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PREFACE

On August 10, 1978, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute was awarded a National
Evaluation Program contract by the National Institute of Justice (formerly, the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice), U.S. Department of
Justice, to conduct a study entitled "Phase 1 Assessment of Automated Correctional
Data Systems."

The results of the study are, for the most part, contained in three formal reports:
an Interim Report, a Final Report, and a Summary Report. The Interim Report was
published in July 1979; it was based on work undertaken during the first nine months of
the study. In terms of content, the results documented in the Interim Report have, of
course, been updated, expanded, refined and included in the Final Report. Additionally,
the Final Report contains a discussion of pertinent evaluation-related issues, as well as
other supplemental information. The Summary Report can be regarded as an abridged
version of the Final Report; it does not, for example, include the completed data
collection instrument for the 49 state, county and federal level automated correctional
data systems that were reviewed in the conduct of this study.

During the course of the study many individuals have been contacted either by
telephone, in person or through written correspondence; they have collectively contrib-
uted to the state of knowledge that is reflected herein. Appendix B of the Final Report
contains a list of those individuals contacted. Additionally, the authors would like to
acknowledge the invaluable direction and support provided by Ms. Jan J. Hulla, the
government monitor for this study; the guidance and help provided by Mr. Bernard
Shipley, a member of the Bureau of Justice Statistics and the government monitor for
the Offender-Based State Corrections Information System program; and the input and
advice provided by Mr. Larry Greenfeld, a member of the National Institute of Justice,
and Dr. Charles M. Friel, a Professor of Criminal Justice at Sam Houston State
University. The study has likewise benefited from the input provided by Mr. Billy L.
Wayson, Ms. Gail Funke and Mr. Thomas A. Henderson, all of whom are associated with
the Correctional Economics Center of the Institute for Economic and Policy Studies,
Inc., an organization which served as a subcontractor to this study. The study
consultants --Dr. Roland J. Chilton, Dr. Harland L. Hill, Dr. Lawrence W. Sherman and
Dr. Leslie T. Wilkins -- have also contributed to the contents herein; they provided
both advice and critical reviews. Internally, the authors would like to acknowledge the
related efforts of other faculty members (Dr. Herbert Freeman, Dr. Reginald L.
Hendricks, Dr. Kang G. Shin, Dr. Yao-Chung Tsao, and Dr. William A. Wallace); the
assistance of graduate students (Mr. Raymond C. Ellerman, Ms. Angelica Kamiyama,
and Mr. Cyril M. Theccanat); and the editing and typing support provided by Ms.
Rosanne M. Blackman and Ms. M. Madonna Taurinskas.

Finally, it should be noted that this study reflects an assessment of automated
correctional data systems, as they existed during the twc-year period of study. The
growing pace of computer technology and the changing political and economic environ-
ment can, of course, affect the direction and progress of the assessed systems.
However, although the systems described herein may have changed in character, the
assessment results -- including issues raised and lessons learned -- remain valid; they
should be heeded in any future development or redevelopment of automated correction-
al data systems.

... there is nothing more difficult to take in hand, more
perilous to conduct, or more uncertain in <its success,
than to take the lead in the introduction of a new order
of things... Machiavelli, 1513

i




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

All but a handful of the 50 states in the U.S. have implemented or are in the X
process of implementing some version of an automated (ie., computer-based) correc-
tional data system (ACDS); in fact, many systems have been upgraded or changed
several times since their inception, which, in some cases, date back to a dozen years or
more. The creation of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) in the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Street Act of 1968 has significantly accelerated the
development and proliferation of ACDSs.

An obvious question is whether ACDSs are effective or, more precisely, cost-
effective? It is, of course, the purpose of this National Evaluation Program (NEP)
Phase I assessment to answer this question or, at least, to begin to answer the question.
Unfortunately, the paucity of available information and knowledge about ACDs
prevents us from providing an explicit answer at this time; indeed, there has, to date,
been no impact evaluation or cost-effectiveness analysis of the ACDS. Moreover,
although there are many potential effectiveness-related benefits of an implemented
ACDS, they are typically very difficult to both quantify and measure. Additionally,
cost-related data are also not readily available. Nevertheless and in the spirit of an
NEP Phase I study, we have been able to i) define and detail pertinent ACDS issues, ii)
identify gaps in the present state of knowledge, and iii) make recommendations
concerning future development and evaluation activities (including an NEP Phase II
study) which should be undertaken to fill those gaps. Thus, in addition to meeting the
policy needs of the NEP, the contents of this report should also be helpful to those
corrections agencies which are contemplating a development, upgrade or redevelopment
of their ACDS. -

In this executive summary, we highlight our study approach, identify the status of
the various ACDSs, discuss several system issues (including our recommendations
concerning their amelioration), consider some related issues, and then conclude with our
suggestions for future ACDS-related activities and our responses to specific ACDS-
related policy questions.

STUDY APPROACH

In an attempt to be responsive to the NEP Phase I requirements, our study
reflects a review or general assessment of existing ACDSs, rather than an analysis or
intensive assessment of ACDS evaluations, which, as stated earlier, are non-existent.
The review has been sensitive to i) the need to identify the current status of ACDSs, ii)
the need to review pertinent ACDS issues, and iii) the need to develop a viable ACDS
evaluation design. Inasmuch as these three needs require different types and levels of
data, we have addressed each need by considering a different sample of ACDSs. Thus,
our study approach -- which is similar to that of two other NEP Phase I studies -- is
based on three different study samples; specifically,

o Preliminary Sample. In applying Criteria Set A to the universe of potential
ACDSs, 47 systems were selected; they contributed to our understanding of the
current status of ACDSs.

o Analysis Sample. In applying Criteria Set B to the universe of potential ACDSs,

26 systems were selected; they contributed to our understanding of pertinent
ACDS issues.
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o Assessment Sample. In applying Criteria Set C to the Analysis Sample of ACDSSg
5 systems were selected; they contributed to our development of a viable ACD
evaluation design (which is detailed in the body of the report and is not discussed
in this executive summary).

Criteria Set A insured that the Preliminary Sample would contain correctional data
systems that are at least partially automated (i.e., Criterion A.l), and W'oulq not contain
local systems which deal primarily with detained offenders (i.e., Criterion A.Z).
Additionally, systems which do not contain offender-based data are excluded (i.e.,
Criterion A.3) since, although processing of non-offender related data (e.g., payroll
data) provides a service to corrections, it alone would not constitute a correctional data
system and could therefore be assessed outside of the correctional context. In
obtaining the Analysis Sample, Criterion B.l required that Criteria Set A be s§t1§f1ed,
while Criterion B.2 insured the inclusion of certain unique systems (e.g., Michigan's
distributed ACDS) and also certain large regional systems (i.e., systems belonging to St.
Louis County, San Diego County, the federal government and Washington, D.C.) which
possess characteristics that are more in common with a majority of state ACDSs than
some state systems which contain data on a very small population of offenders. In
addition to requiring that the Analysis Sample be balanced and representative of the
existing ACDSs (i.e., Criterion B.3), we had hoped that they would be well documented
(i.e., Criterion B.4); unfortunately, this latter criterion could not be met ~- instead, we
had to site visit all 26 of the Analysis Sample of ACDSs in order to obtain pertinent
information. Finalily, in selecting the Assessment Sample, Criterion C.l required that
Criteria Set B be satisfied. Further, we wanted the sample to contain systems which
had had some monitoring and/or evaluation experience (i.e., Criterion C.2); again, this
criterion could not be met --instead, we selected five systems which expressed an
interest in evaluation.

A key and very useful aspect of our study approach was the development of an
extensive, 212-question Structured Data Collection Instrument (SDCI), which served as
a common collection point for all three of our sources of data. That is, as we i)
reviewed the pertinent literature (including project reports and memoranda), ii)
undertook telephone interviews, and iii) conducted site visits, we first integrated the
data from these three sources and then entered them in the appropriate SDCIL By
integrating or combining data from several sources, we were actually employing a
multi-measurement approach, which can be shown to minimize certain data bias threats
to the study's validity. In total, 49 SDCIs were completed: they are contained in
Appendix C of the Final Report, and they, of course, constitute the basis for our
findings, conclusions and recommendations. A summary of the SDCI collected data is
included in Appendix A of this report.

Three remarks should be made regarding the SDCI data. First, because of the
limited number of ACDSs involved and the gaps in the data, no statistical analysis is
made; however, we believe that the data are valid and that their implications are
significant. Second, although the original NEP Phase I solicitation stated that this
study "can be initiated without extensive data collection and analysis efforts through
reviewing completed evaluation projects...and by conducting a limited number of site
visits", extensive data collection effort has been necessary, as there are neither any
ACDS evaluations nor any detailed ACDS documents. Indeed, most of the available
documents are nothing more than progress reports mandated by the LEAA as part of the
OBSCIS grant requirements. For this reason, we undertook a large number of site
visits, about twice as many as would typically be required in NEP Phase I studies.
Third, because the SDCIs were filled out by members of the study team, and not by the
various ACDS staff, the SDCI data can be considered to be relatively consistent.
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SYSTEM STATUS

This section provides a summary of the state of development of the various
ACDSs; it also lays the groundwork for the later discussion of ACDS issues. The ACDS
environment, characteristics and applications are considered in the following three
subsections, respectively.

System Environment

All the corrections agencies examined in this study have one aspect in common:
responsibility for incarcerated, sentenced offenders. Beyond this, they vary widely in
areas of responsibility, activity levels, data processing experience and many other
aspects. Several agency characteristics which may affect the development and
operation of an ACDS are identified below.

o State or Authority and Agency Name. In 3! states and the District of Columbia,
the corrections agency is an independent department. In 16 states, the correc-
tions agency is a part of a social services umbrella agency. In 5 states and the
federal government, the corrections agency is a part of a criminal justice
umbrella agency.

o Agency Responsibility: Number of Offenders. While this study is directed at only
those corrections agencies responsible for incarcerated, sentenced adults, many of
these agencies have additional responsibilities. 2% agencies are also responsible
for probation supervision; 38 (including the D.C. Department of Corrections) are
responsible for parole supervision; and 6 (including the D.C. Department of
Corrections) are responsible for detainees. The wide variation in the numbers of
offenders for which the agencies are responsible, and the proportions of proba-
tioned, detained, incarcerated, and paroled provide some indication of the range
of different needs and problems faced by the various agencies in their automation
effort.

o Agency Responsibility: Number of Facilities. Most of the agencies have from 3
to 10 facilities or institutions, with a median number of 9 and a maximum of 81.
The sizes of the facilities vary from agency to agency and within agencies as well.
Different sizes of facilities and different numbers of facilities present different
management problems. As examples, more institutions provide more opportuni-
ties for inmate transfer (thus inmate tracking may be more of a problem), while

facilities with smaller sizes have less need for a computer to keep track of empty
beds.

o Incarcerated Activity Levels. Growth in the incarcerated population of an agency
can be gauged by the amount that admissions exceed releases, as they do in all
cases except Alabama, Hawalii, Louisiana, Maine, Minnesota, Mississippi, and
North Dakota; several of these states had a population decrease due to court
orders to reduce overcrowding.

o Years Since the First ACDS. State corrections agencies have a total of 311 years
of ACDS experience, with an average of 6.2 years and a median of 5.0 years. If
those 8 states which do not have ACDSs or have them in a test mode are not
considered, the average becomes 7.4 years and the median 7.0 years. These
figures are significant in that the field of automation is one in which experience
counts. Frequently the first system installed by an agency is subject to special
problems resulting from the fact that agency staff have not yet learned what the




computer can do for them. Subsequent systems are often more successful due to
the added sophistication of both users and data processing s.ta:ff. We have In
general found this observation to be true, in that many agencies approacged gtcue
development of their second system with much more realistic goals and m
more concrete ideas of what they expected from the system.

o Current ACDS Status. 40 states, Washington, D.C., the Federal Bureau of Pn;ons
and numerous regions and localities (of which two, St. Lquis County and_San Diego
County, are included in this study) have ACDSs Wh.lCh. are operat1on§l. By
operational, we mean that at least one offender-based application is operating and
officially in use by the appropriate agency staff. It s'hould be noted that most
systems are constantly being modified and upgraded, if not slated for replace-
ment; this fact does pose a problem for the conduct of an ACDS evaluation.

o Development Funding Sources. In 22 states, the first ACDS development was
initiated with LEAA funds, 14 of those received Offender-Based State Corrections
Information Systems (OBSCIS) program grants and 8 received block grants or
other LEAA funds. 28 of the currently operating systems were developed w1t_h
LEAA funds, 21 of those under the OBSCIS program. Five additiona{ states are in
the process of developing ACDSs using OBSCIS funds. In our extensive review of
the Analysis Sample of ACDSs, we found that ACDSs developed without LEAA
funds are no different than those developed with LEAA funds, nor are those
developed under the OBSCIS program any different than the. non-»_OBSCIS func{ed
ACDSs, although the variation within each of these groups is quite large. The
reasons for the lack of impact of the funding source on the nature and type of
system developed are i) the fact that all corrections agencies have a core of
similar needs, ii) the fact that OBSCIS materials are available to all agencies,
regardless of their funding source, and iii) the fact that strict adherence to the
OBSCIS program requirements has not been enforced.

o Date of First OBSCIS Funding. 35 states and Washington, D.C. have .received
$11.9 million in OBSCIS funding, with an average of about $331,000 per 51t'e. One
of these, Arkansas, returned all but $20,000 of its OBSCIS grant, due to internal
political reasons. Another state, Nevada, received an OBSCIS grant that was
awarded to the Department of Parole and Probation rather than to the Depart-
ment of Prisons; the award was used to upgrade the existing manual system rather
than to develop an automated system.

System Characteristics

The ACDSs which have been developed in the environments described in the

previous section are as diverse as those environments. Some of the more important
characteristics of these systems are identified below.

o Mainframe(s). Although ACDSs run on a wide variety of different central
processing units or mainframes, the IBM 370 and its look-alikes (such as Amdahl
or Itel equipment) dominate the field, with 28 installations. Six statfes have, in
addition to their large mainframe, minicomputers located in their institutions: in
most cases, these are used for peripheral applications such as inmate fund
accounting or psychological test scoring.

o Mainframe Location. 30 of the ACDSs are located at state data centers. Only six
agencies have their own ACDS computers, and another six have minicomputers
which are used for peripheral applications (e.g., inmate fund accounting and
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psychological test scoring). The minicomputers are usually located at the records
or business office of the institution.

Number of Interactive Terminals. Although most systems have fewer than 20
terminals, a few of the larger states (i.e., Illinois, Michigan, and New York) and
the Bureau of Prisons have more than 50 terminals. The average number of
interactive terminals per ACDS is 19.

Source of Programming Support. Programming support does not always come
from within the corrections agency. In 16 cases, the programming staff is
employed by the state data center, the state planning agency, or some other
agency external to the department of corrections. This fact has important
implications for the future of the ACDSs in those states, since the impetus for
further development often seems to come from the programming staff. It also
could result in a mangement control problem, since the corrections agencies have
no direct control over how much staff or which individuals are assigned to their
needs. For example, two states reported problems because data center staff
assigned to the project were frequently reassigned to other projects.

Source of ACDS Software. The majority of the ACDS software programs were
written in-house by programming staff within the corrections agency. Those
ACDSs which were developed by contractors or the state data center or other
agencies external to the corrections agency were typically subject to additional
problems resulting from the need to coordinate and control staff outside the
agency, and sometimes from the lack of knowledge about corrections on the part
of the outside contractors. For example, one state data processing manager
remarked that he would not hire a contractor because an outsider could never
know the needs of the agency as well as insiders.

System Software Package(s). Commercially produced system software may be
used in support of the ACDS software. As examples, the states of Connecticut
and South Dakota use IBM's CICS telecommunication software along with the
Basic OBSCIS Software Package, and the states of Oregon and Nebraska use the
EASYTRIEVE package to extract data and write reports from their ACDS files.
One type of system software package which is becoming more common is the data
base management system (DBMS). A DBMS is a set of programs which organize
and maintain the data base and provide the ACDS with access to it. IBM's IMS
and Univac's DMS are two examples of DBMSs. 19 agencies are using DBMSs; in
four of those, the system is not yet officially operational. Systems which make
use of DBMSs may not be easily transferrable to installations which do not have
the same packages available.

Software Language(s). The majority of the ACDSs are written in COBOL; some
have parts written in assembler language as well. Four of the systems are written
all or partly in FASTER. This has been a problem in that the FASTER language is
no longer supported by the vendor (IBM) and very few programmers have
knowledge of the language. Although it is currently a part of the LEAA
regulations that grantees write all application programs in ANS COBOL or
FORTRAN (with the exception that programs for mini- and microcomputers may
be written in BASIC), it does not appear that these regulations have been strictly
enforced. As examples, California's system is written in PL/l, Florida uses META
for a part of its system, New Hampshire uses BASIC, and several systems use
some assembler language, as well as the four written in FASTER.
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o Extent of On-Line Processing. On-line processing refers to the ability to interact
with the computer system throngh a terminal device such.a‘s a teletype.or a
cathode ray tube (CRT). The functions of data entry, data gdltlng? data retne_vab
and data or file updating may be performed either on-line (i.e., via .the termina
or through batch processing. Most systems only provide the capability for one or
the other, but in a few cases both are available. 35 of .the curre_ntly operating
systems in this study have some degree of on-line capability; that is, at least one
of the above four stated functions can be performed via the termlqal. 18 o? .the
29 systems now under development will have some degree o§ on-line capability.
The function of data or file updating deserves further explanation. When a system
has on-line file updating (i.e., the files are modified at the time that the data are
entered), it is known as a real-time system. Real-time systems provide the
advantage that data can be retrieved and used as soon as it is entered.rather than
being unavailable until the batch file update takes place.. Thus, if data. are
entered in a timely fashion, real-time systems can provide up-to-the-minute
information. Real-time systems are quite costly, however, in that they are much
more complex to program and require higher levels of data security.

o Interface With Other Criminal Justice Systems. An interface exists between two
systems if data derived from one system are transmitted to the o.ther. That
interface is said to be automated if the data are transmitted in machine readable
form; otherwise, the interface is manual. In terms of aut.omated interfaces, the
highest form of interface is, of course, by electronic signals: only one state
(Alabama) -- where the corrections, pardons and parole systems share the same
data base -- could claim such an interface. All other automated interfaces .have
been by magnetic tape or punched cards, which, of course, would still require a
certain amount of human assistance.

System Applications

The potential value of an ACDS can be partially gauged by the number and types
of applications it can perform. Based on our Structured Data Collection Instrument
(SDCI) which considered 30 offender-based applications, some 20 of the more prominent
applications are considered below; they include the set of OBSCIS supported, of.fgnder—
based applications, although some of the OBSCIS definitions he.We been modxf.led or
expanded to reflect more accurately the actual applications which have been imple-
mented.

o Admission Reporting. This refers to the recording and reporting of admission
activity by offender and corresponds to the OBSCIS application of_ the same name.
Nearly all of the projects either have or are planning this application.

o Offender Record Retrieving. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application known
as cross index retrieval and refers to the ability to retrieve an offender's records
using keys other than the agency's assigned identification number (e.g., name or
FBI number). 30 systems have this ability and 12 more are planning it.

o Classification/Program Assignment Reporting. This encompasses and extends the
OBSCIS offender profile application. It consists of the maintenance of offender
profile data in a form in which it can be promptly retrieved and used as a basis for
assessment, classification, and/or program assignment. It also includes the
production of other reports such as a listing of programs for which an individual is
eligible or a listing of individuals due to be reclassified. For example, in one state
(Texas) this application consists of a computerized inmate job matching system
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which matches inmate's skills and training to jobs available throughout the prison
system. This is one of the few applications which may directly benefit the
offender, in the form of improved classifications and assignments; at least one
(Missouri) of the twelve states having this application has reported such a result.
16 additional states are planning this application.

Problem/Special Needs Monitoring. This application is an expansion of the
OBSCIS diagnostic problem reporting application. It involves the production of
reports identifying medical or psychologicai problems or special situations (e.g.,
enemies, educational skills, and religious dietary requirements) which may affect
the placement and/or assignment of offenders. Four systems have some form of
this application (i.e., reporting on some subset of the possible problems or needs)
and 13 are planning to add it.

Test Scoring. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the same name and
refers to the automatic scoring of answer sheets for psychological, vocational,
and intelligence tests. It is interesting to note that five of the 11 systems which
have this application run it on a separate microcomputer system (using a
proprietary softwar: package), which is not linked to the main ACDS. Five
systems are planning to add this application.

Reporting of Program Participation. This corresponds tc the OBSCIS program
reporting application and refers to the collection of information on program
participation and the reporting of program participation by program and/or by
offender. 22 states have this application and 14 more are planning it. It is an
important application in that, in addition to meeting administrative needs, it
provides potentially useful information for program evaluation.

Disciplinary Reporting. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the same
name and involves the collection and reporting of data on disciplinary infractions.
Although associated with the individual offender's records, the information
collected for this applicatin has also been used to pinpoint trouble spots in the
institution. 18 systems have this application and 13 are planning to add it.

Offender Tracking. This also corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the same
name and covers data gathering and file updating for records reflecting changes in
the status and location of offenders. This application is present in 35 systems and

planned for 10 mer-, for many of them, it represents the core or primary function
of their ACDS.

Movement Reporting. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the same
name and includes the reporting of offender movement between institutions and
between status categories. Nearly all the systems either have this application or
are planning it.

Transportation Scheduling. This involves scheduling and/or reporting of transpor-
tation of inmates transferring both within the correctional systems and outside of
it (e.g., to court, to a doctor's appointment, etc.) Only three states have even a
limited form of this application and each of these only produces a transfer report;
no explicit scheduling is done. Five states are planning to develop this
application.

Parole/Discharge Eligibility Date Calculation. This corresponds to the OBSCIS
application of the same name and involves the partial or complete computer
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calculation of dates on which the individual offenders are eligible for 1paxrotlée gg
discharge. Although many agencies claim that this function is too Zomp eIn oo
computerized, 20 agencies have done so and 9 more are planning to do g?ﬁ o most
cases, not all calculations can be done by the system; the more c telzi o ane
involved calculations must be done by haqd. This application has repor y

a major time saver for at least four agencies.

o Legal Status Reporting. This corresponds to th'e.OBSCIS apphcanon. of the szir:
name and includes the reporting of offenders eligible for parole hearings or o her
review processes and the provision of relevan.t status and history mforrpatl;)on ac?d
those hearings. 37 systems have this application and 8 more are planning
it.

i i i inv s i f parole hearings
o Parole Hearing Scheduling. This could involve scheduling o '
and/or reporting of outcomes of those hearings. It extends and builds on the legal
status reporting application. 19 systems have this application and 13 are planning
to add it.

o National Statistical Reporting. This corresponds to the OBSCIS app_hcatlon gf the
same name and involves the generation of data for the Napqnal Pnson;;er
Statistics (NPS) and/or Uniform Parole Reports (UPR) programs; it is one of l: e
special requiremetns of the OBSCIS program. The data may be generatid extthgr
in the form of printed reports or in machine_ readable form. 28 systems have this
application and 10 more are planning to add it.

o Inmate Accounting. This involves the processing of inmate bank accounts a}?d
commissary purchases. 12 state agenci.es .an.d San Diego County rf;aveht is
application; however, in six of these agencies it is a separate system rather than 'a
part of the ACDS, a situation which is not unreasonable since an 1nrRegS g
financial records are generally not relevant to most purposes for which the
is used.

o Health Services Tracking. This includes the recordin_g of medicgl treatment
received by individuals. Of late, there has been a growing interest in improving
the quality of health care in corrections. Five systems he\we developed such a
component (one of which has a separate health care system) and 13 are planning
for this application.

o Visitor Control Reporting. This includes the tracking o.f who is allowed to _visit an
offender and/or how many visits an offender has received. Three agencies now
have this application and five are planning it.

o Victim Restitution Reporting. This includes the recording and tracking of an
offender's participation in a victim restitution program. In‘ many states there are
no victim restitution programs and where programs do exist they are frequently
administered by agencies other than the corrections agency. .Of. the 12 state
department of corrections or public safety admlr)xste;rlng victim restitution
programs, six of these states have the victim restitution application on their
ACDS while four more are planning to.

o Probation Status Reporting. This involves the tracking and reporting of the statgs
of individual probationers, including violations. 14 state agencies plus St'. Louis
County and San Diego County have this application; all of the 16 agencies have

responsibility for probation supervision. Five more states are planning for this
application.
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o Parole Status Reporting. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the same
name and involves the tracking and reporting of the status of individual parolees,
including violations. 22 of the 33 corrections agencies responsible for parole
supervision and having an operational ACDS have this application.

SYSTEMS ISSUES

The issues contained in this section are based on our collation and analysis of the
SDCI results (which are summarized in Appendix A); they represent a culling and
systematizing of the more important issues that were initially identified in the
Preliminary Sample of 47 ACDSs and subsequently detailed in terms of the 26 systems
in the Analysis Sample. While we address some three dozen ACDS issues in this section,

there are, of course, many more possible issues that can be considered; some of these
are also alluded to in the SDCI summary in Appendix A.

We have found it convenient to group the ACDS issues into four categories -- input,
process, outcome and systemic. The input issues focus on the system's background and
development; the process issues focus on the system's operation or performance; the
outcome issues focus on the system's immediate impacts, especially in relation to its
users; and the systemic issues focus on the system's broader impacts, as gauged from a’
total systems viewpoint.} This four-category framework is not only logical from an
ACDS development perspective, but also from a program evaluation standpoint.

In discussing the four sets of issues in the next four subsections, respectively, it
should be noted that while our observations are not based on extensive evaluations, we
do feel that they are valid, at least valid enough to be considered as test hypotheses in
any formal ACDS evaluation. It should also be noted that for each issue we first

identify the issue and then state our recommendation regarding what could be done to
mitigate its negative impact.

Input Issues

11 issues are considered in this subsection: they are grouped into ACDS planning,
ACDS design and ACDS implementation issues.

ACDS Planning

o Issue: The absence of a formal needs assessment (and related functional
specification) effort has been a major reason for ACDSs -- especially their earlier
versions -- to have failed or not to have lived up to expectation. Recommenda-
tion: Inasmuch as ACDSs, like other automated systems, are constantly being
redeveloped or modified, a needs assessment/functional specification effort is
never too late, and the resultant document should be constantly updated.

o Issue: The lack of user involvement throughout the ACDS development process
i.e., planning, designing, testing, implementing, operating and maintaining) has
resulted in a lack of user support of ACDS at both the data input and data
utilization ends of the ACDS. Recommendation: User involvement should not

only be encouraged but mandated at every stage of the ACDS development -- and
redevelopment -- process.

o Issue: While LEAA -- in particular OBSCIS -- funds have been critical in the
development of ACDSs, they have not prevented the "reinventing of the wheel".
Recommendation: Despite the demise of LEAA, the federal government should
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continue to help states by funding i) basic ACDS research and development
efforts, ii) ACDS-related technical assistance assignments to requesting states,
iii) a national clearinghouse for ACDS-related information (including a yearly
national meeting for ACDS administrators to meet each other and to be exposed
to recent ACDS developments), and iv) an ACDS-related evaluation program.

o Issue: While SEARCH Group, Inc., has carried out its LEAA/BJS-funded act}vities
(to support OBSCIS and related developments) with diligence, it has had this role
since 1973. Recommendation: The federal government (i.e., the Bureau of
Justice Statistics) should every five years award -- on a competitive basis -- two,
five-year grants to carry out the above recommended activities: one grant to
carry out the first three activities; the second grant to carry out the fourth
evaluation activity.

ACDS Design

o Issue: Several problems can occur when the corrections agency does not have
direct control over its ACDS mainframe. Recommendation: As some are
currently planning, corrections agencies should consider the use of mini- and
microcomputers (especially in a linked network of distributed processors) -- the
impact and potential of these new technologies need to be evaluated.

o Issue: Several problems can occur when data elements and procedures are not
first clarified, codified and/or standardized. Recommendation: Data elements
and procedures should be continually clarified, codified, and/or standardized, and
a manual should be produced and updated accordingly.

o Issue: In regard to data base design, problems can occur if data files are
sequential; if the data base management system (DBMS) is not well understood; if
the historical data file cannot be directly accessed by statistical analysis
packages; and if no purging criteria exist for historical data. Recommendation:
Data files should be structured for random access; DBMSs should be comparative-
ly evaluated by using a "benchmark" testing procedure; historical data should be
aggregated in a manner that allows direct access by statistical analysis packages;
and suitable purging criteria should be developed.

o Issue: Creation of an initial data base for an ACDS is a major undertaking and
one whose difficulty has frequently been underestimated. Recommendation: The
manual records should be in good condition before attempting a conversion, which
may require the hiring of some extra, temporary data processing help.

ACDS Implementation

o Issue: User involvement and elaborate approaches to ACDS system testing have
been minimal. Recommendation: User involvement should be a requirement in
system testing; and the above recommended benchmark (i.e., a test package with
known results) for comparative DBMS assessment could also be used in system
testing.

o Issue: System documentation has been poor to nonexistent, causing problems in
system operation and maintenance. Recommendation: Documentation should be
mandated, and documentation standards should be added to the requirements of
any future funding in the ACDS area.
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o Issue: Most agencies have not carried out intensive user training, which in turn

has contributed to decreased user support. Recommendation: User training
should be intense and should be given to all members of the agency.

Process Issues

9 issues are considered in this subsection: they are grouped into ACDS support

and ACDS perforrnance issues.

ACDS Support

o Issue: ACDS performance has been negatively affected by the relatively low rank

o

of data processing administrators, the high turnover of data processing staff, and
frequent reorganizations within the corrections agency. Recommendation:
Records and data processing staff should report to the same administrator; data
processing staff should receive industry-level pay; and ACDS developers should
build a broad base of support within the corrections agency.

Issue: ACDS operation has been negatively affected by impractical designs,
programmers reassigned to other tasks, and contractors who are unfamiliar with
corrections. Recommendation: Data processing staff should include individuals
with corrections background; corrections should negotiate for administrative
control over programmers assigned to do its work; and contractors should be
closely supervised and required to produce good documentation.

Issue: Lack _of software maintenance has resulted in some severe problems.
Recommendat{on: Techniques (e.g., modular programming and structured pro-
gramming) which make the software easier to maintain should be employed, and

good system documentation, as well as explicit administrative procedures for
system maintenance, should be developed.

Issue: System security has been quite lax and the potential for misuses and abuses
of offender data exist. Recommendation: A minimum set of security require-
ments should be required of all ACDS.

I§sue: Reliab{e system cost data have been uniformly unavailable. Recommenda-
tion: Corrections agencies should separate out ACDS-related costs.

ACDS Performance

(o)

O

Issue: Althoggh for legal and practical reasons the manual files must duplicate at
lgast a portion of the ACDS files, redundant manual files (which could be
displaced by the ACDS) have been maintained. Recommendation: User training

and better communication between users and data processing staff should be
required.

Issue: Real-time (yersus delayed) file updating and local (versus central) data
entry have been topics of controversy. Recommendation: Real-time file updating
and local data entry should both be evaluated.

Issue: Although improving, data quality -- in terms of factual accuracy, entry

accuracy, completeness, §nd timeliness -- has been a problem. Recommendation:
Thg {‘\CDS should pe designed to be useful to those who enter data into ity user
training should be improved; thorough system testing should be undertaken; those
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Systemic Issues

entering data into the ACDS should be held accountable; procedures §houlfd Ee
established for reporting and correcting program errors; and periodic audits of the
ACDS files should be conducted. :

6 issues are considered in this subsection; they are grouped into ACDS environ-
ment, ACDS influence and ACDS evaluation issues.

Qutcome Issues ACDS Environment

7 issues are considered in this subsection: they are grouped into ACDS output and

o Issue: Very few ACDSs have interfaced with other criminal justice information
ACDS impact issues. ~vetm

systems. Recommendation: An ACDS should be automatically interfaced with

other criminal justice information systems, with special attention paid to security
and privacy issues.

o Issue: Most offender-based applications have been operating at the "data" level,
producing listings or summaries of dat.a. Recommendat;on: “Offepder—lr)‘asi:
applications (including inmate count taking and transportation scheduling) shou y
operate at the "information" level where the power of the computer could be use
to produce timely and relevant information.

o Issue: Transfers of ACDS technology have been few (i.e., mostly of the Basic
OBSCIS Software Package) transfers with mixed results. Recommendation:
Transfer of ACDS technology should be encouraged and the above recommended,
federally-funded, technical assistance contractor should assist in such transfers.

[
[
;.
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o Issue: There has been no technology transfer from other environments similar to

o Issue: While the operational or tactical needs of corrections are being met (at 7§ that. o.f. correcti ons._ Recommendation: ACDS developers shoulq lqok intq the
least partially), the more strategic needs of planning, research and management r - possibility of accessing the data systems technology from other similar environ-
have, for the most part, not been met. Recommendation: ACDS development | 3 ments, especially hospitals.
should continue to meet the tactical needs of corrections but should also ‘Il
concentrate on meeting their strategic needs. _ . ACDS Influence

o Issue: While they have been reporting to the NPS and UPR reporting programs, o | o Issue: Except in helping to prove fair treatment in a handful of litigation cases,
corrections agencies have problems with the reporting formats and see no benefit . !‘ ACDSs have not been used to protect an offender's right to have adequate and fair
in return for their efforts. Recommendation: The NPS and UPR should clarify

treatment. Recommendation: ACDSs should develop and implement applications

and standardize the reporting formats and should produce timely and reliable N | which can protect an offender's right to have adequate and fair treatment.

summaries of the data provided them- - il A o Issue: Except in a few cases, ACDS data have not been used to shed light on
ACDS Impact B § corrections issues, and ACDSs have not assisted in the monitoring of an agency's

Il compliance with correctional standards. Recommendation: ACDS data should ke

o Issue: While the ACDS applications have resulted in significant time savings for - - analysed to shed light on contemporary issues in corrections, and ACDSs shouid be

corrections staff, they have barely begun to make use of the power of the ] used to monitor an agency's compliance with correctional standards.

computer. Recommendation: ACDS should continue to be developed in those | . .

areas which would potentially yield the most time savings as well as those which i. - ACDS Evaluation

r's power.

make the Most Use of the Computers P l[ — o Issue: It should be noted that i) ACDS evaluations are nonexistent; ii) ACDS staff

o Issue: The attitudes of users toward ACDS have, for the most part, not been gl are unfamiliar about program evaluation; iii) ACDS goals are ambiguous; iv)

positive, primarily because of a lack of perceived l?epefits of the‘ A_CDS.
Recommendation: More user involvement and user training should be initiated
and carried out.

ACDS, as a program intervention, lacks integrity; v) ACDS environment is not
well defined; and vi) ACDS benefits are hard to quantify. Recommendation: A
i' i purposeful, systemic evaluation design should be able to mitigate the various
threats to the validity of an ACDS evaluation.

i

o Issue: The attitudes of some administrators toward ACDS have been less than
positive and have caused some severe problems. Recommendation: AQDS [ .
developers should, if possible, secure the support of most, if not all, corrections l
agency administrators.

i

RELATED ISSUES

While the previous sections contain a discussion of issues specific to our

| A
il

Preliminary and Analysis Samples of ACDSs, this section addresses critical policy-

o Issue: ACDS goals have been surreal, ambiguous and not measurable; their ‘I oriented issues that draw upon not only our understanding of ACDSs but also our
attainment have been mixed. Recommendation: ACDS goals should be realistic, -4 — experience with developing user-supported information systems, our recognition of the
specific and measurable. L J : general cut-back in federal funding of public programs, our knowledge of privacy and

fl' security issues, our awareness of the difference between data and information, and our
5. | vision of what an effective automated correctional information system could be. Thus,
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in this section, we consider the ACDS-related issues of user support, federal support,
privacy and security, data versus information, and an alternate system-

User Support

In this study, as well as in our previous experience with automated data systems,
we have frequently seen implemented systems which are operating without the support
of their users. This problern is so important that it has also received a great deal of
attention in the literature. Organizations cannot derive the benefits planned from their
automated systems if those systems do not have user support.

In fact, implementing an autornated data system without user support can hgve
far reaching detrimental effects. When employees have a negative attitude regarding
the system, error rates increase and acts of sabotage may occur. Specifically, i) data
are not supplied to the system (eventually the files become out-of-date or inaccurate);
ii) the system is not used or is used improperly; and iii) staff continue to use the old
methods while being expected to keep up the new system (thus they feel overworked
and their resentment of the new system is increased). These conditions may cause
morale to drop and staff turnover to rise, ultimately decreasing the productivity of the
organization.

The problem of lack of user support stems from the way in which an automated
system is implemented, the effects of an automated system on the organization, and
the users' perceptions of the system and its effects. It has long been recognized that
any change in the organization creates uncertainty which generates resistance. In the
introduction of an automated system, there are other causes of resistance as well.
Among them is the fact that automation or computerization always necessitates the
transfer of some power from theé user department to the data processing department.
Also, managers resist because functional lines, which were formerly clear, become
blurred by the introduction of the automated system. Further, the increase in volume
of data brought about by computerization overloads managers with data and data
processing-related tasks, causing a decrease in their job performance, at least by
traditional standards. Users at all levels of the organization are afraid of the way in
which the system may change their jobs, especially when their skills (which have been
developed over the years) are no longer needed and new skills must be developed. In
addition, the automated system may make the users' work harder: the users are
frequently inadequately prepared for the changes beforehand; they do not understand
how the system works; they feel the system is not compatible with their way of doing
things; and they do not have confidence that the system works properly. Furthermore,
the users frequently feel that the system has been imposed upon them from above and
that it provides no benefits to them as individuals. The user may be justified in these
complaints in that, particularly in government, automated systems may be introduced
because of requirements by state or federal legislatures or other government agencies,
without support from the installing agency's administration. Similarly, within the
organization, impetus for the development of systems may come from the data
processing department which has become a "skill bureaucracy", and thus powerful
enough to introduce a system which may not be desired by the users. Finally, certain
characteristics of the automated system itself imay tend to irritate users and thus
reduce their support; among them are rigidity of the system, obscure input and output
codes, and errors in the system.

The many conditions just detailed which cause a lack of user support need not
occur. Various steps can be taken to mitigate or eradicate these problems; they can be
grouped into i) those that apply through all the phases of planning, developing and
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implementing the automated system, ii) those that apply principally at the plannin
phase, iii) those that apply principally at the development phase, and iv) those tha
apply principally at the implementation phase. While those steps are detailed in the
report, it should be noted that if they had been followed in the development of the
existing ACDSs, many of the observed problems would not have occurred.

Federal Support

It is helpful to first summarize the impact that the federal -- mostly LEAA -~
support has had on ACDS development to date. We can state without qualification that
federal support for ACDS-related activities during the past decade has been very
beneficial; the number of ACDSs would not be as many and the state of ACDS
development would not be as advanced if it were not for federal support. Where would
the number and state of ACDSs be if there had been no federal support? Our best
estimates are that there would only be half as many ACDSs and only a third as much
advancement of ACDS technology. Certainly, the limited support -- an estimated 20
million dollars of LEAA support (which includes 11.9 million dollars for the OBSCIS
program) -- provided by the federal government could not have by itself resulted in such
widespread impact: indeed not, what the federal support has been able to do has been
to leverage state and local spending in this area. Thus, in this case, the federal role has
been quite appropriate and effective; it has not only stimulated state and local interest
in ACDSs, but also provided direction and support.

While the federal money has, for the rnost part, been effectively spent, two
activity changes would have, in our opinion, enhanced this effectiveness. First, in
terms of the OBSCIS program, the OBSCIS guidelines -- in particular, the implementa-
tion-related guidelines -- should have been better enforced; this would have prevented
ACDS developers from falling into the same problem areas and subsequently "reinvent-
ing the wheel". Second, the technical assistance provided to the states should not only
have included ACDS audits or reviews, but also more basic assistance (e.g., needs
assessment, functional specifications, hardware specifications, proposal review, and
software debugging). This type of assistance, although costly, would have been cost-
effective in the long-run, since many ACDS developers have been "learning by doing';
basic technical assistance would have shortened this learning process and, again,
prevented much "reinventing of the wheel".

Given the demise of the LEAA and the general cut-back in federal funding of
public programs, what should the federal role be in supporting ACDS development? Our
recommendation is that the federal government should support four types of ACDS-
related activities. First, the federal government should continue to support basic ACDS
research and development efforts, including the research of correctional data needs and
the development of offender-based application modules (that is, basic application
programs which must be modified to meet the specific needs of a particular agency).
Second, the federal government should expand its support of technical assistance
assignments to states which require them; the assignments could range from general
ACDS audits or reviews to more basic assistance, as defined above. Third, the federal
government should expand its support of a national clearinghouse for ACDS-related
information; the clearinghouse should actively seek out information and should also
sponsor a yearly national meeting for ACDS administrators to meet each other and to
be exposed to recent ACDS developments. Fourth, the federal government should
institute an ACDS-related evaluation program, which would provide the needed
feedback with regard to what works, what doesn't work, and why.
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In regard to a mechanism for carrying out the above four activities, we

recommend that the federal government (i.e., the Bureau of Justice .Stat_istics)-award -
on a competitive basis -- two five-year grants: the first to an organization which would

carry out the first three activities; and the other to an organization which would carry
out the fourth evaluation activity.

Privacy and Security

For any modern society to function, even somewhat efficiently, vast amounts of
information must be collected, analyzed, and the results utilized for tl"ne proper
functioning of institutions within the society. The increasgd bureaucratization of
modern society has resulted in larger data systems and with them have erper.ged
potential problems concerning the misuse and abuse of such systems. And .w1t.h1.n a
democracy, government must concern itself with the proper balancing of "fhe individu-
al's "right to privacy" and the government's (and society's) "right to know". Thus, any
data system must be comprehensive and accurate; it must be secure from misuse and
abuse; and it must protect the privacy of the individuals.

Ever since the establishment of statewide correctional institutions, correctional
data systems have always existed, both to track inmates with@n the system as well as
for administrative and other functions. With the computerization or automation of the
correctional data system, access to inmate information is quicker, if not easier, thus
compounding the privacy and security concerns. It should, however, be noted ‘that
security and privacy are concerns in any data system, manua! or computerized,
correctional or other.

In regard to ACDSs, we note that while no’significant privacy ,anc} se‘curity
problems have occurred to date, the potential is there, since system security Is la?(.
Further, privacy and security problems could become even more exarcebated in
situations where an ACDS is automatically or electronically interfaced with other
automated data systems, including other criminal justice systems. Fortunately, as one
systems designer at a correctional institution said, "there just does not seem to be much
market value for stolen offender data". If adequate privacy and security measures are
not implemented and this "market value" rises, then it is quite possible that the
frequency of privacy and security abuses would go up.

Data Versus Information

Although it is proper english to use the words "data" and "information" inter-
changeably, it is instructuve to distinguish between the two words from a computeriza-~
tion or automation perspective. Data reflect the most basic knowledge while
information reflects a higher level of knowledge: information is data put through some
type of analysis or processing -~ or, in our words, information is "analysed or processed
data".

In terms of the operational and management (including planning and research)
needs of corrections, it is obvious that both data and information are needed. The
operations staff at the institutions must be able to access the raw offender-based data
for a number of reasons; they may, for example, require a listing of the names of all the
inmates -- a simple data utility program can perform this function. In another example,
they may require the names of all the inmates in a specific prison program; although
this is also a listing, it would require an application program to go through the offender-
based data base to extract the names of those inmates whose records indicate that they
are enrolled in the specified program. The particular application program is, In
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essence, an analyser or processor of data; thus, its output is information. Consequently,
the operational need to make tactical decisions require both data and information.

The management (including planning and research) need, on the other hand, is
more strategic in nature: it requires, almost exclusively, information rather than data -
- that is, management's strategic decisions would typicalily concern groups (or may be
the entire population) of offenders rather than individual offenders. It should obviously
be noted that when we say that only information is required, we do not mean that data
would not play a role (indeed, it does, since information is analysed or processsed data),
but we simply mean that a higher level of knowledge is required.

Given our definitions for data and information, what are possible analysers or
processors of data? We have already indicated that application programs serve to
process data into information; thus, the application programs which respectively
support all the various offender-based applications are data processors. There is,
however, a more powerful and more general data processor, called a data base
management system (DBMS). Although there are several available DBMSs (e.g., IBM's
Information Mangement System (IMS), MRI's System 2000, Cullinane Corporations's
Integrated Database Management System (IDMS), Cincom System's TOTAL, Software
AG's Adaptable Data Base System (ADABAS)), their objectives are the same: namely,
to facilitate data organization and data access. A DBMS offers a number of advantages
over a basic data utililty program, including i) a user's view of the data that is usually
quite different from the way data are stored in the computer; ii) a data language which
allows the user to retrieve, update, insert, and delete data from the data base; iii) data
independence, whereby the application programs are protected from changes in the
hardware, operating system, and data storage devices; iv) data sharing, whereby all the
applications use one copy of the data base; v) security, whereby only authorized
individuals, terminals, and programs can performn specific functions; and vi) data

integrity, whereby hardware and software defects would not make the data base
inconsistent.

In considering the historical development of ACDSs, we have, in general, noted a
gradual, three-phase process. First, the corrections agency loads a selected set of
offender-based data (usually, just an offender's name and a few other identifiers) on an
available (usually belonging to the state data center) central processing unit (with
operating system); the outputs are restricted to simple listings made available by a
basic data utility program that is typically provided as a part of the operating system.
Then, after some experience and the allocation of an explicit budget for data processing
activities, the agency enters into a second phase in which the data base is expanded to
include many more offender characteristics and programmers are hired (or loaned from
the state data center) to develop special application programs for specific analyses or
applications. Most agencies with ACDSs are obviously in this phase of their ACDS
development. Some agencies, however, having had more experience and having
allocated a larger budget for data processing activities, are entering into a third phase
in which they acquire a DBMS so as to facilitate the organization of an ever-increasing
data base, as well as to minimize the need to write application programs for an ever-
increasing number of demands.

In overlaying our concepts of data and information on the three-phase ACDS
development process, we can state that a phase one automated system is clearly a data
system, a phase three system is clearly an information system, while a phase two
system represents a hybrid version of the two indicated systems. We feel that an
information system should have some sort of a DBMS which would allow for an easy
access to and processing of the data; further, we feel that an information system should
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have some capability of on-line, ad hoc queries (for which DBMSs are _esp_eclally well
suited). Given this more stringent definition for an information system, It is clear that
most, if not all, ACDSs are indeed data systems; it should be noted tha.t.none of the 19
ACDSs which possess DBMSs have implemented a systems-wide capability for on-hne;,
ad hoc queries (a few have this capability for central office staff only). However, it
should just be a matter of time before one or more of the current ACDSs become a
complete automated correctional information system (ACIS). As an ACIS, tl*}e system
would serve both the operational and management needs of corrections, while, as an
ACDS, the system would primarily serve the operational need (although not half as
effectively as would an ACIS). Consequently, we recommend that, subject to budgetary

constraints and individual needs, the current ACDSs (which are tactically -- or
operationally --oriented) should grow into ACISs (which would be both tactically and
strategically -- or management -- oriented) so as to be of maximum utility to
corrections.

Actually, the above recommendation that ACDSs become ACISs is nothing more
than recommending that the power of the computer be used. While ACDSs are, for the
most part, automated analogs of previous manual procedures and processes, ACISs are
more proactive and attempt to improve on those procedures and processes, by making
available useful (i.e., timely and relevant) decision-oriented information.

Finally, it should be cautioned that our strong endorsement of a DBMS-based ACIS
should be tempered by cost considerations. A DBMS is costly to implement, and its
maintenance would require an almost full-time data base administrator. Further, it is
unclear as to which type or which available DBMS is best suited for corrections.
Consequently, we recommend that an evaluation be undertaken to assess the various
DBMSs; this would first require the development of an appropriate and comprehensive
correctional! "benchmark" which could then be employed to comparatively evaluate the
performance of the various DBMSs.

An Alternate System

In this subsection, we attempt to answer the question: Given our current
knowledge of ACDSs, what could be an effective automated correctional information
system? Since the effectiveness of current ACDSs seems mixed, at best,we have tried
to identify an alternate approach to ACDS development. Our driving force has been the
realization that current ACDSs lack user support. Aside from taking the various steps
which would gain and maintain user support, we have noted that i) users have a need for
decision-oriented information (not just listings or summaries of data elements), and ii)
users have a need to "control" their data (and not to give it up to a distant data storage
device that is under someone else's -- most likely data processing's -- jurisdiction). The
latter need is based on the perception that data constitute power, a perception that is
held in many organizations, both public and private organizations.

Fortunately, the state of computer technology is such that the above two needs
can be very appropriately met. First, the DBMS can be a very effective analyser or
processor of data into information. Second, a distributed network of computers
(including mainframes, minicomputers and microcomputers) can allow for a data base in
which data are geographically distributed, with each data set residing in a computer (or
"node") at or near the location where it is entered; yet, all the data in such a network
can still be viewed as one data base and are available from all nodes, subject to the
access constraints of the network. Further, the processing of data can also be carried
out locally, on a distributed basis. In sum, the system that we feel would be effective
in the corrections environment, especially in a large environment, is a distributed

XX

— T

li ) |

-

| i
(- . .
|

H

m .
I S S—

'

automated correctional information system (DACIS). Although we are confident that
DACIS, if properly implemented, would enhance user support, we have obviously not
been able to fully develop this alternative system; such a developmental study is
recommended.

A key consideration is whether and how to interface DACIS with other criminal
justice data systems. We feel that any automated correctional system should be
electronically or automatically interfaced with other criminal justice data systems,
especially if they require some of the same data elements. The problems of privacy and
security, although real, can be overcome by limiting access and monitoring all
interchanges between systems. In regard to a DACIS interface with another criminal
justice data system, DACIS could treat the other system as just another node (if it
contains just one computer) or another network (if it itself is a distributed system);
thus, one day an automated criminal justice information system could be characterized
as a multi-network system.

FUTURE ACTIVITIES

Two development and four evaluation activities are recommended. All six
activities deserve immediate attention; they should be funded by the federal govern-
ment and carried on in coordination with each other. It should be noted that either one
or all four of the evaluation activities could be carried out as an NEP Phase II effort.
Alternatively, the NEP Phase II study could be an intensive evaluation of any ACDS. In
sum, we strongly recommend that an NEP Phase II effort be carried out: we must begin
to evaluate ACDSs so that we can determine what works, what doesn't, and why.

Development Activities

We recommend the development of a benchmark for ACDS testing purposes and a
detailed design for a distributed automated correctional information system (DACIS).

Benchmark

One of the most striking findings of our study is the absence, in almost every
case, including the prototype OBSCIS system, of an element which could be an
extremely valuable tool: & prototypical test package or benchmark. Testing, at the
system level, serves a multitude of purposes. The one most commonly thought of is to
verify that the programs are free of bugs; however, a well designed benchmark should
also serve i) to assure that the system performs as the users expect it will; ii) as a
vehicle for training users and generating their trust in the system; iii) as a test of
associated manual procedures as well as the computer programs themselves; iv) to
monitor system performance and accuracy as changes are made in the course of normal
maintenance; v) as an aid to debugging when problems arise; and vi) as an aid to
evaluating different systems (e.g., DBMSs).

The benchmark mark should have three components: input data, processing
instructions, and expected results. The input data should be carefully constructed to
include the most common examples of all types of offender-based transactions, all
possible valid field values, and all types of errors, each in every possible combination.
The processing instructions should be extremely complete and explicit; they should
include all data cards and/or control cards to be changed, the names and locations of all
files, and any other information which might be needed. The preparation of the
expected results should be closely coupled with the preparation of the test input, and
may constitute the major portion of the test development. In addition, the benchmark
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should contain tests for batch, on-line, and, possibly, real-time applications. Further,
the benchmark itself should be field tested as a part of this development effort.

DACIS

In order to provide a detailed DACIS design, it is obvious that a speqific
corrections environment must be identified; it should be an appropriate corrections
agency which has a genuine interest in implementing such a design. The design
developer should take into consideration such issues as types of network, type of
computers, number of computers (not every institution need or should have a gomputer),
system-wide procedures and protocols, maintenance, training, security, privacy, and
cost.

Evaluation Activities

We recommend the evaluation of i) DBMSs, ii) DACIS, iii) real-time offender-
based applications, and iv) data entry location.

DBMSs

Using the benchmark produced as a result of the above recomrnended development
activity, various DBMSs should be evaluated in their respective ACDS environments.
Since 19 states have DBMSs, it should not be difficult to select a representative sample
of DBMSs (say, six) to carry out a comparative evaluation. It should be noted that what
we are recommending here is a performance -- not systemic -- evaluation; our purpose
is to compare the available DBMSs to see which one(s) is(are) best suited for the
corrections environment.

DACIS

Three states (Michigan, Wisconsin and Minnesota) are planning to implement a
distributed system. Although their systems may not be the same type of DACIS that is
produced as a result of the above recommended development activity, it would still be
worthwhile to evaluate one or more of these systems, so that an initial base of
knowledge about distributed systems can be established.

Real-Time Offender-Based Applications

Real-time file updating could be beneficial in certain offender-based application
areas (e.g., inmate count taking and transportation scheduling), but, on the other hand,
it is costly to support. Consequently, we are recommending a cost-benefit or cost-
utility type of evaluation in this case.

Data Entry Location

As stated earlier, there is controversy about where the data should be entered
into the computer: locally or centrally. In order to help resolve this controversy, we
recommend conducting an evaluation of a corrections agency which is planning a data
entry location change (most likely, from central to local).

POLICY QUESTIONS

Finally, in this section, we answer some key policy questions, being as brief as
possible and without attempting to address the underlying reasons, which can, of course
be found in the body of the report.
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What has been the size of federal support for automated correctional data
systems (ACDSs)?

Our best estimate is that, during the past decade, the size of the federal --
almost exclusively, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) --
support for ACDS development has been about 20 million dollars, which includes

11.9 million dollars for the Offender-Based State Corrections Information System
(OBSCIS) program.

What has been the impact of this support?

We can state without qualification that federal support for ACDS-related
activities has been very beneficial; the number of ACDSs would not be as many
and the state of ACDS development would not be as advanced if it were not for
federal support. Further, federal support has been able to leverage state and
local spending in this area.

How many jurisdictions have ACDSs?

Depending on how far along in its development before a system can be
called an ACDS, no more than 46 states have an ACDS; also, the Federal Bureau
of Prisons, several counties and several municipalities have an ACDS. Our study,
however, has concentrated on state level ACDSs.

What is the state of ACDS development?

Some ACDSs have as few as two offender-based applications (while others
have 10 times that number); some have on-line capabilities (while the majority do
not); some have data base management systems (while the majority do not); and
some have minicomputers (while the majority do not). In general, we feel that
most ACDS applications are no more than automated analogs of previous manual
operations, and the power of the computer has not been used to improve on those
operations. However, ACDS development is continuing, although it is being set
back by the demise of the LEAA.

Given the demise of the LEAA and the general cut-back in federal funding of

public programs, what shoula the federal role be in supporting ACDS Jevelop-
ment?

The federal government should support four types of ACDS-related activi-
ties. First, the federal government should continue to support basic ACDS
research and development efforts, including the identification of correctional
data needs and the development of offender-based application modules. Second,
the federal government should expand its support of technical assistance assign-
ments to states which require them; the assignments could range from general
ACDS audits or reviews to more basic assistance (e.g., some types of software
debugging). Third, the federal government should expand its support of a national
clearinghouse for ACDS-related information; the clearinghouse should actively
seek out information and should also sponsor a yearly national meeting for ACDS
administrators to meet each other and to be exposed to recent ACDS develop-
ments. Fourth, the federal government should institute an ACDS-related evalua-
tion program, which would provide the needed feedback with regard to what
works, what doesn't, and why.
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1 INTRODUCTION

All but a handful of the 50 states in the U.S. have implemented or are in the
process of implementing some version of an automated (i.e., computer-based) correc-
tional data system (ACDS)*; in fact, many systems have been upgraded or changed
several times since their inception, which, in some cases, date back to a dozen years or
more. The creation of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) in the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Street Act of 1968 has significantly accelerated the
development and proliferation of ACDSs. It is estimated -- based on an extrapolation
of data contained in the LEAA Grant Management Information System --that close to
20 million dollars of LEAA's total budget have been expended on ACDSs. Together with
substantial state level funding, the total estimate of ACDS related spending could be
well in excess of 200 million dollars. Further, the adoption of ACDSs by certain
counties (e.g., St. Louis County and San Diego County) and local jails (e.g., Washington,
D.C.) would also serve to bolster this conservative estimate.

An obvious question is whether ACDSs are effective or, more precisely, cost-
effective? It is, of course, the purpose of this National Evaluation Program (NEP)
Phase I assessment to answer this question or, at least, to begin to answer the question.
Unfortunately, the paucity of available information and knowledge about ACDs
prevents us from providing an explicit answer at this time; indeed, there has, to date,
been no impact evaluation or cost-effectiveness analysis of the ACDS**, Moreover, as
highlighted in Section 5.1, although there are many potential effectiveness-related
benefits of an implemented ACDS, they are typically very difficult to both quantity and
measure. Additionally, cost-related data are also not readily available. Nevertheless
and in the spirit of an NEP' Phase I study, we have been able to i) define and detail
pertinent ACDS issues, ii) identify gaps in the present state of knowledge, and iii) make
recommendations concerning future research and evaluation activities (including an
expanded NEP Phase II study) which should be undertaken to fill those gaps. In addition
to meeting the policy needs of NEP's sponsor, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ),
the contents of this report should also be helpful to those correctional agencies which
are contemplating a development or redevelopment of their ACDS.

In the remainder of this introductory section, some pertinent background issues
are briefly considered in Section l.l, while the study approach is detailed in Section 1.2
and the scope of the report is outlined in Section 1.3.

1.1 BACKGROUND ISSUES

As the name implies, an automated correctional data system focuses on the
intersection between corrections and automated data systems. Consequently any ACDS
study or assessment must first be sensitive to the critical issues in these two individual
areas before considering the third intersecting or overlapping area of ACDS.

*A glossary of abbreviations and acronyms follows Section 6 of this report.
**Actually, an NEP Phase I assessment of a topic area is typically based on a
systematic analysis of previous evaluations in the area; in this ACDS area, however, we
have been limited to information obtained from i) a review of the literature (including
project reports and memoranda), ii) telephone interviews, and iii) site visits.




CORRECTIONS

As reflected in Exhibit 1, criminal justice is big business, and, in terms of total
expenditures, corrections account for nearly a quarter of that business, which is being
supported, for the most part, by state and local revenues. Corrections may be defined
as the "community's official reactions to the convicted offender whether adult or
juvenile" (National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 1974,
p. 2). This definition includes the probation and parole functions as part of corractions
but excludes the responsibility for those detained and for those who pass through the
juvenile court system (which is considered non-criminal in most states and from which
no convictions can result). The precise definition of corrections varies from state to
state, usually excluding probation and somewhat less often excluding parole as well.
For the purpose of this study, corrections refer to those organizations responsible for
the incarceration of sentenced offenders. However, certain automated data systems
dealing with probationers, detainees, or parolees have been included in this study: these
are systems which have been implemented as a part of or in conjunction with systems
dealing with incarcerated, sentenced offenders.

The field of corrections is "currently a battlefield of ideas and ideologies"
(Schwartz et al., 1980, p. 1). On the one hand, correctional institutions are perceived as
merely a means of housing society's rejects; this is reflective of the "hard line"
approach to crime control, which includes drastic curtailment of the rights of criminal
suspects (Radzinowitz and Wolfgang, 1971; Inban and Carrington, 1971). Such a narrow
and severe viewpoint may also have a detrimental effect on the reintegration of
offenders when they are released from these institutions. On the other hand, other
criminal justice experts believe in the capacity of lawbreakers for lawful behavior
(Skoler, 1971; Fox, 1972). That is, one of the purposes of actions taken against
lawbreakers should be to '"give society an opportunity to attempt to transform
lawbreakers into law-abiding citizens" (President's Commission, 1967, p. 7). Although
the conservative wind that is currently sweeping the nation seems to support the hard
line, "just deserts" approach to crime control, there are three critical reasons why the
field of corrections will continue to remain in a state of conflict and flux.

First, the underlying social forces (i.e., life-styles, demographics, economics,
politics, and technologies) are in a constant state of change and uncertainty; thus,
society's perception of such issues as crime control and corrections will reflect these
uncertainties. Moreover, the emergence of "new crimes" (i.e., electronic crimes,
personal privacy violations, tax evasions, white collar frauds, political influence bribes,
and high technology thefts), coupled with the persistence of the "traditional" offenses,
will pose additional problems for the field of corrections. Second, the fact that
"corrections inherits any inefficiency, inequity and improper discrimination that may
have occurred in any earlier step of the criminal justice process" (National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 1974, p.5) is another reason why
the goals of corrections cannot be developed in a vacuum and remain unchanged. Third,
because the deterrent and/or rehabilitative effects of corrections have not been
empirically established, the corrective aspects of corrections remain in doubt and
subject to criticism.

In order to better understand corrections and to help resolve the conflicting
viewpoints, it is necessary to approach corrections from a consistent policy-oriented
perspective. Exhibit 2 depicts such a policy-oriented model; it is seen that the goals
and standards of corrections must be i) sensitive to prevailing social values, ii)
cognizant of legal requirements, and iii) constrained by available public resources.
Additionally, in budgeting, managing and operating correctional facilities, it is impor-
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Exhibit 1

Direct Criminal Justice Expenditures by Level of Government and Activity
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FISCAL YEARS

(a) Direct Expenditures Over Time and by Level of Government

Activity

Police Protection

Judicial

Legal Services and
Prosecution

Public Defense

Corrections

Other Criminal

Justice
Total

Dollar Amount in Billions (Row %/Column %)

Federal State Local Total
1.952 1.892 9.261 13.105
(14.9/63.2) (14.4/28.3) (70.7/64.7) (100/54.4)
0.295 1.013 1.727 3.035
(9.7/9.6) (33.4/15.1) (56.9/12.1) (100/12.6)
0.216 0.386 0.867 1.469
(14.7/7.0) (26.3/5.8) (59.0/6.1) (100/6.1)
0.209 0.098 0.217 0.524
(39.9/6.8) (18.7/1.5) (41.4/1.5) (100/2.2)
0.331 3.177 2.008 5.516
(6.0/10.7) (57.6/47.5) (36.4/14.0) (100/22.9)
0.087 0.123 0.228 0.438
(19.9/2.8) (28.1/1.8) (52.0/1.6) (100/1.8)
3.090 6.689 14.308 24 .087
(12.8/100) (27.8/100) (59.4/100) (100/100)

(b) Direct 1978 Expenditures By Activity

SOURCE':

Bureau of the Census, 1980
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Exhibit 2

A Policy-Oriented Model for Corrections

Legal Requirements

What rights and
legalities should be
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tant not only to provide the necessary services (i.e., reactive programs) but also to
experiment with innovative and potentially effective programs (i.e., proactive pro-
grams). An essential aspect of our policy-oriented model for corrections is the
feedback provided by the evaluation component; sound policy decisions should always
take into consideration evaluative information. Some of the unanswered questions or
issues in each of the model components are listed in Exhibit 3. Data -- or, more
specifically information (which can be thought of as analysed data) -- must be employed
to shed light on these issues. The degree to which automated data systems have helped
to address these issues is, of course, an object of our study.

AUTOMATED DATA SYSTEMS

Data systems can range from a completely manual to a completely computer-
based or automated system. In terms of storing, retrieving and analyzing data, an
automated system is presumably superior to a manual one, especially when the amount
of data is large. Despite these advantages, an automated system can develop problems
in regard to the security, privacy and confidentialilty of data. In the case of manual
systems, the safeguard measures could be relatively straightforward. However, it
would appear that greater caution is needed for automated systems because large
amounts of information may now be collected, processed and shared. Thus, automation
seems to have accentuated the privacy issue. Many individuals have been apprehensive
about the rapid developments in computer technology, especially because it could result
in organizations collecting more extensive personal data on individuals. On the other
hand, Westin and Baker {1972) have stated that there is a limit on the information that
can be collected and shared.

Exhibit 4 contains a list of issues which should be considered in botnh the design
and/or evaluation of an automated data system. Several issues deserve more discussion.
One of these is the "learning capability” of an automated system; this is the ability of
the system to identify operating deficiencies and to diagnose system malfunctions. The
results could be accomplished by having the system monitor its own performance.
Specific internal system checks could be provided in the basic system design to detect
failures or errors (Tien, 1973). For example, system monitors could be warned when
expected events do not occur or when the system finds itself in an unusual state. In
addition, this could serve as a security measure, and knowledge of this monitoring
activity could deter individuals from indulging in misuse or abuse of the system.

The adaptive capabililty is an important corollary to the learning capability.
After identifying an operating deficiency, the system must be able to be adaptively
modified to correct or compensate for the deficiency. In more general terms,
adaptability implies a flexibility to provide smooth man-machine interactions, to meet
peak load and other unexpected demands, and to cope with system growth and a
changing environment (Tien, 1973). Any evaluation must assess the system's adaptive
capability.

In the context of adaptability it is also important to determine whether provisions
have been made for the system to grow and adapt to a changing environment. Whatever
initial installation is made, changes required as the system matures should not produce
chaos or necessitate huge reprogramming efforts. Major sections of hardware and
software should be capable of being replaced or substantially modified with a minimum
of perturbation on the rest of the system. In this respect, modularization should be the
basic design concept. The operating software elements should be programmed as
separable sub-routines. New hardware and software modules should be implemented
and debugged without compromising the operating system. It is expected that
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Exhibit 3

Issues in Corrections

« Are society's views changing with respect to such issues as sentencing,
imprisonment, community-based corrections, probation, parole,
rehabilitation, treatment and restitution?

- Is incarceration more desirable than supervision (i.e., probation and
parole) in achieving society's aims for the offender?

+ To what extent is corrections merely reacting to the actions of other
criminal justice system components (i.e., police, prosecution,
judicial, probation, and parole)?

» Would corrections be more effective with greater community involvement?

+ How is the future of correctional instituticens affected by the conflict-
ing viewpoints of most communities {which oppose establishment of insti-
tutions in their vicinity) and most criminologists (who favor the
establishment of institutions near communities)?

» How does public opinion influence correctional operations and programs?

Legal Requirements

- Should sentences be determinate?

- Are offenders' records adequately protected from unauthorized access
by other offenders or by people outside the corrections agency?

+ What services are required to ensure offenders' rights regarding i)
due process and the administration of discipline within the prison,
ii) due process and the granting and revocation of parole; iii)
censorship of incoming and outgoing mail, iv) adequate medical and
dental care, v) visitation, vi) racial discrimination, vii) employ-
ment and payment for such employment, and viii) religious freedom?

Public Resources

- Should more money be allocated to corrections?

« What is the impact of budget limitations (e.g., California's
Proposition 13 and Massachusetts Proposition 2-1/2) on corrections?

+ Should prison industries be allowed to compete with private
industry?

+ Should prison industries pay wages comparable to private industry?

Goals and Standards

What is the primary goal of corrections -~ retribution, rehabilitation,

incapacitation, or deterrence?

Should corrections be an independent agency, part of an umbrella

social services agency, or part of an umbrella criminal justice agency?

Should probation and/or parole be implicitly integrated within

corrections?

+ What should the required interactions and links be between corrections
and other criminal justice system components?

+ Would integration of juvenile and adult correctional services -- not
integration of the juvenile and adult populations -- result in improved
management efficiency?

« Should local correctional agencies be organized so that the population
can be redistributed to community-based, locally operated prisons?

« Should correctional officers' role be primarily custodial or
rehabilitative?

« Should high tevel corrections administrators be political appointees?

Goals and Standards (Cont'd)

- What is an appropriate prison size?

« Are available offender classification methods valid?

+ Should there be explicit standards (e.g., those promulgated by the
American Correctional Association) for correctional institutions?

+ How could compliance with available standards be encouraged or enforced?

Budgeting _and Management

+ How should the correctional budget be & Vocated between providing security
and providing services to the offender?

+ Should existing prison facilities be expanded and/or new facilities be
built?

» Is the allocation and scheduling of capacity and services efficient and
effective with respect to offender type and length of sentence?

Facility Operation

+ In terms of the individual offender or inmate, what procedures are
employed for carrying out an inmate's admission, examinations (both
physical and mental), classifications, program assignments, intra-facility
transfers, inter-facility transfers, fund accounting, special needs,
visitations, and parole hearings?

In terms of information requirements, what procedures are employed to

meet the information needs of such diverse groups as inmates, managers,
researchers, national reporting agencies, judges, prosecutors, and
national policy makers?

Reactive Programs

- What services or programs are mandated by law and/or correctional
standards?

+ Which, if any, of the various available programs (e.g., educational,
vocational training, work release, group or individual psychotherapy,
victim restitution, etc.) have a beneficial effect on offenders and/or
society?

Proactive Programs

- Should long-term inmates participate in programs different than those
for short-term inmates?
« Are there other innovative and potentially effective programs?

Program Evaluation

+ Is recidivism rate a valid weasure of program effectiveness?

» Is there any relationship between recidivism and types of rehabilitative
programs?

- What data requirements are necessary in order to obtain pertinent
evaluative information?

+ How could the goals and standards specification, budgetary, management
and facility operation processes be upgraded?

Saa o
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Exhibit 4

Issues in Automated Data Systems

Systems Requirements

» Who are the users and what are their needs?

+ What kinds of applications and analyses does the system need to perform?

- What kind of system is appropriate {i.e., degree of computerization,

data base management programs, analyses capabilities, etc.)?
What budgetary, organizational and political constraints must the
system satisfy?

- How much personal information should be stored in the system?
- Should information be purged after fulfilling its initial objectives,

and, if so, how?

« Who should have access to what information?

System Design

.

.

Are appropriate data items included?
How much coding is required per data element?

« What hardware, software, and communication items are needed?
- How should the system be configured?
- What are the file structure and their file items and do they meet

the requirements for data collection?

- What are the securily and validation procedures in connection with

collection, conversion and use of data?

- What report generating capabiiity does it have?
- What is the extent of the system's “learning capability" (i.e., the

ability to identify operating deficiencies and to diagnose system
malfunctions)?

What is the extent of the system's "adaptive capability” (i.e., the
ability to correct or compensate for an identified operating
deficiency)?

How does one safeguard against misuse and abuse of the data system?

System Development

« Has a functional analysis performed before system development?
+ Are there any institutional or management constraints in the develop-

- What are Lhe advantages/disadvantages of a tailor-nmade system as opposed

ment and implementation of the system?

to a generalized data base management system?

« llow is the system's potential adaptability to both data growth and

technological development (i.e., microcomputers and distributed
processing)?

b

System Operation

« How is the system's security and privacy of data maintained?

« Are the reliability and maintainability of the hardware and software

of the system adequate relative to system performance?

+ How are data validated for accuracy?

+ What kind of back-up system is available to ensure smooth and
efficient system operation?

« How does file structure affect system operation?

+ Are the operating procedures well documented?

- Are explicit transactions (i.e., transactions by the users) relatively

straightforward?

- What is the level of implicit transactions (i.e., transactions by the

computer)?
+ Are inquiries and updates easy to perform?
+ What are the operational (recurring and non-recurring) costs?
- What is the benefit and cost-effectiveness of the system?

System Interface

+ How compatible is the system in terms of man-machine interaction?

« Can the system's data be interfaced with other data sets?

+ Can the system's hardware and scoftware be interfaced with those of
other systems?

» How is the organizational structure (including the distribution of
power) affected by the introduction of the automated data system?
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ocomputers and distributed processing.
ground information concerning our NEP Phase I to
major ACDS-related activities which have occurr

reporting of ACDS-related statistics.

dies which assess related criminal justice dat
grants and programs are referred to and discussed at

maintainability and reliability on the performance of the automated
we refrain from further discussing them here
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Exhibit 5
Major ACDS-Related Activities

Reguirements Studies

- Correctionetics: Modular Approach to An Advanced Correctional Informa-
tion System [Hill and Woodall, 1972]
Funded by the National Institute of Mental Health, this six-volume
report provides a framework for ACDS development.

- Offender-Based State Corrections Information System (0OBSCIS) [SEARCH

Group, Inc., 1975]
Funded by the LEAA and conducted by Project SEARCH (now, SEARCH
Group, Inc.), this study resulted in a design for an 8-module (i.e.,
admissions, assessment, institutions, parole, movement status,
legal status, management and research, national reporting) ACDS.

- State Corrections Resource Management Systems [SEARCH Group, Inc., 1980]
Funded by the LEAA, this study provided the impetus for expanding
the offender-based OBSCIS into a Corrections Management Information
System (CMIS). .

- Correctional Data Analysis Systems [Friel et al., 1980]
Funded by the LEAA, this study describes the nature of the informa-
tion needed to plan, manage, monitor, evaluate and analyse cor-

rectional activities and identifies transferable technologies which
can assist in meeting this need.

Federal Development Grants

« Comprehensive Data Systems (CDS) Program (1976-1980)
Funded by the LEAA, this program provided grants to states which
o wished to establish and/or upgrade (including automating) their
Offender Based Transaction Statistics {OBTS), Computerized
Criminal Histories (CCi), and Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) [LEAA,
1976]. (Statistical analysis centers were also funded by this CDS
program, )

« Offender-Based State Corrections Information System (OBSCIS) Program
(1974-1980)

Funded by the LEAA, this program provided grants to states which
intended to establish and/or upgrade their ACDSs in consonance with
the SEARCH-developed, OBSCIS guidelines. 35 states and Washington,
D.C. have received OBSCIS grants. (A Basic OBSCIS Software Package,
developed jointly by lowa and SEARCH Group, Inc., was later trans-
ferred to Connecticut, Utah, South Dakota and Alaska, while a mini-
computer version of the package was implemented in Kansas and Idaho.)

« Corrections Management Information System (CMIS) Program {1979-Present)
Funded by the LEAA, this program allows SEARCH Group, Inc., to pro-
vide Timited ACDS-related technical assistance to states and to
develop £MIS modules. The first two modules currently being devel-
oped are visitor control and inmate fund accounting; other modules

being contemplated include prison industries, food management,
transportation, and inventory control.

Assessment Studies

Information Technology and Urban Management in the United States
[Eracmer et al., 1976])
Funded by the National Science Foundation, this study obtained find-

ings reqgarding automated urban data systems that, for the mnst part,
do not contradicl our ACDS findings.

Assessment Studies (Cont'd)

+ Evaluation of the Accomplishments and Impacts of the Programs of LEAA
in the Areas of Information Systems Development and Statistics
Services [McMullan and Ries, 1976}

Funded by the LEAA, this study obtained findings regarding auto-
mated criminal justice data systems that, for the most part, do
not contradict our ACDS findings.

» Criminal Statistics: Federal Efforts to Produce Statistical Informa-
tion]about Crime and Criminals in the United States [Chilton,
1978

Funded by the LEAA, this study concluded that most automated
criminal justice data systems -- including OBSCIS -- do not auto-
matically contribute to the national statistical reporting programs

- Two Related National Evaluation Program Phase I Studies [Kreindel et
al., 1977; Broupnstein et al., 7979]

Funded by the LEAA, these studies obtained findings regarding
automated courts [Kreindel etal., 1977] and prosecution management
[Brounstein et al., 1979] information systems that, for the most
part, do not contradict our ACDS findings, including the fact that
there are no available evaluations of automated systems.

- Evaluation and Interface of Four Criminal Justice Information Systems

[Calpin et al., 1979]

Funded by the LEAA, this study found that the interface among four

automated criminal justice data systems -- including CCH and
0BSCIS -- is very limited.

National Statistical Reporting Programs

+ National Prisoner Statistics (NPS)
« Uniform Parole Reports (UPR)
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Study Approach:

Exhibit 6

Sample Selection Process

Universe of
ACDSs

)

Sample Selection Criteria

.
—

Include systems that are at least partially automated

Assessment
Samgle
(5

M .2 Include (but not limited to) systems with data on
convicted and sentenced adult offenders
Systematic .3 Include systems containing offender-based data
Analysis of Availd
able Information
from: Preliminary
. Pertinent Sample -1 Satisfy Criteria Set A, except when in conflict with
Literature (47) a below criterion .
(Including .2 Include certain unique systems, as well as 2 regional
Project Reports systems, the Federal SENTRY system, and the
and Memoranda) Washington, D.C. system
“ .3 Include systems which as a group are representative
] of existing systems
¥§1:EC?2$S .4 Inc]ude.syst9m§ that are well documented and willing
(Structured) to be site visited
Analysis
- Site Visits Sample
(Structured) (26)
.1 Satisfy Criteria Set B, except when in conflict with
——————N—— a belew criterion
\\\\\\\\N/////”// .2 Include systems with some monitoring and/or evalua-

tion experience




¥

NEP Phase I studies (Tien, 1979; Colton et al., 1981) ~- is based on three different study
samples; specifically,

o Preliminary Sample. In applying Criteria Set A to the universe of potential
ACDSs, 47 systems were selected; they contributed to our understanding of the
current status of ACDSs.

o Analysis Sample. In applying Criteria Set B to the universe of potential ACDSs,

26 systems were selected; they contributed to our understanding of pertinent
ACDS issues.

o Assessment Sample. In applying Criteria Set C to the Analysis Sample of ACDSs,
5 systems were selected; they contributed to our development of a viable ACDS
evaluation design.

Criteria Set A insured that the Preliminary Sample would contain correctional data
systems that are at least partially automated (i.e., Criterion A.l), and would not contain
local systems which deal primarily with detained offenders (i.e., Criterion A.2).
Additionally, systems which do not contain offender-based data are excluded (i.e.,
Criterion A.3) since, although processing of non-offender related data (e.g., payroll
data) provides a service to corrections, it alone would not constitute a correctional data
system and could therefore be assessed outside of the correctional context. In
obtaining the Analysis Sample, Criterion B.2 insured the inclusion of certain unique
systems (e.g., Michigan's distributed ACDS) and also certain large regional systems (i.e.,
systems belonging to St. Louis County, San Diego County, the federal government and
Washington, D.C.) which possess characteristics that are more in common with a
majority of state ACDSs than some state systems which contain data on a very small
population of offenders. In addition to requiring that the Analysis Sample be balanced
and representative of the existing ACDSs (i.e., Criterion B.3), we had hoped that they
would be well documented (i.e., Criterion B.4); unfortunately, this latter criterion could
not be met -- instead, as indicated in Exhibit 7, we had to site visit all 26 of the
Analysis Sample of ACDSs in order to obtain pertinent information. Finally, in
selecting the Assessment Sample, we had hoped that it would contain systems which had
had some monitoring and/or evaluation experience {i.e., Criterion C.2); again, this
criterion could not be met -- instead, we selected five systems which expressed an
interest in evaluation. The composition of each of the three study samples and their
data sources are summarized in Exhibit 7.

A key and very useful aspect of our study approach was the development of an
extensive, 212-question Structured Data Collection Instrument (SDCI), which served as
a common collection point for all three of our sources of data. That is, as we i)
reviewed the pertinent literature (including project reports and memoranda), ii)
undertook telephone interviews, and iii) conducted site visits, we first integrated the
data from these three sources and then entered them in the appropriate SDCI. By
integrating or combining data from several sources, we were actually employing Tien's
(1979) multi-measurement approach, which can be shown to minimize certain data bias
threats to the study's validity. In total, 49 SDCIs were completed: they are contained
in Appendix C of the Final Report, and they, of course, constitute the basis for our
findings, conclusions and recommendations. A summary of the SDCI collected data is
included in Appendix A.

Obviously, not all questions on the SDCI are answered for each ACDS, even if
they were applicable. One reason is that the range of subjects dealt within the

11
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Exhibit 7 | I; (Page 2 of 2)
ACDS Study Samples and Data Sources g ]
~ Ty ACDS STUDY SAMPLES DATA SOURCES
ACDS STUDY SAMPLES DATA SQURCES - Lt -l : , Preliminary | Analysis | Assessment Pgrtinent Te]ephqne
Preliminary | Analysis | Assessment | Pertinent | Telephone ) . J—— ] Sample Sample Sample Literature | Interview | Site Visit

Sample Sample Sample Literature | Interview | Site Visit I; NEW HAMPSHIRE X X
ALABAMA X X X X X X ) i 3 ‘| NEW JERSEY X X
ALASKA X X - lx NEW MEXICO X X X
ARIZONA X X X X X [_ : “ NEW YORK X X X X X
ARKANSAS X X X X X g NORTH CAROLINA X X X ) X X
CALIFORNIA X X X X X li : NORTH DAKOTA X
COLORADO X X X X X X L o ] 0H10 X X
CONNECTICUT X X X X X l . OKLAHONA X X
DELAWARE X X X X [ i I OREGON X . X
FLORIDA X X X X X l PENNSYLVANIA X X X
GEORGIA X ' X X X X X [_ ' M RHODE" ISLAND X £
HAWALT X X X X X l SOUTH_CAROLINA X X X
IDAHO X i X ) -H SOUTH DAKOTA X X X
ILLINOIS X X - l TENNESSEE X X
INDIANA X X B 1 l TEXAS X X X X X
10WA X X X A L. UTAH X X
KANSAS X X . X X X - . : VERMONT ‘ X X
KENTUCKY X X X X X L ; ]‘ VIRGINIA X X X X X
LOUISIANA X A X ] I WASHINGTON X X X X X
MAINE X X I ) “ WEST VIRGINIA X
MARYLAND X X I WISCONSIN X X X
MASSACHUSETTS X X X X X [ " ]t WYOMING X
MICHIGAN X X X X X ‘ El WASHINGTON, D.C. X X X X )
MINNESOTA X X [ - 'H SEDEQ&OSQREAU X X X X
MISSISSIPPI X X X - ST. LOUIS COUNTY X X X X
MISSOURI Loy AN — ! - ‘.* . SAN DIEGO COUNTY | X X X \
MONTANA X | x x 1 ox ! X l - ._" !
NEBRASKA X b X i il _ TOTAL l 47 26 5 29 L 52 26 .
NEYADA A l ‘

i
| . 13
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N in Preface, this study reflects a general assessment of ACDSs
instrument is sufficiently broad that in many systems or agencies, no one individual l‘, S As a}so noted. i t}l:e ’ iod fystud If weg had to pick a point in time a{'
could be famiiiar wtih all aspects of the system. Although we attempted in our site l 3/sh;c2§yt§: 1isrt\?grg1uart1?ogntcgnttz?n-g§ ail;lpt?\rilso re%ort cgn be considerecli) to be up-to-date, we
visits to interact with several individuals (including administrative, data processing, I ] would cautiously specify July 1980 as the most reasonable date. This date should also be )
research, records office, and institutional staff and users), we were not able to do this R considered to be the reference date for such statistics as "years since first ACDS" (see
in every case; nor did time permit us to conduct extensive telelphone interviews. l Exhibit 8 in Section 2.1)
Another reason is the lack of historical perspective caused by staff turnover. In many . e XAIDIL & In Section £.17.

agencies, nearly all the staff associated with the initial ACDS development and
implementation had left. A third reason is the fact that the collected data were by
necessity that which were readily available within the agencies; that is, we took no
measurements or surveys for the agencies. Consequently, there are many areas where
data were simply not available. For example, many agencies have no idea what the L.
error rate in their data files is. In order to determine the error rate, a sample of
computer records would have to be compared with the corresponding manual records.
Similarly, a valid assessment of user support would require a general survey of user
attitudes. Although such a survey instrument is included in the SDCI, it was not
practical to conduct and process such a survey as a part of this study; we were, -
however, able to assess its viability by reviewing its content with the Assessment
Sample of ACDS agencies.

- - Finally, the content of this report should be of interest to correctional adminis-
trators and planners, as well as to professionals engaged in the technical aspects of
designing, installing or maintaining an automated correctional data system. The
administrator or data processing manager who is concerned wtih establishing or
upgrading an ACDS should read Section 6; the planner or computer speci_al@st who is
- developing an ACDS should read Sections 2, 3 and 4; while the planner who is interested
in evaluating an ACDS should, of course, peruse the entire report.
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Three final remarks should be made regarding the SDCI data. First, because of
the limited number of ACDSs involved and the gaps in the data, no statistical analysis
is made; however, we believe that the data are valid and that their implications are
significant. Second, although .the original NEP Phase [ solicitation stated that this
study "can be initiated without extensive data collection and analysis efforts through
reviewing completed evaluation projects...and by conducting a limited number of site
visits", (NIJ, 1978, p. 2), extensive data collection effort has been necessary, as there
are neither any ACDS evaluations nor any detailed ACDS documents. Indeed, most of
the available documents are nothing more than progress reports mandated by the LEAA
as part of the OBSCIS grant requirements. For this reason, we undertook a large
number of site visits, about twice as many as would typically be required in NEP Phase I
studies. Third, because the SDCIs were filled out by members of the study team, and
not by the various ACDS staff, the SDCI data can be considered to be relatively
consistent.
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1.3 SCOPE OF REPORT

The scope of this report can best be viewed in terms of the sample selection
process, as indicated in Exhibit 6. Following this introductory section, Section 2
identifies the status of ACDSs based on information obtained from the Preliminary
Sample of systems, while the issues addressed in Sections 3 and 4 are based on
information obtained from the Analysis Sample of systems. The evaluation design that
is developed in Section 5 was guided by information obtained from the Assessment
Sample of systems. Lastly, the conclusions section, Section 6, summarizes the present
state of knowledge, identifies the gaps in the knowledge base, and outlines future
research and evaluation activities which could be undertaken to fill those gaps.

As noted in the Preface, the Summary Report can be regarded as an abridged
version of the Final Report. However, the Final Report also includes two additional
appendices. The first, Appendix B, contains a list of individuals with whom we came in
contact during the course of this study: their contributions are acknowledged. The
second, Appendix C, as stated earlier, contains the completed SDClIs for 49 ACDSs.
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2 SYSTEM STATUS

The purpose of this section is to summarize the state of development of ACDSs
and to lay the groundwork for the more detailed discussion of ACDS issues in Sections 3
and 4. The ACDS environment, characteristics and applications are considered in the
following three subsections, respectively.

2.1 SYSTEM ENVIRONMENT

As stated in Section 1.2, all the corrections agencies examined in this study have
one aspect in common: responsibility for incarcerated, sentenced offenders. Beyond
this, they vary widely in areas of responsibility, activity levels, data processing
experience and many other aspects. Exhibit 8 contains several agency characteristics
which may affect the development and operation of an ACDS. An explanation of and
comments on each column of the exhibit follow.

State or Authority and Agency Name

o In 31 states and the District of Columbia, the corrections agency is an
independent department.

o In 16 states, the corrections agency is a part of a social services umbrella
agency.

o In 5 states and the federal government, the corrections agency is a part of a
criminal justice umbrella agency.

Agency Responsibility: Number of Offenders

o The figures shown are as reported for July 1, 1979 to the American
Correctional Association (Travisono, 1980). In some cases, we have verified
these figures with the agencies involved.

o Whiiz this study is directed at only those corrections agencies responsible for
incarcerated, sentenced adults, many of these agencies have additional
responsibilities. 25 agencies are also responsible for probation supervision; 38
(including the D.C. Department of Corrections) are responsible for parole
supervision; and 6 (including the D.C. Department of Corrections) are respon-
sible for detainees.

o The wide variation in the numbers of offenders for which the agencies are
responsible, and the proportions of probationed, detained, incarcerated, and
paroled provide some indication of the range of different needs and problems
faced by the various agencies in their automation effort.

Agency Responsibility: Number of Facilities

o The facilities or institutions are broken down by size and the numbers include
all security levels, women's institutions, community-based institutions, etc.
Juveniie institutions are not included due to the fact that in almost every case
they are under the jurisdiction of a different agency. Another way to view the
facilities is by security level. This is less clear cut than by size, however, as
many institutions include multiple security levels.
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Exhibit 8

ACDS Environment

e e i e T S B R ——
. Mgency Responsibility Incarcerated Develop-
No. of Ho. of Acc|v1§g7EEV9151 ment
Offenders: Facilities Funding
State or Agency Name 1979 (less than 50 Current ACDS Status |Sources!
Authority {probationed;|offenders; be- Years (initial
detained; |tween 50 and Popula- Since system/ | First
incarcerated;| 250; more [Admis-| tion First current |0BSCIS
paroled) than 250) )sions | Level [Releases|ACDS system) |Funding
NA; WA
ALABAMA State Board of Corrections 3779; NA 2; 14; 5 1605 4430 2993 9 Joperational since 1978! 0/0 11777
Dept. of Health & Social Services{1050; Unk;
ALLASKA pivision of Corrections 577, @ 2,7, 0 205 207 182 0 |under development 0/0 3/79
NA; R,
ARIZONA Dept. of Corrections 3378; 543 0; 6; 3 1622 2654 1419 7 Joperational since 1976] S/0 /15
57T NA
ARKANSAS Dept. of Corrections 2863; 2608 2; 2; 3 1825 2i63 1556 8 {operationai since 1976] S/S 12/76"
Health & Welfare Agency ARG OBSCIS operational
CALIFORNIA Dept. of Corrections 22557; 15455 0; 0; 12 9658 | 17328 8841 24 |since 1976 S/0 11/74
KA REG operational since 1976,
COLORADO Dept. of Corrections 2540; 1349 0; 1; 3 1582 2045 1382 4 |new system Aug. 1980 0/0 11/74
NA 5 s operational since 1977,
CONNECTICUT Dept. of Corrections 4434; 1297 0; 4; 6 1634 1856 1560 10 {new system Aug. 1980 S/S 6/77
) 4485 "Unk;
DEL AWARE Dept. of Corrections 1254; 3176 0; 4; 2 447 583 345 0 Jjoperating in test mode| 0/0 1/78
35159; NA;
FLORIDA Dept. of Corrections 20279; 8008 0; 6; 21 9742 | 15327 7264 10 joperational since 1978{ S/0 7/75
29248, NA,
GEQRGIA Dept. of Dffender Rehabilitation {12217; NA 0; 7, 10 5336 | 10402 4623 8 Joperational since 1976/ S/0 /74
PDept. of Social Services & Hous- [NA; Unk; operational since 1976
HAWAL | ing, Corrections Division 898; NA 6; 2; 1 124 336 133 5 Inew system under dev. ]0,L/0,L [12/74
. . 1762; NA; operational since 1978,
IDAHO Dept. of Corrections, 890; 270 0; 2; ) 659 | 579 | 687 3 _10BSCIS under dey, S/8 ==
NA; NA;
LILLINOLS Dept. of Corrections 11356; 3499 0; 0; .10 6530 [ 7862 | 4652 5+ loperational since 1975 S/L,0 1 7/75
NA; NA;
INDIANA Dept. of Corrections 5167; 3229° 5, 3; 4 2444 | 3891 2138 9 |suspended since 1975 L/-- -
Dept. of Social Services NA; NA;
10WA Div. of Adult Corrections 2578; 1196 0; 5; 2 956 | 1787 851 2 |operational since 1978| 0/0 1/78
NA; NA;
KANSAS Dept. of Corrections 2346; 1345 2; 4; 2 1746 | 1691 1353 } |eperational since 1979} 0/0 5/78
» Dept. of Justice 3617; NA;
KENTUCKY Bureau of Corrections 3555; 2405 2; 6; 2 2914 | 3254 | 2503 2 |operating in test mode| S/S --
1348%1; NA;
LOUISIANA Dept. of Correctlions 74725 1830 2,73 7 1964 | 4763 | 1631 7 |operational since 1973 L/L -

'0-08SCIS, L=0ther LEAA, S=State, X-Local
“Included with Lhe probationers
'Tncluded with the incarcerated

fAll but $20K was returned
*Includes juveniles
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Exhibit 8
(Page 2 of 3)

Agency Responsibility

Incarcerated

P!

T No. of T WNe. of T Activity Levels: Demgzgp-
Offenders: Facilities 1976 Fundi
1979 uncing
Slate or Agency Name (Yess than 50— Current ACDS Status |[Sources
Authority (probationed; {offenders; be- Years (initial
detained; [tween 50 and Poputa- Since system/ | First
incarcerated;| 250; more |Admis-{ tion First cirrent OBSCIS
paroled) than 250) |sions | Level [Releases|ACDS system) |Funding
Dept. of Mental Health & Correc- [2222; NA;
MAINE tions, Bureau of Corrections 873; 253 0; 1; 2 749 641 782 12 |operational since 1979] 0/0 9/76
Dept. of Public Safety & Correc- [NA; NA; MILES since 1967,
MARYLAND tional Services, Div. of Correction{8121; NA 0; 13; 6 5654 6966 4707 13 |OBSCIS under dev. S/S 10/75
Executive Office of Human Ser- NR; NA; operational since 1972,
MASSACHUSETTS vices, Dept. of Correction 3082; 3948 1; 2; 4 2094 2241 1685 8 |OBSCIS under dev. S/S 1/77
25389, NA; operational since 1967,
MICHIGAN Depi. of Corrections ' 17015; 6103 0; 2; 13 6745 | 10835 5135 12 |OBSCIS in test mode S/S 10/76
3778 RS
MINNESOTA Dept. of Corrections 2145; 7603 1; 5,2 1176 1682 1237 15 Joperational since 1978 S/0 10/74
1347 1R, .
MISSISSIPP] Dept. of Corrections 3305; 1569 4; 0; 1 1378 2414 1665 2 |operational since 1978| S/S
Dept. of Social Services, NA; RE; operational since 1975,
MISSOURI Division of Corrections 5285; NA 0; 5; 4 2722 4381 2096 § |OBSCIS under dev. L/L 8/71
) Dept. of Institutions, 1675; NA
MONTANA Corrections Division 741; 489 1; 2; 1 479 428 357 4 loperational since 1978f 0/0  [11/75
: NA; NA;
NEBRASKA Dept. of Correctional Services &223; 357 0; 2,2 936 1251 749 2 _loperational since 1977] L/L --
NEVADA Dept. of Prisons 1561; NA 1, 1; 2 552 849 447 0 {No ACDS -= --
NA; NA;
NEW HAMPSHIRE New Hampshire State Prison 270; NA 2; 051 260 249 262 1 |operational since 1979} 0/0 5/78
. NA: NA; operational since 1976,
NEW JERSEY Dept. of Corrections 4158; 8819 1; 2; 6 3861 5671 3858 16 {OBSCIS under dev. S/L 10/76
i Criminal Justice Dept., 2287 1 ;
NEW MEXICO Corrections Division 1718; 725 1; 3; ) 889 | 1002 668 3 |operational since 197710,L/0,L | 9/75
: NAGNA; )
| NEW YORK Dept. of Correctional Services 20843; NA 2; 12; 19 | 9737 | 16044 | 8103 5 |operational since 1978] 5/0 7/7%
36539; NA;
NORTH CAROLINA _ |pept. of Corrections 15824, 6855 3;73; 5 8661 | 10994 | 8084 | 13 |operational since 1967| /S --
NA; NAG
NORTH DAKOTA Director of Institutions 276; NA 1; 1; 1 173 173 184 0 |no ACDS - --
Dept. of Rehabilitation and NAS NA; : .
onro Corrections 14246; 7413 0; 0; 8 7563 | 11432 | 6459 7 loperational since 1978| S/0 1/76
T41385 RA;
OKLAHOMA Dept. of Corrections 3460; 1444 2, 8;8 2339 | 3136 | 1823 5 |operational since 1978 L/S --

'0-0BSCIS, L=Other LEAA, S=State, X=Local
“Included with the probationers
*Included with the incarcerated

“A11 but $20K was returned
*Includes juveniles
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Exhibit 8
(Page 3 of 3)

Agency Responsibility Incarcerated
A . Develop-~
No. of No. of Acthl%gsgevels. ment
07 fenders: Facilities Fundingl
State or Agency Name 1969 Current ACDS Status |Sources
Authority . . (less tha? 50 .
(probationed;|offenders; be- Years (initial
detained; |{tween 50 and Popula- Since system/ | First
incarcerated;| 250; more [Admis-] tion First current [0BSCIS
paroled) than 250) |sions | Level [Releases|ACDS system) [Funding
Dept. of Human Resources Y323 NN
| OREGON Corrections Division 3120; 2055 0; 5; 2 1817 2473 1438 11 Joperational since 19761 §/S --
Dept. of Justice NA; NA; operational since 1970
_PENNSY! VANIA Bureau of Corrections 8381; NA 0; 2; 7 4018 5986 3344 10 10BSCIS under _dev. S/S 8/80
52175
|_RHODE_JSLAND Dept. of Corrections 591; 263 2; 5, 0 309 409 227 0 |scheduled for Aug.}980 ] S/S -=
NA; NA;
QUTH_CAROLINA _ |Dept. of Corrections 6400; NA 4; 23; 5 3967 5610 3134 4 |operational since 1976} 0/0 /15
NA; NA;
SOQUTH DAKOTA Board of Charities & Corrections }639; l%g 1, 2; 0 415 338 275 0 |under development 0/0 1/19
6979; NA;
_TENHESSEE Dept. of Corrections 6568; 2500 0; 6; 7 2914 4555 2503 2 |operational since 1978{ 0/0 11/76
N RA operational since 1973
TEXAS Dept. of Corrections 25076; NA 0; 0; 15 10854 | 18965 9074 10 [new under development L/S 7/15
' Dept. of Social Services 71007 WA; operational since 1976,
| UTAH Division of Corrections 1383; 652 5; 2; 1 383 657 292 4 |new under developnent L/L 9/78
Agency of Human Services J683; NK; small separate systems
VERMONT Dept. of Corrections 424; 418 33 30 301 245 238 5 loper., OBSCIS under dev] L/L 8/79
112605 RA;
VIRGINIA_ Dept. of Corrections 8679, 3124 35 345 12 '} 3819 5488 3136 8 loperational since 1978/ S/0 11/75
Dept. of Social & HeaTth Services| 1312 KA,
WASHINGION Adult Corrections Division 8866; 2748 1; 7; 2 2190 3373 1678 12 |operational since 1978] S/S,L | --
6395, NA;
 WEST VIRGINIA Dept. of Corrections |, 1330; 610° 4, 5; 2 656 1266 633 0 ino ACDS - --
Dept. of Health & Social Services{jagie; NA; operational since 1970s,) ]
WISCONSIN Division of Corrections 4705:_2806 7:.2:8 1959 | 2990 | 1652 [ 10 {new system planned YA 3/79
NA; NA;
WYQMING Board of Charities & Reform 167; NA 3; 231 203 308 170 0__|no ACDS == -=
NA; Unk;
WASHINGTON, D.C. !bDept. of Corrections 4024; Unk 0; 1,6 3984 2312 3987 12 loperational_since 1973| S/S 3/18
FEDERAL BUREAU [U.S. Dept. of Justice NA; NA;
OF PRISONS Federal Bureau of Prisons 26799% ; NA 6; 7; 37 34416 | 24128 | 31748 10 |operational since 1978 -- --
Regional Justice Information NR T
ST. LOUIS COUNTY §System fREJlS) 1600; NA Total: 4 NA NA NA 5 |NA L/L -
NA; 1 3
L SAH_DIEGO COUNTY JSan Diego County 1500 NA 0: 2: 1) NA NA NA 13 |NA X/X ==

'0-0BSCIS, L=Other LEAA, S=State, X=lLoca)
“Included with the probationers
Included with the incarcerated

“A11 but $20K was returned
“Includes juveniles
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Most of the agencies have from 3 to 10 facilities or institutions, with a median
number of 9 and a maximum of 81.

The sizes of the facilities vary from agency to agency and within agencies as
well. Different sizes of facilities and different numbers of facilities present
different management problems. As examples, more institutions provide more
opportunities for inmate transfer (thus inmate tracking may be more of a
problem), while facilities with smaller sizes have less nced for a computer to
keep track of empty beds.

Incarcerated Activity Levels

(o)

The figures shown are the admissions, population level and releases for the
year 1976 (Parisi et al., 1979); they include only those inmates with sentences
of more than one year and thus would be low for those states which have
jurisdiction over detainees and/or offenders with shorter sentences -- this is
not the case, however, for most states.

Growth in the population can be gauged by the amount that admissions exceed
releases, as they do in all cases except Alabama, Hawali, Louisiana, Maine,
Minnesota, Mississippi, and North Dakota; several of these states had a
population decrease due to court orders to reduce overcrowding.

The ratio of population to releases provides a relative estimate of average
length of stay, assuming that 1) sentencing and paroling practices remain
constant and ii) all offenders are incarcerated for at least one year. Because
the latter is not valid for many states, such an estimate would be high,
especially for agencies with jurisdiction over detainees.

Years Since the First ACDS

0

This figure indicates the number of years since the first automated system
using computer programs (as opposed to unit record equipment) was installed.
In some cases, we have been unable to determine precisely when the first
computer programs were installed due to the fact that no one now working in
the agency was present at the time; these are indicated by a number followed
by a plus sign (+), implying at least that many years.

State corrections agencies have a total of 311 years of ACDS experience, with
an average of 6.2 years and a median of 5.0 years. If those & states which do
not have ACDSs or have them in a test mode are not considered, the average
becomes 7.4 years and the median 7.0 years.

This figure is significant in that the field of automation is one in which
experience counts. Frequently the first system installed by an agency is
subject to special problems resulting from the fact that agency staff have not
yet learned what the computer can do for them. Subsequent systems are often
more successful due to the added sophistication of both users and data
processing staff. According to Rosove (1967), the experience, knowledge, and
software products gained during construction of one system are passed on to
the development of subsequent systems. We have in general found this
observation to be true, in that many agencies approached the development of
their second system with much more realistic goals and much more concrete
ideas of what they expected from the system. For example, in one state

20
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(Missouri) the user committee involved in the development of. the first system
did not have enough data processing knowledge to make any useful suggestions.
By the time of the development of the second system, the users had enough
experience to know what they wanted from the system. This is not to suggest
that every first automation effort is doomed to be a failure, only that an
agency's prior experience with automation tends to be a positive influence on
any subsequent ACDS development.

— ]

o Of the 40 state corrections agencies operating ACDSs as of July 1980, 25 are
operating their first system, and 10 of these 25 are actively involved in
developing new systems. One of the 25 is running both its first and second
systems in parallel, and three others are running highly modified versions of
their original system. At least two and possibly more of the remaining 15
agencies are on their third or subsequent system.

| [o— ]

Current ACDS Status

o 40 states, Washington, D.C., the Federal Bureau of Prisons and numerous

regions and localities (of which two, St. Louis County and San Diego County,
- are included in this study) have ACDSs which are operational. By operational
i we mean that at least one offender-based application is operating and
- officially in use by the appropriate agency staff.

o It should be noted that most systems are constantly being modified and
B upgraded, if not slated for replacement; as discussed in Section 5.1, this fact
does pose a problem for the conduct of an ACDS evaluation.

R |

o One state, Indiana, had .an ACDS, the operation of which was suspended in
1975 for lack of funds; there are no plans to reinstate the system at present.

i 0 4 states are now in the process of developing their first ACDS and 4 states
- have no ACDS and no plans to develop an ACDS in the near future, although in

the latter category we have included Nevada, which does have an inmate
‘ finance accounting system.

Development Funding Sources

1‘ o This column identifies the funding source(s) for the development of the initial
ACDS and the current ACDS. In the cases where the current system is the
initial system the funding source(s) is repeated.

- o In 22 states, the first ACDS development was initiated with LEAA funds, 14 of

those received OBSCIS grants and 8 received block grants or other LEAA

| funds. 28 of the currently operating systems were developed with LEAA

- funds, 21 of those under the OBSCIS program. Five additional states are in the
process of developing ACDSs using OBSCIS funds.

;| o In our extensive review of the Analysis Sample of ACDSs, we found that
ACDSs developed without LEAA funds are no different than those developed

_ with LEAA funds, nor are those developed under the OBSCIS program any
different than the non-OBSCIS funded ACDSs, although the variation within
- each of these groups is quite large. The reasons for the lack of impact of the

unging source on the nature and type of system developed are i) the fact that
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all corrections agencies have a core of similar needs, ii) the fact that OBSCIS
materials are available to all agencies, regardless of their funding source, and
iii) the fact that strict adherence to the OBSCIS program requirements has not
been enforced.

Date of First OBSCIS Funding

0

35 states and Washington, D.C. have received $11.9 million in OBSCIS funding,
with an average of about $331,000 per site. One of these, Arkansas, returned
all but $20,000 of its OBSCIS grant, due to internal political reasons. Another
state, Nevada, received an OBSCIS grant that was awarded to the Department
of Parole and Probation rather than to the Department of Prisons; the award
was used to upgrade the existing manual system rather than to develop an
automated system.

A discussion of the issues surrounding the OBSCIS funding program can be
found in Section 3.1.

2.2 SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

The ACDSs which have been developed in the environments described in the
previous section are as diverse as those environments. Exhibit 9 summarizes some of
the more important characteristics of these systems. An explanation of and comments
on each column of the exhibit follow.

Mainframe(s)

0O

Although ACDSs run on a wide variety of different central processing units or
mainframes, the IBM 370 and its look-alikes (such as Amdahl or Itel
equipment) dominate the field, with 28 installations. Six states have, in
addition to their large mainframe, minicomputers located in their institutions;
in most cases, these are used for peripheral applications such as inmate fund
accounting or psychological test scoring.

Idaho, Kansas, and Oklahoma each have their entire ACDS running on a single
minicomputer.

Michigan has 3 Burroughs 1860 minicomputes, and plans call for linking these
machines in such a way that one serves as a central processor and the other
two as front-end processors.

Illinois has local inmate tracking systems on minicomputers at five institu-
tions; although they are not linked to each other, they are able to receive
inmate records from the statewide ACDS which is on the IBM 370 at the state
data center.

Wisconsin and Minnesota plan to introduce distributed processing through the
use of minicompute.s, which, in addition to running certain functions locally,
would be linked to the central computer. These plans are further discussed in
Section 3.1.

Mainframe Location

o 30 of the ACDSs are located at state data centers. Only six agencies have

22
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Exhibit 9
ACDS Characteristics
HARDWARE SOFTWARE
No. of Source of Source of System Extent of Interface With
Inter-{ Programming ACDS Software Software On-Line Other Criminal
Mainframe(s) Mainframe active Support Software Package(s) |Language(s)|Processing’| Justice Systems?®
Location Termi-
nals 1 2] 3] 4
State Data Corrections Crim. Just. Info, OBSTS{A), CCATHT,
ALABAMA UNIVAC 90/80 |Center 10__] Agency Ctr.. Contractor [Univac/DMS CoBOL 0] 0] 0] 0jProbation/Parole(A)
1BM 3031 State Data Corrections Basic OBSCIS OBTS/CCH (A),
ALASKA (Not vet up)_ iCenter 0 Agency (from South DakotaliC1CS coBOL CPlOP]OPIBP|Courts {A)
2 ITEL AS/4, {Dept. of Corrections cosoL ,
ARIZONA DG Nova Public Safety 9 Agency Coptractor None M GOL 0] 01 O] BiNope
State Data State Data Contractor, State {IBM/IMS, CoBOL | CCHTAY, PoTice (AT,
ARKANSAS iBM 3707155 Center 105 Center Data Center CICS Assedbler 0] 0] 0] OfProbation (A)
State Data Corrections Corrections PLT,
CALIFORNIA 1BM 370/168 Center 20 Agency Agency ADABAS COBOL 0] 0] 0} OfNone
Univac 1100/82}Dept. of Corrections Corrections COBOL ,
COLORADO 18M 3033 Corrections 9 Agency Agency DMS RPG_11 0] 0] O] O}None
IBM 370/168, |[State Data Corrections Basic OBSCIS FASTER,
CONNECTICUT 1BM_3032 Center 18__| Agency (from lowa) CICS COBOL 0] 0} 0] B|None
’ State Data State Data
DELAWARE IBM 370/158 Center 0 Center Contractors ADABAS ¢OBOL 0Pl OPIOP| B[None
TBM 3707745, Jdustice Data Corrections Contractors, Cor- {IBM/IMS,
FLORIDA 1BM 4341 Center 8 Agency rections Agency _IMARK 1V FORTRAN 0]_B| 0| BJOBYS/CCH (A)
. State Data State Data Contractors, Statg
GEORGIA Univac 1100/82 jCenter 7 Center Data Center Univac/DMC COBOL 0 0] B|None
State Data Corrections Corrections
HAWAIL I IBM 370/168 Center 0 Agency Agency None CoBoL B] Bf B| B[None
Dept. of Corrections Corrections cosoL ,
1DAINO IBM System/34 Corrections . 7 Agency Agency None RPG 11 0f B! 0} BiNone
State Data Corrections Contractors, Cor-
ILLINOIS 2 HP_3000 Center 107 Agency rections Agency JCICS, HP/DBMS | COBOL 0l O] O O{None
State Data
INDIANA None Center 0 NA Contractors None None B] 81 B} BiNone
State Data Umbrella Corrections 0BTS/CCH (M),
10UWA {BM 370/158 Center 0 Agency Agency None COBOL 8l B{ B] BlPolice (M)
Dept. of Corrections Basic 0BSCIS cosoL,
KANSAS IBM System/34 [orrections Unk Agency {from lowa) None RPG_11 0|_0f 0l B{None
State Data Corrections Corrections 1BM/IMS, IBM cosoL,
KENTUCKY 1BM 370/168 Center Unk Agency Agency Justice DB Assembler | OP|OP{OP{OPiNone
Dept. of Corrections Disposition Report-
LOUISIANA Univac 1110__ Mighways 25__| Agency From D.C, Univac/OMS C0BOL 0]_o| 0] 0fing System (A)

"I-fata Entry, 2=Data Editing, 3-Data Retrieval, 4=Data or File Updating; B=Batch, 0=On-Line, P=Planned
*OBTS-Offender Based Tracking System, CCH=Computerized Criminal History; (A)=Automated Interface, (M)-Manual Interface
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Exhibit 9

HARDWARE SOFTWARE
No. of Source of Source of System Extent of Interface With
Inter-| Programming ACDS Software Software On-Line Other Criminal
Mainframe(s) Mainframe active Support Software Package(s) [Language(s)|Processing!| Justice Systems?
Location Termi-
nals 11 2} 3} 4
State Data Corrections Corrections
MAINE Honeywell 6000;Center 10 Agency Agency None COBOL 0f_B| 0] BiNone
State Data Umbrella Umbrella
MARYLAND IBM 370/145 Cey ter 30 Agency Agency CIcS COBOL 0] 0] 0] OjPolice (A)
Criminal Correctiors Corrections
MASSACHUSETTS Burroughs 6700]History Board 0 Agency Agency None COoBOL Bl B| Bl B!None
3 Burroughs Dept. of Corrections Corrections
MICHIGAN 1860 Corrections 78 Agency Agency None CoBoL OP] OP| OP| B} None
IBM 370/158, |State Data State Data State Data COBOL ,
MINHESOTA 1BM 370/168 Center 17 Center Center TOTAL Assembler O 0] 0] OjOBTS/CCH (M) -
IBM 370/158, |[State Data Corrections Corrections CoBOL,
MISSISSIPPI Amdahl V6-2 Center 5 Agency Agency None Assembler Bl 8 B B|None
Umbrella Corrections
MISSOUR] IBM 370/158 Highway Dept. 15 Agency Agency TOTAL COBOL 0j_Of O} 0] None
i State Data Corrections State Data CULPRIT
MONTANA 2_1BM 370/158 [Center 21 Agency Center (report writer¥ COBOL B| B[ O] BjPalice (A)
State Data State Data State Data IBM/INS,
NEBRASKA 168" 370/135 Center 13 Center Center EASYTRIEVE COBOL 0] 0] 0] 0]None
Buroughs 880G]Dept. of CoBOL ,
NEVADA IBM System/34 |Prisons Unk Unk Unk Hone RPG 11
State Data Statistical Crime
NEW HAMPSHIRE Honaywell 6000 [Center 1 Analysis CenterjCommission None BASIC 0] _Of 0] 0] None
Dept. of Dept. of Dept. of
NEW JERSEY ITEL AS/5 Public Safety i Public Safety |Public Safety None COBOL 0f Bl Bj B{None
IBM 370/145, |State Data State Data State Data IBM/DMS 1T,
NEW MEXICO 1BM 370/158 Center 5 Center Center CICS COBOL 0f 0] O] B|None
State Data Corrections Corrections
HEW YORK loneywell 6000 {Center 56 Agency Agency None COBOL 0] Of 0f O0BTS (M)
Dept. of Corrections Corrections
NORTH CAROLTNA Jnivac 90/60 |[Corrections Unk Agency Agency None FORTRAN Bl B[ 0] B{Prubation/Parole(A)
NORTI! DAKOTA None NA 0 NA hA None None |
State Data State Data State Data BAL,
010 Univac 1100 Center 3 Center Center Univac/DMS COBOL 0; 0 0! None
DG 230, flept. of Corrections Corrections CoBoL ,
OKLAHOMA 0G Nova Corrections 44 Agency Agency None FORTRAN O 0 O Bl None

Y1-Data Entry, 2=Data Editing, 3=Data Relrieval, 4=Data or file Updating; B=Batch, 0=On-Line, P=Planned
‘OBTS=0f fender Based Tracking System, CCi=Computerized Criminal History; (A)=Automated Interface, (M)=Manual Interface
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Exhibit 9
(Page 3 of 3)
HARDWARE SOF TWARE
No. of Source of Source of System Extent of Interface With
Inter-{ Programming ACDS Software Software On-Line Other Crimina)
Mainframe(s) Mainframe active Support Software Package(s) |Language(s)|Processing'| Justice Systems?
Location Termi-
nals 11 2] 3} 4
- Dept. of Corrections Corrections coBoL,
OREGON 1BM 3032 Human Services] 0 Agency Agency EASTRIEVE BASIC B! B{ B{ Bl|None
Univac System [Prison Corrections Prison Industry
PENNSYLVANIA 80 Industries 0 Agency {Inmates) None COBOL B! B{ Bl B|{None
State Data State Judicial|State Judicial
RHODE 1SLAND 18M 3033 Center Unk Info. System |lInfo. System CICS COBOL 0l 0] 0] OfNone
State Data Corrections From I1linois BAL,
SOUTH CAROLINA }1BM 360/65 Center Agency via Dhio (A CoBOL 0j_0j 0} B}None
State Data State Data
SOUTH DAKOTA IBM 370/158 Center Center Basic 0BSCIS CIcs COBOL 0] 0] 0] BjNane
TBM 370/7158,  [State Data Corrections Corrections
| TENNESSEE Amdahl 470 Center Agency Agency 1BM/IMS CoBOL 0;_8! 0] BjNone
bDept. of Corrections Corrections ccH (M)
TEXAS 18M 4341 Corrections Agency Agency None €oBoL B} B] 0] BjParole (A)
) ITEL ASI]S5, State Data Corrections Corrections
UTAH Amdah] V6 Center Agency Agency cIcs COBOL 8] Bl B] B]OBTS (A)
State Data Corrections Corrections
VERMONT I1BM 370/158 Center Agency Agency None CO80L o B B A None
IBM 370/158, |State Data Corrections Corrections
VIRGINIA 1BM 3033 Center Agency Agency I1BM/IMS CoBoL Q 9 o Police {A)
State Data Corrections Corrections coBot. ,
WASHINGTON Univac 1100/821{Center Agency Ageacy (Inmates) |None FORTRAN d d _d_d None
WEST VIRGINIA 1EM 3033 Unk NA NA None HNone
Dept.of Health Unbrella Umbrella coBoL,
WISCONSIN 1BM 3033 & Soc. Serv, Agency Agency None RPG 1] Bl _B_Bl_ B None
WYOMIHG 184 370 Unk Unk Unk None COBOIL,
[ Corrections Corrections . coBoL,
CWASHINGTOM, B.C.{IBM 370/158 Police Dept. Agency Aqency CICS RPG_11 None
FEDERAL BUREAU  [1BM 370/168 Dept. of Corrections Corrections
OF PRISONS 2 _Amdahl Y7 Justice Agency Agency 1BM/10MS CoBoL o0 None
1BM 370/158,
SI. LOUIS COUNTY {1BM 376/155 REJIS ].REJIS I REJIS . ALERT EASTER . o_0_0 Police (A)
T San Diego “San Dieqo cosoL, Police (A)
SAN DIELGO_COUNTY {1BM 370/158 County_ ) Coutity San Diego County JALERT FASTER o_o 0] Prosecution (A)
"I Data Entry, 2=Data Lditing, 3=Data Retrieval, 4=Data or File Updating; B-Batch, 0-On-Line, P=Planned
OBTS Offender Based Tracking System, CCH=Computerized Criminal History; (A) Automated Interface, (M):=Manual Interface
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their own ACDS computers, and another six have minicomputers which are
used for peripheral applications (e.g., inmate fund accounting and psychologi-
cal test scoring). The minicomputers are usually located at the records or
business office of the institution.

There is one case of a system being run on a computer not owned and opera‘ged
by a government agency: the inmate information portion of thg Flo‘l}lhd.a
system is run out of the computer center at the .Flonda State University. is
system is now being converted to run at the Justice Data Center.

There is one case (Pennsylvania) in which the ACDS computer is tl}:e
responsibility of the prison industry, which serves as a service bureau to the
department of corrections.

The impact of the location of the mainframe on the development of ACDSs
and on other related issues is discussed in Section 3.1.

Number of Interactive Terminals

0

The number of interactive terminals (i.e., devices capab{e of both input and
output functions) is provided to give an idea of the size of the network
supported by individual ACDSs.

Although most systems have fewer than 20 terminals, a few of jche larger
states (i.e., Illinois, Michigan, and New York) and the Bureau of Prisons have
more than 50 terminals. The average number of interactive terminals per
ACDS is 19.

Source of Programming Support

o

Programming support does not always come from within the corrections
agency. In 16 cases, the programrning staff is employed by the state data
center, the state planning agency, or some Oth&l:‘ agency external to the
department of corrections. This fact has important implications for the future
of the ACDSs in those states, since the impetus for further development gften
seems to come from the programming staff. It also pould result in a
mangement control problem, since the corrections agencies have no direct
control over how much staff or which individuals are assigned to their needs.
For example, two states reported problems because data center staf.f gsmgne.d
to the project were frequently reassigned to other projects. This issue is
further discussed in Section 3.2

Source of ACDS Software

¢}

The majority of the ACDS software programs were written in—house by
programming staff within the corrections agency. Those ACDSs ‘Wthh were
developed by contractors or the state data center or other agencies external
to the corrections agency were typically subject to a;idltlonal problems
resulting from the need to coordinate and control staff.outmde the agency, and
sometimes from the lack of knowledge about corrections on the part of the
outside contractors. For example, one state data processing manager remark-
ed that he would not hire a contractor because an outsider could never know
the needs of the agency as well as insiders. Issues dealing with the use of
contractors are further discusssed in Section 3.2.
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One agency (Kentucky) made use of the corrections portion of an IBM product
known as Justice Data Base. Although the data base design of this package
was unaltered, many of the programs were replaced or extensively modified.

Recently, six states (Alaska, Connecticut, Idaho, Kansas, South Dakota and
Utah) have transferred in the Basic OBSCIS Software Package (BOSP), which,
as mentioned in Exhibit 5, was jointly developed by lowa and SEARCH Group,
Inc. The package is operational in only one of these states (Kansas) at this
time, but should shortly be in use in Connecticut.

Aside from those receiving the BOSP, only two of the ACDSs now operating
were transferred from other agencies. Louisiana trarnsferred in the CRISYS
system from the D.C. Department of Corrections, &:id South Carolina is
running an Illinois-originated system that was transferred in from Ohio (where
it was found to be prohibitively expensive to run and eventually dropped).
Both of these systems had to be extensively modified so that the transferred
version bear little resemblance to the original system.

System Software Package(s)

o Commercially produced system software may be used in support of the ACDS

software. As examples, the states of Connecticut and South Dakota use IBM's
CICS telecommunication software along with the Basic OBSCIS Software
Package, and the states of Oregon and Nebraska use the EASYTRIEVE package
to extract data and write reports from their ACDS f{iles.

One type of system software package which is becoming more common is the
data base management system (DBMS). A DBMS is a set of programs which
organize and maintain the data base and provide the ACDS with access to it.
IBM's IMS and Univac's DMS are two examples of DBMSs. 19 agencies are
using DBMSs; in four of those, the system is not yet officially operational.
Systems which make use of DBMSs may not be easily transferrable to
installations which do not have the same packages available. Issues involving
DBMS use are discussed in Section 3.1.

Software Language(s)

o The majority of the ACDSs are written in COBOL; some have parts written in

assembler language as well.

Four of the systems are written all or partly in FASTER. This has been a
problem in that the FASTER language is no longer supported by the vendor
(IBM) and very few programmers have knowledge of the language.

It is currently a part of the LEAA regulations (LEAA, 1979a) that grantees
write all application programs in ANS COBOL or FORTRAN, with the
exception that programs for mini- and microcomputers may be written in
BASIC. It does not appear that these regulations have been strictly enforced
(or perhaps because they are a recent addition), since California's system is
written in PL/l, Florida uses META for a part of its system, New Hampshire

uses BASIC, and several systems use some assembler language, as well as the
four written in FASTER.
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Extent of On-Line Processing

0o

On-line processing refers to the ability to interact with the computer system
through z terminagl device such as a teletype or a cathode ray tube (CRT). The
functions of data entry, data editing, data retrieval, ar'\d data or file updatmﬁ
may be performed either on-line (i.e., via the.t.ermmal) or througl’t\1 ba’cbct
processing. Most systems only provide the capability for one or the other, bu
in a few cases both are available.

35 of the currently operating systems in this study have some degrge of on-lige
capability; that is, at least one of the above four stated functions can De
performed via the terminal.

18 of the 29 systems now under development will have some degl"ee of on-line
capability. One of them (Vermont) is only in the earliest planning stage and
the decision has not yet been made.

It is interesting to note that a few of the systems having on-line data entry do
not edit the data as they are entered, apparently because of the .added expense
involved (even though a substantial advantage of on-li_ne processing, the ability
to correct errors as data are entered, is not being utilized).

The function of data or file updating deserves further.e.xplanation. . When a
system has on-line file updating (i.e., the files are modified at the time that
the data are entered), it is known as a real-time system. Real-time syst.erqs
provide the advantage that data can be retrieved and‘used as soon as it is
entered rather than being unavailable until the batch file update takes plag:e.
Thus, if data are entered in a timely fashion, real-time systems can provide
up-to-the-minute information. Real-time systems are quite co_stly, however,
in that they are much more complex to program and require higher levels of
data security. The issue of real-time systems ls further discussed in Section

3.2.

Interface With Other Criminal Justice Systems

o)

An interface exists between two systems if data derived from one §ystem are
transmitted to the other. That interface is said to be auFomated Lf the data
are transmitted in machine readable form; otherwise, the mterfac<_3 is manual.
A terminal in a corrections office which can 'retrieve. data from a 1§w
enforcement system, or vice versa, does not constitute an interface according
to our definition, as data are not being directly transmitted from one system

to another.

Interfaces with parole or probation systems are not indicated when parole or
probation applications are part of the ACDS.

In terms of automated interfaces, the highest form of interface is, of course,
by electronic signals: only one state (Alabama) -- where the corrections,
pardons and parole systems share the same data base -- could clal'm such an
interface. All other automated interfaces have been by magnetic tape or
punched cards, which, of course, would still require a certain amount of human
assistance.

T surprisingly few interfaces between OBSCIS and other automated
s;;etreemir—e- sur%risingg ybecause one of the special requirements of the OBSCIS
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prograr is that "the State must assure that OBSCIS will interface with other
State level criminal justice information systems, including OBTS/CCH, S3IS,
and SAC (Statistical Analysis Centers), where such systems are being imple-

mented or are operational" (LEAA, 1978a). The reasons for this are discussed
in Section 3.4.

2.3 SYSTEM APPLICATIONS

The potential value of an ACDS can be partially gauged by the number and types
of applications it can perform, as summarized in Exhibit 10. Based on our Structured
Data Collection Instrument (SDCI) which considered some 30 offender-based applica-
tions (see SDCI, 4.3*), Exhibit 10 highlights 20 of the more prominent applications; they
include the set of OBSCIS supported, offender-based applications (SEARCH Group, Inc.,
1975), although some of the OBSCIS definitions have been modified or expanded to
reflect more accurately the actual applications which have been implemented. Addi-
tionally, some of the applications in Exhibit 10 are also being considered for CMIS
development (see Exhibit 5). Before providing a statistical summary of Exhibit 10, we

define and briefly comment on the applications, which are numbered for convenience
and discussed further in Section 3.3.

1. Admission Reporting. This refers to the recording and reporting of admission
activity by offender and corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the same
name. Nearly all of the projects either have or are planning this application.

2. Offender Record Retrieving. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application
known as cross index retrieval and refers to the ability to retrieve an
offender's records using keys other than the agency's assigned identification

number (e.g., name or FBI number). 30 systems have this ability and 12 more
are planning it.

3. Classification/Program Assignment Reporting. This encompasses and extends
the OBSCIS offender profile application. It consists of the maintenance of
offender profile data in a form in which it can be promptly retrieved and used
as a basis for assessment, classification, and/or program assignment. It also
includes the production of other reports such as a listing of programs for which
an individual is eligible or a listing of individuals due to be reclassified. For
example, in one state (Texas) this application consists of a computerized
inmate job matching system which matches inmate's skills and training to jobs
available throughout the prison system. This is one of the few applications
which may directly benefit the offender, in the form of improved classifica-
tions and assignments; at least one (Misscuri) of the twelve states having this

application has reported such a result. 16 additional states are planning this
application.

4, Problem/Special Needs Monitoring. This application is an expansion of the
OBSCIS diagnostic problem reporting application. It involves the production of
reports identifying medical or psychological problems or special situations
(e.g., enemies, educational skills, and religious dietary requirements) which
may affect the placement and/or assignment of offenders. Four systems have

some form of this application (i.e., reporting on some subset of the possible
problems or needs) and 13 are planning to add it.

*This refers to question 4.3 in the SDCI that is contained in Appendix A. Other
SDCI references in this report are similarly noted.
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Expibit 10 I 1 Exhibit 10
Offender-Based ACDS Applications '. (“_Page 2 of 2)
!. ]‘ Does The ACOS Include The Following Application Areas?
Does The ACDS Include The following Application Areas? ¢ ]I‘ - (Y=Yes, N=No, P=Planned, S=Separate System)
(=ves, Ao, PrPlamned, s=separate Systen) - . }\=A§m1‘ss1‘onRReporting, 230ffender Ret_:ord Retrievir}g, §=Classification(Program
ReSianmant Reporving, S-problenSpecial Neets Hanktaring SeTest Scaring: Seprogran - I ety et S0 ) kot S e T
Rpart it 0T tcion Schaaut 1, T2t ol anarge g1y e 'R rrtn, Tt Skl o T
o oo eiag. 1ciamat Recounting, 16-seaish Sarvices Trackings - 1 ]i 17Vis1tor Contrgl Reporting, 18eticein ackiburion Auporries 1omscindlon status
17=Visitor Control Reporting, 18=Victim Restitution Reporting, 19=Probation Status : ]l Reporting, 20=Parole Status Reporting, 21=Total "Yes" Replies
Reporting, 20=Parole Status Reporting, 21=Total "Yes" Replies | . , . T o e L e e T e T e T e T
112|234 )5]|6 ] 7819|1011 {12 {13 {14 |15 |16 |17 |18 |19 |20 i21 [ ' ]
| e !. ) NEW HAMPSHIRE v v I NIty vy vty [ n i nn|n]el 7
ALAA I T e T Iy Bt - (R NEW JERSEY YIP YNNI NEN[P Y[ YINLIPEPINTY IN|NININ NS 5
AR i B B R e ![ ‘ j NEW MEXICO YL Y LY NN Y Y PY Yy Ny by [y Y[ NININININ]NED
ARIEE R e R {., . NEW YORK YUY NPN|INJPINTY[Y[N]N]YIN[Y[YSIYS|NIN]ININ] 8
ARKANSAS plyledieletlple Ny Ny ]y |P Y [P |P|NININ]|Y] 6 i[ } E— P P v T O o O I o o o
CALIFORNIA ylylysInin eIy Yy [ NN {N]|N[YPS{N|N|NINjY] 7 ; “ —
COLORADO ylylvydbte Yy | NtyY [y Yy INjprp |y e [y [ysinN|n Y INTY]T2 g[ N } o T T S T e T T N] ,
CONNECTICUT ¥ ( yInle | NIN|N[Y Y IN]P Y [P ]P|[N|[N|NINFP P S . o T L L LT, ‘ :
L T o s S o o é[ ] OREGON Yy NP YINTINL YN Y Y [y w ]y by Y IlyspnINTY Y Y} 13
R R s i e ot O S B B8 : ' PENNSYLVANIA YONENT NN NN Y Y PN N YN YN NIN NN Ni 5
- Ly lelnps v vinivinivlvivivie s uok oy Y! = - . RHODE ISLAND PPl PN PlPy PP PIN|NIP|P|{N|NIN|NIN|NINI O
s T P B st B e ot B R o g[ ; ] SOUTH CAROLINA Y[ Y| PN N] YL Y[ Y Y P Y Ypy Yy Y[ PIN{N|NINGED
iIDAHO vlein N;N pinlPiYININTYIPININ TEEEE Pl 3 . H —— ) 0 vt B v v T I T T B B
' ILLINOIS v iy ' Plylwivivly Ly lwly { ylwinininIninIning g g{ | ] S— T e e e S e T T
= t ' ‘ ! | 2 i . ‘ TEXAS Pylvbvt el ity Lyl e lv v v e by vin il n
= %‘,?NENNEN : P’YIY:N : YNYNN"NNN Yicr @: ] UTAH iY PiPEPNPPP YONIND YT PIPINNIN NlY LY 5
S iY‘Y!‘NN!N ATRRATALEEAL YYPNPN}N?YZQ | ﬂ VERMONT Ly PQNTN nlovlelelvin YIPlPY NN N NN.N 5‘
KENTUCKY EP%P!P%PEN plelrlPINiN PIP Y LN N‘N NiN Ni 1. T . p— [y T s Y!Y T p|N T Y[ ;
LOULS iANA H§Y PEP!‘N Y'N R N'.YYS et Nu“iy“y;”i ‘E'r = WASHINGTON® 'Y}Y vhvl iy vlvl vl vlelvl vl wlwlelalulviv] s
MAINE byttt by iyt Ity It dnin jy vyl o 1. — :
1':/:;YLAND thNgP:P:‘P e 1o v v ulololelelnluiolololel s 1{ ] AEST VIRGINIA ; ] & | I ! : ! i — ‘ !
E‘W\SSACHUS"'* :Y:PiN;NiN.NiN.P piadnIntnlnle p’ENiN!rq!Pi‘ i | l. ‘ HISCONSIN L Y NEALNYS Y;YS N Y N[N Y¥NEY'PIN N;P;YSTYS§ 9#
ET L e o "plra!p-y"Y;'{%lYs%PtN;N:N%!s; T WYOMING ! ! | ! . | Lo ! | . i
. BRI P[‘ A | T ' i Po ]i~ . waskINGTON, 0.C. | vl vi wiwindysEnlv{vlinlnly viplp'mvlﬂu”y,9
| IINESOTA %Yi’YsrPéplP'PtY‘YiY"N;PIYlYH P%P=Y N‘Y;Yim‘ J. ST.LOUISCOUNTYﬁYiYiNiN NlN RN NgNgNlNiN‘Y§YTY§‘7
IMISSISSIPPI ;‘Y:Y%Y‘%Y!Y {’IY Y!YiNiN Yl!Yiy P‘PluirlTlrilz’ iI ] SANDIEGOCOUNTY?YéyspgNrN:NiNiY YéN!YgY N?Y;NiNgN!Y?rJ?v:l 5{
’E‘MSSOURI TY%Y[Y(PN:Y‘Y Y"{.N‘Y:Y;PiP P:PIP;Ii‘I:‘J‘Ri ]' - ; ; R i ! | | i f 1 — ‘
s H}‘YU}‘N%‘NIY‘P YEY“N‘HY:Y*N’Y!Y'!N’N:YiY:m« ‘ i TOTAL "ves” T4 130 12 | 2 11 122 118 133 40 | 3 120 37 1o lzs 1a ! s 3 6 s 2a ams)
| EBRASKA ;‘!“(%N’DFY}Y‘Y‘Y!YISJFY!'f!Y!YzYS!N;PZYiN:‘{‘E14: l ] : i B B e s B s D
iAo ! R N RS L K i ERLAREERE i. A ‘. ! *‘N.{ - !1N. i 1 L - l. —_ l'.Apph‘cati‘?n e’fist‘s, but 1'5_1 ﬂQt‘bei;ng_use{i-‘ ‘. . ‘
L]
'Aopﬁcation evists but is not being used. J‘. ;
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Test Scoring. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the same name
and refers to the automatic scoring of answer sheets for psychological,
vocational, and intelligence tests. It is interesting to note that five of the 11
systems which have this application run it on a separate microcomputer
system (using a proprietary software package), which is not linked to the main
ACDS. Further study should be undertaken to determine the advantages and
disadvantages of such a separate system. Five systems are planning to add
this application.

Reporting of Program Participation. This corresponds to the OBSCIS program
reporting application and refers to the collection of information on program
participation and the reporting of program participation by program and/or by
offender. 22 states have this application and 14 more are planning it. It is an
important application in that, in addition to meeting administrative needs, it
provides potentially useful information for program evaluation.

Disciplinary Reporting. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the
same name and involves the collection and reporting of data on disciplinary
infractions. Although associated with the individual offender's records, the
information collected for this applicatin has also been used to pinpoint trouble
spots in the institution. (A similar, non-offender-based application which was
reported by two states is an incident-based reporting system which reports all
incidents, including fights, accidents, escapes, etc.) 18 systems have this
application and 13 are planning to add it.

Offender Tracking. This also corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the
same name and covers data gathering and file updating for records reflecting
changes in the status and location of offenders. This application is present in
35 systems and planned for 10 more; for many of them, it represents the core
or primary function of the ACDS.

Movement Reporting. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the same
name and includes the reporting of offender movement between institutions
and between status categories, Nearly all the systems either have this
application or are planning it. Since New Hampshire has only one major
institution, it feels that there is no need for this application.

Transportation Scheduling. This involves scheduling and/or reporting of
transportation of inmates transferring both within the correctional systems
and outside of it (e.g., to court, to a doctor's appointment, etc.) Although this
is a designated CMIS application, we have included it here because it deals
with service provided to the individual offender and thus is offender-based.
Only three states have even a limited form of this application and each of
these only produces a transfer report; no explicit scheduling is done. Five
states are planning to develop this application.

Parole/Discharge Eligibility Date Calculation. This corresponds to the OBSCIS
application of the same name and involves the partial or complete computer
calculation of dates on which the individual offenders are eligible for parole
or discharge. Although many agencies claim that this function is too complex
to be computerized, 20 agencies have done so and 9 more are planning to do
so. In most cases, not all calculations can be done by the system; the more
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13.

l4.

15.

lé.

17.
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complex and involved calculations must be done by hand. In the case of the
Federal Bureau of Prisons' SENTRY system, the computer is used as an aid and
the resulting dates are not automatically entered into the offenders' records.
It should be emphasized that in many of the states which have successfully
computerized this application, the sentencing laws can be extremely complex.

This application has reportedly been a major time saver for at least four
agencies.

Legal Status Reporting. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the
same name and includes the reporting of offenders eligible for parole hearings
or other review processes and the provision of relevant status and history
information for those hearings. 37 systems have this application and 8 more
are planning to add it.

Parole Hearing Scheduling. This could involve scheduling of parole hearings
and/or reporting of outcomes of those hearings. It extends and builds on the
legal status reporting application. 19 systems have this application and 13 are
planning to add it.

National Statistical Reporting. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of
the same name and involves the generation of data for the NPS and/or UPR
programs; it is one of the special requiremetns of the OBSCIS program (LEAA,
1978a). The data may be generated either in the form of printed reports or in
machine readable form. 28 systems have this application and 10 more are
planning to add it.

Inmate Accounting. This involves the processing of inmate bank accounts and
commissary purchases; it is a planned CMIS module. 12 state agencies and San
Diego County have this application; however, in six of these agencies it is a
separate system rather than a part of the ACDS, a situation which is not
unreasonable since an inmate's financial records are generally not relevant to
most purpases for which the ACDS is used.

Health Services Tracking. This includes the recording of medical treatment
received by individuals. Of late, there has been a growing interest in
improving the quality of health care in corrections; for example, the July-
August 1979 issue of Corrections Today was devoted to correctional health
care. In the same issue, Thomas (1979) argued that the development of an
ACDS health care component should offer significant benefits. Five systems
have developed such a component (one of which has a separate health care
system) and 13 are planning for this application.

Visitor Control Reporting. Also a planned enhancement of OBSCIS under the
CMIS program, this includes the tracking of who is allowed to visit an offender
and/or how many visits an offender has received. Three agencies now have
this application and five are planning it.

Victim Restitution Reporting. This includes the recording and tracking of an
oifender's participation in a victim restitution program. In many states there
are no victim restitution programs and where programs do exist they are
frequently administered by agencies other than the corrections agency. The
1978 Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics (Parisi et &l., 1979) lists 12
state department of corrections or public safety administering victim
restitution programs; six of these states have the victim restitution
application on their ACDS while four more are planning to.
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19. © Probation Status Reporting. This involves the tracking and reporting of the
status of individual probationers, including violations. 14 state agencies plus
St.  Louis County and San Diego County have this application; all of the 16
agencies have responsibility for probation supervision. Five more states are
planning for this application.

20. Parole Status Reporting. This corresponds to the OBSCIS application of the
same name and involves the tracking and reporting of the status of individual
parolees, including violations. 22 of the 33 corrections agencies responsible
for parole supervision and having an operational ACDS have this application.
Additionally, two ACDSs in state agencies which are not responsible for parole
also provide this application for the parole agencies and one (Alabama)
provides the data base which is accessed by a separate set of programs in the
parole agency. This type of cooperation is in fact one of the special
requirements of the OBSCIS program (LEAA, 1978a). 10 more systems are
planning to develop this application, two of which are in agencies not
responsible for parole supervision.

Exhibit 11 provides a statistical summary of Exhibit 10. It is seen that, out of a
maximum of 20, the average number of implemented applications per each of the 49
ACDSs identified in Exhibit 10 is 7.9; if the number of planned applications is included,
then the average would increase to 11.8.
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Exhibit 11
Distribution of Offender-Based ACDS Applications

1. Admission Reporting

2. Offender Record Retrieving

Key: Implemented Planned
-oncooloocl.cooiql 48
o 30 .;g....

3. Classification/Program Assignment Reporting

12

e N ARNNEEXNXE NN NENNY]

13

15. Inmate Accounting
16. Health Services Tracking

4. Problem/Special Needs Monitoring e acesananens
5. Test Scoring _ o R DU SO
6. Program Participation Reporting _ .. AP
/. Disciplinary Reporting 18 vevecessoes!
8. Offender Tracking et eeeradd®
9. Movement Reporting LY I
10, Transportation Scheduling e deeas s
11 Parole/Discharge Eligibility Date Caiculation_ _| _ .~ 20 . . 29
' 12. Legal Status Reporting - o 2 e e e SRR, &
13. Parole Hearing Scheduling N S S & -
14. National Statistical Reporting . _ AR

27

13
Al TN YT Y YN TYY

17. Visitor Control Reporting

3 8

18. Victim Restitution Reporting _
19.
20. Parcle Status Reporting

Probation_Status Reporting _ .. . .. _ .

——e0Pe @0

6 10
b ————BO @O &
16 21

e e LEX Y Y

24 34

TS

N it e

| 1;+- 20 .+;;;;;;jj;;; 40 50

Number of Indicated Applications




3 SYSTEM ISSUES

The issues contained in this section are based on our collation and analysis of the
Structured Data Collection Instrument (SDCI) results (which are summarized in
Appendix A); they represent a culling and systematizing of the more important issues
that were initially identified in the Preliminary Sample of 47 ACDSs and subsequently
detailed in terms of the 26 systems in the Analysis Sample. While we address some
three dozen ACDS issues in this section, there are, of course, many more possible issues
that can be considered; some of these are also alluded to in the SDCI summary in
Appendix A. In addition to the system issues highlighted in this section, we discuss
some closely related issues in Section 4 from a more general, policy-oriented perspec-
tive, and then, in Section 5, consider a range of evaluation issues.

We have found it convenient to group the ACDS issues into four categories --
input, process, outcome and systemic. The input issues focus on the system's
background and development; the process issues focus on the system's operation or
performance; the outcome issues focus on the system's immediate impacts, especially in
relation to its users; and the systemic issues focus on the system's broader impacts, as
gauged from a total systems viewpoint. This four-category framework is not only
logical from an ACDS development perspective*, but also from a program evaluation
standpoint (Tien, 1979); Section 5.2 suggest*s that the same four categories can serve as
the measures framework in an ACDS evaluation.

In discussing the four sets of issues in the next four sections, respectively, it
should be noted that while our observations are not based on extensive evaluations, we
do feel that they are valid, at least valid enough to be considered as test hypotheses in
any formal ACDS evaluation. It should aiso be noted that in order to present an issue in
more vivid terms, we provide accounts of explicit experiences; however, we have
withheld the identities of those whose experiences were told to us in strict confidence.

3.1 INPUT ISSUES

11 issues are considered in this section: they are grouped into ACDS planning,
ACDS design and ACDS implementation issues.

ACDS PLANNING

The four ACDS planning issues include needs assessment, user involvement, LEAA
funding, and SEARCH Group, Inc., activities.

Needs Assessment

In the development of any automated data system, it is first necessary to
undertake a needs assessment; that is, an assessment of the needs of the organization
for automation, including what data shculd be automated; how up-to-date the data
should be; what would be the dernands on the data by potential users (i.e., planning,
marnagement, operations, research and statistics staff); and what applications programs

*In fact, the SDCI questions are, for the most part, also grouped in accordance
with the four categories. Moreover, when we were on site, we were able to conduct our
structured, SDCI-based interviews with relative ease; the four categories provided a
convenient manner in which to structure the questions and to elicit the responses.
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are required. The needs assessment effort is a necessary first step in the development
of a technical "functional specification" document, which is in essence a blueprint by
which hardware and software requirements can be identified. In our request for
documentation from the ACDS agencies, we specifically requested material on needs
assessment and/or functional specification but received no such formal documents
(some informal, planning type reports were received). Our site visits were no more
successful in this regard, but they did confirm our suspicion that this critical first step
was, for the most part, ignored in the ACDS development process.

It is our considered opinion that the absence of a formal needs assessment or
functional specification effort can be identified as one of the major reasons for ACDSs
-- especially their earlier versions -- to have failed or not to have lived up to
expectation. Moreover, we feel that it is never too late for such an effort since all
automated systems are either being redeveloped or being modified (to take advantage
of new technologies or to meet new demands from users who are becoming more
sophisticated in both using the computer and understanding its potential). In fact, the
needs assessment or functional specification document should remain alive and be
constantly updated.

User Involvement

A very important aspect of the above identified needs assessment effort is the
involvement of potential ACDS users in carrving out the effort. The importance of user
involvement in the development of automated systems has long been recognized;
Section 4.1 contains an expanded discussion of this subject, including a literature
review. Our findings in this study also strongly indicate that user involvement is
necessary if the system is to meet the users' needs and to receive their support. Lack

of user involvement has been a primary cause of difficulties in ACDSs.

Less than half of the 29 systems for which we have information on this subject
had users actively involved in the planning of the system (SDCI, 2.6(A)), and only 9 that
we know of had users involved in any facet of the ACDS testing phase. Without this
involvement, it is difficult for data processing staff to know the needs and desires of
the users, especially since, in most cases, the data processing staff do not have
corrections background (SDCI, 1.14), and in at least 16 cases, they are not even
employed by the corrections agency (SDCI, 1.15).

The reasons users have not been involved are indicated in SDCI, 2.6(C); all but one
are forms of communications failure within the agency, including a lack of awareness
on the part of agency administrators that the data processing technicians and the users
must work together to provide a viable and useful ACDS. The cone exception was a
similar situation in that the ACDS was a part of an overall criminal justice system and
the developers made assumptions about corrections' needs rather than consulting with
corrections staff.

The effects of insufficient user involvement are quite serious, as shown in SDCI,
2.6(D). In 9 cases where the users were not actively involved in the planning phase, the
resulting system was not satisfactory and/or the users were unwilling to utilize it and to
therefore support it (from both the data input and data utilization perspective).

Because of these findings and because of our prior experience in the field, we
recommend that much greater emphasis be placed on user involvement at every stage
of ACDS development from the initial planning stages through the continuing mainte-
nance of the system after it is operational. User involvement is needed throughout the
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ACDS effort because people tend to mistrust that which is new and unfamiliar.
Involvement makes the system familiar and gives the user a sense of ownership.
Furthermore, involving the users in the planning and execution of the system test gives
the users the opportunity to prove to themselves that the system really does work.
Finally, involving users in the post-implementation stages helps to insure that the
system will continue to meet their needs and receive their support.

LEAA Funding

It appears that LEAA funding -- in particular, OBSCIS funding -- has acted as a
catalyst in the development of ACDSs. Data processing managers from at least 13
states claim that ACDS development would not have taken place without LEAA funding
(SDCI, 1.19(A)). From Exhibit 8, we see that 22 states secured LEAA funds for their
first ACDS, 14 of which received OBSCIS funding, and, in total, all but five of the 50
states (i.e., Kentucky, Mississipi, Oregon, Texas, and Washington) have received LEAA
funds during the course of their ACDS development and/or redevelopment. The other
benefits and effects of LEAA funding are indicated in SDCI, 1.19(A); they include
enabling the implementation of more ambitious systems, influencing the support of
other funding sources (i.e., state legislatures), and ernabling corrections, rather than the
central data processing agency, to have control of the ACDS.

Given the imminent demise of the LEAA and the curtailment of large scale ACDS
funding by the federal government, what would happen to the LEAA supported ACDSs?
Only 8 states have indicated that termination of LEAA funding has caused or will cause
termination of ACDS activities, for the reasons stated in SDCI, 1.19(C). In general, the
continued funding of ACDS by the states is encouraging; it would appear to indicate a
certain degree of approval for the ACDS, at least on the administrator's level.
However, a few of the funding takeovers by the state have resulted in considerably
reduced ACDSs. In Indiana, the system was virtually terminated in 1975, save for the
maintenance of a skeleton master file, pending refinancing of the system through the
State Planning Agency -- this refinancing has yet to occur. In Arizona, although the
funding for operating the system was continued by the legislature, no funds for
programming staff were allocated. Nevertheless, most states have sufficient funds to
maintain their ACDSs without assistance from the LEAA (SDCI, 1.19(B})). Several,
however, have indicated that without LEAA support, they would not have funds for
system development or expansion. Our recommendations regarding future federal
support of ACDSs are discussed in Section 4.2.

Finally, in regard to the 35 OBSCIS supported ACDSs (i.e., those of 34 states and
Washington, D.C.), it should be stated that there are no significant differences in terms
of either characteristics or performance between OBSCIS and non-OBSCIS supported
systems. This finding is not surprising since i) many states had some form of an ACDS
before even joining the OBSCIS program, and ii) the OBSCIS program requirements and
guidelines were, for the most part, not enforced. Although one might draw the
conclusion that OBSCIS and other LEAA funds merely saved the states money, it should
be stated that, as noted earlier, some states would not have initiated an ACDS, and we
feel that the general progress in ACDS development would not be as advanced as it is
today without federal funding support. Moreover, because OBSCIS material are widely
available, the possibility that the OBSCIS program has influenced the developments of
the non-participating agencies almost as much as the participants, should not be
overlooked.  Additionally, as discussed next, the BJS/LEAA-funded activities of
SEARCH Group, Inc. in support of the OBSCIS program have also contributed to ACDS
development.
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SEARCH Group, Inc. Activities

Another part of the federal or LEAA support of ACDS development has been the
activities of SEARCH Group, Inc., which, as noted in Exhibit 5, has been funded since
1973 by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) to undertake ACDS-related efforts (i.e.,
OBSCIS, SCRMS and CMIS). SEARCH's ACDS-related activities have been directed in
four areas: publications, meetings, the Basic OBSCIS Software Package (BOSP), and
technical assistance. Each of these four areas are discussed next, followed by some
general comments.

Publications

In 1975, SEARCH published its first report (i.e., Volume 1) on OBSCIS (SEARCH
Group, Inc., 1975), followed by a series of supplemental reports (i.e., Volumes 2 through
8) dating through 1979. SDCI, 2.1 summarizes some of the agencies' use and opinions of
these publications, while our comments follow.

Although the data element dictionary contained in Volume 3, with an updated
version in Volume 7, was for the most part not used by some 15 agencies (SDCI, 2.1), an
analysis of the data elements collected by those agencies would probably be very
similar, as the SEARCH published dictionaries were developed after consultation with
several of those same agencies.

The implemenation plan in Volume 4, with a theoretical example of its use in
Volume 5, provides excellent guidelines for ACDS planning, development and
implementation. Most of these guidelines would apply to any software development
project. Unfortunately, very few of the ACDS projects made use of them (SDCI, 2.1);
in fact, many of the problems discussed in this report could have been mitigated or
avoided had these guidelines been followed. Thus, while OBSCIS has provided
significant assistance to the states, it has not prevented them from falling into the
same problem areas and subsequently "reinventing the wheel". Perhaps, SEARCH
should have played a more active role by not only disseminating but also helping with
the enforcement of the OBSCIS guidelines. ‘

The application definitions in Volume 2 have been useful to a majority of the states
(SDCI, 2.1). As discussed in Section 2.3, many of the offender-based application areas
developed by the majority of the states correspond closely to those defined by OBSCIS.

The remaining volumes in the OBSCIS series are not directly useful in that they
contain very general information. Volume 1 describes the OBSCIS approach, while
Volumes 6 and 9 provide some summaries and case histories. The apparent intent of
these volumes was to stimulate interest in and enthusiasm for the OBSCIS model and
the Basic OBSCIS Software Package (BOSP). As such, however, they tend to portray
the experiences of certain states (especially lowa) as being much more successful than
we have found them to be. It is important to distinguish between OBSCIS and BOSP:
OBSCIS refers to any system funded by the LEAA OBSCIS program, while BOSP is a
specific OBSCIS-based software package which has been used in only a small (but
increasing) number of OBSCIS states. All the documents discussed above except for
Volume 8 are pertinent to OBSCIS. Volume 8 and several small pamphlets (i.e., Basic
OBSCIS Administrator's Guide, Basic OBSCIS Implementation Strategy, and Basic
OBSCIS Small Computer Installations) refer to BOSP; although BOSP is considered in a
later subsection, the BOSP pamphlets deserve further comment at this time. In




general, they are promotional literature, and, as such, convey some impressions which
are not only inaccurate but, in our opinion, potentially detrimental to an agency
planning an ACDS. The pamphlets suggest that BOSP can be successfully implemented
in 90 days; it would, however, be very poor practice to implement such a major system
in such a short time. The Iowa system, which was barely implemented in 90 days, has
been far less successful than is claimed in these volumes, partly because the speedy
implementation precluded user involvement in the process. The user support claimed
for the lowa project does not exist. In addition, the Administrator's Guide states that
SEARCH can provide pre-installation planning, training, and software installation and
validation. It would be to an agency's disadvantage to allow these tasks to be done for
them, without close coordination and understanding. Moreover, it is questionable
whether SEARCH would be able to provide software validation, as no standard test
package exists. These misrepresentations are important because in order to adequately
plan, agency administrators must have an accurate idea of what resources will be
needed to build the system. For example, an agency intent on transferring in a BOSP
system should be apprised of the fact that the documentation from the sending agency
may not be up-to-date and that the programs may have problems which would have to
be "debugged".

In sum, the value of the SEARCH publications depends on their use. If they are
viewed as a starting point for discussion between data processing and user staff in
determining the latter's needs, they can be very useful. In a few cases, however, they
were used as a substitute for analysis and discussion of the state's own needs; to employ
these publications in such a manner is extremely poor practice and should be more
explicitly discouraged within the text of the publications.

Meetings

The OBSCIS User's Group meeting have been held once or twice yearly for a
number of years. In addition, there was an OBSCIS project seminar held in September
of 1977. Several states reported that these meetings are the most valuable of the
SEARCH activities. These states found the opportunity to exchange ideas and discuss
problems informally with other state staff extremely helpful. It seems that the formal
sessions at these meetings have been less useful in that the presentations in many cases
reflected, in the words of one attendee, "the ideal rather than the real systems". This
is particularly evident in the OBSCIS Compendium, which is a published report of the
proceedings of the OBSCIS seminar. The reports in this volume describe many of the
systems as much more extensive and more successful than our findings have indicated.
In spite of this fact, many states would like to see the meetings continue.

Basic OBSCIS Software Package (BOSP)

The Basic OBSCIS Software Package (BOSP) was developed for SEARCH by a
subcontractor, Stochastic Systems Research (SSR) Corporation, using a Xerox
computer. Before designing the system, SSR spent several days in each of & or 9 states
to get an idea of what their needs were and how they varied from state to state.
According to SSR, the system was designed with an awareness of the need for the
system to be adapted for each individual state, and built to make those adaptation easy,
thus resulting in a much more flexible system than would be possible were it written
within a single state environment. This being the case, the package is bound to become
less and less flexible as it is transferred from state to state, since each state must
make changes to meet its own needs.
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Iowa was the first state to install the original batch version of BOSP, putting it
into operation in July 1978. Before it was completely debugged, Iowa's version was
transferred to Connecticut where it was extensively modified and on-line data entry,
editing, and retrieval was added. SSR was contracted by Connecticut to help make
the needed changes. However, due to a number of problems, this is not yet operational.
lowa's version was also transferred to Kansas where it was also extensively modified
and implemented on an IBM system 34 minicomputer. Kansas' version alsc has on-line
data entry, editing and retrieval; it has been operational since December of 1979.
Kansas' version has been transferred to Idaho; Connecticut's version has been
transferred to South Dakota and Utah; and South Dakota's version has been transferred
to Alaska. Copies of South Dakota's version have also been sent to Utah, Connecticut,
Vermont, Montana, California and Australia for examination. One other version of the
system exists on SEARCH's Data General Nova minicomputer.

A problem area with these transfers has been that every one of them has taken
place before the system being transferred was put into operation. Because of this,
there is much duplication of debugging effort going on. Furthermore, contrary to the
impression given by SEARCH's promotional literature, there is no standard BOSP. Each
existing BOSP installation has updated the system to meet its own needs without
considering transfer isues and without updating the BOSP documentation. It has been
suggested that SEARCH maintain a prototype version in a state; it is our impression,
however, that the states' needs vary too much for this to be practical. Nevertheless,
there should. exist some means of communicating "bugs" found in one BOSP version
which may exist in other versions; SEARCH should play a key coordination role in this
area and should also provide technical assistance in debugging BOSP. Although there
were many bugs when BOSP was first introduced, South Dakota claims most have been
cleaned up. The reports of the degree of difficulty in modifying BOSP programs vary;
lowa and Kansas, however, d> claim that the package was able to reduce the time
needed for implementing a system. Two other BOSP deficiences require attention,
perhaps SEARCH attention. One minor deficiency is the lack of a provision for purging
files. The other, a major deficiency, is the poor BOSP documentation, especially the
lack of detailed program documentation. Further, the installation guide should be much
more specific, especially in the areas of installation-dependent program changes, file
initialization, and conversion (which is not evern mentioned); it would be of great benefit
to future users to provide more information ir these areas. If BOSP documentation is
to be useful, however, it must reflect the current, up-to-date versions of the system.
Again, SEARCH could play a key role in this regard.

Technical Assistance

SDCI, 2.2(A) indicates that 8 states have made use of SEARCH's technical
assistance. Half of these found it very useful, while two found it not useful at all
(SDCI, 2.2(C)).

The area in which the assistance was found to be most helpful was that of
presenting staff and resource needs to the administration (SDCI, 2.2(B)). Frequently, it
takes outside consultants to convince administrators of what their staff have been
telling them all along. The area in which the technical assistance has been weakest is
that of software debugging and modification (SDCI, 2.2(B)); this fact is especially
unfortunate since, as noted in the above BOSP discussion, we feel that software is an
area of critical technical assistance need.
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Generai Comments

The activities of SEARCH Group, Inc., in corrections have proved valuable to
many states; the OBSCIS model publications and the OBSCIS User's Group meetings
have been especially helpful. SEARCH's role as a middleman in the development and
dissemination of BOSP has been useful, while its technical assistance efforts have had
limited success.

However, SEARCH has a tendency to oversell its own products and to claim
success for projects which are either not yet completed or are having difficulties. This
may unduly influence states toward adopting a system which may not be the best for
them. Along with OBSCIS and BOSP information, SEARCH should also provide
information about systems which were not developed under the OBSCIS model to states
planning an ACDS development or redevelopment. Information such as is found in
Section 2 of this report should be kept up-to-date and made available to anyone building
or modifying an ACDS.

Additionally, as elaborated on in Section 4.2, we feel that the federal government
should continue funding i) basic ACDS research and development efforts, ii) ACDS-
related technical assistance assignments to states which require them, and iii) a
national clearing house for ACDS-related information, including a yearly national
meeting for ACDS administrators to meet each other and to be exposed to recent ACDS
developments. The fact that SEARCH is carrying out some aspects of the above three
activities in its current CMIS program may augur for it to continue in such a capacity.
However, although we feel that SEARCH has in general carried out its responsibililties
with diligence, we are of the opinion that the federal government (i.e., BJS) should
competitively award such a grant every, say, five years.

ACDS DESIGN

The four ACDS design issues include computing facilities, data clarification,
codification and standardization, data base design and data base creation.

Computing Facilities

In considering an ACDS's computing facilities, two related issues stand out: the
location of the mainframe and the configuration of the hardware.

Mainframe Location

Exhibit 9 identifies the mainframe location of the various ACDSs; if we were to
cross-tabulate this information with the problems reported as a result of this arrange-
ment (SDCI, 2.5(B)), we would get Exhibit 12. The three "other agencies" referred to in
the last column of the exhibit are a state university, a social services agency (which is
not an umbrella agency to corrections), and a computer installation run by prison
industry. From the exhibit it can be seen that only 6 agencies have their own
computers; the majority (30) use the services of state data centers.

Because our SDCI data are incomplete, no firm conclusions can be drawn;
however, some overall observations, based not only on the collated data but also on
conversations with state agency staff, can be stated. More specifically, it is our
impression that the most satisfactory arrangement is for the corrections agency to have
its own computing facility. Most of the problems shown in Exhibit 12 would not occur
or can be easily solved if corrections has control over the computer. There are several
additional disadvantages to using computer services outside the agency. First, there is
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Exhibit 12

Mainframe Location and Associated Problems

MAIN FRAME LOCATIONS

Corrections | State Data { Criminal Justice | Social Services | Other
Agency Center or Police Umbrella Agency | TOTAL
Agency

Number of ACDSs 6 30 7 2 3 50

Reported Problems:
insufficient hours af scheduled wachine availability 1 1 2
slow turnaround or response timz due to low
priority of corrections as a user 2 2 1 5
slow turnaround or response time due to saturation
of the system 1 1
too much downtime 1 1 2 2 6
not enough hardware capacity to operate the system 2 1 3
not enough resources for parallel testing 1 1
insufficient access to systems personnel 1 1
system staff not familiar with needed software
packages 1 1
not enough control over software packages used
by agency 1 1
reassignment of programming staff 2 2
TOTAL PROBLEMS REPORTED 1 10 8 0 4q 23
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gften a lack of freedom to choose the most appropriate teleprocessing package, data ‘ Two other states have plans for distributed processing systems. Wisconsin is

isfehmanagemept.sy stem, or any other software package. For example, one agency B et planning to implement some applications on IBM 8100s in the institutions. It is planned
which uses a criminal justice data center is unable to run certain research applications E to link these to each other through the large central computer. Minnesota expects to
because the computer center does not have a standard statistical analysis software put up a similar.system within a year; plans call for having Texas Instrument 900 Model

package. A second_problgrp is the fact that the corrections agency does not have the ni e 10s in five institutions and the central office - these will be linked to each other
%%\_Nzr to augment insufficient resources or to control data processing expenditures. I; through an IBM mainframe. It is also planned that an inmate's record would be
ird, In some cases the computing facility staff must approve the corrections agency's s * transferred automatically when the inmate transfers.

plans; this review procedure substantially delayed ACDS development in at least one

state. All of these problems may have an inhibiting effect th
operation of an ACDS. & on the development and
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Although it is encouraging to see states adopting such new technologies as
minicomputers and distributed processing (which together can potentially solve several
of the probiems confronting ACDSs today, as indicated in Section &4.5), we feel that
evaluations are warranted to better understand the impact and potential of these new
technologies. These evaluations should be funded by the federal government and should
be initiated before the new systems are installed so that before-after comparisons can
e be made.
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“There i§ one disadvantage to a corrections agency owning its own computing
facility; that is, the corrections agency must bear the complete cost and responsibility
for .the.p.urchase (or rental) and operation of the equipment. However, with the current
availability of smaller, less expensive, but still powerful mini- and microcomputers, this
is less of a burden than it was in the past. Section 4.5 addresses this issue further.
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Data Clarification, Codification, and Standardization

Hardware Configuration

Before a process or system can be automated it must be completely specified and
all arbitrary elements must be removed. This often means clarifying and codifying
existing definitions and procedures and, in the case of a system where diverse entities
such as correctional institutions are involved, standardizing definitions and procedures
among them. The process of clarifying, codifying, and standardizing is often, in itself,
beneficial to the organization.

f oy v

Although there are various hardware configurations which are suitable for an
ACDS, most agencies have no choice as to the type or configuration of computers they
may use, since state policies generally dictate that they must use existing data centers
as highlighted in Exhibit 12. This may partially explain why none of the current ACDS’
hardware configurations is unusual. Aside from the five exceptions to be discussed, all
the ACDSs run on large scale computers with either single or multiple-linked main-
frames or central processing units. Six systems also have minicomputers to run
peripheral systems such as inmate fund accounting and psychological test scoring; one

has a minicomputer serving as a remote job entry terminal. Exhibit 9 lists the current
ACDS hardwares.

foo—peyas

This has certainly been the case for corrections agencies; at least 20 agencies
have had positive effects resulting from the codification, clarification, and/or standard-
ization of their data elements and procedures (SDCI, 2.11), including 7 cases where the
organization claims to have benefited from the added centralization achieved through
new standards and procedures (SDCI, 6.2). These benefits have been derived even in
states where the ACDS was considered to be unsuccessful or is no longer running. In
one such state, part of the reason for the lack of success was the fact that
standardization did not take place until the system was already running when difficul-
ties maintaining the data base due to the lack of standardization became overwhelming.
Judging from comments made by agency staff, the standardization resulting from ACDS
development has been particularly valuable in the areas of date calculation (one state
discovered that each institution's records office was computing the release date
differently) and offender numbering systems (in at least three agencies, the separate
offender numbering systems for each institution made following an offender's progress
through the system extremely difficult).

Thrgg (i.e., ldaho, Kansas and Oklahoma) of the five exceptions are systems which
run on minicomputers. The Kansas and Oklahoma systems are on-line; the Oklahoma
system supports 44 terminals. The current Idaho system is extremely rudimentary; the

agency is now working on transferring Kansas' version of BOSP. Kansas and Oklahoma
both report success with their systems.

The fourth exception is the Illinois ACDS. Iilinois has one system running on the
state central computer (providing release date calculation and various types of
reporting for all institutions in the state) and another -- inmate tracking -- system
running o