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INTRODUCTION

In September, 1980 the Criminal Justice Statistics Association,
Inc. (CJSA) administered a survey on the status of Offender Based
Transaction Statistics (OBTS) system development in the states.
The purpose of the survey was two-fold: (1) to assess the status
of OBTS development in the states and (2) to assess the level of
analysis that can realistically be expected given current and
planned data availability.

In theory an OBTS system is designed to track the movement of
an offender from point of initial entry (e.g., arrest) to final
departure or exit from the criminal justice system. The charge (s)
leveled against the offender at the point of arrest, prosecutor or
court filing, final court disposition, and corrections entry may
be recorded as well as the disposition of each charge. Addition-
ally, the dates of entry and exit from the system as well as dates
at which intermediate processing events (e.g., pre-trial hearing)
occur may be maintained so as to provide estimates of the elapseq
time between events in an offender's processing. -

When assessing the status of OBTS development several issues re-
lated to the various approaches to collecting OBTS data need to be
addressed. One issue concerns the tracking mechanisms being used.
In order to track an offender from point of entry (e.g., arrest)
to final disposition Oor exit from the system requires the submis-
sion of data from various agencies: law enforcement, courts, cor-
rections. Hence a mechanism must be developed which allows the
records from the various agency files which are associated with a
particular offender arrest incident to be linked. This may be
done through the use of a multi-part form with a unique identifi-
cation number which "follows" the offender as he moves through the

system. Under this system, each agency records the events related
to the offender's processing which occurred while the offender was
under their jurisdiction (e.g., court clerk records charge(s) at



central data base. Alternatively, each agency may maintain sepa-
rate automated management information systems which record informa-
tion on offender processings but which use the same unique identifi-
cation number on any records associated with a particular offender
arrest. Data related to each offender processirg may then be ex-
tracted from the separate management information systems and linked
via the unique identification number in order to form a complete
picture of an offender's processing through the criminal justice sys-
.tem. Alternatively, a state may choose to collect OBTS data on a
sample of offenders by manually extracting data from the various
agency files. How successful a state is in merging or tracking
offender movement from one agency to another depends in large part
on the cooperation of the agencies involved, and the compatibility
of the data bases or record keeping procedures used by each agency.

Another criteria which should be addressed in assessing OBTS
development concerns the data base accounting unit. That is, does
each record or each form represent one charge leveled against an
offender at arrest (charge accounting), those charges associated
with a specific criminal incident for which the offender is accused
as a result of the arrest (incident accounting), or all charges re-
sulting from an arrest (offender accounting). If data is being ex-
tracted from separate agency systems, are the record accounting
units of the various systems the same or compatible?

Additionally, the charge, disposition and sentence characteri-
zation of an offender arrest needs to be dztermined. For example, are
the offender processings being described by the most serious charge
at arrest and the resulting disposition (and where convicted, the
sentence) associated with this charge; the most serious charge dis-
posed of by the court and its disposition (and where convicted, the
sentence); or the most serious charge with the most serious dispo-
sition (and sentence where convicted). Does the data base from
which this information is extracted retain all the charges recorded
against an offender at each stage or only the most serious accord-
ing to one of the above characterizations?

The specific data elements which are being included in the OBTS
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daca bases should also be determined. The level of detail of the
data elements included typically depends on the ability or willing-
ness of the clerks to fill out the forms related to offender arrests,
the data elements included in the individual agency systems, and/or
the difficulty and cost associated with extracting these data elements
and as such may vary from state to state.

Finally, the guality and reliability of the OBTS data collected
should be assessed. That is, how timely is OBTS data reporting
(e.g., how quickly are final court dispositions reported in support
of an OBTS system) and subszquent file update (e.g., once received,
how quickly are fingerprinis etc. entered on the system); how com-
plete is OBTS data reporting (e.g., what portion of required arrests
are actually reported, what portion of required dispositions are
actually reported).

As stated previously, the second, and perhaps more important,
objective of the survey was to assess the level of analysis that
can realistically be expected given current and planned data avail-
ability. The primary purpose of an OBTS system would appear to be
to provide a comprehensive picture of offender processing in a
state so as to be able to address issues of concern (e.g., prison
overcrowding). Some states may be able to generate a comprehensive
picture of offender processing dispositions from two or three in-
formation systems. However, it may not be practical for the state
to literally merge or track offender movement from one agency to
another. Hence in order to address this objective, it was felt to
be important not only to determine the status of OBTS system develop-
ment according to the criteria outlined above, but also to identify
the types of issues, questions which the states are interested in
addressing and to determine the types of information systems (in addi-
tion to OBTS systems) and data generally available in the states which

can be used to address these questions on offender processing.



Description of Survey

Questionnaires were sent to the Statistical Analysis Center
(SAC) Director in each state with a SAC (i.e. 40 states) and to
the Criminal Justice Council (CJC) Director in each state without
a SAC. These individuals were asked to coordinate the completion
of the questionnaire with the appropriate people in their state.¥

The guestionnaire consisted of eleven sections. Only the first
two sections were applicable if a state was not currently operating
or developing a state OBTS or did not have active plans to develop
a state OBTS. States with an OBTS in the planning, design, develop-
ment, implementation or operational stages were asked to complete
all séctions of the questionnaire.

Essentially the sections of the guestionnaire corresponded to
the major areas or concerns related to OBTS development discussed
above, namely:

1) Information system overview

2) Offender statistics -~ development and use

3) Stage of development of offender based trans-
action statistics

4) Manner of reporting OBTS

5) OBTS tracking mechanism and tracking accounting
unit

6) OBTS charge, offense and disposition information

7) OBTS police, courts and corrections data elements

8) Timeliness of OBTS data reporting and file update

9) Completeness of OBTS data reporting

10) OBTS data guality control and audits

11) OBTS analysis

A copy of the gquestionnaire is included in Appendix A.

In a survey conducted last fall it was found that SACs are typi-
cally involved in all phases of OBTS development in their state,
and, in particular, in the planning, design, and analysis phases
(see State of the States, Statistical Analysis Centers, April, 1980;

Criminal Justice Statistics Assoc., Inc.). Hence it was felt appro-
priate that the SAC Directors coordinate completion of the survey in

+heir states. For the most part, states without a SAC are not in-
volved in OBTS system development and it was felt that the CJC Dir-
ector would be the best person to coordinate completion of the sec-
tions related to information system development and analysis in
their state.
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Su:vey Highlights - Status of OBTS System Development

Responses were received from forty-seven of the fifty-two
states (includes District of Columbia and Puexrto Rico) who re-
ceived a questionnaire.®

Some highlights of the survey results are the following:

1. Thirty-one of the forty-seven states indicated they
were developing, or had developed, some type of OBTS sys-
tem. Of these thirty-one states, eleven indicated that
they had an operational OBTS system. However, it should
be noted that operational means simply that the report-
ing and design of the OBTS system has been completed and
data may be entered; it does not m=an that accurate or
complete reporting is occurring. Additionally, the

data segments of a state OBTS may be at different stages of
development and/or some states may have chosen to imple-
ment only certain segments based on their needs and
avallability of data. For example, the survey results
indicated that 17 states have an operational police/
fingerprint segment, 18 have an operational arrest-
charge police disposition segment, 10 have an opera-
tional prosecutor segment, 17 have an operational court
segment, 16 have operational state custody/parole seg-
ments, 5 have an operational local custody segment, and
9 states have an operational probation segment. The
differences in the number of segments that are opera-
tional could reflect the fact that a state may be using
a phased approach to implementing OBTS or that a state
may have chosen not to implement (or not to link to
their OBTS) a particular data segment.

2. The principal means of reporting data to the state
OBTS systems would appear to be via prescribed form
for the police, prosecutor and court segments, with
the second most frequent means of reporting court
data being as a by-product of a court management in-
formation system.

Nevada, Texas, Tennessee and Vermont did not return questionnaires.
Puer?o.Rico returned a questionnaire after the results from the
remaining states had been analyzed and the tables had been printed
up. Since they indicated they were not developing an OBTS system,
an@ as such, only completed the first two sections of the question-
naire, no attempt was made to include them in the general discussion
of the survey results, nor in the tables or displays. Their re-
sponses to Sections I & II of the gquestionnaire are included in
Appendix B.




3. The states are using varied types of tracking mechan-
isms to link the data segments of their OBTS. About half
of the 31 states developing an OBTS system would appear to
have a tracking mechanism whereby each component (e.g.,
law enforcement, courts) uses the same numper to refer to
an offender arrest processing. The remain}ng states would
appear to rely on the use of several identifiers (g.g.,
state criminal history identification #, date of birth,
date of arrest) to track the processing of an offender, or
do not have an official tracking mechanism (e.g., they
manually link events associated with an offender arrest).

4. The majority of the states (19 out of 31) use an offend—v
‘er-arrest accounting unit for their OBTS system. Under
this system one reporting form (or medium} is comple;eq )
which includes all the charges placed against an 1n§1y1d—
ual as the result of a particular arvest. The remaining
states use a charge accounting system where separate forms
(or mediums) are completed for each charge, an offanse-
incident accounting system where all the charges related
to a crime incident resulting from a particular arrest

are reported on the same form (or medigm), or some com-
bination of the three types of accounting units.

5. Almost half (45%) of the states with an OBT$ system
currently record all charges at one or more points in
an offender's processing. In nine of the gtates on}y
information on the most serious charge is included in
their OBTS file. The remaining states indicated that
they plan to include all charges at one or more points
in processing in their OBTS file even though they may
currently be collecting information only on the most
serious charge.

Furthermore, the survey results indicated Fhat, in
general, where an OBTS file includes informatlon_on all
charges associated with a given offendgr processing,
the respective court disposition associated with each
charge is reported and maintained as well, to the ex-
tent possible.

6. With respect to the types of felony'offenses in-
cluded, about half of the states are either gurrent;y

or planning to include information oply on fingerprinted
felony offenses* (which may in some instances be all

For purposes of the survey a felony level offense was defined as

an offense which carries the possibility of imprlsonmept for a
year or more and a misdemeanor level offense as one which carries
a lessor penalty.
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felony offenses). Similarly, about half of the states
who are, or will be, including misdemeanors in their
OBTS file (about 80% of the states with an OBTS) will
only accept fingerprinted misdemeanor level offenses.

7. In general, the state OBTS files would appear to

be designed to include most of the data elements listed
in the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) OBTS tape sub-
mission standards.* Dates other than the dates of arrest
and final disposition, as well as data on the type of
counsel and types of trial tend to be excluded.

8. The level of reporting data to the state OBTS files
would appear to vary from state to state. Twenty-five
states indicated that arrest data was being reported
to their OBTS file; in eleven states more than 90% of
their total FY 1979 arrests (required to be reported
for OBTS or CCH purposes) were reported to their state
OBTS with three states indicating that 71-90% of the
required arrests were reported. The survey results
further indicated that reporting levels of less than
90% were, in general, due to the fact that specific
jurisdictions were not reporting all or some of their
arrests, or that specific jurisdictions were not yet
required to report due, for example, to phased imple-
mentation of the OBTS system.

9. At the time of the survey, only about one-third of

the 25 states where data is being reported and included

in their state OBTS file indicated that more than 90%

of the offender dispositions disposed of by their upper
court in FY 1979 were reported and included on their

state OBTS with approximately 12% of the 25 states esti-
mating that 71-90% of their final upper court disposi-
tions were reported and included in their OBTS files.

Lower court dispositions would appear to be, in general,
less consistently reported than upper court dispositions,.**

*

See Attachment A to the OBTS questionnaire included in Appendix A
for a listing of the BJS OBTS tape submission standards as well
as the SEARCH Technical Report #4 OBTS data elements.

**
In some states only felonies are required to be reported to the
OBTS (or CCH if the same) system and felonies are primarily
handled only at the upper court level. Additionally, some states
have only one trial court. 1In those states with only one trial
court, the estimated percentage of dispositions reported was in-
cluded under the percentage of upper court dispositions reported
but may refer to both felonies and misdemeanors.
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In those states where less than 90% of the final court
dispositions were reported the respondents generally in-
dicated that the level of reporting was due primarily to
the fact that specific jurisdictions were not reporting
all or some required court dispositions, or were not yet
required to report.

Survey Highlights - Analysis of OBTS Data

10. When asked to indicate the types of questions or
concerns which their state had in regard to the process-
ing of offenders, most respondents felt it was important
to monitor the elapsed time between arrest and trial and
the impact of delay in processing on court dispositions,
the number of offenders processed through the various
components of the system, how many people released from
the system return and how far they will penetrate upon
return, the cost of processing an offender through the
criminal justice system, how many rearrests occur while
people are active in the system, how many people are
active in the various stages of the system at a given
point in time, and how many offenders their state cor-
rections department should plan for in the future.

11. Similarly the areas of analysis which would appear
to provide the most utility to the states in addressing
these questions (based on the number of states who have
done work in the area in the past and the number who are
currently doing work in the area) are providing system
"offender" processing descriptions and system rates of
processing followed to a lessor extent by providing
trends in system processing and forecasts/projections

of future processing, providing a system resource, work-
load and cost description as it relates to offender pro-
cessing, analysis of elapsed time between events in pro-
cessing and the effect on backlogs, analysis of length
of offender stay in various sentencing alternatives, and
analysis of offender return to the system.

12. The majority of respondents felt that an OBTS file
would be useful in addressing questions on offender pro-
cessing in their states, however, they also mentioned
other types of data bases which would be critical to,

or of assistance in, addressing the questions (e.g.,
state judicial management information system, correc-
tions management information system, population/demo-
graphic data).

Furthermore, some states have performed analysis in
a particular area (e.g., analysis of elapsed time be-
tween events in processing) without the aid of an OBTS
system per se, by using available data on offender pro-
cessing (e.g., aggregate statistics, one-time study using
offender tracking data on a sample of offenders).*

* v .
These same states may currently be developing an OBTS system.



Survey Analysis - Final Reports
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This report summarizes the results of the survey. For compara-
tive purposes, the states were grouped by type of OBTS system they
are developing, if any. However, very little formal analysis of
the data by state grouping is given.

Essentially Grouping 1 represents those states who extract OBTS
data from a CCH (Computerized Criminal History) file and reporting
to the CCH is mainly via form. States in Grouping 2 are those states
where OBTS is extracted from the CCH and reporting to the CCH is
via form or by direct terminal entry. Grouping 3 represents those
states where OBTS is collected mainly as a by-product of management
information systems (e.g., state judicial management information
system, state corrections management information system). Groupings
4A and 4B represent those states who do not have active plans to
develop an OBTS system with states in Grouping 4A being those states
with SACs and states in Grouping 4B heing those states without SACs.?*
A listing of the staﬁe groupingsis included in Appendix C.

This report is organized into three parts:

1. Part I is an overview of the development and use
of offender processing statistics in general (e.g.,
with or without an OBTS system) in the states and
summarizes the responses to Sections I and II of

the questionnaire;

2. Part II describes the status of OBTS system de-
velopment in the states and summarizes the responses
to Sections III-XI of the gquestionnaire; and

3. Part III gives state examples of different an-
proaches to offender processing statistics develop-
ment and implementation.
More specifically, included in Part I of the report is an over-
view of information system development in the states as it relates
to offender processing data, a summary of the major issues or ques-

tions on criminal justice offender processing which concern the

*The classification of each state into a Grouping was made based on
the survey results and in some instances the choice may not have
been entirely clear-cut. A state may have indicated they currently
collect OBTS data one way but plan to switch to another method or
they may use a combination of methods. Additionally, the classi-
fication of states into Groupings 4A and 4B (with and without a SAC)
was made based on the known current status of the SAC within the
state. Louisiana and Missouri both had SACs at one time, but at
the time of the survey it was not clear they were still in operation.

- 10 -
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states (e.g., how many offenders state corrections should plan

for %n the future), and a description of the types of information
systéms which can be used to address a particular question (e.g.,
court system). Part I also shows the types of frameworks or struc-
tures for representing offender processing data (e.g., rates of re-
turn - recidivism) that can assist in addressing questions on crim-
inal offender processing. Included in Part II of the report is

a summary of the stage of development of OBTS by state; the manner
of reporting OBTS by state; a description of the tracking mechanisms
(e.g., traveling form which follows the offender Srom one stage to
the next) and accounting units (e.g., charge, offender) being used;
the types of charge, offense, and disposition information included;
the timeliness of OBTS data reporting and file update; the complete-
ness of data reporting to the state OBTS systems; the types of data
quality control measures being used to insure accurate reporting;
and the types of analysis done or being planned for OBTS data.

Part III describes, in some detail, three state OBTS systems. The
systems described were selected to represent the different approaches
being used to collect OBTS data, e.g., from a CCH, as a by-product
of agency management information systems.

As stated previously the two objectives of the survey were to
1) assess the status of OBTS>development in the states and 2) to
assess the level of analysis which can reasonably be expected given
current and planned data availability. This report summarizes the
overall results of the survey. A second report entitled "Analytic
Plan for the Representation and Use of Offender Processing Statistics"
has also been written.* The survey results, as well as examples of
work done at the state level, were used as a base of information in
writing the analytic plan report.

Specifically, based on the state interest in addressing questions
related to offender processing and the availability of OBTS data and
aggregate offender processing data in general, as indicated by the
survey results, an analytic plan for the representation and use of
offender processing statistics was developed. Essentially the analytic

plan report describes six structures for the representation and use of
—

The report is entit}ed "Analytic Plan for the Representation and Use
of Offender Processing Statistics™; Criminal Justice Statistics Assoc.,
July, 1981.

- 11 -



of fender processing statistics, illustrates their use at the state
level, and describes data bases (e.g., OBTS/CCH) or information
sources which support the structures.

The structures correspond to the major areas of analysis which
the survey results indicated would appear to provide the most
utility to the states. They are:

1. Offender Processing Flows and Stocks - e.g., manner
and outcome of process, offender characteristics,
number of offenders active in the system at given
points in time or waiting to be processed.

2. Elapsed Time Between Events in Processing and Impact
on Processing Stocks - e.g., number of days between
events, analysis of pending population, effect of
court backlog on pre-trial detainee and corrections
populations.

3. Corrections Intake, Length of Sentence and Length
of Stay and Its Impact on Corrections Population -
e.g., impact of sentencing decisions on size of
corrections population.

4, Rates of Return of the Offender to the Justice
System (Recidivism) - e.g., from state custody,
state supervision, rearrest.

5. Projections of Future Volume and Manner of Criminal
Justice Processing - e.g., arrest projections, pro-
jections of number of offenders active at various
processing points.

*6. Justice System Resources and Costs - e.g., cost
of processing offenders, level of government
services.

The report is organized into six chapters corresponding to each
of the six structural areas listed above. FEach chapter contains a
conceptual definition of the framework (e.g., rates of return); an

illustration of the use and display of the framework based primarily

*
This chapter of the report was not available at the time of

initial distribution. It will be disseminated later as an ad-
dendum to the report.

o e

on individual state work in the area; identifies issues in data
collection, extraction, and aggregation related to the framework
(e.g., unit of count for analysis-~offender vs. charge); identifies
alternative sources of data to support the framework; and finally
displays data files and output reports in support of the framework.
Taken together, the two reports (i.e., this report and the
analytic plan) attempt to describe the state of the art in offender
based transaction statistics tracking systems and the use of offend-
er processing data in general. They identify issues related to the
collection and aggregation of offender processing data, illustrate
different state approaches to collecting and aggregating the data,
and describe ways of using the information at the state level.
The illustrations of the uses of offender processing data are made
based on the types of data generally available and the work which
has been done at the state level. Neither report is meant to pro-
vide the final word in the type of OBTS system which should be de-
veloped or the types of analysis which should be performed. Rather
they are meant to illustrate different approaches which can be, and
have been, used in the different states and in this way it is
hoped that they can contribute to the states building a strong

capacity for systemic justice analysis.
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PART 1. OVERVIEW Op THE DEVELOPMENT AND USE oOF OFFENDER PROCESSING
_ STATISTICS IN THE STATES

SECTION 1. Information System Overview

States of information Systems in Support of offender Processing
Statistics ang the likeiihoog of continuead development of state
OBTS systemsg in the absence of future federal funds,

OBTS and ccH Development
TT——————=— “¢Velopment

Table 1.1 Presents an Overview of ORBTS development in the
States as indicated by the Survey results, describing the types

the process of developing, O presently Planning to implement

a statewide OBTg System. Of the 31 States, 81sg indicated g3
combined OBTS/ccCH development effort (45% of the 31 states in-
dicateg they extract OBTg from the CCH file, 26%¢ Create Separate

Mean that accurate or complete Teporting ig Occurring,

As stated above, the information in Table I.1 is based en-
tirely on the Survey Tesponsesand as such may be subject to
Certain limitaiiong (e.g. the "best" pPerson(s) to Yespond for
a state was not Contacted, not all stateg Tesponded) . While
it is believeqd that the information in Table I.1 is representa-~
tive of the actual (as of September 1980) status of OBTS ang CCH
development in the States, for Comparative Purposes, results from

*In actuality, 33 respondentsg indicateq that they were Currently
maintaining, developing, Or planning for an OBTS. However, only



|
TABLE I.}: OVERVIEW OF OBTS DEVELOPMENT IN THE STATES |

R e :Eysénop TYPE OF OBIS SYSTEM STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT
’
Cs)'lz"z\mp WJEENSB%S CQMBINED OBTS,CCH
EXTRACTED | SEPARATE SEPARMIE |

States YES NO FROM CCH | AT ENTRY | OTHER oBrs ! ccH OBTS
T [

1. California X X | OPERATTONAL OPERATIONAL A
Georgia X X | OPERATIONAT, . IMPLEMENTATION | 4
{linois X X |_coprrarTrONAT OPERATTONAL 1
lowa X X | OPERATTONAL - IMPLEMENTATION
Michigan X X ) I|_OPERATTONAT, OPERATTONAL
Nebraska X X .| OPERATIONAL PLANNING -

New Jersey X X .| OPERATIONAL . | QPERATIONAL __ |
"Ohio X X OPERATIONAL OPERATIONAT, o
Qregon X X OPERATTONAL .. QPFRATTONAL _._._....
Utah X X OPERATTONAL QPERATTONAL,
=) : )
Virginia X X ! OPERATTONAL OPERATTONAL
Wisconsin X X i INVESTIGATION | PLANNING
Wyoming X X x2 DESIGN DESIGN
2. Arizona X X OPERATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
~" Colorado X X i|_OPERATTCNAL PILANNTNG ]
i i B | DEVETOPMENT
Connecticut X X DEVEIOPMENT
”””” Delaware X X OPERATTONAL _. | IMPLEMENTATION . ___|
" Hawail . “ X . OPERATTONAT ngm{om —_
__Massachusetts X 4 X : DEVELOPMENT._ : PLANNTNG. e oo e o]
New Mexico | x| I X 1 PLANNTNG. - | e e
| New York X _1 X o OPERATIONAL, . TMPLEMENTATION _ ..
... Okahoma | i ‘ OPEFATIONAL . _ .OPERATIONAL. ._ ..
_.... Qklahoma | _x . - X . RO e
3. Arkansas X ! X L N/A o [ OPERATIONAL
T 'DE>-—_- o T ! X___,-__ INVFQ'T‘T(‘-.A'I‘TQN__&__ NVESTIGATION.. . ..e. :
| Kansas_ | X __ i . X DESIGN | BLANNING. _ ____ - |
T Maine Tz i . tx__ . ! prANNTNG . PLANNING . __. __| |
Maryland  ~ x4 . - __X_ . .|DevrromEnT . . . DEVETORMENT ... ..
" Minnesofa "X ; TION < e
Minnesota . _ | - x w4 . - X ...}l NOT_PROGRESSING: TMPIFMENTAT
| Pennsyivania "X , R X - M@%;EN
... Rhodelsland [ x | : X -~ PLANNDG. .. _ INWVEST GhrIn - =
. SouthCarofina_| X'~ ‘ S . srmm s - um VARIES BY COMPONENT
- 20utn »aroin: B, ]
)
_4A. Alabama | 1 .X_ | . . — e e .
A..I.a.s.k.a__ X : HE . —_— ;ﬂ e mtn e % A o o = e e = —a
_ ... ldaho___ I X __. : B | N S
.. Mississippt | | X, ] : : e e ‘
_.. Montana | 1 X : ! e e
Nevada X . . e ]
~ " NewHampshire | T [Tx T hT ; DESIGN DESIGN
Hampshire X . X : - . ]
- \?V%gﬁiﬁﬁﬁ'“"”"“_ Tx ; OPERATTONAL . PLANNING. __ .. | 1
. 4B. Florida | . X OPERATIONAL __ | e ;
o lL[:de?s?:nE' o -—;Eb : ! 'OPERATIONAL ' TMPLEMENTATION - ;
[ Missour T T X ” : . 5 ;
. _NorthGarolina | == | X ‘ : ] |
... North Dakota lx o o {
N outh Dakota X o ; \ : - .. :
[ \:?Veét_Virgini'a"—"}“ B ! : X IOPERATIONAL ' PLANNING i

®Mhe corrections component. of the Wyoming OBTS data base will be a by-product of their corrections system,

blouisiana was ir the process of implementing an OBTS system, During the sumrer of 1980 activities associated with
OBTS dJevelopment were terminated.

SCURCE:  Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CISA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A ~ Questions 1,2,&3).
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a 1979 SRI International Survey Final Report entitled "An
Assessment of the Status of the National Computerized Criminal
History Program" is presented in Exhibits I.1 and I.2. Speci-
fically, Exhibit I.l1 summarizes criminal justice state planning
agencies (SPA) responses with respect to information system de-
velopment in their state, and with respect to CCH and OBTS
system development in particular. Exhibit I.2 summarizes
responses from state computerized criminal history agencies
with respect to the current (1979) status and type of CCH sys-

tem (e.g. integrated CCH/OBTS) operating or under development
in their state.

Commitment of the Statesto Continue OBTS Development

A series of questions were asked about the commitment of the
states toward continued OBTS development in the absence of future
funds. Figure I.1A describes the estimated level of assistance
needed by the states from BJS in order to assure continued OBTS
development. As noted, approximately 32% of the 31 states with
an OBTS indicated they needed no additional support from BJS in
order to assure continued OBTS development while 35% of the
states indicated the need for funds in the range of $15,000 -
$40,000 or enough for extraction and analysis of the data.
Another 19% indicated they needed at least $100,000 and/or the
continuation of current levels of grant support for system de-
sign and development.

Figure I.1B describes the estimated level of support existing
in the states for OBTS development should federal assistance be
severely restricted at the conclusion of any on-going funding.
Specifically, approximately 61% estimated that their state
would continue to support current levels of operational expenses
for their OBTS system (or CCH system if the same) while 26% ex-
pected none to only minimal support from their state should
federal assistance be restricted at the conclusion of on-going
funding.

Figure I.2 displays the respondents' perception of the depen-

dency of their state's progress with respect to OBTS development



FIGURE I.lA: Estimated Level of Federal Assistance Needed by the
States@ in Order to Assure Continued OBTS Development

FIGURE I.2: Dependepcy of States? with Respect to OBTS Development
on Continued Progress with Respect to CCH Development

Level of Assistance and Implementation
2 States [::]None
$15,000~-525,000
¥ — ! ! Dependency of OBTS Progres
ff B 10 States [TI1}s30,000~540,000 gress on CCH
| Extraction & Analysis/BJS Tape [ ]Very Dependent
4 States i BEEBPreparati,on Y / P ¥ P
Y X Over $100,000 : EEEH Somewhat Dependent
f Conti ti 18 States
o ates EoEoRELRaELD Of Suprent grants/ Ml Yot Dependent
C Unknown/No Response . m No Response/Noc Applicabie
5 States‘\t 3 ' 1 State
e 2 States
4 States

C . a
FIGURE I.1B: GEstimated Level of Support Existing in States  for
OBTS Development Should Federal Assistance be Restricted
at the Conclusion of on-going Funding

Level of State Support

1 State
[::] None/Little/Minimal
Resources but no $

Continuation of current level/Opera-
EEEH tional expenses/Already state funded

m Unknown/No Response

7 States

AR
ﬁxv
i

19 States "

4 States 1

a
Based on responses from the 31 stat indi

' ; es who indicated th
Or were planning to implement, an OBTS system. 2t they had,

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS 'administered b

the CJsa i
1980 (see Appendix A - Question 3(b)Y A in September,

aBased on responses from the 31 states who indicated they had, or were
planning to implement a state-wide OBTS.

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September,
1980 (see Appendix A - Question 2(b) & (c)). } *
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on continued progress with respect to CCH development and

: , FIGURE I.3A: i a aa ‘
implementation. More than half (about 57%)of the 31 states Commitment of States™ to Providing the Resources Needed

to Operate OBTS (or CCH if t ;
developing an OBTS capability felt that OBTS development in e

their state was very (18 states) or somewhat (3 states) ‘ N

dependent on continued CCH development and implementation.
St .:tes where OBTS is in the operational stage or will be
operational at the conclusion offon—going grant support were {

asked to comment on whether or not their states were committed ! o

to providing the resources needed to operate the OBTS system f

(or CCH system if the same) and the resources needed for gen- 5 States

erating OBTS output reports and analyzing and disseminating

the information consistent with state needs. Twenty-two states

responded to this question. Figures I.3A and I.3B display the
results. ' N
Specifically, 16 respondents felt that their states were

committed to providing the resources needed to operate OBTS

FIGURE I.3B: Commitment of States®
! for Generating OBTS Ou
other hand, only 12 respondents felt that their states were ' Disseminating the Info

ommitted to providing the Tesources nested Lo cperats NS to Providing the Resources Needed
tput.Reports and Analyzing and
rmation Once OBTS is Operational

committed to providing the resources needed for generating

OBTS output reports and analyzing and disseminating the infor-

mation once OBTS is operational while 10 respondents were un- State is Committed

Jves
MMM vncertain

Il Yo Response/Not Applicable

certain about their state's commitment.

OBSCIS, SJIS, PROMIS System Status

12 States

Questions were asked in the survey on the status of OBSCIS,
SJIS and PROMIS* system development in the states, as well as

on the status of other information systems either operational

or under development which could contribute to offender - 0 States 9 Stat
; ates

oriented statistical development. The survey responses are

summarized in Tables I.2A and I.2B.

Specifically, Table I.2A displays the stage of development
of OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS in the states as indicated by the

survey respondents, and indicates with ar asterisk the systems @Based on responses from th
e

. . - 31 states who indi
that are anticipated to contribute as a by-product to OBTS ’ planning to implement a stat tndicated th

: ey had
e-wide OBTS . Y ¢ OF were

development. As noted, thirty-four of the forty-seven respon- SOURCE :

Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September
I ’

dents indicated that an OBSCIS (or its equivalent) system is, 1980 (see Appendix A - Questions 4(a) & (b))

* .
OBSCIS = Offender Based State Corrections Information System

SJIS = State Judicial Information System

PROMIS = Prosecutor Management Information System
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TABLE I.2A:  OBSCIS, SJIS, PROMIS SYSTEM STATYS3
TABLE I,2p: OTHER INFORMATION SYSTEMS (COUNTY/STATEWIDE) IN STATES2 EITHER
OPERATICMNAL OR UNDER DEVELOPMENT WHICH ARE OR COULD CONTRIEUTE
STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT TO OBTS DEVELOPMENT
States OBSCIS SIIS PROMIS; 1P l 2 3
1. California < c c OFFENDER | JUVENILE
Georgia - States [AWENF| COURTS | PAROLE/PROB_ | CORRECTIONS | TRACKING  |TRACKING | OTHER
Tilinois OPERATIONAL *PLANNING | o - (County Level)
lowa *OPERATIONAL *PLANNING I I 1. California
Michigan IMPLEMENTATION | * DEVELQPMENT 1 Georgia
Nebraska = lllinois X o
New Jersey DEVELOBMENT DEVELOPMENT o lowa *X
Ohio OPERATIONAL 7] Michigan X
Oregon Nebraska X
Utah *DEVELOPMENT | *DESIGN *VARIES B New Jersey X
Virginia *OPERATIONAL | PLANNING DESIGN DEVELOPMENT Ohio X
Wisconsin DEVELOPMENT - ] Qregon X b
Wyoming Utah *X X X
Virginia X
2, Arizona *OPERATIONAL * INVESTIGATION ! Wisconsin
| Colorado *OPERATIONAL | *OPERATIONAL *QPERATIONAL (9} counties) Wyoming ¥ X
Connecticut IMPLEMENTATION IMPLEMENTATION | PLANNTNG emn .
Delaware IMPLEMENTATION *IMPLEMENTATION ] 2. _Arizona X
Hawaii IMPLEMENTATION *IMPLEMENTATION| INVESTIGATION | i ] Colorado
| __ _Massachusefts | DEVELOPMENT | *IMP/OP ! B Connacticut
New Mexico *OPERATIQNAL i . Delaware *X
New York *OPERATIQNAL *OPERATIONAL IMPLEMENTATION | DEVELQPMENT Hawaii

~__Oklahoma _ | *PLANNING *PLANNING ot | Massachusetts

e o o New Mexico
| 3 Arkansas_ _ DEVELOPMENT ] ; New York *X *x *y *y

b *OPERATIONAL *QPERATIONAL .. : Oklahoma
| Kansas R *OPERATIONAL *PLANNING I
B Maine__ _ DEVETLOPMENT e o ; | 3. _Arkansas
_ . Maryland | *QPERATIONAL | *OPERATIONAL __{OPERATIONAL | INVESTIGATION | .__. _____ ... __ " DC *X X e ) wg
.. Minnesota OPERATIONAL | OPERATIONAL H U RO ; Kansas *y :

__ Pennsylvania DEVELOPMENT H _ R Maine

_..Rhodeisland | INVESTIGATIOM OPERATTONAL . .. !OPERATIONAL ..l __ e ] Maryiand X X

__.South Carolina_ | OPERATIONAL __|OPERATTONAL R . ; Minnesota

“““““ - L i Pennsylvania 0 < - |
| 4A. Alabama | OPERATIONAL | IMPLEMENTATION |DEVELOPMENT ___; TMPLEMENTATION | QPERATIONAL | Rhode Island X X
e f(\jlaﬁka._,._._~-__*_DQVELOPMENT *PLANNING S I South Carolina X X X :
fom e v a o R saatd ~L - ——— e - B
| .._Mississippi ___ [ ______ I e e 4A. Alabama : ‘
__Montana | OPERATIONAL , S I . " Alaska X X X ;
. Nevada DEVELOPMENT__| INVESTIGATION_ _ i ST O ldaho X : i
*OPERATIONAL |[*OPERATIONAL . Mississippi *X X P ; "
_PLANNING PLANNING = | | OPERATIONAL o i Montana e X
Nevada - i
. -..|-OPERATIONAL | IMELEMENTATION !OPERATIONAL INVESTIGATION e - New Hampshire *y *y T i
i ___Indiana _ . __ - OPERATIONAL . I Washington
i ___louisiana OPERATIONAL
_ Missouri | OPERATIONAL | OPERATIONAL OPERATIONAL 4B. Florida x
—_ __North Carolina .| OPERATIONAL | IMPLEMENTATION 4 indiana
" "NorthDakota | _ Louisiana
e South Dakota . |IMPLEMENTATION] OPERATIONAL DEVELOPMENT Missouri % '
i West Virginia North Carolina X 5
North Dakota X X
*System anticipated to contribute as a by-product to OBTS development {(or CCH where the same). South Dakota
®It should be noted that different stat be implementing different i ( dules) wiost Yiania ” i
shou e note a irieren states ma e 1im ementin 1 eren versions or modules . .
of these systems. This table is only intené'ed to grovide agbroad overview of OBSCIS, SJIS, *Systems anticipated to contribute as a by-product to OBTS development
PROMIS system status in the states, More detailed information on their status is given in
Exhibits I.1.-I.4.

b . . . . ) . ) %These systems may be at varying stages of develcpment in tha states. This table is only intended to
PROMIS is typically implemented at the local or county level and as such the respondents to the , provide a broad description of the types of informaticn systems being developed in the states which
questionnaire may not be up-to-date on all PROMIS development in their state. Some state re- . . are or could contribute co OBTS developmment.
spondents did indicate more than one PROMIS system being implemented in their state, at differ- .
ent levels of development. These are noted in the table under the PROMIS 1, 2, and 3 columns. -

Exhibit I.4. gives a more detailed description of PROMIS status by state. : SOURCE: Questicnnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in Septavber, 1980 (sée Appendix A - ques-

Not under the jurisdiction of the California Bureau of Justice Statistics. tions 768).

NOTE: A stage of development is listed only for those systems where a respondent indicated the .

gtatn_xs of the system. No response should imply that the state has never received fund- - 23 =
ing for the system. (It could also mean that the respondent was unaware of the system
status or chose not to respond.)
SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in Sentember, 1980 (see Appendix A -
question 5). ¥ !
- 22 - A s
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or has been, funded in their state with the systems being at

the following stages of development (as of 10/80): 56% of the
systems are operational, 12% are being implemented, 24% are
under development, and 9% are in the planning or investigation
stages. Twenty-one of the 47 respondents indicated that an

SJIS system (or its equivalent) is, or has been, funded in

their state with 33% of the systems operational, 38% in the
process of being implemented, 5% under development and 24% in
the planning to design stage. Finally, 24 of the 47 respondents
indicated at least one jurisdictional PROMIS system in their
state with approximately 40% of the specified systems operational,
7% being implemented, 20% under development and 33% in the plan-
ning to design stages."

Of the respondents who indicated they are receiving or have
received funds for an OBSCIS system, approximately 47% indicated
the systems are anticipated to contribute .s a by-product to
OBTS. Similarly, 38% of the SJIS systems funded are anticipated
to contribute as a by-product tn OBTS development and 42% of the

.states with PROMIS systems anticipate these systems to contribute

as a by-product to OBTS.

It should be noted that Tables I.2A and I.2B were compiled based
entirely on the survey responses and may not be indicative cf
the actual status of information system developrment as it re-
lates to offender oriented statistical development in the states.
That is, the people who completed the guestionnaire may not be
completely up-to-date on the status of information system de-
velopment (particularly on PROMIS development which typically
occurs at the local or county levels) in their states and/or
the questions as worded in the survey instrument on the status
of these systems may not have been completely clear.

An attempt was made to compare the information on stage of
development of OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS obtained as a result of
the survey with information on the status of these systems
obtainea from the Bureau of Justice Statistics (for OBSCIS

development), the National Center for State Courts (for SJIS

development) and INSLAW, Inc. (for PROMIS development). The
status information maintained by the three agencies listed is
very much more detailed than that requested in the survey. For
comparative purposes, Exhibits I.3 - I.6 display the status of
OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS development in the states based on
information obtained from the Bureau of Justice Statistics,

the National Center for State Courts and INSLAW, Inc.,
respectfully.?*

Specifically, Exhibit I.3 displays the status of OBSCIS by
component by state as of April, 1980 based on Bureau of Justice
Statistics information. Exhibits I.4 and I.5 identify the
states developing automated modules as part of state-level
judicial information systems as of June 30, 1980, and for those
states having operational state-level judicial modules, indicates
whether they are non-automated, partially automated or fully
automated as of June 30, 1980, based on a survey conducted by
the National Center for State Courts.

Finally, Exhibit I.6 lists the status of PROMIS development
in the states and the version(s) of PROMIS being implemented,
based on data maintained by INSLAW, Inc.

The.status of OBSCIS, SJIS, and PROMIS development listed in
Exhlbits I.3 - I.6 represents the status at a different point
in time than that listed in Table I.2A; however, the status
of each system is within six months of that referenced in
Table I.2A. Additionally, the data in Exhibit I.3 reflects
those states receiving federal dollars for OBSCIS development;

the data in Exhibits I.4 - I.5 reflects responses from all
states.
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SUMHARY OF RESPORSES T0 QUUSTUIONNAIRE SURVEY

FOR Sias

CJ1s Date Date Date Dute State State Block § Stuate State is CC 13 UBTS HNouopera- luteg. SPA System
Haster Plan Last CDs Plan Luast Recelved Received Used for Recelved - Recelved  Opera-  Opera- tionael CCH end Speclallats  SPA luvolive-
Plan? Adopted Update Plan? Adopted Update £ps $1  _ccu §7 CCIU/OBTS?  SJIS $2 OHSCIS 57 clonall? tionsl? CCH Status OBTS? on Stuff? ment with Cen
Mabams :-“,,:,:? . o \"?' o [’ Y -'_' 4:‘ "ff'.{‘zi:‘ g“;: "-sﬁ;;.,. " |..,:-; LA EPCIRY o '\ ‘,.: . ".:‘v.u: .. it . . P . o - ’ N X .
Alaska oo T eyl 190G TEY 0 i Vs w977 5 01978 s Yes o U No T hYes " e T Yes Yes LN Yes Yes t, h
Acteona ooy Ven L 19630 L Mow i Yee ST TS, e D Yee T e L et e L Yes L Y Tus is
reansas
Callfornia
Colorado .
fConnecticut = Yes' 1976%, 47 How™ ' Yea 2 V1976950 1978 00 Yea . Yes - ", .o Yes SV Yen 05 ' Yew i Ho No. &7 Yas P Yy s, f, g ¢
. " e e A ‘ . . . o . PR, A .
Delaware .. fes v 'Mow How - " (), Vea . & \9]& " 19797 Yes. Yes - v'Yea T Yes Yo'+ ' Yes " No LN I Yes ., No ]
{ Flotide s wom Yos ., 19720 & Now ffuiNo S 3%: . Cuns. csts v Ye& o Yes: _, . No .4 - Yeu Yes . Yes ; PO T Yes . . . Yas
Georgla Yes 1972 1974 Yes 1972 1977 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes e, B
lavaty Yea 1976 .- Yes 1973 .- Yes Yes Ho Yen Yes Yes Yes Yes No
1daho b - f. o . o - B Cavad ’ .
Tifnola” 7 77 Yes * "5 197277 TU1979, Ve V00 002 * 11099 Yes f CoYew T Yes T Mo, S CURRS 7Y Yas VNN Y t, %
Indlens . . L et .'_‘; . '),-:,‘: ey ) . “ oo e I L . - . . .
$ lova ot SUBU L L et et o YOS 1977 g bed s Yoe oy Yes L D Mot No Gl a Yes Lo . Yes v oo, CD Xew L Yas 1 ¢
Kansas Yes 1976 .- Yes 1976 .- Yes No Yus No Yes - No Ho Yes Yes f, &
Kentucky No No No No No No Ho Yea Yes Yes Yes =
louislona X Yea 3 1971 . 1978 Yes 1971 - Yfg Yes Ho No No s No Yes a Yes Yes 8 5
Halae s AT T AL mo e . v B PTG ' ‘2 ;, I £ o
Hsvylend " Yas 1573 1977‘,"3 Yeg 10019730 't How © Yea Yes _Yes Ho +° = Yes:', U Yas® . . 1 Yes 7 Yes ., 5 —
Husvacbusstts . No . ' ) i “woriee fee i HR Jdada s VoLl Yea iy, L Yest Ho o L . Yes Sl Yam . L No . No [ P S { 1] « Yas . £, 8 o
Mlchigan
Mlanesota Yes 1927 -- Yesu 1972 1976 Yes Yes No Yea Yes Yen Yes Yes Yes e, g H
Mivsisalppt . e e o, - . . R !
D Mlssourl T Mo T WL NN £3972770 1976 ¢ Yas | Yor i Yew . Yed 10T Yes' s tiRe, T Moo U4 TR Yes B No' . g’
m:hn:. : Yea . . 7 1977 ¥ A--‘-",; You i’:.'1977 t e, You No™ . Hoy. o' No. "' -"Yes ¥~ Ho v ' o Ho 47T N . Xes E_‘
Nebras ceinta PP PR R IR LTS 20 A0 PN S A P R EATER bt - A P P N v
Hevada e
New llampaliitre  No Yes 1974 Now Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No [ Yer No e
New Jersey :
Hew Mexlco - Yes-*° ", 1974 42 '1979 %, Ya 19745 . c «e™ “Yes T T Hot' t Mo Mot Yes T Y Yee " No . Ho VRN AT Yes Lt Yes '
Hew York © Yes 111915 | : oee o7 uYe S Ya *Yes . ~ Yes . L Yen Yas Yes " s Yes T Yes . 3
t Horth Catollna Yes . . . 1974...°19761 o e s Hoevor - wHev o ¢ L Yee oy No, .. .. Ro. Yo No e Ve Yes [T
Horth Dakots  HNo No No Na No No No i Ho No )
Uhto You 1973 - Yen 1973 - Yes Yes .+ No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes e, [, g
Oklalioms
Oregon . RN ,‘:.. s ":‘:,‘-;--. . -,’"Yu‘.';"wn 1:. Nov’-"-‘;-’ Y..nl.-“p Ne FCPTI ’YII.T: '._“ Yes '@‘ Yo ° ! Yep * Ho ¢ "Rg Yes 5
:;“S'Ji:;nl;  Yas 1976 0 1978, %0 Yes | 1975 How "+ Yes ~ Yes . No " ' Yas. No ,* . Mo No o7 No '
L. Rhode . Ialend ., D T B T o T N P S S U SR 2V e ey e . K
South Carollna Yea 1974 -e Yes 1974 - Yes Yen Yes Ho Yen Yes Ho Yeu Yes e, [, g
South Dakota No Yes 1976 -- Yea No Yes No Yes No Ho Yes Yen t, g
X Tcuneis'c‘a . Yes 1975 1976 B . No No Yes Ro No No Hu Yes Nu e, g
Toxsn® Yee FO19T2T 1197200 Yen™ o 1973 7 1978 Yo ' Year Yes ™" Ho No Yoo Ho ‘ Nov .
gt-h t" :-- 1970 . Yely® ’Y‘u" -,,1‘ 1973 Yriy Yes Yes No ' - Yap Yeo |, .. Yss Yes Yea Yan a1, s
etmont ., .. L I T AR . T SR . + Ho - [T - o No
Virginla
. Washington
Hest Virglonla
Viscoastn ! = Tt g M e ., . . 't . T f - Y deaf *
youtng S VR ' \ N . '
L O SR O FRUS PR ekt S L DR SO . " :
Nole: & = under development f = ayntes desiyn
b =« rumning parallel g8 = multi-agency coordinstlon
¢ = pot planned h = uther .
e = funding only
Source: SKI lnternational, 1979
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Table 6

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNALRE SURVEY FOR COMPUTERLZED CRIMINAL HISTORY ACENCIES

Le -

o

A U bW
It I I
ZQ0N000HH
oMoy 33
g ae s a= R ORE()

] RN OW
o 0w o0
HO Qg W
O OReQ RS
SO0 0 =3
S8 n3B 0 H
O0wneoug 3
o 1—#!—'%@

-

- He 3 o

o] o

Q o wn

= =t

o fori o]

o Qs ct

[ CR (O ()]

3 0

Q 0

Z3

2 0O

N HK

[ Q

Q I

|

/o]
I
n g
[l
g k-
o l=|
=
(8]
==
0]
e
ot
o)
,_.)

(T wuntop) HDOD FO sniels

(¢ UunNToD) PIOOdY AIOASTH TRUTWTIID
931L1SADIUT JO |/DINOS SY HID

Rumber of . Number of % of
Current Expected cci tipdate  CCH [or CCH and S10s % of Total Arrcsaks Atresta
cen Operational Avallable NCIC~ Intca- SIB Same Own CCH fn CCH SiDs in CCH Having
Status Date On-Line? ccl? Atate Agencyl Computer?  {(thousands) In _SIB8 {thousands) Dispositions
Alnbama 4 Yes p Ko Yes 700 100 113 20
Alaska :
Arizona 4 Yes N Yes . Yeos 27 30.2 173 [}
Arkanens .
Callfornla
Coloradn
Connecticut 2 171180 Yes No p Yan No 1 ]
Delaware : §
?lorida s Yes P Yeeo Yes 1,0%0 100 2,897 [
Geonrgla 3 Yes No [d Yes No 210 33.6 40
Havall 3 6/19 Yes Yoo [ No Ko 14l 170 251 80-85
Tdaho .
T!ltnofs b Yes pe Yeu . Yes t 629 45 117 , 22
Indlana . R ‘ :
Tows NCIC only 6/30/61 Yes Yes [ Yes No KPR : * .
Kansas 2 Y--Partly Yes p Yes Yes 100 20 0 1]
Kentucky 2, 4 Yes No [ Yes No i8o 90 s =
louisians 2 1980 Yes Yes P No No o)
Hatlne 1 . ’ et R s
Maryland ' o i
Massachusatts 2 12/79 Yas Ro P No Yoo T L ‘ 1 [vs]
Michligan 5 Yes p Yea Yes 354 15 1,130 55 M
Mlnnesota 5 Yes " Yes No 100 100 40 90+ H
Mlsainsippi
Hinsoued 1 1981 Yes No p « Yes Yeo * 500 -, 100 ‘ ;80 H
Montana 6 Yes Yes L . . .
Nebraska 5 Yes : . Yes No 25 10" g 13 N
Nevada
Nev lHampahice t 1981 Yes Yes P Yen Yes
New Jersey 3 Yes P Yes Yes s k1] 600 80
New Mex{co 1 1983 Yea Yeas . Yes No L o . H :
New York 3 Yes P Yeu Yos =5 1,000 40 . T 3,h00 170 ¢ :
North Carolina ' . L . H }
NHorth Dakots ]
Ohio
Ok 1ahoma o N
Oregon 4 Yes P Ya» No LRI |} I A3 . 352 2 i
Penusylvanla 3 - Yes L L } ¥
Rhode Inlagd . . . . . !
Sounth Carolins -5 Yes P Yes Yer 461 100 132 48 ;
South Dakota . i
Tennessee !
Texas L) Yea - P Yeas Yes | 2,400 ‘40
Uzah 4 Yes Mo - P Yes No 10 196 i 50 :
Yermont R : PR SN . i i
Virginla b Yes [ Yes Yes 65 14 121 18
Woshington
West Virglnls N
Wisconsin . ’ , " ] i
Wyoming 2 1981 Yo P e Yes B B X :
1 ) L‘
V"J
- 4



_ gz - | EXHIBIT I.3

: OBSCIS STATE IMPLEMENTATION AS OF APRIL 1980

. p =
) 4 o BT P
o o - ] I~ o
0 o + + o Y -~ g
., = o] a8 - ) E o o -
| "6L6T *AON sl 2] =2 3| esf | 8| b
‘qz10doy TeuTg !TeUOT3IRUISIUT ‘I¥S !,wexboxd AIO3ISTH TRUTWIID . o 0 it 0 g B s T g - &
poztrezndwo) TRUOTIEBN Y3} JO Snieds 9yz Jo JUDUSSSSSY UV, $ADYN0S = o a o 25 5 5 5o
OBSCIS States < < H A = w s L2 Gl
Alabama o] o] o] o] 0 o 0] 0
Alaska P NA P P P P P P
- Arizona o) NA 0 0 0 ] o] o]
. . California (o] P P P o] o] P o]
ss1wak jo 1aqunu X %oeg = Xg !ydwoadde ,sug Leq, = Od {[rIuswaiddns « ¢ !Lewtad = d 330N ’ » Colorado o) o) ) o) o 0 0 0
o . e e e e e et 3o+ 12 et et 4 i3 Connecticut T 123 P P I P P I
: Csag . aax = LT SR 178 e o1t i b : T u "f7=;°‘ﬂ- :;‘v Delaware I P I P I P P P
e i e e e T e b S b i AR, Al : .C. o p o) o 0 o) P I
A Dl
U TR SN Y. S 22 R L Ceorai ol ol olol ol 8] 2 |2
Do Tem e e Hawaii 0 P P 0 0 0 o 0
R T i IR s ae e ' o s aiua Y ’ .
e m—— . r30%8Q YInos o Illinois o] 0 0 o} o} 0 o o
ERPRIEN OV - i E i [Towa 0 I 0O | NP 0 NA I I
S rhekesg 4 . [kansas 0 P 0 0 - 0 NA P P
R asye o g | Maine o p o I o} 0 I I
e3oned qaso " |Maryland I I I I I I I I
T TN T :  [Massachusetts 0 o] P I 0 0 o] 0
g, 001 o nas Michigan o I 0 D 0 0 P P
woA . N Vi S N R - I - R
TyarIqan i
.13;-;;;'3;;; | |Montana o NA 0 0 0 0 0 0
U fdayssiesin Nevada P P P P P P P P
i New Hampshire o) o) o | np o) o) 0 o)
bt i New Jersey P P P P P P P P
@ﬁgﬁﬁg i |New Mexico 0 P 0 P o) o} 0 o}
&xanauay New York (0] P 0 I 0 o} 0 o}
North Carolina 0 0 o] 0 0 o] 0 P
% Ohio 0 P I I O NA p I
Pennsy rania P P b NP P P P P
South Carclina o I 0 0 0 0 o] 0
South Lakota P P p P P P NP P
| |utah P 2 P P P P P P
ryuso311ed . [Virginia o} P P o} o} I o} P
¢ O T TR WO Vermont P 2 P P P 2 P P
G Ay rase1y Wisconsin o) P I P 0 NP o) I
LT 0Qz f
?SE::S zm?::qlwa gu:::-no:) a;;:‘xl( : “u:;:}\::.w -:;a::a':lsoo uolL:x.a‘:uoa , 0 = Operat ional
H39/S140 §73/5190  WUoj1isodsig  suet3daiind fanoy ®varq i i I = Implemented and being tested
pajeilazuy peinidaqug “ N
P = Planned
. NP = Not Planned
(papn1au0]) - g 3qry NA = Not Applicable
(p,3U0D) z°'I LIGIHXH P pesign
) oy SOURCE: - Bureau of Justice Statistics
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EXHIBIT I.4

Toble 4—States developing a
formation systems, as of June 30, 1980 *

utomated modules as part of state-level judicial in-

AT 2

R

Caseload modules Resour ce modules
Appellate General Limited Financial|Personnel Other?2
States jur 1sdiction jurisdiction module moiule
Civil Criminal Civil Criminal jJuvenilej Civil Criminal
module | module module module module! | module module
Alabama X X X
California X X X X
Connecticut X X X X X X X X
Delaware X X X X
D.C. X X X X
Florida X X X X X
Georgila X X
Hawaii X X X X X
Kansas X X X
Louisiana X .
Massachusetts X X X X X
Mi chigan - X X X X
Missouri X X
New Hampshire X X X X
New Jersey X X X
New Mexico X X X X - X X X X
New York X X X X X X X X X
North Carolina X X X X X
Pennsylvania X X
Rhode Island X X X X
Tennessee X X X X X
Utah X X X X X X X
Virginia X X X X X X X

1juvenile cases are processed differentl
states use general jurisdictiom courts,

2For a more complete descriptioen of "other” resour ce modules please r

*Data reflects responses from all states an
23 gtates receiving federal SJIS funds.

SOURCE: . Tables appearing in SJIS

y io individual states; some states use separate J

and others use limited jurisdiction courts.
efer to Tables #30, 31, 32, 33.

Center for State Courts; williamsburg,

va.

- 30 -

7o . ' ] - S

uvenile courts, other

d is not limited to the

State of the Art, 1980; National

EXHIBIT I.5

Table S—f’tcﬁes having operafior:jol state-level judicial modules, and whether
‘ hey are non-automated, partially automated
ey s oo p y ated, or fully automated, as of

Caseload modules Ren;mrce modules
ellate '
tomedis e fedtecton Srtediecion  [moaute [eedure | T
'(i::.ie Criminal Civil Criminal }Juvenile| Civil Criminal
module module module module module module.
Alabama N N P P P P P F F F
Alaska N N F F N F F F F F
Arizona N N N N N N N
Arkansas N N P P N N N 11: : :
California N N P P P P P F N P
Colorado N N F F P P
Connecticut N N I P P - i- : : :
Delaware | N N N P N N N N : :’ P
D.C. P P F F F F F P P F
Florida N N N N N N N N N
Georgia N N P P F P P N N :
Hawaii - N w N N P N N N N N N
Idaho F F P P P P P N
Illinois N N N N N N N N : :
Indiana N N N N N N N N : :
Iowa N N N N N -- - N :
Kansas N N 3 P N - - N Z :
Kentucky N N P P P P P F :
Louisiana P N P P P P P P : N
Maine N N P P N - - P z :
Maryland N N P F,P F,P N P P 3 F,P
Massachusetts N N P F N P N P :
Michigan F F P F P F F F : :
Minnesota N N P P P P P N .
Mississippi N N N N N N N N N P
Missouri F F F F N N N P : :
Montana N N F F F N N N N :
Nebraska N N N N N P P N N N
Nevada N N N N N N N N N N
NOTE: Footnotes found at end of table.
-~ 31 -



EXHIBIT I.5

Table 53—Continued

(Cont'd)

Caseload modules

Resour ce modules

Appellate .General Limited Financial|Personnel|Other?
States jurisdiction juriediction module module
Civil Criminal Civil Criminal }Juvenile! Civil Criminal
module | module module module module module module

New Hampshire N N N N N N N N N N
New Jersey F F P P b3 P P N N N
New Mexico N N P P N N N N N P
New York F,P F,P F F,P P P F,P F F F,P
North Carolina N N P P N P F,P N N F,P
North Dakota N N F F F F F N N N, P
Ohio P P 3 P P P P N N N
Oklahoma N N P P P N N N N N
Oregon ) F F F F N F F N N N
Pennsylvania 3 P P P N P P F P N
Rhode Island N N F F F N P N N F
South Carolinal. N L N P P P N N N N N
South Dakota N N N P P N P P N P
Tennessee F F F F N N N N N N
Texas N N P P P P P N P P
Utah N N N N F N N N N N
Vermont N N N N N N N )4 N N
Virginia N N P P P P P P P P
Washington F F F F F N F N N F
West Virginia N N N N N N N N N N
Wisconsin P P F F P N N N N N
Wyoming Iy N N N N N N N N N

N = Non-Automated--State-level judicial information is manually generated; automated data processing is not

involved.

P = Partially Automated--A portion of state-level judicial information system functions is accomplished through the

use of automated data processing equipment, e.g., statistical accounting of cases.
which could be automated, are done manually.
F = Fully Automated--The majority of all state-level judicial information system functions is accomplished through
the use of automated data processing equipment, e.g., statistical accounting of cases, case tracking, day-to-
day operational support, etc.

--: not applicable

liyvenile cases are processed differently in individual states; some states use separate juvenile courts, other

states use general jurilsdiction courts, and others use limited jurisdiction courts.
For a more complete description of "other” resource modules please refer to Tables #30, 31, 32, 33.

Other functions, some of

*Data reflects responses from all states and is not limited to the 23
states receiving federal SJIS funds.

SOURCE:

Tables appearing in SJIS, State of the Art,

1980;

Center for State Courts§2Williamsburg, Va.

B 3

National

JURISDICTION (County)

Alabama

4th Circuit, Selma

6th Circuit, Tuscaloosa
15th Circuit, Montgomery
20th Circuit, Dothan
23rd Circuit, Huntsville
37th Circuit, Opelika

Alaska
Anchorage
Bethel
Fatroanks

' Juneau
Kenai
Katchikan
Kodiak
Nome

Arizona
Tucson (Pima)
Tucson (Pima} Corrections

Arkansas :
Litie Rock (Pulaski)

California

15t District Court of Appeals

2nad District Court of Appeals

3rd District Court-of Appeals

4th District Court of Appeals

Sth District Court of Appeals

{Los Angeles)

Modesto (Stanislaus)

Croville {Butte)

Redwood City {San Mateo)

{Sacramento)

Salinas (Monterey)

San Diego

{San Diego)

San Diego U.S. Attorney's
Office

(Sar: Luis Obispo)

Santa Ana (Orange)

\sena Cruz)

: Supreme Court
¢ {Ventura)

\'oodland (Yole)
Colorado

st Judicial District, Golden
i 45 Judicial Distict, Colorado
|72

S :2i Listricn, Fort Coliins
1in Jucicial District, Puebio
111k dudiciai Disirict, Canon
Oives
Ciry

17t Judicial District. Brighton

7 1%h Judicial District, Listleton

19th Judicia! District, Greeley

2uth Judicial District, Boulder

District of Columbia
U.S. Attorney's Office

i D C Court of Acpeals
; ‘Execunive Office for U.S.

Attarneys

Federzl Communications

Cemmissicn

- Land and Natural Resources

O wision, U.S. Desartment

sfety and Health
moTession

0.
0'
0°*
0*
ot
0-

T
T
Tee
T
T**
Te*
T
T

T/d1S

o

© co-Ho-d-H o441

CURRENT PLANNED
STATUS VERSION VERSION

ORIG
ORIG
ORIG
ORIG
ORIG
ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

NB

ORIG
ORIG

BUF

BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF

ORIG
NB

BUF

EXHIBIT I.6

PROMIS JURISDICTIONS
(as of March 1981)

BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF

BUF
BUF

BUF

33

JURISDICTION {County)

Florida
Court of Appeals
Naples {Collier)
Orlando (Orange)
Sanford {Seminale)
1st Judicial Circuit, Pensacola
2nd Judicial Circutt, Tallahassee
3rd Judicial Circuit, Lake City
14th Judiclal Circuit, Maranna
15th Judicial Circult
{Palm Beach)
17th Judictal Circuit, Fort
Lauderdale

Georgia
Marietta {Cobb)
Savannah (Chatham)

Guam
Attorney General

Hawali

Hilo (Hawati)
Honolulu (Oahu)
Wailuku (Maui)

Idaho
Caldwell {Canyon)

Illinois

Appellate Court, 1st District
Appellate Court, 4th District
Chicago {Cook)

Geneva (Kane)

Indiana
Indianapolis (Marion)
Indianapolis Juvenile (Marion)

Jowa .

7th Judicial D'strict, Davenport
Des Moines (P:lk)

lowa City {Johnson)

Mason City (Cerro Gordo)
Nevada (Story)

Kentucky

Louisville (Jefferson)

Louisville {Jefferson)
Corrections

Louisvilie {Jefferson) Juvenlle

State Courts

Louisiana

Alexandria {Rapides)
Gretna (Jefferson)

Lake Charles (Calcasieu)
New Orleans (Orleans)
Shreveport (Caddo)

Maryland

Towson (Baltimore)

Rockville (Montgomery)

Upper Marlboro (Prince
George's)

Massachusetts
Cambridge (Middlesex)
Dedham (Norfolk)
{(Worcester)

T

0
T/JIS

T

T--
0

T**
To.

T**
T-n

Tto
T--
T**

QO

0

T
T
T
T

0

T/J1S
T

QOO

NB

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG
NB

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

BUF

NB
NB
NB

CURRENT PLANNED
STATUS VERSION VERSION

BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF

BUF

BUF

BUF
‘BUF
BUF

BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF

ORIG
BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF

BUF
BUF



JURISE: ZTIONM (County)

Michigan

Detroit (Wayne)

Flint (Genwsee)

Grand Rapids (Kent)
(Kalamazon)

Lansing {Ingham)
(Marquette)

Mt. Clemens (Macomb)
{Saginaw)

St. Joseph {Berrien)

Minnesota
Rochester (Olmsted)
St. Paul (Ramsey)

Missouri
St. Louie Circuit Court
(St. Lows)

Nevada
Las Vegas (Clark)

New Jersey**

Atlantic City (Atlantic)

{Camden)

Elizabeth {Union)

Frechold {}onmouth)

Hackensack {Bergen)

Jersey City {Hudson)

Jersey City {(Hudson) Count

Mcrristown (Morris)

Mount Heliy (Burlington)

Newark (Essex)

Newark U.S. Attorney's Office

New Brunswick (Middles=zx)

New Brunswick (Middlesex)
Corrections

Paterson (Passaic)

Somerville (Somerset)

Trenton {Mercer)

Toms River (Ocean)

‘New Mexico
Albuquerque (Bernalillo)
State Courts | -

New York®* :

(Albany)

The Bronx (Bronx)

Brooklyn (Kings)

Buffalo (Erie)

Legal Aid Society of New York

Manhattan {New York)

New City {Rockland)

New York City Juvenile

New York State Attorney
General

New York City Department
of Law

(Queens)

Staten Island (Richmond)

Syracuse (Onondaga)

White Plains {Westchester)

Ohio
Akron (Summit)
Cleveland Municipal Court

QOklahoma
{Tulsa)

SOURCE:

EXHIBIT I.6

CURRENT PLANNED

STATUS - VERSION VERSION

0
T
T
0
0
T
T

T
On

-1o

T
0"
T
T*
T
T
T

T

T/d1S

T
T
T

BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
ORIG BUF

BUF
BUF

ORIG
BUF

ORIG BUF

BUF
NB
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
ORIG

BUF
ORIG
ORIG

BUF
ORIG

ORIG BUF

BUF

BUF

BUF

BUF
ORIG
ORIG

BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF

NB

(Cont'd)

JURISDICTION {Couniy)

Oregon
Portland (Multnomah)
(Multnemah) Corrections

Pennsylvania
Administrative Office of
the Courts

Rhode Island
State Courts
Attorney General — CCH

South Carolina
Columbia (Richland)

Texas
Attorney General

Utah

Salt Lake City (Salt Lake)
Ogden {Weber)

Prove (Utah)

Virginia
Hampton
Lynchburg
Newport News
Portsmouth

Virgin Islands
St. Thomas
St. Croix

Washington
Seattle U.S. Attorney's Office

Wisconsin
Madison {Dane)
(Milwaukee)

Canada

Province of Alberta
Province of Manitoba
Province of New Brunswick

reland

Dublin Metropolitan Court
Land Register

Scotland
Procurator Fiscal

Operational 54

In Transfer 116
Planning 108
Total 278
LEGEND

0 Operational
T In Transfer

Incentive Funding

N I

STATUS

T/JIS

—-o

T
T
T

T
T

O -

440

CURRENT
VERSIL

BUF

BUF

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

BUF

ORIG

National Priority Program (NPP) Funding

PLAMNED
S

BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF

BUF

BUF

BUF
BUF
BUF

BUF
BUF

BUF

ORIG Based on original PROMIS. Some users have made major
changes for on-line processing.

NB — New On-line PROMIS (nonbuffered)

BUF . — New On-line PROMIS (buffered)

JIs —  Pilot site for On-line Booking and Jail Management system

PROMIS Newsletter, Vol. 5, Number 2, March 1981; INSLAW, INC.

SECTION II: Offender Statistics - Development and Use

This section of the questionnaire attempts to determine the extent
to which the states/SACs are using of fender processing statistics in
their work and the means by which the offender processing statistics
are developed (e.g., aggregate statistics from agency information sys-
tems). An attempt was also made to determine questions related to
criminal justice processing and the management of a criminal justice
system that the states have an interest in addressing and the impor-
tance of OBTS (or offender processing statistics) in addressing the
gquestions. Finally, this section was designed to identify the level
and classes of analyses actually being performed in the states and the
perceived contribution of OBTS to performing the analyses.

State Use of Various Methods to Generate Offender Processing Statistics -

Aggregate Criminal Justice Processing Statistics, Offender Processing
Statistics from Manual Files, Merging of Offender Oriented Data Bases

Figure II.1l describes the state use of offender processing statistics
by method of generating the statistics (e.g., merging offender oriented
data bases). Ge.zrally speaking the states use aggregate statistics
from various agency information systems to provide a picture of crimin-
al justice processing in their state but do not (at least currently)
merge offender oriented data bases or generate offender processing
statistics from manual files to any great extent. Specifically, the
majority of the states who responded to the survey have in the past
(26 states), are currently (21 states), are in the process of (18
states), or plan in the future (29 states) to prepare reports or analy-
ses in which the aggregate statistics from agency information systems
are combined to provide an overall picture of criminal justice process-
ing. While differences in the "unit of count" may exist across the
data sources, the states do not in general appear to attempt to recon-
cile these differences other than to discuss data inconsistencies or
problems in the narrative (20 states).

While 16 states have in the past used agency manual files to con-
struct ex post facto "OBTS" records, only 5 are currently doing so,

8 are in the process of doing so, and only 11 plan to do so in the

future.

o g e
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FIGURE IT.l: State Use of Offender Processing Statistics

Developed by Various ieans
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The major reasons for using manual files to construct "OBTS"
records as indicated by the survey responses are to answer specific
questions (e.g., for a special study, 9 states) or to illustrate
the OBTS concept (6 states). ,

While only about 15% of the states who responded to the question-
naire have made any effort in the past to link together the informa-
tion on the same offender maintained on the various agency or subsystem
data bases in order to create a unique offender tracking record, about
21% are in the process of doing so, and 34% plan to do so in the future.
The majo. perceived difficulty in doing so (noted by 12 states in
their survey response) is the inconsistent identification numbers for
a particular offender processing used by the different components of
the criminal justice system.

In spite of the difficulties the states would appear (based on

- the responses) to find the merging of offender oriented data bases

a reliable way of constructing an OBTS data base (15 reliable, 5 not
currently reliable, 3 not reliable).

Table II.l describes the development (by each of the three methods
surveyed) and use of offender processing statistics in the states.
The results are depicted by state grouping.*

As noted, states in Groupings 1, 2 and 3 (i.e., the states who

have, or are planning to implement, a statewide OBTS) all have to a

*In ranking the states development and use of offender processing
statistics, the total number of positive responses to each question
(e.g., used aggregate statistics in the past, currently, in process
or planned) was determined for each grouping of states and divided
by the number of states in the grouping. The high (H), medium (M),
and low (L) rankings were determined by looking at the range of
scores across the groupings and dividing the range into three equally
sized groupings (i.e., H = score of 1.49-2.23, M = score of .75-1.48,

L = score of 0~.74).
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high extent prepared reports or analyses using aggregate processing

statistics from agency information systems.

States in Grouping 4a
and 4B (i.e.,

the states without an OBTS) have to a medium extent
prepared reports or analysis which combined aggregate statistics to
provide a picture of criminal justice processing.

While Groupings 1, 2 and 3 have made a medium effort to merge

offender oriented data bases, Groupings 4A and 4B have made little
to no effort.

Efforts to construct ex post facto "OBTS" records on some group

of offenders would appear to be mixed (between
OBTS and without an OBTS).
with an OBTS) and 4B (i.e.,

the states with an

Specifically, Groupings 1 (i.e., states

states without an OBTS) have made little
effort to construct ex post facto "OBTS"

offenders, while states in Groupings 2 and 3 (i.e., states with an

OBTS) and 4A (i.e., states without an OBTS) have made a medium effort
Generally speaking, the states in Grouping 3 (i.e.
who are taking a by~

records on some group of

those states
product approach to OBTS development) have used
offender processing statistics more frequently than those in the

*

-other state groupings. States in Groupings 1, 2,

offender pProcessing statistics more frequently than

Groupings 4A and 4B, while states in Grouping 4A hav
processing

and 3 have used
the states in

e used offender
statistics more frequently than the sta

tes in Grouping 4B.
In other words,

it would appear that states who curr

ently have, or
are planning to implement,

a statewide OBTS have developed and used
offender processing statistics more frequently than states with no

plans to implement an OBTS. Of the states with plans for an OBTS,

the states who have taken a by-product approach have developed and

used offender processing statistics the most frequently.

Finally, of
the states without an OB7T'S

+ the states with a SAC have developed and

used offender pProcessing statistics more frequently than the states
without a SAC.

*While it is not obvious in Table II.1 it would appear, based

on the actual scores, that Grouping 3 has used offender process-
ing statistics more frequently than Grouping 2.
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St ite Interest in Questions on Offender Processing

Table II.2 summarizes the state responses concerning questions on
criminal offender processing their state would have an interest in
addressing, the importance of OBTS in addressing the questions, and
lists other data bases the survey respondents felt were important to
addressing the questions.

Generally speaking, the questions that most respondents (more
than 85%) felt their state would have an interest in addressing con-
cerned the elapsed time between arrest and trial and the impact of
delay in processing on court disposition (44 states), the number of
offenders processed through the various components of the system (42
states), how many people released from the system return/how far they
will penetrate upon return (41 states) and the cost of processing an
offender through the criminal justice system (41 states). Addition-
ally, more than 80% of the respondents felt that their state would be
interested in knowing how many offenders corrections should plan for
in the future (40 states), how many rearrests occur while persons are
active in the system, and how many people are active in the various
stages of the criminal justice system at a given point in time (40
states) .

The respondents felt that an OBTS file would be of the most im-
portance in addressing questions related to volumes of offenders pro-
cessed (36 important, 5 somewhat important), the number of people
released who subsequently return/how far they penetrate upon return
(35 important, 7 somewhat important), the number of people active in
the system at various stages (33 important, 7 somewhat important), the
number of rearrests that occur while people are active/the stage at
which they are active when rearrested (31 important, 10 somewhat im-
portant), the elapsed time between arrest and trial and the impact of
delay in processing on court disposition (30 important, 11 somewhat
important), where the criminal justice system should allocate new re-
sources (27 important, 16 somewhat important) and finally how many
offenders corrections should plan for in the future (28 important,

12 somewhat important).

Those questions which at least 40 states (or 85% of the state
respondents) were interested in addressing are noted in Table II.2 by
a circle around the number of respondents. Similarly, those guestions
which at least 40 states felt could be better addressed with the aid
of an OBTS file (i.e., they felt an OBTS file would be important or
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TABLE II.2: Summary of State Responses Concerning the Questicns They Felt
; Their State Would Have an Intarest 1in Addressing, the Importance
; ’ of OSTS in Addressing the Question and Other Data Bases that are
Important to Addressing the Question

Importance of
OBTS in Ad- Other Data Bases Important to

liressing the Addressing the Question

KQuastion (¥
of States) l

QUESTION

Interest in Addressing th}

Their State Would Have an
guestion

i of Respondents who Felt

CORRECTIONS/0OBSCIS
SUBJECT-IN PROCESS/

CJIS
INDIVIDUAL AGENCY

PAROLE/PROBATION
FILES
CENSUS/POPULATION

PROSECUTOR/PROMIS

Important
Somewhat
Important
Not
Important
UCR

CCH
COURT/SJIS
BUDGET FILES
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sonewhat important to addressing the question) are noted in Table II.Z
by a box around the number of respondents. Generally speaking, the
questions the states were most interested in addressing (guestions

are listed above in the narrative) are the same questions the respon-
dents felt an OBTS file would be most important to addressing.

State Development of Capability to Perform Certain Classes of Analysis

As stated previously, this section of the survey also attempted ;
to determine the extent to which the states are developing the capacity
to perform some broad areas or classes of analysis. Figure II.2 displays

the extent to which the states/SACs are performing these types of

p ot

analyses. For each class of analysis, the number of states who have
done work in the area in the past, the number who are currently doing
work in the area, and the number of states who plan to do work in the
area in the future are displayed.

Generally speaking, the areas of analysis which appear to pro-
vide the most utility to the states (based on the number of states
who have done work in the area in the past and the number who are
currently doine work in the area) are providing system "offender"
processing descriptions (24 states have done this in the past, 14
are currently doing it) and system rates of processing (22 past, 9
currently) followed to a lesser extent by providing trends in system
processing and forecasts/projections of future processing (16 past,
11 currently), providing a system resource, workload and cost descrip-
tion as it relates to offender processing (12 past, 7 currently),
analysis of elapsed time between events in processing and the effect
on backlogs (14 past, 5 currently), analysis of length of offender
stay im various sentencing alternatives (13 past, 6 currently), and
analysis of offender return to the system (10 past, 5 currently).

The classes of analysis least looked at by the states concern analy-
sis of factors which induce change in system processing (5 past, 7
currently) and analysis of questions of equity in defendant/offender
processing (6 past, 2 currently).

In the future, the state respondents plan to analyze elasped time

between events in processing (23 states), rates of offender return

to the system (23 states), and factors which induce change in system -

processing (22 states), as well as provide a system "offender" pro-

cessing description (21 states), and a system resource, workload, and

cost description as it relates to offender processing (20 states).
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Extent to Which the States/SACs are Performing, or Developing

the Capacity to Perform Certain Types of Analysis

State/SAC Work in the Area

Has done work in the past
Is currently doing work

Plans to do work in this area

State/SAC Work in the Area

Has done work in the past
Is currently doing Qork

Plans to do work in this area

State/SAC Work in the Area
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Lastly, the states plan to describe trends in system processing and
forecasts/projections of future processing (18 states), analyze the
iength of offender stay in sentencing alternatives (19 states) and
analyze questions of equity in defendant/offender processing (18
states) .

Table II.3 compares the extent to which the states in different
state groupings are developing the capacity to perform the above types
of analyses. A weight was developed for each state grouping based on
the extent to which the states in the grouping performed the type of
analysis in the past, are currently performing the type of analysis,
or plan in the future to do work in the area.*

Generally speaking, states in Groupings 1, 2, and 3 (i.e., the
states who are developing an OBTS capability) would appear to have
done more or are developing the capacity to perform these types of
analysis to a greater extent than the states in Groupings 4A and 4B
(i.e., the states with no OBTS capability) with emphasis primarily
being placed on providing system "offender" processing descriptions,
system rates of processing and flow dynamics, rates of "offender" re-
turn to the system and trends 'in system processing, forecasts/projec-
tions of future processing, and analyses of elapsed time between
events in processing.

Table II.4 compares the perceived impact across the state groupings
that a state OBTS would have on the development of the capacity to
perform certain types of analysis. In general, states in Groupings
1, 2, and 3 (i.e., states developing an OBTS capability) rated the
impact that a state OBTS would have on the development of the capa-
city to perform certain types of analysis higher than the states

without an OBTS capability (states in Groupings 4A.and 4B).

*The total number of positive responses to each question (e.g., have
in the past, are currently, plan in the future) was determined for
each grouping of states and divided by the number of states in the
grouping. The resulting weights were then divided into three
equally sized categories, i.e. high (H) = weights of 1.31-1.95,
medium (M) = weights of .66-1.30, low (L) = weights of 0-.65.




Types of Analysis by State Grouping
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For Each class of analysis, a weight of 1 was assigned to each repondent that indicated they did this in the past.

Similarly, weights of 1 were assigned to each respondent that indicated they were currently doing work in the area

or planned to in the fuil:ure.

A cumulative score was then determined for each grouping of states and divided by

The resulting weights were then divided into three equally sized categories,

the number of states in the grouping.

i.e., high (H)

scores of 0-.65.

scores of .66-1.30, low (L)

cores of 1.31-1.95, medium (M)
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TABLE II.4: Impact that a State OBTS Would Have on the Development of the Capacity
to Perform Certain Types of Analyses by State Grouping
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A weight of 2 was assigned to a respondent that indicated that OBTS would enhance the capacity building in the i
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number of states in the grouping. The resulting weights were then divided into three equally sized categories :
i.e., high (H) = weights of 1.68-2.50, medium (M) = weights of .84-1.67 and low (L) = weights of 0-.83.
- - . v .
/ ) . "



Relationship Between Questions on Offender Processing and Classes of
Analysis

Table II.5 presénts some recommended frameworks for the organization

and representation of offender processing statistics that can assist
in addressing the gquestions on criminal offender processing. Essen-
tially, the frameworks presented are the major classes of analysis
discussed above (e.g., offender processing flows and stocks). For
each question on criminal justice processing, the relevant frameworks
for organizing and representing offender processing statistics that
can assist in addressing the question are marked. For example, if
one was interested in determining how many people are active at vari-
ous stages in the criminal justice system it might be appropriate to
consider offender processing flows and stocks, the elapsed time be-
tween events in processing and its impact on processing stocks, and
the length of sentence/duration of stay of offenders in varying sen-
tence alternatives and its impact on corrections stocks. Similarly,
structured displays depicting offender processing flows and stoc¢ks,
length of sentence/duration of stay of offenders in various sentenc-
ing alternatives as well as projections of future processing, could
assist in estimating how many offenders a state correqtions depart-

ment should plan for in future years.

Analytic Models Useful for Display of OBTS

The types of analytic techniques the respondents felt would be
of the most help in better managing OBTS data for purposes of dis-
play and use included forecasting and arrest-demographic/prison
population projection techniques (6 states), simulation/ queueing models
(5 states) and computér graphics (3 states).

Over 90% of the state respondents felt that the degree of emphasis
placed on identifying, documenting and disseminating information on
specific analytic techniques or frameworks for managing and display-
ing OBTS and related data should be increased (74%) or remain about
the same (17%).

Additionally, they felt the best method for improving the aware-
ness of analytic techniques in support of OBTS is the preparation of
specific analytic technique packages which describe the technique,
the data requirements, and the outputs to be obtained (36 states high
emphasis, 5 states medium emphasis) followed by documenting and pre-

paring for dissemination information on actual computer programs that
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QUESTION

TABLE 17.5: Frameworks for the Organization and Representation of Offender
Processing Statistics that can Assist in Addressing the Question

Frameworks for the Organization and Representation’ of
Offender Processing Statistics in Support of Analysis

System Return

Rates of
Future Processing

& Impact on Processing
Projections of

Offender Processing
Stocks

Flows and Stocks
Elapsed Time Between
Events in Processing
Length of Sentence,
Duration of Stay, &
Impact on Corrections
Stocks
System Resources &
Costs Associated with
Offender Processing

1.

How many eriminalsare there
in your state?

. How many unique persons are

arrested in your state in a
year?

. what percentage of total arrests

are caused by what percentage of
the: arrestees?

. How many people are active at
. various stages in the criminal

justice system?

. How many people are processed

through various components of
the system?

. How many people released from

various points in the system re-
turn (e.g., are subdequently ar-
rested again) and how far do they
penetrate the system upon return
{e.g., acquitted, convicted and
sentenced to imprisonment)?

. How does sentencing vary from

jurisdiction to jurisdiction
{controlling for defendant
characteristics)?

. How many offenders should state

corrections plan for in future
vears? State probation? Local
jails?

. How has the processing of offen-

ders (women, youthful, serious)
changed over time?

. Where shoulé the criminal jus-.

tice system allocate new resourc-
es (e.g.,. jails, judgeships, pro=-
secutors) ?

. What offenders are better risks

for certain types of corrections
programs {e.g., community correc-
tions, work release, probation)?

13

. How many rearrests occur while

. What s the time between arrest

persons are active in the crim-

inal justice system? At what

stage are they aczive when re-
réstec?

and trial? What is the impact
oI delay in processing on court
«isgosition?

L5 .

nat does 1T COSt <O srocess a

persen throuch the criminal jus-

Tice system? Tor various of-
Zenses? For various disposi-
tional alternatives?

. What comgarisons can se made
bpetween offéancer volumes through

NS SYS

né the corresponding
|

costs ©f grucessing?

support the techniques (26 states high emphasis, 9 states medium
emphasis). Next the respondents felt that seminars/training programs
regarding specific OBTS analytic methodologies should be conducted

(23 states high emphasis, 14 states medium emphasis). Of less inter-
est to the respondents was the identification of and access to national
resources which maintain expertise in the state of the art of OBTS
analytic techniques and methodologies (19 states high emphasis, 17
states medium emphasis) and lastly having programs of interest operat-
ing on the Michigan Terminal System (e.g., unsupported file) where

they can be accessed remotely via terminal (9 states high emphasis,

18 states medium emphasis, 15 states low emphasis). Figure II.3 displays
these results.

Issues or Concerns in the States Where Offender Statistics Have Played
a Role in Formulating Policy Recommendations

According to the survey responses, the major issues where offend-
er statistics have played a role in formulating policy recommendations
in a state concern prison overcrowding and/or the preparation of a
corrections Master Plan (14 states), the effect and/or establishment
of mandatory sentencing guidelines, plea bargaining or parole guide-
lines (14 states) followed by analysis of the effect of legislative
changes in sentences for specific crimes and/or the establishment
of a new criminal code (7 states), identification of problems, bottle-
necks in criminal justice offender processing through system descrip-
tion (5 states), and court delay/backlog measurement/analysis of
speedy trial legislation (5 states).
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Preparation of Specific Analytic
Technique Packages Which Describe
the Technique, the Data Require-
ments and the Outputs

Document and Prepare for Dissem-
ination Information on Actual
Computer Programs that Support
the Technique

Have Such Programs Operating on
the Michigan Terminal System
Where They can be Accessed Re-
motely via Terminal

Identify and Provide BAccess to
National Resources Which Main-
tain Expertise in the State of
the Art of OBTS Analytic Techni-
ques and Methodologies

Conduct Semindrs/Training Pro-
grams Regarding Specific OBTS
Analytic Methodologies
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PART TT: OFFENDER BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS (OBTS)
SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT IN THE STATES

The remaining sections of the questionnaire dealt specifi-
'cally with the types of OBTS systems being developed and were
only applicable and completed by those states with an OBTS in

the planning, design, development, implementation or operational
stage. Due to the "uniqueness" of most state OBTS systems and
~the varying stages of development both within (e.g., of the data
segments of an individual OBTS) and across the states very little
commentary is provided on the survey responses.

In general, the responses from each state are displayed with
the states arranged according to the broad type <7 OBTS system
being developed. The three broad types of OBTS systems used to
categorize the states are as stated previously a form driven
CCH with OBTS extracted from CCH (Grouping 1l); OBTS data extract-
ed from CCH with CCH data submitted both manually and by direct
terminal entry (Grouping 2); OBTS as a by-product of agency manage-
ment information systems (Grouping 3). Only overall summaries
of the results are given, no comparisons across the state group-

ings are made.

It should be noted that some states may not be developing an
OBTS "system" per se but are developing offender oriented data
bases which will provide both operational and statistical infor-
mation on offender processing. The data bases are maintained
separately by the appropriate agencies (e.g., courts, corrections).
If necessary, an offender can be tracked from one system to an-
other via numbers common to each system (e.g., warrant #'s) but
in general a separate data base of just offender tracking data
generated from the individual component systems (e.g., state
court system, state corrections system) is not maintained and
updated on a regular basis. The respondents' answers for these

states refer to the separate component systems being maintained.
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SECTION III: Stage of Develo - ) g
X pment of Offender B .
Statistics (OBTS) ased Transaction

Table III.1 displays the stage of development of OBTS nation-
wide by data segment (e.g., police, courts,
irdicated in' the table,

corrections). As

the data segments of a state OBTS may be

at different stages of development. Additionally, it should be

noted that while a state may have indicated a particular segment

of their system was operational the link or tie in to OBTS

may not.
be established. Y

Specifically, the Survey results indicated that of the 31

states developing an OBTS capability, 17 have an operational

police identification/fingerprint Segment, 18 have an operational

arrest-charge police disposition segment,
prosecutor segment,

10 have an operational

17 have an operational court segment, 16

states indicated their state Custody/parole segment was operational
5 have an operational local custody segment and 9 states have an ’
operational probation segment.

Preceding page blank _ 53 -




TABLE III.1,

STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT OF OBTS BY DATA SEGMENT

POLICE SEGMENT CORRECTIONS SEGMENT
State Custody/
ID/Finger- Arrest Prosecutor Court @ Parole Local Custody [ Probation
SLatg_g__“ . print L
1. California Operational Operational Operational Operational Planning Planning Planning o
Georgia Operational Operational Development: Development Develogrent Develo[.Jnent Develog.:megg:@ ]
lllinois lOperational Operational Operational Operational Operat}onal Operat.'_mnal Operat.'_lonal
lowa Implementation ] Implementation | Implementation | Implementation Operatl..onal Pla.nnn:xc Planning
- Michigan Operaticnal Design Design Operational Operational No Plans A
Nebraska Planning Planning Planning Planning No Pla:.zs No Plax.as No Pla:;s
New Jersey Operational, Operational Operational Operational Operau..onal Operational Opera?.:.onal
Ohio Operational Operational No Plans Operational Operational No Plans Planning
| Oregon Operational Operational Operational Operab:.onal )
T Utah Operational Operational Operatiocnal Operatf.onal — Operatl..or_xg_l .
T Virginia Operational Operaticnal Operational Operational Operational No Plans _{ Operational =
" TWisconsin Operational Operational Operational Operational Planning TN/ __ | Operational "
Wyoming Inplementation | Impementation Implementation | Implementation | Implementation | Implementation| Development
2. Arizona Implementation | Implementation | Implementation | Implementation I!rplem.antation Implementation | _I.rrp_l,ef.grgt_a_tion__,
|~ Colorado Cperational Operational Operational | Operational Operatlonall e | Plannirg )
_ Connecticut Implement'a't_ign Implementation | No Plans T pevelopment Implementation | N/A ...} Irplementaticn
" Delaware Operational | Operaticnal - | Development Des/Dev _____| Develoment N/A __. ...._|Develogment
Hawaii |operational Operational | Operational __ Operat.:ional 1 Operational et e n __Op;e:r_a_t:;:.onal
" Massachusatls |Planning | Planning Planning | Planning | Planning | Planning | Plannirg
Mew Mexica | """ I'Plannin i—iemeo—..|Design_ _ _  _|Operational _|Plamning . | Design,
mg% %!?rkw " "|operational 5§éiatigna]: | Planning | Operational Operati’gga_l: No Plans | Operational
Cklahoma _° |Operational | Operational | Operational |Operational | Inplementation |to Plans | Plamnirg
3. Arkansas Operational - | Planning Operational ! Operaf:%grla'l R SRR,
oc Design " IDesign Operational '  _ ' " [Operaticnal _ | Operational | . _
Kansas Operational Implementation | Planning . . Plannipg. . . : Implementation) Planning . __| Design .
Mains Planning__ __| Planning Planning . Plannipg .___.Development | Plapning ... .| Development  _
Maryland |pesign " 1Design I " —.;Operational _ Planning _  _|Plamning __ [ Planning
Minnesofa ~  |operational Operational | Ocerational_ _ jOperational  ..._._._.._ _._| . e
~ Pemnsylvania _lPlanning_ . __| Planning [ Mo Plans . Operational ___Operatiosal. .| Operatiopal_..| Operaticoal .
Rhode Istan Design Design Planning ____|Plan/Des .  Planning = __f{NoPlans ___ |} Plannind . _|
outh Caiolir al__lpesion ____ pes/oper ___ . Operational. .| Planning. . [ operaticoal |

Scme states have separate data element segments for their lower and upper courts. Other states either have only one trial court

or only include upper court dispositicns on their OBTS file.
and upper court are listed under the broader category "court".

lower and upper courts it is noted in the table as lower court stage of development/upper court stage of development.

OUKCE:

Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A - Questicn 17).

For this table the responses on the stages of development for lower
If a state specified different stages of development for their
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SECTION IV: Manner of Reporting OBTS

This section of the survey looks at the manner of reporting
each of the OBTS data element segments (i.e., police, prosecu-
tor, courts, corrections) across the states, as well as identi-
fies the agencies responsible for reporting each of the data
segments. The primary means of.reporting are directly to the
state OBTS via a prescribed form, directly via terminal entry
and as a by-product of agency management information systems
which support applications in addition to the state OBTS/CCH.

The manner of reporting OBTS data was, as stated previously,
the means for determining the state groupings. States in Group-
ing 1 are those states where data ié primarily reported directly
to the state OBTS via a prescribed form. States in Grouping 2
are those states where data is reported to the state OBTS pri-
marily via terminal entry. Finally, states in Grouping 3 are
those states where OBTS data is primarily reported as a by-
product of agency management information systems which support
applications in addition to the state OBTS/CCH. Table IV.]
summarizes the manner by which each state reports OBTS data.

Generally speaking, the principal means of reporting data
to the state OBTS both currently and planned, would appear to
be via prescribed form for the police, prosecutor and court
segments. Direct terminal entry would appear to currently be
the second most frequent means of reporting police and prose-
cutor segment data while the second most frequent means of
The

corrections segment data and, in particular state custody/parole

reporting court data is as a by-product of a court MIS.

data, is similarly reported at the present (i.e., 8 states report
state custody/parole data by form, 5 directly via terminal entry
and 6 as a by-product of an agency MIS). However, more states
report corrections segment data (and in particular state
custody/parole data) by either direct terminal entry or as a

by-product of an agency MIS more frequently than the other OBTS

data block segments (i.e., police, prosecutor, courts).



TABLE IV.1l: MAMNER OF REPORTING OBTS

BY-PRODUCT OF AGENCY MIS
DIRECTLY TO STATE OBTS VIA || DIRECTLY VIA TERMINAL ENTRY {| WHICH SUPPORTS APPLICATIONS
PRESCRIBED FORM IN ADDITION TO STATE OBTS/CCH
POLICE CORRECTIONS || PoLICE | CORRECTIONS || POLICE CORRECTIONS
> ’ ) >4 >t
B 5|8 |8
o 18| |38z sl [81Elsl gl (8] B 151
B .| 8|8 8 188 5! 8.1 8|8
g E [59] Eﬂ & & g H &=t
& EIEE E| & g | & B g %
SRk 2188 | 12]8| 5 8288 AEHEEER:
States =1 I o~ E gl A 28 4 g & a E oy a;
1. California cicjcjc) — a4~
Georgia cicjc|rp 1]’z
Ilinois clclctic cilicic Plz P T
lowa clc|c]c P P
Michigan cic|e|P C R
Nebraska ciclcic] cijpr 1
New Jersey cicjecljc]l cjcic
Ohio ci{cC c| cC ;
Oregon cic c| ¢ C :
Utah clc cl{ ¢ Pl P ipP [P
Virginia cic C cdi cdjca
Wisconsin cicileclcyi cic 1 L
Wyoming ciclclcl clp i1 P] Pj P[ P [ ' I
2. Arizona r bzl ]z
Colorado . cjc C clepicl ¢ P
Connecticut IjIj Pl Pl I MAJI i
Delaware cliclzI| 1| 1 I ! .
Hawaii c clclclecl cjcic P ;P _
i __Massachusetts (P|P 1P} P I RAR I -
New Mexico | PP P P IO ) O D
I NewYork  lclc o] p; Ccj Ci C P e
..QOlahoma ____lciciclc 1 N AR R N N
| 3. Arkansas | — 4 I —
A O A Y
| Kansas L [T I®PI® PIT s R L I A
___Maine ] Pip| P ! plp| | BlT® P L I__g_ e _g
| _Maryland 1 i 3 A B A
| Minnesota __ |ci T c.¢c clel _G,r_%____1<,A.-I,+-f, .
Pennsylvania | P| P | W& o I I wods
Rhode Island & | 1" " Ty T LI B T R AU R B
B South Carofina_ [€| €T C P, C I ] At I BB

%pata for the corrections segment is maintained separately on a state level OBSCIS file.
thode Island and Maine were placed in Growping 3 (instead of Grouping 2) since it appeared that OBTS data would
eventually be derived at least in part as a by-product of agency management information systems.
C = Currently
P = Planned
I = In Process
N/A = Not Applicable

SCURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A - Question 8).
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(or CCH, if the same) .
for reporting court

(In a few stat
es,
; the Prosecutor or state's

attorney's office has the responsibiil
disposition data.)
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SECTION V: OBTS Tracking Mechanism and Tracking Accounting Unit

In this section of the survey the respondents were asked
to briefly describe the tracking mechanism which enables the
data element segments- (i.e., police, prosecutor, lower court,
upper court, corrections) associated with a given offender
processing* in their state to be linked together. Based on the
responses, the types of tracking mechanisms used were categorized
in the following manner: one form with a unique tracking number
which is used by all agencies processing the offender (i.e., the
form actually follows an offender through the system), several
agency-specific forms which can be uniquely linked (e.g., appro-
priate numbers transferred from form to form), each component
uses the same arrest-specific number in their files (e.g., each
component has the warrant number on their files), use of the
state identification number (SID number which uniquely identifies
an individual but not necessarily a specific arrest associated
with an individual) and/or a combination of SID number and other
identifiers. In several states, no real tracking mechanism
exists, in which case the available information is used to link
the stages of an offender's processing and/or the responsible
individuals will manually link the data segments based on avail-
able information.

The states were also asked to identify the tracking accounting
unit being used on their OBTS file, or in other words, they were
asked to identify the way(s) in which the charges formally alleged
against an individual at arrest would be recorded on the reporting
forms  (or medium) used for OBTS. Table V.1l summarizes the types
of OBTS tracking mechanisms and tracking accounting units being

used in the states.

*By offender processing is meant the set of related events

typically starting with arrest and following through court

disposition and where convicted sentence which are reported
and linked together for a specific offender.

Preceding page hlank - 59 -



TABLE V.l: OBTS TRACKING MECHANISM AND OBTS TRACKING ACCOUNT UNIT

y

QBTS
OBTS TRACKING MECHANISM ACCOUNT UNIT
N E 'U‘ 4] w
=] Q &1 8 3 u'j i ° 1 A
ga imE,H 28 5 -
E’U‘U-JE'U TR - R VR I I | 4
GG 4o w oY aE Lo 50 a
U L H 00 ewndeu oo TNWY ><‘ 0
DSy H G R § N B8 & oA ol
~ ai 0 Ml U M d O WS e
T A3 BEg Eegitae Y] | .
EoE|@mdal gy f 85u, 2 ¢& ‘Identifiers Available to Link P
232 pRe*O<e S, 7 §8= |, |Prior (or Future) Processing 2 21 8
o g g also0 sled i on the Same Offender S g1 8
B2 88 18888295 gl 81 8
States AR N R e D la g Gl ] ©
. . X Currentl 4
1. California Y
Georgia Currently X
lilinois X Currently X
lowa X Planned X
Michigan X Curxently X
Nebraska NA Currently HIES
New Jersey X Currently x| x
Ohio P X Currently X
Oregon X _Currently X
Utah X Currently Lx
Virginia X _Currently ¥
Wisconsin X Cuxrently ! ¥
Wvoming X Currently X
2. Arizona X Planned X
Colorado X Currently X X
S - T
Connecticut X NR % )
Delaware i % Currently L%l x fx 1
._____Hawaii — % _ B | _currently ERER N
—.—Massachusetts | x | ___ oo L mlanned i X
... NewMexico |  ----km-o-m-oopoNA=--poo-o- it N _io XL _
NewYork }__)5_ X 4. R T # _ Currently Lox
Oklahoma _ [ x i Currently et X
R i L S— sl - ==y ey
i 3, Arkansas = | __ . . X 3. .. N )
R » Tl == NA- S Corrently X
& S —_ S — o
I Kansas X Lo _Currently T -
!'—* Maine _ [N S In Process | lx o
}r_‘ ) .M_?!!’M'ani.,_. R R O E__ Currently ;(J»_X ___
. - Minnesota | . X i e e
.. Pemnsyhania_ I . ___[_x i cwmensly o T ox i
{_ . RBhodelsland | ' ----r --oNA L ---o | .. In Process
t-_...SQ&Eh£2§n¥bla R R N b Pianned

NA = Not Applicable
NR = No Response

aMay not include tracking through the state corrections ccmponent.

SOURCE: Questicnnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 ‘(see Appendix A - Questions 20,

21 & 23).
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OBTS Tracking Mechanism
As noted in Table V.1, of the 31 states with, or planning

an OBTS, only 51% (or 16 states) appear to have a tracking
mechanism whereby each component uses the same number to refer
to an offender-arrest processing. The means of offender track-
ing in these states are through the use of: a form with a
unique processing number which follows the offender; a series
of forms which can be linked (through transfer of appropriate
identification numbers) to form a complete offender-arrest
tracking; or a common number (e.g., warrant #) which is main-
tained by each of the agencies in their separate files and
refers to a specific offender-arrest tracking. Approximately
26% of the states (i.e., 8 states) rely on either the state
identification number (SID) used to identify unique offenders
(but may not necessarily distinguish offender arrests) or some
combination of name, date of birth, date of arrest, SID and
other identifiers to aid in forming a complete offender arrest
tracking. Approximately 10% of the states (i.e., 3 states)
indicated there was no official mechanism that enabled the data
element segments associated with a given offender processing
to be linked and that linkages were primarily made on a manual
basis. The remaining four states indicated that the question
was not applicable or that they could not respond.

In conjunction with the above and as indicated in Figure
V.1l almost half (48%) of the OBTS respondents indicated that
they had experienced difficulties linking together the data
element segments associated with a given offender processing.
States in groupings 2 and 3 (states where OBTS is extracted
from CCH and reporting to CCH is a mixture of forms, direct
terminal entry, or computer to computer link (Grouping 2) and
states where OBTS is a by-product of agency MIS systems (Group-
ing 3) appear to have experienced the most difficulty.

Table V.1 also indicates whether or not identifiers are
available (or are planned) to link prior (or future) processing

on the same offender. Specifically, about three-fourths of the
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thirty-one states developing an OBTS capability, indicated that
identifiers were currently available (or were in process) that
enable a given processing for an offender to be linked to prior
(or future) processings on the same offender and thus form a
criminal history record. The survey results further indicated,
however, that almost half (48%).of the 31 states had experienced
difficulty in linking the multiple trackings associated with the
same offender. Figure V.2 displays by state grouping the level
of difficulty experienced by the states in linking the multiple

trackings associated with the same offender.

OBTS Tracking Accounting Unit
The majority of the states (19 out of 31) use an offender-

arrest accounting unit for their OBTS system. That 1s, one
reporting form (or medium) would be completed which includes

all the charges placed against an individual as the result of

a parficular arrest. The remainder of the states use a charge
accounting system where separate forms (or medium) are completed
for each charge (4 states); an offense-incident accounting
system where all the charges related to a crime incident re-

sulting from a particular arrest would be reported on the same

form (or medium) (2 states); or a combination of offender-offense,

offender-charge or offender-offense-charge accounting systems

(6 states).

[[] Have Experienced Difficulty

Have Not Ex
mﬂ DifEin ty perienced

Jl Do Not Know/No Response

E]Have Experienced Diffjculty

Have Not Experi
HmDifficuItyxp enced

.Do Not Know/No Response

who indicated they had, or were

capability were classified into

management information systems.

F . s s X
IGURE V.1: g;fflculty Experienced By The States In Linking Togeth
e Data Element Segments Associated With A Gi 7 =
Offender Processing ven
15 .
12 i
2 m
g
o 9]
b
I
0
w64
o
He 3-
All 1 2 3
a :
States (State Groupingsb)
FIGURE v.2: ﬁifﬁi;§lt¥ Exierienced By The States In Linking
1 € Trackings Associated Wi S
15 Offender Together 1Eh The Same
—
12
7] I
i (
=t 4
s
/7]
w 6]
o
He 3 i
All 1 2 3
a
States (State Groupingsb)
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ased‘on Resgonses from the 31 states
planning to implement a state-wide OBTS.
b,
The 3; states developing an OBTS
groupings based on the approach the i
! - Yy ‘are taking to OBTS
grggglggs%E;egggsiggzrgbosetst:;es where OBTS is being eiiizégggeﬁgém
N ing to e CCH is via forms: Gr i -
g;iisnsidtggse gtates_where reporting to the OBTS is aoggiggrg g?
homs and lrect terminal entry; Grouping 3 represents those st
e S 15 a by-product of agency foms
SOURCE: Survey on QBTS administered b

(see Appendix A - Question 22

¥ the CJSA in September, 1980
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SECTION VI: OBTS Charge, Offense and Disposition Information

This section of the Survey was designed to determine the
level of detail of +the charge and disposition information being
maintained on the state OBTS files. Specifically, an attempt
was made to determine if all charges at various points in pro-
Cessing are being reported or only the most serious charge; if
the respective court dispositions are reported and maintained
for each charge in those instances where all charges for a given
offender Processing are maintained; and the points or stages in
an offender's processing at which the charge (s) are reported.
Additionally, an attempt was made to determine the types of
offenses included in the state OBTS files (e.g., only finger-
printed felony level, all felony level) as well as the types
of dispositions (e.g., police disposition, grand jury disposi-

tion of no true bill).

Charge and Disposition Tracking
Table VI.1 describes the level of detail of the charge
information (e.g., all charges) included on the state OBTS

files and the stages at which the charges (or most serious
charge) are reported. Ag noted in Table VI.1, 14 (or 45%) of
the states with an OBTS currently include information on all
charges at one or more points in the offender's Processing in
their OBTS file. In nine of the states only information on
the most serious charge is included in their OBTS file because
either only the most serious charge is reported (5 states) or
only the most serious charge is selected for inclusicn although
all charges are repor ‘ed (4 states). The remaining states
(8 states) indicated that they plan to include all charges
at one or more points in processing in their OBTS file even
though they may currently be collecting information only on
the most serious charge.

While not noted in Table VI.1, the survey results further
indicated that in general, where an OBTS file includes informa-
tion on all charges for a given offender Processing, the
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TABLE VI.l: OBTS CHARGE INFORMATION ~ CHARGE(S) INCLUDED IN FILE: STAGES AT WHICH
CHARGE (S) ARE REPORTED

FOR A GIVEN OFFENDER )
PROCESSING OBTS FILE | CHARGES ARE REPORTED AT THE FOLLOWING STAGES:
INCLUDES INFORMATION ON: -
0 i
1] g mg t v .-4%
(Sg| 25 2l 1.4 |2
g 8| f2g 8 +5| g lad 28
oof| 88 2l d |g|e&|a |34 |34
o 1Ty glatels g 35 0%
guk| §59 wlw 1A |8 LEl g jEd jed
sE~ ST z 8 S8l 3 |3 g 2l S H | D4
.6(_U) %’m-ﬂ-a §O [ Us:.‘ (o] 8; g 8;\,, S.,-q
gmtﬂ 858 4 § e 12812 ly81 8 lya m§ 5
g | »EEQ g ¢lal8al 3|84 | EACH O E- R Eo R
Hg8) 2888 | Blaleg] 8 le4{8318&18 |8L |88
States 484 l gyuaa 13 ol B o
1. California P c X X
Georgia X X | x X
lllinois C—CH (C-ORTS, X X X X
lowa C—CCH . | C-OBTS X X
Michigan C X <
Nebraska P
New Jersey C c X X1 X X 1 X
Ohio C X 2
Qregon C~CCH C~OBTS X X :
Utah c X X | X X
Virginia C X X %
Wisconsin C X X X ;
Wyoming C X X X X A X
2. Arizona P X
Colorado [ )}: }}(( X X
Connecticut c
Delaware i3 C X X X1 X X
| Hawaii c X | X X | X X | X | X
Massachusetts P - X
New Mexico P X
7 New York c X X | X | X X | X
" Oklanhoma ___ S XX X
X
_ 3., Amxansas_ . | c
DC ___ ..
| Kansas____ P X X | X X
T Maine P . X x | x
i Maryiand c X
" " "Minnesota c X X
| Pennsylvania C X X [ X X
Rhodelsland | p i
| South Carolina c [ |

aOnly the state oorrections component of the OBTS in New Mexico is currently operational.
C = Currently
P.= Planned

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980. (see Appendix A - guestions 24&27),
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respective court disposition is reported and maintained for
each charge.to the extent possible.

Finally, as noted in Table VI.1l, the state OBTS files in
general include the charges leveled against the offender at
the arrest stage (25 states), the prosecutor or court filing
stage (19 states), the final disposition stage (20 states) and,
to a somewhat lesser extent, the corrections entry stage (14
states).

Table VI.2 indicates whether or not the state OBTS data
collection instruments include the NCIC* code for the charge
offense(s) at arrest and final court disposition. As noted in
this table, approximately 68% of the state OBTS files include
the NCIC*code for the charged offenses at arrest or have a
table lookup which provides a crosswalk between the state
charge codes and the corresponding NCIC code. Similarly, €8%
of the state OBTS files (not necessarily representative of the
same states as above) include the NCIC code for the charge

offenses at final court disposition or have a table lookup which
provides a crosswalk.

Offenses Reported

Table VI.3 lists the types of offenses included in state
level OBTS files as well as indicates whether or not specific
types of offenses are excluded from the state OBTS files. As
noted, about half of the states currently or are planning to
include information only on fingerprinted felony offenses
(which may in some instances be all felony level offenses)
in their OBTS files. The remaining states include (or are plan-
ning to include) information on all felony level offenses via
arrest and/or indictment in their OBTS files.

About 80% of the state OBTS files would appear to include
some information on misdemeanors either currently or planned,
with more than half of these states only accepting finger-
printed misdemeanor level offenses.

Almost two-thirds of the state respondents indicated

specific types of offenses were excluded from their state's

*
NCIC (National Crime Identification Code) - Standardized coding
system for crime types

g AT s e e st S e e -



TABLE VI.2: INCLUSION OF NCIC CODES ON STATE OBTS FILES
OBTS Includes the NCIC Code for the Charge Offense(s):
‘At Arrest At Final Court Disposition
g g
A 21 A [+4
©38 X g °88 X g
P S g | ] =1 3 (UM =]
ja] no 3 =z =3 no 32 3
M OLA W, Q MmuoPA 0 e}
—w0n>un = —u > un o
0 ~0-4 00 ~ 1] ~Q-4 00 A
(] QM X M M o] =] (] O M X M M o} S
S!ates el 2800 =4 s} - ZHRAM0 =4
1. California X X
Georgia X _ X -
lllinois X
lowa X X
Michigan X X ;
Nebraska X
New Jersey X X
Ohio X X
Qregon X X
Utah X X
Virginia X X .
Wisconsin X -
Wyoming X
2. Arizona X X
Colorado X X
Connecticut X X
Delaware X X
| __Hawaii X I X _
Massachusetts X
_New Mexico X X
__NewYork ~ T TX X
~ " 'Oklahoma X X
3. Arkansas X X
- BT T ¢ X X
Kansas_ X X -
. _Mane X
__...Maryland X X
~ Minnesota i X X
| Pennsylvania X X
... Bhodelsland | _x X
__. . South Carolina | - X X

NR = No Response

SOURCE:

guestion 28).

7/

Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980

(see Appendix A -
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TABLE VI.3:

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE TYPES INCLUDED IN STATE LEVEL OBTS SYSTEMS

Offenses Included (to be Included) in State OBTS

Offenses Other
Than Felony or
Misdemeanors
,8 - g E . Excluded
o o g L L g 879 (tofbe Excluded
3 3w g g o g s 3 78 Comre e
- "o £3 g 4 g4y B o
>4 >NH P [ g g [} ¢ 0
] 5§85 23 g o R 25
o sEE | d% LK 2%3 g8
e B & O =1 = o~ oo Q 8]
o EG) ) [ > g o Q
34 288 | 29 7§ 258 e £
States <5 <5 S & = €30 S E o & 2
1. California C C P P P X
Georgia P P «
lllinois o] c ca X
lowa P C P o] X
Michigan C C P P X
Nebraska c X
New Jersey c c i
Ohio C o
Oregon c c c2 X
Utah o] c X
Virginia C o] X
Wisconsin c c c v
Wyoming c c X
2.  Arizona P P P P P P X
Colorado c X
Connecticut C C c X
____Delaware C C c c c2
. Hawaii C c C o C o) c X
_____Massachusetts C c x
.. NewMexico P P P P P e
—.. NewYork c o ca X
S _O_kl,g_homa~ C c c c be
-3 Akansas. | C X
DC P P X
c P o) X
P X
c c X
C c c ____N/R
c c c X
P P X
P c X

&0
L (]
Z"0

urrently
lanned
o Response

aAny offense submitted with fingerprints will be included

bIn general, the types of offenses excluded ar
certain. low-level misdemeanors

SQURCE:

29&30).

R

Questionaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980

e violations of local ordinevses, non felony traffic,

(see Appendix A-questions
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OBTS files. The most common types of offenses excluded are
violations of local ordinances (14 states), non-criminal traffic
offenses (9 states), certain low level misdemeanors, offenses
not required to be fingerprinted, offenses not required to be
included on the criminal history file, and/or everything not

a felony or misdemeanor (10 states).

Dispositions Reported

Table Vi.4 identifies the states which report and maintain
final police dispositions where charges are dropped and the
offender is released, prosecutor dispositions of decline to
prosecute and grand jury dispositions of ignored, no true bill
or indictment quashed on their OBTS files. Additionally, Table
VI.4 specifies whether or not certain dispositions are excluded
from a state's OBTS or whether or not there are certain disposi-
tions for which no reporting mechanism exists to collect. Speci-
fically, 58% of the state OBTS files currently (or are in the
‘process of being designed to) include police dispositions where
the charges are dropped and the offender is released by the
police, 77% of the state OBTS files currently (or are planning
to) include the prosecutor disposition of decline to prosecute
and 55% of the files include information on cases resulting in
a grand jury disposition of ignored, no true bill, or indictment
quashed. While not noted in Table VI.4, the survey results in-
dicated that in general, where these dispositions are not in-
cluded it is because the type of disposition is not applicable
within a state rather than the fact that no reporting mechanisih
exists to collect the disposition. Finally, as noted in Table
IV.4, most states do not in general, exclude specific types of

dispositions from their OBTS files.*

* The types of dispositions which are excluded are: police
releaszes to other agencies (1 state), appellate dispositions
(2 states) and violation of probation/term of probation ended
(1 state).

TABLE VI.4: SPECIAL DISPOSITIONS REPORTED TO OBTS -
DISPOSITIONS EXCLUDED FROM OBTS

Dispositions Reported
(or Planned to be Reported)
to OBTS Special DispositioFs Excluded
‘Police Disposition - Dispositions (Not Described
Where Charges are Prosecutor {Grand Jury Disposition || to Left) Which are Excluded
Dropped and Disposition of of Ignored, for, OBTS or fox Which no
offender Released Decline to No True Bill, Reporting Mechanism Exists
by Police Prosecute Indictment Quashed to Collect
States YES NO
1. California X X N/A f X
Georgia X X N/A : %
lllinois X X X : X
lowa X X N/A ) X
Michigan X - - - -
Nebraska X X 5/A i <
New Jersey N/A X X ! X
Ohio X X X X
QOregon N/A X X i X
Utah N/A X X l ¥
Virginia N/A X X ! X
______Wisconsin X X X ; X
Wyoming X X N/A ; X
1
2. Arizona X X N/A I X
.. Colorado N/A e N/A | %
____ Connecticut N/A X ¥ ; <
_____ Delawars X N/A N/A : X
. Hawaii X X X d_ X
__ Massachusetts N/A X X i X
i New Mexico N/A N/A N/A : X
~ . NewYork | N/A X X ' X
Oklahoma | X X X - X |
_ 3. Arkansas A N/A N/A N/A X o]
- oC. . ... X X X
Kansas X X X - -
‘Maine X X X X
. _Maryland | ____ N/A N/A N/A X
Minnesota | X ____ - - ; - -
_. . Pennsylvania [~ N/A N/A X X
.. Rhodelsland | . N/A X X - -
. South Garolina | _X_ X X [ - -

N/A = Not applicable

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see
questions 31&32).

Appendix A -
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SECTION VII: OBTS Data Elements

This section of the survey was designed to identify the
individual data elements included on the state level OBTS files.
In particular, questions were asked about the standards used
(e.g., SEARCH Technical Report #4 or BJS), if any, in determining
the data elements to be included in the state OBTS files, and the
level of detail of the data elements included as compared to the
recommended Search Technical Report #4 data elements. Table
ViI.1l summarizes the state responses.

As indicated in this table, in planning and design. for OBTS,
almost half of the states (48% or 15 states) indicated that they
used the SEARCH Technical Report #4 OBTS data elements minimum
reporting standards in determining the data elements for inclu-
gsion in their state's OBTS, 5% (or 2 states) used the BJS national
OBTS tape submission data element reporting standards* and 29%
(or 9 states) used both the SEARCH Technical Report #4 and BJS
national OBTS tape submission data element reporting standardg.
The remaining states did not use either set of standards (3 states)
or did not respond to the question (2 states).

With respect to the specific data elements included, 19 of
the state OBTS files contain all or most of the SEARCH Technical
Report #4 data elements for the police/prosecutor segment, 19 of
the state files contain all or most of the lower court data
elements, 19 of the state files are designed to include all or
most of the upper court data elements, and 17 of the state OBTS
files include all or most of the SEARCH Technical Report #4 data
elements for the corrections segment. Additionally, some state
OBTS files contain other data elements for a particular data
segment than the SEARCH Technical Report #4 data elements, with

the remaining state files containing only some or none.

*

Seven states indicated that the BJS national OBTS tape submission
data element reporting standards were not available when their
OBTS system was initially developed.

Preceding page blank _ 73 -



TABLE VII.l: DATA ELEMENTS INCLUDED IN STATE OBTS

Standards Used in De-|, Degree to Which SEARCH Technical Report ¥4 Data Elements®
termining the Data " are Included in OBTS. 'State OBTS Includes:
Inclusior! v T T
fie'é‘iiii Sgés ne More ! All | Most : Some i|None/NA
a ! ! y
H b [ 4
o 8 28 ) o P g S S
o @ g Z g =1 = 3 =
o] [olN¢] = a =] 3 3 3
Qm ol 0n qQ [4] ] @ @ @
[T —~u o R =] 7] Q 9 " g Y @
[ ° 0 M 173 7] 0 %] a ] 2 a
IR EITIE: 5|l g A R E NN
~ B " % i) il ‘
e ﬁ‘g'g 53 g Q :JJ tu.) JFJ‘ & f.u.) 8 s N U Q + E [& SRS E (8] & «g
""-U 5 [l ] &4 ® O [ 4] Q 6] ] 4] 8 oy 1 I Y ]
ARSI REA E IR R R EIR T
R 25 ) = =1 2z} o ol 3) zf o8 =l 4 al =
g9 288 2B ol & & 8 o] Q 04 O o] Q |23 [s] [s] ol 0] ] O
el 280828 8 S % 8 al Afy o] ol ). A} 21 O a &; e Al 5| O
States N | AHN| A<A i ' '
iforni ! X X
1. California X X X = ! X
Georgia X = : AT
= X
:3@5 X X | xix. i
0 i X1 X .
ichigan X X ; : ;
mecbrfska NR NR NR R NB. NR : N}? . NR
X, ¥51x1x ! ;
New Jersey X = £ X ——iy
ohio x X XX x{x
8{;?0“ X X X X | X ! X - X -
Virginia X X1 x]x x1'x ); , ; " .
Wisconsin X X X X T L
Wyoming X X . -
Iy . x x t
2. Arizona Did Npt Use Either - ; XX i
Colorado X SFIFIE — -
Connecticut X et | | - -
Delaware X £ X X = : 1 -
 Hawai | X '__; :
. Massachusetts X X o -
NewMexico | x I X X Tl x ; - -
| T NewYork - [ X X e B -
3 Okiahoma | "X X Xl _1x X1 x. XLy :mr,_:l_ S PRI ) DU W
3. Arkansas X x_lxixlx |l S R S R T b
o DC X X X X. . TR TR - R i
i Kansas =~ | TX X [ - . S O S e e
Maine X X X XX B N S ,t.} SIS
Vian a7 T : X U EN U UV SN R —
Maryland | x X X 1 XiX - 1| - .
" Minnesota [ MR | NR NR R NR . NR L - INR - iy
|~ Pennsyivania X _ 1% x| x ;{ X x o _VI_,_“; -
... Bhodelsland | _x X £ — b 11
e, SQUth Carolina | x| x X _ N S O - .

NR = No Response

2 isti i 4 data elements is included in Appendix A (see last
listi of the SEARCH Technical Report # incl
:agésofngBTs questionnaire). -The BJS National OBTS tape submission data elements are noted
on the listing.

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix a -
questions 33&34).

e e e & o

The types of data elements which tend to be excluded from
the state files include data elements not listed in the BJS
national OBTS tape submission standards as well as dates other
than date of arrest and final disposition, the type of counsel
and type of trial.

Questions were also asked about whether the state OBTS data
bases included separate data element segments for lower criminal
courts and upper criminal courts and whether the corrections
data element segments of the state OBTS files provided for the
ability to report and maintain information on more than one
correction cycle associated with a single offender processing.
In response to these questions, the survey results indicated
that about 39% of the state OBTS files include (or are planning
to include) separate data element segments for the lower criminal
court and upper criminal court, while about 42% do not include
separate data element segments when more than one trial court
exists. The remaining 19% indicated that there was only one
trial court in their state or that they were not yet that far
along in planning to decide.

About 84% of the state respondents indicated that the
corrections segment of their state OBTS currently provides
(61%) or plans to provide for (23%) the ability to report and
maintain information on more than Oone correction cycle associated
with a single offender processing. It should be noted that
although the corrections cycle of a state OBTS might in theory
provide for the reporting and maintaining of information on
more than one correction cycle associated with a single offen-
der processing, in practice subsequent cycles (e.g., release to
parole prior to final release) may not be reported. Additionally,
states typically maintain data cn more than one correction cycle
associated with a single offender processing in their state
OBSCIS (corrections) file only and these state OBSCIS or correc=

tions files may not link to the OBTS files. Table VII.2 displays
the above results.
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TABLE VII.2: DESCRIPTION OF TYPES UF COURT SEGMENTS
(SEPARATE~LOWER & UPPER CT, COMBINED)
AND CORRECTIONS SEGMENTS (e.g., PROVIDE
FOR MORE THAN ONE CYCLE) IN STATE OBTS
DATA BASES

Corrections Data Element Segment
Provides (Plans to Provide)
State OBTS Data Base for Ability to
Includes (or Plans to Include) Data Report and Maintain Information
Element Segments for the on More Than One Correction Cycle
Loweg Criminal_Court and Upper Associated With a Single Offender
Criminal Court?® Processing
States Yes No N/A YesP No
1. California X X
Georgia X Xk
lllinois % ¥
lowa X x*
Michigan X X
Nebraska X*
New Jersey X <
Ohio X X
Oregon X X
| Utah X X* R
Virginia X . X
Wisconsin X X
Wyoming X X
| 2. Arizona . X X
| ____ Colorado X X
B Connecticut X X
___ _ Delaware X 3 ]
| Hawaii X X
_ . Massachusetts | Still in planning stiage. .
| __NewMexico | X* X — -
New York | . X - X ]
. . Oklahoma | .t X X e -
.3 Arkansas | X _ | X b
bC N N X X - .
Kansas o X X
. Maine_ = __ . X X" 1 ]
Maryland | _ X _ | X*
Minnesota _ [ .t X X
| _Pennsylvania | X ] X*
_ . Rhodelsland _ |~ x* | X _
v.... SouthGarolina | X X
*
Planned

?/A = Not applicable/only one trial court in state

st. tes may only include the disposition and related i i i i i
tivn (either upper or lower) on their OBTS files. o Eaeea oy guihe conrt of final o rotad

bed in the OBTS file. These are typically handled at the upper court level.
?h;le tgg corrections component oﬁ a state OBTS may provide for the ability to report and maintain
Egrortg ion on more than one correction cyc}e associated with a single offender processing, the in-
infginggoﬁage;ggaiz1502515teg;éngeggited in practice. Additionally, some states may maintain this
i n an IS file. Hence a response of "yes" d i i

£ i ; e 2 y oes not necessarily imply that
information on more than one corrections cycle is readily available; it simply means tha{ thg Zorrec~

< ..ns component of the OBTS provides for its receipt and mai i i
< r inte
indirectly on an OBSCIS or equivalent system. ° nance slther direcely on the OBYS or

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJISA in Sept., 1980 (see Appendix A-guestions 35&3

In other states only felony processings are includ

[t siors -
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SECTION VIII: Timeliness of OBTS Data Reporting and File Update

Reporting Reguirements

Table VIII.l identifies those states which currently have (or
are planning to have) requirements governing the reporting of
arrest and disposition information in support of their state. OBTS
(or CCH if supported by the same data collection effort) and those
states which have requirements governing the timeliness with which
various disposition events must be reported in support of their
state OBTS (or CCH). Specifically, twenty of the respondents
indicated that their state had specific requirements governing the
reporting of arrest and disposition information in support of their
state OBTS (or CCH if supported by the same data collection effort)
and 2 states are planning or in the process of drafting such re-
guirements. Another 8 states do not have any reporting require-
ments, nor do they plan to have any.

Only 16 of the state respondents indicated that their state
had specific requirements governing the timeliness with which
various disposition events must be reported in support of their
state OBTS (or CCH if supported by the same data collection effort),
1 state is planning or is in the process of drafting requirements,
and 13 states do not currently or plan to have any such require-
ments.

Where requirements do exist in a state, either in support of
reporting or the timeliness of reporting to the state OBTS (or CCH
if supported by the same data collection effort), they are generally

in the form of legislation (e.g., CCH legislation).

Frequency and Timeliness of OBTS File Update

Based on the survey responses, it would appear that the
majority of the states maintain both "open and closed" records
on their OBTS data base. Specifically, in 9 states an offender's
processing is not added (or not planned to be added) to the state
OBTS data base until the final court disposition has been re-
ported (i.e., "closed records" only are maintained on the OBTS

data base). 1In 21 states an offender's processing is included



O .
(or planned to be included) on the 0BTS at the point of arrest
or o .
ther entry to the System and is updated from time to time
as ,
the offender proceeds to final disposition (i €., "open and
¢ n . cS ey
. ¢losed" records are Maintained on the OBTS data
TABLE VIII.1l: REQUIREMENTS® GOVERNING THE REPORTING OF ARREST AND DISPOSITION Th ata base) .
INFORMATION IN SUPPORT OF OBTS AND THE TIMELINESS WITH WHICH ¢ frequency of updates to the state OBTS data p
DISPOSITION EVENTS MUST BE REPORTED ata ba
data bases from which OBTS ig derived) varies g ses for
Cross the stat
About 2 , es.
N 40% of the states update daily, followed by weekly (10%)
T e onthly (6%), quarterly (10%), and as data is receit ’
_ . elved (10%)
Requirements Governing Timeliness With Which Disposition . In the remainder of the states )
the Reporting of Arrest Events Must Be Reported to OBTS or CCH » Updates to the OBTS data base
and Disposition Information |} (if supported by same data collection effort) (or the data base from which OBTS is deri a)
' erive v i
States Yes/Planned No Yes/Planned No i nent, is unknown, or not applicable (o S aries by compo-
T : *J-+ Manual data collec-—
1. California X X i tion efforts). 7T ’ ec
Goordia = < ' 4 ) Il general, the states who update their files
[linois X X aily are those states where OBTS is ext
iowa X X data b » Tacted from the ccH
Michigan X X a base and the updates ar
Nebraska X X su i © made to the ccH files. Table VIII.2
New Jersey Y < mmarizes the above results, )
Ohio X * ‘" With
Oregon X Tespect to the time]j
Utah X X bases, almost gos . liness of the data on the OBTS datg
w@mm. i § . ’ s of the state OBTS Tespondents indicateq that
sconsin ; s s a
W,({S, X < i1nal court dispositions were re . ;
yoming thra ported to their OBTS files within
S rore ] . €e months of thejir OCcurrence, about 16% said it takes 1
___ Colorado X X than 6 but more than 3 months, and 6% i3 ©88
Connecticut X X - wait m ! ° Said they would neegd to
| Delaware X X - ©re than 6 months after the close of
“Fawai B X . of receivin 11 £ a year to be assured
Massachusetts X _h~-§ g a inal court dispositions on "offender k
- N : X e i n ) rack-
- MNewMexico 4 . : " —- 1ngs” that were terminated that C i
[ . NewYork 4 - S st year. The remaining 193 of the
" Okiahoma ! . X ‘ e ) ‘ ates could not currently Specify the number of month
: . . onths
3. Arkansas. i} . ) X - ,_*_wimm____wn between disposition and receipt on OBTS file delay
oC X X ] ‘ .
R | % ; X It should i
,ggﬁfi.w-«‘-- i . X ___Nj . be mentioned that the responses on timeliness of
- Maryland _~ il T X X Ty T T hportlng “inal court dispositions may have been made baseq
S Mimesed 1 = " X ] the existence of ec on
. .. Pennsylvania_ X : £ : i , State statutory teéquirements governing the
. .. RBhodelsland | —————— N/R————— e ' ’ tmeliness of reporting data in support
. South Carolina [l _ __ X f X = supported b . PP Of the OBTS (or ccH if
) . Y the same datg collection effort) . While the tim
tame might be true in th i ©
: . . , : eor
SReguirements where they exist or are planned, are typically in the form of legislation practice. Y, 1t may not generally be true in
SOURCE: Questionaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A
R questions 37&38). |
: !
r’
- 78 - ) '
. - 79 -
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TABLE VIII.2: FREQUENCY OF OBTS FILE UPDATE

Stages in Processing at Which Updates Are Made
Offender's Processing is
included on OBTS
£ 's Progessin at Arrest or -other . - sy
géieggggdsuntil finag Entry and is updated OBTS Dag;sﬁgzeA;givzg§=isase
Court Disposition as offender progegds wh%ci g‘ is 4 e
State has been reported to final Disposition updated: e
ates _
Califormia Weekly . . .. .. _
‘ ‘ tl A k) .
1. Cahforma Currently Planned “"?Qﬂsb'l"'?;d' I,
ﬁso(ma Currently gigsiifkl,Auv., _—
HNOIS = e
[ Currently Planne A -
Iowa. Currently I %g;tfrw_ T,
Mmhmﬁp Planned ;ifhhftf;-_v< el
Nebraska Currentlv _ "‘é;ﬁ ?rLiY_ . o
New Jersey Currently e e e et .gs—‘;:ceiv'e - -
ghio__ Currently = s Receivs .
Oregon T Currently . .
| 3.131"\ N — Currently e e e g:_li_}.';. e
- L T
T V\}rg]rggsin - Currently - - ’..J. . o
Wyoring ) CUEXERELL o oopmbomsmrmmre sz =M s L e
Wyoming e e eng = l
i Plapned ... | oaily :
e e e e ,:—E}%DP?@ — e - Quéifwl-: H
B ""%L(jrsggToiéu‘*” N Currently . |.___ 'ga'%lﬁ
On 2. - - - rm——— 4 v - —— ¢ e aavn e = PO al :
“““““ Delaware Currently .- P S D i
| T Hawaii [ curzentiy oianned - '
- awall T .o >1ann o ] ) '
| Massachusstis | . Planned :
Mew Mexico ™ | L o lannes ?
| New York Currently . '
| Okiahoma Currently = = e = ,
i L |
3 kans - S o Daily
- é?ﬂﬂaas ’ o Planned e |
UJ . L . - - . . . . - I r oy
Kansas ' .Planned .. i Cmknown
) Maine . . _Pilanned __ | _ Suarenriy
A=rvian Currently . = » : %
- mﬁ%&%ct‘a T T ] _Currently. 1 égn;ggéi?eé
B 'PéﬁBEWQénh ) o ~ Planned . . L. 'Daily
. gﬁadEjgéﬁa" f- - - S ?lan?ed < i weex/Mopnth
[ SouthGarofina | - T DT mla L -

4Gtah is currently under backlog

blz:‘farxsas manually collects OBTS data everwv two vears

3]

nei = 4 be sffend
enforcement) maintains their own system. IZ ?eef‘?c,an 33
eni me s y ) P
the warrant s which accears con eacn component's fils

i Z by &i A in September, 1980
SOURCE: (Juestionnaire on SBTS administered by the CJISA in < ’

svesticns 3954G;.

. . _ Ratre
i 3 in 2 nase per se. Rath
South Carolina dces not maintain an CBTS data C gl

each component

—~~ra - " ar,
e.%., I5Lrts, 2w
-

-
5 processing can bte tracksd ising
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SECTION IX: Completeness of OBTS Data Reporting

This section of the Survey attempted to identify the current
level of reporting of arrest and final

state OBTS files and the reason(s) for
levels. Specifically, the states were
centage of their total FY 1979 arrests
included on their OBTS files and the pe
posed of by their courts in FY 1979 for

court dispositions to the
the current reporting
asked to specify the per-
which were reported and
rcentage of offenders dis-
which final court disposi-
tions had been reported and included on their OBTS files.

Reporting of Arrests

Figure IX.1 displays the estimated level of reporting of
arrest data to the state OBTS files.
only 11 of the 31 states developing an
than 90%

As indicated in this figure,
OBTS capability had more
of their total FY 1979 arrests (required to be reported

for OBTS or CCH purposes) reported to their state OBTS;
states indicated that 71-90%

3 of the

of the required arrests were re-
ported, and 6 states indicated that 51-70%

were reported.

of the required arrests
The remaining states indicated that less than 50%

of the required arrests were reported (
know but it was less than 90%
(1 state),

4 states), that they did not
(1 state), that they did not know

or that they were not sufficiently far along in their
state's OBTS development to specify or that the
apply (5 states).

question did not

Of the 25 states who specified some level of
to their OBTS file, about two-thirds m

a comparison of the numbe

arrest reporting
ade their estimate based on
r of known arrests received to other

state arrest figures or based on the percentage of arr
were expected to be received (e.g.,

ests which

from reporting jurisdictions,
from arrestees expected to be fingerprinted).

The remaining one-
third simply gave their best guess.

Finally, the survey results indicated that in general

reporting levels of less than 90% were due to the fact that

specific jurisdictions were not reporting all or some of their
arrests or specific jurisdictions were not
port due, for example,
system,

yet required to re-
to phased implementation of the OBTS
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Table IX.l summarizes the above results for each state.

Reporting of Court Dispositions - Upper Court
Figure IX.2A displays the estimated level of reporting final

upper court dispositions to the state OBTS files.

As indicated in this figure, only about one-third of the
25 states where data is being reported and included on the state
OBTS (or CCH if appropriate) files, indicated that more than 90%
of the final upper court dispositions* in their state were re-
ported. Approximately 12% of the 25 states who indicated that
data was being reported and included on their OBTS files estimated
that 71-90% of their final upper court dispositions were reported
and included while 12% estimated 51-70% were reported and included
on their OBTS files. The remaining states estimated that less
than 50% of their upper court dispositions which should have been
reported in support of OBTS (e.g., the associated arrest was
required to be reported and was included on the OBTS file) were
actually reported or indicated that they just did not know.

Primarily the estimates wexre the best guesses of the
respondents ( 8 states), or were made based on an analysis of the
number of arrest records for which sufficient time had elapsed and
no court dispositicn was received (7 states), or were made by com-
paring the number of dispositions received to some other indepen-
dent data source (2 states).

In those states where less than 90% of the final upper court
dispositions were reported the respondents generally indicated
that the level of reporting was due primarily to the fact that
specific jurisdictions were not reporting all or some required

court dispositions or were not yet required to report.

Reporting of Court Dispositions - Lower Court
Figure IX.2B displays the estimated level of reporting lower
court dispositions to state OBTS files. As displayed in this figure,

*In those states with only one trial court, the estimated
percentage of dispositions reported was included under the
percentage of upper court dispositions reported but may refer
to both felonies and misdemeanors.
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. 13 States
SOURCE: Questionaire administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (See Appendix A-questions 4.
g %Based on responses from the 31 states who indicated they had, or
were developing, an OBTS system.
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eighteen states indicated FY 1979 lower court dispositions were
being reported and included on their state OBTS,** Of the
eighteen states, only 17% estimated that more than 90% of their
lower court dispositions were reported, 11% estimated 71-90%
were reported, 28% estimated 51-70% were reported, 17%
estimated less than 50% of their lower court dispositions were
reported, 17% did not know, but felt it was less than 90%,
17% simply did not know.

and

The estimates of the level of FY 1979 lower court disposi-
tion reporting (e.g., 51-70% of FY 1979 final lower court dis-
positions) were primarily the best guesses of the respondents
or were made based on an analysis of the number of arrest
records for which sufficient time had elapsed and no court
disposition was received.

Finally, the respondents indicated that the level of re-
porting was due primarily to the fact that specific jurisdic-

tions were not reporting all or some required court dispositions
or were not yet required to report.

.

Table IX.2 summarizes the above results for each state.

** In some states only felonies are required to be reported to
OBTS (or CCH if the same) and felonies are primarily handled
only at the upper court level. Additionally, some states have
only one trial court. As noted in the previous footnote, in
those states with only one trial court, the estimated percentage
of dispositions reported was included under the percentage of

upper court dispositions reported but may refer to both felonies
and misdemeanors.
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TABLE IX.2: ESTIMATED LEVEL OF DISPOSITIONS REPORTED TO

STATE OBTS
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by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A -
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SECTION X: OBTS Data Quality Control and Audits

Section X of the survey was designed to identify the types
of quality control measures the states are using with respect
to their OBTS data files. Specifically, questions were asked
about the type of edits the states perform on the data elements
reported to the state in support of OBTS, the types of manage-
ment/exception reports which are produced to assist in assuring
more accurate, complete and timely reporting of OBTS, and about
whether or not field staff are available to go out and assist
the reporting agencies.

Table X.l describes the state responses to this series of

questions.

Data Quality Control

As indicated in Table X.1l, fifty-eight percent of the states
developing an OBTS capability currently perform edits (e.g.,
check format, coding structure) on their OBTS input records,

42% perform linkage edits (e.g., check that if court disposition
information is reported there is matching arrest information) on
the data elements reported to the state in support of the OBTS
(or CCH where combined) data base, and 42% perform tracking
record reasonableness edits (e.g., make sure arrest date not
after disposition date).

Only 52% of the 31 states developing an OBTS capability
currently produce any types of management/exception reports to
assist in assuring more accurate, complete and timely reporting
of OBTS. Specifically, 9 states produce reports on the vclume
of arrests and court dispositions received, ‘13 states currently
produce reports on the number of arrest records where no court
disposition has been received and so much time has elapsed from
the date of arrest; and 4 states produce some other types of

management/exception reports (e.g., audit report).

Field Staff
Nineteen of the states currently have field staff present

who can go out and assist reporting agencies in more accurate,

complete and timely reporting. In general, the field staff are

- 89 -
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TABLE X.l: DESCRIPTION OF OBTS DATA QUALITY CONTROL PROCEDURES BY COMPONENT
———— located within the state identification or law enforcement
TYPES OF EDITS PERFORMED ARE PRESENT bureau and may assist i CR i { —
ON DATA ELEMENTS TYPES OF MANAGEMENT/ TO ASSIST : ¥ tin U reporting as well. They typi
REPORTED TO OBTS EXCEPTION REPORTS PRODUCED REPORTING. AGENCIES ! cally will contact all criminal justice agencies as needed
b
i .
ot 3 ; Audits
o E 0 E § % : - g : > ; .
§* 43 §§ §~:g =="§ §i§;@ § E f Questions were also asked about whether or not annual
P} gl e cwn g 00 0L 0 | o ! 2
s | 5 22 culgl SE2oU8ER PR i audits had ever been conducted (or were planned) of state CCH
L¢] om -l o H N> Ho n oo [&] Q (] . .
o {g‘g E §§§ E p §,é§§ §§§§55$ E 5 E f and OBTS systems and if so, the types of audits performed. 1In
States 2| 8&) Gl E28] 6 2] 298 d<Fdaald|d 1A |2 f response, 3 states indicated that an annual audit of their state
| ;
1. California cl ¢ ¢ c c X i OBTS had been conducted; in two of the 3 states it was the same
Georgia ci ¢ c 3 c X i )
linois c T ¢ C c c T x ? as the CCH audit. 1In the three states where an OBTS audit has
lowa c P P L x |
Michigan o . - T ; | been conducted, a sample of records was traced back to the source
Nebraska c P X i documents to determine th
; ! e accuracy and m -
New Jersey c 1 o c c M 1 | y completeness of the re
. ! ) ) .
8:1(;30” g . g . = c f x — | - cords. Finally, the audits were performed internally by data
Utah c . c c - L center staff. :
Virginia c c | X ' , . )
Wisconsin - S . . > , r Only three of the respondents said that their state would be
Wyoming L ¢ 4 < £ - supportive of the establishment of an independent audit capability
5 Arizona B ) c | p ‘ : for state OBTS, six said their states might be supportive, four
|______Colorado c| 2 |'® P c P )4 X : . ] =3
" Connecticut 5 > o « said their states would not be supportive of an independent audit
Delaware P P P ' X : . i
T Hawai 1 | <l c G c c " | ‘ capability, and the rest either did not know or did not respond.
_ Massachusetts | = |
| NewMexico | 3 B X
NewYork 1 ] ¢l ¢ c c c c |
o - O"Kl—a‘bo—r‘n_‘az -y .:“:".:::'F c C C C C c X
3. Arkansas cl b e S i — - ' X
~ DC P P P P P
B Kgg_sas . C o X
_ .. Maine |t i ; {
| Maryland _ _ Pl _® o N .
Minnesota ___ | cl ¢ X :
| Pennsylvania b P c P P X ) :
__RBhode Island P P |- |
. South Carolina d c|e P c c X
C = Currently !
= Planned

NA = Not Applicable

Hmile no field staff exist per se, a staff memper may assist an agency upon request.

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A - Questions 46-48).

: - 91 -




T T T T T T S S T T R TR

TR

AT TR T IR AR S TR

preceding page blank 43

SECTION XI: OBTS Analysis

This section of the survey was designed to identify both
the uses and users of state OBTS data. The results indicated
the following (see Table XI,.1l).

OBTS Computerized Output Reports
Only 10 of the thirty~one states with an OBTS have identi-

fied or thpught about the set of automated output reports that
are (or would be) generated from their state OBTS data base for
statistical and analytical purposes, 12 states aré in the pro-
cess of identifying output reports and 6 states indicated that
they have not identified any output reports (the remaining 3
states did not respond).

In general, the types of statistical and analytical output
reports that the states have identified include: offender flow
charts, elapsed time between arrest and dispoéition tables, and
summary aggregate statistics on offender processing by charge
and disposition.

Table XI.1l also describes the types of software packages the
states use (plan to use) for analysis and display of OBTS data,
and the type of automated output reports that are (planned)
generated from state OBTS files.

OBTS Data Users
Genefally speaking, the state respondents felt that the

criminal justice agencies/planners (25 respondents) within
their state would be the biggest users of OBTS data followed
by the legislature and executive branch agencies (e.g., budget)
(17 respondents) and to a lesser extent private researchers/
universities (6 respondents).

In general, the types of training the states employ (or plan
to employ) to make users and potential users aware of the OBTS
data base and the range of outputs that can be generated and
issues that can be addressed include: distribution of publica-

tions/pamphlets which describe system and potential uses (9 states), |

e 3 gy



TABLE XI.l:

DESCRIPTION OF SOFTWARE PACKAGES TO BE USED IN ANALYSIS AND DISPLAY
OF OBTS/TYPES OF REPORTS TO BE GENERATED FROM OBTS DATA

Data Base Management/

Used/Plan to Use in

Statistical Software Packages

Automated Output Reports That are
4 (Would be) Generated From State OBTS

! Thought About

Identified/

Types of Reports

SOURCE: Questionaire on OBTS administered

States Analysis & Display of OBTS
Parame‘ter,b’ased,szstem Tor re- .
. . ports by jurisdiction offense i Disposition trees, tables
1. California age, race, sex, prior status, ete. 1 _Yes S TEREEY R - —eanE .
Georgia Yez, if provided 1 _Yes Mar_gix-ys’fm§34i%fpén;??g'}nﬁzme"
lllinois Easytrieve 1 Yes
lowa Data Base Management/SPSS No
Michigan Not yet developed In Process "]r
Nebraska In Process
New Jersey Mark IV, TPL In Process _
Ohio SCSs Yes Offender flow chart/analysis
- SUMMA Yy By ChEg & disp7 Elapsed
Oregon Easytrieve Yes -éme axé:rasr—rnsg 15 Evesai N et
Utah SPSS, SAS Yes yegngagagd@RoY ypes:
Virginia Mark IV, SPSS Yes Flow ChﬁrﬂlﬂﬂsﬁLtimL_.._.._____,r
Wisconsin Burroughs DMS II In Process —
Wyoming Data_ Base Management/SPSS In Process
2. Arizona ADABASE, SPSS - e e e e e e
Colorado SPSS/MIDAS/BMD/STATRAC In Process . o e
Connecticut Sas No _—- e ot e e
Delaware ADABAS, TRS-80 Stat Packages In Process 5 ERFCATEIoad ShaAlTe1sTFres ~
Hawaii ADABAS Yes Satuch: fnateoic artelitiliigse ]
. 'Massachusefis No offense/Offender flow |
__NewMexico _lsas. sess, pams. — Yeas e i — e e e 3
| _NewYork — _ |sess, ous - - In Process Yaried-Utility (erg.,~ pending-cases) & -
B Oklahoma SAS, SYMAY, SYMVU, CALFORM Yes Statistical le.q., elapsed. time,.defens,
[~ 77 T EE T e i dant analysis) réports
_ 3. - Arkansas _|Use vw<n analysis opregyrams ___ ___ . — e e e
|| _ BC . Undecidea . . N _Ne e
| Kansas .._|spss/sas No - .. e
Maine SPSS/SAS Probably In Process e e ]
v P i o— - - _ 5 ‘eriQus ¢hrg, W/ disp & MOStE
_ Maryland _{TPL, sPSs, other N In Process ‘ZﬂgﬁEnisg I Rn84 ISR G MesE
_ Minnesota __lsess — Document R e e
| _Pennsylvania _ |sess R No e e e e e =
| Rhodelsland  |ro bpe determined _ In _Process e 4 e e
_____ South Carolina_|p1anned In Process e o o e = 2r e 2 __-_=___;]

by the CISA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A - Questions 52&53).
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PART III: STATE EXAMPLES OF DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO OFFENDER
PROCESSING STATISTICS DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

This section of the report describes several different state
approaches to OBTS development and implementation. As noted in
Part II of the report, the states are using varied approaches to
collecting OBTS data. An attempt was made to simplify the summary
descriptions of the different approaches to collecting OBTS data
by breaking the states up into three groups: states where OBTS is
extracted from a CCH system and reporting to the CCH is mainly via
form; states where OBTS is, in general, extracted from the CCH and
reporting to the CCH is via form or direct terminal entry; and
states where OBTS data is collected as a by-product of several
agency management information systems; As noted previously, the
classification of the states in this manner is not perfect; some
states may be currently using one method, but are planning to
switch to another; some were not sufficiently far along in imple-
mentation to be sure exactly how they planned to collect the data;
some approaches could not really be so simply described (but were
described so nonetheless).

In selecting the state examples for this sec¢tion, an attempt
was made to pick states which would be fairly representative of
the three groupings and which had in essence an "operational® OBTS
system. By "operational" OBTS system it was assumed that the
offender processing data collected was representative of, and in-
cluded most of, the final dispositions in the state, and that the
system was at a point where the data could be analyzed. Addition-
ally, it was desired‘that the states selected be states where a
site visit had been made by the CJSA staff in order to assure get-
ting a more complete picture of the approach they are taking.

Based on the above criteria, the following three states were
selected for example: Oregon (Grouping 1), New York (Grouping 2),
and Pennsylvania (Grouping 3).

In reading over the descripfions, differences will be noted
in the methods used to collect offender processing data, with the

differences in the methods and types of systems which are being

- g



used to support offender processing statistics reflected in the

data elements themseives. That is, it would appear that states

where OBRTS data is extracted from a CCH do not have available all
the information that is available in states where OBTS is collected

as a by-product of several agency management information systems.

(A court information system, for example, may have data elements

related to each court transaction, e.g., preliminary hearing, lower
court processing, upper court processing, whereas a CCH may have

available only data related to the arrest and final disposition of

the case. In each case, however, the data elements available would

support operational decisions within the respective agency, e.qg.,

court, law enforcement agency.) What is important in any approach,

is not so much the wealth of data elements available, but

however,
in particular,

the accuracy and completeness of what is collected;
the completeness of the dispositions reported, and the degree to
which the information can assist in addressing issues or questions

of importance in the state.

Additionally, it should be noticed that in any OBTS data collec-
tion effort several decisions need to be made related to the sum-
mary and analysis of the data.
ing will involve multiple charges at the arrest stage, court filing,
and disposition stages, and the charge(s) at the various stages may
not be the same. OBTS systems may include all the charges leveled
at each stage (e.g., arrest, court filing, and disposition) and the
corresponding dispositions and sentences of the charges; alterna-
tively, some states may only collect the charges at arrest and their
disposition, and, if a conviction occurs, the corresponding charge
and sentence. Since summarizing the data in this form would be
unwieldy at best, and of no real advantage (since despite the
practice of multiple charging the system is still in esserice deal-
ing with an individual), a decision needs to be made concerning
which charges to select at the various transaction stages so as to
best depict what is happening to the individual. Most frequently

this is done by selecting the most serious charge at arrest and

In most instances, an offender track-

B U

Severe penalty or fentence associated with it
) . ’
position and Sentence, where convicted

along with itg dis-
In this way, the charge at

conviction resulted, no Comparison can be

char i
ge and final court charge, and it cannot be determined whether

an a Lt i
cquittal was given on the same, or 3 lesser charge.*

Also included
a for building a condensed of-~

+

the offense(s) andg final disposition(s)/

th the offender i i
e | Processing which would
provide a picture of what is happening. In essence

fender record containing
sentence(s) associated wi

the selection

a convictio
n on two or more offenses, or the (most serious) char
rge

corr i i
: esponding to the most Serious disposition actually found, if
there is no conviction. (The disposition rankj ’

pProsecution, and law enforcement dispositions in des
from right to left.) Additionally,
ated with the most serious arrest of

cending order
the disposition/sentence associ-
fense ig Yeported,

lous charge, ang that :
. . L ’ acquittal o
lesser included offenses.ln Stfect, constitutes acquittal on al?
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FIGURE 0.1: Sample OBTS Charge and Disposition Selection Criteria

Transfer to Other

Law Enf. Agency Prosecution Civil/Juvenile
> Diverted Procedure Death
. — >
Transfer to Other g —> Prison
Agency >
————> Prob & Jail
Probation w/o >
Verdict ! Jail & Fine
e
Prosecutorf court _ Jail
Police a Grand Jury bisoositionS Convicted d,ey >
Dispoesition Disposition P Sentence| Probation
A itted
cquLtte Sent Deferred
Fine w/ Sent Sut
ey
Fine ,
! e s A, [ sent s ;
 Missing Other Released Missing No Prose- Missing Other Off Dismissed usp 3
L. Oor Fipal or True cution or Cal Other P
o Unknown Disposition Unknown Bill Declined Unknown . i
o : .. ;
\ Missing/Unk ;
2 > !
CONDENSED (OFFENDER) RECORD |
@arrested Offense - where there are two or more arrest charges, report the most serious }
charge at arrest :
— bCharge/Filed Offense - where there are two or more charges filed, report the most seri- é
2% ous filed charge i
U 1
g 8 cDisposed Offense - where there are two or more charges disposed by the court and no con- !
. 0~ victions, report the (most serious) charge corresponding to the most @
o serious disposition; where there are two or more charges resulting in i
~ O conviction, report the (most serious) charge corresponding to the most é
| serious sentence q
~ — i
2= dDisposition/Sentence - where there are two or more charges disposed by the court and no
o — convictions, report the most serious disposition; where there are
S 8f§ two or more charges resulting in a conviction and different sen-
:158 tences are given for two or more of the charges, report the most
08 serious sentence given _
%Sﬂ” eDisposition/Sentence - report the disposition/sentence association with the most serious
E charge filed or the most serious arrest offense
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It should be noted that the choice of which charge to use at
the various stages, or how to summarize the data, is dependent on
the questions being asked and/or the analysis being performed. The
above selection criteria could typically be used when simply des-
cribing what happens to offenders after arrest, for problem identi-
fication, forecasting, etc. To answer specific questions (e.g.,
what happens to pffenders arrested for a specific drug related of-
fense, where the drug offense is not the most serious) it may be
necessary to develop other selection criteria.

The above discussion mentions several different approaches to
collecting OBTS and some of the issues which need to be addressed
before analyzing the data. Ultimately what is decided is depen-
dent on several factors including: state need, the ability to get
access to the data for statistical puiposes, and the degree of
difficulty (including the cost) in creating and maintaining the
record structure and output program(s) which will support the
needed statistics.

The following briefly summarizes three different state approaches
to collecting OBTS data. In summarizing the approaches, attention
is given to the manner of reporting or collecting the data, the re-
liability (e.g., in terms of completeness) of the data, the OBTS
record structure, and charge and disposition information included,
and to whether or not the state could (or has) participated in the
National OBTS reporting effort.*

*Last year ten states participated in the national OBTS reporting
effort, sending tapes of OBTS data to the Bureau of Justice Sta-
tistics (BJS) for analysis. The data elements which were required
for submission are noted on the last page of the sample questionnaire
included in Appendix A. The reporting standards and requirements for
participation have since been modified. ‘Under the new approach,
emphasis is placed on assuring that the data submitted has been
analyzed at the state. level. In this way it is hoped that more
reliable data will be submitted and that issues such as those
noted in the narrative above will have been previously addressed.

- 101 -
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A. OREGON: OBTS Extracted From a CCH/Reporting to the CCH is
Via Form

Overview

The Oregon Computerized Criminal History (CCH) system is admin-
istered by the Oregon State Police with the computerized file main-
tained by the Law Enforcement Data System (LEDS). It consists of
an on-line computerized file of individuals' arrest, disposition
and custody records. All arresting agencies in Oregon are required
to file a CCH fingerprint card for any person arrested for a felony
or misdemeanor involving a drug or sex offense. The CCH was initi-
ated in 1975 by converting old "rap sheets" to a computerized format,
with 1977 the first year of relatively complete data.

A series of computer programs are used to extract and transform
CCH records for all arrests in a given time period into a form more
conducive to analysis. The CCH file was not originally designed for
the compilation of statistics, hence it is necessary to transform
the records so that statistical analysis of the data can be per-
formed. Once the data is restructured and refined, a separate OBTS
file is maintained on-line by the Oregon Statistical Analysis Center
(SAC) *.

From the first extraction and restructuring cf the CCH records,
a picture of how offenders arrested for Part I felony crimes in
CY1977 were handled by the system was compiled, and the results
summarized in a report entitled "What Happens After Arrest in
Oregon." Oregon is now working on an update to this report using
all records associated with individuals' arrests for Part I felonies
occurring in CY1979 as their base of information. They hope to up-
date and enhance the report on a periodic basis (e.g., annuallyj
using comparable formats so that they will have a reliable histori-
cal picture of how offenders are processed. From this base of infor-
mation, they hope to be able to, at a minimum, evaluate programs and
practices, assess the impact changes in the law might have on the

system, and predict future workloads and correctional populations.

* . .
Oregon currently has an OBTS file corresponding to Part I felony
arrests made in CY1977 on-line.
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The following discussion briefly summarizes first, the manner
of reporting to, and file structure of, the Oregon CCH system; and
secondly, the overall process used to extract and transform the
CCH data in order to provide a comprehensive picture of offender

processing in Oregon.

Manner of Reporting

Figure A.l describes the overall CCH form flow in Oregon. In
general, the arresting agency will initiate the arrest/disposition
reporting form. A copy of the form is included as Exhibit A.1,

The arresting agency fingerprints the individual, fills in the
identifying information at the top of the form, and lists the arrest
charges. If there are more than three arrest charges, the contri-
buting agency is instructed to include the excess charges on the
back of the form. The back copy of the form (i.e., the fingerprint
card) is then sent to the State Police Bureau of Identification

for classification and insertion into the CCH file. At this time,
it is determined whether or not the individual arrested has a prior
criminal record. If so, the state identification number (SID) pre-
viously assigned to the individual is included on the form; if not,
a new SID is assigned the individual. This number would then be
used in any subsequent arrests.

The remaining two copies of the form will be forwarded to the
appropriate agency until final disposition occurs. At that time,
the charges and disposition/sentence of each charge will be noted,
one copy forwarded to the State Police, and one copy back to the
arresting agency. '

Additionally, the Oregon Department of Corrections forwards
daily status sheets listing the movements of offenders within
state corrections. The status sheets list intake and departures
of offenders under custody, e.g., incarcerated, on parole, or
under supervision. This status information can be linked to . the
other previous transactions related to a particular offender's

arrest by means of the SID, and by the date of arrest.
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The above describes the general procedure whereby records are

included on the Oregon CCH.

The system does not,

in general,

in-

clude the capability to handle offender processings where entry

into the system is not via law enforcement arrest.
occur, for example,

court via a bench warrant.

This could

in those cases where a person is summoned into

If the person is convicted, they will

be fingerprinted and the transaction will be entered on the CCH

file; if they are not convicted, the transaction will not be in-

cluded on the file since there is no mechanism available to finger-

print the individual and only fingerprinted offenses (i.e., felon-

ies and sex and drug related misdemeanors) may be included on the

file.

Data Reliability

Oregon estimates that over 90% of the offenses which are re-

quired by law to be fingerprinted and reported to the CCH are

actually reported.

Additionally, approximately 70-80% of the

final court dispositions of the associated cases are actually

reported; over 90% of the final dispositions associated with

Part I felony offenses are reported.*

OBTS Record and Charge and Disposition Information Included

Figure A.2 describes the overall process used to extract re-

cords from the CCH file and transform them into OBTS records.

The figure uses as an example the extraction and transformation

process used to construct OBTS records with an arrest date in CY1977.

Oregon has passed legislation which requires the reporting of

arrests and dispositions associated with all Part I felonies
and sex and drug related misdemeanors; they do not have any
requirements governing the timeliness with which disposition
events must be reported into the CCH after their occurrence.
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CCH data base consists of a series of separate file
s
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Oregon'

which are

structured similarly to th
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social security |
dent specific information (e.g..

and disposition).
ertaining to

mation {(e.g., name, '
print class) with arrest-incil .
of arrest, arrest charge, judi01al charge, o

As noted in Figure A.2 LEDS will extra?t af p' inine
st date later than or in a particuia Yy -
all records . with an arrest date later than or equal to
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e with the selected data to the SAC for analysis
- d in the extraction to store the

arrests with an arre

(e.g..
and forward a ta
Four different record types are use
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information related to a particular arrest-incident. The four
record types are: PDR (identifying data), arrest, judicial, and
custodial. Upon receipt of the tape, the SAC will then use their
own selection programs to further refine and restructure the data
(e.g., they select and reformat those records associated with a
Part I felony arrest made in CY1977)i

Since a single arrest incident may involve several arrestees,
several arrest charges, as well as several judicial charges, which
may or may not conform to the arrest charges, a method needs to
be determined to statistically summarize the information so as to
reflect what is actually happening to the individual being pro-
cessed. While multiple charges may be leveled against the indi-
vidual, the system nonetheless is really dealing with the individ-
wal rather than with each charge. As such, in analyzing the data,
Oregon used only one arrest charge and one judicial charge per
individual per arrest. The OBTS file maintained by the SAC in-
cludes a single record per individual arrest incident; the charges
for each record were selected in the following manrer.

The arrest charge selected was the one with the highest seri-
ousness score on a seriousness scale derived from the Oregon
Parole Board matrix. The judicial charge selected was the most
serious charge which resulted in a conviction or in the case of
nonconviction, the most serious charge filed. The Oregon Parole
Board matrix was again used in determining seriousness. In essence,
this method chooses the charge which has potentially the most
severe sentence associated with it.

Since Oregon does not require final dispositions to be re-

ported to the CCH within a fixed time limit after their occur-
rence, the SAC will usually allow a year to elapse before extract-
ing the CCH records for that year. 1In this way they feel con-
fident they are receiving most of the final dispositions which
should be reported. Additionally, the State Police generates

a report listing all arrest records over 270 days old for which

no disposition has been received in order to insure receipt of

the disposition.

- 109 -




Tn summarizing the chafge information in t+his manner, the
judicial charge selected should be the charge which brings the

individual the furthest into the system. AS noted above, in the
case of a conviction, Oregon will select the most serious of the
charges resulting in a conviction, and its corresponding sentence.
In most instances, the sentence selected will be the most severe
sentence (e.g.; incarceration Vs. fine) actually received. That

is, in Oregon, while multiple charges may be leveled against an
individual, and conviction may occur on several charges, the charges
are typically combined for sentencing purposes. Should separate
sentences be given for different charges, the most severe sentence
would typically be given for the most serious charge. Should this
not be the case in a state, it may be necessary to derive a seri-
ousness scale for sentences so as to choose the disposition/sentence
(and corresponding charge) which is actually the most severe sen=

tence received by the individual.

National OBTS Reporting Effort

70 date, Oregon has not gsubmitted a tape with OBTS data to the

Bureau of Justice gtatistics (BJS) in support of the national OBTS

reporting effort. They can meet the BJS reporting standards with

the exception of the following data elements: prosecutor charge
te, final pleadings, type of +rial, and type

e in the future to be able to send a tape

data, sentence charge da

of counsel. They do hop
to BJS in support of the national reporting effort.
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B. NEW YORK: OBTS is Extracted from the CCH and Reporting
to the CCH is Via Form, or by Direct Terminal
Entry (and Computer to Computer Link)

Overview

New York has a combined CCH/OBTS system which has essentially
been operational since late 1979. Prior to that, they had an opera-
tional CCH system which they updated to include an expanded set of
data elements. The update included redesign and implementation of
several agency systems specifically to support the new OBTS data
collection effort. The system is maintained by the New York State
Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) .

Reporting to the CCH/OBTS is via form, direct terminal entry,
and computer to computer link. The arresting agencies submit
fingerprint cards to DCJS, courts report to the state office of
Court Administration which has direct computer link with DCJS,
probation and parole submit their data by direct terminal entry
to DCJS, and corrections data are submitted both by form and by
terminal entry to DCJS.

The Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) which is also located
within the Division of Criminal Justice Services has just re-
cently (March 1981) produced a report which analyzes the 1978
felony offendexr dispositions from the CCH/OBTS data base; the
report is the first analysis of the state's OBTS data.*

Manner of Reporting

Figure B.l summarizes the manner of reporting data in support
of the state CCH/OBTS system. Only arrests for fingerprintable
offenses (i.e., all felonies, all misdemeanors and selected viola-
tions in the New York State Penal Law and selected misdemeanors
from other laws, such as the Vehicle and Traffic Law or Tax Law)
are included in the system.

A record is initiated upon receipt by DCJS of the arrest/finger-
print card (see Exhibit B.1l) from the local arresting agency. Court

segment data are submitted by the Office of Court Administration

*

Report is entitled New York State Criminal Justice Processing,
Felony Offenses Disposed in 1978, An OBTS Report; March 1, 1981;
Statistical Analysis Center, Division of Criminal Justice Services

| Preceding page blan | - 113 -
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(O0cA) on-line via computer to computer links. OCA receives its
data from the courts in two different ways.

Courts of criminal jurisdiction in New York City have direct
terminal access to the QCA computer. Disposition entries are made
at the time of the final court action. This system of direct access
to OCA will be expanded to the major upstate metropolitan jurisdic-
tions in the near future.

For most upstate jurisdictions, disposition information is re-
ported to OCA via a criminal disposition report (CDR) form. A copy
of this form is included as Exhibit B.2. The form is a four-part
document, the top copy of which is completed and mailed to OCA at
each successive reporting stage until a final disposition occurs.
The applicable reporting stages are arraignment, interim disposi-
tion (e.g., mistrial, transfer to another jurisdiction), disposi-
tion, sentence, or sealing. The data from these forms are entered
into the OCA data base by OCA staff.

Dispositions thus transmitted to OCA are linked to their appro-
priate arrest events as follows: for non New York City arrests,
DCJS transmits to OCA on a direct computer link all arrests entered
onto the CCH/OBTS data base. These arrest records initiate the
defendant case file to which the subsequent disposition information
maintained by OCA is matched. When a match is effected, the infor-
mation is transmitted directly to DCJS and is included on the CCH/
OBTS data base. For New York City cases, OCA transmits disposi-
tion data directly to DCJS and the arrest-disposition link is made
by DCJS.*

The state Divisions of Probation and Parole each report en-
tries and releases directly via terminal entry to the DCJS. The
Department of Correctional Services transmits fingerprint records
to DCJS for all its commitments; they report releases via terminal
connected directly to the DCJS computer.

The above discusses the general procedure whereby records are
entered onto the CCH/OBTS data base and may not include differences

in reporting to allow for special cases.

*This matching is facilitated by use of the OBTS/Court Control
number from the bottom portion of the fingerprint card (see
Exhibit B.l). A "tear~off" section of the card with this number
is submitted to the initial court of arraignment and is then
available for all further court transactions.
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EXHIBIT B.1 (Cont'q)
FINGE CARD _
EXHIBIT B.1l RPRINT CAR INSTRUCTIONS NEW YORK
SAMPLE  ARREST/FINGERPRINT CARD - NEW YORK

3, OBTS/Court Control No, 4. Clossification (Leove Blonk)

6170280N

2. Nome (L, First, Middle)

1. NYSID No. - - DCIS-2(7/79) ) Dvision STATE OF New yori
7. City/Siote Addres./Zip g IVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES
PR SE e ARREST DENTIFICATION & DATA SySTeRe
' Country} 11, T12. Focsimile Control Mo. ALBANY, NEW YORK 12203
T S I T P T Ty 1
3Rl o Maidan Nama 5 -—-.-..—
Sex |18. Roce|17. Skin | 18. Hoir 119, Eye | 20, Height [21.Weigh TR rT—— : ; .
$3.Dove of Binth (M/D/ YN 14, Age |15, Sex |18, Aot (E-,
o 24. 25. Pct, & Arrest Ne, s)
. Asresting Agency Name B
2. Arrest Officer iD. No, 2, Arresting T e _ 7. Date Fingerprinted <8, Signature of Person Toking Fingerprints
2. ' ignmunt (See Instructions)
2. Bste of Amest 28, Plocn of Arrest (Clry & Siate} 35. Court of Arraign 30. Dexcriplion of Grime
o 4. Type of Arrest '
33,
i , County & State) .
1. Date of Crime 32. Place of Crime {City. Y e T e = 32 Arresting Officer's Name
300 [y [ O T AnTped] Name of Cffenss Cu| NCICCode 'I_Ts‘e-_,__!l- Se: N
X SectionNo. | 3 |Cls| o cd - FBI Number
3c‘ tow i 1. Social Security No. a INSTRUCTIONS .., $hoded areas blonk Enter aildotes o1 Ms.» Day. vy .g.07.20.48 34. TYPE OF ARREST - Will include; Cuomionls 110 WITaNt, TOT = Turmed Over To,
H 1 NYSID NUMBER - Formarly NYSIIS Nymber, Entef if known, ' AT = Appsorance Tickel, FOA = Fugurve for Othar Authority, erc.
S 43, Printed Nome of Artesioe 9. ALAS AND/OR MAIDEN NAME - An glios i 9 complste namae in which the given 3. coury Of ARRAIGHMENT - Enfer caurt name and geographical lurisdiction, ¢.g,
¢ X ond/or surname s ditferent than those entered in ltem 2. ﬁuﬁalo IC';V C";‘"‘ o 7‘3;" or V’:Zugv Jusiice Court, enter the name and jurisdic.
: on, including Town or f
15) l . No. of Offenders l4¢ No, of Victims - % Righ Ute 5 10 PLACE OF minTH . Enter either siote or country only. If U,S.A., enter state, If not T. J. Berna, Alqbony C:_ Hieae end County of the Judge, 0.9. Hon, Hanry teorned,
S — - 4. Right Ring o U.S.A., enter couniry,
44, Arrest Aqency Cosa No, _ 3, Right Middle i 36, CHARGE(S) - Enter oll charges wilh 1h, t serious fi
T Rom o 2. Right Index : 12. FACSIMILE CONTROL NO. - Enter on front ond back when focsimile transmifsion Chargn Code Manual, At lo:; one ohh'ar::::r;::‘:\l:;lst E’;ZL;’.’,:.’:,L;,’:}SSE
T : 13 used, a1 dafined in CP{ Section 160,10, If MOr® $Dace is nweded, anter n ftem 36A.
H t 15. SEX- Enter “M* for Male, “F* for Famale, and “U* for Unknown, LAW . Enter iow abbreviation, For sxample:
; 16 RACE/ETHNICITY . Enter the racial Oppearance code which besi describes ihe \P,ln_.c::?:l‘:n:ngmg law CPL- Crmunol Procedure Law
erson’s H ’
. Pt R 3 oppearance SECTION NUMBER - Entar Secion Number of low.
C-Chinese W White SUBDIVISION N, i
H- Hispanic (Puerio Ricans, Mescons, ete.] 0 . opper: includes Ation indions, Clase ¢ IN M"“' Enter subdivision, if any; it nane, enter 00
!+ Ametican Indian Estimot. Filipinos, indonesans. € “inier closs of enime.a, 8, C, p, E or U-Unclassitiod 1n the case of on
- J < Japonzse Koreans, Polynevians, ong sttempied” crime, enter the class os though the crime hod baen commirted, gnd
10. taft Lintle N - Negro othet non whirer enter “A” i the Attempt Code field. ’
o Leh iddie 9. Leht Ring i OFFENSE CATEGORY . Enter lenar as follows;
7. Left index ) 17 SKIN - Enter 1ne skin tone <ode for the cotagory which bosi describes the person's F - Felony V- Violangn
6. Left Thumb | appearance «n selation 1o hus racial Oppacronce, a.g. dark skinned while person, M- Misdemeanor t«infroction
! sight skinnad Nagro. ATTEMPT CODE - Entar “A” far arempted crimes, “0” for o) other crimes,
f LeLght M. Medium B- Dork DEGREE - Enver degree of crime, if applicoble.
) : NAME OF OFFENSE . Enter nome of offense for which individyal 13 chorged, u
18 HAIR . Enter haw color code which bes describes the perton's hayr color slandord abbrevianons when applicable, ©.9.. CR POSS CONTROLLZD SU‘B‘;{
i BAL . *Bald RED .+ Red or Auburn ASSAULT - 2nd
BLK . Brack SOY . Sandy COUNTS . Enser the number of counts for sach offense,
:;r; - glond. or Slra.v:;nunv m -vl.‘l’r:nown NCIC CODE - £nrer the appropeiate 4 digit NCIC Uniform Oftense Closyification
+Brown «White de whase | h
- Rran Faor Fimgwrs Tolen Smomesedly GRY - Gray o Parnctly Geay omR - O Co u. whose litsral best deseribes the offénse <ommitred,
Lefi Thumb Right Thum - *Bold {BAL) 13 1o be ysed when subject hag logt mast of the hair on his head or 37/38. vicTims Ace AND SEX - Enver the 03¢ 0nd 3ax of the oldes VIEhm an the line used
- Token Simulionsouly hoiriess !0 racord charges nvalving this oldest vicim, Leove the victim 9ge and sex bozes
Left Four Fingers " blank on ony hine where the charge sntereg doas noi invalve the oldest vietim or
19 EYES - Enjer the eye color coues which bast describes the person’s eye color, where the charge nvolvas g igw entorcemeant officer, When oidest vicums ary the
BLX - Block HAZ . Hoze! some oge bui diferen; 3ax, enter the lotiar "
BLU - Blue MAR . Moraon 9. PROPERYTY INVOICE NO, . Enter when opplicable
; gz?g::v" ;’:; :5'::"0"" 4. CASE NUMBER . Enier the number assigaed by yaur agency 19 the hle foider useq
GRN. Gronn OTH - Orhar 1o hold the informangn obout all viettms ang offanders invoived in this case
22. ARRESTING OFFICER iD, » . Unique Permanent number used by your agency to 4. :::::E;‘ IO"F"’\::C‘T;:A.S - Enter the roral number of persons enmized by the
aentify the arresting officer. ’
. PHYSH .
35 PRECINCT AND ARREST NO. OR AGENCY 1D, . Number eutigned 1o idannfy the ” m;f‘if,"qm:‘" OBOITLES - Enter any ampuiauans, deformunies, visible scors,
¥ ndividuyal arresiad by the crrasiing ogency. .
R . . 51 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION . Enter any miceiloneous informanon whicn moy be
i . ;.!IM;)?; ?ll;;s:;l‘u"""'l""'y ime such o5 0300 for IAM.. 1330 (or 1:20 P. M, and helpful. if uyed for odditional space for onother iem, please indicate the tem
- %1 (kEV. 77791] Court Case Number(s] (For Court Use) ) _____;______’“__;‘_'_i’_“________"__" _____ L K o numbaer 1o which you are refarring,
COQURT REPORT OF CRIMINAL CASES A Teor off on dotted line A blease printor 4C-501. Rovarse (Rev. 1/78) A Tear off on dotted line &
L CO! full instryctions - ¥F
'ngf‘nlﬂﬂi OHicer: it 1o ADA See bo:k[:::y::ompll” iterns in Section 1 - INSTRUCTIONS FORINITIAL COURT REPORT OF CRIMINAL CASES
(-] Na.
de NYC) Submi?::l?lfl:l ?ouri of Arroignment Court Conirol No. Pet. & Aem ’ " .
sutside v 7 0 2 8 D N 1. Arresting Complere Seciion 1. Prepare an “Initial Court Report of Criminal Coses” for agch DCJS-2 arres record complered (defendon: finger.
Detendant (Last Name, Firs, 6 1 TrRLTTT Ofticer printed a1 orrest), regordless of whether o charge sub:equanlly is reduced, dropped, or chonged. The JC- 50} should be immediately
onached to and remain with the accusatory instrument,
Data of Birth (M/D/Y) County & Name of Court . 2. Assistont Ha_llchcrgas ogamst the defendant on this ofrest ore dismissad By an ADA grtor 1o arraignment, chack the box in Section 2. enter the date
H Octe of Arraignment Oistrict of dismussal, initial, and mail the form to the oddress below.
Attorney
Facsumile Control No. Boreol Dremreea] ninels . . ) . 3. Court When thys forim is submined by the orresting officer or an ADA, check it for completeness, if alf arrest charges are notdismissed at arraign.
meni, complete the form, attach it to the OCA-540 or 540A; Criminal Disposition Report and forword both 10 the oddress below.
For ADA Use — Dismissals Prior To Asrolg ) —— R I all charges ogainst this defendant on 1hs arrest are dismissed by o iudge ar orraignment, check the box in Section 3, Complete alf
is dafendant on this arrast di d by ADA prior to arraig Nome) . addimonal information in' that section, initial, and mail the form to the address below. (A Criminal Disposition Report wilf not be
2 D All charges against this defen Judge {First Ininal, Last necessary,)
— 1s At Arraignment . MAILTO: Criminal Disposition Reporting Unit
For Court Use — Dismissal his arrost dismissed by Judge at amoignmant. ) State of New York
(L3 attencrges ogormst s datendens on i w7 Favie |5/ Ne I B57e of Bammaal Jimmials . g Office of Court Adminiatration
3 - T/ Retoined V A“"""V Legol Vo.o.ndw Counsal . | 270 8roadway
Counsel V ! New York, New York 10007
L e ‘ - .
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EXHIBIT B.2
" — (& -
SAMPLE COURT DISPOSITION REPORTING FORM - NEW YORK | . PENNSYLVANIA OBTS Collected as a-By Product of Agency
i Management Information Systems
Overview
LOCAL COURT CRIMINAL DISPOSITION REPORT OCAS40 1679 & The Pennsylvania State Police functions as the service bureau
1 [SERALA DOCKET/CASE # DEFENDANT'S NAME {LAST, FIRST, M ' for processing OBTS data. The OBTS data itself is collected as a
C [COURT CODE, NAME OF COURT (NAME OF 173, V/J) ALTAS (AKA] .0, or AGE by-product of agency manageglent information systems, with the fol-
A . ; s .
S [RVso 7 ARREST DATE FOR OCA USE|RELEASE BAIL AT ARRAIGNMENT lowing agencies currently submitting tapes to the State Police:
E s CASH/S BOND :
D [COURT CONTROU & (FROM JC-30T CARD]| ARRAIGNMENT DATE COUNSEL — [DATE TRIAL BEGAN TRIAL TYFE : the Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts, the Bureau of
A . .
T [DISPOSITION JUDGE (IF DIFFERENT] ADA'S NAME ARRESTING AGENCY Corrections, and the Board of Probation and Parole. The Pennsyl-
A
T — S—— S vania State Police 1s in the process of building an automated name
L . . . . .
P 2 hoyoar ‘ , identification index (AMNI); they do not currently have an auto-
[ A PHONE ADDRESS , . . . , e .
é; MO/DAY 4 mated CCH. This segment (i.e., AMNI) will contain identifying in-
b CODEFENDANTS . .
,22 NO/OAY PHONE . formation related to each offender's arrest and will be added to
L ' ' . C . . .
2 INTERIM DISPOSITION 35, BRGUDERI IR W e e i e 2o | £he OPYS file once it is operational. fThe SAC is responmsible for
TDISPOSIION DATE [DISPOSITION CODE | TRANSFER 1O COURT [ DISPOSITION DATE |DISPOSITION CODE |DISPOSITION DATE ~ |DISPGSTTION CODE the OBTS system and the distribution of OBTS data.
: - Essentially, reporting to the OBTS system commenced January 1,
‘3 ARRAIGNMENT CHARGE #1 3 ARRAIGNMENT CHARGE # 2
{AW CODE _ [SECTION # SUBSECTION + TATTEMPY ™[4 GF counns | [TAW CODE | SECTION # SUBSECTION v [ ATTEMPT " oF couns | ‘ . 190" and a target date of October, 1981 has been set to have AMNI
B = ! .
"DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION fully operational. However, reporting by the contributing agencies/
: - systems (e.g., courts, corrections) has been going on for a period
'4 FINAL DISPOSITION ON CHARGE # 1 4 FINAL DISPOSITION ON CHARGE # 2 '
LAW CODE SECTION # SUBSECTION « (ﬁrlgﬁ}’o) 4 OF COUNTS LAW CODE SECTION # SUBSECTION « &IK%‘?:SIO) » OF COUNTS of time.
DESCRIPTION B PESCRIFTION ) B Manner of Reporting
1 DISPOSITION DATE DISPOSITION CODE AL OTHER Couns or | | DISPOSITION DATE DISPOSITION CODE AL OTHER COUNTS OF
ABOVE ARRAIGNMENT ABOVE ARRAIGRMENT Figure C.l describes the overall process by which OBTS data
“ACD DEEMED DISMISSED DATE | COVERED BY CASE # CHARGE DISMISSED ]ﬁo OEEMED DISMISSED DATE| COVERED BY CASE & CHARGE DISMISSED
: 0 i o is collected in Pennsylvania. At the time of arrest, the arrest-
;D SENTENCE ON CHARGE # 1 S SENTENCE ON CHARGE # 2 ing agency will £ill out a fingerprint card for each case classi-
SENTENCE DATE SENTENCE COODE SENTENCE DATE SENTENCE CODE
; ; fied as a felony, misdemeanor, or an escalating summary offense.
*FINE AMOUNT PROBATION TIME FINE AMOUNT PROBATION. TIME
s Govear_C13vears ||s D) vear L33 YEARS i Each case is required by law to appear before the district magis-
{CUSTODY TIME INSTITUTION [CONCURRENT| CONSEGUTIVE | INTERMITTENT | {CUSTODY TIME INSTITUTION |CONCURRENT| CONSEGUTIVE] INTERMITIENT 3 i
. O a O g g g ' trate for arraignment within six hours after arrest. The district
ADJUDICATED Y.0. CERTIFIED ADDICT pEEs Dicerst ADJUDICATED Y.O, CERTIFIED ADDICT DRVETS LCENSE ep :
L(CPL § 720.20) 0 C a (CPLS72020) O3 g s magistrate at the lower court preliminary arraignment initiates a
:6 COMPLETED BY |7 SEAL ORDER (UnoEr cPi 5 160.50 ONI) |8 REMARKS docket transcript for the case. The docket transcript has a pre-
L WHITE RETURN. PRINTS AND PHOYOS TO: .
jcory f printed number called the offense tracking number (OTN) which is
YELLOW Namé :
copy TS | the basis for linking all the charges leveled against an offender
lbmx . |
LCOPY CIVY, STATE, 7P : as the result of a particular arrest. The lower court furnishes
GOLE {USE RUBBER STAMP BELOW) ; , . . . . .
cony - , the arresting agency with the OTN for inclusion on the fingerprint
B |
{ OFFICE OF COURT
ADMINISTRATION
2 pouwAY -
- 121 -
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FIGURE C.1l:
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Pennsylvania OBTS Form Flow {(Current & Proposed)

Division
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Records &
M 1dentification
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|

Completed
Docket
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//—~“—_¥ﬂ

[

i
;
l
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tdata
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tion & Parole:
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Court
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tions [/
~, ;_|

OBTS
Processing
Center/Data

Base

card and the completed card is then submitted to the State Police
Records and Identification Section. The State Police will return
any fingerprint card without OTN to the submitting agency. Once

the fingerprints are classified, a state identification number (SID)
is assigned to the case. A new SID is assigned if it is the first
occurrence of the prints in the file; otherwise, the SID previously
assigned to the individual is used for the case. Finally, the SID
is obtained by the court clerks and entered on the docket transcript.

The docket transcript is used to record all the court events
associated with the offender's case, both at the lower and upper
court level. The lower court disposition is entered on the docket
transcript. If this is the final disposition, the transcript is
sent to the Administrative Office of the Pennsylvania Courts (AOPC):
if not, it is so noted and the transcript is sent to the Clerk of
Courts for the Common Pleas Court (upper court). Once a final
disposition is received, the docket is completed and sent to the
AOPC for processing.

A copy of the docket transcript with OTN is included in Exhi-
bits C.l1A (lower court arraignment) and C.1lB (upper court); the
docket transcript is a 6-part form. As noted on the transcript,
each charge, and the disposition of each charge, is included on
the form as well as the sentence, if any, received. The AOPC pro-
cesses all the completed docket transcripts for their own use and
also submits a tape once a month to the State Police Computer Center
for inclusion on the OBTS data base.

Pennsylvania does not currently have an arrest segment on their
OBTS file; receipt of the court records from the AOPC initiates the
court segment of the OBTS file. Once the name-identification in-
dex file (AMNI) at the State Police becomes automated, receipt of
the fingerprint card will initiate the arrest segment of the OBTS
file.

County prisons and jails report admission and release data
to the Bureau of Correction on a manual basis. The Bureau pro-
cesses this data for their own internal use and also submits it
to the SAC for inclusion on the OBTS data base once a month.
Additionally, the Bureau reports admissions to, and releases from,
state institutions to the SAC once a month. Finally, the county

probation offices report additions and closures to the Board of




The Board, in turn,

) i ual basis.
and Probation on a man :
- nd closures of clients

reports this data as well as additions a |
jurisdiction obtained from its automated management 1n

n the OBTS data base.
n and custody data

The OTN is furnished

under its .
formation system to the sAC for inclusion O

The mechanism for linking the supervisio
with the court processing data is the OTN. ' )
£o the supervision oY custody agency by the court.clerk via szin
dard commitment forms; the forms or data bases being used by e

i ifi include
various supervision or custody agenciles were modified to

the OIN.

Data Reliability

(Fall, 1980), it was estimated that

the time of the survey .
s eanors and escalating

only 50-75% of arrests for felonies, misdem
This would appear to have been

*
i were being reported.
R 60% of all such offender

ly about
inlvy due to the fact that only ‘
st and legislation passed in January,

sion for all felonies, misdemeanors,

arrests had fingerprint cards,
1980 required fingerprint submis
and escalating summaries. This situation is improving as many of
the smaller police departments who were not previously doing so are
beginning to fill out fingerprint cards. -

On the other hand, it is estimated that the SAC is recelving

final court dispositions for over 90% of the arrests which go to
court, and that the information collected via the docket trans-

cript is relatively complete.

OBTS Record and Charge and Disposition Information Included

Pennsylvania's OBTS is designed so that a record represents one
charge leveled against Ehe offender as the result of an arrest. The
major data elements included on the file at this time are those ele-
ments extracted from the docket transcript which is depicted in

Exhibits C.1A and C.1B. As indicated by tne docket transcript, there

*Refers to reporting in support of the arrest segment which is not
yet operational.

- 124 -

e

is a separate section for upper and lower court on the OBTS file.
Additionally, admissions and releases from corrections and parole
and probation are noted on the records. The records related to a
particular arrest incident can be linked via the OTN. The records
associated with all arrests related to an individual or, in other
words, the criminal history of an individual, can be linked via
the SID.

As stated previously there is currently no arrest segment on
the Pennsylvania OBTS. A record is initiated with receipt of the
court record (or a custody or supervision record). Since in
Pennsylvania, the police can not dispose of a case, and since all
cases must abpear before the district magistrate for a prelimin-
ary hearing within six hours of arrest, the arrest charges and
court filing charges are almost always the same. Hence, even at
this point, the OBTS is in essence covering the processing of
offenders from arrest to disposition.

National OBTS Reporting Effort

Pennsylvania was one of the ten states who sent in a tape of
offender processing data to the Bureau of Justice Statistics last
year in support of the National OBTS reporting effort. The pro-
cess they used to select the records and the charge and disposi-
tion data is outlined in Figure C.2,

Only records which had a final disposition occurring in CY1977

at the upper court level (i.e., the Common Pleas Court) were selected.

These records represented most of the felony case dispositions occur-
ring in CY1977. The selecting of the most serious charge at arraign-
ment and the most serious disposition were made in the same way as

in Oregon. That is, a charge severity ranking scale was used to
select the most serious charge at arraignment. The charge at con-
viction was selected by use of a charge severity ranking scale

based on charges with potentially the most severe penralty. That

is, out of the convicted charges, the charge with potentially the

most severe penalty, according to this scale, was selected, along
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FIGURE C.2: Selection of OBTS Records & Charge & Disposition

(From Court Data Base}) For NOBTS Tape Submission* -

Pennsylvania

Court
Data Base

Common
Pleas Court
(Upper)

pal Court, Aot
CHrladty 3gld

Felony
Arrest e.g. £
Potential Sen- a

tence 1+

Yr.

Final

Disposition ect
CcY1977 brd Usirg Charge Se-
verity Ranking
onviction No Based on Charge w,
Resulted ﬂPotentially Most
Severe Penalty
Select Court Chargp
. at Disp & its Disp]
Multiple
Charges at 5.
Arraignment 4
4 >
Usipg ngr e Se-
veri nkin
pasad on charge W Court Charge @
Potentially Most Arraignment
Using Charge Se- Severe Penalty A Convicted Charge
verity Ranking De- Select Court Charde Court Disposition
veloped, Select at Disp & its Dlsa
; " Qut »¥ Conviatead
Most Serious Cour Charqes
Charge at
Arraignment
Al
Select the First
Occurrence of
the Charge }

*Process used to extract FY1977 data in support of the 1980 National
OBTS reporting effort.

N R A R e

.

with its disposition and sentence.*

As noted in Oregon's summary, this method of selecting the
most serious charge at conviction and its sentence, could, in
some cases, miss the most severe sentence actually imposed and
the associated charge. However, in most instances, the charge
with potentially the most serious sentence according to the scale
will be the charge which actually has the most severe sentence

associated with it.

*
The BJS reporting standards only required the submission of the
most serious:arrest and most serious conviction charge.
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EXHEIBIT C,1lA

SAMPLE DOCKET TRANSCRIPT
LOWER COURT ARRAIGNMENT - PENNSYLVANIA

T OREF -m‘ 5:1. 4 DOCKRY

LY (%} AST OF NITIAL 4. Ay Y
6. NAME AND AGSREI3 (LAST NaMk FAST) ISR i
| ' .
5 ! !
F3 8. AFFIANT WO SIGNED COMPLAINT (NAME AND AQCALSS)
x - ¢ . .
£
N
[+]
A
N s
T [1& GATE GF wATR 3 % CPERATCA LEENSE ~uMalk WIS O 8. OCA V7. BADGE WUMBEN/OFFICEA 1D
- -] , v
' !
: —

n 13, 248 SINILER SATE 133aEd L SATE ALTLAID) FRELUTNARY DATICERT T8 CAIE AANES 10 G5
l;.‘:Al"[ & A,““SV" 'awn:u&s&. . . . i . v w‘,m':' ("] b '9‘5“" we 0O, oYY “&“f o0 'n ~ 3¢ Tmeg [ - - I v‘:
T I P P P P o] P
b g oo gy e T FACLMGNART m T SUMMARY TRAC are oot rom Jnc

A
] ; ] ; w : ungumrulv [»]
i b HEARING N
28, CESCRIPTION OF CHAAGES 3. OFFENSE DATE Bfivienda® | aroescsmow 4 L, ! ol T.
F A | I 3 I
1
? 8 I t I
+ )
] G . t ] R ' '
- ¥ L} . []
Eﬁ D | ' ' 1
i £l i 1 H i
I G i H R
L] ] ALzl 1) X0 W atmcance mortts ye 2| gacumse s evang s g BATH
34 AOVISED DR WS aGuTTE. L ] - rt Wiin R 15T 25 e
3 NENT 181 CX APPORMILENT OF SSTow TS wert ' Teo, w
E Ly T M l HULH I PURLE DEFEDER? ( e e Tl e, A
&1 .coce? I.NDANTIa) NAME n OTN 38 CCDEFENCANTS) NAME 3. OTN .
& [8 [ L
---------------------------------------}-----------_‘------------_--------- ..... SO | IS c———
N e X q
42, 43 ht
40, ENTER 'C" 208 AITNESS N o, JTNESSES NAMES AND ACCRESSES AND NAMES ANO ADD!ESSES OF PERSONS (Nor MOAE .
FOR CONPLAINANT. - HAN 2), CEFENCANT WISHES TO BE NQTIMED FCA cwoRN | TESTEE | SiRnes
ENTER "o~ FCR wiNess i e
FCR CEFENDANT nOTIFg
.
- . . N
ATTORNEY'S NAME AND ADCRESS POR: 4.1, NO,
it SouMONRLALTH: |
46 COMPLUNANT
l PAIVATE
47, SEFEINDANT
. | oTmeR
oL ZATE OF CESSICN AMGUNT SL JUDGEMENT OF SENTINGE
e [~ ' Al W Feets 11 &23T3
. s Is
B NAME AND AODRZSS OF CIRBCAATE SURETY AND AGENT CA INDIVIDUAL SURETY - FRELIMINARY ARRAIGNMENT
BAIL AT PRELBAUNARY IRILIGNMENT . 98 0ATE baa, ROSTED
T TR gey -
wwe | 0, vy e 80, v
[ 1 t ] ]
] NAME AND ACCRELS SF CORPORATE SURETY AND AGENT O INDIVIDUAL SURETY - SASLIMINARY WEARING
BAIL AT PRELIMINARY HEARING " K OATE Sax POSTED
FEmia (0 R AR bidad
L) -] w “ ) v
s H ! ! H
§30F COMMTTED 3ATY |41 »2ACK OF ST TWINT
13 [
. 1
Certified this ' day of .18
L7y
. ARMmAa MO
patx

( ABOVENAMED ISSLING AUTHOMTY CEATIFY THAT ThaS TRANSCAPT 15 A TAUE
ANG COAACCT TRAMSCAIFT OF ThE OOCKAT.

EXHIBIT C.1B
SAMPLE DOCKET TRANSCRIPT COURT DISPOSITION ~ PENNSYLVANIA

dLrOZM

4. NAME AND ADCAESS (LAST NAME FIRST)

11, DATZ OF ZIRIn 9153

s 00 W

13 MLET14, OPERATCA LICENSE AUMSEA

B 1311

ATTN:

REPQRT OF JUDICIAL ou 00
CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS ¢ '
CLERK OF COURTS:
THIS RORTICN OF THIS FCRM
{COMMENCING WiTH BLOCK 3 IS
TO BE COMALETED 3Y YOU OR
YOUR APPRCPRIATE OESIGNEE.

# CAVE WF ALNG W lue
4= ExTER Tvse OF
AUNG C3C8

K 13

1. INGICTVENT 2 INFORWATION
3. GRAND JUAY WAIVER 4. JTRER (SMESIFY 3ELSwn:

oA F ARA 10, SATE SOMPLANT 7!
TLOATE O anReaT | S RONAEY
O ALEY

LAST 2AI1t STATUS ZRIQR T SENTENCING

ll. cu‘ri._wlluﬁl -:Lum\li‘ﬂ 425 OATE WARED 1D o
w T e W W

EXPLANATION OF 3L CODES

3. GCCKET NG, OF IMTIAL 1SSUING AUTHORITY —

l
- = au':“h}o"f w (. ;“"é‘vum sﬁﬁﬁ:‘:‘mﬁm 19EFARLT ey l::;‘:‘u\:e S 18 ANAL CHARGES. |
R BT o : %0 g et s
27. CESCRIPTICN OF CNARGES JSr \‘-r‘r‘iéc‘&i Saie s:;\.sé“c-;‘m,‘ 30 SISACSIMON ?:'x:m Hew SursLs
A | P . M
BB D
5 c - ALL ENTRIES
E‘: 5 T T MUST 2E
E £ L ‘ LEGIBLE
M F 1 '
TYPE OF DISPOSITION OTHER INFORMATION
(101)] GUILTY PLEA 7» | 31 PRE-SENTENCE INVESTIGATICN =S|
(102)] GUILTY PLEA TO LESSEA OFFENSE ME A. PRE-SENTENCE-STATZ
(103)] NOLO CONTENDERE LA 8. PRE-SENTENCE-COUNTY
(201} NOLLE PACSSZDVATHORAWN ] C. PSYCHIATRIC EVALUATION
(202)] QUASHED/DISMISSED/CEMURRER. SUSTAINED & D. PRE-SENTENCE AND PSYCHIATRIC
(203)| OTRER (SPECIFY) § E. NOT REQUESTED
(204)] DISMISSAL UNDER PA, R, CAIM, P. 1100 U |22 TRIAL COMMENCED CATE | 7 ©
| {361)| JUARY F 33. NO. TRIAL-DAYS [
K . {302)] COUAT" £ _{ 34 CISPOSITION DATE | : i
I (319 NOT GUILTY - § | 35 senTEncE oaTE R
{ |1 [l cury 36 EFFECTIVEDATEOFSeNTence |~ 1 |
! [ (3131 GUILTY OF LESSER CHMARGE ; 37. FUGITIVE résl
i (401)] ARD COUNTY { , | 3. DEFENSE COUNSEL =]
] (#02!] ARD STATE N i A. PUBLIC DEFENDER
i i (£031] DISPCSITION IN UEU OF TRIAL 5 B. PRIVATELY AETAINED t
TYPE OF S3ENTENCE C. COURT APPOINTED N |
| ] 1 ](501)] DIAGNOSTIC CLASSIFICATION CENTER P D. SELF REPRESENTED 1
| | {5021} REGICNAL CCRRECTIONAL FACILITY 1 39. OEFENSE COUNSEL NAME <0, LD, NO.
. (503)| COUNTY JAIL ;
{511)] STATE (PSPP) AEGULAR PROBATION e
(S12){ STATE (FEPP) PROBATION W/O VERDICT g 41, PRESIOING JUDGE (LAST NAME FIRST)
(513) COUNTY-REGULAR PROBATION i
{514)] COUNTY-PROBATION W/O VERDICT ] )
{521}{ FINES-TOTAL AMOUNT ONLY .. T c[ e comry - Qa0
(82| COSTS-TOTAL AMOUNT ONLY . i«ég
(523)! FINES AND COSTS SUSPENDED '3
(531)| GEATH PENALTY M | 44, NAME OF PERSON REPQRTING
. (S32)] MENTAL HOSPITAL ¢
(5231| OTHER (SPECIFY) c
e ) - T
N D I e o e o W
’ “ = - ORI EIBOUKITN  THIS FORM TO:
A g A L . AbwaNISTRATIVE OFFICE OF PENNSYLVANIA COUATS
! $ i ] L STATISTICAL UNIT
i: c ! 4 I y 1414 THREE PENN CENTER PLAZA
H o H 5 [ L PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19102
e € : - I {218) - 567-3071 1 (215) - 536-1578
i ‘| F . H H ! :
USE REVERSE SIDE 7OR AEVAAKS
- 129 -



APPENDIX A

SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE ON

OFFENDER BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS

APPENDIX A
CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATISTICS ASSOCTATIONM
QUESTIONNAIRE ON OFFENDER BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICC

Name of Principal Respondent:

Title:

Agency: Phone Number.

Other Persons Assisting in Questionnaire's Completign:

Name: Titia:

Agency: Phone Number: L
Name: Title:

Agency: Phcne Number:

e

-\

BE s IR P VAR e v

-

o

Survev Instrument Purpose

This questionnaire is designed to surwvey the developmant in the var-cus
states of systems in support of Offender Based Transactica Staziszics 1I2TS)
The survey results will be used to determine the status ¢f OETS3 dat owent
in the states and to assess the level of data analysis that ¢aa r2al.iticall;

be expectad given current and planned data awvailabilicy.

orehensive, accurate, and timely.
Deadline for response is Septamber 30, 1980,

The survey results are essential to the overall CJSA/OBTS project cbjec-
tives to: better define the OBTS concept and its utility; make recommenda-
tions regarding improved OBTS data collection tachnigques; make rscommenda-
tions regarding the SAC role in OBTS development, operation, and analvs:is;
and develop a comprehensive plan for the aralysis of OBTS data.

Survev Instrument Terminology

Unless stated ctherwise, the definitions for words (e.3y.; charge, osflanse,
arrast, summons, court disposition, trial) used in this survey instrument are
those found in the Diciionary of Criminal Justice Data Terminology, Tirst

Edition, 1976.

As used in this survey :astrument, "ofisnder" refers to either 2an adul:
convicted of a criminal offense or charged with a specific offense but not
convicted or not yet tried. '

Throughout this survey instrument questions are asked about whether or not
ycur state has done in the past, is currsntly doing, is in the process of doing,
or is planning in the future to periorm some particular activity. When re-
sponding to this type of question, the following definitions should bes used:

In the Past - refers to some activity that was completed over a year ago.
Currently - refers to an activity that was completed during the last
vear including those activities that are on-going.

In Process - refers to an activity that is not completed but is being
worked on at the present.

Planned ~ refers to an activity that is anticipated for the Zfuture but
has not been formally initiated.

Survey Instrument Outline

Listed below are the sections of the questionnaire. Only the first two
sections are applicable if vour state is not currently operating or developing
a state OBTS or does not have active olans ktc develop a state OBTS. Where vour
state's OBTS is in the planning, design, development, implementaticn, or opera-
tional stage, sections III - XI are to be completed in addition to sections
I and II.

Page

SECTION I: Information System Overview T
SECTION II: Offender Statistics - Development and Use 2
SECTION IXI: Stage of Development of Offender Based Transaction

Statistics (OBTS) 7
SECTION IV: Manner of Reporting OBTS 7
SECTION V: 0OBTS Tracking Mechanism and Tracking Accounting Unit S
SECTION VI: OBTS Charge, Offense, and Disposition Information 9
SECTIOM %II: OBTS Police, Courts, and Corrections Data Elements 1
SECTION VIII: Timeliness of OBTS Data Reporting and File Update 2
SECTION IX: Complateness of OBTS Data Reporting 13
SECTION X: OBTS Data Quality Control and Audits 14
SECTION XI: OBTS Analysis 13

OMB 43-3 80007
Expiras Dec., 1980
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SECTION I: Information System Overview

OBTS and CCH Devalooment

i 1. Is your state currently maintaining, in the process of developing,
or prasently planning to implement a statewide OZfender Based Transacticn
Statistics (OBTS) svstem?

Yas No

If the answer is no, skip to page 2, cuestion 5, and complete
all questions through page 7, guestion 16, before returning this
guestionnaize.

SU

o

a. Indicate the current stage of CCH and OBTS development in vour

state. (Check Appropriate Stage):
. System
Detailasd Detailad Design Develccrant
Planning/ System (Outputs, Inputs, ({Scheduling, System Systam
Preliminary Investigation Files, Processing, Programming, Imple- Opera-
Study and Analvsis  Controls) Testing) mentation ticnal
CCH
QBTS

b. In light of th residential and congressional rscommendation to
2liminate LEAA's grant-in-aid program Zrecm the 1981 budget, what
is the minimal type and lewvel of assistancz you would have to
seek (wish to seek) Zrom BSS in order to assure continued OBTS
devalopmant?

\

¢. Wnat support would wou anticipate existing in your state for CBTS
development should Zfederal assistance be severely restricted at the
conclusion of any on-going funding?

3. a. Is vour state's OBTS system a combined OBTS/CCH system?

Yes OBTS extracted from CCH £file
Separate OBTS and CCH files created when data reportad
to state

Other, explain:

H No, explain how OBTS is being developed:

n. How dependent is your state's progress with respect to OBTS
development on continued progress with respect to CCH develooment
and’' implementation? {(Circle Appropriate Response)

n i o

YERY DEPENDENT SOMEWHAT DEPENDENT NOT DEPENDENT
4. This question pertains to those states where OBTS is in the
. operational stage or anticipates being operational at the conclusion
cf on-going grant supbort:

a. Is vour state committed to providing the resources to operate the
N OBTS system (or CCH system iI the same)?

Yes No Uncertain
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b. 1s vour state committed (or anticipatad to be committed) %o providing
the resources needed for generating OBTS ocutput reports and -
analyzang and disseminating this information consistsnt with
identified state needs once 0OBTS is overaticnal?

If yes, list the most recent report giving the title and vear prapared:

Yas Mo Uncertain

0OBSCiS, SJIS, PROMIS Svstem Status

What efforts, if any, are macde to reconcile differences in the "unit

5. Where the following systems are or have in the past been funded in wvour £ " £ L
. Lng Sy | . L en = in your of count" (e.g., charge, arrest, case, offender) when looking at the
state, what 1s their current stage of development? (Check approprizats stage.) aggregate stagiétiés gf’one ageécv co&nared o anothors g :
Detailed Detailed Design System Develop~
Slanning/ System Inves- (Cutputs, Inputs, ment (Scheduling, System Svstem
Preliminary tication and Files, Prccessing, Programming, Itple- Opera-
Study Analysis Controls) Testing) mentaticnal tiopal
Oiffender Tracking Statistics from Manual Files
CBSCIS - o
N 10. a. Does your state use (plan to use) various agency manual files to
5713 A — —_— % construct ex post facto "OBTS" records for some salect group
or sample of offenders?
PPOMIS: o . g YES NO
1. In the Past -
5 B - Currently _
< _— —_ ) In Process .
3. Planned _
4. — e If yes, describe the most recent werk (e.3., number of records,
5. N period of time, sampling procedure, gesograpnic ar=za covered) and
- list any report(s) produced:
5. Indicate by an asterisk (*) in the l27t hand marqin thosz systams listed
above that are anticipated to contributs as a by-product io 03TS
develoorent f(or CCH where the same!l.
fprmation Svstem Status
7. List below any other information systems in your s*ate either operational ) :
or under devalocment {and not spvecifically mentl.cn:d above) which arsa L . . . .
or could contribute to OBTS or offencer orisnted statiscical develop- b. What was the principal reason for the use of this method to )
ment in vour state. For the systems listed provide the Zollowing construct an "OBTS" data base {e.g., to illustrate the 0BTS
informacion: : concept, ;o justify exp;naed OBT§ geyelopment, to answer some
specific issue or guestion; to minimize cost):
Geocgrzapnic Area Stage of .
Svstem Name Svstem Serving Develooment ~ Principal Purpose of Swstem
1.
2. Merging of Offender Oriented Data Bases
3. 11. a. Does your state make any effort to link together the information
on the same offender maintained on various agency or subsystem data
4. bases in order to create a unigue offender tracking record?
; ¥ES NG
2. ' In the Pasg .
Currently —
; . . . : In Process
tPlanm.ng, Design, Develooment, Implementation, Operational \ Planned - -

8. Indicate by an asterisk (*) in the left hand margin those systems
listed above that are anticipated to contribute as a by-product to
OBTS development (or CCH where the same)

I1f yes, briefly describe the most recent eiffort and list any
report(s) produced:

SECTION II: Offender Statistics = Development and Use

Aggregate Criminal Sustice Processing Statistics

b, What difficulties are encounterad in trying to identify and link

together the various components of an offender's processing across
' . the svstem components (e.g,, arrest, lower court, upper court)?
How was this done?

9. Does vour SAC prepare any reports or analvses in which the aggrsgate
statistics from several agency information svstems (e.g., UCR arrest,
state court information system, state corrections information system)
are combined to provide an overall picture of criminal justice
Drocessing? ‘

In the Past
Cuarrently
In Process
Planned

¢. Based on vour experience; is this a reliable way of constructing
an OBTS data base? Yes Not Currently No

T
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Irportance of OBTS
in Addressing the

Stavistical Analysis Questions and Issues ; Question Other Data Bases
‘ I-Important in Your State
12. Listed below are a series of questions. Indicate by a check in the lafe S~Somewhat Irportant Important to
hand column if it is a gquestion you feel vour state would have an / N-Not Important Addressing the
interest in addressing. 1If so, indicate how important an OBTS file () (Circle One) Question
would be to addressing the guestion in whole or in .part. Also, indicate Check Question
other data bases in vour state that would be needed to aid in addressing
the gquestion: Hiow many rearrests occur
while perscns are active in the
o criminal justice system? At
Importance of OBTS what stage are they active
in Addressing the when rearrested? I S N
Questicn Other Data Bases
I-Important in Your State { what is the time between arrest
S-Samewhat Important Important to and trial? what is the impact
N=Not Important Addressing the of delay in processing on
(Circle One) Question court dispositign? I S N
(% . M What does it cost to process
Check Question: i T a persen throuch the criminal
Hew many criminals are there justice system? ZFor various
in your state? I s N offenses? For various dis-
oositional alternatives? I S N
dow many unique persons are
arrested in vour statz in a . What comparisons can be made
vear? I S N between offender volumes
through the system and the
What percentage of total corrasponding costs of
arrests are caused by : . processing? I S N
what percentage of the
arresteses? I S N

13, Listed below are some broad areas or classes of analysis that should
be helpful in addressing the types of guestions lisced above. Indicate
the extent to which vour State is developing the cavacitv to perform
these types of analvses. Also indicate the impact that a state 0BTS

I 5 N . ) would have on the development of the capacity to perform these types

of ‘analyses.

How many peocls are actiwve at
various stages in the criminal
justice system?

dow many geople are processed

through various corgonents of Pole OBTS would
the svstem? . I ] N . ) play in Capacity
) Buildirg
How many ceople released from State/SAC Stata/Sac State,/SAC Z-Enhanced
various points in the system : has done  currently plans to S-Scmewhat Enhanced
raturn {e.g., are subsequently work in doing work  do work N-Not Erhanced
arrested again) and how far do Class of Analysis this area in this area in this area ‘Circle Cre)
they penetrate the svstam upon '
return (e.g., acquitted, System "Offender”
convicted and sentenced to Processing Description (e.g.,
impriscnrent)? I s b by svstem component, crime type
breakdewn, geographic areas) — — E s N
How does sentencing vary from -
jurisdiction to jurisdiction System Rates of Processing
(controlling for defendant (2.g., conviction rates, active
characteristics)? I s N as a percent of total intake)
3 and Flow Dynemics (e.g, how
How many ofifenders ‘should state many exit at different decision
corrections plan for in future soints) ' E S N
years? Stats probation? . o
Local jails? I s N Svstem Resource, Workload,
& Cost descripticn as it relates
How has the processing of to offender processing E s N
offenders (women,
vouthful, sericus) changed Elapsed Time Between Events
over time? I s N in Processing and Effect on
ina Backlogs (e.g., court cases
Where should the criminal awaiting disposition) E S N
justice system allocate new " "
resources (e.g., jails, Length of Offender Stay in
judgeships, prosscutors)? I S N . , Various Sentencing Alternatives
and Effect on the Size of the Active
. “nat offenders are better ‘ i Pepulation to be Treated {(e.g.,
risks for certain types . : Probation Population,
of corrections programs . | Imprisonment Populaticn) e - 2 S N
(e.g., camunity correcticns, : :
work release, probaticn)? I S N . .
_4_ _
-5—
- e
7 [4 B " B e - &

) . ) = - . e e S s e o
. -
~ PR - .

B S U



Role OBTS would
play in Capacity

Building
State,/SAC State/SAC State,/SAC E~-Enhanced
has done  cuxrently plans to S-Scmewhat, Enhanced
work in doing werk do work N-Not Enhanced
Class of 2nalvsis this area in this area in this area (Circle One)
Rates of "Offender" Return
to the Svstem (as measured by
soint of ralease, point of
return and subsequent system
senetration, elapsed time
between release and return,
offender characteristics or
attributes) E s |
Trends in System Precessing
and Foracasts/Projections
of Future Processing E S N
analysis of Factors Which
Induce Change in System
Processing (external forces;
legisiative, executive, judicial
policy and funding) E S N
Analysis of Questions of Equity
in Defandant/Offender Prccessing
2 S N

14. Are there anv specific analytic techniques or £frameworks (2.g.,
simulation models, gqueueing models, forecasting technigues) which
vou fesl would be helpful in better managing OBTS -data for purposes
of display and use?

Describe or list:

15. a. What degree of emphasis should be placed on identifving, documenting,
and disseminating information on specific analytic techniques or
frameworks for managing and displaying OBTS and related data?

Circle one:

DECREASED

INCREASED ABOUT THE SAME

b. If you feel emphasis should be increased or remain the sawne, how
would vou rate each of the following methods for improving the

awareness of analytic techniques in support of OBTS?
H - High M - Medium L - Low

Preparation of specific analytic technique packages which describe
the technique, the data requirements, the outputs to be obtained.
In addition to the above, where applicable document and prepara for
dissemination information on actual computer programs that support
the technique. _

In addition to the above, have such programs operating on the
Michigan Terminal System (2.9., unsupported file) where they can

be accessed remotely via terminal.

Identify and provide access to national resources which maintain
expertise in the State of the Art of OBTS analytic techniques and
methodologies.

Conduct seminars/training programs régarding specific OBTS
analytical methodologies

Other, explain:

-6=
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: l5. List up to three issues or concerns in vour state where offencder
staglst;cs gene:ated from the various aéencv data bases hava l;ved
an important role in formulating policy recommendations 'Tszueé or
concerns would include, for example, prison overcrowdiné :;duciﬂ
court delay,assessment of legislative impact of mandatof& ;enten;?ﬂg.)

NOTE: I:mvour state is not currentlv operating or developing a state
OBTS or does not have active plans to develoo a state OBTS then
do not oro;eed and simply return the first two sections 55 t;e.
, aues;lonn§1re. Otherwise, proceed to answer the guesciocons iH
Sections III-XI to the extent opossible.

T . Stag £ £ OFF
SECTIOM IIX: Stage of Jevelooment of Offender Based Transaction Statisti

17. For each of the data segments of
: e ¢ f your state OBTS (e.g., poli
corrections) indicate the current stage of develoomegt; i ces couresy

System System
Design Developrent Syst
No Plans System (Outputs, Inputs, (Scheduli oot
Y T . r ing, System ticral
gizi . to.Implenent Planning/ Files, Prccess-~ ' Progranmingi Iénle; ?Eiiz ronas
Segment This Segment Studv ing, Contxrols) Testing) mentation Comwenced)

Police Segment:
Identification/
Ff ngerprint

arrest (Charge/
Police Disposi-
tion)

Prosecutor Segment
{if applicable)

Lcwer Court
Segment
Upper Court
Segment

Corrections Segment:
State
Custody/Parole
Local Custody

Probation

SECTION IV: Manner of Reporting OBTS

18. For each of the major OBTS data element segments (i.e., police, prosecutor
courts, corrections) indicate the manner by which the data is éeoorted or '
planned to be reported on the table which appears on the next pace
ercle the "C" i§ it is currently reported that way; the "I" iz it'is
tn Ehe process of being designed, developed, or implemented to report
that way; and circle the "P" if it is planned to be reported that wav.

More than one wmanner of reporting can be circled per row whers appropriate.
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Do Not
728 Yo Know
¥ ; Linking multiple trackings associated with the same offender .
: 1v to State Directly via -Preduct of Agency MIS together ‘iL.e., the linking of multiple tr«‘ac}':.l.ngs would
gi’é‘ikbgta e gg;gc‘t.:'ié Prescribed Tem\ina{ ;J‘lgxich Supports Applications constitute in some sense the offender's criminal history
SOt ATt Form Entry in Addition to State OBTS/CCH g ; record)?
Police Segment: I p Z i Tracking Accounting Unit
Identification c I p c I P c L
Arrest (Ch / 23. Example A: 2erson is arrested and charged with three separate oflenses
Arres 't'afge c P c I b c T D of armed robbery and two lesser included charges of aggravated assault
Disposition and carry;ng a dgadly weapon corresponding to sach offense of armed
p c I P ! robbery (i.e., nine charges in all, thrse charges associated with
Prosecutor Segment c 1 °P c .1 , each offense of armed robbery).
I P c I P . ; .
Lower Court Segment c T °F c q For the example given above, which of the following descriptions
P c T P best categorizes the way in which the charges Zormally alleged against
Ugper Court Segment c I P ¢ I the offender at arrest would be recorded on the reporting forms
(or medium) used for OBTS. If more than one is appropriate check ’vﬂ

1

Corrections Segment ' all that are applicable.
T 3 : .

State Custody/Parole C I P c 1 ® ¢ I ? "Offender
Accounting" One reporting form would be completed which would inclucde
1 v P C I P Cc I P ——— ’ . N e = -
Local Custody c I ) all the charges against the offender as a resulc of the
. b c T o arrest. Example: The nine charges are all olaced on
Probaticn c I P c I the one reporting form.
19. Agenciss Responsible for Reporting "Offanse
. . . sy . : = N Accounting" A séparate reporting form would be created for the
esponsible (will be responsible) for —_— s s h p . - -
What agenciss in your state are restg . charges against the offender associated with each
reporting? criminal offense for which the offender is accused as
) ) , a result of the arrest. Zxample: the nine charges
Police Data: are placed on three separite r2porting forms. Zach
reporting form contains a robbery charge and its
Courts baca corresponding aggravated assault and weapons charze,
o 5 :
"Charge
- A Accounting" | A separate reporting form would be created for sach
Corrections Data: charge against the offender as the resul:t of the
arrest. Example: The nine charges ars placed onnine
] . L separate reporting forms,. .
SECTION V: OBTS Tracking Mechanism' and Tracking Accounting Unit
____ Other, explain:
Tracking Mechanism
20. Briefly describe (or attach documentation which desgribes) the tracking
mechanism which enables the data element segments (l.e.,.pollcef
prosecutor, lower court, upper court, corrections) assocxated‘WLth a
given offender processing to be linked together. Note: "By orgende; ¢ SECTION VI: .OBTS Charge, Offense, ‘and Discosition Information
processing is meant the set of related evenps, tyglcally star;mﬂgdWLth
arrest and following through court disposition and where convicted . . s
sentence which are Eeported and linked together for a specific offender. Charge and Disposition Tracking

24, For a given offender processing, does your state's OBTS file include
information on:

.

. Currently,
In Process Planned

All charge: a2t one or more goints (e.g., arrest,
21. Are identifiers available (planned to be available) that enable a final court disposition) in the offander's
given processing for an offender to be linked to prior (or ;uture) processing
proceséing on the same offender {i.e., the multiple processings would Only the most serious charge at one or more
constitute the offender's criminal history record and would support

points in the offender's processing
recidivisn analvsis for example)? Other, explain:

Currently Yes No
In Process Yes No
Planned Yes No i
i i s Do Mot
Har ifficulties or problems been encountersd with:
22. Have diifificul T Yes No Koow )
Linking together the data element sagments (g.g., pq%xce
lower court, upper court, correéctions) associated with a
given offender orocessing? . .

e e e e




253, Where only the most serious charge is racorded for a given offender
processing is this because: Dispositions Reported
Currently, 31l. Which of the following dispositions ars (plan to be) reported to the
In Process Planned state OBTS:
Only the most serious charge is recorded and reportad Not Currently,
= Apoli
All charges are reported, but for OBTS purpgses Applicable In Process Planned
only the most serious is selected : Police Disposition where charges are Grosoed
Other, explain: and offender is releasad by the police.
Prosecutor Disposition of decline to
g { prosecute
- s — 3 - 3 3 a . 2 N - .
25. Where all charges for a given offender nrocessing a;e.malnyalned on gg zgugu§{lflsgoz%ti?2 of fgnored,
vour state OBTS file is the respective court disposition (includes . indictment gquashed

: - : ; . 3
sentence where cenvictad) reported and maintained for each charge?

32. a.  Are there other dispositions not described above which ars specifi-

cally excluded from vour stata's OBTS system or f which
) . | Ve : vou ¥ for which no
girrengl;, In Process reporting mechanism exists to collect?
Plarnine
Yo explain: Currently, In Process: Yes Nec
— Planned: Yes No

b. If yes, list dispositions:

27. At what points or stages in an offender's processing &re the charqef,
or most serious charge reported (or planned to be reported)? %page: SECTION VII: '087s bata Elemence
in processing would include for examplg:. arrest, lower court t%l%ng, . y
lower court disposition, upper court filing, upper court disposition,
sentancing, corrections entrv.

B o 33. In planging and design for OBTS, did Your state use the SEARCH Technical
List stages: Report #4 OBTS data elements minimum reporting standards or the BJS
rnational OBTS tape submission data element reporting standards in
determining the data elements for inclusion on vour state OBTS?
28. Does vour state OBTS data collection instrument include the ¥CIc code (Check all avplicable.} g
) for the charge offense(s) at arrsst and final court disposition? ’ :

SEARCH Technical Report #4 Standards Ves No Somewhat
Arrest Final Court BJS National OBTS Tape Submission Dat3 Element Standards
—_——=— Disoosition Yes No Scmewhat
. : Not available when OBTS
Yes initially developed
No, but a table lookup exists to provide a . i )
crosswalk between the state charge codes and the 34. For each of the areas listed below, indicate by a check (V{ the
corresponding NCIC code. degree to which your state OBTS includes the SEARCH Technical Report
No #§ data elements (other than the data elements related to charge.and
disposition previously discussed). For your reference and as an aid
QOZfenses Reported

in answering the question, a listing cf the SEARCH Techaical Report

X ' £4 data elements is included as Attachment a.
29, What offenses* are included (plan to be included) in your state's

OBTS? Check all appropriate responses.

State OBTS Includes: SEARCH Data
None/Not Elements Not Included
Currentlv, More - All Most Some dpolicable on_State OBTS *
In Process Planned

Police/Prosecution
all felony level* via arrest Lower Court

All felony level* via arrest or indictment Upper Court _
Only fingerprinted felony level Corrections
Ail misdemeanor level via arrest )

ALl misdemeanor level zla arres;/CLEatlon/or summons *Specify rafereance numbers, e.g., 2¢ using the Attachment A listing of
Only fingerprinted miscdemeancr leve ) OBTS data olements.

Other level than felonv or misdemeanor, explain:

ns

35. Does your state OBTS data base include separate data eiement secments
for the lower criminal court and upper criminal court?

. & i s
*Por purposas of this guestion, a felony level offense carries the

3 - ! 1 Currently Yes No Not applicable/onl i .
possibility of imprisonment for a year or more \ndlg Slsgzgzagogtifzel atly ig Stgie sble/only one trial cours
e : Y T C = ‘
carries a lesser penalty. ' The other level.ls prozl e ‘ fn Procecs ) .
treats certain offenses at a level below riisdemearor.

Planned Yes No
30. Are there specific tvpes of ofienses (e.g., local ordlnaqges, traffic, . —_—
natural rssources) or lavels of offense (e.g., summary orLen§es{ sgeCL’ .
fically excludad from your state's OBTS system and not described above?

Currently, In Process: Yes No B o | -
Planned: Tas No ) L
If vas, excluded ofZenses include:

~10-
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36. Does the correction data element segment of vour state OBTS provide
(plan to provide) for the ability to report and maintain information SECTION IX: Completeness of OBTS Data Reporting
on more than nne correction cycle associated with a single offender
processing {(e.g., where the offender is initiallvy incarcerated (one
cvcle) and then released to parole (second cycle) prior to final

Reporting of Arrests

v ?
release)? 42. a. What percentage of total arrests in vour state in FY 1979 ara
reported and included on vour state OBTS (or CCH if the same)?
: Y N : . : < .
%:r;iggégs- Yzz &g In making this estimate base the percentage on onlvy those arrests
Planned' ’ Yes No in your state which are requirad to be reported for OBTS or CCH

purposes.
SECTION VYIII: Timeliness of OBTS Data Revorting and File Uvndate

3 . less than 30%

Reporting Pegquirements ‘ gi:;g:
37 b _ Y A . : . 71-90%
. Does your state have specific reqguirements (e.g., statutory) govetrning over 90%

the reporting of arrest and dispositijon information in support of the

state OBTS (or CCH if supported bv the same data collection effort)? ]
Zes No In Process or Planned

don't know, but less than 90%
don't know

s = = . . . . Onw is w he abo: imate o ?
ves, specify form of requir:ments (e.g., legislation): ° n what basis was the above estimate made

rh

I
s e . ; . Best guess
38. Does your state have specific requirements (e.g., statutory) governing —— . = - ; :
EE . 5 . : T : : i £ £ rs { r
the timeliness with which various disposition events must be reported —~~——§22§Zrai3252 f?uggzz of known arrests received to other
in support of the state OBTS (or CCHE if supported by the same data ! .
3 : Other, explain:

collection eZfort)? Yes No In Process or Planned
If ves, specify form of requirement (e.g., legislation): \
43. To what extent ‘is the current lesvel of reporting of arrests due to the
Frequency and Timeliness of OBTS ‘File Uvdate fact that (check all appropriate):
39. At what stage(s) in oiffender processing are updates made to the staie Specific jurisdictions are not raporting all or some of their
OBTS file? arrests.
) Specific jurisdictions are not yet required to report due, Zor
Currently, . example, to phased implementation of the OBTS system.
In Process Planned - Other, explain:
An offender's processing is not added to the stata
OBTS data base until the Zinal court disposition has
been reportaed (i.=2., "closad records” only ars maintained Reporting of Court Dispositicns
on the OBTS data base).

. an offender's processing is included on the 0BTS at 44, a. For what percentage of offenders disposed of by the courts in FY 1979
the point of arrest or other entrv to the system and are final court dispositions reported and included on vour state OBTS?
is updated from time to time as the offender proceeds
to final disposition (i.e., "open and closed" records Lower Court Upper Court
are maintained on the OBTS data base). less than 30%

Other, explain: 31-~50%
51-70%
71-90%
over 90%
don't know, but less than 90%
40. How frequently is the OBTS data base (or the data base from which OBTS don't know

is derived) updated, e.g., daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, annually)?

b. On what basis was the above estimate made?

.

41, If you were interested in analyzing as your OBTS data basa all "offander ' . Lower Court Upper Court

trackings" for which final court disposition had been made during the
previous calendar vear, how long after the conclusion of the calendar
year would vou have to wait before vou could be confident that court

- dispositions for that year had been reported and entered on the 0OBTS
data base? (number of months)

Best guess
Based on analysis of number of arrest
records for which sufficient time has
alapsed and no court disposition has
been received

Comparison of number of dispositions
received to some other independent
data source
Other, explain:

If over six months, explain reason Zfor delay: H

43. To what extent is the current Jlevel of reporting of court dispositions
due to the fact that (check (/) all appropriate):

Lower Court Upper Court

Specific jurisdictions are not reporting
LI : all or some reguired court dispositions.
Specific jurisdictions are not vet
required to repart due, for example, to
phased in imptementation of the OBTS system.

-12-
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Audits

rt Upper Court ) . ]
Lower Court Reporting of arrests is so recent that 49, a. Has an annual audit been conducted of:
the arrest charges have vet to be disposed
Sf bv the courtg. - CCH: Yes No In Process Planned
< OBTS: Yes No In Process Planned

Other, explain:

b. If an OBTS audit has been conducted or is in process, is it the
same as the CCH audit? Yes No

c. Data last audit completed:

. 3 daq d 3 ‘
SECTION X: OBTS Data Qualitv Control and Audits (projected to be completed)

Data Qualitv Control § 30,

Where an audit of OBTS (or CCH where the same) has been conducted:

46. What types of edits are performed on the data elements reported to the

state in support of the OBTS (or CCH where combined) data base? a. Was a sample of records actually traced back to the source documents

to determine the accuracy and completeness of the records?

Currently, Yes No
In Process Planned None ] b. Who periormed the audit(s)?
Edits on input record - &.g., format, codipg structurss,
required data slements, logical event sequence.
Linkage Edits ~ e.3., court disposition inform§tiqn ’ c¢. Is a report on the results of the audit available?
reported but no matching arrest information; missing : Yes In Process of Development No
tracking number _
Tracking Record Reasonableness Edits - e.g., court ’ 51, Would your state be supportive of the establishment of an independent
disposition or correction information legically audit capability for state OBTS (e.g., similar to the IACP UGCR audit)?
and sequentially links up with remainder of the . Yes Maybe Do Not Know No
offender's record; internal consistency across the —— _—
date fields within a record (e.g., arrest cdate not - SECTION XI: OBTS Analvsis
after disposition date)
Other, explain: OBTS Computerized Output Renorts

52. Describe whether or not vou are using (plan to use) any data base
management or statistical software packages to aid in the processing

LW vopes of management/=sxception reports are praoduced to assist in C 2y C . >
47. What tvpe g / P P 2 and generation of statistical output reports Zrom your OBTS data

assuring more accurate, complete, and timely reporting of OBTS (or

CCH where combined)? base:

Currently,

in Process Planned
None . c s
Reports on volume of arrests and court dispositions
received (with breakdowns, for example, by reporting 53. Have you identified (or thought about) the set of automated output
agency or jurisdiction; year-to-date and prior year reports that are (would be) generated from your state OBTS data base
comparisons) ‘ for statistical and analytical purposes?
Reports on number of arrest records where no court @ Yes In Process No
disposition has been received and so much tlme_has : —_
elapsed frcm date of arrest (with breakdowns, for : If yes, list the principal output reports or attach illustrative
example, by agency and jurisdiction) ! examples:

Other, specify:

48. a. Are state level field staff present who can go out agd assist ) .
reporting agencies in more accurate, complete, and timely reporting? OBTS Data Users
Yes No S4. Who are the users and potential users of OBTS data in your state?
Currently,
In Process
Dlanned
. . P . . : 55. What kind of training are you employihg (plan to employ) to make
b. If currently available where is the field itar:lng located organi- o users and potential users aware of the OBTS data base and the range
zationally? What is ?te size O:(the Stiff' ggizeéggis géuazanLes ’ of outputs that can be gererated and issues that can be addressed?
do they contact via site visits (e.g., law en nt, rts, :
corrections)? - . L
z
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OBTS Analvtic Reports

List any OBTS reports (not simply computer printouts) vour state

8. 2 has prepared (plans to prepare) distinguishing between one time
;nalys;s) and reports that are produced periodically:
o) Have any OBTS reports or analyses been prepared using only a

sample of the population of OBTS records on the data base?
__Yes No

If yes, briefly describe the sample and analysis performed:

b
57. List the type of ad hoc inquiries or analyses you perform (plan to

perform) using the OBTS data base and for whom they would be performed:

~1l6-

i e
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ATTACHMENT A
SEARCH Technical Report #4 OBTS Data Elements?

Police/Prosecutor Data Elements 4. Corrections Data Elements
*la., State ID #

lb, FBI 3 d4a. Corrections acency D
*lc. Arresting agency (NCIC code - 4b. Receiving acgency type

agency, county) €.9., state institution,
*1d. Date-arrest local jail, probation)
*le. Birthdate 4c. Offender status {e.a.,

*LE, Sex custody, part-time
*lg. Race release, abscond/escape,
other)
Lower Criminal Court Data Elements 4d. Date-received
2a. Court ID % 4e. Date-agency move/
2b. Date-Initial appearance status change/exit
2c. Release action (e.g., own 4£. Exit (e.q., discharge/

recognizance, bail)

2d. Date-Release action

*2e. Date-Lower court disposition

*2f. Tvpe of trial

*2g. Plea (final)

*2h. Date of sentence (may be same
as court disposition)

*2i. Type of sentence (e.g., prison,
probation, jail)

2j. Imprisonment sentence (days/
month)

2k. Probation sentence (months)

*21. Tvype of counsel (at trial)

pardon/commutaticn,
court order, return #n
court-revocation,
return to court-new
offense, other)

Uover Criminal Court Data Elements

3a. Court ID%
3b. Date-Filing
3c. Type of filing (e.g., information,
grand jury, other)
3d. Felony filing procedure
(e.qg., indictment/accusation, no
bill, refer to lower court,
dismissed, information
3e. Data-arraignment
.3%. Initial Plea
*3g, Final Plea
3h. Date-trial commences
*3i. Type of trial
*3j. Date-trial ends/disposition
3k. Release action (e.g., own
recognizance, bail, committed to
default, committed without bail,
other)
31l. Date-release action
*3m, Date-sentencing
*3n. Sentence type (e.g., prison)
3o. Prison (years) (min. & max)
3p. Jail (days/months)
3q. Probation (months)

3r. Type of counsel (at trial)

*Does not include data elements related. to the type of charge and
disposition.

*BJS national OBTS tape submission data elements

Note:

The BJS tape submission standards require reporting of court

information for only the court whers final disposition occurs. A "Tvpe of

Court (Final Disposition)" data element is included to distinguish between lower,

felony, or other court.

e
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APPENDIX B
CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATISTICS ASSOCIATION

QUESTIONNAIRE ON OFFENDER BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS X
Name of Principal Respondent: Ana Leticia Jiménez Jiménez }
ritle:  Statistictian ‘
agency: Crdiminal Justice Information Sys$@Bhe number: ;

Other Pwrsons 4ssisting in Questionnaire's Comoleti%E:

Name:_Tyg, ALfonso GolZderod Vegd Tirle: ecton
Agency:éﬂiminaﬂ Justice Inﬁonmaiion Phorie Number: 783-7306
: Name : Syétem Title:
s Agency: Phone Number:

Survev _Instrument Purpose

This questionnaire is designed to survey the development in the varicus

f E states of systems in support of Offender Based Transaction Statistics (0OBTS).
; The survey results will be used to determine the status of OBTS development
in the states and to assess the level of data analysis that can realistically
be expected given current and planned data availability.

This study is authorized by law (42USC§3701). While vou are not raquired
; to respond, your cooperation is needed to make the results of this survevy com-
i - orehensive, accurate, and timely.

Deadline £for response is September 30, 1980.

APPENDIX B | L The survey results are essential to the overall CJSA/OBTS project objec-
| tives to: better define the OBTS concept and its utility; make recommenda-
tions regarding improved OBTS data collection techniques; make recommenda-
tions regarding the SAC role in QOBTS development, operation, and analysis:
RESPONSE OF PUERTO RICO and develop a comprehensive plan for the analysis of OBTS data.

Survev Instrument Terminologv

TO OBTS QUESTIONNAIRE

Unless stated ctherwise, the definitions for words (e.g., charge, offznse,
arrast, summons, court disposition, trial) used in this survey instrument are
those found in the Dictionary of Criminal Justice Data Terminology, First
Edition, 1976.

) as’ used in this survey instrument, "offender" refers to either an adult
b - convicted of a criminal offense or charged with a specific offense but not
convicted or not yet tried. :

Throughout this survey instrument questions are asked about whether or not
your state has done in the past, is currently doing, is in the process of doing,
or is planning in the future to periorm some particular activity. When re-
sponding to this type of question, the following definitions should be used:

In the Past - refers to some activity that was completed over a vear zgo.

Currently - refers to an activity that was completed during the last

year including those activities that are on-going.

In Process - refers to an activity that is not completed but is being

worked on at the present.

Planned - refers to an activity that is anticipated for the future but

has not been formally initiated. i

Survey Instrument OQutline

: J Listed below are the sections of the questionnaire. Only the first two
sections are applicable if your state is not currentlv operating or developing
a state OBTS or does not have active vlans to develop a state OBTS. W“Where your
state's OBTS is in the planning, design, development, implementation, or opera-
tional stage, sections III - XI are to be completed in addition to sections

30 |66 e

I and II. Page
SECTION I: Information System Overview 1
; SECTION II: Offender Statistics - Development and Use 2
. . : SECTION III: Stage of Development of Offender Based Transaction
‘ = Statistics (OBTS) 7
. i SECTION IV: Manner of Reporting OBTS ’ 7
. o SECTION V: OBTS Tracking Mechanism and Tracking Accounting Unit 8
. ) B SECTION VI: OBTS Charge, Offense, and Disposition Information 9
. S TE SECTION ¥II: OBTS Police, Courts, and Corrections Data Elements 11
: ) SECTION VITI: Timeliness of OBTS Data Reporting and File Update 12
i s ;e SECTION IX: Completeness of OBTS Data Reporting 13
I SECTION X: OBTS Data Quality Control apd Audits 14
- . : SECTION XI: OBTS Analysis 15
- T OMB 43-S. 80007
i Expires Dec., 1980
- 3( g ,
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SECTICN I: Information System Overview

OBTS and CCH Develooment

Is your state currently maintaining, in the process of daveloping,
or presently planning to implement a statewide Offasnder Basad Transaction

Statistics (OBTS) system?

X No

If the answer is no, skip to page 2, question 5, and complete

Yes

b. is your state committed (or anticipated to be committed) & idi
the resources ngeded for generating OBTS output re o*Es bg pravias
§naly;1pg_and disseminating this information.co-sigf;nﬁ ?9'
identiZied state needs once OBTS is operaticnal; SERE WAER

Yes No Uncertain

OBSCIS, SJIS, PROMIS System Status

5. Wnere the following systems are or have in the past been funded in wour
- - ‘I e

State, What 15 their current tag eve‘omleut? (C“lec’{ + )
S e of d < aporopriatce stage

all gquestions through page 7, guestion 16, before rsturning this
guestionnaire. Detailed Detailed Design  System Devel
guestionnalire : ) op—
) ) Planning/  System Inves- (Outputs, Inputs, ment (Scheduling, System Svss:
a. Indicate the current stage of CCH and OBTS development ih your Preliminary tigation and Files, Precessing, Programming Imple- sScem
state. (Check Appropriate Stage): Study Analysis Controls) Testina) NEﬁt:ticnal iiiraz
na
System OBSCIS
Detailed Detailed Design Develonrent S - —_— -
Planning/ System (Outputs, Inputs, (Scheduling, System System 571 —_—
Preliminary Investigation Files, Processing, Programming, Imple~ Opera- . -_— —_— —_—
Study and Analvsis Controls) Testing) mentation ticnal . PROMIS: X
1. —_— —_—
CcH —_— e
—— e ——— B —— —— — 2. — — -
OBTS - . ____ - - - . 3. -_ —_— —_—
4, — _—
S, —_— —_—

b. In light of the presidential and congréssional recommendation to
2liminate LEAA's grant-in-aid program from the 1981 budgei, what
is the minimal type and level of assistance you would have to 5
seak . (wish to seek) from B8JS in order to assure continued OBTS . - Indicate by an asterisk (*) in the 1 £t h . .
i P g = 2z and marg se 3vste - s .
development? above that are anticipated to contribute asg a bvi;?ogﬂfie+°!§§5§5 tsted
development (or CCH where the same). - =t =0

Other Information Svstem Status

.
7. List below any other information systems in your state either operational

c. What support would vou anticipate existing in your state for CBTS
development should federal assistance be seversly restricted at the or under <:valopment (and not specifically mentioned abova) whj
conclusion of any on~going funding? ’ Or coulf Zencribute to OBTS or offencder oriented stati-&i:a1dgl?21are
Ment in your state. For the systems listed provida th;hf;liowigé‘cp-

information:

Gecgraphic Area Stage of

3. a. 1Is vour state's OBTS system a combined OBTS/CCH system? System Name Svstem Serving Develoomentt Principal Puroose of Sy .
= z b stem
Tes OBTS extracted from CCH file 1.
Separate OBTS and CCH files created when data reported
to state 2.
Other, explain:
3.
No, explain how OBTS is being developed: 4.
' ’ 5.

5. How dependent is vour state's progress with respect to OBTS
development on continued progress with respect to CCH development £ )
and implementation? = (Circle Appropriate Response) Planning, Design, Development, Implementation, Operational
VERY DEPENDENT SOMEWHAT DEPENDENT NOT DEPENDENT 3. Ipdicate by an asterisk (*) in the left hand margin those svste
listed above that are anticipated to contribute as a b —nr;au Em:
This question pertains to those states where OBTS is in the OBTS development (or CCH where the same) ¥ ¢ °

operational stage or anticipateés being operational at the conclusion . i X
of on~going .grant support: SECTION TI: Offender Statistics - Development and Use

=

N } Aggregate Criminal Justice Processing Statistics

Is vour state committed to providing the resources tc operate the

a.
OBTS system (or CCH system if the same)? : ggregq
. 9. Does.yogr SAC prepare any reports or analvses in which the aggregat
vos “ Uncsriain . statistics from several agencv information svstems (e.g., GCR a;re::
» state court information svstem, state corrections informéiion svstnni
, ] . are combined to provide an overall picture of criminal juéiice T
N processing?
- YES YO
In the Past _
Currently _ _
In Process — _
: Planned X ::

-l-
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yes, list the most recent report giving the title and vear prepared:

What efforts, 1f any, are made to reconcile differences in the. "unit

of count" (e.g., charge, arrest, case, offender) when looking at the
aggregate statistics of one agency compared to another?

Offender Tracking Statistics from Manual Files

10. a. Does your state use (plan to use) various agency manual files to
construct ex post facto "OBTS" records for some select group
or sample of ofifenders?

Yg? NO
In the Past _— .
Currently _
In Process _
Planned .
If yes, describe the most recent work (e.g., number of records,
period of time, sampling procedure, geographic. arsa covered) and
list any report(s) produced: Sample on 602 Offender reported
to the Police in the Capital City to determine the
feseability of establishing an OBTS
b.

What was the principal reason for the use of this method to

construct an "OBTS" data base (e.g., to illustrate the OBTS

concept, to justify expanded OBTS develocment, to answer gome,

specific issue or question, to minimize cost): To veri Y if

the method that we used on the sample was applicable
to the Universe.

Merging of Offender Oriented Data Bases

1. a.

Does your state make any effort to link together the information
¢n the same offender maintained on various agency or subsystem data
bases in order to create a unique offender tracking record?

YES NO
In the Past
Currently
In Process
Planned

[ 111

LT

It yes, briefly describe the most recent erffort and list any
report(s) produced: !Hl t

r
of Puerto Rico on Crime Conditions in Puerto Rico

What difficulties are encounterad in trying to identify and link
together the various components of an ofifender's processing across
the system components (e.g., arrest, lower court, upper court)?
How was this done?_ THe qamrrl'lp was taken manna_1'|y but
we_hope that the process can be improved as soon

as _the data is automated

Sased on vour experience,

ig this a reliable way gQf constructing
an OBTS data base?

Yes Not Currently No

-3
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Statistical analysis

Questions and Issues

e g e

Listed below aze a series ozi%n :
hand column if it is a ques

interest in addressing.

ddressing the gues
wiﬁéi Sztgobzses in vour state that wou
e}

the guestion:

Question: .
flow many criminals are there
in vour state?

How many unique persons are
arrested in your state 1ln a
year?

what percentage of total
arrests are causeq by
what percentage ot the
arrestees?

How many people are actiye'atl
various stages in the crimina
justice system?

How many pecple are prccesse%
through various components of
the system?

Eow many pecple raleased frcm
various points in the system1
return (e.g., are ;ubsequentag
arrested again) and nhow far
they penetrate the.systam upon
return (e.g., acquitted,
convicted and sentenced to
iwprisonnent)?

Eow dees sentenc@ng‘va;y Erom
jurisdiction to jgrﬁsdlctlon
{controlling for defendant
characteristics)?

How many offenders should state

corrections plan for.inafuture
vears? State probation:
iocal jails?

How has the processing ot
offenders (women,
youthful, sericus) changed
over time?

where should the criminal
justice system allecate new
rescurces (€.G., jails, .
judgeships, prosecutors)?

what offencders are better
risks for certain types

of corractions programs .
(e.q.,caﬂmmutycmr;aﬁions,
work release, probatlon).

sOo; L

Inmportance of CBTS
in Addressing the
Question
I-Important
S§-Samewhat Important
N-Not Important
(Circle One)

uestions. te
ou feel vour sta an
ndicate how important an OBTS ;%-i. 5
tion in whole or in part. Also, indicace

I)

1)

1)

1)

1)

1)

BRI

Indicate by a check in the lefs
2 would have an

1d be needed to aid 'in addrassing

Other Data Bases
in Your State

Important to
Addressing the
Question

[ S




Importance of OBTS
in Addressing the
Question
I-Inportant
S-Somewhat Important
N~Not. Important
(J‘ {Circle One)

Check ~ Question

How many rearrests cccur

while perscns are active 1n the

criminal justice system? At

what stage are they active ( : ) s g
when rearrested?

what is the time between arrest

and trial? W®hat is the impact

of delay in processing on ( : ) S g
court disposition?

What does it cost to process

a person through the c:lmlnal

juétice system? For various

offenses? For various dis- c ) s y
positional alternatives? (

what compariscns can be made
between offender volumes
through the svstem anq the
corresponding costs of
processing?

(z) s ¥

Other Data Bases
in Your State
Important to
Addressing the
Question

L3. W X some bI()ad areas or clas z Y S{

1 d oW are ses ox anal sis that lOuld

3 Liste bel

the exten to whicn wvour ate 1s cevelcpln e capacitv O overiorm

I [~ P g n >4 o rorwn
+ Lol h St I b +

i i £ tions lis
be helpful in addressing the types oL guest

P : ; ct
these tvpes of analyses. Also incicate the impa
- 4 p

that a state OBTS

~oulad nave on ne development of t.ae Ca >aclty eo pe—-o-ul zhesa tvpes
. 1A 5 . = - ! -
1 w 2

of analyses.

State/SAC State/SAC Stats/SAC
has done currently Qlans Fo
work in doing work éo work

Class of Analvsis

this area in this area  in this area

fole OBTS would
play in Capacity
Building
S-Enhanced

S-Semewhat Enhanced

N-Not  Enhanced
(Circls One)

System "Offender"

Processing Description (e.g.,
by svstem ccmponent: criire type
breakdown, geographic areas) ~
Svittem Rates of Processing )

\;.g., cenviction rates, active

as a percent of total intake)

and Flow Dynamics (e.g, how

rany exit at different‘dec151on

points)

Svstem Resource, Wbrquad,
& Cost descripticn as it relatss
to offender processing X

ciapsed Time Between Events
in Processing and Effect on
Backlogs (e.g., court cases
awaiting disposition)

Length of Offender Stay in

Various Sentencing Alternatives
and Effect on the Size of the Active
Pepulation to be Treated (e.g.,
Probation Pepulatica, X
Irprisonment Population)

R iy LRy o g e
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State,/SAC State/SAC

State/SAC
has dene currently plans to
work in cdoing work do work

Class of 3nalysis }

this area in this area in this area

Role OBTS would
play in Capacity
Building
E-Ephanced
S~Scmewhat Enhanced
N-Not Enhanced
(Circle One)

Rates of "Offender" Return
to the System (as measured by
point of release, point of
return and subsequent system
penetration, elapsed time
between release and return,
offender characteristics or
attributes)

Trends in System Preces.ing
and Forecasts/Projections
of Future Processing

Analysis of Factors Which
Induce Change in System
Processing (external forces;
legislative, executive, judicial
policy and funding)

Analysis of Questions of Equitky
in Defendant/Offender Prccessing

g S N
14, Ace there any specific analytic techniques or frameworks (e.g.,
simulation models, queueing mocdels, forscasting technigues) which
vou feel would be helpful in better managing OBTS data for purposes
of display and use?
Describe or list: ForecaStng
15. a.

What degree of emphasis should be placed
and disseminating information on specific

frameworks for managing and displaying OBT
Circle one:

INCREASED (ABOUT THE SamE) DECREASED

b, If you feel efiphasis should b

would you, rate each of the f
awareness of analytic techni
H - High 4 - Medium L -~ Low
H Preparation of specific analytic techni
the technique, the data requirements,

H In addition to the above,

2u identifying, documenting,
analytic techniques or
S and related data?

e increased or remain the same, how
ollowing mechnds for improving the
ques in support ¥ OBTS?

que packages which describe
the outputs to be obtained.

where applicable document and prepars for
dissemination information

the technique.
In addition to the above,
Michigan Terminal System (e.g., unsupported file)
be accessed remotely via terminal.
H Identify and provide access to n
expertise in the State of the Ar
me thodologies.
H_Cenduct seminars/trainin
analytical methodologies
——Other, explain:__

on actual computer programs that support

have such programs operating on the
where thev can

ational resources which maintain
t of OBTS analytic technigues and

g programs regarding specific OBTS

T T




156. List up to three issues or concerns in your state where offender
statistics generated from the various agency data bases have plaved
an important role in formulating policy recommendations. (Issues or
concerns would include, for example, prison overcrowding, reducing
court delay,assessment of legislative impact of mandatory sentencing.;

1- Research Proyect on Weapons

2~ Reports to the GoVernor
3- Research Provect on Bails

NOTE: If vour state is not currentlv operating or developing a state
OBTS or does not have active plans to develoop a state OBTS then
do not proceed and simply return the f£irst two sections of the
gquestionnaire. Otherwise, proceed to answer the cuestions in
Sections IIT-XI to the extent possible.

SECTIOM III: Stage of Development of Offender Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS)

17. For each of the data segments of your state OBTS (e.g., police, courts,
corrections) indicate the current stage of development:

System System
Design Cevelopment System
No Plans | System (Outputs, Inputs, (Scheduling, System Operaticral
OBTS to Implement Planning/ Files, Process- Programming, Iaple- (Date
Data Segment This Segment Study ing, Controls) Testing) mentation Comrenced)

Police Segment:
Identification/
Fingerprint

Arrest (Charge/
Police Disposi-
tion} :

Prosecutor Segment
(iZ apwlicable)

Lower Court
Segment

. Upper Court
' Segment

Corrections Segment:
State
Custody/Parole

Iocal Custody

Probation

SECTION IV: Manner of Reporting OBTS

18. For each of the major OBTS data element segments (i.e., glice, prosecutor,
courts, corrections) indicate the manner by which the data is reported or
planned to be reported on the table which appears on the next pages.

Circle the "C" if it is currently reported that way; the "I" if it is
in the process of being designed, developed, or implemented to report
that way; and circle the "P" if it is planned to be reported that way.
More than one manner of reporting can be circled per row where appropriate.

: ’,‘.,IL?V‘-*"?';‘ - e e : ¢ e e ) ‘ e e . . o s .,i‘,..,\,_.:,,k,_,&_v__ﬁ:w
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LISTING OF STATE GROUPINGS
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APPENDIX C i

LISTING OF STATE GROUPINGS*

1. States where OBTS is primarily extracted from a CCH (Computer-
ized Criminal History) file and reporting to the CCH is mainly

via form:
California Ohio : ;
Georgia Oregon : 5
Illinois Utah i -
Iowa Virginia : ;
Michigan Wisconsin
Nebraska Wyoming

New Jersey

2. States where OBTS is primarily extracted from the CCH and
reporting to the CCH is via form or by direct terminal entry:

Arizona Massachusetts 5
Colorado New Mexico

Connecticut New York

Delaware Oklahoma

Hawaii

3. States where OBTS is collected mainly as a by-product of manage- =
ment information systems (e.g., state judicial management infor- i
mation system, state corrections management information system) : .

Arkansas Minnesota
District of Columbia Pennsylvania
Kansas Rhode Island
Maine South Carolina
Maryland

4A. States with no active plans to develop an OBTS system, but who
do have a Statistical Analysis Center (SAC):

Alabama Montana
Alaska Nevada

Idaho New Hampshire
Mississippi Washington

4B. States with no active plans to develop an OBTS system and who
do not have a SAC:

Florida North Carolina
Indiana North Dakota
Louisiana South Dakota
Missouri West Virginia

*

The classification of each state was made based on the survey results
and in some instances the choice may not have been entirely clear-cut.
A state may have indicated they currently collect OBTS data one way,
but plan to switch to another method, or they may use a combination of
methods., Additionally, the classification of states into Groupings 4A
and 4B (with and without a SAC) was made based on known current status
of the SAC within the state. Louisiana and Missouri both had SACs at
one time but at the time of the survey it was not clear they were still
in operation. -




