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INrRODUCTION ----

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 elapsed 
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 or 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 

court filing and disposition of each charge) and submits the appro­

priate part of the form to a central agency to be recorded on a 

- 1 -
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ce1!tral 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 nuwJer on any records associated with a particular offender 

arrest. Data relaoted to each offender processipg 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 d8termined. 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 a~d its disposition (and where convicted, the 

sentence); or the most serious charge with the most serious dispo­

sition (and sent-ence 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 quality 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 subFsquent file update (e.g., once received, 

how quickly are fingerprints 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., prlson 

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 int~rested 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. 
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De3cription 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 questionnaire 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 sections of the questionnaire. 

Essentially the sections of the questionnaire 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 quality control and audits 
11) OBTS analysis 

A copy of the questionnaire is included ln 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 p~ases 
(see State of the States, Statistical Analysis Centers, Aprll, 1980; 
Criminal Justice Statistics Assoc., Inc.). Hence it was felt appro­
priate that the SAC Directors coordinate c~mpletion of the surv~y in 
their states. For the most part, states wl'thout 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 Puerto 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 mean 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 
availability 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 J 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. 
Puerto 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, 
and 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 questionnaire are included in 
Appendix B. 
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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 number to refer to 
an offender arrest processing. The remaining states would 
appear to rely on the use of several identifiers (e.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
'er-arrest accounting unit for their QBTS system. Under 
this system one reporting form (or medium) is completed _ 
which includes all the charges placed against an individ~ 
ual as the result of a particular ar~est. The remaining 
states use a charge accounting system where separate forms 
(or mediums) are completed for each charge, an off£:mse­
incident accounting system where all thE~ charges related 
to a crime incident resulting from a particular arrest 
are reported on the same form (or medium), or some com­
bination of the three types of accounting units. 

5. Almost half (45%) of the states with an OBTS system 
currently record all charges at one or more points in 
an offender's processing. In nine of the states only 
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 that, in 
general, where an OBTS file includes information on all 
charges associated with a given offender 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 currently 
or planning to include information only 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 imprisonment 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 
i~ t~e Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) OBTS tape sub­
mlSSlon standards.* Dates other than th~ 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 a~pe~r to vary from state to state. Twenty-five 
states lndlcated 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 
~O%,we:e, ,in general, due to the fact that specific 
]urlsdlctlons were not reporting all or some of their 
arre~ts, ?r that specific jurisdictions were not yet 
requlred "Co 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 ln FY 1979 were reported and included on their 
state OBTS with approximately 12% of the 25 states esti­
m~ting that 71-90% of their final upper court disposi­
tlons were reported and included in their OBTS files. 
Lower cou:t dispositions would appear to be, in general, 
less conslstently reported than upper court dispositions.** 

See Att~ch~ent A to the OBTS questionnaire included in Appendix A 
for a Ilstlng of the BSS 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 ~rial court. In those states with only one trial 
court, the estlmated percentage of dispositions reported was in­
cluded under the percentage of upper court dispositions reported 
but may refer to both felonies and misdemeanors. 

- 7 -



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 offenqer 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) . 
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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).* 

These same states may currently be developing an OBTS system. 
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~urvey Analysis - Final Reports 

'l'his 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 state groupingsis included in Appendix C. 

This report is organized into three parts: 

1. Part I is an overview of the development a(nd 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 o~ OBTS system de­
velopment in the states and sum~arlz~s the responses 
to Sections III-XI of the questlonnalre; and 

3. Part 
proaches 
ment and 

III gives state examples of different a~­
to offender processing statistics develop­
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 cholce may not have 
b~en entirely clear-cut. A state may ha~e indicated they currently 
collect OBTS data one way but plan to sWltch to another method ~r 
they may use a combination of methods. Additi?nally, t~e classl­
fication of states into Groupings 4A and 4B (wlth and w7th~ut a SAC) 
was made based on the known current status of the SAC v!lthln the 
state. Louisiana and Missouri both had SACs at one ~ime~ but at , 
the time of the survey it was not clear they were stlll ln operatlon. 
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states (e.g., how many offenders state corrections should plan 

for in the future), and a description of the types of information 
',' 

systems 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 ~rom 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, th~ee 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 entitled "Analytic Plan for the Representation and Use 
of Offender Processing Statistics"; Criminal Justice Statistics Assoc., 
July, 1981. 
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ofEender 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. 

2. 

3 . 

4 . 

5. 

*6. 

Offender Processing Flows and Stocks - e.g., manner 
and outcome of process, offender characteristics, 
nu~ber ~f o~fenders ~c~ive in the system at given 
pOlnts ln tlme or waltlng to be processed. 
Elapsed Ti~e Between Events in Processing and Impact 
on Processlng ~tocks - e.g., number of days between 
events, analysls of pending pbpulation, effect of 
court backlog on pre-trial detainee and corrections 
populations. 
Corrections Intake, Length of Sentence and Length 
of Sta~ and Its Impact on Corrections Population -
e.g., lmpact of sentencing decisions on size of 
corrections population. 
Rates of Return of the Offender to the Justice 
System (Recidivism) - e.g., from state custody 
state supervision, rearrest. ' 
Proj~ctions of ~uture Volume and Manner of Criminal 
~ust7ce Processlng - e.g., arrest projections, pro­
Jectlons of number of offenders active at various 
processing points. 
Justice System Resources and Costs - e.g., cost 
of P70cessing offenders, level of government 
serVlces. 

The report is organized into six chapters corresponding to each 

of the six structural areas listed above. Each 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. 
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on individual state work in the area; identifies issQes ~n data 

collection, extraction, and aggregation related to the framework 

(e.g., unit of count for analysis-offender vs. charge); identif~es 

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 dat~, 

and describe ways of using the information at the state level. 

The illustrations of the uses of offender processing data are made 

base~ 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. 

- 13 -



,--
'\ 

I , 
1 

I 

L 

, :1' 

1 I 

P\RT I: OVERVIEW OF THE DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF OFFENDER PROCESSING STATISTICS IN THE STATES 

S8CTION I: Information System Overview 

The purpose of this section was to survey the status in the 

states of information systems in support of offender processing 

statistics and the likelihood of continuad develoP~nt of state 
OBTS systems in the absence of future federal fUnds. 

OBTS and CCH Development 

Table 1.1 presents an overview of OBTS development in the 

states as indicated by the survey results, describing the types 

of OBTS systems being developed and the stage of develo~ent of 
both OBTS and CCH (may be the same) in the states. 

Specifically, thirty One" of the 47 state respondents to the 

OBTS survey indicated that they were currently maintaining, in 

the process of developing, or presently Planning to implement 

a statewide OBTS system. Of the 31 states, 81% indicated a 

combined OBTS/CCH development effort (45% of the 31 states in­

dicated they extract OBTS from ~e CCH file, 26% create separate 

OBTS and CCH files when data is reported to the state and 10% 

indicated some other type of combined OBTS/CCH system). 

Eleven (11) states indicated that their OBTS system Was 

operational. However it should be noted that operational means 

simply that the programming and design of the OBTS (or CCH) 

system has been completed and data may be input, it does not 

mean that accurate or complete reporting is occurring. 

As s ta ted above, . the informa. Cion in Tab Ie 1. 1 is based en­

tirely on the survey responses and as such may be Subject to 

certain limitadons (e.g. the "best" person(s) to respond for 

a state was not contacted, not all states responded). While 

it is believed that the information in Table 1.1 is representa­

tive of the actual (as of September 1980) status of OBTS and CCH 

development in the states, for comparative purposes, results from 

"In actuality, 33 respondents indicated that they Were currently 
maintaining, developing, or planning for an OBTS. However, only 
31 of ~ese respondents went on to give more detailed information 
on their OBTS system development. Hence, only the 31 respondents' 
answers are included in any reference to states with an OBTS. 
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TABLE I.l: 0VER\I1El'I OF oms DEllEIDPMENl' IN THE STATES 

.--------.------r-------------T------.---.-----.-----
CURRENl'LY IN 
THE PROCESS OF, TYPE OF OBTS SYSTEM STAGE OF DEIIELOPMENl' 

OR PLANNING A 
a::MBINED OBTS/CXll STATEWIDE OBTS 
EXTRACI'ED SEPARATE SEPAmI.'E Ir--·------·----·-----l 

~e_s ___ YES NO FRCM CCH Nr ENTRY Ol'HER OETS' CCH oms 

.-h-California x x OPERATIONAL OPERNrIONAL 

. Georgia 
:=='!lIinois 

x x IMPLUlF.NI'ATION 
x x OPERATIONAL 

I--Jowa x y 

Michigan x x 
Nebraska x x 

:==-Ne!y Jersev x x 

. I-- Ohio x x 

I--- Oregon X x 

t--_Utah x X 
1--_ Yl!:ginia x x 
I--Wisconsin x x 

~l!:!g x x :oF 

OPERATIONAL PLANNI~ 

DESIGN DE.!ill>N = 

2 A' __ -+ __ x~ __ +_--~~----+-~-_1--_r-~x~-irO~P~ERAT==~IO~NAL~-~D~~---I--.~- nzona - i OPERATTnNJ\T i PT.~'''''''''''' __ 1-----. Colorado x x 

1-____ G9nnectl2.L!.t __ I-_.l!X~_~--_Jl_-~x~-~--_+---+_---*i~ nF.\IFT~~r":::::PMmJT'~,--~OJ?MFN!' _ 
-- X x OPERATIONAL.._-LlMP.m~olL-._ 1--.-Q!llav.:~r~ ____ 1- x 

HawaII ;; __ 
~--~- Ma§.s?ch_u~etts __ .lL..__x , j.ill.VEIDOONr : PTANNmcL •. ____ _ 

___ J~ew ~l5.!go__ _ _x I x __ I-__ ~I-__ I-. PTA~Thm..., ___ :'"'~ ___ ._ •..•. 

r- N,w Yo,k x - ~~ t ~ x -~-~ - "''''''''''''''' ~------ ~-~ 1-- - ---- - -- --- - --- .'--- OPEPATIONAL OPERATIOl'lAL _ _ '-_.. Oklah°rTla ___ )S ___ -_==:---' ___ =~_--J _ _ =~~=-=--,-_=~ .=0 .. := __ -___ ~ • __ _ 
t-"-~: _-="o_= __ ~~~ _____ "=, -;--, '-----: I : OPERATIONAL 

3. Arkansas x ! __ ~ __ ------1----- _ y ~A...-- ___ , ___________ v. 

- • . D-C- ---- 1--'-- - t- I y i .INI.msrIGATION J •. .INVEsrIGATION __ . I- X--t-- _1 ----1---.. 1-"-.. -- -----f . __ ~ _ ~~i§_ ~ -=_ . ~~-___ --=--:r=---- _______ ~ __ X _I .P~.ffi:L_. ____ ; !:~NG _____ _ 
Maine x ~ -\-_. _____ .If ________ :L~ ____ +r~---.--.--

~- =--~~~i~~~··--= ~~=(--- ---f--==_-~~===---~=~=~=~-·-I::="""""'11'-~-=-~~:-=. 
1--- .... --- -. ----.---- ---+- --lJ-- x Ii - IMPLEMENTATION 
1--. Penns'y!yanla x --4--------- ---- .. ----- - --'- --t _____ .. __ . ___ . ____ .. _ .. _. 

--- Rhode Island'" -·x --- ---=--:, ____ __x ______ I-______ '!.J>u.NNThY: _____ .lNVESTIG8TION_ ..... 
f- .. - .. -------;---- - -. -. - - - f- -.- --;r- --j - -- x - VARIES BY CUIPONENr 
-=~- q~.~t~ c'!r~~~~.F_7~~~-=-=.~-t===-_=r---=-~~+~~~~= =~=I==~ ~4!=='---=-='· =~=~=:~ .= '~-. ,,~. '.-. 
[4i\, ~LaJ~_a.l}la______ __x_J --: --.--I----.--!t--------- .. - _____ . ____ . ______ .. 

1
- h. Ala_sJ<_~ ______ -->:----- ---1.-----'----,--------- - fj------.- ... ------ -. ---.-.--. 
- .... 19~h.o _____ . ___ . _. __ ~_:L _____ ~' --.----1--- ---ft------ --'--'---'--
. Mississi,QQi X_~ __ ;L. --------- -------li--------------------r·· -Montana ---- - ---- ~KJ===-----------.--r_:__ Ii _____ , ____ . __ 

=-- - ~eY~Ld~_~~~.-=- ~===-:=+-~--U-.------~--- :iDE'SIGN ------DESIGN----------New Hamnshlre _1< __ -!j'I ___ ;';_--:". . __ : ____ . ____ _ 
- - - .-' .. -.---""-._--- ---- --" "OPERATIONAL PLANNING 
:: • ., - = W,a=~h~'l~~: -- =~: - ,=-=-=~ .p._l'= =t= -~t==I=- -t=~~:'-~~=o=.==~ ~ == 

48. Florida K. ___ I . __ .! ::OPERATIONAL --l---________ _ 

f
f--:=- ~.9]~~a=~ -~~~~-~~- ~ ~~o..2~·--~ !:OPERATIOOAL ---;~ii,~Q!L=== 
- -. Q.I:lIS!~Q~ - -- -- -.- - -- -- -~x --;1-- ! . 

- Io.i!~so~r:!. ----+- - - --- I--i::---. ---- ----l-- ---r---- --------
. ~9rttl Car9JLnL_ -. -- . - ~--- -------~--- t-. -:..--- _ ---- -----

__ .~ __ N-p~hDC!I5..q!? _____ ~. ___ . _ ~_. _____ ~_.:.. ____________ _ 

--- S.Quth I?~o,!i! __ --- -- -~-i ------: - x 'OPERATIONAL 1--- ,--------____ .W_~_~_'{lrglnia _ ~ _______ -"'-_ PIANNING ____ _ 

<l.rhe corrections conponent of the l'lycining OBTS data base will be a by-product of their corrections system, 

bLouisiana was iT: the process of imp1errenting an OBTS ::.ystem, During the surrrrer of 1980 activities associated with 
oms :leve1oprent were ter;ni."1ated. 

souw.:::: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in Septenber, 1980 (see Appendix .r.. - 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.l and I.2. Speci­

fically, Exhibit I.l 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 States to 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.lA 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.IB d~scribes the estimated level of support existing 

in the states for OBTS development should federal assistance be 

severely restricted at the conclusion of anyon-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 

- 17 -
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FIGURE I.lA~ Estimated Level of Federal Assistance Needed by the 
Statesa in Order to Assure Continued OBTS Development 

4 States 

4 States 

4 
St,ates 

c=JNone 

~$15,000-$25,000 
DDJ]$30,000-$40,000 

EBBBExtractton & Analysis/BJS Tape 
P repa.ratJ.,on 

lIIIover $100,000 
~Continuation of current grants/ 
~System deslgn!developmene 

mm;;Unknown/No Response 

FIGURE I.IB: Estimated Level of Support Existing in States a for 

19 States 

OBTS Development Should Federal Assistance be Restricted 
at the Conclusion of on-going Funding 

1 State 

7 States 

Level of State Support 

c=J None/Little/Minimal 

l1li Resources but no $ 
~ Continuation of current 
~ tional expenses/Already 

11m Unknown/No Response 

4 States 

level/Opera­
stat.e funded 

a 
Based on responses from the 31 states who indicated they ha.d, 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)). 

- 18 -

.1 / . , 
',-

t 

a 

FIGURE 1.2: Dependency of Statesa with Respect to OBTS 
C . Development on ontlnued Progress with Respect to CCH D 

and Implementation evelopment 

18 States 

Dependency of OBTS Progress on CCH 

c:::! Very Dependent 

B Somewhat Dependent 

.. Not Dependent 

_ No Response/No'c Applicable 

1 State 

Based on responses from the 31 states who indicated 
or were planning to ~mplemen~ an OBTS system. that they had, 

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS 'administered by th CJSA in 
1980 (.see Appendix A _ QUesticn 3(b)). e September, 
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on continued progress with respect to CCH development and 

implementation. More than half (about 57%)of the 31 states 

developing an OBTS capability felt that OBTS development in 

their state was very (18 states) or some~lhat (3 states) 

dependent on continued CCH development and implementation. 

St~tes where OBTS is in the operational stage or will be 

operational at the conclusion of" on-going grant support were 

asked to comment on whether or not their states were committed 

to providing the resources needed to operate the OBTS system 

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

erating OBTS output reports and analyzing and disseminating 

the information consistent with state needs. Twenty-two states 

responded to this question. 

results. 

Figures I.3A and I.3B display the 

Specifically, 16 respondents felt that their states were 

committed to providing the resources needed to operate OBTS 

(or CCH if the same) while 5 states were uncertain. On the 

other hand, only 12 respondents felt that their states were 

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

certain about their state's commitment. 

OBSCIS, SJIS, PROMIS System Status 

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 

oriented statistical development. The survey responses are 

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

Specifically, Table I.2A displays the staqe of development 

of OBSCIS, SJIS and PROMIS in the states as indicated by the 

survey respondents, and indicates with ar asterisk the systems 

that are anticipated to contribute as a by-product to OBTS 

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

dents indicated that an OBSCIS (or its equivalent) system is, 

* OBSCIS = Offender Based State Corrections Information System 
SJIS = State Judicial Information System 
PROMIS = Prosecutor Management Information System 
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FIGURE I.3A: 

States 

FIGURE 1. 3B: 

States 

Commi tment of Statesa to Providl.' ng -:-he' 
t 0 ~ Resources Needed operate OBTS (or CCH if the Same) 

16 States 

. S't'a't:e: -is: C'otnnri tted 

c:JYes 

lIDIIID Uncertain 

IIIINO Response/Not Applicable 

States 

Commitment of States
a 

to Providing the Resources Needed 
f<?r Ge~era~ing OBTS Output Reports and Analyzing an,d 
Dl.sseml.natl.ng the Information Once OETS is Operational 

State is Committed 

L:]Yes 

mmm Uncertain 

IIIINo Response/Not Applicable 

aBased on resI?onses from the 31 states ,,,ho indicated they h,ad, or were 
planning to l.mplement a state-wide OBTS ' 

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in 
1980 (see Appendix A - Questions 4(a) & (b». September, 
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rABLE I.2A: OBSCIS, SJIS, PROMIS SYSTEM STATUSa 

STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT 

States OBSCIS SJIS PROMIS' Ib 2 

l-1!.!._~C~a~li~fo~r-!-2n~ia~ __ -l-___ c=--__ -I-___ ..::c ____ I-__ c:::...... ____ + ______ --j-___ .. ____ _ 

l-__ ~G~e~o~r~ia~----_+----.-------~-------------~-------------~-------------l-------___ .. 
Illinois OPERATIONAL 
Iowa ·OPERATIONAL 
Michi an IMPLEME:.:NT::.:A~T::.:I::.:O::.:N4"::"'=~""'~"""-!!LL __ r-_______ -II'-_ . _____ _ 
Nebraska 
New Jerse DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT r---=--=.:~ __ 

-I-._~O:.:..h::.:io,,- OPERATIONAL ____ . 
Orego_n ___ I--,c--==~=:-:-=+-:--::--:: ____ -I-______ + _______ -t-_____ . 

l-_~U~ta~h~ _____ -+_*D~E~V~E~L~O~P~M~E~N~T~~~~~ __ --I~~~~ ___ ~ __ . ________ -1-_________ _ 
_~V~i~rg~in~i~a~-"--_+--~~~~~~~~~~~------+~~ua----.-4~D~E~E~L~O~P~M~E~N~T~_+__----­

~--~VV~isconsin---_+~~~~~~~_+--------~--.-------~----------~-------­
b=~VV~y~~~m~ig:ng~==,J======d========l========i========4=====--
~~. Arizo~n~a ___ 

Colorado *OPERATIONAL 
connecticutC=ti~::~~~~~~~~~~~:tE~~~~::~!::::::~=== 
Delaware -

"System anticipated to contribute as a by-product to OBTS development (or CCH where the same). 

a lt should be noted that different states may be implementing different versions (or modules) 
of these systems. This table is only intended to provide a broad overview of OBSCIS, SJIS, 
PROMIS svstem status in the states. More detailed information on their status is given in 
Exhibits'I.1.-I.4. 

bpROMIS is typically implemented at the local or county level and as such the respondents to the 
questionnaire may not "be up-to-date on all PROMIS development in their state. Some state re­
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 1.4. gives a more detailed description of PROI1IS status by state. 

cNot under the jurisdiction of the California BureaU of Justice Statistics. 
NOTE: A stage of development is listed only for those systems where a respondent indicated the 

status of the system. No response should imply that the state has never received fund­
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 September, 1980 (see Appendix A -
question 5). 
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TABLE I.2B: 0l'HER INFOR-lATION SYS'l'EMl (COONl":l/S'rATEI'IIDE) IN STATESa ElTHER 
OPERATICl'lAL OR UNDER DE.'VEl:DPMENl' WHIOl ARE OR COOID a::N1'R.IBUTE: 
TO OBTS DEVEIDalENl' 
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·x I 

*Systans anticipated to contribute as a by-product to OBTS develq:rrent 

i 

v r 
1 
I 
I 

*v , 
: 
, 
! 

~se systems may be at varying stages of deve.lq:m!nt in the states. 'lhis table is only intended to 
provide a broad description of the types of infonmtic:n systems being developed in the states which 
are or could contril::lute co OBTS develo'[Xl'e\t. 

SOlJRCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSI>. in Septatber, 1980 (see Appen:lix A - ques­
tions -;'&8). 
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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 to 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 develof'':1.ent as it re-

lates to offender oriented statistical development in the states. 

That is, the people who completed the questionnaire 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 sys'tems 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 
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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 

comparati ve purposes, Exhibits 1. 3 - 1. 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 1.3 displays the status of OBSCIS by 

component by state as of April, 1980 based on Bureau of Justice 

Statistics information. Exhibits 1.4 and 1.5 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 1.6 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 
Exhibits 1.3 - 1.6 represents the status at a different point 
in time than that listed in Table I.2Ai however, the status 
of each system is within six months of that referenced in 
Table I.2A. Additionally, the data in Exhibit 1.3 reflects 
those states receiving f8deral dollars for OBSCIS development; 
the data in Exhibits 1.4 - 1.5 reflects responses from all 
states. 
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EXHIBIT I03 

OBSCIS STATE IMPLEMENTATION AS OF,APRIL 1980 

&:: 
TIl .jJ 0 
c: c: ..... 
0 CIl .jJ 

• ... 1 IS ~ 
In In .jJ 

til In .,.j 
.,.j CIl .jJ 
S rn In 
'tl lJ) &:: 

OBSCIS states ~ ~ H 

Alabama 0 0 0 
Alaska P NA P 
Arizona 0 NA 0 
California 0 P P 
Colorado 0 0 P 
Connecticut I p' P 
Delaware I P I 
D.C. 0 P 0 
Florida· 0 P 0 
Georg i c3: 0 0 0 
!1 awai i 0 P P 
Illinois 0 0 0 
Iowa 0 I 0 
Kansas 0 P 0 
Maine 0 P 0 
Haryland I I I 
Nassachusetts 0 0 P 
Michigan 0 I Q 
Minnesota 0 P 0 
Missouri I I I 
Hontana 0 NA 0 
Nevada P P P 
New Hampshire 0 0 0 
New Jersey P P P 
New Mexico 0 P 0 
New York 0 P 0 
Korth Carolina 0 0 0 
ohio 0 p I 
Penns~ "oania P P P 
South carolina 0 I 0 
South Dakota P P P 
Utah P P P 
Virginia 0 P P 
Vermont p P P 
Wisconsin 0 P I 

0 = Operational 
I = Implemented C:!nd being tested 
P = Planned 
NP = Not Planned 
NA = Not Applicable 
D = Design 

SOURCE: Bureau of Justice statistics 
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In 
~ 
.jJ 
III 

.jJ .jJ 
&:: Ul 

CIl CIl lJ) 

r-I IS ~ r-I 
0 CIl .jJ lIS 
).oj > lIS t:7I 
lIS O.jJ CIl 
A.. ::E:Ul H 

'. 
0 0 0 
P P P 
0 0 0 
P 0 0 
0 0 0 
P I P 
P I P 
0 0 0 
0 0 P 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

NP 0 NA 
0 0 NA 
I 0 0 
I I I 
I 0 0 
D 0 0 
0 0 0 

NP I I 
0 0 0 
P P P 

NP 0 0 
P P P 
P 0 0 
I 0 0 
0 0 0 
I 0 NA 

NP P P 
0 0 0 
P P P 
P P P 
0 0 I 
P P P 
P 0 NP 

.jJ ..c: 
c: C) t:7I 
CIl ).oj r-I&:: 
IS lIS lIS· .... 
CIl CIl &::.jJ 
t:7Iln o ).oj 
III CIl ..... 0 
&::0:: .jJ~ 
lIS lIS CIl 
::E:&a ZO:: 

0 0 
P P 
0 0 
P 0 
0 0 
P I 
P P 
P I 
P P 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
I I 
P P 
I I 
I I 
0 0 
P P 
0 0 
I I 
0 0 
P P 
0 0 
P P 
0 0 
0 0 
0 P 
P I 
P P 
0 0 

NP P 
P P 
0 P 
P P 
0 I 

f 

III 



EXHIBIT 1.4 

Table 4-5tates developing automated modules as port of state-level judicial in· 
formation systems, as of June 30, 1980 * 

Caseload modules 
Resource modules 

Limited Financial Personnel Other2 

Appellate General 

States 
jur isdiction 

jur iadiction module mo;.\ule 
I 

Civil Criminal Civil Criminal Juvenile Civil Criminal 

module module module modulI,! module l module module 

X 

Alabama r. X 
X X 

California 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 

Georgia 
X X 

Hawaii 
X X X X X 

X 
X X 

Kansas, 

Louisiana X 
X X X 

Massachusetts X X 
X 

Michigan 
._ X _"..X X 

X X 

Missouri 

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 

Nor th Carolina X X X X X 

Pennsyl van ia 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 

IJuvenile cases are processed diff eren tly in individual states; some states use separate juvenile courts, other 
states use general jurisdiction courts, and others use limited jurisdiction courts. 

2For a more complete des cr iption of "other" resour ce modules please refer to Tables 030, 31, 32, 33. 

*Data ~eflects 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; National 
Center for State Courts; williamsburg, Va. 
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EXHIBIT 1.5 

Table 5-5tates having operational sta~e-Ievel judicial modules, and whether 
they are non-automated, partIally automated or fully automated f 
June 30, 1980* " as 0 

Caseload modules ll!lour ce .,dull!l 

States 
Appell~te General Limited 

jur isdiction 
Finan ci al Per.onn e1 Other2 

jur bdiction module module 

Civil Criminal Civil Criminal Juvenile Civil Criminal 
module module module modu1.e module l module IIOdule. 

Alabama N N f P P P P F F F 

Alaska N N F F N F F F F F 
.' 

Ar !zona N N N N N N N F N N 

Arkansa/.; N N P P N N N N N N 

Californ ia N N P P P P P F N P 

Colorado N N F F P P P F F F 
. 

Connect~ cut N N r P P -- -- P F F,P 

Delaware N N N P N N II N N N 

D.C. 
, 

P P F F F F F P P F 

Flor ida N N N N N N N N N N 

Georgia N N P P F P P N N N 

Hawaii _. N 
___ N N P N N N N N N 

Idaho F F P P P P P N F P 

IllinoiS N N N N N N N N N N 

Indiana N N N N N N N N N N 

Iowa N N N N N -- N N N 

Kansas N N P P N -- -- N N N 

Kentucky N N P P P P P F F N 

Louis ian a P N P P P P P P N N 

Maine N N P P N -- -- P N N 

Maryland N N P F,P F,P N P P p F,P 

Mass achusetts N N P F N P N P P F 

Mi chigan F F P F P F F F N F,P 

Minnesota N N P P P P P N N P 

Miss iss ippi N N N N N N N N N N 

Missouri F F F F N N N P P N 

Mon tana N N F F F I N 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. 
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EXHIBIT 1.5 (Gont'd) 

Tobie S-Continued 

Caseload modules Resour ce modules 

'" 

Appellate General Limited Financial Personnel Other 2 

States jur isdict ion jur isdiction module module 

Civil Criminal Civil Criminal Juvenile Civil Cr iminal 
module module module module module l module module 

New Hampshire N N N N N N N N N 

New Jersey F F P P P P P N N 

New Mexico N N P P N N N N N 

New York F,P F,P F F,P P P F,P F F 

North Carolina N N P P N P F,P N N 

North Da.~ta N N F F F F F N N 

Ohio P P P P P P P N N 

Oklahoma N N P P P N N N N 

Oregon F F F F N F F N N 
'. 

Pennsyl van ia P P P P N P P F P 

Rhode Island N N F F F N P N N 

South Carolina. N h N P P P N' N N N 

South Dakota N N N P P N P P N 

Tennessee F F F F N N N N N 

Texas N N P P P P P N P 

Utah N N N N F N N N N 

Vermont N N N N N N N P N 

Virginia Ii N P P P P P P P 

Washington F F F F F N F N N 

West Virginia N N N N N N N N N 

Wisconsin P P F F P N N N N 

Wyoming Ii N N N N N N N N 

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

N 

N 

P 

F,P 

F,P 

N,P 

N 

N 

N 

r; 

F 

N 

P 

N 

P 

N 

N 

P 

F 

N 

N 

N 

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. Other fmctions, some of 
which could be automated, are done manually. 

F - Fully Automated--The majority of all state-level judicial information syst'em fcoctions 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 

1Juvenile cases are processed differently in individual states; some states use separate juvenile courts, other 
states use gener al jur isdiction cour ts, and others use limited jur isdict ion cour ts. 

2F'or a more complete description of "other" resource modules please refer to Tables /)30, 31, 32, 33. 

*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; National 
Center for State Co~rts~ Williamsburg, Va. 

- .,2 -

JURISDICTION (County) 

Alabama 
4th Circuit, Selma 
6th Circuit, Tuscaloosa 
l5th Circuit, Montgomery 
20th C;rcuit, Dothan 

I 
23rd CirCUit, HuntsvIlle 
37th Circuit, Opelika 

Alaska 
Anchorage 

. Bethel 
Fairbanks 

"Juneau 
Kenai 
Katchikan 
KodIak 
l";l1me 

Arizona 
· Tucson (Pima) I Tucson (Pima) Correc.lons 

Arkansas 
Lm;e Rock (PulaskI) 

California 
i 5t Dis::rkt Court of Appeals 

· 2.,d DisLrict Court of Appeals 
i 3d !);strd Court of Appeals 
14th DIstrict Court of Appeals 

5th District Court of Appeals 
(Los Angeles) 
l'>1odc5tO (5timislaus) 
Oro\illle (Butte) 
Red',J,'ood Gity (San Mateo) 
(Sacramento) 
Sah:oas (Monterey) 
San Diego 
(San Diego) 
San Diego U.S. Attorney's 

Of.:ce 
(San Luis Obispo) 

• S3nta Ana (Orange) 
I \::>an:a Cruz) 

\ 
' Supreme Court 
i (Ventl-ra) 

;. I Woodland (Yolo) 

~ Colorado 
1st jJdlcial D!strict, Golden i 4::: J.:c:clal Disrricl, Colorado 

f ::~:·I";S 1<:,·-' .... ~;., .. " .. "C ". ~ ., ••.• ~ _ ..... L .S ....... , r 0.. U£llns 
l')~r. ,juciciai Ji~tr;c~. Pueblo 
1 ilt'. Juci:ciai District. Canon 

C:~y 
1 ;t~, JUdicial District. Br:ghton 
13:h ,Iuciicial District. Li~leton 
'\ 9th Jucicia' District, Greeley 

Ii 
2Jlh Judicial District, Boulder 

District of Columbia 
U.S. Attorney's Office 
D C Court of Acpeals 
Exec' .. :i\'C Offic.e for U.S. 

A!tl:!rneys 
Federal Communications 

Cc:nmission 
Land and Natural Resources 

D vislo:1, U.S. Depdriment 
... ~: .' .. ;,st.:e 

'1 c:c·,~ 1:.~:~·l. S:.fe:~· a"d Health ". 11.' i::e\': Ct. rr.,T,:ss;on 
" 

EXHIBIT 1.6 

PROMIS JURISDICTIONS 
(as of March 1981) 

CURRENT PlANNED CURRENT PlANNED 
STATUS VERSION VERSION JURISDlCflON (County) STATUS VERSION VERSION 

Florida 
0' ORIG Court of Appeals T BUF O· ORIG . Naples (ColUer) 0 NB 
0' ORIG Orlando (Orange) T/JIS BUF O· ORIG Sanford (Seminole) T BUF O· ORIG 1st Judldal CirCUit, Pensacola TOO BUF 0' ORiG 2nd Judldal Circuit, Tallahassee 0 ORIG 

3rd Judldal CirCUit, Lake City T" BUF 
14th Judicial CirCUit, Marianna T' • B:.JF 

T" BUF 15th Judicial Circuit 
T" BUF (Palm Beach) TOO BUF T' , BUF 17th Judicial CirCUit, Fort 
T" BUF Lauderdale T' , BUF T' , BUF 
T" BUF Georgia 
T' , BUF Marietta (Cobb) 0 ORIG T" BUF Savannah (Chatham) T BUF 

Guam T BUF 
T/JIS BUF Attorney General T BUF 

HawaII 
0 ORiG Hilo (Hawaii) T" BUF 

Honolulu (Oahu) T" 'BUF 
Wailuku (Maul) T' , BUF 

T BUF 
T BUF Idaho 
T BUF Caldwell (Canyon) T BUF 
T BUF 
T BUF 1lIinois 
Q ORIG BUF Appellate Court, 1st District T BUF T" BUF Appellate Court, 4th District T BUF T" BUF Chicago (Cook) T" BUF T BUF Geneva (Kane) 0 ORiG BUF 0 NB 
T" BUF Indiana 0 ORIG 
0 ORIG Indianapolis (Marion) 0 ORIG BUF 

Indianapolis Juvenile (Marion) 0 NB BUF 
0 BUF 
T" BUF Iowa 
T" BUF 7th Judicial D'strlct, Davenport 0 ORIG 

T/JIS BUF Des Moines (P;)lk) T" ORIG 
T BUF Iowa City (John50n) T" BUF 
T BUF Mason City (Cerro Gordo) T" BUF 
T" BUF Nevada (Story) T" BUF 

Kentucky 
0' BUF Louisville (Jefferson) 0 ORIG BUF 

o· BUF 
Louisville (Jefferson) 

Correcr.ons T/JIS BUF 0' BUF Louisvilie (Jefferson) Juvenile T BUF O· BUF State Courts T BUF 

O· BUF louisiana O· BUF 
Alexandria (Rap ides) T' , BUF O· BUF 

O· BUF Gretna (Jefferson) T BUF 
0' BUF Lake Charles (Calcasleu) T BUF 

New Orleans (Orleans) 0 ORIG 
Shreveport (Caddo) T" BUF 

0 ORIG BUF 
a NB Maryland 

Towson (Baltimore) T' BUF 
T BUF Rockville (Montgomery) T' BUF 

Upper Marlboro (Prince 
T BUF George's) 0 BUF i' 

Massachusetts 
0 BUF Cambridge (Middlesex) 0 NB I 

Dedham (Norfolk) 0 NB 
T BUF (Worcester) 0 NB 
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,IUrnSD<:TION (County) STATUS 

Michigan 
Dehoit (V: \~'ne) 0' 
Flint (Gen,'<ee) T' 
Grand Rapids (Kent) T" 
(Kalamazoo) 0' 
Lansing (Ingham) 0' 
(Marquet1e) T" 
MI. Clemens (Macomb) T 
(Saginaw) T" 
51. Joseph (Berrien) 0' 

Minnesota 
R,')chester (Olmsted) T 
51. Paul (Ramsey) T 

Missouri 
51. Loui~ Circuit Court 0 
(51 Lou'sl T 

Nevada 
Las Vegas (Clark) 0 

New Jersey" 
Atlantic City (Atlantic) T' 
(Camden) 0' 
Elizabeth (Union) '[' 

Freehold (;,.onmouth) T' 
Hackensack (Bergen) T' 
Jersey City (Hudson) T" 
Je:sey City (Hudson) Court T" 
M(mistown (Morris) T" 
Mount Holiy (Burlington) T' 
Newark (Essex) T' 
Newark U.S. At1orney's Office 0 
New Brunswick (Middles;!x) T' 
New Brunswick (Middlesex) 

Corrections T/JIS 
Paterson (Passaic) T" 
Somerville (Somerset) T' 
Trenton (Mercer) T" 
Toms River (Ocean) T' 

-New Mexico 
Albuquerque (Bernalillo) T 
State Courts T 

New York" 
(Albany) T' 
The Bronx (Bronx) T 
Brooklyn (\<ings) T 
Buffalo (Erie) T' 
Legal Aid Society of New York T 
Manhattan (New York) 0 
New City (Rockland) T' 
New York City Juvenile T 
New York State Attorney 

General T" 
New York City Department 

of Law T 
(Queens) T 
Staten Island (Richmond) T 
Syracuse (Onondaga) T' 
White Plains (Westchester) T" 

Ohio 
Akron (Summit) T 
Cleveland Municipal Court T 

Oklahoma 
(Tulsa) T 

EXHIBIT 1,6 (Cont1d) 

CURRENT PLANNED 
VERSION VERSIO!'i 

BUF 
BUF 
BUF 

BUF 
BUF 
BUF 
BUF 
BUF 

ORIG BUF 

BUF 
BUF 

ORIG 
aUF 

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 

CURRENT PLAl'iNED 
JURISDiCTION (Cocnl'.,') STATUS \'ERSl::::; ,'.:::' -':. 

Oregon 
Portland (Multnomah) 
(Multncmah) Corrections 

Pennsylvania 
Administrative Office of 

the Courts 

Rhode Island 
State Courts 
At10rney General - CCH 

South Carolina 
Columbia (Richland) 

Texas 
Attorney General 

Utah 
Salt Lake City (Salt Lake) 
Ogden (Weber) 
Provo (Utah) 

Virginia 
Hampton 
Lynchburg 
Newport News 
Portsmouth .-

Virgin Islands 
51. Thomas 
51. Croix 

Washington 
Seattle U.S. At1orney's Office 

Wisconsin 
Madison (Dane) 
(Milwaukee) 

Canada 
Province of Alberta 
Province of Manitoba 
Province of New Brunswick 

Ireland 
Dublin Metropolitan Court 
Land Register 

Scotland 
Procurator Fiscal 

Operational 
In Transfer 
Planning 

Total 

LEGEND 

54 
116 
108 
278 

o Operational 
T In Transfer 

Incentive Funding 

o 
T/JIS 

o 

0' 
T 

o 

T 

o 
T 
T 

T" 
T" 
T" 
o 

T" 
T" 

T 

T 
o 

o 
T 
T 

T 
T 

T 

BUF 

BUF 

ORIG 

ORIG 

ORIG 

BUF 

ORIG 

National Priority Program (NPP) Funding 

B"~ ur 

BUF 
BUF 

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 PROt-1IS (nonbuffered) 
BUF New On-line PROM IS (buffered) 
JIS Pilot site for On· line Booking and Jail Management system 

SOURCE: PROMIS Newsletter, Vol. 5, Number 2, March 1981; INSLAW, INC. 
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SECTION II: Offender Statistics - Development and Use 

This section of the questionnaire attempts to determine the extent 

to which the states/SACs are using offender processing statistics in 

their work and the means by which the offender processing statistics 

are developed (e.g., aggregate statistics from agency information sys­

terns). 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 

questions. 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 11.1 describes the state use of 9ffe,nder processing statistics 

by method of generating the statistics (e.g., merging offender oriented 

data bases). Gel~arally 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 agg~egate 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. 
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FIGURE 11.1: State Use of Offender processing Statistics 
Develo:t-ed by Various "lea,lS 

I. Number of States Who Prepare Reports or Analysis in Which the 
Aggregate Statistics from Several Agency Information Systems are 
Combineq to Provide an Overall pict,~g of Criminal Justice 
processing 
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II. Number of States who Use Various Agency ~anua] 
Files to Cor:tstruct Ex Post Facto "OBTS" Records 
for Some Select Group or Sample of Offenders 
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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 the states with an 

OBTS and without an OBTS). Specifically, Groupings 1 (i.e., states 

with an OBTS) and 4B (i.e., states without an OBTS) have made little 

effort to construct ex post facto "OBTS" records on some group of 

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. those states 

who are taking a by-product approach to OBTS development) have used 

offender processing statistics more frequently than those in th~ 
* other state groupings. States in Groupings 1, 2, and 3 have used 

offender processing statistics more frequently than the states in 

Groupings4A and 4B, while states in Grouping 4A have used offender 

processing statistics more frequently than the states in Grouping 4B . 

In other words, it Would appear that states who currently 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 OBTS, the states with a SAC have developed and 

used offender processing statistics more frequently than the states 
withou·t a SAC. 

* 
While it is not obvious in Table 11.1 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 lte Interest in Questions on Offender Proces,.sing 

Table II.2 sununarizes the state responses concern~ng questions on 

crLminal 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 importan't, 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

sonrces (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 questions 

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: S~y of sute Respon.e. Concerning the Question. They Felt 
Their sute would Ifave an Int.rest 111 Addreuing. the Importance 
of OaTS in Addreaoing the Que.tion And Oth.r Cata San. that are 
Important to Addreaaing the Question 
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sonewhat impoctant to addressing the question) are noted in Table I1.2 

by a box around t:q.e number of respondents. Generally speaking, the 

questions the states were most interested in addressing (questions 

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 Capab~lity 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 1I.2 displays 

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

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 do:L:n'; work in the area) are providing system "offender" 

processing descriptions (24 states have done this in tIle 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 in 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 defenda~t/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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Lastly, the states plan to describe trends in system processing and 

forecasts/projections of future processing (18 states), analyze the 

length of offender stay in sentencing alternatives (19 states) and 

analyze questions of equity in defendant/offender processing (18 

states) . 

Table 11.3 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 dyna~ics, rates of "offender" re­

turn to the system and trends in system processin~ forecasts/projec­

tions of future processing, and analyses of elapsed time between 

events in processing. 

Table 11.4 compares the perceived impact across the state groupinqs 

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. 
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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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Q) l-l !=: OM l-l 
U)p., U)P-l~ U)S::ClP:< P-l I:il I:il ..., HOM ~.jJP-l P:< 8 OM .jJ P-l 

1 H H M H 11 M M 

2 M/H H M M M M/H M 

3 H H M M M M M 

4A M M M M M M M 

4B L M M M M M L 

TOTAL M M M M M M M 

..c: 
4-1 u 

OM 
![j 

0 
..c: 
s:: .jJ UJ 

UJ !=:'-.. 
UJ :>t o .jJ tn 
H U) oM !=: !=: 
0 .jJ ct1 OM 
.jJ !=: UJ'"d UJ 
U OM Q) !=: UJ 
ct1 ::l Q) Q) 

~ (J) 014-1 U 
tn Q) 0 

4-1 !=: 4-1 Cl H 
0 ct1 tn 0 P-l 

..c: s:: !=: 
UJ U OM UJ OM H 

OM UJ OM (J) 
UJ (J) UJ UJ :>t'"d 
:>tU (J) :>t.jJ s:: 
r-I ::l U r-I OM Q) 

Ill'"d 0 ct1 ::l4-1 
s:: s:: H s:: 014-1 
~H P-l ~I:ilO 

M M 

M M 

M M 

M L 

M L 
-

M L 

A weight of 2 was assigned to a respondent that indicated that OBTS would enhance the capacity building in the 
state and a weight of 1 was assigned to a respondent that indicated OBTS would somewhat enhance the capacity 
building in the state. The cumulative score was then determined for each state grouping 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 1.68-2.50, medium (M) = weights of .84-1.67 and low (:L) = weights of 0-.83. 
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Relationship Between Questions on Offender Processing and Classes of 
Analysis 

Table 11.5 presents some recommended fram'eworks for the organ.ization 

and representation of offender processing statistics that can assist 

in addressing the questions 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 stocks, 

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 corrections 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 computer 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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'l2\BLE II. 5: Frameworks for the Organization and Representation of Offender 
Processing Statistics that can Assist in Addressing the Question 

Frameworks for the Organization and Representation' ~f 
Offender processing Statistics in Support of Analys1s 

i:!. 
III .c 

0> c 0> .... C ... 
0> 0> C QJ C III . .. 0 .... .... QJ .... III " .... .. ) c C III III :> III " U .... .... C ...{ 

111-" ... '" U c >.u 
"'''' '" '" ..... III QJ U " QJ 0 QJ .. QJ QJ QJ '" " 0 '" U 0 III U '" "''" '" U'" QJ '" " o '" o '" c Vl '" '" .. U QJ '" U "'Vl QJ '" QJ 0 " .... 0 ..... 0: C 0 

'" e '" c Vl ..... U 0 U '" 0 o '" '" .... 0 0 '" o '" m .... '" ... c Eo< c ..... C QJ III '" '" QJ .. .... '" 0 c 0 0: '" ... 
QJ '" U QJ 

'" '" u 0 <C QJ '" '" " ... C III QJ III .. III .c '.-i .u UJ 
m '" 1l '" >. 'n" QJ :> '" '" 0,-" .u ,&J U ,.)( O:Vl o ... ..... 0 a.c e u 0> .. ,. U ...... QJ '" " ......... .. 

QJ '" 0 c ... 0,0 III Ill ..... "' .. 0 .. .... > ... QJ " e '" >.0 ..... QUESTION 0l0l "Vl o..1c~rn VlUO 

1. How many cr iminals are there 
in your state? X X X 

2. How many unique persons are 
arrested in your state in a 
year? X X 

J. "hat percentage of total arrests 

I are caused by what percentage of 
the arrestees? X X 

4. How many people are ac'tive at 
various stages in the criminal 
justice system? X X X 

5. How many people are processed 
through various components of 
the system? X 

6. Ilow many people rele.ased from 
various points in the system re-
turn (e.g. , are su!;>ilequently ar-
rested again) and how far do thel 
penetrate the system upon return 
(e.g. , acquitted, c:onvicted and 
sentenced to imprisonment)? X X 

7. How does sentencing vary from 
jl!risdiction to jurisdiction 
(controlling tor defendant 
characteristics)? X X 

:8. H<J\o,' many offendfars should state 
corrections DIan for in fueure 
years? State probation? Local 
iails? X X X 

9. How has ::.he processl.nq of offen-
ders (women, youthful, serious) 
changed over time? X X 

10. \\'he::e should the criminal jus- , 
tice sys\:.em allocate ne'N resourc 
es (e.g. , ja,ils, judgeshl.ps, pro-

X X secutors)? X X X 
21. Nhat: offenders are bet::.er risks 

for cert:ai~n types of corrections 
progra'1\s (e.g. , community correc 
tions, wCJrl-: release, probat:ion)? X 

12. nOW many rearrests occur while 
persons a::-e aceive in the crim-
inal jus~ice syst~? At what 
~~~~~l:~.a~ they ac':l. ve ·.hen re- X X 

13. ;,hQt :1.5 tr.e :.i.me beto",,'een arrest 

I 
and t!"ial? I'hac l.S t!1e impact 
0: aelay in process~!lg on court 
c:':sposl.tion: X X 

" 4. · .. rna"t aoes !. t cose :'0 process a II , 
p,,!"son through che crir.1l.nal JUS-j' 
:'J.ce SVS1:ern: ror var.:.ous of-
=ense~? :oor various disposi- 1 

,X X X tio::al alt:Ernatives? !I 
-

5. :';"a:: =o:opa::~sons can be made '\ 
!::)e:.\·:een of.:e:;~er. volc..':les thro~gh I 
-:~= sys-:== a::c :.ne co==espond.1n9t 

A ~oS:':i c: ;:::;cclis.J.ri.g: II " ! 

i ! .. 
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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 ~escrip­

tion (5 states), and court delay/backlog measurement/analysis of 

speedy trial legjslation (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 Access to 
National Resources Which Main­
tain Expertise in the State of 
the Art of OBTS Analytic Techni­
ques and Methodologies 

Conduct Seminars/Training Pro­
grams Regarding Specific OBTS 
Analytic Methodologies 
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PART II: OFFENDER BASED TRAHSACTION 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, deve~opment, implementation or operational 

stage. Due to the lI 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 r! 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 1); 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 of~ender 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 Development of Offender Based Transaction 
Statistics (OBTS) 

Table 111.1 displays the stage of development of OBTS nation­

wide by data segment (e.g., police, courts, corrections). As 

ir.1icated in the table, the data segments of a state OBTS may 
b'2 

at different stages of development. Additionally, it should be 

noted that while a state may have indicated a particular segment 
their system was operational the link or tie in to OBTS may not. 
established. 

of 

be 

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 dispositi~n segment, 10 have an operational 

prosecutor segment~ 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. 
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fABLE IlL 1: STAGE OF DE.VEIOFMENI' OF OBTS BY DATA SmIENl' 

roLICE SmIENl' CORRECTIONS SmIENl' 

1. California pPerational Operational Operational Operational Planning Planning Planning 
__ ~eorgia Operational Operational Develop:rent Developrent , Developrent Develoorent Devel~t.~-

Illinois Operational Operational Operational Operational Operational Operational Operational -iowa:-- --- Irnplerrentation ~errentatioo Irnplerrentation Irnplerrentation Operational Planning PlanniI!9 __ 
___ ~Mic~h~ig~a~nc __ ~~ __ ~ _____ ~~~~lra~ti='onal~~-+~~~i~gn ______ ~~~i~gn ______ f~~~ra~ti='0~na~l __ 1~0per~<a~ti~'0~na=1~_~ 

Nebraska Planning Planninq Planninq Planning No Plans No Plans ~s 
New Jer~ 10000ational Operational Operational Operational Operational I Operational _ . .9Perational 
Ohio Operational Operational No Plans I Operational Operational No Plans _ Planning 

~.-.-9regon I~ati.onal ~rational Operational Operational 
_. Utah _____ ~tional Operational Operational ~rational -- ~onal 
___ 'Yirginia___ 1000rational Operational Operational I Operational I Operational No Plans -- . Operation;ii 

Wisconsin Operational Operational Operational I Operational i Planning N/A _"-:'_I--OperatIonal'-'~ 
'~~T~ Irnplerrentation Irrperrentation Irnplerrentation I Irrplerrentation! IIrplerrentation Irrplerrentation DevelopTent 

.2:... .~ri~9Q.~_ ... _ ~tation Implerrentatioo ~rentation I Irnolerrentation I Implerrentatic<'11. r1!IDJ.§l'enl:.a9&n. ~.errel}ta40n_ 
._ G91orado._ Opera~z::a.l __ Operational"..._~~t4:9!!aL __ 1 Oper!!t:ional I Operational ____________ ~g 

.. _ C;9I)necticut-=--=~lerren~tion Implerrentation No Pl~ __ ~loprent ± Irnolerrel}~?-..Qn_ W!> _ __ . ___ . f-~n~ti~~ 
Q§lli?~~~ .. __ ~ational __ ~E~ti~..!._. ~'ye.!9~t:."_r.:Des/Dev _ _ Deve19~.DL __ lILl\. __ . .... __ ~'y~9prent . 
1j§.~'!iL _. __ .. _ ~!!1:ion<l.l,. . _ ~ra4'2.ru;,L . __ QP.§raSionaL _]__Oper~.t:i~L __ l~gttional_ . __ . __ . _ .. _. _ ~.l'~onal 

_ Ma~.s9~%1uS~!!~ P~~g ___ . _ ~~~'L ____ ~_la::ru-n.'? __ _ Pl.~~ _____ 1 Planning _.. P}~9 Pl~r:g 
~I~Y' Mexico ___ _ __ ._ .___ !'~~...... . _ .. _. ____ ~j.gn ____ . -I-Of§"lIPonal _. PJ.anJ}ing Desj.gn._~_ 
New'{o'rk- Operational Operational Planning Operational' ~ti.:<2~1. ~_!'~~ Ofe!:~ponal 
Ckl~hom'a .' ~ ~[tfc:~C:~~~~nar __ ~ ~~q~~~~=-':L~Eat!~~,:l_.=L~J:~~~~nF~~n~_ ~_ p¢~r~~=. 

3. Aikijnsas . . .... _._._~a!i~nal,. _ !'}~.5L .. __ ~~~tior:a.1 __ ~~a4<2!!al__ _ ... _ . 
DC" J?e~.i~ ____ .. ~~_i~ ____ ~~!i0~l __ ~.-.--- .. _f~~!:i21l'!1 ... .9f>e!:~ti,onal 
Kansas . ~gt!Cl!l~_ f-I!IDl-errentation PJ.!'!OOilE._ __:J~JMJ:1i.nq ____ ; JJ!1pJ.errent<ttion . .Planning.. Design 
iVlaine Pl~g_. __ Planning . __ Plann,i,.!)g.___ ,PlaIlllin<L ____ .~--D.ey.eloprent; Planning DeY.eJ.ofI1"eIlt....-_ 

~1~~~6~a _~~;ria:l~-- .::i~o®L':'l~~UQ~l.~J..==~~~=~=..l}~~ '.:= l'=~~~~~~_: ?~ng 
P~nnsiIva..~ia . PJ.sumi,I}g ... _ ~LatminSL. __ I __ !'lQ_J'l.an!i .. _._ .QP-er-'ltional __ J)perational .. OperationaL._.~ticna.L __ 
Rt1o~el.~?n;L_ ~~'J'! ____ ~~~ __ n_e-!'1-~..9 ___ .1Plan/De~ .. __ ~Pl~9. __ !\lfU~J.~. __ . .PIPDJ)i_~,5L.-: 
Sq~h ~r9,~a=. ~aq~n.a.l.=~gti.QMJ.. __ ~~_~__ I De~~= __ L~.ra--tiqna,J,~~, r _PJ.a('!'igg~-.• ~_ . ~ .. ~~ 

Sore states have separate data ele.'rellt segnents for their lower and upper courts. Other states either have only one trial court 
or only include upper court dispositioos on their OBTS file. For this table the responses on the stages of developrrent for ~ao;er 
and upper court are listed under the broader category "court". If a state specified different stages of developtreut for theu 
1=er and upper courts it is noted in the table as lower court stage of developrent/upper court stage of developre!lt. 

CUOCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSi\ in Septerrber, 1980 (see IIppendix A - Question 17). 
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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 ag~ncies 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 I are those states where data is 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.I 
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 

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

corrections segment data and, in particular state custody/parole 

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). 
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TABLE IV .1: MANNER OF REl?ORI'IN:; oms 

..--

--~--~~==~~"~ BY-PRODUCT OF AGENCY MIS 
DTn"""",v VIA T"""'''''''' ENl'RY WHICH SUPPORI'S APPLICATIO~CCH 

.u=-.",u" ="'CU",,-, IN ADDITION '!Xl STATE oms" 

1. C I C Geo.rgia 
Illinois C I C 

Iowa clc 
Michigan C J C 
Nebraska C . C 

New Jers~ " I C 
Ohio C I C 
Oreqon C I C 

Utah C C 
Virginia C C 

Wisconsin 
W'y"'om~ 

C = Currently 

P = Planned 

I = In Process 

N/A = Not Applicable 

C C 
C C 

C 

C P I 
C C C 
C C 
p P 
C C c 
C C C 

C C 

C C 

C C 
C 

C C C 
C C C 

POLICE 

i ~ i j -~ ~ 
NA -

I II 
C Ic 

c 
P I 
C C 

C 

C 
P I P P P 

CORREX:TIONS POLICE CORREX:TIONS 

I >< I >< 

~ '~ ~ ~ ffi I s 5 a ~ a a a .... 2 

I ~ 11 .~ ~ .... 

1 ~~ ! j \t \t (ji"" ""-1 
~ 

P I P J. I 
P 1 P 

C J 
I , 
! 

P Pip P 

I I J 
P I c ~I 

SCUOCE: Questionnaire on OBTS aclmiru.ster .. ed by the CJSA in Septerrber, 1980 (see Appendix A - Question 8). 
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The survey results further indicated that local arresting 

agencies/police departments are responsible for reporting 

police segment data to the state OBTS (or CCH, if the same) 

Court clerks are generally responsible for reporting court 

disposition data. (In a few states, the prosecutor or state's 

attorney's office has the responsibility for reporting court 

disposition data.) Corrections segment data is generally 

reported by the state department of corrections and/or divi­
sion of parole/probation . 
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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 F 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 mechanism~ 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 individuaV 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.I 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. 
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TABLE V.l: OBTS TRACKING MECHANISM AND OBTS TRACKING ACCOUNT UNIT 

States 

1. California 
~"Georaia 

Illinois 
Iowa 
Michiaan 
Nebraska 
New Jersev 
Ohio I 

OreQon 
Utah 
Virainia 
Wisconsin 
Wyomina 

NA = tbt Applicable 

NR = No Response 

x 

x 
x 

x 

----t------N~ 

x 

x 
x 

x 

OBTS TRACKING MECHANISM 

x 

x 

x 

I 
'Identifiers Available to Link 
;Prior (or Future) Processing 

on the Same Offender 

Currently 

Currentl 

Plannlld 
Cur:t'entl.y 
Currently 

Currently 
Currently 

~lIrr .. n .. l 

Currently 

'1.lay not include tracking throU;h the state corrections ccnponent. 

'I OBTS I ACCOUNT UNIT 

x 

x 
)( 

x 

x 
x 
x 
\I 

" 

x 

x 

x 

v 

SCUBCE: Questionnai:t'e on OBTS administered by the CJSA in Septeroer, 1980 (see Appendix .\ - Questions '20: 
21 & 23). 
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OBTS Tracking Mechanism 

As noted in Table V.l, 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 associatF'j ',,; i th 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.l 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.l 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 is, one 

reporting form (or medium) would be completed which includes 

all the charges placed against an indivi~ual as the result of 

a particular 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). 
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FIGURE V.l: 

All 
Statesa 

Difficulty Expe~ienced By The States 
The Data Element Segments Associated In Linking Together 
Offender Processing With A Given 

123 
(State Groupingsb ) 

[J Have Experienced Difficulty 

am H~ve,Not EXperienced 
D~fhCUTty , 

II Do Not Know/No Response 

FIGURE V.2: Diff~cUlty Experienced By The St t 

15 

12 

III 
Q) 

9 +J 
III 
+J 
C/J 

4-l 6 
0 

'* 3 

Mil, 1 t~ple Trackings Assoc;ated a es In Linking ... With The Same Offender Together 

All 
Statesa 123 

(State Groupingsb ) 

o Have Experie nced Diffi,cul ty 
mn H~ve, Not Experienced 
Wll Dlfhcurty 
• Do Not Know/No Response 

aBased on Responses from 
1 ' the 31 states who indicated they h d 

P ann~ng to implement a state-wide OBTS. a , or were 

b 
The 31 states developing OBTS ' , 
groupings based on the a an capabll~ty were classified into 
Grouping 1 represents th~~~o:~~t!hey are takin~ to ?BTS development. 
a CCH system and reporting to th sc~~e:e O~TS ~s be~ng ex~racted from 
Pfresents th~se states where repo~ting ~~ ~~: ;~~~s: Grou~~ng 2 re-

orms and d~rect terminal e t.' ~s a m~xture of 
where OBTS is a by-product nfry , Group~ng 3 represents those states 

o agency management information systems. 

SOURCE: Survey on O~TS administered by the 
(see Append~x A _ QUestion 22). 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 OETS 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.l 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 reporte~. As noted in Table VI.I, 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 m9st serious charge is reported (5 states) or 

only the most serious charge is selected for inclusion although 

all charge..; are repol: '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.I, 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 CHAR3E INFOR-lATION - OlARGE(S) INCllJDED IN FILE: STAGES AT WHICH 
CHAR3E (S) ARE REroRI'ED 

FOR A GIVEN OFFENDER 
PRCCESSING OBTS FILE : CHAR:;"f,S ARE REroRI'ED Nr THE FOLLCMING STAGES: 

INCIIJDE..S INFORMATION ON: 

1. California pic x x 
Georqia P X I x x " x 

x 'j x I 
1-_~lo~w~a7-___ ~c,,::-ccH~. . C-GBTS 

Michigan I C 
x 
x i 

x 

Nebraska P x 
New Jersey C C x x x x x 
Ohio C x 1 
Oreqon C-cCH C-GBTS x x ! I 
Utah C x x x x 
Virqinia C x x 
Wisconsin C I x x x I 1. 
Wyoming C x x x x x 1 

2. Arizona P x 
Colorado C x x x x 
Connecticut C x x 
Delaware P C x x x x x 

x x x 1-- Hawaii C x x x I 

~~ Mas~ach~sett~r- .. ~P~+i· ____ ·~_~_-+_~_~_t-~_-t_-t~xa~_~!~x~j-_--j 
New Mexlco._ -P~--1----~-~l--:-:-+-+--+---;-;-+~+~+---r~-h;-:--t---~ t- -. -. New YOri('---- C x x x x x x 

- - --- -Oklahoma C I x x x 
= -:.-: ':- --~-~~ ~ - -~~ --

3. Ar:<ansas 
r- . DC'" --- . .., C i I 

x c 

- ... -Kansas' ---- --.lP~-l-.--':'-+--ll---:'lx+-f---!--' .-;x:-r.;x:-t'-+-+.!!x'-j-----t--j--i 
I- ~'_~ne -~~--·----p~-~-~--+-~~~x~-+_-+_.!!x~~x~r__t-_i.-_r-_r-_t--_j 

t
-_~and---_I-' C x x 

Minnesota --.+-~C:---l----+-_!l_-_;;___l_+-+...:~~. +-v-+~I--hx;-f--i;--jlr-----"I 
- Pennsylvania I--_c_ ----t- .~I_....::X__l_-I---+......::4-X:.:......1_-+---+-__t_-_r_.-+;------1 _-= .. Rhode !slan? -_I-_L_I-- I x I I 

_~=-=-"~2~!~ Carolina _ =c~. ,,b====--d=db=:bd:=d:==:b=====±::=±::=!:::==:!b::.="====,.,; 

aOnly the state corrections corrponent of the OBTS in New M:xico is currently operational. 

C = CUrrently 

P = Planned 

SOUFCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in Septerrber, 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.l, 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 
sta·tes) . 

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 Eor 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, 68% 

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 
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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 

0.. 0.. 
;::1 ;::1 
~ Jl:: ~ III 0 0 ~ Z III 0 0 ~ 0+1 r-l "- 0+1 r-l 

+1...:l OJ III t:: +1...:l OJ III 
;::1 tJl ro ~ ~ ;::1 tJl ro ~ 
ill OJ +1.," tJl 0 ill OJ +1'," tJl 

r-l tJl :> tJl r. r-ltJl:>tJl 
-.0''" 0 0 ~ tJl -.0',"00 tJl o III :< >-I >-I 0 r. OJ o III :< >-I >-I 0 OJ 

Z ::l >< ZE-tfilAlCJ Z States >< ZE-tfilAlCJ 

1. California x x 
Georaia x x 
Illinois x x 
Iowa x x 
Michiaan x J( 

Nebraska x x 
New Jersey x x 
Ohio x x 
Oreaon x x 
Utah x x 
Virqinia x x 
Wi~consin x X 
Wyoming x x 

~: Arizona x x 
Colorado x 1--- x 

J( Connecticut x e-- - x Delaware x 1-- --
X 1-_. ____ Haw~_ x . 

x X I- ____ M.?_ssach~set!~ 
x x New MeXICO 

1---- ------ .-- .. 

-I--~-. X - - - J~.e~yor~__ _ 
x x 

1.=--. g~t~~~~~~~ == = 

x x 3. -,,~rKC!~~§§_ .. __ I-- - -
X 

-
DC x l- .. _- ~-x - x Kansas-

1-- - -Maine-- -~-~--

x 
1------ --M2!Y!ancf __ .~~-- x x --- -

x Minnesota ~-- --. 
.?}-nnsYIVania . ~ x X 1-- 1---. 

y 1-... - Rhode Island I--L--
x . So~llJ Ca~~I~~~-" x -- - -. --- - ---------

NR No Response 

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A -
question 28). 

- 68 -

1 I 

1 

Jl:: 
Z 
"-t:: 
~ 
0 
t: 
~ 
r. 
::l 

--

--

x 

--

I 
j
i 

i 
11 

~ 
~ 

I 
f ~ 

·1 

I . tl 

H 
,~ 

I 

r 
f 

I 

TABLE VI. 3: DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE TYPES INCLUDED IN STATE LEVEL OBTS SYSTEMS 

r-l 
111 
:> 
111 
>'l 

>,+J 
c: UI 
o (J) 

r-l ~ 
111 k 
r....: 
r-l III 

States r-l'..-I ..: :> 

1. California C 
Georqia 
Illinois 
Iowa P 
Michiaan C 
Nebraska C 
New Jersev 
Ohio 
OreCion 
Utah 
Virainia 
Wisconsin -

_Wyoming 

2. Arizona P 
Colorado -

-I-y Connecticut 
- -

J-. ____ Qelaware C 
1-_ ... Hawaii . C 
1-_ ... _.M.~s_sachusettsl_ C 
1-__ . _New ~~xic~ __ ._ .. _~._ 

New York -
Oklahoma--- .--~ 

.. - :: ; -=-- -- ~";:-=-==: -

3. Arkansas C 
'- DC---...... ---- -- --- f..-----

- - 'Kansas"---' ---
I---

P - riiii:iine---- - ---
- --p-. _. 

~~:i~YJaf!(r -=~~ - .. ---. Minnesota ___ ...s;; ___ 
: . _·:.~pe_nnsylvania-· 

'--Rhode Island p 
- -. - Souiti Carolina- c 
=-.=-~ -: --=:---:-::-:-';~':::-=-~'=:_;;"2:. ~ 

C Currently 
P Planned 

N/R No Response 

--

Offenses Included (to be Included) 

'1j 
111 

r-l +J +J 111 c: ~ UI :> • ..-1 0 111 (J) ~ ~ c: k >'l 0 Alr-l III k 
~ 111 ~ ..: >, +J +J 111 :> 

c: UI c: t7>111 111 III 0 111 (J) c: >'l '0 '..-1 r-l k IS '..-1 UI :> 111 k +J r.. >, '..-1 r....: u c: ::;:r-l 
'..-1 >,0 111 r-l 1lI'1j r-lr-l r-l :> r-l • ..-I c: c: 111 r-l 111 ..: :> H or.. ":>'l 

C P 
p 

C 
C P 
C P 

C 
C 
C 
C 
C 
(' 

C 

P P P 
C 
C C 

C C 
C C (' 

P P P 
C 

C C 

D 

C P 
D 

C 
c -. 

C 
P 

p 

aAny offense submitted with fingerprints will b~ included 

in State OBTS 

UI 
c: '1j 

'-0 11Ir-l 

~ ~ ~ +J 111 
c: :> o 111 • ..-1 111 

c: k UI k >'l 
III ~ 

~k (J) ..: ~ 
IS 0 111 0 
111 III t7>c: 
'0 '..-1 c: c: III 
UI :> 0 • ..-1 111 

'..-1 '..-1 r.. IS ::;:r-l+J 111 
~.~ >''0 r-l r-l UI 

r-l 111 • ..-1 c: '..-1 
":':')tJ 0::;: 

P 

D 

C 
C 
P 

,., 

,., 
C 
C 
,., 

P P 

C 
r ,., 

(' 

P ,., 
r r 

D __ 

(' 

r 

r 
p 

C 

Offenses Other 
Than Felony or 
Misdemeanors 

Excluded 
(to be Excluded 

from State 
OBTS 

~ 
111 .Q 

.s::: III 
+J 111 0 0 >< z 

P x 
v 

ca x 
x 
x 

x 
y 

" 
,.,a 

y 

x 
x 

,., 
,., . x -

x 
x . 
x 

ca 
- .. _---,., -

x 
-. ---. J( 

,..a y 

X -. .-

- x 
--- -x--. 

.. ----- J( 

._---X...-
v .. ,.. _N/R 1---

C y' 

.. J( --x . 

bIn general, the types of offenses excluded are violations of local ordinB~~es, non felony traffic, 
certain low-level misdemeanors 

SOURCE: Questionaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A-questions 
29&30) . 
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OBTS files. The most cornmon 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 V~.4 identifies the st&tes 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 mechanis~n 

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 
releases to other agencies (1 state), appellate dispositions 
(2 states) and violation of probation/term of probation ended 
(l state). 
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TABLE VI.4: SPECIAL DISPOSITIONS REPORTED TO OBTS -
DISPOSITIONS EXCLUDED FROM OBTS 

Dispositions Reported 
(or Planned to be Reported) 

to OBTS 

'Police Disposition· 
Where Charges are Prosecutor 

Dropped and Disposition of 
Offender Released Decline to 

by Police Prosecute 

Grand Jury DispositLon 
of Ignored, 

No True Bill, 
Indictment Quashed 

Special Dispositior.s Excluded 

Dispositions (Not Described 
to Left) Which are Excluded 
for, OBTS or for Which no 
Reporting Mechanism Exists 

to Collect 

States YES NO 

1. x 
x 

x --'~~~----~--~------~--~------r---~.~----~----~~;-----~~ 
~ x 

)( 

x 
x 

2. Arizona ---I---.-:x~----+--~-----+---~~----1t------t---...,x'-----t 
- -----Colorado I---N!A.----t-----'''------+----......!!i.L...t:..----.jIIe--~---I----<)('---_t 
-- ----Connecticut N/A .. t------4--'X---l 
------Oelawafil- x ____ -+-_~:L.:..:. ____ /-__ __"_'_'_=_ ____ '----_ •• -+~ __ ... x __ _f 

----- Hawai-i ----.-. x ---+-....!!.-----f---.!.!-.-----;. __ + _____ -'-'-x_--I 
= .. -~~ss§.~Jlu.:s§ft~_r_-N/-A- ----f----""-------t-----'-''----- :.1'_ .--.-. . x __ 
_ ~~~M~'5Lco _____ -----N.!1L------t-----"!.L£3'------t----...... <...o.....---- __ . ___ -L_ 

New York N!A ~ ____ <{ .. ----. --- .. ----1----------- '----11-------
9!<l'!hom}~_.,__=~ _2< ,x =-= 

3. 

N/A = Not applicable 

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A -
questions 31&32). 
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SECTION VII: OBTS Data Elements 

This section of the survey was designed to id~ntify 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.l 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 dat'a elements for inclu­

sion 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 standards. 

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 sU0mission 
data element reporting standards were not available when their 
OBTS system was initially developed. 
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DATA ELEMENTS INCLUDED IN STATE OBTS 

~ ~ a .... a .... 
::l ::l 
U U 
OJ OJ 

g !II 
a 
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t .j.J '" .... 
"- u .... 

!II !II 
a c 
~ a 
~ 

.j.J .... '.-1 
U U .... 

OJ U 
U 

~ ~ ~ • .-1 ,... 
~ f a 1 

'" 

OJ U 
U ~ ~ OJ 

'.-1 OJ OJ ~ ,... :J C. ~ 
0 a c. 0 

'" ~ ::> u 

1-. i--I-x--

NR 
I 

x ! 
i 

x xl 
"I 

Ix I 
: 

, 

N~ 
; 

NR 
; 

! '-i'r"X~-+_ 
X! x' x x 

x 
I 

~-

_lL. 
X 

I-

-
X 

2. Arizona __ Did ~ bt Use i ther 'I x I 'I ..x..~~~ x . 
Colorado - - x , --!-.. 1=--' -"". 
Crt x I f-X 1 x-WLf-x-p.' -.. -.---~-- r-" __ 1-_ 1--: onn!,!c ICU ___ --~--- ---I--x x xl.lL L~+--' __ ;~ ____ I" ____ 1-__ 

- Delaware x t-- x x-r- x I x I . 1-""1 __ .. ~':'-·. 4-t-f--j ,.... Haw~ _.___ x - 'L I , 

,-- -¥a_~achus_~!1~ __ ..lL__ x I + ' tx::1 '_:~;_-'_. _____ I-_ 
--- New Mexico .. .,l{ ___ I-X ! -f--f-x- ----;--.--1 I P.r- - ----

f-- --'NewYOrk"- -. x I- ---~'f-- --I--'t--'r ':.lLJ-!(-!)Lr,--rT __ -;_. ______ _ 
-".~:-Q~l~§dlf~. -=-~~-- -- x : x - o~ '--~ -t, x ~~"==;-t: It"t~or.'j*,'''=-':''-'''"'' --.... ~~.-

Arl.K_"'.:n.s.,a.s x I ~_ ~+_~_ ___ _~ __ *._j- .... ~_,;... __ '. __ . ""." ~. - ----.----_'':'--.. , " . r I x x _.-. DC x x u- Jo.. - •• - ~--. '--re' _~ ,_~ .. _._ .. ~.. , .. 
K-·'··"' - .. ,--X-- x T'--!--, I-:J' X Xj x .. 4 ... L __ .:. .. ___ "1-- __ 
"" at:1~as._ ..... --1-.. ----- -- 1---1--1- +-- --.J--. ---- .- I ~ [r '. _ _ __ 
Maine __ 1'_. __ x _ " _ lL.~t-JL -- ---.. ,--- ... ..• ·1'- . t-

, "" Malaii"d - , x "-;;- iX-wcwc ,-"- - f- - r-- - "" '>"' - """""" ""-- 'r-"j1in~scifa- -.- --NR--c...- NR ~R R I .lR _. -bt-_Nl!L "'j- !.l"!} .---_.!:.. • _l':Ir-.I- .. -

.. 'PennsvlVania ." --i~~:~ _ x x x x x x - - - '-]' - ~ -L~ 'Et~ ~f--I---... --- . __ .. '..1______ ~. X x t x .. - 1--+-'-' 
. 8h.od~_lslaD.d ........ ;<'._1- x._ 1---+-'- _ ~ ;;- -- -.- . '_I ... . ___ .. 

- - South Carolina,. . 2'-- x x x _ ..fi. ..l>._ ' __ ~~_. ~=_ . _ b .. 
-~~-:-..:-. ~~=~---=-!~ ~ -~-

NR = No Response 

a A l' ting of the SEARCH Technical Report #4 data elements is included in Appendix A (see last 
pag~SOf OBTS questionnaire). The BJS National OBTS tape submission data elements are noted 
on the listing. 

SOURCE: 

rt / 

Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A -
questions 33&34). 
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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 segmen·ts 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 one 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 r.eporting 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 en 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 m' COURT SEGMENTS 
(SEPARA'l'E-LOHER & UPPER CT, COMBINED) 

AND CORRECTIONS SEGMENTS (e.g., PROVIDE 
FOR MORE THAN ONE CYCLE) IN STATE OBTS 
DATA BASES 

State OBTS Data Base 
Includes (or Plans to Include) 
Element Segments for the 
Lower Criminal Court and Upper 
Criminal Courta 

Data 

Corrections Data Element Segment 
Provides (Plans to Provide) 
for Ability to 
Report and Maintain Information 
on More Than One Correction Cycle 
Associ&ted With a Single Offender 
Processing 

i-_States Yes No N/A Yesb No 

- 1. California X X 
Georqia x* 
Illinois x x 

x* r-- Iowa 
Michigan 

X 
X X 

Nebraska X* -
New Jersey X X 

X 
X 

r--~ 
Ohio 
Oregon 

X 
x 

Utah X X* 
~ -

Virginia X X 
x 
X 

r--' Wisconsin_ 
W~oming _ 

X 
x 

x 
x 

2. Arizona __ I--_-=-:.x __ -+ ________ _ 
_~=COTOraao--_ ' X -E-If-----'.:>..------lf----------I 

X 
")( 

)( 

. ____ Qonneclicut 1---____ I--___ .+-_._--.:x=--~ ____ . _ _I4_----"'---------_+------ ~ 
Delaware x -

-.~-. Hawaii --·----I---x::.:.---+------+--·---------u-----''''----·--I--·------· 
- .. ~ MassactiiJsetts-lgtillin' hl . ~,annlnq s~a~g~e~. _________ ~ ____________ ~-----------"--Nev/Mexlco-- -- --x*-- '-'- ----X 

X 
- -~ New York -~.-.-. -'-~~-'-'-+--'''''x:-::-----l-! --.---- ------H------...!.!'-------- --.-------~~-~--. 

n ,QY<iah~~i~ .~~: -__ :~:.. _ ; X ,,---I+------~----.+----.----------X =~==~==t=-========*===,========,==.;:===*l========~--------·--~--~-~·~~~======~-.==~~ 

X 
! 3. Arkansas x ! DC'- , ... ~ ~ --- -- -- -',-1- -~'x,---·--,f---- -~---'---- +----.....:x~-

1----._----- -< - .. Kansas ~ . ----.-=--~.-~=I- ___ 4! ____ ...:X~ __ ._. ___ _"--.--~X.~-_,---
~a_l~~-.~~ --~~' --~-=~~--I--=X.:..---ll--------'-----H---- yot t---- --. -.-~ r- -"-----.-.- -1---. -.----------

n·_ MM-~-ryla'O'<1t------ ____ X_._. ----X---+i----------t-l.----.. X* . ____ . ____ . ___ ~ 
I ~Q.~So C! __ . _. ~ ______ ,_ 1-__ __--'X:. ____ -I 

I- - ,.P.~l'I)?.Y~~!Jll!._ --- .l5 ..... f--.---}------___ -»-___ ~x_* _______ t__---------------__ 
Rhode Island x* -.. __ .. ~ ---- -.. - -- -~. - .. -I-.---------4\'-------.----«------.ti...-.----II--.---------

="" ~ _. S'?u!h_Q~[~'lDa~=~"'~~-. ~x~-=.~l=====:!-========db===dXb===_=-.b"'========l 
* Planned 

iUA = Not applicable/only one trial court in state 

-------------

st. tes may only il110CwleUdre the di~position.and related information from the court of final d;spos;-
Ll~n (either upper or ) on the OBTS f 1 ~ ~ 
ed in the OBTS file. These are typ-t~allY hald~sd tIn °hther states only felony processings are includ· 

b. . • n eat e upper court level. 

~~~~~~i~~o~:~~~~~;~:~~~~:~~~:~~~~!~!~~~:~ict~Tp!~!~~~~!~~ifedidt~Ot;osnthai~lgly~~i;~i~n~~rr~~~~:s:~~g~a~~:a~~_ 
lnfo t 1 ~ ~ , some stRtes may maintain this 
. rmat:~on separa e y on an OBSCIS file. Hence a response of "yes" does not necessarily imply that 
!nfOrmatlon on more than one corrections cycle is readily available' it simply means that the correc­
':"':s component of the OBTS provides for its receipt and maintenanc~ either directly on the OBTS 
lndlrectly on ~n OBSCIS or equivalent system. or 

SOGRCE: Questir:mnaire on OBTS administered by thf.: CJSA in Sept., 1980 (see Appendix A- questions 35&3r 
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SECTION VIII: Timeliness of OBTS Data Reporting and File Update 

Reporting Requirements 

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 s·tate 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 

report:'::lg of arrest and disposition information in support of their 

state OETS (or CCH if supported by the same data collection effort) 

and 2 states are planning or in the process of drafting such re­

quirements. 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 draftinq 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). In 21 states an offender's processing is included 

- 77 -

, 



a 'REPORTING OF ARREST AND DISPOSITION TAB
LE VIIL1: REQUIREl>lENTS GOVERNING ~H~BTS AND THE TIMELINESS WITH WHICH INFORMATION IN SUPPORT 0 

DISPOSITION EVENTS MUST BE REPORTED 

- ---~---

Requirements Governing 
the Reporting of Arrest . 
and Disposition Informat~on 

Requirements Governing ~he . . 
Timeliness With Which D~spos~t~on CCH 

Events Musttd BebyRePS~~~e~a~~ ~~ife~~ion effort) (if suppor e 

Illinois ~ x 

Yes/Planned No 

Stat~e~s~~~====]:====~x ___ ~ __ ======~==========~x~========4=================~ 0-_ 1. _California x x 
Yes/Planned No 

x 

- Wyoming x 

2. Arizona x ==±=~x==n===±x ==±======~l ~ C~ol!.!:!o~r~a~d~o~:---_H:---__ --')( x _ r----Connecticut ___ r--' __ ....:x:.: ___ -t-_ x 
r--- -Delaware -- x - X x r - .. ----- .. x _ _ 

HawaII --- .. -'~---~~===1=====XL--_-H-------=========t==. __ ~_----1L ______ ._ 
t-- - ~~s_s_a91~sett~_ I x ___ .-X---.-----

J 
~~w "!'ll<'SO ___ j __ - x _ x __ u, 

; N~'!'-.Y9r~-t-~- -- x ______ v ______ ._ . __ ,' O~~i}~m~ - ,.~-, _=~i,===,====t== -A- _ 

- 3. Arkansas .- ------- ---I-------::~---'--... -------- ____ . ..x ___ ~~=--~~j 
- DC-------- --- -.--.-.x---t--~L--------y-x -~- ~-__ =§-_-, 
- ~~~i§.. ______ -----x ~C-------tt-----~xx~====--r-, ______ , ____ _ ~ ~~g~~~4 ~ ~~--= ~~----:<x~'~ -:=--=~~~t=-=-=-=-=-=~y-=-=-=~-_-~~i-_-_-_'-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-xoo.=-=~~=-~==-==j====--.=-lL ___ ----. -. Minnesota --. -------- - _ x 
'-- Pe'nnsyTvanl9-_ -f--. ===~X~===jN~/~R~===~i==-- NLR..= _____ .. _____ _ ----'REede IslaDQ. __ --=- -~-~-~~t:I~====:rC=====:;;x~====b===== 1-. -. ~!?~f~~~rg'!.n.~~ 1:- _==~ =.:;. -: 

a
. h they exist or are planned, are typically Requ~rements were in the form of legislation 

administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A SOURCE: Questionaire on OBTS 
questions 37&38). 
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(or planned to be included) on the OBTS at the point of arrest 

or other entry to the system and is updated from time to time 

as the offender proceeds to final disposition (i.e., "open and 

closed
ll 

records are maintained on the OBTS dat=! base). 

The frequency of updates to the state OBTS data bases (or 

data bases from which OBTS is derived) varies across the states. 

About 40% of the states update daily, followed by weekly (10%), 

monthly (6%), quarterly (10%), and as data is received (10%). 

In the remainder of the states, updates to the OBTS data base 

(or the data bas~ from which OBTS is derived) varies by compo-

nent, is unknown, or not applicable (e.g., manual data collec­

tion efforts). In general, the states Who update their files 

daily are those states where OBTS is extracted from the CCH 

data base and the updates are made to the CCH files. Table VIII.2 
summarizes the abOve results. 

With respect to the timeliness of the data on the OBTS data 

bases, almost 60% of the state OBTS respondents indicated that 

final court dispositions were reported to their OBTS files within 

three months of their occurrence, about 16% said it takes less 

than 6 but more than 3 months, and 6% said they would need to 

wait more than 6 months after the close of a year to be assured 

of receiving all final court dispositions on "offender track­

ings" that were terminated that year. The remaining 19% of the 

states could not currently specify the nUmber of months delay 
between disposition and receipt on OBTS file. 

It shOUld be mentioned that the responses on timeliness of 

reporting final court dispositions may have been made based on 

the existence of state statutory reqUirements governing the 

timeliness of reporting data in support of the OBTS (or CCH if 

supported by the same data collection effort). While the time 

frame might be true in theory, it may not generally be true in 
practice. 
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TABLE VIII. 2: FREQUENCY OF OB'1'5 FILE UPDATE 

r-'" -------.,~S-t-a-g-es-i-n-'P-ro-c-e-s-S-in-g-a-t-r-ilh-i-C-h-U-p-d-:-a-t-e-s ~A:-r-e~l4-ad=-e:-1 

Offender's Processing is 
, included on OBTS 

IOffender's Processing at Arrest or other OBTS Data Base (or Data Base 
not added until final Entry and is updated which OBTS is ~arived) is ! Court Disposi tion as offender proceeds I 

! has been reported to final Dispos i tion upda ted: ._ _ .... _ .. 
~t~._. ----I- ______ \5§ektL ____ .. 

1. California -- ~urrently Planned -- __ ~'!Qntj1J.:L _____ . --1

1 

t-- Georgia Curren tl y bE; _B.e..9.e.J •. 'leg_. __ 

:rorr 

I---Illinois Planned Uni<nowlL ____ . ____ ._ 1------- . -currently 'J. 
Iowa Currently .__ Q<u '1 __ .. _ _ _ _ _ ..• , 

- Michigan _____ I-__ Planned ______ -"Je_d;.ly_____.J 
t--- Nebraska --f-. Q'j._ "",r!:L __ 
I--'New Jers~_~~ _________ -j ____ Currently ------.--O;i.J. __ 

Currently --. f------ --'--'A;- Recei'/E L-_-::O~h=io~ _____ I-_____ Currently ____ ._ .. _ -'03.-'- _._ 
I-------;Q!.E!9.Q!l-- -1---------- ~::':E..~ tly ____ 1-__ __ _ __ . _-:-.' _. 
.---~ --- --- --.------------- _ Currentu ____ '---___ .• _ .. _ . .D~. ___ ._ 
r-- V" - ---------- -, Da1.1..:L 1-__ ~.9.!!lI£...,..... __ 1----,---- Cl1r"'entl~_':"' ___ t--__ . "'" __ . __ ._ __ _ .... 

Wisconsin I-- ------- -.- 1 -=~,,-:lj.ii;.,..,.--,~ .• ~.~ -Wyo~LQfb":"_.= ==- ~: ;.: -====t==.=~-- (;;J.!~_r~n,1;.J,:b. "'- '~~~--- r===-==~= 
Planned _____ .. _ . ___ .. ~'- Arizon~ - - - - --- --.. - .--Pi;~";;-j:;;d . 

I- _,.golorad~ __ . --..... -.---- -- --.. ..- -cu;r~;'t!.:L~ .. ___ . 
I- Connecticut .. . _ . __ _ 
I---·-·Delaware·---· -- --. ;ii~_~~.n __ ~- .. :~--~- -~ ~ .. 

--~I:i?~~r - . .. _ ,_ 
Massachu59tts 

t- . New MeXICO 
t- - NeW-York 

I-

Okia~qma 

~. ArKansas 
DC 
:<ansa? 
'vlaine 
~a-,y[c0d 
Minnesota 
-Pennsyl~a~_i?: 
Rhode Island 

t- . South Carolina' 
Il;--::. -:..:- ... '~~ .. -__ • 

. C:i.:rie~tiy 
Cu'rrentiy 

~::. . ~ -:...""':".: -

a utah ~s currently under backlog 

? la~n~d*_ 
?.!.anne_d 

Pl,annec 

. -:urrent.ly __ 
?.!.anned . 
?~annec 

c 

b.~.r.\.:ansas ;nanualli' collects 05T5 data e'/er,! t'IlC years 

_Qai1:j 
_2u.a ;te.r:l·! 
[Jaili' 
Daily 

Dai:y 
uai l~' 
Dai1.i' 

3i-"lear!j,b 
Daily 
'';n}:no·,;n 

'':nknO'.,m 
~uarter :"'/ 
~-1o.nt.h..!..:! 
;'.5 ?oeee i "le~ 
Daily 
~'~ee~1:4tjn ch 

_ ..• 1 
I 
I 

- ---I 
I 

--i 
.. ! 

I 

1 

~ IQ ~ =~~r~s, _aw c-o,·t'- Carol.' 1.-~a c'ces r.o~ ~., a1.~.,tai:-, an OETS dat_a ba~e, ?_er se. , Ra tr-.er each co~p'?cn~an:. ~;. ~~~c%ed lSl.::~ 
• • l ., • - •• 1 I"! ':if=ender I S ?rCCe5s ... n.... _ .4 .... ~nfo~cer.:entJ· maintains ::heir o'.on si'stem. ~ I: ?ee~. ~:' an 

the °,o/ar:-ant ~ which ap;.ears :;n eacn cc~po .. ent. 5 _l .... _. 

SOCRCE: ~~est10nnai~e ~n 0BTS .. l" J ac·.~.1.~.·1.5tered b'J ~he CJS~ in Septe~er, 
~uestions ]9;40;. 
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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 court dispositions to the 

state OBTS files and the reason(s) for the current reporting 

levels. SpeCifically, the states were asked to specify the per­

centage of their total FY 1979 arrests which were reported and 

included on their OBTS files and the percentage of offenders dis­

posed of by their courts in FY 1979 for which final court disposi­

tions had been reported and included on their OBTS files. 

Reporting of Arrests 

Figure IX.l displays the estimated level of reporting of 

arrest data to the state OBTS files. As indicated in this figure, 

only 11 of the 31 states developing an OBTS capability had more 

than 90% of their total FY 1979 arrests (required to be reported 

for OBTS or CCH purposes) reported to their state OBTS; 3 of the 

states indicated that 71-90% of the required arrests were re­

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

were reported. The remaining states indicated that less than 50% 

of the required arrests were reported (4 states), that they did not 

know but it was less than 90% (1 state), that they did not know 

(1 statej, or that they were not sufficiently far along in their 

state's OBTS development to specify or that the question did not 
apply (5 states). 

Of the 25 states who specified some level of arrest reporting 

to their OBTS file, about two-thirds made their estimate based on 

a comparison of the number of known arrests received to other 

state arrest figures or based on the percentage of arrests which 

were expected to be received (e.g., 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 yet required to re­

port due, for example, to phased implementation of the OBTS 
system. 
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FIGURE IX.I: Estimated ~~evel· of Rep' orting of 
OBTS Filesd Arrest Data to State 

If 

6 States % of l~rres'!-s R __ ~_-.;.;:e:£p:..:o:.:r::..:t::..:e:::..:_a~~ 

D~30% 
E3 31-50% 

_51-70% 

~7l-90% 

II1II90+% 

. 11 States~1I1I1I1I1I 
[LID Don I t Know but Less Than 90% 
rr"ro 

,"". 

States rb:±1 Don I t Know 

1 
State 

'n"'!lT'l I.ULU.Ul No Response/Not Applicable 

a 
Based on responses from the 31 st~tes 
were developing, an OBTS system.' who indicated they had, or 

SOURCE: 
Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in 
1980 (see Appendix A - Question 42). September, 
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Table IX.l summarizes the above results for each state. 

Reporting of Court Dispositions - Upper Court 

Figure ~X.2,A 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 were 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 disposition 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 rX.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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+-~~~~~~~R~e~~rted 

14J "" 

% of Arrests 

I rJ{J rJ{J rJ{J 

:;1 0 0 0 
III r-- '" I I I 

:1 Basis for Ii Reason for Reporting 
;_, __ ~E~s~t~i~_aTt~e~I~I~L~ev~e~l~ __ -c _________ ~ 

Ul 
OJ 

i I § I-l '§ , 
'''; 0 I'''; 0 I-l 

::l 
0'1 

.c:.,,; 
4Jr:., 
'''; 
~4J 

Ul 
Ul ~ OJ 
Ul o I-l 
OJ Ul I-l 
::l '''; o:I! 
t!) I-l 

10 I-l 
4J 0. OJ 
Ul ~.c: 

I-l 
OJ 
.c: 

t..-l 4J4J 
.";..-1 .~'tl 
'tl 10 'tl OJ 
Ul Ull-l 

'''; 0'1 ''';'M 

I ~ ~ Ul I-l::l 
::l'M4J ::l0' 
I-J4JUlII-JOJ 
u~~ u~ 

'''; 0. I-l 'M 4J 
4-1 OJo:I! 4-IOJ4J 

c:, QJuo QJ 
OJ4J~ QJ4JO,.c: ':t IE~ 

~ !~"I~ <'11 States ..-I ..-I ..-I 
<'1 III r--

OJ 04J 4J 
Pl uo a 

'''; ~ I'M >,I-l I-l 

&:£ ~ i(~&.~ b 
1, California x 

I ! , 
! x X 1 , 

;x 
Georqia x X I I X X i 
Illinois x x X 

Iowa x I X x 
Michiqan x x i X 
Nebraska x x I X 

New Jersev , X x I IX 
Ohio ; x I X 

OreQon I I X ' 1 x 'X . 
Utah I X X , , i X 
Virginia I X X ! x 
Wisconsin x ! X , X 
Wyoming I x , X I 

I !x ! 
X l 

X 
r-__ ~C~o~lo~r=ad~o~·~ __ +-~_-l-__ rX __ ~~\ __ ~~~ __ ~~-+ __ ~ ____ .~ __ ~I~X~ ______ 4 

Connecticut 1 x il -------NA--:-. --i 

Delaware ; X ; x I NR ! 

Hawaii 1--~-----t~;~X~!~-t--+---~;~~~X~t-----.-__ -r1 ~x ____ . __ _ 
M h tt : 'T7\ I NA I: _____ a --

f--- as~ac L!~~ =-+=-==---_ ~t-=::r. -. - , --- NA +--------tr-------.:.::,:....~-...::...-___j 
~ _ .. _ f'!ew 1\1exic~_._ ---------- NFl __ .l.. ___ - --- NA "1__ : ----- NA !-----a 
1-_ -. _Jiew Y9,rK _____ f----_~~~~~~~~:-~~j~X:~!'=-~~t~~__lt-HI---+-:~~X~~:I-~-=--=:I-=--~X-=-_=____=_:__=_~~~:~--=---=---=--=:-----
1= .. ~:. 9~ta~0!11a _ I X I ,! X ,X -, -----

: , ' II I !:! 
_~._ Arkansas I X I 1. i 'x,, ----r NA L ___ _ 
- D-C--- - - - ~--=t- --1-----..------
_ n __ • ____ ... ___ ._ ---------, NA ------ - II -~ NA ~-- '; ----- NA ;.-----0:1 

Kansas 1 X I X . II X I _u! - ----
f---··-Maine------ -1-------- NA --.,----L---I--:::::t-NA---- r---=---~-NA-;:.:.---a----

~~~~-M~rylanL-=-==-: ' j : ~ pi I X ._ 
'----- __ Mlnl!,esota __ .. ' I X : ! I -- X 11---- NR--=-__ Pennsylvania~· X I: X i' ---l--x----
f- ___ Rhode Island_ -- -----, NA --7 - - NA -- r -----j- NA r--- -Q 

,=_.pou!h Caroli'la-- -j I . X . X -:=1-x-r- : 

aArrest data is not yet being reported/OBTS still in the planning or design stage 
b Only felonies are included on the OBTS data base 

SOURCE: Questionaire administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (See Appendix A-questions 4: 
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FIGURE IX.2A: Estimated Level of Reporting of Final Upper Court 
Dispositions to State OBTS Filesa 

3 states 

% of Dispositi.ons Reported -
Upper Court 

c=J~30% 

E--·131-50% 

.. 51-70% 

§:§171-90% 

~i190+% 
LIIIJ Don't Know but Less Than 90% 
IT""l rTt:i::1 Don't Know 
rn:rr:TT1 No R /"1 t A I' bl !_~.:l.IW esponse 1.0 pp ~ca e 

FIGURE IX.2B: Estimated Level of Reporting of Final Lower Court 
Dispositions to State OBTS Filesa 

a 

% of Dispositions Reported -
Lower Court .=-==----------

31-50% 
State ~ 
~ 51-70% 

~~:-:-':=I 71-90% 
.,I'I',t r, 

, ... ;-. I 

. I ; t • 

,...:. • .! ... 

90+% 

Don't Know but Less Than 90% 

~':' .. : ; : Don't Know 

;~j'::-::~: No Response/Not Applicable 

Based on responses from the 31 states who indicated they had, or 
were developing, an OBTS system. 

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 
1980 (see Appendix A - Question 44). 
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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%, and 
17% simply did not know. 

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 

, of Dispositions Reported 

:1 
71-llover 31-1 51-

430\ 50\ 70\ 90\ 90\ 

I 
I 
! 
I 

U U,u u U U U U " U 
U UIU U U U U U U U 

k k k k k .. k .. k .. 
" " " " " " " " " " :- 0., :- 0. ;. 0. :- 0. :- 0. 

0., 0 0. 0 0. 0 c. 0 c. 0 
>-l Q >-l Q >-l Q >-l Q >-l Q States 

1. Callfomia X 

Georgja X X 
Illinois 'x x 
Iowa X i 
Michigan x 
Nebraska \ 
New Jersev !! x x 
Ohio ! x 
O~on oX x 
Utah 'x x 
Virginia 
Wisconsin x 
wypmina 

Don't 
Know 
But 
.t!. 90\ 

U U 
U U .. k 

" " :- 0. 
0 c. 
>-l Q 

X 

I 

x x 

I 

Don't 
I 

Know 

I 

ul U 
U U, .. k 

" " :- 0. 
0 c. 
>-l Q 

Basis for Estimatei Reason for 
Reportj ng Level 

x 
, I I i I I II ! 
X X :xlx' I , I 

X x xb LX : X 
,'x x xix J 

II x'; Jx 
x I IX ,: I Ii 

x x 
x x, I ,. : I' I X X " 

x ! Ix ': i ; 
x Xi. I~ I J ; 1x x 

; x X I; X x I IIX 

x X A. Ian lyilin nibw!1 II I i 
" 'l!\ I ,a, lx. 

x x J i I JL x IX 'i '! 

~ II i x x I:; II ilx x 
2. Arizona x x XJl I I I ! ii J .i !I 

L • Lower Court 

U • Upper Court 

SOURCE: admi nistered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A -Questionnaire on OBTS 
questions 44&45). 
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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 

wnether 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 Contr0l 

As indicated in Table X.l, fifty-eight percent of the states 

developing an OBTS capability currently perform edits (e.g., 

check format, cod ins 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 volume 

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 
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TABLE X.l: DESCRIPTION OF OBTS DATA QUALITY CONTROL PROCEDURES BY COMPONENT 

TYPES OF EDITS PERFORMED 
ON DATA ELEMEN'rS 
REPORTED TO OBTS 

TYPES OF MAN.j\GEMENT/ 
EXCEPTION REPORTS PRODUCED 

FIELD STAFF 
ARE PRESENT 

TO ASSIST 
REPORTING AGENCIES 

States 

i-I 
<ll 

..c: ..., 
o 

<ll 
<:: 
o z o z 

1. Califomia C C C C C 1 x 
Georaia C C C i P C X 
Illinois C C C C C i X ~'--~Io~w~a~------~--+-~c~~~~~+---~--r-~p~-t----~p~---i---tl-:-xt---t-------1 
Michiqan c C I C I }{ 

Nebraska c I P I 

New Jersey C C C C I }{ 

Ohio C C r. v 

Oregon c c c C C ; xa 
Utah C C C C i l( 

Virginia C r ' 
Wisconsin C c c C 
Wvomina c c P C v 

2. Arizona P P c X 

X Colorado C P P pCP P 

1-=-_ Connecticut .-+---1~?P +-:-+----il----Il-I -::-+---l:.P-+---.J"'"----..,I--t--.llv"-f'--t-:;---~ 
Delaware ..:.p.-+-=--P -l----I---I+--' 2.P-+----~.-----+--J---t---t-.!>x--__t 

~ - .' .. ~8§lwa_ii~~_~~.~ _ t-- . ___ =-c _~...::c=_+_-cc:.._+--+-+--.s:.c-+-_-"'-c--_t-_t_--1>.x_+-_t---_j 
- .M.?ssachl!sen~ .. _. _.- ----l.----l---1l---+.--.-+----

P
---t --

t
r--t--t-----1 

-~~~~qe~j~~ -- = r·.. c _c-+ __ ~_t_-c.---;II_, _-l-__ c~,='- -. ---Ec---!!-c-~-Xl-X 
(~~~~Q~~~ = .=-= I=',c, c c C C c! v 

I -- --------- --NA-------- - i! X 
I 

_ 3. .~~~C![lsas _ '--r- _-I--_
c
-l-_4-__ +_._ 

gy. --- - --f--~ . .\-~P+ ... ....:p~+-_ti_l-+-.!:p.-_+-.. --p~--+---!--+--+-----_j 
.. Kan.§l~.. .. _ _. -l--kC-I-~c+-lC"---.+-+-'r.'"_t----+-------+--Ib-i _VA.. .... I-_ _!_----j 

_ .. Maine ___ 1-_ .. _ I 

-ry1iryla.QI[~~·- ~ .- -- - .~-. -~ t--I'~-I--·__l;~-l---.E.-t>____,~--E-"--+_-+:.-xx-t--+----t 
~inlJ.~§ota_. _ _ ___ ~_ C C 1 X 
Pennsylvania _ n • __ --~P~_~--.lPW-_L P-/-----J!-.-L-r~......KP--l----.f.....P--+--It--+.!!.-.-t------

~ _ J3hode !.§l?oQ..._+ _____ ._ P P Il--~-=:.p--I------_II__-t!_~I___t:-----.-
b.'"" ~out~ Car~l!l~~-l=== =_IC~"". Wp;d=J;P=o'==db=:bdr~d!=:=dc~==k=hX~~:b,=~===--==::J 

c = Currently 
P = Planned 
NA = Not Applicable 

~'ll1ile no field staff exist per se, a staff rrerroer may assist an agency upon request. 

SOURCE: Questionnaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 1980 (see Appendix A - Questions 46-48). 
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located within the state identification or law enforcement 

bureau and may assist in UCR reporting as well. They typi-
cally will contact all criminal justice agencies as needed. 

Audits 

QUestions were also asked about whether or not annual 

audits had ever been conducted (or were planned) of state CCH 

and OBTS systems and if so, the types of audits performed. In 

response, 3 states indicated that an annual audit of their state 

OBTS had been conducted; in two of the 3 states it was the same 

as the CCH audit. In the three states where an OBTS audit has 

been conducted, a sample of records was traced back to the source 

documents to determine the accuracy and completeness of the re­

cords. Finally, the audits were performed internally by data 
center staff. 

Only three of the respondents said that their state would be 

supportive of the establishment of an independent audit capability 

for state OBTS, six said their states might be supportive, four 

said their states would not be supportive of an independent audit 

capability, and the rest either did not know or did not respond. 
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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.l) . 

OBTS Computerized Output Reports 

Only 10 of the thirty-one states with an OBTS have identi­

fied or th?ught 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 are 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 disposition tables, and 

summary aggregate statistics on offender processing by charge 

and disposition. 

Table XI.l 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 

Generally 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), 
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TABLE XI.l: YSIS AND DISPLAY KAGES TO BE USED IN ANAL DESCRIPTION OF SOFTWARE PAC E GENERATED FROM OBTS DATA OF OBTS/TYPES OF REPORTS TO B 

Base Management/ 
Data, t' al Software Packages Statl.S l.C , 
Used/Plan to Use l.n 
Analysis & Display of OBTS 

t Reports That are rAutomated Outpu d From State OBTS ,I (Would be) Generate 
! 
: Identified/ t 
. Types of Repor s ' Thought Abou.t 

1 

Disposition trees, tables , 
~s . Confinement 

SOURCE: Questionaire on OBTS administered by the CJSA in September, 
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I conducting user's group meetings with repreSentatives from all 

criminal justice component agencies (9 states), and using field 

staff (1 state). The remaining states have not yet determined 

the types of training (10 states) or did not respond to the 
question (2 states). 

OBTS Ana~ytic Reports 

Only 9 of the 31 states with, or planning for an OBTS, have 

prepared (or are in the process of preparing) any OBTS output 
reports. 

The types of reports prepared include: 
tracking 

descriptions of statewide felony procQssing/annual OBTS analysis 

(7 states), sentencing variation/guidelines study and/or recidi­

vism analysis (2 states). Six states have prepared OBTS reports 

or analyses using only a sample of the population of OBTS records 
on the data base. 

The t~es of ad hoc inquiries or analysis which the states 

perform (or plan to perform) using the OBTS data base include: 

special requests for the governor/legislature (3 states), 

questions related to offender flows (2 states) analysis of 

sentencing disparitY/conviction rates (4 states), analYsis of 

recidivism (2 states), other Special studies/estimates of future 
needs/arson analysis (3 states). 
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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 section, 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 descriptions, 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 
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statistics reflected in the used to support offender processing 

That is, it would appear that states 
data elements themselves. CCH do not have available all 
where OBTS data is extracted from a 11 t d 

in states where OBTS is co e~ e the l'nformation that is available 

ement information systems. 
as a by-product of several agency mana~ may have data elements 
(A Court information system, for exarnp e, 1 

related to e ach court transaction, e.g., preliminary hearing, ower 

h a CCH may have upper court processing, w erea,s court processing, 1 

'lable only data relate d to the arrest and flna 

aval In each case, however, the data elements 

the case. "'th' the respective agency, e.g., ' 1 declslons Wl ln 
support operatlona c What is important in any approach, 

disposition of 

available would 

court, law enforcement agen y.) h f data elements available, but 
' much the wealt 0 

however, lS not so , llected' in particular, 
1 teness of what 15 co , 

the accuracy and comp e , . t d and the degree to 
leteness of the disposltlons repor e , 

the comp in addressing issues or questions which the information can assist 

of importance in the state. 

Additionally, it should be noticed that in any OBTS data collec-

decl'sions need to be made related to the sum-tion effort several k 

1 ' f the data. In most instances, an offender trac _ mary and ana YS1S 0 'I' 
t st-ge court fl lng, '1 ltiple charges at the arres a, . ing will lnvo ve mu 

d the charge(s) at the various stages may and disposition stages, an 

OBTS systems may include all the charges leveled not be the same. d th 
at each stage (e.g., arres , t court filing, and disposition) an e 

d ' dl'spositions and sentences of the chargesi alterna-correspon lng d th ' 
'lome states may on y 1 collect the charges at arrest an elr 

tlve y, s the corresponding charge d ' 'tl'on and if a conviction occurs, lSPOSl , , "ld b 
and sen ence. t Sl'nce summarizing the data ln thlS form wou e 

unwleldy a es, , t b t and of no real advantage (since despite the 

, t'll in essence deal­multiple charging the system lS s 1 
practice of bade concerning 

individual), a decision needs to e m ing with an 

which charges to select at the various transaction stages so as to 
best depict what is happening 

this is done by selecting the 
to the individual. Most frequently 

most serious charge at arrest and 
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the charge at conviction, or disposition if no conviction resulted, 

l~~~cb.has potentialll (according to the state statute) the most 

severe penalty or sentence associated with it, along with its dis­

position and sentence, where convicted. In this way, thG charge at 

arrest can be compared to the charge at final disposition. In the 

states which do not collect the final disposition charge unless a 

conviction resulted, no comparison can be made between the arrest 

charge and final court charge, and it cannot be determined whether 

an acquittal was given on the same, or a lesser charge.* 

Figure 0.1 depicts a simplified flow diagram of how an offender 

might be disposed from the system beginning with the police dispo­

sition stage ~d ending with conviction and s~tence. Also included 

in the figure is a selection criteria for bUilding a condensed of­

fender record containing the offense(s) and final disposition(s)/ 

sentence(s) associated with the offender processing which would 

provide a picture of what is happening. In essence, the selection 

criteria is similar to that described above with the exception that 

the disposition offense selected is the (most serious) offense cor­

responding to the most serious sentence ~ually leveled if there is 

a conviction on two or more offenses, or the (most serious) charge 

corresponding to the most serious disposition actually found, if 

there is no conviction. (The disposition ranking order would fOllow 

the sentences in descending order from top to bottom and then court, 

prosecution, and law enforcement dispositions in descending order 

from right to left.) Additionally, the disposition/sentence associ­
ated with the most serious arrest offense is reported. 

It could be argU~d that th~s is not a real drawback since if guilt 
cannot b;.establlshed on tne lesser charge, it can certainly not 
be estab"lSh7d on the more serious charge, and that acquittal on 
the more serlous charge, ln effect, constitutes acquittal on all lesser included offenses. 
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FIGURE 0.1: Sample OBTS Charge and D~sposition Selection Criteria 
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aArrested 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 mos't seri­
ous filed charge 

cDisposed Offense - where there are two or more charges disposed by the court and no con­
victions, report the (most serious) charge corresponding to the most 
serious disposition; where there are two or more charges resulting in 
conviction, report the (most serious) charge corresponding to the most 
serious sentence 

dDisposition/sentence - where there are two or more charges disposed by the court and no 
convictions, repDrt the most serious disposition; where there are 
two or more cha.rges resulting in a conviction and different sen­
tences are given for two or more of the charges, report the most 
serious sentence given 

eDisposition/Sentence - report the disposition/sentence association with the most serious 
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 va.rious 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 offenders arrested for a specific drug related of­

fense, where the drug offense is not the most ~erioua) 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 pu~poses, 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 OETS 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 OETS 

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 te~ states participated in the national OBTS report"ing 
effort, send1ng 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 
partic~pa~ion ilave since been modified. Under the new approach, 
emphas1s 1S 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. 
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A. OREGON: OBTS ~xtracted From a CCH/Reporting to the CCH is 
Via Form 

Overview 

'j:he 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 nomputerized 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 of the CCH records, 

a picture of how offenders arrested for Part I felony crimes in 

CYl977 were handled by the system was compiled, and the results 

sumluarized in a report entitled "what Happens After Arrest in 

Oregon." Oregon is now working on an update to this :.ceport 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., annually) 

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.l. 

The arresting agency fingerprints the individual, ~ills 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 dispo~ition/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 departure~ 

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. This could 

occur, for example I in those cases where a person is summoned into 

court via a bench warrant. 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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FIGURE A.2: Example of Sele~tion of OBTS Record and 
Charge and Disposition - Oregon 
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similarly to the following: 

which are structured 

1 
f , 

r 

II \ DATE OF 
ARREST 

..,-,..' "'-.. . 
," 

",< 

"'~ 
~ 

---~ 

I f 

\ \ 

'. .... f r 
JUDICIAL 

CUSTODY 

pointers are available to link an 
individual's identifying infor­

. (g name social security #, FBI 
#, Misc. #, SID, finger-

matlon e. .,' . . 
, 1 ) with arrest-incident speclflc 

information (e.g., date 

prlnt c ass and disposition) . 
h judicial charge, 
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information related to a particular arrest-incident. The four 

record types ~re: 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) . 

Since a single arrest incident may involve several arrestees, 

several arrest charges, as well as several judicial charges, which 

mayor 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-
I , 

ual rather than wlth 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 manner. 

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. In 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. 
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In summarizing the charge information in this 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 

To date, Oregon has not submitted a tape with OBTS data to the 

Bureau of JusLice statistics (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 

data, sentence charge date, final pleadings, type of trial, and type 

of counsel. They do hope in the fut~re to be able to send a tape 

to BJS in support of the national reporting effort. 
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EXHIBIT A.l 

SAMPLE OBTS DATA COLLECTION FORM - OREGON 

. '. . H mor. thin three I~ Chi. • • c'J • • .111 
If Id~ lpace nNded on~ .~ce I~~CMI on blck o. ftnQlfPl1nt cerd only 

, p_ on bIck, of ffnDlrptint e:arel only r!INTID ~y THI ."'''DUD ."IITII!I COM'."'. U.I.A. 

CONTRIBUTOR 

3S46438 
NAME USED: LAST, FIRST M:DDLE 
NAM/ 

I¥.N FBI 

t:;~~~i~~ ~~it~!:.If~~F:AiR~~ ___ -...:._-tOi:C5;i:i""LIRA_C.JIL'H_GT_JI'_W_GTrssocJliE_Y_ES ____ IL'HAI_R_-r.:JDOB=_ ...,----

ORS 
Enter Court Identification here 

22--'-----------------~----J Use Standard Abbreviation or ORI 

3 

COURT CHARGES ORS COURT CASE NO. DETERMINATION COURT DATE 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

SENTENCE: SHOW EACH COURT CHARGE SEPARATELY RIGHT FOUR FINGERS TAKEN SIMULTANEOUSLY 

Form .86 

- III ,... 



{/ 

.. -

------- - ---

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 tpe 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 offender 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 

of the state CCH/OBTS system. 

offenses (i.e., all felonies, 

manner of reporting data in support 

Only arrests for fingerprintable 

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.l) 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 
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(OCA) on-line via computer to computer links. OCA receives its 

data from the courts in two different ways. 

Courts of crimin~l jurisdiction in New York City have direct 

terminal access to the OCA 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 anoth'er 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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Data Reliability 

Based on the results of the analysis included in the recent 

report on felony offenders disposed in 1978 referenced above, the 

data would appear to be fairly reliable with no sill;stantial bias 

evident. Disposition reporting is the. most complete for New York 

City which represents approximately 82% of the total statewide 

dispositions. (In the survey administered by the CJSA in September, 

1980, New York State estimated that they were receiving 71-90% of 

all their upper court dispositions.) 

OBTS Record and Charge and Disposition Information Included 

As stated above, New York has a combined CCH/OBTS system which 

contains the following data elements associated with 8ach arrest 

event: name, address, date of birth, arrest charges, disposition 

charges, disposition (e.g., dismissed, acquitted, convicted), sen­

tence (e.g., probation, fine, commitment, conditional release), 

dates of admission to and release from corrections, dates of re­

lease to and discharge from parole. Records are initiated for 

all arrests for fingerprinted offenses (e.g., felonies, misde­

meanors in New York State Penal Law, other selected misdemeanors) . 

As mentioned previously, New York has produced a report des­

cribing the processing of felony offenders in their state. The 

data used in preparing the report was extracted from the combined 

CCH/OBTS system. Figure B.2 describes the general procedure used 

to extract and reconstruct the OBTS records. 
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SAMPLE 

EXHIBIT B.1 

ARREST/FINGERPRINT CARD - NEW YORK 

I, NYSIONo, 12. Nom. (w.., fin!, Middle) I 3ftro2nglO'N 
... Oauifieatlcn (t..oYo 8101'111.) 

5. 5 ... ' N0'1" 5'.01 No"", r' Clty/S'OI.Adck .. :.IZlp I!' 
9. Alias Of Malden Name 110. Ploco of B'rth (St .. o '" Coun',,!) 11. 12. Focsimile Control No. 

I.W •• gt'I 51" liB Hoi, 119 Ey. 20. H.lgh, 

26, Conlribvtor 
'3 ..... 0 .. ,nhIIoVDIY1'·· .. g·r~·S.·J6.ROC. 17. ,n. . ft. lin. 

25. Pd. & Arr." No. . 2'. 22. Art.1t Officer 10. No. 23, Arr.,ting Agency Nom. 

: 
'0. ~::JI. of Annt 28. Ploco ';,f "" .. , (Oty' Stote) 29. JO. Time of Annl 

35. Courl of Arraignment (S..lnstructlon.) 

31. Den. of Crime 32. Pice. of Crime (Oty. Cou~ry' Slo,e) 33. ~. Type of Arrest 

39. ProF*"Y Invok. No • -'0. . ",." Name of Offense Os NeICCad. 
~ ~. "'. O. g: An I~ 36. \ow Section No. D .. Cd 

C 
H 

41. Social s.curity No. 42. FBI Numb« 
A 
R 
G 
E 

,5) 
.0, Prinl~ Noma at An ..... 

..... Arte" AQ.ncy Cas. No. I .c.5. No. of Offondon 1-'6. No. of Victim .. X 
,. Rignt Thumb 2. Righllnc:J.x 3. RighI hIldalo ... Righi Ring !i. Rignt Uril. 

o. Left Thumb 7. Left Ind .... 8, L.ft Middl. 9.leh Ring 10. Left Unl. 

l.ft Four Fing.rs Taaen Simultaneously LahThumb I RtQhllhumb I RighI Four Fino.,. Tok.n Simuhan.aualy 

--

Court Co.e Numb.r(,) (For Courl 'U-;;j--- )C. 501 1m. 71791 --iNiTIAL COURT REPORT OF CRIMINAL CASES 4 Toar oH on dolled lin. 4 . 
A ling CHlcer: 

rr.1I (NYC) Submltto ADA I 
,,,,,,de NYC) Submit 10 'n'l'al Couri of Arrolgnm.n 

See beck for Full instructions .. P,teese ~n' or type 
Always comple,e itemJ In SectIon I 

O.f.ndont (loS! Nome, Firs, Nome) Court Control ~. Pet. 'An_No 

6170280 N 
Dale of Atr." County' Nom. of Court 001. of Blnh (MID/V) 

1 

Facslmll. Control No. Oct. of Atroignmenl 

00,. of O''''''IIuol I,n".,,, OI,mi ... I, Prior To At".!'"""."' , 
For ADA U.. hi' arre .. dl,mlued by ADA erlo, 10 arra'~nmonl. 2 o All charges against this defendant on t 

Judg. (Firslinuiol. last Nam.) 01 i I. At Arral,nmfHtf I For Court U,. 1m no . d" d by Judge al arraignment. 

~ 

o All cna,g •• agoln,,,hi. defendan, on ,h" arr... 11m'... d' Publ,c , 

Co: .. 1 I Dot. of Oilmlucl I InitIals 3 _ - !Y'R.,o,ned V" All,gnodlY logo'"'' V Dofond., V' l..c;)unsel . .. I '_L ,. 
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EXHIBIT B.1 (Cont'd) 

FINGERPRINT CARD INSTRUCTIONS _ NEW YORK 

DCJS·2 (7/79) 
ARREST 

3M. V>w 5.tllon No. ;:: ". D .. Cll OH 
Co, ~; D~ 

STATE OF NEW YORi( 
DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES 

IDENTIFICATION & DATA SYSTEMS 
ALBAN'f, NEW YORK 12203 

Nome 0' Offen,e CIS NeICCod. . " 
12A. FoCsimll. Control Numbttr J7A~. l84. s.. 

H 
A 
R 
G 
E 

(5) 

4JA. Signolur" of At,..", •• 

". Da,. Flng.,p<l1 <8. Slgna,u,. of P.r .. n Toking Flngor",ln" 

50. o.SCTlpllon of Oim. 
149• PitY'lcol Mo,k. ond Odd'Ii •• 

;2. Arr.slingOHICM'sNom. 

. .1 53. Commond 

INSTRUCTIONS loo_, '''"'1'' 0,,,,,, b,o.' •• , .. 01/ do". o. Mo., Do,.y,. ' •. 07.,. ... 
I. NYSID HUM" •• Formerly NYSIISNumb.r. Enter i(!tnown. 

9. "UAS AND/OR MAJOIH NAMa. An olios is a cample'o nom. in which Ihe gilt." 
ondlar SUtnom. 's diHer.nt than those "nfeted in lIem 2. 

10, .. ~C( 01 .IITH • Enl.r .ith., sto1. or country only. If U.S.A., .nl.,. Sial •• If nOl 
U.S.A., ."'et CountTy • 

12. fACSIMILE CONTROL NO •• Enter on fronl and bock w~en facs.mll. IrcnlmitlSion IS used. 

1.5 StlC. Enter "MOO for .v.ol •• "P' for Female, and "U" for Unknown. 

16 RACf/ETHHICfTY. enl~r Ih. racIal apP8CIranCit cod. which bell deS('fibes the person', appaaronce. 

C·Ch."ese 

H- HISpaniC (Puerto R.cans, M""lcons, etc. J 
I • Amatlcon Indlon 
J • Japon'.He 

o . Orhe,: I"dud .. Allan Indlons, 
hklmol. Flllp,nOI, '"don.toon., 
1C0r.oru• Pol'l'"."o"l. and 
011'1., l'Ion while' 

N • Negro 

,7 SkiN - Enrl!t Ine sl ... n lone code for the cOlagorv which boS! dasc,.~s rhe parson's 
appearance In telol.o" 10 hIS raCIal appearance. o.g. datk sklnnod whll. penon. • 'ghl SkInned Nogro. 

18 HAllt. Enlel halt calor code ..... hlch besl describes Ihe POrton's hair color 
BAL. ·Sold 
elK • eroc~ 
alN . 6land. or SlrO ..... borry 
BRO. Brown . ..; 

RED • Red or Auburn 
SOY. Sandy 

O·Da,. 

G~Y· Gray cr Partloll y Gtoy 
XXX • Unkno ..... n 
WHI.WI·lIIa 
OTR .Oli"un 

·80ld IBAll 's 10 be used when sub,oct has losl maS! of Ihe hair on hiS head or IS nOltlftLS. 

Iy EnS - Enter Iho oye color COOO& which be., d.scrlbel Iho J)ersan's .ye coJor, 
BLI( . BloCir. 
BlU • Blue 
BRO. Brc.wn 
GR ...... GtO~ 
GRN" Gr"en 

HA.Z. Hoz., 
MAR·Moraon 
PNI( • Pink 
XXX • Unknown 
OTH • Orh.r 

22. AtlUSTING OFFICEI 10 •. f • Unique p.rmonenl number used by yOur ogoncy 10 
,00M!!f.,. ~ho orreSllng oH'cor 

:'5 'I'CINCT AND A.IUT NO. 01 AGINCY 10 •• Number assign.d 10 IdOntlfy Iha 
'ndivlduol arr.sr8'd b.,. Ih. a".'llng ag.ncy. 

JC. TLMfOF AttEST. Use (nlhlary 11m. SUCh 01 OJOO for lA.M .• 1330 (or 1;30 P.M. and 
2l:2O 'or 11:20 PM., elc. 

51. Addllional'nformation 

34. TYPE Of A.RUT • W,II Includ.: ,"""on,. no WO"on,. TOT = Tu,nod 0;., To, 
AT = Appearanc. Tickol, FOA = FUglll .... for Orh.r AUlhotity, .'e. 

35. COURT Of A .... IONMENT • En,o, coun nom. ond googroph'col luroodlct,on ••. g. 
BuHoio City Coun. If olown 0' Villog. JU.IIC. Coun, .n,o, th. nom. ond IUrood". 
'ion, ,ncludlng rown 0' Vlllogo ond County of 'ho Judg •• o.g. Han. Hon,,! l .. rnod, T. J. Serno, Albany Co. 

36. 04AROE(S). Entor oil cho'g •• wl,h ,h. mOll '.,Iou. fi,,,. o ... , fonh In 'ho OCJS 
Ch"'go Code Monual. A, I .... on. oltho chorgo. mUll be 0 fingor"'on'oble oH.

n 
.. 

a. defined in CPlSecl.on 160.10. If more spoe. I' n_ed.d, ani., In h.m l6A. 
LAW. Enler low abbr • ..,iotlon. For •• ompl.: 

PI. • Panal law CPt. • Cr,mmal Procedure low vn . Vel"ucle &. Traffic law 

SECTJON NUMIfIi. Enler SectIon Number of law 

SUIO'VUIOH NUMIII. Enl.r subc!i ... lSlon. I' any; If none. enler "o:r' 
ClASS·Enl., dOli of crlm •• A, 8, C, 0, E, or U·UnCIOIlI'led In Ih. case of on 
"ollempled" ctlme. Itnl ... 'ho doss as ,hough Inlt crime hod been commined, and anler "A" m Ihe Allamp! Coda (,eld. 

OFFENSE CATEGOJfY. Enl., lellar as follows: 
F • Felony v. Vlolollan 
M. Misdemeanor I. Infracllon 

AntMPT CODE. Enle, "A" for al/empled Ctlmes. "0" for 011 olher Ctim"s . 
OEOIlIf. En/It, degree of ctlme, If appl.coble. 

N .. ME Of OFFENSE. En,., nom. 01 oli.n •• fo' wh'ch ,nd,v,duol '. cho'ged. UlOng 
srondord abbrev.allons whon oppllcabl., e.g., CR PaSS CONTROlL£o SU8ST. ASSAULT. 2nd 

COUNTS. Enle, tho numbor of counts for each offense" 

NOC COOl. Enler 'hit apprOprlOI ... dig II NCIC Uniform Offens. CIOUlflcOhon 
Code whose hl.rol bitS! descttbes rh. offense commltled. 

37138. VICTlM'S AGE AND nx. Enl.r Ihe aga and se .. of Iha old •• , VictIm on thel.ne used 
10 record chotgos .nvolvmg !h" oldoll vIctIm. Leave Ih. "',cI'm ag. and s •• bo.,n 
blank on any line whero 'he chorolt omorad do •• nOI Involve the ala." vlCllm or 
..... h.t., Iha charge Invol ... "s a low enforcemanl offic.r, Wh.n oldeS! vlcrlm. are Ihe 
$Om. ago but diH.,ent SOli" enlet th.lener "0" 

J9 'ROPUTY INVO,o NO •• Enter when applicable 

44. CASI NUMIEI • Enllt' Ihe number olSlgl,ed by yOur agency 'a Ih. '1 'a loldet used 
10 hold Ih. In(ormOhO" oboul 01/ v.CI.ms and offend.,. U"IVolved In 11, •• COle 

46 NUMIU Of VICTIMS ~ Enter .he 10/01 numbar :l' persons {ICllm'zed by 'h. effenders In IhlS cos •. 

49. 'HYSICAL MARKS. OoomES. En,l1' any ompulallons, d.'ormlll.S, Villble seQts. metlc.s or 10"oos, 

51 ADOITIONAL IN~ItMATiON. Enl., ally mlle.llon.ous In'ormOI.on wh.c" may 1:>11 

/1_lplul. If ... ,~ for oddillonal sPOCIt fat OnOlh.t .,em. please Ind. cal, Ih. II.m 
numb.r 10 which you or. ,.fetllng. ----------------------------------------------_._---_.------------_._._----------------------------------------------

... Teal oH on doued line 4 

INST~UCTIONS FO~ fNITIAl COURT UrO~T OF CRIMINAL CASES 
1. Art.,ting 

OHlc.r 

2. AII"tant 
DIII,let 
AHom." 

3. Court 

Comple,e Section I. F,opa,. on ''In''lal COUrl R.pert of Criminal Co,.," for .ooh DCJS.2 arre" ,ec;o,d comple,ed (defendan' finge,. 
pron'ed 0' a".st), ,ego,dl ... of whe,her a oharg. ,ue,equ.n,'y I, 'educed, d,opped. 0' changed. Th. JC.SOI .hauld be immedla'ely onoched to and remaIn with the aCCUSotory instrument. 

"2!!. ona,g., ago'nst the defendon'on thl. arre .. are di'ml"ed by on ADA ~!!! a"a'gnmenl, ch.ck th. ba. 'n Sec',an 2. 'n'o, 'he do,e or dISmissal, inltla', and mail the form to Ihe oddress be/ow. 

When 'h" form" ,ubm'''ed by 'he arre.llng oHioer 0' on ADA. ch.ok " lor compl.,.n .... If all a"." cho,g., a'e no' di,m' .. ed a, a"a'gn. 
men'. oomple,. 'he fo,m. a"ooh " 10 'he DCA·SoIO or 540A, Crlm'nal Di'pa'''lon Rope" and lo,wa,d bo,h -;; 'he add,e .. below. 

if ali charge, again .. 'h" def.ndon, on 'h" a"." a'e dl,m'"ed by a judge 01 arralgnm.n" oheck 'he bo. In SooHon 3. Campi.,. all 
odd.i,onDI Information in ,ha, '.c'ion, onillal, and mall 'he fa,m 'a 'he addr ... beiow. (A Crimonol Di'pa''',on Repo,t wlil no' b. necenary.) 

MAil TO: Criminal DllPOlltlon R.porting Unit 
Stcrt. of New York 
CHIc. of Court Adminl.trotJon 
2701,oad_y 
N ... York. N ... Vork 10007 
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EXHIBIT B.2 

SAMPLE COURT DISPOSITION REPORTING FORM - NEW YORK 

LOCAL COURT CRIMINAL DISPOSITION REPORT OCA·.5.0 10.79 

1 SERIAL II I DOCKET/CASE" I DEFENDANT'S NAME (LAST. FIRST, M.I.) 

C COURT CODE, NAME OF COURT (NAME OF T/J, V/J) ALIAS (AKA) ID.o.B. or AGE 
A 
S NYSID /I ARR~ST DATE FOR OCA USE RELEASE I BAIL AT ARRAIGNMENT 
E STATUS 

S CASH/S BOND 
D COURT CONTROL ~ IFROM JC·501 CARD) ARRAIGNMENT DATE COUNSEL DATE TRIAL BEGAN lTRIAL TYPE 
A 

TYPE 

T DISPOSITION JUDGE (IF DIFFERENT) ADA'S NAME ARRESTING AGENCY j A 

O· AD)OtJINfD TO ReASON OEfEN5( ",nO_HEY AU£STING O,fICU/CO"""WNANT 

I P b 
MO/DAY jP PHONE II ADDRESS o L MO/DAY 

N U CODEFENDANTS 
: A ~ MO/DAY PHONE /I 
I L 
I 
:2 INTERIM DISPOSITION BW • BENCH WARRANT ISSUED ~;J : ~!~~~~~1~~D{~R6FO~~~~ATlg~s~ ~=t~i;~R.'~~\ ISPECIFY COURT) ROW • RETURNED ON WARRANT 
! DISPOSITION DATE IDISPOSITION CODE I TRANSFER TO COURT I DISPOSITION DATE IDISPOSITION CODJDISPOSITION DATE DISPOSITION CODE 

, 
3 ARRAIGNMENT CHARGE # 1 3 ARRAIGNMENT CHARGE # 2 I 
LAW CODE I SECTION Ii I SU!SECTION '1 ATTEMPT 11 OF COUNTS LAW CODE I SECTION /I 1 SUBSECTION. I,A HEMPT I' OF COUNTS I IPL "C!OI rPL ARr~IOI I 

: DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION 

I 

:4 FINAL DISPOSI'fION ON CHARGE # 1 4 FINAL DISPOSITION ON CHARGE # 2 i 
LAW CODE ISECTION i/ J SUBSECTION '1 ATTEMPT - r f OF COUNTS 

(Pl AR~~101 
LAW CODE ISECTION ii I SUBSECTION 'ItTTEMPT I' OF COUNTS I IPl ARU 0) 

DESCRIPTION 

I 

DESCRIPTION 

\ 
I DISPOSITION DATE DISPOSITION CODE 

All' OTHER COUNTS OF 
DISPOSITION DATE DISPOSITION CODE 

AU OTHER COUNTS OF 

A&Oyt: ARRAIGNMENT A!OvE .UUIGNMENT 

'-CD DEEMED DISMISSED DATE COVERED BY CASE il CHARGE DISMISSED ACD DEEMED DISMISSED DATE, COVERED BY CASE .1/ CHA.RGe DISMISSED 

0 ~ 

c.J : -
is SENTENCE ON CHARGE # 1 5 SENTENCE ON CHARGE # 2 

SENTENCE DATE SENTENCE CODE SENTENCE DATE SENTENCE CODE 

'FINE AMOUNT PROBA TlON TIME FINE AMOUNT PROBATION TIME 

S [j 1 YEAR OJ YEARS S o 1 YEAR 03 YEARS 
I CUSTODY TIME INSTITUTION CONCURRENT CONSECUTIVE I INTERMITTENT CUSTODY TIME INSTITUTION CONCURRENT CONSECUTlV,INTERMlnENT 

0 o 0 Ei o 0 
ADJUDICATED r.o. CERTIFIED ADDICT DIIV!I'S lICfNS( ADJUDICATED r.o. CERTIFIED ADDICT DI'YEt"!lUCENSf: 

SU~NO!D or _[VOICEO SUS~NDfD DO' lfVOl(fD 

. (CPL § 720.20) j'1 C 0 (CPL I 720.20) 0 0 t:: , 
:6 COMPLETED BY 7 SEAL ORDER (UNDER CPL i 160.50 ONLY) 8 REMARKS 
I WHITE 
ICOPY 

RETURN PRINTS AND PHOTOS TO, 

IY:HOW NAME 
I COpy 

I PINK 
ADDRESS 

,COpy CITY. STATE, ZIP 

JGOLD 
COpy 

(USE RUBBER STAMP BELOW) 

i "'-... IL TO. 
CDR UNIT 

I OFFICE ~b';I~~~~ATlON 
i70!ltOAOW ....... 
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c. PENNSYLVANIA - OBTS Collected as a By-Product of Agency 
Management Information Systems 

Overview 

The Pennsylvania State Police functions as the service bureau 

for processing OBTS data. The OBTS data itself is collected as a 

by-product of agency management information systems, with the fol-
" 

lowing agencies currently submitting tapes to the State Police: 

the Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts, the Bureau of 

Corrections, and the Board of Probation and Parole. The Pennsyl­

vania State Police is in the process of building an automated name 

identification index (AMNI); they do not currently have an auto­

mated CCH. This segment (i.e., AMNI) will contain identifying in­

formation related to each offender's arrest and will be added to 

the OBTS file once it is operational. The SAC is responsible for 

the OBTS system and the distribution of OBTS data. 

Essentially, reporting to the OBTS system commenced January 1, 

19[,'. and a target date of October, 1981 has been set to have AMNI 

fully operational. However, reporting by the contributing agencies/ 

systems (e.g., courts, corrections) has been going on for a period 

of time. 

Manner of Reporting 

Figure C.l describes the overall process by which OBTS data 

is collected in Pennsylvania. At the time of arrest, the arrest­

ing agency will fill out a fingerprint card for each case classi­

fied as a felony, misdemeanor, or an escalating summary offense. 

Each case is required by law to appear before the district magis­

trate for arraignment within six hours after arrest. The district 

magistrate at the lower court preliminary arraignment initiates a 

docket transcript for the case. The docket transcript has a pre­

printed number called the offense tracking number (OTN) which is 

the basis for linking all the charges leveled against an offender 

as the result of a particular arrest. The lower court furnishes 

the arresting agency with the OTN for inclusion on the fingerprint 
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FIGURE C.l: pennsylvania OBTS Form Flow (Current & Proposed) 

Arrest & 
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Docket 
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Planned, Not Yet Implemented 

Admissic;m 
& 
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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 transcri.pt with OTN is included in Exhi­

bits C.1A (lower court arraignment) and C.1B (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 o~ 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 
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Parole 'and Probation on a manual basis. The Board, in turn, 

well as additions and closures of clients 
reports this data as 
under its jurisdiction obtained from its automated management in-

formation system to the SAC for inclusion on the OBTS data base. 

The mechanism for linking the supervision and custody data 

with the court processing data is the OTN. The OTN is furnished 

to the supervision or custody agency by the court clerk via stan­

dard commitment forms; the forms or data bases being used by the 

various supervision or custody agencies were modified to include 

the O'EN. 

Data Reliability 

At the time of the survey (Fall, 1980), it was estimated that 

only 50-75% of arrests for felonies, misdemeanors and escalating 

b 
. t d * Thl.· s would appear to have been 

summaries were el.ng repor e . 
mainly due to the fact that only about 60% of all such offender 

arrests had fingerprint cards, and legislation passed in January, 

1980 required fingerprint submission for all felonies, mipdemeanors, 

and escalating summaries. ~his 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 receiving 

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 the 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.lA and C.lB. As indicated by tne docket transcript, there 

*Refers to reporting in support of the arrest segment which is not 
yet operational. 
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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 r~cord). Since in 

Pennsylvani~, the police can not dispose of a case, and since all 

cases must appear 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 s·tates 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

they used to select the records and the charge and disposi­

data is outlined in Figure C.2. 

cess 

tion 

Only records which had a final disposition occurring in CYl977 

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 penalty. 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 

Using Charge Se­
verity Ranking De 
veloped, Select 
Most Serious CQur 
Charge at 
Arraignment 

Select the First 
Occurrence of 
the Charge 

No 

No 

No 

ct 
rd 

Usir.g Charge Se­
verity Ranking 

No Based on Charge w 
>-----------~Potentially Most 

Severe Penalty 
Select Court Charg 
at Di2P & its Disp 

Usi~g Charg~ Se-
ver~ty Rank~ng Court Charge @ 
Based'on Charge w 
potentially Most Arraignment 
Severe Penal ty 1------.:,. convicted Charge 
Selp.ct Court Char e Court Disposition 
at Disp & its Dis 
aut. l')~ Corn.r; r:tp.ci 
char es 

*process used to extract FY1977 data in support of the 1980 National 
OBTS reporting effort. 
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with its qisposition and sentence.* 

A$ noted in Oregon's summary, this method of selecting the 

most serious charge at conviction and its sentence, could, in 

some cases, m.iss 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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EXHIBIT C .1A 
SAMPLE DOCKET TRANSCRIPT 

LOWER COURT ARRAIGNMENT - PENNSYLVANIA 

'G. ,IIUtJ.I1 ANi) .C:'U.!i~ ,L.A.$T HAW, F.;IIST) .":"'&ta IL DeedT M5: 0.' 'Nll",. ,m;;;;a .ufl<l5l1lh 
, . , 

I.".' '" .... "" " 
0 

! ! 
! t. "'fIANf WWO $ICN£O C::U •• ~IHr INAM. "NO ... OCAUJI 
~ . l 
!. 

" C 
~ 
N 
;' 10. OAU 0' .,,," 1 II ...... r' ~T" C·U<A'~. ,.c:a~1£ h""'U' 

1 
. ., .... 11. OfU 1 , .. OCA I'" .. 001 kUlAlE",O"'CS' '0 .... I ~a , ... 

I 

'L • ... Tt "".HOUTfu,a ::,:,,'.;," ",E) w .. CO "I • _ . .:.r.1i, .... ,D ... w"'''''' 1U.~Ati .<u.;.t:,iJ I~ ..... IF~~""\oIi.T .......... "'L'r 1 :l ."1 N''';; :D c;~ 
III"'" • toO ." g: ~llJ~ LS.St~ . . . "'" • 00 • " I ....... QO • TT ..... DO • '" ..... "CO. tf I ",:we ..... 00, '" 

! I. ! I ! ! I I I I!. I ! I ! 
a,,""" .......... """. "I"' ."o.~ "" ... ,.,"'" •• , "UNUa, .u ........ 

'011 • 011 • "' , , 
U. CUCiU,-nOH 0' CH,uau 

~A I 
I 181 .s 1 C I ' 

~ 101 
. I E I 

m I F I 

i i'~~!)&-~.::,rJO 'u 
-:UIISlL' 

1 ... ENT!~ 'C" i'Oq I.1TNlSS " 
. ;:0 .. CC"'IP'..).IN'&NT •• 

!.NTE.q .. ". ~C~ 'NITNESI 
FCR C!F"~O"'NT 

I 
I' 
T 

1 

1<0 
m€~~C::~~OltR 
:I'" .u.['1 

'1' n 

""'. 

,_0 

nl 

~ O",-:-oS« CAiJ, 
, , , , , , , 

, 
I I 

I I 

i ; 
I I 

~l~~~~e 
yu 

'UILIC DUl.'lD9I n 

n. O.&TI' 5£1 '0" l:l.C 
'''t~lt''I~IA''Y 0 

Hf.,A"IHG " JO,. " ... ,;.\,.'" "'-hg 'I. :<I1~-SmOIr ~ ! T. 
tU'!·U:C':':CAf ... '" -r , , 

\ , , 
; 
; 
; 
I 

'0 

~.*~·:.*:~rJ.~:t~fIC1 
OATI - CD ... n 1.".u.i'Ji1J!~'''I ... i!.~ •• , .... 

Ofl'!!oI.S 
~WORN nsn,,!'J ~~Si~ 

_on". 

... , ,ORN£Y'S NAMe ANO AOOllfSS FOR: ".I~.HO . 

• ~ =1MoIIOPma.\,T'H: I 
4L~~JUN.~~ i~-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1------------

.7. eutkOAHf' 1'NYJoT! 

.L :Ail O'-CECSiC"'1 
... I ce I '" 

• , S 

On.[A 

.. MIU 11.c:.n 
"'-NOUNT ,Sl. .. IJOOIJr.l:l1ti" 0' 5lfcT[NC1 

1 S 

8.&11 .. It. r ""'!U .... H"'II., .umAIQHUlNT lI.c.n ..... _ 

'
" ... DO 

I I 
... 

I:' ,; ce.w~mD ~T1 I~ ........ CI w, ;;w."""", 
, I 
• I 

-
Certilled this day af 

~ iL\t .. ,. 
t. net AaovtoMAloIf,D 1S1,'tNQ AUTHc'llT'l" ~'~n"1 'ncAT TMIS l'1UICSCIW'T II Ito r.ua 
ANa COM~CT T ....... SClIII'T O' ',,", OOCIICT. 
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EXHIBIT C.1B 
SAMPLE DOCKET TRANSCRIPT COURT DISPOSITION - PENNSYLVANIA 

I I 
L NAUI .lhO AOC"Ul tl.AST HAUl ""ST) r,;:'IC \/,. jo~~rv.". I. OI,;~J(,£T NO. 0 ,,..,nAL '-~~Q "'UT:.OIU r 'f 

! ! 
REPORT OF JUOICIAL if ::ic. w~"'I..,""I.,i" 11I.~="·1 

CRIMINAL PROCEEOINGS I I 

ATTN: CL!RK OF COURTS: r---~I--~I----~--~ 
THIS ~ORnc" OF -:'HIS FCRM 1.1kOlCi\lI!HT I Ik'O,...,.,IO,,", 

hl""'o~."r;."o;;"":;:""'troO::--I:-"''': ..,.". .... '""1" •. = -=1":-: "o",p~"'-=rc"'A""'u"'C~!""'$"""""'U"''':-::'''''''''---------'IjU.~·~'·1To-.. J ~~O~~E;g~~~;~rOH :~Oy~KU i~: 
.,.. I DO , rr YOUR APPRCPRIATE OI!SIONES. 

I I 

1. GA..viD JU"" WAI"'''' 4. :JT ... P I'M.:::I~ 5El.=wt: 

·1lQ.ll4rCNH'.f:i~c.:... 
...... :.;:0 .. IT 

I , 

u ~B~-r~-----------------------------------------------+--~:~--~:----+--------------+ __________ ~ __ -J 9 Ie: : ALL ENTRIES 
MUST :IE 
LEGIBLE 

I 0 'I 

~ E I ; 
!F I 

ill I TYpe OF OIS?OSITION OTHER INFOPMATION 

I I I (101) GUilTY PLEA r ~ 31, PRE-SENTENCE INVE5TIGATICN 

'1 1 I I (102) GUilTY PLEA TO lESSEA OFFENSE I' ~ A. PRE-SENTENCE-STATE 
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APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE ON 

OFFENDER BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS 
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APPENDIX A 
CRIMINAL JUST ICE STATISTICS ASSOC ~}I.T rOlf 

QUESTIONNAIRE ON OFFENDER BASED TR.<l.:~SACTION STAT:i:ST:i:':: 

Name of Princi~al Res?ondent: -------------------------------
l'itle: -------------------------------------------Agency: ____________________________ Phone ~umber. __________ .. __ 

Other Persons Assisting in Questionnakre's ComDletion: 
)lame: Tit 1.e : ____________ _ 
Agency: _____________________________ Phone Number: ____________ . ___ _ 

Name: Tk tIe: __________ _ 

Agency: ___________ . ________________ Phone ~umber: ______ _ 

Survey Instrument DurDose 

This questionnaire is designed to survey the developfT',:r.t i;-. the 'far'.eus 
states of systems in sup~ort of Offender 8ased l'ransactic>n Sta':is·:ics '.)eTS), 
The survey results will be used to determine the stat'..1s C f OETS d"'.-,, ~')01\en:: 
in the states and to assess the level .::;f data analvsis tr;a:: can ::-~<I1 .. ;~.:.cal1./ 
be ex~ected given current and ;?lanned cia ta a'/ailabilk cy. 

This study is authorized by law (42t:SC§3701). i-lhkle 'IOU are ~.Jt: ::-equ!.re:i 
to respond, your cooperation is needed to make the results of t:1l.S sur','ey com­
prehensive. accurate. and timely. 

Deadline for response is September 30. 1980. 

The survey results are essential to the overall CJSA/08TS projece objec­
tives to: better define the OBTS conceDt and its utilitv; make reco~enda­
cions regarding improved OBTS data col~ection techniques; ~ake recommenda­
tions regardi~g the SAC role in OBTS development, operatkon, and analy5~5; 
and develop a comprehensive ~lan for the ar.alysis of OBTS data. 

Survev Instrument Terminologv 

Unless stated otherwise. the definieions for words (e.q., charie, or:ense, 
arrest. summons, court disposition. trial) used in this survey !.nstr' .. mene are 
those found in the Dictionary of Crim~nal Justice Data Terminoloq~. :~rst 
Edition, 1976. 

As used in this survev .:.~strument, "offender" refers to eit~er ~n adule 
convicted of a criminal o~£ense or charged with a specific offense buc not 
conviceed or not yet tried. 

Throughout this survey instrument questions are asked aboue r,;het.her or not 
your state has done in the past, is currently doing. is in the process .JE doing. 
or is planning in the future to ~erform some ~articular acti vi ty. :,hen 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 fear ago. 
Currentlv - 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 be~ng 
worked on at the ~resent. 
Planned - refers to an activity that is antici~ated for the future but 
has not been formally initiated. 

Survey Instrument Outline 

Listed below arE the sections of the questionnaire. Only the first two 
sections are aDplicable if your state is not currentlv operatina or develooing 
a state OBTS or does not have active plans to develoD a state 08TS, Where 'lour 
state's OBTS is in the planning. design. develo~ment, implementation. or opera­
tional stage, sections III - XI are to be completed in addition to sections 
I and II. 

SECTION I: 
SECTION II: 
SECTION III: 

SECTION IV: 
SECTION V: 
SECTION VI: 
SECTION 'n I : 
SECTION VIII: 
SECTION IX: 
SECTION X: 
SECTION XI: 

Information System Overview 
Offender Statistics - Development and Use 
Stage of Development of Offender 3ased Transaction 
Statistics (OBTS) 
Manner of Re~orting OBTS 
OBTS Tiacking Mechanism and Tracking Accouneing Unit 
OBTS Charge, Offense. and Dispos~tion Information 
OBTS Police, Courts, and Corrections Data Elements 
Timeliness of OBTS Data Re~orting and File Update 
ComDleteness of OBTS Data Reoorting 
OBTS Data Qualitv Control and Audits 
OBTS Analysis • 

P~ 
1 
2 

7 
7 
8 
9 

1':' 
!.2 
13 
14 
15 
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SECTION I: Information System Overview 

OBTS and CCH Develooment 

1. Is your state currently ~aintaining, in the ?rocess of developing, 
or presently planning to implement a statewide O~fender Based Transaction 
Statistics (OSTS) system? 

Yes 1110 

If the answer is no, skip to oage 2, cue'stion 5, and complete 
all guestions through oage 7, Question 16, before returning this 
Questionnaire. 

2. a. Indicate the current stage of CCH and OBTS development in your 
state. (Check Appropriate Stage): 

CC:I 

OBTS 

?lanning/ 
Preli.rninarI 
Studv 

Detail:J 
SYstem 
IrlVestigacion 
and .:malvsis 

Detailed Design 
iOUcputs, Inputs, 
Files, ?rocessing, 
Controls) 

System 
Develocrra'1t 
(ScheduLng, 
Prcgramning, 
Testing) 

Systerll 
I.rr:ple­
rrentation 

.5~lsta..rn 
Op:ra­
tional 

b. In light of the presidential and congressional recommendation to 
eliminate ~E~A's grant-in-aid program from the 1981 budget, what 
is the :ninimal t'/oe and le'/el of assistance "IOU 'Nould ha'J'e to 
seek (wish to seek) ~rom B~S in order to ass~re continued OBTS 
developme~t? ______________________________________________________ ___ 

c. What support would you anticipate existi~g in your state for OBTS 
develooment should federal assistance be severely restricted at the 
conclu~ion of anyon-going funding? --------------------------

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

Yes OBTS extracted from CCH file 
-----Separate OBTS and CCH files created when data reported 
-----to s ta te 
_____ Other, explain: ____________________________________ __ 

_____ NO, explain ho\v OBTS is being developed: __________________ __ 

b. How dependent is your state I s progress \vith respect to OBTS 
development on continued progress with respect to CCH development 
and implementation? (Circle Appropriate Response) 

VERY DEPENDE:-lT SOMEwa~T DEPENDE:-lT ~OT DE?ENDENT 

~. This question pertains to those states where OBTS is in the 
operational stage or ancicipates being operational at the conclusion 
of on-going grant support: 

a. Is your state committed to providing the resources to operate the 
OBTS system (or CCH system i~ the same)? 

Yes No Uncertain 

-1- , 
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b. Is your state committed (or anticipated to be commi tted) too providing 
the resources needed for generating OBTS output reports and 
analyz1ng and disseminating this inE~rmation consistent with 
!denti~ied state needs once OETS is operaticnal? 

Yes No ___ Uncertain 

OBSCLS, SJIS f PROMIS S'lstem Status 

3. Where the following systems are or have ip che past been ~~nded in your 
state, what is their current stage of development? (Check appropriate stage.) 

?Lanning/ 
Preliminary 
Studv 

Detailed Detailed Design 
System Inves- (Outputs, Inputs, 
tigation and :iles, Precessing, 
Analvsis Controls) 

Svste~ Develon­
menc (Scheduling, 
?rcgr3lTl11ing, 
Testine<) 

System Syste'TI: 
L~le- Opera-
mentaticnal tiona I 

OESCIS 

SJIS 

?ro~u:S: 

l.~ __ 

2.'---___ _ 

3.:-.-. __ 

4. ----
5. 

1. 

2. 

5. :ndicate bV an asterisk (*) in the la~t hand margin those systems lLsteci 
above thoU: - are anticioated to contribute as a by-product to oaTS 
developmenc (or CCH ~here the same). 

Gt~er In£or~ation 5vstem Status 

7. List below any other information systems in your ,;' .ite either operat'10nal 
or under de'lelocment (and not soecificallv ment:c~~d above) wh!ch are 
or could contribute ~o OBTS or ;f~en~er o~iented scatiscical develoo­
ment in your state. For the systems listed provide the ~ol!owin~ . 
inEormacion: 

S'lstem Name 
Gecgr:.~nic Area 
Svstem Serving 

Stage of ~ 
Deve.looment'" Principal Puroose o~ System 

If yes, list the most recent report giving the title and year pr~pared: 

What efforts, if 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 

:0. a. Does your state use (plan to use) various agency manual files co 
construct ex post facto "OBTS" records for some select group 

b. 

or sample of offenders? 

In the Past 
Currently 
In Process 
Planned 

'LES NO 

If yes, describe the most recent work (e.g., number of records, 
period of time, sampling procedure, geographic area covered) and 
lis t any repo rt (s ) produced: _________________________________ _ 

t-lhat was the orincioal reason for the use of this ::1et!1oa to 
construct an ~OBTS·-data base (e.g., to illuscrate the OB~S 
concept, to justify expanded OBTS de';elopment, to answer sone 
specific issue or question, to minimize cost): 

Merginq of Offender Oriented Data Bases 

3. 11. a. Does your state make any effort to link together the information 

4. 

s. 

tPlanning, Design, Development, Implementation, Operational 

S. Indicate bv 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) 

SECTION II: O~fender Statistics - Develooment and Use 

Agqreqate Cri~inal Juscice Process ina Statistics 

9. Does your SAC prepare any reports or analyses in which the aggregate 
statistics from several agency information systems (e.g., UCR arrest, 
state court information system, state corrections information system) 
are combined to provide an ol/erall picture of criminal justice 
processing? 

In the Past 
C'.lrrently 
In Process 
Planned 

YES 

.. -

NO 

-2-

on the same offender maintained on various acrencv or subsystem data 
bases in order to create a unique offender tracking record? 

In the Past; 
Currently 
In Process 
Planned 

YES NC 

If yes, briefly describe the most recent effort and list any 
report{s) produced: ______________________________________________ ___ 

b. What difficulties are encountered in trying to identify and link 
together the various components of an offender'S processing across 
the system components (e.g., arrest, lower court, upper court)? 
How'Nas this done? __________________________________ _ 

c. Based on 'lour exoerience, is this a reliable way of constructing 
an OBTS data base? _____ yes ~ot currently- _____ ~o 

-·3-
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Sta~~stical AnalYsis Questions and Issues 

12. Listed below are a series of questions. Indicate by a check in the left 
hand column if it is a question you feel your state would have an 
interest in addressing. If so, indicate how important an OBTS file 
would be C~ addressing the question in whole or in part. Also, indicate 
other data bases in your state that would be needed to aid in addressing 
the question: 

(~ 
Check Qt:estion: 

Sew many criminals are there 
1.:: your state? 

new ;-rany uniq"-2 p:rsons are 
arrested in your state in a 
year? 

what p:rcentage of total 
arrests are caused bv 
'..mat percentage of the 
arrestees? 

Eow ;rany p:091e are active at 
various stages in the criminal 
justice system? 

How manv ::eoole are precessed 
thrOUGh· various corrfonents of 
t.~e system? 

Rew many ~eople released from 
various ?Cints in t.'1e system 
return (e.g., are subsequently 
arrested again) and hew far do 
thev p:netrate t.'1e svs·tem uPon 
retUrn (e.g., aar..titted, . 
convicted and sentenced to 
imprisonrrent)? 

How does sentencing vary from 
jurisdiction to jurisdiction 
(controlling for defendant 
characteristics)? 

How many offenders'should state 
corrections plan for in future 
years? State probation? 
Local jails? 

~ew has t.'1e processing of 
offenders (women, 
vouthful, serious) chanGed 
ave.!:' tirre? -

l~here should the crilninal 
justice S'lSte.!l1 allocate nS'1l 
resources· (e.g., jails, 
judgeships, prosecutors)? 

\';nat offencers are better 
risks for certai:1 tv::es 
of corrections pro;rams 
(e.g., ccrrmunity corrections, 

work rele:lse, probaticn)? 

'.-

~rtance of OB'l'S 
in Addressing the 
Question 
I-I!mortant 
s-samewhat Imoortant 
N-Not I!moreant 
(Circle One) 

I s 

I s N 

I S N 

I s 

I s 

I s N 

I S N 

I s N 

I s N 

I s N 

I S N 
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Other Data Bases 
in 'lour State 
L'TrOrtant to 
Mdressinq the 
Question . 

, . 

/ 

I 
I 
( 
l 

(~h 
Chec!< Question 

How many rearrests occur 
while p:rscns are active in the 
crilninal justice syste!n? .Ol.t 
'Ilhat stage are they active 
when rearrested? 

what is the tiIre between arrest 
and trial? what is the iIrpact 
of delay L, processing on 
court dis~osition? 

Ivhat coes it cost to process 
a p:rson through the crL~nal 
justice system? :or various 
of:enses? For various dis­
?Csitional alternatives? 

\vnat comparisons can be rrade 
be~lle~~ offender volumes 
through the system and t.'1e 
corresponding costs of 
processing? 

LTtlOrtance of OBTS 
in Addressing the 
Question 
I - Important 
S-Some..mat L~rtant 
N-Not Important 
(Circle One) 

I S N 

I S N 

I S 

I S 

Other Data Bases 
b 'lour State 
Inportant to 
Mdressing t.'1e 
Question 

13. Listed below are some broad areas or cl:lsses of analvsis that should 
be helpful in addressing the types of questions lis~~d above. Indicate 
the extent to which your State is developing the cacacitv to oerforrn 
these types of analyses. Also indicate the imoact eha,: a s~at.e OETS 
Nould have on the development of ~he capacity to perform these types 
of analyses. 

Class o~ Analvsis 

System "Offender" 

State/SAC 
has done 
\oJOrk in 
t.1..J.s area 

Processing Description (e.g., 
by system corrponent, criIre typ: 
breakdown, gecgraphic areas) 

System Rates of Processing 
(e.g., conviction rates, active 
as :I oercent of total btake) 
and Fiow Dynamics (e.g, how 
rocu,v axit at different decision 
?Ciflts) 

Syst~'1I Resource, \'1orkload, 
& Cost descriotion as it relates 
to of=~~der p~~essing 

Elapsed TiIre Be~lleen Events 
in Processing and Effect on 
Backlogs (e. g ., court cases 
awaiting dispJsition) 

Length. of Offender Stay in 
Various Sentencing .~ternatives 
and Effect on the Size of the Active 
Pq)ulation to be Tre=tted (e. 9 . , 
Probation Poculation, 
Dr.prisor~t·Population) 

State/SAC 
currently 
dobg work 
in this area 

-5-

State/SAC 
plans to 
do work 
in this area 

PDle OB'l'S ',.;ould 
play in Capacity 
Building 
S-Enhanced 
S-S~Nhat E~~anced 
~-Not Enhanced 
'Circle One) 

E 5 

E S N 

S 

E S 

S N 

, 
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State/SAC 
olans to 
do ',~ork 

Role OBTS I .... ould 
play in Capacity 
Building 

Class of P..nalvsis 

State/SAC 
has done 
work in 
this area 

State/SAC 
currently 
doing work 
in this area in this area 

E - EI".hanced 
S-Sarewhat Enha."lced 
N>-Not Enhanced 
(Circle One) 

Rates or "Offender" Return 
to the Svstem (as rreusured by 
:::oint o( release, point of 
:eturn and subsequent system 
oenetration, elapsed tirre 
batween release and return, 
offender characteristics or 
attributes) 

Tr~"lds L' System p=ocessL,g 
and Forecasts/Projections 
of Future Processing 

:l.nalysis of Factors I~hich 
Induce Olange in System 
Processing (~~ernal forces; 
leoislative, e.'<eCUtive, judicial 
pollC'j and funding) 

Analysis of Que:tions of Equi~y 
L"l Defendant/Of!ender Process~g 

E 

E 

E 

E 

S 

S 

S 

S 

" .. 

i4. Are there any soec~~~c analytic techniques or frameworks (e.g,! 
simulation models, queueing models, forec~sting tech~iq~es) wh~ch 
'IOU feel would be helpful in better manag~ng OBTS da~a ror purposes 
of display and use? 
Describe or list: ____________________________________________________ _ 

15. a. 

b. 

What degree of emohasis should be placed on iden~ifying, ,doc~menting, 
and disseminating" information on sP7cific analyt~c techn~que; or 
frameworks for managing and display~ng OBTS and relat~d ata, 
Circle one: 

INCREASED ABOUT THE SAHE DECREASED 

If you feel emohasis should be increased or remait; the ~alne t.h hOI'; 

would 'IOU rate each of the following methods for ~mprov~ng e 
al.;areness of analytic techniques in support of OBTS? 

H - High M - Medium L - Low 

f soec ;r-;c analytic technio.ue packages which des,cribe Preparation 0 • • - b bt d 
----~he technique the data requirements, the outputs to e 0 a~ne: 

I~ addition t~ the above, where applicable document and prepare r~r 
----dissemination information on actual computer programs that suppor 

the technique. ' th 
In addition to the above, have such programs_~perat~n; on e 

----Michigan Terminal System (e.g:, unsupported J:~le) whe_e they can 
be accessed remotelv via term~nal. " , 

____ Ident~t'~y a~dn PtrhOev~S'dtea·taeCoc~s~h~oA~~t~~n~~T~e:~~f~~~cw~~~~n~~~~~a~~d 
ex'Oer ~se ~ 

methodologies. S 
/ " programs regarding so_ecific OBT Conduct seminars tra~n~ng 

----analvtical methodologies Other, explain: __________________________________________________ _ 

-6-
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1ii , List uo to three issues or concerns in your state where offender 
statis~ics generated from the various a~ency data bases have played 
an important role in formulating policy recommendations, (Issues or 
concerns ',.;ould include, for example, prison overcrowding, ':'educing 
court delay,assessment of legislative impact of mandatory sentencing,) 

NOTE: If 'lour state is not currently ooerating or develooing a state 
OBTS or does not have active olans to develoo a state OBTS then 
do not croceed and simolv return the first two sections of the 
:Juestionnaire. Other .... ise, proceed to answer the Questions in 
~ections III-XI to the extent cossible, 

SECTION II!: Staae of Jeyelooment of Offender Based Transaction Statistics (CSTS) 

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

OBTS 
Data Seg::-ent 

Police Segrrent: 
Ide.'1tification/ 
F_i'lgerprL,t 

No Plans Syste~ 
to Lrnolerrent Planning/ 
}'his 5egrrent Studv 

Arrest (Charge/ 
Police Disposi­
tion) 

?roseC'Jtor Segmen~ 
(if applicable) 

Lower Court 
Segrrent 

Upt=er Court 
Segrrent 

Corrections Segrrent: 
State 
custody /parole 

Local Custody 

Probation 

System 
Design 
(OUtputs, Inputs, 
Files, ?rocess­
ina, Cont=olsl 

SECTION IV: Manner of Recorting OBTS 

System 
Cevelo[lITent 
(Scheduling, 
Prograrrrning, 
Testing) 

Syst8J11 
L-:ple­
rrentation 

System 
OJ;:erational. 
(Date 
r..crmenced) 

18. For each of the major OBTS data element segments (i.e., police, prosecutor, 
courts, corrections) indicate the ~anner by which the data is repor~ed or 
clanned to be reoorted on the table which aocears on the next page. 
~ircle t~e "CD i~ it is currently reported ~hat way; the "I" i~ it is 
in the process of being designed, developed, or implemented to report 
that 'Nay; and circle the UP" if it is planned to be reported that way, 
More than one manner of reporting can b~ circled per row where appropriate, 
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OBTS Data Directlv to State 
OBTS 'lia Prescribed 

Directly via By-Prcduct of J:..gency :-tIS 
Block SeqtI'el1t: Terminal Which Supports Applications 

Form Entry in Addition to State OBTS/CCH 

Police Segrrent: 
Identification C I P C I P C I P 

t .. .rrest (Charge/ 
Disposition) C I P C I P C I P 

Prosecutor ~~t C I P C I P C I P 

Lower Court Segrrent C I P C I P C I P 

Up~r Court Segrre.~t C I P C I P C I P 

CorreC'"..ions Segrrent: 
State Custcdy/Parole C I P C I P C I P 

Local Custcdy C I P C I P C I P 

Probation C I P C I P C I P 

19. Agencies Responsible for Reporting 

What agencies in your state are responsible (will'be responsible) for 
reporting? 

Police Data: __________________________ ~ ____________________________________ __ 

Courts Data: ________________________________________________________________ __ 

Corrections Data: 

SECTION V: OBTS Tracking Mechanism and Tracking Accounting Unit 

Trackina Mechanism 

20. Briefly describe (or attach documentation which des~ribes) t~e tracking 
mechanism which enables the data element segments (~.e., pol~ce, 
orosecutor, lower court, upeer court, corrections) associated with a 
given offender processing to be linked together. ~ote: By of~ende: 
processing is meant the set of related events, typ~cally start~ng w~th 
arrest and following through court disposition and where convicted 
sentence which are reported and linked together for a specific offender. 

21. Are identifiers available (planned to be available) that enable a 
given processing ~or an offender to be linked t~ prior (or ~uture) , 
processing on the sawe offender (i.e., the mult~ple proces~~ngs wou_d 
constitute the offender's criminal history record and woula support 
recidivism analysis for example)? 

Currently 
In Process 
Planned 

Yes No 
-----yes -----No 
----yes -----No 

22. Have difficulties or problems been encountered with: Co Not 
Yes No J(r.o,..r 

Linking together the data element segments (e.g., oolice 
lo\.,er court, upper court, corr&ctions) associated with a 
given offender processing? 
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Linking mult~ple trackings associated with the same offender 
together '~.e., the linking of multiple trackings would 
constitute in some sense the offender's criminal history 
record) ? • 

Tracking Accounting Unit 

'les 
Co Not 

~io Kno,..r 

23. Example A: Person is arrested and charged with three seoarate of~enses 
of armed 7'0bbery a~d two lesser include~ charges of aggravatedassau!t 
and carry~ng a deaaly weapon correspond~ng to each offense of armed 
robbery (i.e., nine charges in all, three charges associated with 
each offense of armed robbery) . 

For the ekam~le gi'len abo~e, W~ich of the following descriptions 
best c~tegor~zes the way ~n wh~ch the charges formally alleged against 
the ofr7nder at arrest would be recorded on the reporting forms 
(or m~d~um) used ~or OBTS. If more than one is appropriate check 1y0 
all tnat are appl~cable. 

"Offender 
Accounting" 

"Offense 
Accounting" 

"Charge 
Accounting" 

One reporting form would be completed which would inclUde 
all the charges against the of~ender as a result of the 
arrest. Examele: The nine charges are all olaced on 
the one reporting form. . 

A separate reporting form would be created for the 
charges against the of:ender associated with each 
criminal offense for which the offender is accused as 
a result of the arrest. Sxamele: the nine char~es 
are placed on three separa~e reoorting for~s. ~dch 
reporting form contains a robbery charge and its 
corresponding aggravated assault and weapons char,e. 

A separate reporting form would be created for each 
charge against the offender as the result 0: the 
arrest. Examole: The nine charges are olaced on nine 
separate reporting forms. . 

Other, expla~n: ________________________________________ _ 

SECTION VI: OBTS Charge, Offense, and Discosition Information 

Charge and Diseosition Tracking 

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

Currently, 
In Process Planned 

All charge" at one or more points (e.g., arrest, 
final court disposition) in the offender'S 
processing 
Only the most serious charge at one or more 
points in the offender'S processing 
Other, explain: -----------------------------

-9-

I 



Where only the most serious charge is recorded for a given of!ender 
processing is this because: 

Currently, 
In Process Planned 

Only the most serious charge is recorded and reported 

All charges are reported, but for OBTS purposes 
only the most serious is selected 
Other, explain: __________________________________ _ 

26. Where all charges for a given offender ?rocessing are maintained on 
vour state OBTS file is the resoective court disposition (includes 
sentence where ccnvicted) reported and maintained for each charge? 

Currently, In Process 
-----Planned· 
=--'No, exp lain: __________________________________________________ _ 

27. At what pOints or stages in an offender's processing ~re the chargp.s, 
or most ser~ous charge reported (or planned to be reported)? Stages 
in processing would include for example: arrest, lower court filing, 
lower court disposition, upper court filing, upper court disposition, 
sentencing, corrections entry. 

List stages: ________________________________________________________ _ 

28. Does 'lour state OBTS data collection instrument i:1cl'.lde the ~!CIC code 
for the charge offense IS} at arrest and final ~ourt disposition? 

Arrest E'inal Court 
Disoosition 

O:fenses Reoorted 

Yes 

No, but a table lookup exists to provide a 
crosswalk between the" state charge codes and the 
corresponding NCIC code. 
No 

\ 

29. What offenses* are included (plan to be included) in your state's 
OBTS? Check all appropriate responses. 

Currently, 
In Process Planned 

All felony level* via arrest 
All felony level* via arrest or indictment 
Only fingerprinted felony level 
All misdemeanor level via arrest 
All misdemeanor level via arrest/citation/or summons 
Only fingerprinted misdemeanor level 
Other level than felony or misderr.eanor, expl~in: 

*For purposes of this question, a felony level offense carries the 
oossibilitv of imorisonment for a vear or more :nd a misdemeanor level 
carries a iesser penalty. The oth~r level is provided where a state 
treats certain of:enses at a level below ~isdemea~ur. 

30. Are there specific types of offenses (e.g., local ord~~ances, traffic, 
natural resources) or levels of offense (e.g., summarvoffenses) soeci­
fically excluded from your state's OBTS syscem and not described above? 

Currentlv, In Process: Yes No 
?lanned:~ ies ~ -----
If yes, excluded offenses include: ____________________________ _ 
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Dispositions Reoorted 

31. Which of the following d1soos't' ( 
state OBTS: • - ~ ~ons are plan to be) reported to the 

Not CUrrentlv, 
~?licable In Process Planned 

------ Police. Dispos~ tion ""here charges are croooed 
and orfencte~ ~s r~leased by the police. _. 
Prosecutor D~spos~tion of decline to 
prosecute 
Grand Jury Disposition of ignored 
no true bill, indictment quashed ' 

32. a. ~~~l;herelo~h:rfdispositions not described above which are soeci~i­
- - exc u ea 70m yo~r state's OBTS system or for which no' 
reporting mGchan~sm ex~sts to collect? 
Currently, In Process: 
Planned: 

Yes No 
==Yes No 

b. If yes, list dispositions: 
-----------------------

SECTION VII: OBTS D,ata Elements 

33. 

34. 

In ?lan~ing and design for OBTS, did vour state u-e the SEARCA m ' '_ 1 Report -4 OBTS dat 1 ,,' "'" " _eC:1n~,-a_ , ~ . a e ements m~n~illum reoortina 5tandar~- or t~e BJS 
~at~on~l,OBTS, tape submission data,elem~nt re~orti;g s~:ndard;'!n 
c(eterm~n~r:g tne, data elements for lnclusion on 'lour state OETS" 

Check alL a!?phcable.} ., 

SEARCH Technical Report i4 Standara'~ . BJS . - ____ ':"es ____ ~o Somewhat 
~ational OBTS Tape Submission Data Element Standaras---

_____ yes _____ No _____ Somewhat 

_____ Not available when OBTS 
initially developed ' 

For each of ~he areas listed below, indicate bv a check (v( the 
~egree to wh~ch your state OBTS includes the SEARCH Technical Reoort 
d~ dat~ 71ements, (other than the data elements relatea to char~e" and 
,~spos~t~?n prev~ously discussed). For your reference ~nd a~ ~n aid 
~n4 danswer~ng the 9ue7tion, a listin~ of the SEARCH Tech;ical~Reoort 
.. ata elements ~s ~ncluded as .l\.ttachment A. . 

State OBTS Includes: SEARCH Data 
Hone/Not Elements Not Included 

Mo~ All ~ ~ ~olicable on State OBTS * 

Police/Prosecution 
LOl-'er Court 
Upper Court 
Corrections 

*Speci fy r~;,ference numbers, e. g. I 2c using the ,l,ttachment A listing of 
OBTS data elements. 

35. Does your state OBTS data base include separate data e~ement segments 
for the lower criminal court and upper criminal court? 

Currently _____ yes _____ No _____ Not applic2ble/only one trial court 
in state 

In Proce~s Yes No 
Planned ===:=Yes _____ No 
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36. Does the correction data element segment of vour state OBTS orovide 
(plan to provide) for the ability to reoort and maintain inf~r~ation 
on more than ~ne correction cycle associated with a single offender 
processing (e.g., where the offender is initially incarcerated (one 
;:vcle) and then released to parole (second cycle) prior to final 
release)? 

Currently: Yes No 
In Process:-----yes -----No 
Planned: -----yes =:===No 

SECTION VIII: Timeliness of OBTS Data Reoortina and File Uodate 

Reoorting E'.eauiremen ts 

37. Does your state have spec~t~c requirements (e.g., statutory) governing 
the reporting of arrest and disposiUon information in support of t!"le 
state OBTS (or CCH if supported by the same data collection effort\? 

Yes _____ ~o _____ In Process or Planned 

If yes, specify form of requLc;:ments (e.g., legislation) : _____ _ 

38. Does your state have specific requirements (e.g., statutory) governing 
the timeliness with which various disposition events must be reoorted 
in support of the state OBTS (or CCH if sUp90rted by the same data 
collection e=fort)? ____ yes No _____ In Process or Planned 

If yes, specify form of requirement (e.g., legislation) : ________ _ 

Frequency and Timeliness of OBTS File Uodate 

39. At what stage(s) in offender ?rocessing are updates made to the state 
OBTS file? 

Currently, 
In Process Planned 

An offender'S processing is not added to the state 
OBTS data base until the final court disoos~tion has 
been ~eoorted (i.e., "closed records" onlv are maincained 
on the OBTS data base) . -
An offender's processing is included on the oaTS at 
the point of arrest or other entry to the system and 
is updated from time to time as the offender proceeds 
to final disposition (i.e., "open and closed" records 
are maintained on the OBTS data base) . 
Other, explain: __________________________ __ 

40. How frequently is the OBTS data base (or the data base from which OBTS 
is derived) updated, e.g., daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, annually)? 

41. If you were interested in analyzing as your OBTS data base all "offender 
trackings" for which final court disposition had been made during the 
previous calendar year, how long after the conclusion of the calendar 
'lear would vou have to wait before vou could be confident that court 
dispositions for that year had been-reported and entered on the OBTS 
data base? (number of months) 

If over six months, explain reason for delay: ________________ _ 
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SECTION IX: Comoleteness of OBTS Data Reoortina 

Reoorting of Arrests 

42. a. What percentage of total arrests in your state in FY 1979 are 
reported and included on your state OBTS (or CCH if the same)? 
In making this estimate base the percentage on only those arrests 
in your state which are required to be reported for OBTS or CCH 
purposes. 

less than 30% 
--31-50% 
----51-70% 
--71-90% 
---over 90% 
-----don't know, but less than 90% 
----don't know 

b. On what basis was the above estimate made? 

Best guess 
---Comoarison of number of known arrests received to other 
-'--state arrest figures. 
_____ Other, explain: ______________________________________________ __ 

43. To what extent is the current level of reporting of ~rrests due to the 
fact that (check all appropriate): 

SpecifiC jurisdictions are not report~ng all or some of their 
---arrests. 

Specific jurisdictions are not yet required to report due, for 
----example, to phased implementation of the OBTS system. 
___ Other, explain: __________________________________________________ __ 

Reporting of Court Qisoositions 

44. a. For what percentage of offenders disposed of bv the courts in FY 1979 
are final court dispositions reported and included on your state OBTS? 

Lower Court Upeer Court 
less than 30% 
31-50% 
51-70% 
71-90% 
over 90% 
don't know, but less than 90% 
don't know 

b. On what basis was the above estimate made? 

Lower Court 
Best guess 
Based on analvsis of number of arrest 
records for wSich sufficient time has 
elapsed and no court disposition has 
been received 
Comparison of nUmber of dispositions 
received to some other independent 
data source 
Other, explain: ______________________ __ 

45. To what extent is the current/level of reporting of court dispositions 
due to the fact that (check ( ) a~l appropriate) : 

Lmver Court Upoer Court 
Specific jurisdictions are not reporting 
all or some required court dispositions. 
Specific jurisdictions are not yet 
reauired to reCQrt due, for examole, to 
phased in imp~mentation of the OBTS system. 
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Lower Court Upper Court 
Reporting of arrests is so recent that 
th~ arrest charges have yet to be disposed 
of bv the courts. 
Other, explain: ______________________ __ 

SECTION X: OBTS Data Qualitv Control and Audits 

Data Qualitv Control 

46. Ivhat types of edits are performed on the data elements re!?orted to the 
state in support of the OBTS (or CCH where combined) data base? 

Currently, 
In Process Planned 

:-.lone 
Edits on input record - e.g., format, coa~ng struct~res, 
required data elements, logical event sequence. 
Linkaqe Edits - e.;., court disposition information 
reported but no matching arrest information; missing 
tracking number 
Tracking Record ~easonableness Edits - e.g., court 
disposition or correction information logically 
and sequentially links up '.vith remainder of the 
offender's record; internal consistency across the 
date fields within a record (e.g., arrest date not 
after disposition date) 
Other, explain: _______________________________ __ 

47. ;vhat tvpes of management/-:xception reports are i?rQduced to assist in 
assuring morc accurate, complete, and timely re!?orting of OBTS (or 
CCH where combined)? 

Currently, 
In Process Pl~nned 

48. a. 

None 
Reoorts on ~olume of arrests and court dispositions 
re~eived (with breakdowns, for example, by re!?orting 
agency or jurisdiction; year-to-date and prior year 
comparisons) 
Reports on number of arrest records where no court 
disposition has been received and so much time has 
elapsed frcm date of arrest (with breakdowns, for 
example, by agency and jurisdiction) 
Other, specify: ______________________________________ __ 

Are state level field staff oresent who can go out and assist 
reporting agencies in more a~curate, complete, and timely reporting? 

Yes No 

Currently, 
In Process 

Planned 

b. If currently available where is the field staffing locate~ organi­
zationally? What is the size of the staff? What types or agencies 
do they contact via site visits (e.g., law enforcement, courts, 
corrections)? ______________________________________________________ _ 
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Audits 

49. a. Has an annual audit been conducted of: 

CCH: Yes No In Process Planned 
OBTS: ====:Yes -----No ====:In Process ---Planned 

b. If an OBTS audit has been conducted or is in i?rocess, is it the 
same as the CCH audit? ___ yes ____ NO 

c. Date last audit completed: 
(projected to be completed')----------------------------

50. Where an audit of OBTS (or CCH where the same) has been conducted; 

a. Was a sample of records actually traced back to the source documents 
to determine the accuracy and completeness of the records? 
___ ye s ___ No 

b. I'lho i?erformed the audit(s)? _____________________________ __ 

c. Is a report on the results of the audit available? 
___ yes ___ In Process of Development No 

51. Would your state be supportive of the establishment of an independent 
audit capability for state OBTS (e.g., si~ilar to the IACP vCR audit)? 

Yes ___ Haybe ___ Do Not Know ___ .No 

SEC~ION XI: OBTS Analvsis 

OBTS Computerized Output Reports 

52. Describe whether or not you are using (plan to use) any data base 
management or statistical software packages to aid in the processing 
and generation of statistical output reports from 'lour OBTS data 
base: " 

53. Ha.re you identified (or thought about) the set of automated output 
reports that are (would be) generated from your state OBTS data base 
for statistical and analytical purposes? 
___ yes ____ In Process ___ No 

If yes, list the princii?al output reports or attach illustrative 
examples: _____________ -----------___________________ __ 

OBTS Data Users 

54. Who are the users and potential users of OBTS data in your state? 

55. What kind of training are you employing (plan to employ) to make 
users and potential users aware of the OBTS data base and the range 
of outputs t~at can be generated and issues that can be addressed? 

-15-

/' 

I 
, 

I 



OBTS Analvtic Reeorts 

56. a. 

o. 

state 
tir::e 

• '-t v OBTS reports (not simply computer printouts) your 
~~~ a~pared (plans to orepare) distinguishing,between one 
~~!l~~;S) and reports that ~re produced period~cally: __________ __ 

analvses been prepared using only a Have any OBTS reports,or of OB-TS records on the data base? samole of the populat~on 
- Yes No 

'b t~.e camnle and analysis performed: If yes, briefly descr~ e ., _ , 

- d h inquiries or analyses you perform (plan to 
57. List the type ot a ,oc data base and for whom they would be performed: perform) using the OBTS 
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ATTACHMENT A 

SEARCH Technical Report i4 OBTS Data Elementsa 

·1. Police/Prosecutor Data Elements 
* la. S ta te ID # 
lb. FBI i 

*lc. Arresting agency (NCIC code _ 
agency, county) 

*ld. Date-arrest 
*le. Birthdate 
* If. Sex 
*lg. Race 

2. Lower Criminal Court Data Elements 
2a. Court IO !I! 
2b. Date-Initial appearance 
2c. Release action (e.g., own 

recognizance, bail) 
2d. Date-Release action 

*2e. Date-Lower court disoosition 
*2=. Type of trial . 
*2g. Plea (final) 
*2~. Date of sentence (mav be same 

as court disposition) 
*2i. Type of sentence (e.g., prison, 

probation, jail) 
2j. Imprisonment sentence (days! 

month) 
2k. Probation sentence (months) 

*21. Type of counsel (at trial) 

3. Uooer 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.g., indictment/accusation, no 
bill, refer to lower court, 
dismissed, information 

3e. Date-arraignment 
.3f. Initial Plea 
*3g. Final Plea 

3h. Dai:e-trial commences 
*3i. Ty~e of trial 
*3j. Date-trial ends/disposition 

3k. ~elease action (e.g., own 
recognizance, bail, committed to 
default, committed without bail, 
other) 

31. Date-release action 
*3m. Date-sentencing 
*3n. Sentence type (e.g., prison) 

30. Prison (years) (min. & max) 
3p. Jail (days/months) 
3q. Probation (months) 
3r. Type of counsel (at trial) 

4. Corrections Data Elements 

4a. Corrections agency to 
4b. Receiving agency type 

(e.g., state institution, 
local jail, probation) 

4c. Offender status (e.q., 
custody, oart-time 
release, ~bscond/escape, 
other) 

4d. Date-received 
4e. Date-agency move/ 

status change/exit 
4f. Exit (e.g., discharge/ 

pardon/commutation, 
court order, retur~ to 
court-revocation, 
return to court-new 
offense, other) 

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

*BJS national OBTS tape submission data elements 

Note: The BJS taoe SUbmission standards require reporting of court _ 
information for o;ly the court where final disposition occurs. A "Type or 
Court (Final Disposition)" data element is inclUded to distinguish between lower, 
felony, or other court. 
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APPENDIX B 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATISTICS ASSOCIATION 

QUESTIONNAIRE ON OFFENDER BASED TRANSACTION STATISTICS 

Name of Princi~al Respondent: Ana Leticia Jim~ne.z J~~ne.z 
S:tctU6:tLct£an. Title: __ ~~~~~~~~~ __ -=~~ __ ~~ __ ~~~ ______________________________ __ 

Agency: CJUmi.na1. JU6:tLc.e. 1 n6ollma:ti.on Sy.61;@lne Number: __________________ __ 

Other P"rsons i".ssistinq in Questionnaire IS COTTloleti..Q!l.: 
~lame::::rm.J. Ar'60MO GOldeJl..Oll ve.ga Ti t 113: VVr..e.c.:tOIL 
Agency: Cit{.min.ai. JU6:tLc.e In6ollmaf-i-on Phone Number: 783-7306 
Name: SU.6tem Ti tle : -----------,-------

----------------------------Agency: __ " Phone Number: ___________________ __ 

Survev Instrument Purpose 

This questionnaire is designed to survey the development in the various 
states of systems in support of Offender Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS). 
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 realistical!v 
be expected given current and planned data availability. -

This study is authorized by law (42USC§370l). While 'lOU are not required 
to respond, your cooperation is needed to make the results of this survey com­
prehensive, accurate, and timely. 

Deadline for response is September 30, 1980. 

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 oaTS develo~ment, operation, and analysis; 
and develo~ a comprehensive plan for the analysis of oaTS data. 

survey Instrument Terminologv 

Unless stated otherwise, the definitions for words (e.g., charge, o!tense, 
arrest, 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 survev instrument, "offender" refers to either an adult 
convicted of a criminal o~fense 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 perform some ~articular activity. Nhen re­
sponding co this type of question, the following definitions should be used: 

In the Past - refers to some activity that was com~leted over a year ago. 
Currently - refers to an activity that was com~leted during the last 
year including those activities that are on-going. 
In Process - refers to an activity that is not com~leted but is being 
worked on at the ~resent. 
Planned - refers to an activity that is antici~ated for the future but 
has not be~n formally initiated. 

Survey Instrument Outline 

Listed below are the sections of the questionnaire. Only the first two 
sections are ao~licable if your state is not currently operatina or develooing 
a state OBTS or does not have active olans to develoo a state OBTS. \'ihere :rour 
state's oaTS is in the ~lanning, design, develo~ment, im~lementation, or o~era­
tional stage, sections III - XI are to be com~leted in addition to sections 
I and II. 
SECTION I: 
SECTIGN II: 
SECTION III: 

SECTION 
SECTION 
SECTION 
SECTION 
SECTION 
SECTION 
SECTION 
SECTION 

IV: 
V: 
VI: 
IlII: 
VIII: 
IX: 
X: 
XI: 

Info~ation System Overview 
Offender Statistics - Develooment and Use 
Stage of Development of Offender Based Transaction 
statistics (OBTS) 
11anner of Re~orting oaTS 
OBTS Tracking Hechanism and Tracking Accounting Unit 
oaTS Charge, Offense, and Dis~osition Information 
oaTS Police, Courts, and Corrections Data Elements 
Timeliness of OBTS Data Re~orting and File U~date 
Comoleteness of OBTS Data Reoorting 
OBTS Data Quality Control apd Audits 
oaTS Analysis 

Page 
1 
2 

7 
7 
3 
9 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
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SECTION I: Information System Overview 

OBTS and CCH Develocment 

1. 

2. 

CCH 

OBTS 

Is your state currently maintaining, in the orocess of developing, 
or oresently planning to implement a statewide Offender Based Transaction 
Statistics (OBTS) system? 

Yes x No 

If the answer is no, skip to page 2, Question_5, and com~lete . 
all Questions through cage 7, Question 16, beIore return~ng th~s 
Questionnaire. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Indicate the current stage of CCH and OBTS development in your 
state. (Check Appropriate Stage): 

Planning/ 
Preliminax"f 
Study 

Detailed 
SYstem 
I~vestigation 
and Analvsis 

Detailed Design 
(OUtputs, lnouts, 
Files, Processing, 
Control"'s-') ___ _ 

SYstem 
~veloorrent 
(Scheduling, System 
Programning, fuple-
Testing) rrentation 

Syste.rn 
OJ::era­
ticnal 

In light of the presidential and congressional recommendation to 
eliminate LEAA' s grant-in-aid program from the 1981 budget, .. 'nhac 
is the minimal type and level of assistance you 'noul~ ha'le ... 0 

seek (wish to seek) from BJS in order to assure cont~nued OBTS 
developme~t? ____________________________________________________ ___ 

t-ihat sUDport would you anticipate existi:-.g in your 3t~t7 fo~ OBTS 
develocment should federal assistance be severely res ... r!.ctec. at the 
conclusion of anyon-going funding? ______________________________ __ 

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

b. 

-4. 

Yes OBTS extracted from CCH file 
---Separate OBTS and CCH files created when dat:! re?orted 
---to state 
___ Other, explain: 

___ NO, explaIn how OBTS is being developed: __________________ ___ 

How dependent is your state's progr7ss I"ith respect~~o O~TS 
development on continued progress w~~h respect to C~H delelopment 
and implementation? (Circle Appropr~ate Response) 

VERY DEPENDENT SOMEWHAT DEPENDENT NOT DEPENDENT 

This question pertains to those states where ~BTS is ... in the _.' 
operational stage or anticipates being operat~onal a ... the conclu~Lon 
of on-going grant support: 

a. Is 'lour state committed to providing the resources to operate t~e 
OBTS system (or CCH system if the same)? 

Yes No Uncertain 
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b. Is your state committed (or anticipated to be committed) to providing 
the re70urces n~eded.for.gener~ti~g OBTS OUtput reports and 
analyz~ng and d~ssem~nat!.ng th~s !.nformation consistent with 
identified state needs once OBTS is operational? 
_____ yes _____ NO _____ Uncertain 

OBSeIS, SJIS, PROMIS Svstem Status 

5. Where the fO~low~n~ systems are or have ip the past been funded in your 
state, what ~s tne~r current stage of development? (Check appropriate stage.) 

Detailed Detailed Design System Develon-Planning/ 
Preliminary 
Study' 

System Inves- (OUtputs, Inputs, ment (Scheduli~g, 
tigation and Files, Precessing, Prograrrming, 
Analysis Controls) TestinQ) =:.:.:..----

Svstem Svste.'lt 
L~le- cPera-
mentaticnal tional 

OBSCIS 

SJIS ----
i?~JlS: 

X 
1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

S. ------

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. Indicate by an asterisk (*) in the left hand margin those systems ~isted 
above that are anticipated to contribute as a bY-prodUct to' oaTS 
development (or CCH where the same). 

Other IniQr~ation System Status 

7. List belol~ any other information systems in your state either ocerational 
or under ~~~llopment (and not specifically mentioned above) whi~h are 
or cou16 Sancribute to OBTS or offender oriented statistical develco­
ment in your state. For the systems listed provide the following . 
information: 

System Nt::.me 
Geographic iI.rea 
SYstem Serving 

Stage of t 
Develocment Principal Purcose of System 

tPlanning, Design, DeVelopment, Implementation, Operational 

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) 

SECTION II: Offender Statistics - Development and Use 

Aaqreqate Cri~inal Justice Process ina Statistics 

9. Does your SAC prepare any reports or analyses in which the :!ggregate 
statistics from several agency information systems (e.g., UCR arrest, 
state court information system, state corrections informa~ion system) 
are combined to provide an overall picture of criminal justice 
processing? 

In the Past 
Currently 
In Process 
Planned 
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If yes, lise the most recent report giving the title and year prepared: 

What efforts, if 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 "OETS" records for some select qroup 
or sample of offenders? 

In the Past 
Currently 
In Process 
Planned 

NO 

If yes, describe the most recent I"ork (e. g., number of records, 
period of time, sampling procedure, geograpg' ic area covered) and 
list any report(s) produced: Sample on 02 Offender reported 

to the Police in the Capital City to determine the 

feseability of establishing an OBTS 

b. l'lhat was the princi?al reason for the use of this :nethod to 
construct an "OBTS" data base (e.g., to illustrate the OBTS 
concec:>t, to justify expanded OBTS development, to answe:r; ,some, 
specific issue or question, to minimize cost): To verLty 1.f 
the method that we used on the sample was applicable 

to the Universe. 

Merging of Offender Oriented Data Bases 

11. a. 

b. 

c. 

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

In the Past 
Currentl'! 
In Process 
Planned 

YES NO 
-X-

I'f yes, briefly describe the most recent effort and lise any 
report (s) produced:--.Q:u,arterly Reports to the Governor 

of Puerto Rico on Crime Conditions in Puerto Rico 

Nhat difficulties are encountered in trying to identify and link 
together the various components of an offender's processing across 
the system components (e.g., arrest, lower court, upper court)? 
How '(/as this done? The samp] e wa s taken manu a]] y but 
we hope that the process can be improved as soon 

as the data is automated 

Sased on your experience, is this a reliable way ~ constructing 
an OBTS data base? ____ .Yes ___ ~ot Currently _X __ No 
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§.~~ . .§~i-'~~~':..J;..~n!!a~'~vt:.s~l.~· S~Q~U~e~S.!:t~i.!:o~n:=s,--=a~n:.:d=-:!;..;s=-s~u_e_s_~ Statl.S - - , 1 f~ . Indicate by a check in tne e_ 
~ a series of ouestl.ons. 

12. Listed be10w,~.~ . a uesti6n you feel your state would have ~~, 
hand column l.t l.t l.~ q I': so indicate ho'l' imoortant an OBTS .l._e 
interest in address~ng. ~ ue~tion in whole o~ in part. Also, indic~te 
would be to addre~sl.ng the q

t that would be needed to aid in addresslng 
d ta bases l.n your sea e other a -

the question: 

IrrPOrtance of OBI'S 
in"Addressing the 
Question 
I-In\?Or..ant 
s-SomeWhat Important 
N-Not Imi?Ortant 
(circle One) 

(J 
~ Question: there 

How many cr:i.ml.nals are ( I ) S ~l 
in your state? 

HeW many uruque persons,are 
arrested in your state l.n a 
year? 

\~'hat percentage of total 
arrests are caused by 
what percentage of ~~e 
arrestees? 

How ~any ?BOple are, acti~~,at 
various stages in tne crl.ffil.nal 
justice system? 

How manY pecple are process~ 
trxough'various components ot 
the systern? 

( I ) 

( I ) 

( I ) 

. ( I ) 

How many ~eople released frem 
various coints in ~~e system 
return (e. g ., are subsequently 
~rested again) M.d ha~ far do 
theY penetrate t.~e sys",em upon 
retUrn (e.g., acquitted, 
convicted and sentenced to ( I ) 
imprisonrrent)? 

HOW dces ser',tencing. var;'! ~rom 
'urisdiction to j url,sdictlon 
J • - dant (controlling for ceten ( I ) 
characteristics)? 

How many offenders sh~ul~ state 
corrections plan for.l.n

7
tuture 

years? State probation. ( I ) 
iocal jails? 

How has the ~rocessing of 
offencers (women, 
vouthful, serious) changed 
over tirre? 

~~nere should the criminal 
justice system al~a;:ate new 
resources (e.g., ) al. 15 , 
judgeshi?s, prosecutors)? 

\~'hat offenc:ers are better 
risks for certaL~ types 

( I ) 

( I ) 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

of corrections programs . 
(e.g., ccmmmitr cor:ect;ons, 
work release, probation). ( I ) S 
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Other Data Bases 
in 'four State 
Important to 
Addressing t±e 
Question 
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Question 

nOW manv rearrests eccur 
while ~rscns are active in the 
criminal justice system? ~t 
what stage are they aC-..l.ve 
when rearrested? 

' .. ,ihat is the tirre l:etween arrest 
and trial? what is the im9act 
of delay h, processing on 
court disposition? 

Ivl1at dces it cost to i;lrC;l<:ess 
a oerson through ~~e cr~nal 
juStice system? F<?r var::-ous 
offenses? For ,~~ous dis­
positional alternatives? 

wl1at ccroparisons can be rt\3.de 
bet: . ."een offander volurres 
t.I1l:ough the system an~ the 
corresponding costs or 
precessing? 

Irt;lOrtance of OBTS 
in Addressing the 
Question 
I-Irroortant 
S-~eNhat Important 
~-Not Irrportant 
(Circle:.....:::On:.::e::,:):..--__ _ 

(I ) S N 

(I ) S N 

(I ) S N 

(I ) s ~ 

Other Data Bases 
in Your State 
Irroortant to 
.;ddressing ~'1e 
Question 

13. r rlasses of analysis that shou~d ~Q 
Listed belOl' are some broad areas 0 .- ues"'ions listed 3.oove. Ind~c3. __ , . dd -' g ~he tvoes ot q ~ , a ~ be helorul ~n a res~~n -I .'~ • vele ing the caoac1tv to perhor~ 
the extent to which your Stace ~s ~ea"'e Ene impact that a state OBTS 

• ;= 1 -es Also ~nC_G ~. 'I-h e .... ,~es ~hese types 0_ ana y~. - ~.. c-nacity to per:orrn _ es ~~~ '~ot:ld have on the develo!?ment or ~ .. e c.", 

of analyses. 

Class of Anslvsi"j 

Svstem "Offender" 

S ta te/stl.C 
has done 
v.ork in 
this area 

Processing Descr~ption (e.g., 
by system cCi!p:Jnen~~ CrJ.ire typ:X 
breakd~n, geograpmc areas) __ _ 

.~v(tem Pates of Processing , 
,~. g ., cenviction ra te~, aco. ve 
as a cercent of total wtake) 
and Fiow Dynamics (e.g, ho.:' , 
~any av~t at different,dec~s~o]{ 
points) __ 

Svstem Rescurce, \';or]doad, 
&-Cost descriptien as ~t relates 
to offa~der precessing ~ 

Eiapsed l'iIre Ee!:' .. een Events 
i.n Precessing 'IDd Effect en 
Backlogs (e.g. I court cases 
awaiting disposition) ,~ 

Length of Offender Stay in , . 
Various Santencing .~te~a~~ves 'it 
and Ef=ect on the S~ze or :roe Aco.le 
Peoulation to l::e 'l'reated (e.g., 
Probation ?opulaticn~ X 
L'l;lrisonrrent populatJ.on) 

State/SAC 
currently 
doing w'Ork 
h, this area 
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State/SAC 
'Ola..~s to 
Z:o wor~< 
in ~~is area 

PDle OBTS would 
olav in Ca!?acity 
Buildinq 
s-~~anced . 
S-Sornedhat Er.ha~cec 
N-Not EI"'.hanced 
(Circle One) 

E S ( :-t 

E S ( N 

E S ( 

E S ( N 

S ( 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

} 

f 

I 

I 
I
I 

f , 
I 
fi 

J 

f 
.~ 

Class of Analvsis 

Rates of "Offende:t''' Return 

State/SAC 
has done 
work in 
this area 

to ~'1e System (as rreasured by 
mint of release, POint of 
return and subsequent system 
p:netration, ela!?sed t.i.rre 
bet:Nea~ release and return, 
offender characteristics or 
attributes) ~ 

Trends in System Preces.Jh'1g 
and Forecasts/projections 
of Future Precessing l 
Analysis of Factors w11ich 
Induce Change L, System 
Processing (a~ernal forces; 
legislative, executive, judicial 
poliC"j and funding) 

Analysis of Questions of Equibj 
in Defendant/Offender Precessing 

State/SAC 
currently 
doing work 
in this area 

State/SAC 
plans to 
do '."ork 
in this area 

Pole OBTS would 
play in Ca!?acity 
Building 
E-Enhanced 
S-Scrrewhat Enhanced 
N .... Not Enhanced 
(Circle One) 

E S 

E S 

E S 

E S 

14. Are there any spec~r~c analytic techniques or frameworks (e.g., 
simulation models, queueing models, forecasting techniques) ~hich 
'lOU feel would be heloful in better managing OBTS data for purposes ~f display and use? -

Describe or list: Forecasting 

15. a. \-lhat degree of emphasis should be placed ::l'. identifying, doc~menting, 
and disseminating information on specific analytic techniques or 
frameworks for managing and displaying OBTS and related data? 
Circle one: 

INCREASED (ABOUT '£HE SA..'1.E) DECREASED 

b. I f you feel emphasis should be increi:t~,ed or remain the same, hOI." 
would you. rate each of the follmdng med:ods for improving the 
al"areness of analytic techniques in su!?port '.if OBTS? 

H - High ~1 - :.tedium L - Low 

H Preparation of specific analytic technique packages which desc~ibe 
--the technique, the data requirements, the out!?uts to be obtained. 
~In addition to the above, where applicable document and prepare 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 (e.g., unsupported file) Ivhere they can 
be accessed remotelv via terminal. 

~Identify and provide access to national resources which maint3.in 
eX'Oertise in the State of the Art of OBTS analytic technicrues and 
me~hodologies. -, 

-H-Ccnduct seminars/training programs regarding specific OBTS 
analytical methodoloaies 

__ Othe=, explain: __ ' _______________________ _ 
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16. List up to three issues or concerns in your state where offender 
statistics g~nerated from the various agency data bases have played 
an important role in formulating policy recommendations. (Issues or 
concerns ' . .;ould include, for example, prison overcrowding, reducing 
court delaY,assess::tent of legislative impact of mandatory sentencing.; 

1- Research Proyect on Weapons 
2- Reports to the GOYernor 
3- Research Proyect on Bails 

NOTE: Ii vour state is not currentlv ooerating or developing a state 
OBTS or does not have active plans to develoo a state OBTS then 
do not proceed and simplv return the first two sections of the 
ouestionnaire. Otherwise, proceed to answer the auestions in 
Sections III-XI to the extent possible. 

SECTION III: ~e of Development of Offender. Based Transaction Statistics (OB':'S) 

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

OBTS 
Data Segrrent 

Police Seg:ient: 
Ide.'1tiiication/ 
Fingerprint 

.;"--rest (Charge/ 
Police Disposi­
tion) 

No Pl~~ Svstem 
to Imolerrent pianning/ 
This S~t Stu~_ 

Prosecutor Segrrent 
(if applicable) 

La ... oer Court 
Segrrent 

UPt:er Court 
Segrrent 

Corrections Sesrrent: 
State 
CUstody;Parole 

I.ccal CUstody 

Probation 

System 
Design 
(OUtputs, Inputs, 
Files, Process­
ina, Cont=olsl 

SECTION IV: ~lanner of Reporting OBTS 

System 
Development 
(Sd'leduling, 
Prcgranming, 
Testing) 

System 
Tllple­
rrentation 

System 
Operational 
(Date 
Corrrrenced 1 

18. For each of the major OBTS data element segments (i.e., FJlice, prosecutor, 
courts, corrections) indicate the ::tanner by which the d~ta is reported or 
planned to be reported on the table which appears on the next page. 
Circle the "CO 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 UP" if it is planned to be reporte~ that way. 
~lore than one manner of reporting can be eirc led ?er row whe=re appropriate. 
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1. 

APPENDIX C 

LISTING OF STATE GROUPINGS* 

States where OBTS is primarily extracted from a CCH (Computer­
ized Criminal History) file and reporting to the CCH is mainly 
via form: 

California 
Georgia 
Illinois 
Iowa 
Michigan 
Nebraska 
New Jersey 

Ohio 
Oregon 
Utah 
Virginia 
Wiseonsin 
Wyoming 

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

Arizona 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Hawaii 

Massachusetts 
New Mexico' 
New York 
Oklahoma 

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

Arkansas 
District 
Kansas 
Maine 
Maryland 

Minnesota 
of Columbia Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 
South Carolina 

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

Alabama 
Alaska 
Idaho 
Mississippi 

Montana 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
Washington 

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

* 

Florida 
Indiana 
Louisiana 
Missouri 

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
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 . 

. . ' .. -


