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ILLINOIS 
CRI:VIINAL JUSrrICE 
INFORMATION AUTHORITY 

~ RESOLUTION ~ 

12 (1983) 

Annual Audit Report 1982-81 

WHEREAS the Illinois Criminal Justice Information 
Authority is responsible for conducting annual and 
periodic audits of the procedures, policies, and 
practices of the state central repositories for 
criminal history record information; and 

WHEREAS the Somputerized Criminal History (CCH) Svstem 
maintained by the Illinois Department of Law 
Enforcement has been exami ned by t he Au thor i ty for 
compliance with federal and state laws with respect to 
accuracy and completeness and delinquent disposition 
monitoring: 

Be it RESOLVED that the Annual Audit Report attached 
hereto is hereby adopted by the Authority. 

Be it FURTHER RESOLVED that the Chairman is authorized 
to release the Annual Audit Report, after providing the 
Department of Law Enforcement an opportunity to respond 
to these findings by October 15, 1983. 

ADOPTED by the. Illinois Criminal Justice Information 
Authority this 26th day of September, 1983, by 
unanimous voice vote. 

~~~~f 
William Gould 
Chairman 
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120 South Riverside Plaza Chicago, Illinois 60606 (312) 793-8550 

CERTIFICATION 

The Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority 
hereby certifies that the criminal history recordkeeping 
procedures and practices of the Illinois Department of Law 
Enforcement have been tested to ensure compliance with 
Federal and State privacy and security laws and regulations. 
During the course of examination, consideration has been 
given to accuracy and completeness, and delinquent disposi
tion monitoring procedures. The Authority's examination was 
conducted on a test basis and as such cannot aSSUf'e dis
covery of all types of irregularities. . 

Attached hereto, is the full r'eport of the Authority, 
its findings and recommendations for 1982-1983. 

,. ,. . . / Q; , ,/ . <-, 
-~' .. 1. /,(.. C C~(. ---- _:./~ ~: .~.' , 

William Gould 
Chairman 

Dated: ID/ZI IS) 
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Executive Summary 

The Au thor' i ty' s Annual Aud i t focuses upon five ma jor ar eas 
concerning the quali ty of criminal history record information: 
(1) the extent of missing identification information in the 
Computerized Criminal History (CCH) data base; (2) the accuracy 
of identification information in the CCH data base; (3) the ac
curacy of criminal history information on the CCH system; (4) the 
completeness of criminal history information; and (5) the cross
validation or triangulation of independently maintained automated 
criminal justice information systems. 

Computer-generated reports of missing identification infor
ma t i on for the entire CCH da ta base (1, 184,984 persons) found 
that missing identification data was not a serious problem, being 
most prevalent for non-primary searcn items. Among the no'n
primary search items, the worst item was place of birth wi th a 
missing rate of about 1.9%. 

Astra t i fied sample of 780 records on the CCH system was 
manually compared aga ins t or ig inal source documents. The aud it 
revealed that while 10.3% of the subjects had some kind of inac
curacy in their identification information, about 1.5% contained 
an inaccuracy serious enough to preclude a "hit" or positive 
response when an inquiry on a particular individual was made via 
the Law Enforcement Agencies Data System (LEADS). 

Criminal history information for 400 persons on the CCH sys
tem was manually compared with original source documents to as
certa in the accuracy of th i s information. Of the 1,776 arres ts 
comprising this sample, about 82% had no error. Excluding 
statutory class, about 1.6% of the arrest events had an inac
curacy in the ir arres t i nforma t ion; 0.7 % had an inaccuracy in 
state's attorney information. 0.7% had an inaccuracy in court 
i nforma t ion, 0.01 % had an inaccuracy in custod ial informa t ion, 
and 0.03% in bond information, 

An analysis of the 1,236,807 arrest events on the CCH system 
at the time, which indicated the completeness of dispositional 
informa t ion, showed that approx ima tely 58% of the arres t events 
on the CCH system had no disposition of any kind. The analysis 
also revealed· that older arrests were more likely to have a dis
position than newer arrests. This finding was corroborated by the 
manual audi t, as well as the triangulation of the CCH and the 
Illinois Department of Corrections CIMIS data base. 

Criminal history information of 525 inmates on the 
Correctional Institution Management Information System (CIMIS) 

v 



wi th the same information on CCH showed that about 47% of the 
inma tes had a summary transcr ip t on the CCH sys tem, wh i 1 e the 
remaining inmates had only identification information on eCHo 
Comparison of these two data bases indicated that about 60% of 
CCH records compared with CIMIS were in agreement, while 40% were 
discrepant. 
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I. Introduction 

Rap sheets are the most widely used records in the criminal 

justice process. Criminal justice agencies rely upon criminal 

history record information (CHRI) to make discretionary decisions 

at various decision points in the criminal justice system (CJS). 

If CHRI is to be used in the course of informed decision making, 

the quality of CHRI, which serves as the basis for these deci-

sions, must be assured. Despite the importance of the qua:ity of 

CHRI, a recent Office of Technology Assessment study (OTA, 

1982:104) indicated that 36 of the 49 states surveyed (73.5%) 

have never conducted an audit of the quality of CHRI stored in 

state repositories. 

This audit report attempts to bridge the gap between legis

lation regulations concerning the quality of CHRI and the 

procedures involved in conducting such an audit.1! In the past, 

there have been several audit manuals concerned with the auditing 

of CHRI (Search, 1983; Connecticut Justice Commission, 1981). 

Typ ically, however, because these manuals have had to cove r a 

wide range of audit issues--e.g., completeness and accuracy, dis-

semination, se'..;urity, and access and review--they could not 

devote much time to data q uali ty issues. This aud it addresses 

1!A methodological paper, which complements the present 
paper, discusses research design and methodological issues in 
more detail. 
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data quality issues in more detail, and shows, by example, how I 
such an audit might be conducted. 

The purpose of the annual audit of criminal history records 

is to ensure the quality of criminal history information. While 

such an audit does not guarantee the accuracy and completeness of 

each and every record, it prov ides a means for discover i ng and 

correcting errors in CHRI. This is essential for ensuring the 

privacy and security of the individual, dnd for informed decision 

I 
I 
I 
I 

making on the part of criminal justice agencies. I 
This year's aud i t of the Department of Law Enforcemen t 's I 

(DLE) Computerized Criminal History (CCH) system differs from 

previous audits of the Illinois CCH system in several ways. 

First, extensive use was made of available information technol-

ogy. When possible, information management systems were used to 

produce reports relevant to par't icular issues. Moreover, "tr ian-

gula t ion" was made poss i ble through the compar i son of inde p en-

dently maintained criminal justice information systems.gl 

Second, the reliance upon information technology afforded a more 

extensive analysis than previously possible. This is reflected 

2/Triangulation is a methodological rule of thumb based on the 
assumption that no single measure is a perfect indicator of a 
concept. To overcome the bias of a single measure, the researcher 
uses multiple measures of a concept. By using multiple measures 
obtained from independent samples, and by different methods, the 
researcher is able to "home in on" or "triangulate on" the 
concept. 
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in two ways: (1) sample sizes are much larger than in the past; 

and (2) a wider range of statistical reports are available 

because of the computer-assisted audit. Third, because of the 

focus on issues of data quality, the audit did not focus on is-

sues of dissemination, security, and access and review. Past 

audits of the CCH system in Illinois have dealt with these issues 

extensi vely (ICJIC, 1980; 1981; Audi tor General, 1982). 

Five major areas concerning the quality of CHRI are ex

amined: (1) The extent of missing data items in the identifica

tion segments on the CCH system was investigated; (2) The ac-

curacy of identification segments of records on the CCH data base 

was checked agains t or ig i nal source documen ta t i on; ( 3) On-l ine 

CHRI contained on "CCH Complete" records~/ was checked against 

original source documentation; (4) The dispositional status of 

arrest events on the CCH system was examined; (5) Finally, 

inmates from the Illinois Department of Corrections (IDOC) on the 

3/The terms "CCH Complete" and "CCH Incomplete" are used 
by DLE to indicate whether, from a user's perspective, criminal 
history information is available on-line (i.e., whether an 
individual has a "rap sheet" on the CCH system). "CCH Complete" 
indicates that an individual has an on-line rap sheet. "CCH 
Incomplete" means an individual has only an identification 
segment on the CCH system, which refers inquiries to a manual rap 
sheet. 

When a police department makes an inquiry about an 
individual, the type of response it receives depends on whether 
the individual's criminal history is on-line. If it is on-line, 
an inquiry will produce a summary rap sheet. If the record is not 
on-line, the inquiry will provide a file or jacket number where a 
manual rap sheet can be found. 

3 



Correctional Institution Management Information System (CIMIS) 

were checked aga ins t the CCH data base to see if: (a) they have 

records on CCH, and (b) whether their CCH records are up-to-date. 

II. Missing Data Items in Identification Segments 

As the first step in this year's CCH audit, a number of the 

fields in the identification (ID) segment of CCH records were ex

amined. Several EASYTRIEVE programs were written and run again~t 

the CCH data base in order to provid€ the data necessary for a 

large scale analysis of record completeness in the CCH data 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

base.41 These programs provided us with a breakdown of ten vari- I 
ab les on the ID segment 0 f a CCH record, wh ich enab led us to 

evaluate the extent to which missing information is a problem on I 
the CCH data base.51 Findings from this portion of the audit are I reported below. These findings are interesting not only because 

they tell us something about the completeness of records, and I 
potential problem areas, but also because they provide some in-

teresting information about persons on the CCH data base. 

4/EASYTRIEVE is an information retrieval and data base 
management system (DBMS) designed by Pansophic, Inc. primarily 
for IBM 360/370 systems. It is particularly useful for generating 
statistical reports from hierarchical data bases, such as the CCH 
data base. 

5/The ten elements or variables examined were: record status, 
race, sex, hair color, eye color, height, weight, place of birth, 
date of birth, and fingerprint classifications. 
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The results reported are based on two samples. The first, 

was taken on September 30, 1982, and is comprised of some 

1,184,984 subjects. The second sample was taken on October 6, 

1982, and is comprised of 1,199,059 subjects. 

There are four poss i ble statuses a record may have: com-

plete, incomplete, deceased, and one test record (FAX). For all 

practical purposes we will be concerned only with "complete" and 

"incomplete" records. A "CCH Comp lete" record is an on-l ine 

record which contains identification information as well as all 

criminal justice contacts and transactions reported to DLE. Full 

computer-generated "rap sheets" can be obtained from "CCH 

Complete" records (see Appendix A for a facsimile of a CCH 

generated rap sheet). A "CCH Incomplete" record is an on-line ID 

segment which refers to a manual file that contains criminal his-

tory information. The majori ty of the records (665,037, or 

56.1%) are coded incomplete, while 515,459, or 43.5%, are coded 

complete. Less than 1% of the records on the system fall into the 

deceased or FAX categories. 

A breakdown of the race variable is shown in Table 1. 

Almost two-thirds (65.5%) of the subjects on file were classified 

as whi te, while slightly more than one-third of the subjects 

(34.2%) were classified as black. Of the entire sample, only 

3,979 subjects had a missing value for this variable-~i.e., their 

race was unknown. This constitutes about 0.3% of the sample. 

5 
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Table 1 

Race/Ethnicity of All Subjects on CCH Data Base, 
September 30, 1982. 

White 774,404 (65.5%) 
Black 404,733 (34.2%) 
American Indian 1 ,432 (0.1%) 
Asian 436 (0.0%) 
Unknown 3,979 (0.3%) 

Total 1,184,984 
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With regard to the gender of record holders on the CCH data 

base, it was found that 969,708 (81.8%) were males, and 215,276 

(18.2%) were females. No subject had an unknown or missing value 

code for this variable. 

Table 2 presents a breakdown of the variable hair color. Of 

those subjects on the CCH data base, 5,332, or about 0.5% of the 

sample had a missing value for this variable. The majority of 

these (4,397) had been left blank, while for another 935 s~bjects 

"XXX" had been entered as their hair color. 

A breakdown of the variable eye color is given in Table 3. 

Again, about 0.5% (5,878) of the sample had a missing value for 

this 7ariable. Most of these (4,956) had been left blank, while 

"XXX" had been entered for another 922. 

Table 4 presents height for given categories. About 0.2% or 

2,134 subjects had no entry for height. According to this break

down there were 1,919 (0.2%) persons 7 feet or taller in height. 

This seemed an extremely high proportion when compared with the 

distribution of heights for the general population in the U.S. 

(DHEW, 1979). The proportion of persons 6 feet 4 inches in height 

or taller was better than twice that of the general U.S. 

7 



Hair Color of 

Bald 
Black 
Blonde 
Brown 
Grey 
Red 
Sandy 
White 
XXX 
"Blank" 

Total 

Table 2 

All Subjects on the CCH 
,September 30, 1982. 

694 (0.1%) 
496,016 (41.9%) 
104,353 (8.8%) 
529,906 (44.7%) 

24,163 (2.0%) 
23,338 (2.0%) 

351 (0.0%) 
831 (0.1%) 
935 (0.1%) 

4,397 '0.4%) 

1,184,984 
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Table 3 

Eye Color of All Subjects on the CCH Data Base 
September 9, 1982. 

Black 
Blue 
Brown 
Green 
Grey 
Hazel 
Maroon 
XXX 
"Blank" 

Total 

7,717 
270,553 
731,898 

70,596 
10,810 
80,992 

6,540 
922 

4,956 

1,184,984 

9 

(0.6%) 
(22.8%) 
(61.8%) 

(5.9%) 
('1.9%) 
(6.8%) 
(0.6%) 
(0.1%) 
(0.4%) 



Table 4 

Height of All Subjects on the CCH Data Base 
September 30, 1982. 

Less than 5 feet 6,631 (0.6%) 

5 to 5 1/2 feet 28,967 (2.4%) 

5 1/2 to 6 feet 697,602 (58.9%) 

6 to 6 1/2 feet 252,432 (21.3%) 

6 1/2 to 7 feet 5,299 (0.5%) 

7 feet or taller 1 ,919 (J.2%) 

"000" (Missing) 2, 134 (0.2%) 

Total 1,184,984 
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SimilarlYJ 3,048 (0.3%) of the subjects on CCH had no infor-

mation concerning their weight. While there were no missing in-

formation categories for the place of birth variable, there was a 

generic catchall category labelled "US" which would not indicate 

the state and/or country of birth. Some 22,981 (1.9%) subjects 

had this generic code entered as their place of birth. 

Table 5 shows a breakdown of year of birth for the entire 

sample. About 0.3% (3,542) of the subjects lacked information on 

date of birth. This includes all those fOl~ whom day, month, or 

year of birth were missing.ll 

In Table 6, the percentage of records wi th a missing value 

code for a given ID element is presented. In addition, the number 

of records with missing fields which could be expected per 10,000 

records is also presented. The analysis reveals that only a very 

small proportion of the sample has a missing value code for any 

6/The subsequent manual audit of identification information 
on-CCH revealed that this large proportion of persons 7 feet or 
taller in height was a result of a systematic error. This error 
usually occurred when height had been taken from older arrest 
cards--i.e., prior to 1976. Older arrest cards usually expressed 
height in inches, while CCH format expresses height in feet and 
inches. Thus, for example, someone who was listed as 72" tall on 
a pre-1976 arrest card was often coded as 7' 2" on CCH. 
7/Presently, DLE allows only two columns for year of birth. 

Thus, it is difficult to distinguish between an individual born 
in 1870 and one born in 1970. DLE is aware of this problem, and 
is working on a solution. 

11 



Table 5 

Year of Birth of All Subjects on the CCH Data Base 
September 30, 1982. 

Period 

1901-1909 7,318 (0.6%) 
1910-1919 35,037 (2.9%) 
1920-1929 78,175 (6.6%) 
1930-1939 119,501 ( 10.1%) 
1940-1949 320,572 (27.1%) 
1950-1959 470,708 (39.7%) 
1960-1969 148,739 (12.6%) 
Other 1 ,392 (0.1%) 
Missing 3,542 (0.3%) 

Total 1,184,984 

*1 Other includes those born prior to 1901, and those 
subsequent to 1969. 
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Table 6 

Percentage of CCH Data Base with Missing Data by Element 
September 30, 1982. 

Element 

Race* 

Sex* 

Date of Birth* 

Hair Color 

Eye Color 

Height 

Weight 

Place of Birth** 

Record Status 

! of Sample Missing 

0.34% 

0.00% 

0.29% 

0.45% 

0.49% 

o. 18% 

0.26% 

1 .92% 

0.00% 

Missing ~ 10,000 

34 

o 

29 

45 

49 

18 

26 

192 

0 

* Indicates primary search item for LEADS/CCH inquiries. 

**Place of Birth figures are based on the CCH Data Base for 
the date October 6, 1982. 

13 
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given element on the ID segment. The variable with the largest 

proportion of missing data is place of birth (1.92%). This means 

tha t if we looked at 10, 000 records on the CCH data base, we 

would expect about 192 to have been coded as having no place of 

birth. 

These results are subject to two qualifications: (1) the ar

res t ing agency may not havE! prov ided DLE with the informa t ion 

when filling out the arrest card; and (2) many of the fields ex

amined do not represent pr imary search items. The rea ref i v e 

variables or elements which are employed by DLE to search the CCH 

data base: name, race, sex, date of birth, and state identifica

tion number. Generally, primary search items were less likely to 

contain missing value codes than non-search items. 

III. Evaluating Data Base Quality: Classification of Errors 

The Federal Regulations which govern such audi ts are not 

very specific in terms of an operational definition of accuracy. 

According to the Federal Regulations, an "accurate" record is one 

which contains no "erroneous" information (Search, 1983: 17). 

In order to overcome such ambiguity, several coding 

procedures were developed. Our goal was to estimate the quality 

of the CCH data base, and to that end the current audit attempts 

to evaluate not only the extent, but also the types and 

seriousness of accuracy errors as well. 
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First, errors were classified as one of two types: (1) dis

crepancy error--a difference between the information that appears 

on the CCH generated records and that which appears on the source 

documentation;~1 and (2) omission error--information appears on 

the source documentation, but not on CCH.21 

Se c ond , errors were also class i f i ed wi th regard to the ir 

seriousness--i. e., the extent to which they affect an inquiry's 

ability to make a "hit". There are five items or elements which 

are crucial for an inquiry: state identification number (key 

item), name, rae!}, sex, and date of birth. Keeping these issues 

in mind, seriousness of an error was classified in one of three 

ways: primary error--if an error in one of the primary search 

fields precluded a "hit" when an inquiry was made; secondary 

error--if an error ocourred in one of the primary search fields, 

but did not affect an inquiry; and tertiary error--if an error 

occurred in an item which is not a primary search item (i.e., in 

any of the elements other than name, race, sex, date of birth and 

state identification number). 

This approach seems reasonable in as much as it allows an 

evaluation of the extent, types, and seriousness of inaccuracy 

errors that occur in the ID segment of CCH Incomplete records. 

Otherwise, such a detailed evaluation would not be possible. 

8/0ne example of discrepancy error is when a subject's race is 
reported as "white" on CCH, and "black" on the source document. 
9/For example, a subject is reported as having a "scar on 

forehead", while no scars or marks are reported on CCH. 

15 



IV. Accuracy of Identification Information on CCH Records 

In order .to assess the accuracy of ID information that ap

pears on CCH records, a stratified sample was drawn.lQI Four 

hundred CCH Incomplete and 400 CCH Complete records were randomly 

selected from each stratum, yielding a total sample of 800.111 

On November 17 and 18, 1982, audit staff conducted an ac

curacy audit on a random sample of some 400 CCH Incomplete 

records. The state identification numbers of these 400 hundred 

subjects were randomly generated, and the manual file jacket for 

each of these records was subsequently pulled by DLE staff. A BCI 

check121 was also generated for each of these subjects. 

10/Stratified sampling generally consists of several steps. 
(1) The entire population of sampling units (in this case CCH 
records) is divided into distinct subpopulations called "strata". 
(The first stratum or subpopulation is comprised of CCH 
incomplete records, the second is comprised of CCH complete 
records.) (2) Within each stratum a separate sample is selected 
from all sampling units comprising that stratum. (3) From each 
stratum sample a separate stratum mean is calculated. (4) Each 
stratum mean is weighted to obtain a combined estimate for the 
entire population (i.e., all records' on the CCH data base). A 
more detailed description Qf stratified sampling can be found in 
Kish (1965: 75-112). Also see Arkin (1974). 

l1/The "target" sample is the number of records one ideally 
hopes to audit, in this case 800. Once the audit had been 
completed, 780 records had actually been audited. 

12/BCI stands for Bureau of Criminal Identification, which is 
the old name for the Bureau of Identification. A BCI check is a 
computer-generated report that consists mainly of identification 
information resident on the CCH data base. A facsimile of a BCI 
check is shown in Appendix A. 
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In terms of CCH Incomplete records, the accuracy audit 

focused on the ex ten t to wh ich ID information con ta i ned on the 

computer-generated BCI checks accurately reflects the information 

contained on the source documents in the subject's file jacket-

e.g., arrest cards, master fingerprint cards, etc.lll The audit 

focused on 13 elements from the ID segment: NCIC fingerprint 

classification, place of birth, date of birth, sex, race, height, 

weight, eye color, hair color, skin tone, scars-marks-tattoos, 

name, and social security number. 

Each of these items that appeared on the individual's sum-

mary transcript was compared with the same information that 

resided on the source documents in the person's file jacket. 

Wh e n eve r a dis c rep a n c y 0 rom iss ion was en c 0 u n t ere d , the cod e r s 

noted it. These "apparent" inaccuracies were in turn examined by 

one member of the audit team and a DLE staff person.~1 

13/The primary source document for checking identification 
information is the master fingerprint card. Essentially, this is 
an arrest card with a high quality set of fingerprints. The use 
of this document as a primary source of identification 
information is problematic in that changes in the physjcal 
appearance occur over time and may not be reflected on CCH. Some 
physical identification information may be taken from other 
arrest cards. Thus, it is difficult to know where identification 
information came from. 

14/The term "apparent" is used since a number of inaccuracies 
were resolved. Part of this problem arose from the different 
codes employed on arrest cards, and on CCH. For example, there is 
not always a perfect one-to-one matching of codes for race, hair 
color, and skin complexion between source documents and CCH. 
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A. Accuracy of ID Information on CCH Incomplete Records 

Of the 400 records randomly selected, 380 were audited.121 

The majority of the records audited, some 74%, contained no inac-

curacy. Ninety-eight of the 380 records audi ted contained at 

least one error. Seventy-three of these records contained only 

one error. Table 7 presents a breakdown of number of errors per 

record. The maximum number of errors on any record was 4. 

Table 8 presents the percentage of records we would expect 

in the entire CCH Incomplete population: as well as the number of 

records with inaccuracies one would expect in the entire CCH 

Incomplete population. About 25.8% of the, records audited con-

tained at least one error. Thus, we would expect about 25.8%, or 

166,780 records, of all CCH Incomplete records on the data base 
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15/We were unable to audit a number of records for various I 
reasons. Several of the selected records were applicant records; 
for several others no master fingerprint card could be located at 
the time of the audit. This does not greatly detract from the I 
results, nor their precision. 
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Table 7 

Number of Errors per Record in the Identification 
Segment of a Sample of CCH Incomplete Records 

Errors ~ Record 11. of Subjects if of Errors 

No Errors 282 (74.2%)* 0 
1 Error 73 (19.2%) 73 
2 Errors 23 (6.1%) 46 
3 Errors 1 (0.3%) 3 
4 Errors 1 (0.3%) 4 

Total 380 126 

* Percentages do not add to 100% due to rounding error. 

•• 
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Table 8 

Estimates of Error in the Identification Segments of 
CCH Incomplete Records 

Seriousness 
of 
Inaccuracy 

"Primary Error" 
Inaccuracy 
Precluding "Hit" 

"Secondary Error" 
Inaccuracy Not 
Precluding "Hit" 

"Tertiary Error" 
Inaccuracy in 
Non-Search Items 

Any Inaccuracy 

% Inaccurate 
Records Expected 
in Data Base - --- ---

1. 05% 
(0.0-6.08%)* 

5.00% 
(0.0-10.03%) 

19.21% 
( 1!1.18-24.24%) 

25.08% 
(20.05-30.11%) 

If Inaccurate 
Records Expected 

in Data Base 

6,980 
(0-40,430)** 

33,250 
(0-66,700) 

127,750 
(94,300-161,200) 

166,780 
(133,330-200,230) 

* Sample precision for these percentages is + or - 5.03%; 
figures in parentheses represent the 95% confidence 
interval. 

** Sample precision for each of these estimates is + or -
33,450; figures in parentheses represent the 95% confidence 
interval. 
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to contain one or more inaccuracy errors.l£/ Seventy-three 

records (19.21%) contained inaccuracies in the non-search items 

only. On the _basis of this result, we would expect 19.21%, or 

127,750 records, of the CCH Incomplete records to contain inac-

curacies only in non-search items. However, only 23 (6.05%) of 

the records audi ted contained an error in the four search item 

variables. About 5.00%, or 33,250 records, of the CCH Incomplete 

records on the data base should contain an inaccuracy in a search 

item which would not preclude a "hit" when a LEADS inquiry was 

made. Only 4 of the records audited (1.05%), contained errors 

serious enough to preclude a "hit" when a LEADS inquiry was made. 

Thus, we would expect about 6,980 records in the data base to 

contain such errors. 

A detailed breakdown of the type and number of errors for 

each ID element is presented in Table 9. The results in Table 9 

indicate that the majority of the errors that occurred were 

16/Sampling precision was calculated on the basis of a sample 
size of 380 records, and a 95% confidence level. The sampling 
precision is 5.03%. Thus, an error factor of + or - 5.03% must be 
added to each percentage in Table 8. An error factor of + or -
33,450 must be added to each estimate of the number of 
inaccuracies in the CCH Data base. Confidence intervals are 
calculated by subtracting the sample precision from an estimate 
to get the lower bound, and adding the sample precision to the 
estimate to get the upper bound. The confidence interval 
represents the range in which we would expect to find the 
estimate in 95 samples out of 100. The sample precision and 
confidence interval tell the researcher how much "confidence" 
he/she may have in these estimates. The narrower the confidence 
interval, i.e., the smaller the range in which we expect to find 
the estimate, the more confident one can be in the estimates. 
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Table 9 

Type of Identification Segment Error for a Sample of 
CCH Incomplete Records 

Discrepanc:i Omission 
Item Errors Errors Total 

Name* 8 0 8 

Race* 4 0 4 

Sex* 0 0 0 

Date of Birth* 10 11 

Subtotal 22 23 

Fingerprint 
Classification 13 0 13 

Place of Birth 9 0 9 

Height 7 0 7 

Weight 6 0 6 

Eye Color 2 0 2 

Hair Color 4 0 4 

Skin Tone 13 0 13 

Scars-Marks-Tattoos 3 17 20 

Social Security Number 3 26 29 

Subtotal 60 43 103 
------------------------------------------------------------

Total 82 (65.1%) 44 (34.9%) 126 

* Primary search items for LEADS inquiries. 

22 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

'! I 

discrepancy errors (65.1%). The majority of the omission errors 

occurred in two items: scars-marks -ta t toos and soc ial secur'i ty 

number. The ~tarred items in the table represent primary search 

items. Only 23 of the 126 errors (18.5%) occurred in these items. 

Of the 4,940 items audited (13 items per record x 380 records = 

4,940), 126 items were found to be in error. This represents 

about 2.57% of the items audited.111 

These results appear to indicate :'hat accuracy is not a 

serious problem for CCH Incomplete records. The fairly high de-

gree of accuracy among the primary search items is indicative of 

the quality of the data base. Nonetheless, inaccuracies in the ID 

segment should be corrected whenever possible. 

B. Accuracy of ID Information in CCH Complete Records 

The manual audit of the second stratum sample of CCH Complete 

records was conducted between December 7 and 13, 1982.~1 The 

records of 400 subjects were audited. The state identification 

numbers of these subjects were randomly generated, computer 

transcr ip ts were genera ted, and the manual file con ta ining th e 

original source documents for each of these subjects was pulled. 

17/All inaccurate records were noted and given to DLE to be 
corrected. 

18/"CCH Complete" means that all criminal history information 
which the DLE has received on a given individual is on the CCH 
data base. 
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Wit n res pec t to CCH Comp Ie te record s, the accuracy aud i t 

focused on the extent to which identification information on the. 

computer-gener~ted transcripts reflected that on the source docu

ments in the subject's manual file. In addition, every criminal 

justice system (CJS) contact and transaction--e.g., arrests, 

state's attorney dispositions, court dispositions, bond informa

tion, and custodial actions--that appeared on the CCH transcript 

was compared aga ins t source documents in the manual file. Thu.s, 

the focus was upon the accuracy of both the ID informatlon and 

criminal history information on CCH. 

Nine ID items were checked, including subject's: name, date 

of birth, sex, race, hair color, eye color, height, weight and 

fingerprint classification. 

Each of these items was compared with the same information 

on the original source documents. Whenever there was a discrepan

cy or omiss ion encountered, it was noted by the coders. These 

apparent inaccuracies were examined by a member of the aud i t 

team, and a member of the DLE staff. 

As mentioned above, the records of 400 subjects were 

audited. The majority of the records audited (92.8%) contained no 

inaccuracy in their identification information. Twenty-nine of 

the records audited had at least one error. Table 10 presents the 

number of errors per subject. 

any record was 4. 

The maximum number of errors on 
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Table 10 

Number of Errors per Record in the Identification 
Segment or a Sample of CCH Complete Records 

Errors ~ record !1. of Subjects /I of Errors 

No Errors 371 (92.8%) 0 
1 Error 24 (6.0%) 24 
2 Errors 3 (0.8%) 6 
3 Errors 0 (0.0%) 0 
4 Errors 2 (0.5%) 8 

Total 400 38 

* Percentages do not add to exactly 100% due to rounding 
error. 
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A breakdown of the type and extent of error by item is shown 

in Table 11. A total of 38 inaccuracies were found; 17 of these 

(44.7%) occurred in the primary search items (name, race, sex, 

and date of birth), 21 (55.3%) in non-search items. 

Table 12 pres~nts the percentage and number of records with 

primary, secondary, and tertiary errors which are estimated to be 

in the "CCH Comple te" data base. We would expec t abou t 7.25 % 0 f 

the CCH Complete records in the data base (about 37,370) ~o have 

an inaccuracy of some kind in their identification information. 

About 4.5% or 23,200, can be expected to have at an inaccuracy in 

a non-search item. Approximately 2.25% of the CCH Complete 

records , or 11,600, can be expected to have an inaccuracy in a 

search item which will. not preclude a "hit" on a LEADS inquiry. 

Finally, we would expect around 2.0% of the CCH Complete records, 

about 10,300, to have an inaccuracy in a search item serious 

enough to preclude a "hit" on a LEADS inquiry. 

C. Combining the Two Samples 

The two stratum samples were combined to provide information 

about the CCH data base as a whole. Table 13 shows a breakdown of 

ID inaccuracies by item and type of error for the 780 records 

audi ted. Table 14 presents the percent of errol" types found in 

the sample, and uses these to estimate the number of inaccurate 

records one would expect to find in the CCH data base. 
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Table 11 

Type of Identification Segment Error for a Sample of 
CCH Complete Records 

Item 
. 
Name* 

Race* 

Sex* 

Date of Birth* 

Subtotal 

Fingerprint 
Classification 

We igh t 

Height 

Eye Color 

Hair Color 

Discrepancy 
Errors 

1 1 

2 

o 

3 

16 

1 1 

3 

4 

0 

0 

Omission 
g;rrors 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

Total 

1 1 

3 

o 

3 

17 

11 

3 

4 

0 

3 
------------------------------------------------------
Subtotal 18 3 21 

Total 34 4 38 

* Indicates primary search items for LEADS inquiries. 
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Table 12 

Estimates of 2rror in the Identification Segments of 
CCH C~mplete Records 

Seriousness 
of 
Inaccuracy 

"Primary Error" 
Inaccuracy 
Precluding "Hit" 

IISecondary Error" 
Inaccuracy Not 
Precluding "Hit" 

"Tertiary Error" 
Inaccuracy in 
Non-Search Item 

Any Inaccuracy 

% Inaccurate 
Records Expected 
in Data Base 

2.00%* 
(0.00-6.90%) 

2.25% 
(0.00··7.15%) 

4.50% 
(0.00-9.40%) 

7.25% 
(2.35-12.15%) 

/I Inaccurate 
Records Expected 

in Data ~ 

10,309** 
(0-35,570) 

11,598 
(0-36,856) 

23,195 
(0-48,455) 

37,370 
(11,712-62,630) 

* Sample precision for these percentages is + or - 4.90%. 

** Sample precision for these estimates is + or - 25,260. 
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Table 13 

Type of ID Error by Item Combined Sample of CCH 
Complete and Incomplete Records 

Item 

Name* 

Race* 

Sex* 

Di-screpancy 
Errors 

19 

6 

o 

Date of Birth* 13 

Subtotal 38 

Fingerprint 
Classification 24 

Weight 9 

Height 11 

Eye Color 2 

Hair Color 4 

Subtotal 50 

Total 88 

Omission 
Errors 

o 

o 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

3 

5 

29 

Total 
Errors 

19 

7 

o 

14 

40 

24 

9 

1 1 

2 

7 

53 

93 
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Table 14 

Estimates of ID Error in CCH Data Base 

~of 
Error 

Primary Error 

Secondary Error 

Tertiary Error 

Any Error 

% Inaccurate Records 
Expected in Data Base 

1.47%* 
(1.04-1.90%) 

3.79% 
(3.08-4.50%) 

5.96% 
(5.09-6.83%) 

10.27% 
(9.16-11.38%) 

# Inaccurate Records 
-Expected in Data Base 

17,400** 
(12,300-22,500) 

44,900 
(34,500-53,300) 

70,600 
(60,300-80,900) 

121,700 
(108,500-134,900) 

* Estimates and ranges are based on systematic sampling 
estimation procedures. The two samples, CCH Complete 
and Incomplete records, are combined. 

** Numbers have been rounded to the nearest 100. 
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App~oximately 10.3% o~ 121,700 should have an e~~o~ of some kind; 

however, the se~iousness of these errors varies. This table indi

cates that on~ would expect about 1.5%, or 17,400 records in the 

CCH data base, to have primary errors. About 3.8% or 44,900, 

should have secondary er~o~s, and 5.9%, or 70,600, will contain a 

tertiary e~ro~. 

v. Accuracy of Criminal Histo~y Information 

Criminal history information encompasses arrest, stat~'s at

to~ney, court, bond, and custodial information for an individual. 

All criminal histo~y information that appea~ed on the CCH 

transcript (i.e., on-line t~anscript) was checked against source 

documentation (see Table 15 fo~ list of criminal history items). 

Natu~ally, the number of items actually checked varied from sub

ject to subject with the number of CJS contacts. 

Each criminal history segment begins with an a~rest segment, 

and may contain additional segments--Le., a state's attorney 

segment, a court segment, a bond segment, and a custodial seg

ment. Thus, it is possible, but not necessary, for this arrest 

information to have state's attorney, court, bond, and custodial 

information associated with it. Table 16 indicates the numbe~ of 

state's attorney, court, bond, and custodial information segments 

which were audited. 
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Table 15 

Arrest Segment 

Criminal History Items Audited 

Bond Segment 

Arresting Agency 
Document Control Number 
Date of Arrest 
Statute Citation 
Charge Description 
Statutory Class 

State's Attorney Segment 

State's Attorney 
Document Control Number 
Case Number 
Date of Disposition 
Statute Citation 
Action (filed/not filed) 
Charge Description 
Statutory Class 

Court Segment 

Court 
Document Control Number 
Case Number 
Date of Disposition 
Statute Citation 
Disposition 
Charge Description 
Statutory Class 
Sentence/Action 

Type of Bond 
Amount 
Bond Forfeiture Warrant Issued 
Bond Forfeiture Warrant Quashed 

Custodial Segment 
Institution 
Document Number 
Date of Action 
Action 
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Table 16 

Number of CCH Complete Records Checked for 
Various Data Segments 

State's Attorney Segment 

No Information CCH & Source No Source* No CCH -- ---

1139 (64.1%) 203 (11.4%) 429 (24.2%) 3 (0.2%) 

Court Segment 

No Information CCH ~ Source No 30urce* No CCH ---

1128 (63.5%) 297 (16.7%) 339 (19.1%) 1 1 (0.6%) 

Custodial Segment 

No Information CCH & Source No Source* No CCH -- ---

1689 (95.1%) 66 (3.7%) 19 (1.1%) 1 (0.1%) 

Bond Segment 

No Information CCH & Source No Source* No CCH -- ---

1645 (92.6%) 78 (4.4%) 51 (2.87%) 1 (0.1%) 

* The accuracy of information could not be evaluated when 
source documentation was not available. 
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The majority of the arrest segments (64.1%) had no state's 

at tor n e yin for ma t ion. 0 f the 635 w h i c h did, 2 0 3 (3 1 . 9 % ) had 

state I S attorney information on both the CCH transcript and an 

original source document against which to compare it. Another 429 

(67.5%) of these arrest segments had state's attorney information 

on their CCH transcript, but no source document against which to 

test its accuracy . .l2./ Another 3 (0.5%) of' the arrest segments 

had no state's attorney information on t~eir CCH transcript, but 

had source documents in their manual jacket. 
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Similarly, the majority of arrest segments (63.5%) had no I 
court information of any kind. Of the 647 records which did con-

tain court information, 297 (45.9%) had court information on both 

CCH and source documentation; 339 (52.4%) had such information on 

CCH, but no source documentatioo; and 11 records had court infor-

mation on source documents which was not contained on their CCH 

transcripts. 

About 95% of the arrest records had no custodial informa-

tion. Of those 86 records which did have custodial information, 

66 (76.7%) had both CCH and source documentation, 19 (22.1%) had 

19/Information that appeared on a CCH transcript, but had no 
source document was often the result of information which had 
been entered directly by tape. That is, the court would send a 
magnetic tape, which contained dispositional information, to DLE 
in lieu of paper documents. The accuracy of such information 
could not be verified without source documentation. 
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information on CCH but no source documentation, and 1 record had 

custodial information on paper documentation that was not on CCH. 

Nearly 93% of the arrest records had no bond information. 

One hundred and thirty of the records did contain bond informa

tion. Of these, 78 (60.0%) had this information on both CCH and 

source documents; another 51 (39.2%) had information on CCH, but 

no source documents; and 1 record had bond information on source 

documents that was not reflected in the CCH transcript. 

Table 17 indicates the number of errors per arrest record. 

The maximum number of errors on any arrest record was 6. The 

majority of records (1,459, or 82.2%) had no error. There was a 

total 364 inaccuracies found in the criminal history information 

of the records audited. 

In Table 18, an item by item breakdown of these inaccuracies 

is presented for each criminal history segment. The item with the 

greatest number of inaccuracies was statutory class on the arrest 

segment. Of the 1,776 records audited, 271 (15.3%) had statutory 

35 



Table 17 

Number of Errors per Arrest Record CCH Complete Records 

Errors per Record IF of Records IF of Errors 

No Errors 1 ,459 (82.2%) 0 
1 Error 290 (16.3%) 290 
2 Errors 16 (0.9%) 32 
3 Errors 5 (0.3%) 15 
4 Errors 4 (0.2%) 16 
5 Errors 1 (0. ~%) 5 
6 Errors 1 (0.1%) 6 

Total 1 ,776 364 
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Table 18 

Type of Criminal History Segment Error for a Sample of 
CCH Complete Records 

Item 
Omission 
Errors 

Discrepancy 
Errors Total 

-------------------ARREST INFORMATION-----------------------

Arresting Agency 
DCN 
Date of Arrest 
Statute Citation 
Statutory Class 

o 
o 
o 
o 

271 

3 
4 
3 

17 
1 

3 
4 
3 

17 
272 

------------------------------------------------------------
Subtotal 271 28 299 
-------------------------------------~~--------------- ------

--------------STATE'S ATTORNEY INFORMATION------------------

State's Attorney 
Case Number 
Date of Disposition 
Statute Citation 
Action 
Charge 
Statutory Class 

Subtotal 

1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

2 

o 
7 
3 
1 
o 
o 
() 

1 1 

1 
7 
3 
1 
o 
1 
o 

13 

-------------------COURT INFORMATION-----------------------

Court 0 0 0 
Date of Disposition 0 6 6 
Statute Citation 0 1 1 
Disposition 0 1 1 
Charge 0 2 2 
Statutory Class 0 1 1 
Sentence 1 0 1 

-----------------------~------------------------------ -----Subtotal 1 11 12 
-----------------------------------------------------------
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Table 18 (Continued) 

------------------CUSTODIAL INFORMATION--------------------

Correctional 
Institution 
Document Number 
Date of Action 
Type of Action 

Subtotal 

o 
o 
1 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
1 
o 

-------------------BOND INFORMATION------------------------

Bond Type 0 
Bond Amount 1 
Bond Forfeiture 
Warrant Issued 0 
Bond Forfeiture 
Warrant Quashed 0 

Subtotal 

Total 276 

38 
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class omitted on their CCH transcript.201 In general, criminal 

history information appears to be fairly accurate. 

Table 19 shows both the percentage and number of criminal 

his tory segments wh ich we wou ld expec t to have inaccurac i e s in 

the CCH data base. For example, we would expect 16.84%, or about 

335,700 criminal history segments, to have an error in their ar-

rest information. If statutory class omission errors are ex-

cluded from the calculations, 1.58% of the arrest events con

tained an inaccuracy in arrest information (about 31,500 in the 

data base). About 0.73%, or 14,500, would be expected to have an 

ina.ccuracy in their state's attorney information; 0.68%, or' 

13,500, would be expected to have an inaccuracy in their court 

information. Only about 0.01%, or 200, would be expected to have 

at least one inaccuracy in their custodial information; and about 

0.03%, or 600, in their bond information. In general, we would 

expect about 18.6%, or 370,400, of the 1.99 million criminal his-

tory segments, to have at least one inaccuracy. Again, if 

statutory class omission errors are excluded from calculations, 

20/Statutory class of an offense is frequently difficult to 
determine at the time of arrest. Consequently, arrest fingerprint 
cards are often submitted to DLE with erroneous or missing 
statutory class information. This is especially problematic in 
the case of marijuana and controlled sUbstances arrests where 
statutory class depends on a laboratory analysis to identify the 
substance, and its weight. This is also problematic for theft 
offenses, where statutory class depends upon dollar amount of the 
items stolen. As a result of such problems, DLE was not entering 
this field on the system for a period of time, but has resumed 
entering this item. 
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Table 19 

Estimates of Inaccu~acies in CCH Complete Reco~ds 
in the Enti~e CCH Data Base 

Type of 
Information 

A~~est Including 
Statuto~y Class 

Ar~est Excluding 
Statuto~y Class** 

state's Atto~ney 

Court 

Custodial 

Bond 

Any Inaccu~acy 

% Inaccu~ate Records 
Expected in Data Base 

16.84% 
( 11.94-21.74%) 

1 .58% 
(0.00-6.48%) 

0.73% 
(0.00-5.63%) 

0.68% 
(0.00-·5.58%) 

0.01% 
(0.00-4.91%) 

0.03% 
(0.00-4.93%) 

18.58% 
(13.68-23.48%) 

Any Inaccuracy Excluding 3.31% 
Statutory Class** (0.00-8.22%) 

# Inaccu~ate Reco~ds 
Expected in Data Base 

335,714 
(238,030-433,398) 

31,498 
(0-129,182) 

14,553 
(0-113,234) 

13,556 
(0-111,240) 

200 
(0-97,883) 

600 
(0-98,282) 

370,402 
(272,718-468,086) 

66,186 
(0-163,870) 

* Sample p~ecision is about + o~ - 4.90% or 97,700. 

**Statuto~y class errors have been excluded from 
calculations. 
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one would expect about 3.3%, or 66,000 of the criminal histories, 

to have at least one inaccuracy. 

VI. Completenes-s of Criminal History Information 

In Table 20 the number of arrests per subject is listed. 

The 400 subjects who were audited accounted for 1,776 arrests. A 

large proportion of subjects (34.8%) had only one arrest. These 

individuals accounted for only 7.8% of the 1,776 arrests. Better 

than 10% of the individuals audited had 11 or more arrests on 

their record. In contrast, these individuals accounted for 42.0% 

of the 1,776 arrests"~1 The average number of arrests per sub

ject was 4.42, while the median number of arrests was 2.34. 

Throughout, two units of analysis are used; the individual 

subject; and the arrest event or arrest segment.221 

While the manual audit was not primarily designed to be a 

completeness audit--i.e., to measure the extent to which current 

data are on the system--it affords an opportunity to evaluate the 

21/Wolfgang et ale (1972:88) found that about 18% of the 
individuals in their sample were recidivists, and these 
recidivists accounted for 84.2% of the arrests. Approximately 
28.5% of those in the present sample are recidivists, and these 
individuals accounted for 92.2% of the arrests. 
22/An "arrest event" or "arrest segment" refers to an event 

which is initiated with a police arrest. An "arrest event" is not 
the same as a "charge." A given event could be comprised of 
several charges. Thus, an individual who is arrested may be 
charged with several offenses, e.g., assault and battery. Each 
"arrest event" may have a state's attorney disposition, a court 
disposition, bond information, and custodial information 
associated with it. 
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Table 20 

Number of Arrests eer Subject for Samele of CCH 
Comelete Records 

Arrest ~ Subject 11. of Subjects IF of Arrests 

1 Arrest 139 (34.8%) 139 (7.8%) 
2 Arrests 73 (18.3%) 146 (8.2%) 
3 Arrests 48 (12.0%) 144 (8.1%) 
4 Arrests 26 (6.5%) 104 (5.8%) 
5 Arrests 16 (4.0%) 80 (4.5%) 
6 Arrests 18 (4.5%) 108 (6.1%) 
7 Arrests 1 1 (2.8%) 77 (4.3%) 
8 Arrests 8 (2.0%) 64 (3.6%) 
9 Arrests 12 (3.0%) 108 (6.1%) 

10 Arrests 6 ( 1.5%) 60 (3.4%) 
11 or More Arrests 43 (10.7%) 746 (42.0%) 

Total 400 1 ,776 

Average /I of Arrests:4.42, Median II of Arrests:2.34, 
Maximum IF of Arrests:38 
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completeness of CCH Complete records. For this analysis, the 

arrest segment is used as the unit of analysis. 

Of the 1,776 arrest events or segments posted by the 400 

subjects audited, 1,122 or 63% had no disposition of any kind.23! 

In Table 21, a crosstabulation of disposition status by year of 

ar res tis shown. In general, older arres ts are more I ik ely to 

have a disposition than more recent ones.24! For example, while 

87% of the arrests from 1982 had no disposition, this percentage 

drops to 70% for 1981 arrests; 56% for 1980 arrests; 62% in 1979; 

65% in 1978; and 58% for arrests from 1977 or earlier. 

Another EASYTRIEVE program was written to obtain the break-

down of dispositional status, by year of arrest event, for the 

1,236,807 arrest events in the CCH data base on February 16, 

1983. The breakdown is presented in Table 22. Overall, 58.5% of 

the arrest events had.no disposition of any kind. As wi th our 

survey results, older arrest events are more likely to have a 

disposition. These findings are consistent with earlier audit 

results both for the State of Illinois (Auditor General, 1982: 

31) and for the State of New York (Doernberg and Zeigler, 1980: 

23/That is, these arrest segments had neither a state's 
attorney disposition, nor a court disposition. 

24!The chi-square test was significant at the .01 level, with 
5 degrees of freedom. The gamma (-.180) was modest, but negative. 
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Table 21 

Diseositional Status of Charg~ bl Year of Arrest for 
a Samele of CCH Complete Records 

Year No Diseosition DisEosition Total 

1977 or Earlier 405 (58.3%) 290 (41.7%) 695 

1978 143 (65.0%) 77 (35.0%) 220 

1979 133 (62.1%) 8~ (37.9%) 214 

1980 133 (56.1%) 104 (43.9%) 237 

1981 154 (70.3%) 65 (29.7%) 219 

1982 145 (87.3%) 21 (12.7%) 166 

Total 1 , 113 (63.6%) 638 (36.4%) 1,751* 

* Chi-square= 59.32, with 5 degrees of freedom; p [ .01; 
Gamma= -.192. There were 25 cases for which arrest year 
had not been coded. These cases were not included in the 
table above .. 
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Table 22 

Q,i s p 0 sit ion a 1 status of All Arrest Events on CCH 
February 16, 1983 

Total 
No DisEosition state's Atty. Court Arrest 

Year of Any' Kind DisE. Only D{sEosition Even ts' 

1976 9,021 (32.2%) 9,805 (35.0%) 9,222 (32.9%) 28,048 
1977 47,924 (44.2%) 30,446 (28.1%) 30,157 (27.8%) 108,527 
1978 109,134 (55.3%) 43,143 (21.8%) 45,222 (22.9%) 197,499 
1979 126,842 (59.3%) 41,382 (19.3%) 45,650 (21.3%) 213,874 
1980 101,026 (53.4%) 47,659 (25.2%) 40,560 (21.4%) 189,245 
1981 144,975 (57.3%) 53,507 (21.1%) 54,707 (21.6%) 253,189 
1982 165,557 (73.1%) 25,342 ( 11.2%) 35,671 ( 15.7%) 226,570 
1983 18,570 (93.5%) 432 (2.2%) 853 (4.3%) 19,855 

Total 723,049 (58.5%) 251,716 (20.4%) 262,042 (21.2%) 1,236,807 

* Chi-square= 52,269.27, with 14 degrees of freedom; p [ .01 ; 
Gamma= -.180. 

45 



1160) .25/ 

We have tried to pinpoint the reaSon for the delinquency of 

dispositional information for arrest events by utilizing existing 

sources of data--e.g., Illinois Uniform Crime Reports, Annual 

Report of the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts, etc. 

Several causes appear to contribute to this. (1) There are ap

proximately 6,000 arrests per year which police do not prosecute 

-- 1. e., essentially a sta t i on ad justmen t. In many cases these 

police dispositions are not reported by the police to DLE. These 

could account for as many as 30,000 of the arrest events without 

a disposition.26/ (2) When state's attorneys do not file on a 

case they often do not report to DLE. Thus, if a cas e ha s no t 

been filed, it is unlikely that such an action will be indicated 

on the record. It is estimated that "no file" decisions could ac-

25/A chi-square test was significant at the .01 level, with 
14~egrees of freedom. Again, the gamma (-.192) was modest, but 
negative. 

26/Based on the SAC Edition of the Illinois Uniform Crime 
Reports police disposition data, it is estimated that there are 
approximately 6,000 adults who are arrested, and subsequently 
released without charge per year. For the years 1977 through 
1981, this would constitute dispositions for about 30,000 
arrests. 
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count for as many as 75,000 felony cases between 1977 and 1981.271 

VII. Triangulation: A CIMIS-CCH Comparison 

One way of testing the quality of a CCH data base is to com-

pare it with another independently maintained information system. 

This type of "triangulation" or "cross-validation" will become 

increasingly important in the future as various criminal justice 

information systems continue to emerge. 281 This type of valida.

tion procedure is also attractive sinDe it is much less labor in-

tensive than manual audits of paper documents. 

A file from the Correctional Institution Management 

Information System (CIMIS) was obtained from the Illinois 

Department of Corrections. This sample file was drawn on February 

22, 1983. There were more than 14,000 inmates on the file at the 

time of the file's creation. Given the demands on the CCH system, 

it was unreasonab Ie to check the en tire 14,000 inmates aga ins t 

the CCH data base. Therefore, a systematic sample of inmates was 

27/The number of "no file" decisions was estimated by taking 
the number of adult felony arrests 1977-1981, and subtracting 
from it the number of adult felony cases disposed, 1977-1981, and 
the number adult felony arrests which were released without 
charge, 1977-1981. Number of felony cases disposed is from the 
Annual Report of the Administrative Office of the Illinois 
Courts. 

28/The Inslaw Prosecutor 1 s Management Information System 
(PROMIS), being used by a number of jurisdictions in the U.S., or 
the Rapid Automated Prosecuticn System (RAPS) in Illinois, are 
other potential candidates for such comparisons. Law enforcement 
information systems, e.g., the Police Information Management 
System (PIMS) in Illinois, also represent potential sources for 
comparison. 
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drawn.29! 

Once the systematic sample of 525 inmates was drawn, an in

quiry about each was made through the Law Enforcement Agencies 

Data System (LEADS).30! LEADS is the system that is most 

frequently used to access the CCH data base. Such inquiries 

require the following information: name, race, sex, date of 

birth, and state identification number.ll! When on-line rap 

sheets were present, four items were cowpared between the CIMIS 

and CCH data bases: (1) charges;32! (2) disposition; (3) original 

admit date to IDOC; and (4) current institution in which the in-

mate resides.33! 

This intersystem comparison allowed us to address the 

29!The sample was drawn from those inmates who were admitted 
to--prison after January 1, 1977, to ensure the probability of 
their having a record on the CCH system, which became operational 
late in 1976. 
30!Inquiries were conducted over a period of time--April 25, 

19E3 through May 16, 1983--in an attempt to avoid an excessive 
increase in LEADS system's response time. 

31!When an inmate's state identification number was not 
present on the CIMIS file, a Chicago Police Department 
identification number was used when available. 
32!Because the CCH and CIMIS systems use different table- or 

menu-driven code tables for charges, it is difficult to tell when 
the two systems are in agreement. When charges appeared fairly 
close, they were not recorded as discrepant. However, when they 
differed substantially, e.g. homicide versus possession of 
cannabis, a discrepancy was coded. 

33!It should be noted that it is difficult to know which 
system possesses correct and incorrect information in some 
instances. Thus, a difference between CIMIS and CCH may reflect 
an errQr in either. This is the case for difference, and less 
likely to be the case for omissions. 
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following questions: (1) Was an inmate on the CCH system;~~1 (2) 

If an inma te is on the CCH system, ish i s Iher record an iden-

tification se~ment only, or a full transcript; (3) If an inmate 

had a full transcript on the CCH system, was the instant charge, 

disposition, etc., present? 

Results of CCH ihquiries indicated that of the 525 inmates 

sampled, 257 (49.0%) had iden t i fica t ion informa t ion only on the 

CCH system--i.e., had CCH Incomplete records (see Table 23-). 

This means that these individuals did not have an on-line rap 

sheet, but rather had a manual rap sheet. Another 246 inmates 

( 46.8%) had on-l ine rap shee ts-- i. e, had CCH Complete reco rd s . 

F i na lly, we were unab le to ascerta in the record s ta tus of the 

criminal history information of 22 inmates (4.2%) sampled. This 

table also indicates that more recently incarcerated inmates are 

more likely to have an on-line transcript. 

The majority (60.2%) of the rap sheets on CCH which were 

checked against CIMIS had no discrepancies or omissions.351 

Ninety-six (39.0%) of the rap sheets had at least one or more 

34/It is logically possible for an inmate not to have a 
record on the CCH data base if the instant charge for which 
he/she was incarcerated was not arrest initiated. For example, if 
the inmate was indicted by a grand jury, served with a summons or 
a notice to appear, no fingerprint card was submitted to DLE, and 
therefore no record would exist on the CCH system. 
35/Since both these systems represent secondary sources, it is 

difficult to tell whether a discrepancy indicates an error in 
CIMIS or CCH, or both. 
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Table 23 

CCH Record status of Inmates on CIMIS bl Year 

Year of No On-Line On-Line 
Arrest Rap ~heet Rap Sheet Unknown* 

1976 or 
Earlier 46 (82.1%) 9 (16.1%) (1.8% ) 

1977 14 (66.7%) 6 (28.6%) (4.8%) 

1978 30 ( 8 1 . 1 % ) 6 (16.2%) (2.7%) 

1979 27 (49.1%) 28 (50.9%) 0 (0.0%) 

1980 41 (56.2%) 28 (38.4%) 4 (5.5%) 

1981 38 (36.8%) 60 (58.3%) 5 (4.9%) 

1982 61 (33.9%) 109 (60.6%) 10 (5.6%) 

Total 257 (49.0%) 246 (46.8%) 22 (4.2%) 

* It could not be determined whether the individual did 
not have a record on the CCH system, or whether the 
information on the CIMIS data base was incorrect. 
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discrepancies or omissions when compared with CIMIS data (see 

Table 24). 

Table 25 provides a breakdown of accuracy and completeness 

problems by item. The vast majority of the differences (87.0%) 

result from the omission of data elements, rather than discrepan-

cies. The most problematic element on these rap sheets appears 

to be the institution in which an inmate is located. This would 

appear to indicate a backlog or time lag in the amount of time 

required to process and enter custodial changes (e.g., transfers) 

at DLE.l£1 The omission of disposition information concerning 

the instant offense was also problematic.371 The majority of 

those rap sheets for which dispositional information was missing 

(36/42 or 85.7%) were for commitments of 1981 or later. These 

results appear to point toward delays or lags in reporting and/or 

processing time, rather than accuracy problems. 

36/A recent telephone conversation with John Loverude, 
Assistant Bureau Chief, Bureau of Identification, of the 
Department of Law Enforcement, indicated that institutional 
transfers, e.g., from one institution to another, are no longer 
being entered on the CCH data base. The date on which the 
individual was admitted to the Department of Corrections, and the 
date released are recorded. 

37/0f the 42 rap sheets for which disposition information was 
missing, 31 were from Cook County. 
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Table 24 

Quality of CCH Rap Sheets for a Sample of CIMIS Inmates 

No Discrepancy/Omission 

One or More Discrepancies/Omissio~s 

Not Ascertainable* 

Total 

148 

96 

2 

246 

* The quality of these rap sheets could not be checked 
because of a lack of information on the CIMIS data 
base. 
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Table 25 

!lpe of Inaccuracy by Item of On-Line Rap Sheets 

Item Discrepancy* Omission Total 

Charge Information 18 20 38 

Disposition 0 42 42 

Date of Admitance 56 57 

Institution 10 76 86 

Total 29 (13.0%) 194 (87.0%) 223 

The records examined in this table are those inmates on the 
CIMIS data base who had an on-line or "CCH Complete" record 
on the CCH data base. 

* Since both of these data bases represent secondary sources 
of information, it is difficult to tell which data base is 
in error when a discrepancy arises. 
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VIII. A Comment on Methodology 

While a more detailed discussion of audit methodology is 

prov ided in a compani on repor t, several conc Iud ing remark s seem 

warranted. 

Triangulation was an important methodological principle used 

throughout the course of the audit. It represents a basic rule of 

thumb that assumes that no single measure of a concept is per

fec t. Mul t iple , independent measures are more 1 i ke ly to 1 c ad to 

reliable and valid findings. 

The results obtained using triangulation in this audit are 

encouraging. It was shown, for example, that survey sampling 

methods (Le., manual audits of random samples of records) 

yielded results congruent with those produced by other methods, 

such as statistical reports of the entire data base for a given 

day, or the comparison of independently maintained data bases. 

When different methods yield similar results, the researcher can 

be more confident. If they yield different results the researcher 

should become more skeptical, and reevaluate the audit methodol

ogy being used. 

This type of methodology allows the researcher to make com

parisons with existing data (e.g., Uniform Crime Reports data or 

courts data), and obtain insights. By comparing results from the 
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aud it to da ta reported in the Illinois UCR, we were able to 

estimate the proportion of missing dispositions which are 

accounted for by law enforcementjs decision to drop charges. 

It was revealed by both the analysis of missing value codes 

and the two manual audits that secondary identification items 

were more likely to be inaccurate or missing than primary search 

items. The analysis of the dispositional status of all arrests 

on the CCH data base, the manual audit of CCH complete records, 

and the CCH-CIMIS comparison all revealed similar results wi th 

regard to completeness of criminal history information on the CCH 

system. 

The use of triangulation in research design allows the re

searcher to evaluate the reliability of findings, but the 

reliability and validity of the various methods used as well. 
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IX. Findings and Recommendations 

Finding Number 1 

Of those 1.18 million individuals in the CCH data base, 

43.5% had "CCH Complete" records. Another 56.1% of the in

dividuals on the system had "CCH Incomplete" records. Thi.s find

ing is significant when viewed in light of the fact that when a 

sample of Illinois Department of Corrections inmates was checked 

against the CCH system, 95.8% had records on the CCH system. Of 

those inmates on the CCH system, 48.9% had "CCH Complete" 

records. 

Recommendation 

The Authority recommends that the Department of Law 

Enforcement sh0uld increase the proportion of records that are 

"CCH Complete," especially for current serious and/or repeat of

fenders. At a minimum, Illinois Department of Corrections' in

ma t e s s hou ld have "CCH Comp lete" records on the sy st,em. The 

Department of Law Enforcement should institute a policy which 

will ensure that the complete records of serious and/or repeat 

offenders are converted to CCH whenever a record of arrest for 

such an individual is received by the Department. 
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Finding Number 2 

Missing data values were not a serious problem for CCH iden-' 

tification information. With the exception of place of birth, 

items were better than 99.5% complete. 

Recommendation 

None. 

Finding Number 3 

When evaluating the seriousness of inaccuracies it was found 

that approximately 1.5% of the rap sheets audited (an estimated 

17,000 records in the data base) had an inaccuracy in a primary 

search item serious enough to preclude a "hit" when a LEADS in

quiry was made. Another 3.8% (an estimated 45,000 records in the 

data base) had inaccuracies in a primary search item that did not 

preclude a hit to an inquiry. Finally, about 5.9% of the records 

audited (an estimated 71,000 records in the data base) had an in-

accuracy in a non-search item that would not preclude a hit. 

Recommendation 

The Authority recommends that more sophisticated edit or 

field checks be employed at the time of data entry. This can be 

accomplished partially through the correlation of data elements 

or data range checks (e.g., date of birth might be checked 
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against state identification number). Data range checks might be 

used on items such as height and weight. Upon entry, any extreme 

val u e , s u c h a-s a he i g h t 0 f 0 vel'" 7 fee t , ora wei g h t 0 vel'" 3 0 0 

lbs., would be flagged. 

In add i t i on, the Department of Law Enforcement should con

tinue to conduct periodic accuracy audi ts of CCH. Triangulation 

aud i ts of CCH wi th other criminal justice information systems 

should be employed. 

Finding Number 4 

Physical identification information was not always in agree

ment with the most recent arrest card. Often, it was difficult to 

tell from which arrest card the information had been taken. There 

is a need for ~ent physical ident~fication information. An in

dividual's physical description should reflect changes which are 

generally associated with age. Individuals frequently become 

taller and put on more weight as they get older. There may be a 

change in hair color, or a loss of hair. The individual may ac

quire scars, marks and tattoos over time. 

Recommendation 

The Authority recommends that physical descriptor informa

tion be updated as necessary with each new fingerprint card 

submitted, where changes are warranted. 
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Finding Number 5 

The audit indicated that missing dispositional information 

continues to represent a serious problem for the CCH system. Of 

the 1.24 million arrest events on the CCH system on February 16, 

1983, nearly 59% had no disposition of any kind. This finding was 

corroborated by results of a manual audit of records, and by the 

triangulation audit of the Department of Corrections' CIMIS sys

tem and CCH. Previous audits have documented this prob1:em 

(ICJIC, 1980; 1981), as did the Auditor General's (1982) recent 

audi t. The lack of dispositional information seriously com

promises the integrity of the CCH data base. 

There were several factors which account for the delinquency 

of dispositions on the CCH system. The audit revealed that the 

dec is ion by pol ic e to "rel ease wi t hout charge" may accoun t for 

the missing dispositions of as many as 30,000 arrest events in 

the CCH data base. In addition, it was found that the failure of 

s tat e' s at torneys to report a "no fil e" dec is ion could account 

for as many as 75,000 missing dispositions. 

Criminal justice events received out of chronological se

quence cannot be entered to the CCH system. For example, cus

todial information cannot be entered prior to the entry of a 

court disposition, or a court disposition can be entered only 

after a state's attorney disposition has been entered. 
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Recommendations 

The Au thor i ty recogniz es that up -to-da te d ispos i t ional i n

formation is crucial to decisions made at various points in the 

criminal justice proc.ess -- e.g., preliminary hearings, pre

sentence invest iga t ions, and sen tenc ing. It is recommended tha t 

the Department of Law Enforcement develop procedures to assure 

compliance with the Uniform Disposition Reporting Law (Public Act 

83-752). In line with this goal, the Authority has several 

recommendations. 

The Department should issue periodic reports on a regular 

basis to those local agencies, including police departments, 

sta te' s a ttorneys and clerks of court, which are not in com

pliance with the disposition reporting statutes. In addition, 

such reports should be issued to the Authori ty and other agen

cies. Similar recommendations have been made in several previous 

audits (rCJIC, 1980; 1981; Office of the Auditor General, 1982). 

The Authori ty recommends that the Department redesign the 

CCH system to allow the entry of a valid criminal justice event 

when it is received. Thus, custodial information could be added 

before the court disposition was received, or a court disposition 

could be added prior to the receipt of a state's attorney dis

position. This would provide a better delinquent disposition 

monitoring system (DDMS) than the present system, which cannot 
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distinguish between a delinquent and a missing disposition. 

Recommendations to redesign the DDMS have been made by previous 

audits (ICJIC,-1980; Office of the Auditor General, 1982). 

Finding Number 6 

Excluding the statutory class item, approximacely 1.58% of 

the arrest events audited had an inaccuracy in their arrest in

formation; 0.7% had an inaccuracy in state's attorney inform.a

tion, 0.7% had an inaccuracy in court information, 0.01% in cus

todial and 0.03% in bond information. 

Recommendation 

The Department of Law Enforcement should continue to conduct 

periodic audits of criminal history record information. 
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)"Tf1T€ OF ILLlNOI~ 
DEPARTMENT OF LAW ENFORCEMENT 

OFFICE OF THE: DIRECTOR 

September 15, 1983 )f\ME) 9. If\GE L 
DIRECTOR 

Mr. William Gould, Chairman 
Illinois Criminal Justice Information 

Authority 
120 South Riverside Plaza 
Chicago. Illinois 60606 

Dear Mr. Gould: 

The Department of Law Enforcement has reviewed the Findings and 
Recommendations of the Annual Audit Report, 1982-83: Data Quality of 
Computerized Criminal Histories. Since November 1982, we hav"! been working 
toward a complete redesign of the manual and automated procedures utilized in 
the Criminal History Record Program. The recommendations of this audit will 
be included in this effort. 

In particular, the redesign is exammmg means to remove the 
structural constraints which do not allow for some records to be complete on 
CCH since events are received out of chronological sequence. Improved editing 
of input data and updating of physical descriptions are also being reviewed. 
Further, the Department will be working with the Authority Committees to 
implement the Uniform Disposition Reporting Act. 

The Department has substantially improved the timeliness and 
quality data provided in its Criminal Records Program. This audit will be 
utilized to continue those improvements. 

Director 

JBZ:ck 

103 ARMORY C;PRINGFIEID, ILLlNOI~ 
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BCI CHECK 

SID/12345670 
FBII INCOMPLETE RECORD FPGI09101120170918161813 
POB/IL 
EYE/BRO 
NAM/SMITH, 
ICOI 

DOB/052040 SEX/M RAC/B HGT/510 WGT/185 
HAI/BLK SKN/DBR 

JOHN 
SMTI 

SOC/231-99-0769 MNUI 

MLSI 
TYPI 

DLUI SYS/I 052076 
FOlD IDI SUB ORII 

AGENCY IDENTIFIER NUMBER/IR152440 
NEW FORMAT ARREST DCN/CP90054777 DOA/111261 

ORI/ILCPDOOOO IID/IR152440 DLUI 
ACH/01 CIT/38-28-1 CLSI CSAI DLUI 

END BASED ON SID CHECK IN ILLINOIS CCH FILES 
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ID FLGI 

SYSI 030279 
SYSI030279 
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SUMMARY TRANSCRIPT 

ILLINOIS SUMMARY SID/IL07654321 SIDN 
EH SMITH, JOHN- M B IL DOB/052040 HGT/510 WGT/185 EYE/BRO 
HAI/BRO SKN/DMR FPC/25PM0711081215110906 IR/IR123456 
ADDITIONAL IDENTIFIERS 
AKA/SMITH, JOHNNIE 
AKA/SMITH, JACK 
AKA/JONES, JOHN 
TOTAL ARRESTS- 5 
CHARGES CONVICTIONS OFFENSE 

3 4 HOMICIDE 
3 2 WEAPON OFFENSE 

LAST ARREST STATUS (INCLUDED ABOVE)-
091281 CHICAGO 

01 38-9-1-1 MURDER 
STATES ATTORNEY STATUS
SA ORI COOK CO S A 
01 FILED 38-9-1-A CSA/ CLS/ 

MURDER DISP DATE/092181 

02 FILED 38-9-1-A CSA/ CLS/ 
MURDER DISP DATE/092181 

COURT STATUS (INCLUDED ABOVE)-
COURT ORI COOK CIR CRT 
01 CONVICTED CIT/38-9-1-A CSA/ CLS/ 

CIT LIT/MURDER 
SENT/IMPRISONMENT 
TERM/LIFE 

02 CONVICTED CIT/38-9-1-A 
CIT LIT/MURDER 
SENT/IMPRISONMENT 
TERM/LIFE 

CUSTODY STATUS-
A JOLIET REC COR CTR 
B JOLIET REC COR CTR 
C PONTIAC CORR CTR 

END 
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082882 RECEIVED 
092582 TRANSFDIN 
092582 RECEIVED 
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Department of Low Enforcemont 
Division or Supporl Services 
Uureau of Idenlificnllon 

515 Easl Woodruff Road. 
Joliet. Illinois 60'131 

Ill, DUIlEAtI NO. 1 L 9 '} 0 0 7 7 6 0 
fill NIIMII!:II 

(lI/CAGO IR NO. 9·90071 

DEPT OF LAW ENFORCEMENT 
SUPPOIlT SERVICES 
S15 EAST WOOORUFF ROAD 
JOLIET 
I L 60l't32 

REOI 
NIIMII(R Of nOtlllS 00 
UFW 15SUI:O 00 

tlAME 

IIIRIIIOAfE 

ALIAS nOD 

Mise NO. 

IIAIR 

IIGI. fl. 

TEST, RECORD ONLY 
010220 SEX M RACE 

Ot021S O£2~11 

URO 
5 IN. 01 

EYES BLU 
WEIGIIl 100 

/lENIlY rr CLASS NOC FE' CLASS 

W 

00 AA 01 A AAAAAA AA AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 
AGEIICY CONIIIOl flO. I It 99 U 011 UFW QUA5I1(O 00 Aft. 01 A AAAAAA ----,----- ==~~~~~~~~~~--~----------.-------------WARtIItIG; RflEASE OF TillS INFOIlMAlION TO UNAUJ/IORIZED UIDIVIDUAU OR AGEHCIES.OII MISUSE IS rROIIlDlTEO Ir FEDEIlAl lAW 

---- lJIlE ~:z usc 3171L PEJCTAIHING TO CRIMINAL IUSTORY UnORMAT/ON. 

COtnRllllJIOR 

flOCUMENI (ONTROl NO. 

AGENCY CONTROL NO. 

}\J{REST 

C!lICAGO' 
CP9900TI66 
IR990071 

S. A. DISPOSITION 

COOK CO 5 A 
CP99UU1166 

COURT DISPOSITION 

CUOK Cln. CIlT 
CP99007766 

IHI 
DATE A 

OF ( 

TRANS. II 

OS/2.7/0 

AI 01/01/51> 0 

S 

o 

J 

SIATUTE 

("All ON 

38-12-3 

,. ~. 

30-12- j ..... :. 

.C. I .. -

A(IION 

DATE OF TRANSCRIPT 

BATTERY 

. '. 
-f. • _;_:'_ 

FILED, ,~~~'. 
... " ... 'J 

"'.-~;.'.":'., :·I··~AT!ERY.:·" .. 
_ 0' ... t· :,: ~ ... '. . - .....~. <; !.' 

... ~'-
.'. 
'. 

.. ~.\ 
• I 

.. ~ ~,.,. 
~. . . .. 

- - !:.~ , 

ol/05/S~ ot < 30-12-3 ' CONV 1 CTEO, OF',: 
I. 

" 

CUSTOOIAL INFORMATI~N 

JOLIET n.EC COR CrR 

. . BATTERY", :: 
SENfENCl:O TO 
IHPRISONMENT 
FOR lY-lOY 

RECEIVED 

NAME USED 

_ ~~5t.Wi1 _ 
CIOl/06/SfJ - - - -1- - - - - - --
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Conditional Relun Revoked 407 - R e'eued·E xpiration 428 I of Minimum Tim. -
Deceased 40S - R.'tlsed on Appeal Bond 423 __ 

Discharged from Criminal 409 Sentence Commut.d 424 __ Justlc:e SyH.m - I Escaped 410_ Work Furlough 425 __ 
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CCE: AUDIT 

CCR IncomElete - ID Segment Analysis 

Burea.u # Coder -------------------- -------

I 
I 
I 
I 

t**********************************************************************1 
CCR SOURCE • 

ELEMEN~ ENTRY EN~RY , COMME1~~S 

1 • 

29.. 

20. 

:;. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

s. 

-
SID NUM]ER 

FINGERPRIN~S 

(1S~ TEN DIGITS' 

FINGER?R!N'TS 

(2ND TEN DIGITS) 

PLACE OF BIRTH 

DATE OF BIRTH 

SEX 

RACE 

HEIGH~ 

WEIGHT 

EYE COLOR 

HAIR COLOR 

.§KIN TONE . 

SCARS', ETC. 

9. 

10. 

11 • 

12. 

1:;a. 

1;b. 

14. 

15. 

• LAST NAl-tE 

FIRST NAME 

SOC. SEC. # 

M!SC. mn,mER 

. 

~' .. 

' k 

I . 
I 

,-

, . 
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- - - - - - - - -
.Page 1 or 

CCR AUDIt 

cen Coaplete - Accuracl Audit 

Bureau , ____________ , ________ __ Codor ________________ __ 

••••••••••••••••• e ••••••••• a ••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••• 

IDEHrIPICAflOM BECrlOS 

CCR Source 
Blea.nt Iiil"rl 1iiirY ¥~_"'M" ---

,. BID Huaber 

2a.La&t I(a.a 

2b.rlrat Haa6 ---
,. Date of Birth 

4. Su 

5. nace 

6. Pair Color 

1. ~olo!' 

O. lIelskt 

9. Vehlht 

lOa. r~tlrPDlntB I) ill en lifia 

lObi: flnterprlntD .) 
2niJ en IUill. 

~8!cIIOI 

Alteney 

Docuaent ControlJ 

D.te of Arreat 
lear 19l J 

Statute Clt.tlon 

Deecrll!Uon 

Statu torI Clalls 

- - - - - - - - - -
PeoS" 2 of Burellu I STAtE' 8 At'fORltEY ~H 

Elea"nt CCB Souros Co_ant 
Asencl -- ~ . 

-Doo. Control I 

Caas !luabsr 

Date of Dlap081tlon 

Btatute Citation 

AoUon 

Charlte Desarlptlon 

Statutory Class 
.: .£~ 8KC1T1lI 

Court 

)00. Control I 

Cllae Xu.ber 

Oat. at DI82oaltion 

Statute Citation 

Disposition 

Charge D.~arlptlon . 

Statutory Cla .. 

Sentence/Action 
\;U; !!ill.Q! 

Institution 

Doauaent luaber 

Data of Aatlan 

Aatlon --~ Ut;t;'I lOll 

!Ipe 
~ 

bount 

IIlV Ieeued 

BN QUBahed 



'. t;t '. "" ~'"'. .!," " , Jc .'>., < ~ J.. . 'tI , ' $" , • '" • h ~. ' • ~ • ' I. ¥ • ',' , -'-, 
'.' ",. ----- , 

I 

• 

I 
I 

, 
,~ I. 

I 
I 

;.' 

-, 

• 
-
-
• 
• 




