ' multl-county" PROMIS project does ‘plan to as-

‘*sess the need for exchanging data w1th CCH and how 1nterface might

be alhleved (e.g., state 1dentification number, standardlzed data
elements and - transfer of- tapes).

8. MinneSota

The CCH system in Minnesota was developed as part of the Mln—

nesota Crim1nal Justice Reporting System (CJRS). CCH became oper-,

v atlonal in 1977 and’ receives information from OBTS. At the time of

the original development of: the CCH system in Minnesota there was no

- consideration of p0381ble 1nterface w1th the other criminal Justlce

1nformatlon systems and the system does not now 1nterface w1th

e1ther SJIb or OBbCIS L However,pan interface is planned with the

S criminal case, vers1on of SJIS when that system becomes operational

The Mlnnesota SJlS was:’ 1ntended to 1nterface w1th the stete s

"OBTS system (CJRS) through the manual completion of case transaction

h~forms by court clerks. The forms are seat to the Bureau of Criminal

Py
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Apprehen51on (BCA) for proce531ng and eventually the aggregated data

is returnmed to the C‘IS in the form of magnetlc tapes. Although
about one-third of the clerks use CJRS terminals to 1nput the data,
the return response. from BCA has been generally extremely slow ac-
cordlng to SJIS staff, Both SJIS and BCA would welcome direct SJIS -
input 1nto CJRS and then into CCH . When state funds are available

that interface will be implementead..

Althaugh interface with CCH was considered when the on-line
corrections information system was developed there was, apparently,
no practical means for its effectation. As a result, although both
systems operate on the state s data proce331ng facillty s computers

there 1s no: dlrect interface.

The corrections department does supplybdata to the state's
Crlmlnal Justice Reporting System using CJIRS keyboard termlnals
,’however much of the same data is- .also entered separately through
“the corrections 1nformatlon system display term1nals. This redun-
dant entry is both costly and a potentlal scourse . of error. An
'1nterface between the corrections information system and CJRS (and
'thereby an interface Wlth the CCH system) would eliminate the dupli-
cate entries now being made by the Department of Corrections. Cur-
rently the Department of Correctlons enters significantly more-data

1nt/\1ts own system ‘than requlred by CJRS for the CCH system.

\f-«

o The staff of the Corrections. Deparnnent expressed the view that
technlcal problems preclude the achlevement of dlrect 1nterface
' between CJRS/CcH and the corrections information system. The de—
blvelopment of that 1nterface has not recelved a high priority and
w1ll awalt, advancement in the technology. ‘There has been no con—

51deration of an. interface between OBSCIS and the Mlnnesota SJIS.

9. M_S_G_Z
Whlle there is no. system—to—system interface among the CCH,

_OBSLIS SJIS and: PROMIS programs 1n the State of New Jersey,’CHRI is

g e

CCH files without forwarding fingerprints. The State Pollce prefer

- the use of the CDR system which does torward via mail, a copy of an

N ample, computerized tapes have been produced for the U.S. Bureau of

_collectéd and disseminated on an agency4to-agency basis, The CDR

provides the vehicle for collecting dispositions for the CCH system.
CHRT is disseminated on-line and off-line to the various components
of the criminal justice system by the State Police. Whether or not
this system is changed in the future seems to depend upon three

factors.
® a recognized need to change the present system

® the development of other data collection and

dissemination approaches (e.g., the Judicial Data Center),

o the availability of funds for another form of data

collection and dissemination.

The multi-county PROMIS/GAVEL project has been developed in co~
ordination with the State'Pollce (CCH) and the AOC (SJIS and GAVEL).
The CCH requlrements for data from prosectuors have been incorpor-
ated into the system., If and when a direct data exchange between
each local PROMIS/GAVEL system and the CCH system is decided upon,
this can be accomplished via the forwarding of magnetic tapes.

Moreover, such tapes can be forwarded to SJIS for its own purposes.'

It is estimated that the system as currently planned will provide 90

percent of the GAVEL data,

- OBSCIS does»not provide the State Police with dispositions when
the status of inmates change.“The"reason for this was that the

State Police don't want the Department of Corrections to update the

inmate's flngerprlnts along with notlflcation of change in status., : _ f
The D1v1310n obtains CHRI for purposes of 1nmate classiflcatlon via .
dlrect access to State terminals.' While OBSCIS does not: 1nterface

with SJIS or PROMIS it does interface with other agencies.l For ex- ‘ i
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in New York City on a system-to=system basis~(onfline);

: was developed

-tems as -an- obJectlve.

the CenSuS, National Prisoners Statistics Division; the U.S. Inter-—
nal Revenue Service for tax fraud investigation purposes; the New

ierSey Department of Human Services for its‘welfare fraud and parent
10cator programs; andilistings'have~been provided to~the,Newaersey'

State Police for thelr fugitlve locator unit,

In this context, it may be important to note that while tapes
have been prepared for contribution to the Uniform,Parole Reports
none have been forwarded because of a series of changes in, for ex-

ample, formatting at the national level,

10. New York

lnterface was an initial consideration in,CQH system develop-
ment in the attempt to gather complete dispositional data. At the
présent time, the Office of Identification and Data Systems (ISD)
receiyes dispOsitions from the Office of Courts Administration (OCA)

It is also

receiving magnetic tapes via OCA from the other jurisidictions. The

problemQWith OCA's reporting~is that OCA must rely on the local
court tolforward;the data.
isvnOt yet‘Strong and, therefore, the reporting'procedures are weak.
Prev1ously, New York State’ ] Code of Criminal Procedures (NYSCCP)

required the courts to report dispos1t10ns, but, for. some reason,:a
rev151on of NYSCCP ellminated that requirement.‘

should be noted that ‘0CA has ltS own "SJIS";

In this context, it
’However, that system

1n house" and was not part of the LEAA program. In y

addltion to OCA ISD exchanges data with several other agencies in— .

cludlng,

The OBSCI% system was not planned with 1nterface to other sys—

There are terminals in the facilities to

DCJS however, and it 1s hoped to establish 1nterface between the ‘
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The administrative'and control structure

Parole Probatlon, -and Division of Correctional Services.,

'151b1e that eventually there may be an inter—connectlon among all of oy

Central Office and DCJS in order to obtain criminal history record

information directly.

- The New York County PROMIS was originally not intended to in-
terface with any other system. Consideration is now, however, being
~given to interface with CCH and OBSCIS in addition to expanding the

expected interface between PROMIS and the data system of the state
Office of Court Administration‘(OCA) as well as with the New York
City Police Department's (NYPD) on-line booking system. There is

‘also some concern at DCJS that the state-wide PROMIS program will
duplicate many of OCA's efforts and coordination'will be needed to

resolve any such problems.

There is currently a committee on data elements which'is co-
ordinating interface development among the courts, the NYPD, and the
five cQunty PKROMIS installations. Although there has been some
separation of powers difficulties between the District Attorney's
Office and OCA there has generally been good cooperation with OCA
whose system now collects‘almost’60% of the same data which is en-
tered into PROMIS. ‘It is felt. that a common interfacekand a data

base would be of benefit to both organizations.

During late 1979 PROMIS will supply case diSpositional infor-
~‘mation to the NYPD utilizing both magnetic tapes and hardcopy.

It is expected that there will be ‘a statewide interface between ’ ;
- PROMIS and- the courts information system and there also has been . g
been cons1deration of a police information system 1nterface similar. : 3
to that achieved in New York City. Although ‘the courts have been | r
supplylng OBTS data to the New York CCH no interface between CCH 'and ’ ’ |
the multl—county PROMIS is planned. Any PROMIS 1nterface with other e S
_1nformation systems w1ll taken place through standardization of data : .

‘elements and not through standardization of hardware. It is pos—




the PROMIS counties although no plans for such an interface have yet

‘been made.

11, Pennsylvania

Interface has been a moderate concern of the State Police dur—
ing their efforts to develop, initially, the CCH system and, cur-
rently, a master name index.v Since development is uneven and the
systems are incomplete, CCH interface with CJIS and OBSCIS is pre—

sently rudimentary, especially in terms of available technology.

Although OBSCIS is still in the planning phase, both the Bureau
of Corrections and the Board‘of Probation and Parole send offender
tracking data to;the‘State Police. As with court data, the tracking
data are now sent in hardcopy form, with future plans indicating'a
switch to magnetic tapes; Throughout the course of planning for the
implementation of OBSCIS, interface has been a major concern. Under
the present design; interface will be achieved on two levels. kThe
first level of interface will be;accomplished through the use:of~'
common data'elements, primarily identification numbers. For exam—

ple, use of a state identification number will provide a linkage

between OBSCIS and the State Police's Master Name Index. Similarly,

an offender‘tracking,number will provide a tie-in betWeen OBSCIS and

SJIS. The secondjlevel'of interface concerns the transmission of

data between‘systems. While the”actualymode is still undetermined,

current 1ndicat10ns suggest that ‘tape will be used to send required
OBSCIS 1nformation to the State Police repository for storage in ‘

thelr manually malntalned crimlnal h1story files.,

Throughout the course of SJIS development, 1nterface has been '

an. 1mportant conslderatlon. Past efforts and current plans 1ndicate»

several levels of 1nterface. among the courts throughout the state,

'and between SJIS and CCH. SJIS which 1s being 1mp1emented under the,u,“

aegis of . the State Supreme Court, prov1des the framework. for gather-

ing dispositions and related 1nrormatlon,g These,data are_funneled
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from the lower and common courts to the state court. The Adminis~
trative Office.of the Supreme Court, in turn, sends a hardcopy of
the data to the State Police. The court has plans to change the
mode of data transmission and start sending the State Police mag-
netic tapes every few weeks. The police will then sort the data
using data processing equipment before printing out akhardcopy and
adding it to their manual records instead of the current method
where the time-consuming and laborious task of sorting the records

must be performed by clerks prior to filing.

12. Rhode Island

Give the nature of the Rhode Island SJIS, it can be said that

interface does occur;, but not in the way as envisioned by, for exam-—

ple, the President's Comm1531on on Law Enforcement and Admlnlstra—

tion of Justice. SJIS provides reports to a variety of organiza—
tlons 1nclud1ng the State's Attorney General's office as well as
probation and parole, It notifies the State ‘Bureau of Criminal
Identifications‘(BCI) of cases which have been processed by the
courts, but not indexed. The system also provides feedback to the
police and State's Attorney General's office regarding the disposi-

tion of cases,

The prlmary issue in Rhode Island regardlng 1nterface involves
1ntrasystem 1nterface. There is a questlon of who ‘has the authority

and respons1b111ty for making the necessary dec151ons regarding the

1nterchange/flow of information among court systems. Problems are‘

created during the plannlng, development, and implementatlon of such’

systems when inadequac1es and shortcomings in existing data bases .

are 1dentif1ed.

It’was stressed by Rhode lslandhofficials that the systems must
first serve the needs of their own agencies and only then can inter-

system interface be con51dered. They believe that there must be a
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percelved and documented need for the exchange of 1nformat10n for

1nterface to succeed.

'13. Utah

At the time of the development of CCH in Utah, there was no
cons1derat10n of poss1ble interface with other criminal Justice in-
formatlon systems. The system does not 1nterface with OBSCIS, SJIS,
or PROMIS at the present time. It is expected, however, that there-
will be an interface (perhaps on—line or by means of magnetic tapes)

with SJIS when it is developed and implemented. However, there have

been no plans for that interface.

The staff of the Division of Corrections also recognizes a need
for close 1ntegrat10n or 1nterface with the Utah Computerized Crim—
1nal Hlstory System and the planned State Judicial Information Sys-
tem. Such an 1nterface is not now possible, however, with the pres-

ent batch corrections system currently being utilized prlmarlly for

statlstlcal research appllcatlons.

The Division of Corrections would like to: have on—line records

of all defendants currently in the criminal: justice system and sees

great potential value in the joint use with the Bureau of Identifi- -
cation of common flles. It is belleved that. the OBSCIS system to bel'

vtransferred from the State of Connecticut w1ll utllize data elements~

in common with those used by Utah's ccH system, however, no real co-
ordlnation between the ulvision of Corrections and the Bureau of
Identlflcatlon has yet taken place._ It is also -expected that the -
transferred OBSCIS system w1ll include the OBSCIS admiSSion move—

, ment and natlonal reportlng application modules and will be enhanced

‘with an upgrade of Utah's parole, probation, and fine/restltutlon

systems as well as, perhaps w1th ‘a Juvenile module.“k
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Since the scope of Utah's SJIS has not yet been determined,
there has heen'little consideration of the interface between SJIS
and the other criminal justice information systems in Utah.  The
courts are, however, concerned w1th the possible costs of supplylng
the CCH system with the required data through data collection and ’
transmlttal through an interface. However, the courts would be
willing to explore an interface between SJIS and OBSCIS. There has
been no coordination with the Division of Corrections to date, al-

though such coordination is planned.

There has been no plan to interface PROMIS with CCH, SJIS or
OBSCIS, vThe‘system was. initially developed as a "stand alone" sys-
tem serving only the county attorney. There has been speculation
that, since the county sheriff operates a defendant booking system
wsing the same county‘computer‘as PROMIS, an interface between the

two systems would result in a more efficient operation, resulting in

. benefits to both offices., Such-an interface is,,however, no longer

actively considered because of reported political difficulties be-
tween the sheriff and the county attorney. Similar political prob-
lems have impeded the transmittal of criminal disposition reports to

the state from Salt Lake County.

There has been recognition that a case—tracklng 1nterface would
be useful, and an interface between the circuit court, the district
court,‘and the prosecutor's office is being developed in a system
called Judicial Records Information and Statistical System (JURISS)
under. a Utah SPA grant to the Salt Lake County govermment. The
interface could supply disposition information from Salt Lake County

courts to the Utah CCH system.

14, Wisconsin

For all practical purposes, interface among computerized crim—~

inal justice information systems in Wisconsin is a moot considera- -

‘tion. kThenstate'does not have a CDS program and, further, has not
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beenyinvdlved in the developmenf‘of other computerized systems,

particularly CCH and SJIS.

0BSCIS staff perceive multi—systém interface as merely a dis-

tant possibility, perhaps achiévable by the mid~l980's, As present—‘

ly envisioned, such interface would be a by-product ad junct to the
Department of Healthiand Social Services and to Division of Correc-
tions needs. Data exchange would be limited to specific requests

and the extent of information provided to other'agehcies/computer—

ized systems would be minimal. Linkages would be achieved through a.

state identification number as verified by a fingerprint card.

When, and if, an OBSCIS is,developed’in_WisConsin, the staff of
JUSTISYbélieves that an interface canﬂbekachievéd through the usévof
a magnétic tape intefchange utilizing the samé data‘eleménts, :Nov
on—line ihterfaCe isvexpected at any time, however. The JUSTIS
staff evidenced a'willingness to develop anjinterface,between JﬁSTIS
and other staté systems, but since the state has not been involved
in‘the>develdpment of a ComputeriZedfCriminal History System (CCH)f
or a State Judiciél Information System (SJIS), nq'interface,is

possible. at this time.
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APPENDIX G

SITE VISITS -~ PRIVACY AND SECURITY

Review of Privdcy and Security

1. Alabamd |

~In dccordance With the enabling legislation which established
the Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center (CJIC), the CJIC
Commis31oner has esLablished a Privacy and Security Committee and
has promuloated privacy and security regulations. The regulations

set forth CHRI diséemination policies and procedures provisions for

access review and challenge, as well as personnel and physical

security practices. CJIC prov1des assistance to other agencies in‘

Vmeeting these standards.

Thus, procedures for ensuring the privacy and security of »CHRI

were conSidered at ‘the very inception of AJCIC. However, there have‘

fbeen very few requests for access and challenge of -data ‘to date._‘

One ‘of ‘the issues ‘Faced by CJIC is how far should local criminal
justice agenCies go in ‘collecting and maintaining complete CHRI at

the local level.

OBSCIS has taken steps ‘to ‘ensure the. security of its systems

f'(e.g., personnel clearances, shuting down terminals completely when ce

‘ators are not present, and controlling ‘access to terminals) Re—

gardless of privacy and security regulations, such: steps would have

kibeen taken in the course of effective operation according to OBSCIS
ﬁpersonnel. The bulk of the material collected for- OBSCIS is avail—
T"La’ble only to’ criminal Justice agenCies. ‘Other - are allowed access"
: only to public records, (ee.gs, court transcripts) Attorneys with-
‘cases’ under litigation are allOWed such access° in other cases, thc,

“mist ‘obtain a ‘court order. Inmates are not allowed direct access,¢‘

0

b

“security regulations.‘ Included in CCH privacy controls are spot.

’ however, and’ given the Wide range of data collected by OBSCIS re~

garding inmates, it is not clear as to the extent to which’ the pri-

. vacy prov1s1ons are applicable to such records. It was estimated

that it would cost the state approkimately $60 OOO per year to allow

immates . direct access ‘ta their files.

It was pOinted out by state personnel that Alabama s. SJIS, as

are all SJIS's, is exempt from federal privacy and security regula—

itions., however, since the CJIS was legislatively mandated to devel-

op such regulations for the State of Alabama, SJIS adheres to ‘those

rules. Consequently, bJIS has developed a variety of procedures to :

meet these regulations. Personnel and phySical security controls
have been 1mplemented For example, access to name identification ‘

information is controlled. ltTWas'noted' however , that Alabama has -

a public records law which has yet to be tested in the courts and

such controls on the dissemination of - and access to CHRI may be

1nva11d. -

There has been little impact of federal privacy and security

,’regulations With respect to PROMIS" The District Attorney perceives

' the files held 1n the prosecutor office to be "closed records

available only to law enforcement personnel
2. Arizona

The Arizona CCH was developed under privacy and security

',’guidelines established by the Arizona Security and Privacy Gouncil.

-’That Council which was an outgrowth of an Arizona Security and

Privacy Committee, attempted to: follow as closely as p0551b1e the ’
privacy and security standards originally proposed uy Project :

SEARLH. State personnrl reported that there was no- difficulty 1n

CCH development and implementation resulting from the privacy and

i\

‘audits of each terminal's log to determine compliance with .access

: iand use - controls. L
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,inspections and audits.

’nel.

'and in maintaining accuracy and completeness.

i Privacy and security procedures also include software ‘access
tables which limit terminal usé to authorized-personnel; assignment
of system seCurity officers at each site; special security checks:
and clearances for terminal operators, and periodic site security
“In general, security is maintained by
physical protection of the terminals and other equipment, and re-

Viewed by site security chécks. In addition, spec1fic written

through the interfaced county data processing centers is required

before permisSion is ‘given and the . access table is reVised.,

W

OBSCIb‘operations in Arizona are performed through terminals

Jconnected ‘to the Department of Public Safety-S'data process1ng~cen—

ter. The standards of security applying to that facility are,

therefore, applied to the processing of OBSCIS data. State person—

'nel reported however, that any operator of a terminal connected ‘to

the DPS faCility ‘can not ‘only ‘inquire into the OBSCIS data base,

‘but, if ‘access to the- system is authorized, can add data to OBSCIS

from the Yemote location ‘without intervention of corrections person-—
It is believed ‘that security and privacy standards for OBSCIS
will eventually be establishéd by the Arizona Criminal Justice In-
\formation System, “and will deal With the problem of retaining and
relea31ng inmate educational and medical data.

California T SRR o ' ':ﬂy’

L

-,

There is conSiderable concein in the management of the Cali—

’fornia CCH over the privacy and” security aspects of maintaining

criminal history record information. The state has a- number of

fstatutes and’ regulations dealing with' privacy and security and CCH

has followed those rules in the deSign and operation of the sys—

‘tem./ The system includes both journal and audit tapes ‘and complex

;iprocedures for protecting 1ndividual privacy in” record dissemination

Out~of~state arrest
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-Journal and audit tapes for system usage.

'security and privacy/of criminal history records.

data are, for instance, no longer included in the automated systemv

because of pOSSible inaccuracy.

The’California'Department of Justice has established afCriminal

fRecords Security Unit to deal With privacy and security questions

and the sraff of the CCH system feels it is substantial compliance
with the federal'privacy and,securityvregulations.:,Those regul a~
tions have, therefore, had little or no direct impact on system -

e

implementation or operation.

Privacy and security conSiderations ‘have, according to correc—
tions' staff
rules of the Department of Corrections are, apparently, stricter

than'either federai or state privacy and security regulations. The

federal regulations have, therefore, had 'a minimal direct impact on

system design or implementation in a state which traditionally has

had a strong privacy and security posture.

In dealing with security and privacy the OBIS system maintains
In addition, security is
maintained by access control ior secured terminal areas, password

entry for teri nal use and routine faCility security for the data

center. - . _ e - o = B

California has enacted legislation which sets standards for the~’

ciples regarding the protect:

t'of privacy (or confidentiality) of

records are the concepts of’ the right to know and the need to

73

‘ .know o

The District Attorney 8 office in Los Angeles has established
its own set of security procedures. Terminals are located An areas

where they cannot be used covertly by unauthorized personnel. &

‘~terminals are operational only during normal buSiness hours and
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‘there are sign—on:procedures including‘paSSwordsrand employee ' o ’ R b , 4, "Florida

mumbers, If access is attempted without u81ng such’ procedures, ‘ ‘ |

Privacy and security regulations are viewed by the Florida
tthere 1s a security v1olat10n and no transaction is allowed. The ‘ '

Crime Information Center (FCIC) as affecting intersystem'interface

-county EDP center has the usual security arrangements of .any sensi- . . L . . ,
c 1 -as well as intrasystem interface. Some of the criminal justice in-
tive data center 1nclud1ng guards,;escorts,~and badges. In addi- f

k . formation systems interfacing with the FCIC are not dedicated and
tion, -employees undergo an extensive background check., ' )

, ‘ , this consequently limits‘their intersyStem interaction.
However, privacy protection is somewhat different., The Dis-

. , , _ In terms of the reportlng of information, the FCIC uses a
trict Attorney's office has developed a matrix showing what data may .

' o e : tlckler system to notlfy agencies which are tardy in providing dis-
be disseminated to which agencies. Defendants have never asked to ' '

positional data. This program began more than a year ago and it is
see thelr records thus far nor have defense counsels challenged - Co

estimated that approximately 90 percent of current arrest records
PROMIS. But, it would seem that it is only a matter of time before : '

are now accompanied by dispositions.
the courts w111 rule on the adequacy of erlstlng privacy - procedures,_ ‘

‘The 1egislature also created a criminal justice information
Like the District of Columbia s PROMIS, the Los Angeles PROMIS '

RN system council to advise the Division of Criminal Justice Informa-
requlres ‘that every offense in the records be linked to a‘disp081-

tion Systems (DCJIS). This entity has dealt with a variety of cases
tion and each case remain open until each offense is dlsposed of and

concerning criminal justice information systems and, according to
noted in the system. : ,

| : state persOnnel, DCJIS always follows its decisions.
The terminals within each branch of the District Attorney's '

‘ , o It is believed that there. is a . conflict between Florida's sun—
office in San Diego are also physically secured. Only authorized T L -

S i oo 803 kp 7 s . .2 e shine law which opened all criminal records with somé exceptions
individuals ‘who have passed background checks have access to the - : ‘

(e.g.s those sealed) and federal regulations regarding privacy and

terminals. Unless there is a specific request the terminalsrare . o : s ; o ~
security, For. example, correction's records, held with the Depart-

opelatlonal only at certaln hours. There are password procedures , ‘ ‘

S _ ment of Corrections are disseminated only to othei criminal justice
L L R and ‘authorization is required for access, The County's Electronlc : ‘

: S agencies.
- : - Data Processu:vJ Department has instltuted securlty procedures. 51mi—

lar to those used by other computer centers, (e.g., codes to enter The establlshment of an 1nterface between Florida' s OBSCIS and

the system, personnel identification badges, escorts and clearance FCIC may, also prove a privacy and secur1ty problem, Currently, the

- procedures) Florda Department of General Services' Divxslon of Electronic Data.

v Proces51ng (EDP) will furnish computer serv1ces to Florida OBSCIS
Defense counsel can use dlscovery techniques to secure informa-

, and SJTS.. With the hDP in a non—crimlnal Justlce agency, there: may
tion contained ‘in PROMIS. There 1s some questlon as to whether or

: S be a problem in developlng a direct computer—to—computer exnhange of
not the federal privacy: and security regulatlons apply to PROMIS dn B

- E information with the FCIC. Another ‘problem may arise from the-
- San Dlego and thls has Yet to be tested An’ the courtsy R ‘ ' ' =
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retention of criminal history record information as part of the

PROMIS system adapted to the needs of the Second Circuit.

5. Georgia

Concern with privacy and security regulations has also‘influf

-enced the development of Georgia's CCH. Physical security of com~

puter faeilities had to be tightened to comply'with/theeregulations.
Because of the centralization of computer facilities under the De-
partment of ‘Administrative Services and the existence of police~
operated remote terminals throughout ‘the state, user and contractor‘
agreements had to be teachied. Manpower resources had to be increas-
ed in order to provide a state-wide training program detailing the

meanings‘of yarious tregulations and their influence on both daily

'and long-range opetrations.

Ariother area of Significant impact deals with data access.

After the Georgia Crime Information Counc1l prepared the federally

required privacy and. securlty plan, the state legislature passed

laws permitting private and public employers -access to the data in .
‘the CCH files for the'purPOSE.of COnducting'background checks on
prospective employees. ﬂoWeVer,bthe regulations do impose restric—
tions on the types. of data~the‘8tate Police may release to the em~

plOyers, limitingyoutside access to'adjudication and\nolle conten~

dre information.; Consequently, a rap sheet has to be manually

'screened and often stripped before it can. be sent to the employer.

,This pfocess w1ll eventually be automated with the 1mp1ementation of

the Uniform System.

v

Privacy ‘and security regulations have also played a role in the

‘design and 1mplementation of OBSCIS. 1In response to federal privacyu

and security regulations the Department of Offender Rehabilitation '

(DOOR) has 1mp1emented ‘a password scheme and a name scrambler sub—'

“routine to protect.the OBSCIS files.. Presently, the major problem
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"confronting DOOR in terms of compliance is the need for better em—

ployee awareness concerning the scope and intent of the regulations.
Although a training program would appearvtO‘be a likely solution to

this problem nothing so‘far has been done in this regard,

Attention was also given to privacy and security regulations

during the design of SJIS, but only to the extent'that they’could be

-used to justify project development. Since court records are con~

sidered public information, privacy and security regulations have
had very littie influence onvthekGeorgia SJIS design. Furthermore,
since SJIS ‘was planned as a self—contained system with the exception
of a prov151on transmitting disp031tion data to CCH, privacy and

security regulations were perceived for all practical. purposes, -to

be irrelevant,

Although the Cobb County District Attorney is trying to main~— -

~tain the PROMIS files as "private" data, mainly by not publicizing

their eXistence, most of - the data are legally discoverable. Conse~ -

quently, privacy and Securityyregulations have had very little:im~
pact on the design or utilization of PROMIS. The only major concern
has been the securityfof'the'remote terminals.’ To counter this

problem and restrict entry, an access code was 1mbedded 1n the front

end. of the PROMIS software.

6., Louisiana

‘Louisiana regards itSelf as a. "publicbrecord" state and, there—
fore, did not con51der security and privacy aspects of s1gnif1cant
importance in de51gn1ng and 1mplementing the CDS OBTS/CCH system.
However, the LEAA security and privacy regulations, the Louisiana
Attorney.Generals ’security and privacy regulations and the state' s

Public Records Act have now been'taken into'consideration, and em-

»'pha51zed, in. the development of the Complete Disposition Reporting
ySystem (CDR) ' ' '
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Particular emphaSis”is being given to ‘the completeness and ac-
curacy reqUirements ‘of the regulations.f The LCJIS group has, in
fact been using. the requirement for completeness and accuracy as a
’lever to 1nduce state/local agencies to. participate in the system.
Such part1c1pation will enable the agency to receive ‘a certification
that they meet the requirements of the state privacy and 'security

plan.

Although completeness and accuracy have been prime conSidera— v
tions in CDR plannino, security has not been given equal 1mportance.
Although the relatively secure Department of Public Safety facility
is being used to process CDR data, there is little remote terminal

protection.
: - ’
Security and privacy have never been 51gnificant factors in the

deSign or 1mp1ementation of the Louisiana SJIS, however.' The courts

believe that none of the reoulations, either state or federal, apply

lto SJIS as now. constituted since the SJIS records no longer include

'the 1nd1v1dual names of defendants.

' Privacy and security conSiderations have also not played any

1°nificant role in the 1mplementation of PROMIb in the New. Orlean 33

District Attorney' s Office.iThe office 1nterprets the privacy and
security regulations to exempt the office records:and reports as
internal only” and for "law enforcement usage only." Security was
an 1nitial problem when the City-owned and operated computer was.
utilized to run PROMIS ‘but, physical access to the computer is now
tightly controlled in a data proceSSing facility in the NODAO.

There is, however no-password or other ~secure controlled access to

the use of the various terminals which are available in the District

Attorney s staff offices.

‘7, Michigan '

From its inception, Michigan s CCH system has been concerned

"Wlth privacy and. security.; As ‘a resultvterminals are placed only in
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criminal justice>agencies and the system itself is a dedicdted one.
A hierarchy of physical security techniques have also been;@dopted
including keywords, identification for entry and other typﬁtal secu~
rity procedures. The implementation of privacy and security regula~-
tions is Viewed, however, asvsomewhat~technical and expensi%e in »

N 1
terms -of labor and cost. ~ S coh

, L

The privacy and security regulations have had minimal ihpact on
OBSCIS, although, such physical security procedures as passwords and
controlled access to terminals ‘have been implemented Inmates are

able to reView their records.,

SJIS is excluded from the privacy and security regulations.t;

'The 1nformation is viewed as the property of tlhe courts. There is,

however, concern among the SJIS staff regarding the release of sen—
sitive information (i €y sentencing patterns) produced by the.

courts.

The reaction of the PROMIS system to privacy and security re-
gulations has been mixed in Michigan. In Kalamazoo, the Michigan
"freedom of information" act was believed to imply that 'anyone
could ask about anything and a reply would have to be provided”.
Another interpretation of that act is that the system would not have

to provide overall summary information, but would,have to provide

specific information about specific cases. However, no one has yet

raised any questions about the data contained in PROMIS. In De-

troit,”there‘is'even a question as to the applicability'of‘privacy

_and Security regulations'in'?ROMIS at all. 'Finally; theSe regula-

tions seem to have'had 1ittle~impact on the planning of”the‘multie

county PROMIS»project,;kso,far noncrﬁninal justice'agencieS'will

not -have. acceSS'to the system. There will be limited access to the

terminals and: built-in passwords for system access.

lﬁ8. ~Minnesota

'The\Minnesota‘ComputeriaeddcriminaldHistory“System was designed_‘

to operate within the Minnesota regulationSAWith<respect'to privacy

S
SR
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and security concepts. Minnesota has had such regulations (but not

specific rules) for over 40 years and the CCH system has followed

the régulations as closely as possible since the system became oper—

ational. A lack of manpower has not yet permitted the implementa-
tion of the established audit procedures in the CCH system, however.
The system does maintain an automated log of system inquiries and
has'established,access security through the use of protective soft-
ware. The designers of the system‘expreSSed the feeling that no
special impact reSUlted from. the application of federal security and
privacy regulations because the system adhered to Minnesota's regu-
lations mhich'are in general compliance. with the federal regula-
tions, )

The Minnesota regulations dealing with security and privacy were
in force when the corrections information system was designed and,
'therefore,»compliance was a consideration in system implementation,

Procédires were established for access to data by outside agencies

but for the most part corrections data is not disseminated outside
of the‘Department of Corrections. In general, the federal regula—

tions have Had little to mo impact on system 1mplementation or oper-

ation and the somewhat amblguous state regulations have had very

little 1mpact.

PhyS1cal security is maintained through periodic s1te inspec-

tions:by an audit team from the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension
'(BCA). ‘Corrections ‘system, terminals do not have password control

yhutﬁdepend'uponﬁphy31cal‘restrictions‘for secure operations.

Tt s expected ‘that the Minnesota Supreme Court W1ll 1ssue

"spec1f1c prlvacy and security rules to apply to the courts. The'
'SJIS ‘staff feels that under the "public records doctrine the: courts
”are not, in any case, respon51ble for follnw1ng either the federal ‘
“or state’ privacy regulations. In the area of data proce551ng the -

“backup of the Mlnnesota SJIb data base is on the. same basis as the
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rest of the BCA network and the same data logging recovery proce—
dures are used for the S8JIS system. Procedures have been estab-

lished to protect the integrity of the SJIS data base.

Besides the physical security already provided at the facility

of the Information Systems Department (I8D), several other security

. measures are programmed,into the State Judicial Information System:

in addition to the physical terminal security required‘by contract
with BCA, terminal operation u31ng SJIS files requires operator

authorization and operator access codes for various level of oper-
ator activity. No access is permitted to SJIS files from terminals
other than those listed for each operator code. In addition, there
is a table of ‘authorized counties, used to restrict access to only'

those records that are within that operator s jurisdiction; and all

terminals are located in secured areas accessible only by authorized

employees,

A complete set of system backup tapes are maintained by ISD in
case of massive system failure. However, ‘these tapes are stored in

the same building that contains ISD's computer facilitles. In the

‘case of a natural disaster such as an earthquake or major fire, the

entire ISD data base could be lost.

'9. New Jersey

, Although the applicability and requirements of ‘the- federal

vprivacy and security regulations are considered ambiguous, the State

Police have, as a mater of pollcy, taken steps to insure the privacy
and security of the data collected maintained and disseminated by
the CCH system -in New Jersej. Typical physical security procedures

have been 1mplemented including controlled access to the State

VPolice facilitles, employee ctearances and a system of badges. All
of the remove terminals are located in crimifal” Justice agencies.

,There are user agreements between the State Police and user agencies
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'that securlty may be a problem in those 1nstances Where the system

spec1fy1ng the procedures to be followed regardlng privacy and secu—v'

rity.

Audits are conducted every six months of CHRI to ensure that
dispésitions are complete. - Logs have been established to record
identification of those requesting CHRI and the records.accessed.
Provisions have:been made to monitor theseblogs. ln addition, any
change in an individual's CHRI isrdisseminated to all agencies that
have received that record. Although there was n0'readily available
estimate of the cost of these procedures,klt was suggested that  they
could become prohlbltlvely expen51ve in the future as the number of

records: contalned as the CCH system Erows.,

In New Jersey, the Bureau offCorrectiOnal Information Systems
(BCIS) have'entered into a userls agreement with the SAC regarding
privacy and security. Since the SAC provides the computer facil-
ities for BCIS, this agreement sets many privacy and security stan-
dards for BCIS and consequently enables BCIS to meet no confrdentlal
rnformatlon (e.ge, 1nformant status) malntalned in 1ts flles.‘ In~-
formatlon is released to- other agencles only through the Commission—

er's office.

As,indicated earlier, SJIS is exempt from the federal privacy

'and~security regulations.' Moreover, the docket books are ‘considered

public records in New Jersey and, consequently, no need is seen to

‘instltute prlvacy procedures. F1nally, the nature of the data col-

lected by JMIS and the use’.of" tlme sharlng would seem. to demand Tno -
addltlonal secur1ty procedures over those taken at state data pro-

ce531ng centers elsewhere.

The legal staff of the DlViSlon of Crlminal Justlce has

1n1tlated research 1nto the impact of . federal prlvacy and securlty kiQ,f

regulatlons on the multl—county PROMIS/GAVEL progect. It is felt

)
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,‘jthese regulatlons prov1de 1nd1viduals with the right to review and

is not phy31cally located in the prosecutor s offlce. Itvhas been
reported that in some instances the system 1tself might have: to be
located in local communlty collegesu Such a move would create
numerous problems,vnot only in terms of privacy and security, but

also in assuring operation of the system itself,

There are plans to prOvide logs and audits for each system,
bon51derat10n of accessability to the data ‘may turn on whether or

not a particular item of information is con51dered ‘to be "of public

record”. On the ‘other hand,'51nce there are no plans at the present

' time: to use a case welghtlng scheme and there is no 1ntent10n to

collect CHRI other than that concerning the ‘instant offense many of
the issues surrounding the concept of privacy many be moot. The key
problem is seen as the enforcement of any prlvacy and security pro-

visions which are flnally 1mplemented

In New Jersey, the Bureau of Correctional Information Systems
(BCIS) have entered into 'a user's agreement with the SAC regarding

prlvacy and security. Since the SAC provides the computer facll—

ities for BCIS, this agreement sets many privacy and securlty stand-

ards for BCIS and consequently enables BCIS to meet these standards.

Moreover, accordlng to BCIS there is no confldentlal 1nformat10n
(eeges 1nformant status) malntalned in its files. Informatlon is

released to other agencles only through the Commlssioner s offlce.

10. New York
Prlvacy and securlty has been a concern of the lnformatlon Sys—

tems D1v131on ever since its inception as NYSIIS. Although “New York

State has not enacted any legislatlon in this area, the Division of

"Crlmlnal Justice Serv1ces (DCJS) has had its own regulations from

o the very inceptlon of its system, predatlng the LEAA regulatlons.

o additlon to covering other aSpects of prlvacy and securlty,
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'rchallenge their recor ds.- Moreover, the governor has app01nted a

Security and Privacy Adv1sory Commlttee which, among other actlv—

ities, serves as ‘the final arbitor of challenges to\crlmdnal hlstory ,v{

records. In addition, DCJS requires all users of its services to
‘execute use and dissemination agreements. These agreements expllc-
1t1y detall both how conf1dent1a1 1nformat10n must be controlled and

the llabllltles inherent in using criminal record 1nformat10n for

‘other than authorlzed~purposes. Durlng 1978 the D1v151on 1n1t1ated

a concentrated effort to ensure that each agency within New York

‘State .and each out-o f—state agency ut111z1ng DCJS services execute

- se. and~dlssem1nat10n agreements. Over 900 such agreements were

sent to user agencies statew1de and on the national level. As of
the end of 1978, 87 percent of the agenc1es have executed the agree-
ment -and the remaining 13 percent 1ndlcate that their execution of
the agreement is lmmlnent. For those agenc1es that execute  the
agreements, access to the DCJIS crlmlnal record data base is granted
commensurate with the agencies leglslated authority for access to

such 1nformat10n.‘

Federal fundrng was; secured to develop a crlmlnal history fleld

audlt team; Auditing procedures and . guldellnes will be established

for conductlng a complete crlmlnal hlstor& records audlt of a random

sample of both large and small user. agencies when fundlng approval

is recelved. The purpose of ‘the establlshment of the: audlt team is
to. assure that DCJIS user agenc1es are in compliance with LEAA Secur—
ity and Prlvacy Regulatlons. DCJS was de51gnated,by the Governor as
~the state control agency respon51ble for tne cr1mina1 hlstory re- 7

cords. system within the. state and ‘also charged with the responsi—

l blllty for auditing other agenc1es for compliance.

Exten81ve analy31s ofj&n—house termlnals usage was conducted
durlng l978 and. as a result a number .of programmatlc edit checks
were 1nst1tuted to prohlblt unauthorlzed access.; In addition to

11mlt1ng selected functions to the dlfferent termyﬂals, usage. was
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also llmlted to specified t1me perlods if the applications are-

routlnelv performed only durlng certain operatlng shifts.

Compoundlng flnanc1al constralnts constraints and the problems
inherent in CCH record conver31on is a recent .court dec131on* which
1nvolved alleged 1naccurac1es in the tracklng of criminal history
records. The New York court: ruled that dlspos1t10ns must be collec-
ted for 'all arrests and, therefore, ISD must begln 'to collect dis-
positions on all'offenses. Meetlng this requirement raises several
problem‘ 1nclud1ng state financial constraints and the sheer size

of the task facing ISD in relatlng dlSpOSlthnS to all arrests.

A varlety of securlty measurés including controlled access to
DCJS itself and personnel clearances for employees. have been imple-

mented by ISD. Access to the termlnals, and access to the _system
1tself is also controlled.

The dichotomy between privacy and security was evident in the
Division of Correctional Services., For example, inmateshdo not have
access to their files, and the corrections legal staff deals with

any requests by outside agencies for such records.

In order to improve security, the Department of Correctional

Services screens its personnel and uses central passwords~for access

to the system. ‘Audits are performed in such key areas as inmate

movement, legal status, offense and crltlcal dates.. OSG has 1ts own

'securlty system for protectlng the computer facllitles.

The developers of the New York County PROMIS reviewed the New
York State prlvacy and securlty regulatlons and are attemptlng to
comply w1th those procedures., The federal privacy and security

regulatlons have had very little 1mpact on the New York County

fPROMIS however.c

*Tatum vs. Rogers, Civ, 2782‘(S.D.N.Y;)L
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Compliance with the state regulations haslbrimarily been con- -

cerned with‘security of the Systemfs display terminals., ‘pperation-'
~al access tobthe PRQMIS terminals requires authorization and use of"
assioned numbers and passwords.f
publlc areas and certain termlnals have restrlcted access to. the .
system s data base. The PROMIb r'taff has -a securlty agreement w1th
the NYPD coverlng the pollce" use of termlnals w1th access to
PROMIS and the pollce dep?rtment s data proce351ng fac1lity is
malntalned under strict securlty procedures. Logs of all PROMIS

transactlons are malntained by the pollce computer facility.t

The District Attorney perceives PROMT as a "law enforcement v

only"” system and does not feel that addltional prlvacy regulatlon of
the system is requlred. The PROMIS staff believes that strong

ouldellnes are required in both the" prlvacy and security areas.

Privacy and‘securltyrrequlrements’have had l;ttle 1mpact'on:
PROMIS although the implementingicontractorls'tasks,require'that:g
minimumlsecurity and‘privacykregulatidns-be complied with as far as
posslble. Additional securlty and - prlvacy procedures mey be re— :

qulred if 1ntercounty connectlons are. made among PROMIS countles.

11, 'Pennsylvaniai

Privacy and securlty regulatlons have apparently had a mlxed ef— ‘

fect on - the de51gn development and 1mplementat10n of CCH/Master

Name Index 1n Pennsylvanla,

pocentlal 1mpacc of prlvacy and security laws. Thelr major concern

was the pos51b111ty of after-the~fact restrlctions belng imposed on

CCH llmltlng 1ts usage. and thereby emasculatlng the system.

feellng, in part led to the state s dec1s1on not -to accept addi—‘

tlonal Federal funds after the initial CCH grant in 1972 and almost

' certalnly delayed development of any CCH system.' v - T

o

7

Terminals'have been placed ‘in non— .

Durlng the eacly 1970's, the’ State POl_-H;°

1 ice were very concerned about ut111z1ng Federal funds because of the

This 3

~ The State Police changed their CCH peclicy duringkthe‘mid~1970ls
~away from the development of a full-blown CCH system to the.initia-

tion of a Master Name Index. Atkthe same. time, the Pennsylvania

State Legislature began work on Pennsylvania's privacy and'security
‘regulations. Eassed and signed into law at the end of‘the last ses- .
sion of the legislature; the effect of these regulations is still

speculative. Mechanisms to enforce them through the State's Attor—

‘ney General's OffiCe have yet to be.put into place.

Prlvacy and securlty regulatlons have thus far, therefore, had-
~very little 1mpact on the de51gn or operation of the Index however,
key system personnel are concerned about poss1ble legal challenges.
They believe that such legal actlons nay be based on a contention

that some of the information to be contained in the Inaex (e 8
date of arrest and whether the suspect is con81dered dangerous) does

constltute crlmlnal history data ‘and fear that the Index will be

subject to all prlvacy and securlty regulatlons.

‘ Another p0351ble effect of the prlvacy and security regulations
¢ which. concerns Pennsylvanla would be a large number of access and

frev1eW*nequests.

pendlng upon the number of persons applylng to see their files in k v;;

order to check and perhaps challenge the accuracy of the data con-

~ta1ned in the Master Name Index. Slnce the Index is Stlll in the :
planning and demonstratlon phase, its flnal form in terms of data
.elements is Stlll unknown. blmilarly, the
“who will or must ‘be allowed access to the system.» As currently en- f' ”é .

visined access will follow a yet to be spec1f1ed one-step at a tlme‘

wprocess; beglnning 1n~house and gradually enlarglng authorized ac— : : 7 = .

oo . : f./‘ : .
: CESS. ) . I ) 7 o &

‘ )
,ﬁ deslgn of Pennsylvanla s OBSCIS. As prev1ously stated the Pennsyl—{
vanla State leglslature recently passed pxlvacy and securlty regula—'

tions governing the content, use, access and so on of automatedr

£i
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Thls could be very costly in the long Tun, de- . i

tate Police are not sure el -

: Prlvacy and securlty regulatlons have~ been of concern in the fj‘vfl B '*“j
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¢ériminal justice information“systens;’ Among other things, the law
| specifies that 1nformation needed for,security purposes may be )
tored in computer systems as long as the data are kept within the
spec1frc'agency. Whether security-related information includes data
such as medlcal records and psychologlcal profiles is currently
unclear. “The rules for access must also ‘be further deﬁined, espe—
‘c1ally in the case of non—crlminal justice agenc1es who w1sh‘tovo

conduct background checks for employment purposes. ;

State personnel believe that the meanings ‘and deflnitlons of
key words such as "cOmpleteness and "accuracy" in the federal regu-
lations are unclear and will be subject to endless debate and po-

tentially costly lltlgation.

Privacy and security regulations have also made very little dif-

ference in the development of &JIS., System staff feel that the new
state law exempts the courts as "long as they don t maintain eriminal
hlstorles by alphabetically aggregating data on 1nd1viduals. How—

aver, the new regulations may affect data transfer to other’ agencies
’(e.g., the courts are’ required to prOV1de “the State Police w1th dis-

: p051t10n dataJW1th1n 90 days of the disp051tion)

In terms of cost to system development Pennsylvania staff be—
lieves 1t is still much too early to determine the impact of privacy
-and security reoulations, although there is a concern that complying
w1th accuracy requirements could be very expen51ve. Maintaining an .
audit trial could also be costly, espec1ally if ‘the regulations are
1nterpreted as requiring notification ot everyone xnvolvedhof
changes in CHRI records._ R ‘y | ryﬁk :‘%

0

S 124 Rhode Island o

-

In discu551ng the application of privacy and security regula—

R tlons ‘to SJIS, it should be noted that this study focused on QJIS

5

9

1tself and not the 1ocal court 1nformation systems.‘ With regard tov_ =

: R . el e .
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~Coordinator of Privacy and Security.

the audited agsncy for privacy and security required changes in

the. corrections data.

s

ycriminal history reCordkinformation (CHRI), SJIS contains such data

only if the individual has been processed through the courts since

the system began operating in 1977. Although the system also con-

tains information regarding court cases which were pending in 1976
the problem of attempting to update CHRI, which could be very ex-

pensive, is avoided at the state level. Indeed, it well may be an

impossible task, given the state of CHRI contained in the state

Bureau of Criminal Identification.

13. Utah

The Utah Computerized Criminal History System was designed to

operate within the Utah regulations with respect to privacy and se-

curity concepts.. The regulations have been followed as closely as

possible. and audit trials and logs for crimiral history record re-

quests have been implemented. Although Utah has submitted a privacy

and security plan to meet Federal regulations, those regulations

have not had an 1mpact on CCH operations.

The Bureau of Identification has established a position of

The prime responsibility of ' '
the Coordinator is to conduct periodic security and privacy audits

at each agency having CCH terminals. The audits include all aspects

of terminal use and physical security and result in suggestions to

operation if necessary. The development of the present Utah Cor-

rections Information System has taken place in general without any

spe01al concern over either State or Federal security and. prlvacy

regu‘atlons.\ ‘The system has been con51dered and operated purely as

an "in-house" research tool without any publlc ‘access or dissemina- . : .
tion of its reports outside‘of‘the Division of Corrections. The data o :
processing support furnished by the’computer at the University of .

Utah has no spec1al ‘provisions for prlvacy or security protection of
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i , The staff of the DlVlSlon is concerned about both the prlvacy
and security of the planned OBSCIS 1nstallatlon however. The staff
feels that the Department of Soc1al Services, as a non—crlminal
Justlce agency, 1s not overly concerned with security of its. f11es
and: belleves that thls Lack of concern is another reason for a. sepa-

. rate correctlons data proces51ng 1nstallat10n., Whether such a

~facility is p0381b1e 1n Utah's polltlcal 51tuat10n is problematl—

cal.

Currently only verbal 1nstructlons with respect to prlvacy

“rules have been glven ‘to the correctlons research staff, and there

is no formal securlty and prlvacy program in the Division of Correc~-

tions. -The problem has not yet been addressed, although it has been
recognlzed. '

Although there‘is concern by the staff‘of the Judicial Council -
in the area of privacy and'security, there have‘been‘no steps yet
taken to determine their potential impact on the, de51gn develop~
ment, and 1mplementat10n of SJIS 1nxUtah The staff was . not. in-

vovled in the subm1531on of the Utah Privacy and Securlty Plan to

the Department of Justlce.

PROMIS has been 1mplemented w1th minimum- concern for prlvacy
and. securlty requirements, and: there is apparently llttle under-
standing of the posslble applicatlon of the Federal prlvacy and

' security regulatlons. The county computer facility is reportedly ini

a secure area, and termlnals are. Llockad at nlght. Termlnal access.
use the PROMIS equlpment.
‘14,,'Wiscons1nf
s a G At thlS early polnt in the development process, Division of Cor—

rection's staff do not feel that prlvacy and’ securlty regulations

, w1ll have a 51gn1f1cant impast on the deSign and 1mplementatlon of

. ’230f-'
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is restricted, and passwords are requ1red for termlnal operators to‘4‘,*

N

- thousands of inquiries made each month, Audit trials are created - :

“ication 11nes, and the termlnals have been placed in secured areas
vthrough the terminals, access to data is restricted to. selected ter— ' ' :
area, These security features, including the requirement for oper-

'origlnal PROMIS software by the JUSTIS develOpers.

OBSCIS, Security procedures will be the same as those currently
utilized by the Department of Administration, namely identification

cards, keywords, and other standard techniques. Similarly, proce- ' , o

dures to ensure the privacy ofkindividuals maintained in the OBSCIS

data base will be the same as those already used'by the Division of
Corrections. ~These safeguards revolve around a confidentiality
statement signed by all staff, The first breach of confidentiality
results in a lecture and a disciplinary statement being placed in ’
the*individual personnel file, while the second infraction leads to
a loss of pay. and the third violcation eventuates in the termination

of employment.

Existing privacy and security laws in Wisconsin have been fol- ‘
Lowed in the ‘operation of JUSTIS in the offices of the court clerk ' %
and dlstrlct attorney. There has been little or no effect of the ‘
Federal privacy and securlty regulatlons on elther the development:

or operatlon of the system. Some consideration has been given by

,JUSTIsttaff to’the,requirements for logging all system inquiries,

however ; no change in system design has been made to deal with the

each time a record is changed, however.

The system has'been designed'to emnploy only . dedicated commun—
to enhance ‘their securlty. In additlon, data entry is llmited
minals, and -the data process1ng equipment is maintained in a~secure*

ator password entry before terminal usage, have- been added to the

Sy

R SR s

231 -

N aron

ity o e




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Albright, E.J., M.B. Flschel F.C. Jordon, Jr. and L.A. Ohen,
Implementing the Federal Privacy and Securlty Regulatlons, Volume 1:
Findings and Recomméndations of an Eighteen State Assessment,

The MITRE Corporation, MTR-7704, December 1977.

Calpin, Joseph'C., Burton Kreindel and Lawrence Siegel, The Evolution
and Interface of Four Criminal Justice Information Systems Interim Report,
The MITRE Corporatlon, MIR=79W00096, March 1979.

5 Site Selectlon Criteria and Informaiton Collectlon
Guldellnes, The MITRE Corporation,. WP 79W00032 January 5, 1979.

s The Crlmlnal Justlce Information System Progect'
- An Overv1ew of Four Systems, The MITRE Corporation, WP 13560,
 November 15 l978

Hamllton, William A., and Dean C. Merrill, "Practical Lessons in
Technology Transfer: The Adoption of an Exemplary Program PROMIS by
More Than 25 Localities," The Proceedings of the Third International
SEARCH Symp051um on_ Criminal Justice Information and Statlstlcs Systems,
Sacramento, Callfornla, SEARCH Group, Inc., 1976.

INSLAW Management Report Package for PROMIS PROMIS Brleflng Paper
Series No. 1, Washington, D.C., 1976.

, "Progress of 'PROMIS Transfers," PROMIS Newsletter,

3(2) October, 1978

Lammers, Allan H., "OBSCIS: Offender-Based State Corrections Information
System," Proceedings of the Third International SEARCH Symposium on
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems, SEARCH Group,

Inc., 1976. : :

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Office of Audit and Investi-
gation, Report on:Internal Audit of the Development and Management

of the State Judicial Informaiton System' by the Law Enforcement Assistance
~ Administration, Washington, D.C., June 1977.

, Guideline Manual Comprehens1ve Data Systems Program,
16640 l Washlngton D.C., April 27 1976. '

Prlvacy and Securlty Plannlng Instructions,
Washlngton, D C., Aprll 1976, »

:Natlonal AdVlsory Comm1551on ‘on Crlmlnal Justice Standards and. Goals,
Report on the Crlmlnal Justice System, Washington, D.C. 1973.

232 .

‘M4500.1F, December 21 1977.

NCIC Adv1sory Policy Board, Computerized Criminal History Program
Background Concept and Pollcy, Washington, D.C., -October 29, 1976

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice,
Task Force Report: The Impact of Crime-—An Assessment, Washington,
D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967.

» Iask Force Report: 801ence and Technology,

v Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Offlce 1967.

B The‘Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, New York,

Avon Books, 1968,

Project SEARCH, Security and Privacy Considerations in Criminal History
Informatlon Systems, Technlcal Report No. 2, Sacramento, Cale
July, 1970.

, SEARCH Group, Inc., Standards for Security and Privacy of Criminal

Justice Information, (Second Edition), Technical Report No. 13,
Sacramento, Cal., January, 1978.

s OBSCIS, Offender Based Stare Corrections Informa—

- tion SyStem. The OBSCIS Approach (Volume 1), Technical R
No. 10, May 1975, T TeRert

» State Judicial Informatlon System: Final Report

'(Phase I), Technlcal Report No, .12, Sacramento, Cal., June 1975.

U.S. Department of Justlce Guide for Dlscretlonary Grant Programs,

U. S National Commission on Law Observance and Enforcment, Report on

Criminal Statlstlcs Washington, D. C., U.5. Government Printing

i

:Offlce 1931,

233




S

s

et B e

5 AR R e e
S Ty b e e e e e o S g o . a

iy B






