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PREFACE

This volume is one of eight reports adop:ed by the Tennessee Law
Enforcement Planning Commission as goals and objectives for the criminal
justice system in Tennessee. The development of tre joals and objectives
herein resulted from the award of Law Enforcement ““)1stance Administration
(LEAA) discretionary funds to the Tennessee Law Enfcrcement Planning Com-
mission. The Commission utilized the services of Midwest Research Institute,
Kansas City, Missouri, for the coordination and operation of the goals and
objectives effort.

The opinions and recommendations in this report are those of crim-
inal justice practitioners and citizens of Tennessee. As goals and objectives
are implemented, experience will dictate that some be upgraded, some modi-
fied, and perhaps some discarded. Practitioners and citizens will contribute -
to the process as the goals and objectives are tested in the field.

It is the hope of the Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning Commis-
sion that these goals and objectives will become an integral part of crim-
inal justice planning throughout Tennessee and be utilized as a gu1de11ne
for future program implementation.
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM ACTION LIST

C - Corrections (State Department of) DS - Department of Safaty

Ct - Courts
DA - District Attorney General
DF - Defense Attorney

LE - Law Enforcement {’n-
cludes Sheriffs 1.l
Police) -

LG - Local Government

L - Legislature

S - Sheriff (local correc-

tions)

TIES - Tennessee Informa-
tion and Enforce-
ment System

TLEPC - Tennessee Law En-

forcement Planning

Commission
Goal and Byd
Page Nos. Description AGENCY 176 177 178 t79 t80 180
1. GOAL: ESTABLISH A NETWORK OF COMPUTER-
(9 IZED INFORMATION SYSTEMS LINKING ALL
COMPONENTS OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE
SYSTEM

1.1 TLEPGC vervy strongly recommends that L 1
(9) statutory authority be established for

the development and operation of the state

level information and statistical system.
1.2 The state must establish a plan for the TLEPC,DS 1
(9) development of information and statistical

systems and advise local levels to assure

coordination with the state system.
1.3 The Tennessee Information and Enforcement TIES,DS 1
(10) System (TIES) must establish user groups

that include state, regional and local

representatives of law enforcement, courts

and correction. User groups shall serve in

an advisory capacity to the Commissioner

of Safety only.
1.4 Every locality should be serviced by a local LG 2
(10) criminal justice information system (LCJIS)

which supports the needs of criminal justice

agencies.
1.5 Every component agency of the criminal jus- LE,G,Ct,
(13) tice system should be served by an informa- DA,DT 2

tion system which supports its intraagency
needs. '
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM ACTICY LIST (continued)

Goal and
Page Nos. Description

1.6 1If not economically feasible to establish

(15) local information support functionsj; these
services must be provided thrcugh consolida-
tion of adjacent units at the same organiza-
tional level or by the establishment of a
"surrogate'' at the next higher organizational
level.

1.7 TLEPC must prepare for approval by the

(18) Governor, regulations to strictly limit sys-
tem access to agencies demonstrating a need
and a right to know, subject to the Tennessee
Administrative Procedures Act.

1.8 Each event involving an arrested individual

(20) must be recorded by the appropriate agency
shortly after the event's occurrence. The
file must originate in the arresting agency.

1.9 All c¢criminal offender record information
(23) must be stored in a computer dedicated solely
to and controlled by criminal justice agencies

1.10 The collection of data to satisfy both the

(26) Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS)
and the Computerized Criminal History (CCH)
systems should be gathered from operating
criminal justice agencies in a single col-
lection.

1.11 Files created as data bases for OBTS and

(27) CCH gystems, should be developed simultan-
eously and maintained as mush as possible
within a single activity.

1.12 Data for the Uniform Crime Reports should
(28) be expanded to include data from OBTS to
facilitate crime oriented research.

1.13 With the exception of intelligence files,

(29) collection of criminal justice information
concerning individuals should be triggered
only by a formal event in the criminal jus-
tice process and contain only verifiable data.

AGENGY

LE,Ct,C,
TLEPG

TLEPC

LE,Ct, G,
DA, DF

DS

DA, DF

LE, Ct,GC,
DA, DF

LE,Ct,G
DA, DF

LE,Ct,GC,
DA, DF

174

1

177

178

'79

'8Q

Byd
'80




Goal and
Page Nos. Description AGENCY
1.14 Every police agency!should have a well- LE
(30) defined, functioning information system.
1.15 Court information systems, serving the judge, Ct,DA,
(34) prosecutor, defense attorney and probation DF, QG
officer should include necessary data.
i i
|
1.16 Corrections information system should in- S,C
(39) clude necessary data.
i
1.17 The correctibns system ghould collect, S,C
(40) store, analyze and display information for
planning, operational control, offender track-
ing and program review for all state and county
correctional programs and agencies.
1.18 All but the largest components of the correc- 5,C
(42) tion system should have a small information
and statistics section capable of producing
periodic reports and analyzing and interpret-
ing policy and decisionmaking.
1.19 The performance of the correction system 8,C
(42) should be evaluated on two levels.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM ACTION LIST (concluded)

Byd
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Introduction

Organizing the nation's criminal justice information into a useful
body of knowledge has been talked about for decades but little has been
done. Recently, however, the urgency of the nation's crime problem, the
availability of computers and data processing equipment, and the emergence
of highly skilled professionals have made integrated local, state, and
nationallinformation systems a possibility.

Along with many other disciplines, criminal justice has been experi-
encing ap "information explosion' since the late 1960's. Tts characteristics
are ste#dily increasing capabilities for gathering, processing, and trans-
mitting;information, and steadily increasing information needs.

i
i

More frequent use of the computer and other automated technology is
a national trend. In 1968, according to LEAA, there were just 10 states
in the United States with automated state level criminal justice information
systems« By 1972, 47 states had operational automated information systems
serving at least one component of the systems.

The uses of information and computers vary from jury selection to
police manpower allocation to crime-oriented planning to correctional pro-
gram placement. A recent survey of states by LEAA identified 39 separate
police functions, 23 separate court functions, and 13 separate corrections
functions performed by automated information systems in one or more states
or cities.

As more sophisticated and expensive systems develop, it is essential
that their testing, implementation, and use proceed in an efficient and
orderly manner.

Criminal justice information needs involve data on offenders, crime
events, and statistics on the operation of the criminal justice systems

For the effective administration of justice, information must be rapid-
ly available on the identity, location, characteristics, and description
of the known criminal offender. To this end, there is a continuing national
effort to develop computerized criminal history (CCH) files .that will be
centrally stored and will be instantly available to any qualified agency
in the law enforcement and criminal justice system in any state.



A second need is information about the event, the crime itself. At
the federal level, the National Crime Information Center (NCIC) is a rapid-
response system that can provide local agencies witii information on wanted
felons plus identification numbers for stolen weapcns, vehicles, and serial-
numbered properties.
/ .
Collecting this information on criminals and stolen property and making
it almost instantly available to the criminal justice system nationwide
ig itself not enough to mount or support a successful campaign to reduce
and prevent crime. Planners in criminal justice have learned that they
also need working information about what the police do, what occurs in
courts and in the prosecutors' offices, and what are the events of impor=-
tance occurring during the corrections phase of the criminal justice systems
Moreover, planners found that they would like to assemble and integrate
the information about these various separate activities so that criminal
justice could indeed be looked at as a single entity, an operating system.

To this end, the Offender Based Transaction System (OBTS) has been
developed. No new information is required for OBTS, but rather a reordering
and restructuring of currently available information. The OBTS follows '
the arrested person through the criminal justice system from the first
encounter with the arresting officer until the £final disposition of the
case. The OBTS is not simply an assembly of facts; it is also an accounting
of events, relationships, and time. When operative, the OBTS will be as
informative about the criminal justice system as the NCIC is about crimes,
and the CCH about criminals.

Historically, crimiral justice information and statistics systems
have been conceived, designed, and implemented separately, and often re-
flected the isolated enviromment in which their agencies operated. While
a few states and major metropolitan axeas had begun to establish basic
information and statistics capabilities for local application, it was not
until national attention was focused on the overall crime problem in the
1960's that major efforts were launched to establish more capable information
handling and statistics systems.

Tennessee and many of its local agencies are acquiring and/or improv-
ing systems for collecting, processing, and disseminating data. Concerted
efforts are being made to overcome the kind of traditional parochialism
that for many years has hampered efforts to establish intra- and interagency
information and statistics systems.

The overall intent of this report is to identify the information and
information systems that will assist law enforcement, judicial, and cor=-
rectional agencies at the state and local levels in reaching the basic
goal established by the TLEPC. ’
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It is to be noted there is some compliance with some of the objectives
and strategies set forth in this report. Some others are in the planning
stages but not yet implemented. At the present time, law enforcement agencies
are the only components of the criminal justice system that participate
to any appreciable extent in the criminal justice information system. The
goal is that all components will participate fully and thereby gain the
benefit that is possible through the information system. Through the re=-
sulting improved efficiency of the participating agencies, the public will
be the eventual recipient of the benefits obtained from widespread use
of this ﬁystem.

x

This implementation report manual was compiled in cooperation with
criminalfjustiqe agencies in Tennessee. Many of the goals, objectives and
strategies were suggested by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal
JusticefStandards and Goals, by national groups such as the American Bar
Associaﬁion and American Warden's Association. Still others were added
by professionals working in the criminal justice system who attended a
series of task group meetings throughout the state. Much background research
was done on the various components of the Tennessee Criminal Justice System
and the material presented herein has gone through numerous revisions, .
modifications and additions.

The proposals for improving the criminal justice information system
are presented in the form of a workbook designed to facilitate revision
and updating of the proposals in future years. At the beginning of the
report, there is an action list that serves two purposes. Lt is a table
of contents for the main body of the report. It also shows at a glance
the key proposals, the agency responsible for implementing them and the
priorities assigned to them by the Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning Com-
mission (TLEPC). The priorities assigned by the Commission will have im-~
portant consequences in future years because, as is explained below, they
will influence the funding of grant proposals made by criminal justice
agencies in the state. It is important for agencies using this report to
understand the meaning of certain terms of the numerical priorities assigned
by the Commission.

Definition of Terms

Goal A statement indicating a general direction or trend that is de-
Sired- ’ .
Objective A specific program and a date by which that program is to be

at least partially in effect.




Priorities:

Must

2
Should

3
Should
consider

4
May consider

}

This is an objective that must be met by agencies seeking funds
from the Commission. Each agency must meet all of the number

one priorities applicable to it at any given time before it will
be granted funds for objectives having lower priorities. The
‘agency is expected to achieve the objective by the year indi-
‘cated. In that year, it will not receive any funds for programs
‘with a priority of less than onme unless it has met all of the
‘number one priorities for that and previous years. Agencies will
.not be penalized for failing to meet a priority one objective:
(1) if that failure was due to a failure by the General Assembly
jor the Tennessee Supreme Court to take action required to carry
lout the program; (2) if the agency applied for funds to assist
it in meeting the priority but did not receive a grant because
the Commission was financially unable to fund the request. In
the body of the report, the word "must'" is used in stating each
objective that was given a priority of omne.

Strongly recommended -- not a "must" but will be considered
for funding ahead of objectives with lower priorities. In
the body of the report the word "should" is used in stating
objectives with a priority of 2,

With respect to legislative proposals or actions by agencies
that do not seek Commission funds, a priority of 2 means
"strongly recommended,!

Recommended for consideration - included as an objective
which has merit under specific circumstances. In the body
of the report the term ''should consider" is used in stating
objectives with a priority of 3.

For consideration -- included for information purposes only.
Indicated by the words "may consider' in stating the objective.

Following the action list is the main body of the report. It is organized
in the same order as the goals and objectives in the action list. Most ob-
jectives have attached to them a list of '"strategies' which are various
ways in which objectives might be achieved and which should be considered
by the agencies concerned. The goals, objectives and strategies are further
explained and discussed through introductions to each goal and commentaries
on an objective or set of objectivess.
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Most objectives or sets of objectives also have a "source' indicated.
The source is the original written proposal from which the objective was
taken. The objective may be in a form identical to the original source or
may have been modified to meet the needs and conditions of Tennessee. In
some cases, no source will be listed because the objective was developed
in a task group meeting or by the commission itself and does not have an
original written source. Also included ure lists of references which can
be used to obtain more information about the problems and issues addressed
by particular objectives. References to relevant sections of the Tennesgee
Code Annotated (TGA) are also included.

I

Criﬁinal justice personnel should be able to look at the action list,
see what, objectives require their actions, by what year, and look up the
more deqﬁiled statement in the body of the report. The development of these
proposalls has emphasized not only what is desirable but what is workable
and praétical. Therein lies the strength of this document.

i
|




CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM ACTION LIST

- Department of Safety
- Law Enforcement (in-
cludes Sheriffs and

Police)
LG ~ Local Government
L ~ Legislature

C - Corrections (StalLe Department of) DS
Ct - Courts LE
DA -~ District Attorncey General

DF ~ Defense Attorney

Goal and |
Page Nos. Description AGENCY '76 77
1. GOAL: ESTABLTSH A NETWORK OF COMPUTER-
(9 { IZED INFORMATTON SYSTEMS LINKING ALL
{ COMPONENTS OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE
| SYSTEM

1.1 TLEPC very strongly recommends that L 1
(9) statutory authority be established for

the development and operation of the state

level information and statistical system.
1.2  The state must establish a plan for the TLEPC,DS 1
(9) development of information and statistical

systems and advise local levels to assure

coordination with the state systems
1.3 The Tennessee Information and Enforcement TIES,DS 1
(10) System (TIES) must establish user groups

that include state, regional and local

representatives of law enforcement, courts

and correction. User groups shall serve in

an advisory capacity to the Commissioner

of Safety only.
L.4 Every locality should be serviced by a local LG
(10) criminal justice information system (LGJIS)

which supports the needs of criminal justice

agencies.
1.5 Every component agency of the criminal jus- LE,G,Ct,
(13) tilce system should be served by an informa- DA,DT

tion system which supports its intraagency
needs.

S - Sheriff (local correc~
tions)
TIES - Tennessee Informa-
tion and Enforce-
ment System .
TLEPC - Tennessee Law En-
forcement Planning

Commission
Byd
t78 179 '80 180
2
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Goal

!
i

! GRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM ACTION LIST (continued)

and

Page Nos. Description

1.6
(15)

1.7
(18)

1.8
(20)

1.9

If not economically feasible to establish
local information support functions; these

services must be provided through consolida-
tion of adjacent units at the same organiza-

tional level or by the establishment of a

"suriogate" at the next higher organizational

level.

!
TLEgb must prepare for approval by the

Govérnor, regulations to strictly limit sys-

temiaccess to agencles demonstrating a need

and'a right to know, subject to the Tennessee

Adm%nistrative Procedures Act.

Each event involving an arrested individual
must be recorded by the appropriate agency
shortly after the event's occurrence. The

file must originate in the arresting agency.

All criminal offender record information

AGENCY

rtttre———

LE,Ct,GC,
TLEPC

TLEPC

LE, Ct, C,
DA, DF

LE,Ct, G,

(23) must be stored in a computer dedicated solely DS
to and controlled by criminal justice agencies.

1.10
(26)

1.11
(27)

1.12
(28)

1.13
(29)

The collection of data to satisfy both the

LE,Ct,C,

Of fender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS) DA,DF

and the Computerized Criminal History (CCH)
systems should be gathered from operating
criminal justice agencies in a single col-
lection.

Files created as data bases for OBTS and
CCH systems, should be developed simultan-
eously and maintained as mush as possible
within a single activity.

Data for the Uniform Crime Reports should
be expanded to include data from OBTS to
facilitate crime oriented research.

With the exception of intelligence files,

collection of criminal justice information
concerning individuals should be triggered
only by a formal event in the criminal jus-

LE,Ct,C,
DA, DF

LE,Ct,C
DA, DF

LE,Gt,GC,
DA, DF

tice process and contain only verifiable data.

176 '77 '78 '79
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Goal and
Page Nos. Description AGENCY
1.14 Every police agency should have a well. LE
(30) defined, functioning information system.
1.15 Court information systems, serving the judge, Ct,DA,
(34) prosecutor, defense attorney and probation DF,C
officer should include necessary data.
1.16 Corrections information system should in- 5,0
(39) clude necessary data.
1.17 The corrections system should collect, S;C
(40) store, analyze and display informatiocn for
planning, operational control, offender track-
ing and program review for all state and county
correciional programs and agencies.
1.18 All but the largest components of the correc- S,G
(42) tion system should have a small information
and statistics section capable of producing
periodic reports and analyzing and interpret-
ing policy and decisionmaking.
1.19 The performance of the correction system 5,C
(42) should be evaluated on two levels.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM ACTION LIST (concluded)




GOAL: ESTABLISH A NETWORK OF COMPUTERIZED INFORMATION SYSTEMS LINKING
ALL COMPONENTS OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

1,1 Objective., The Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning Commission very
strongly recommends that by 1976, statutory authority be established
for the development and operation of the state level information
and statistical system. (This is presently being done through
;jthe Executive Order No. 9, dated May 13, 1975, which gives the
responsibility to the Department of Safety.)

|

1.2 Objective. By 1976, the state must establish a plan for the development
| of information and statistical systems and advise local levels

to assure coordination with the state system. (A 5-year plan,
1975-1980, has been prepared by the Tennessee Law Enforcement
 Planning Commission.)




1.3 Objective. By 1976, the Tennessee Information and Enforcement System
(TIES) must establish user groups that include state, regional
and local representatives of law enforcement, courts and corrections.User
groups shall serve in an advisory capacit: to the Commissioner
of Safety only.

Strategies /

l. User groups for correction information system could include rep-
resentatives from the research community.

2, User groups should have advisory input regarding:
a., the operation of the system
b. the system's continuing development

ce modifications to the system

Commentary

Because of the decentralized nature of the criminal justice system,
it is important to have the advice and consent of the actual users. Much
of the duplication that now exists in the country involving criminal justice
information systems was caused by lack of understanding and cooperation be-
tween agencies.

One of the easier and more significant ways in which to achieve the
essential ingredient of cooperation is through a properly constituted user
group. This allows each of the members to serve not only as a valuable con-
tributor to the development of the system, but also to become an involved
partner in the final operating system.

Source
l. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,

Criminal Justice System, Standard 10.2, Washington, D.C., Government
Printing Office (1974).

ls4 Objective. By 1980, every locality should be serviced by a Local Crimi-
nal Justice Information System (LCJIS) which supports the needs
of criminal justice agencies.

10




Strategies

1. The local criminal justice information system should:

de

b.

Co
de
[

f.

ge

he

Commentarz'

Contain information concerning every person arrested within
that locality from the time of arrest until no further crimi-
nal justice procedures can be expected concerning that arrest.

Contain a record of every local agency's contact with persons
accused of a criminal offense and the reason for and results
of each contact.

Contain the present criminal justice status for each individual
under the cognizance of criminal justice agencies.

Provide prompt response to inquiries from criminal justice
agencies which have furnished data base inpute.

Provide information services for investigative support to police
agencies within its geographic area of service. ‘

Provide a master name index of persons of interest to the crimi=-
nal justice agencies within its jurisdiction.

Provide to proper state agencies all information concerning
postarrest offender statistical data as required.

Provide to proper state agencies all postarrest data nec=-
essary to maintain a current criminal history on persons
arrested and processed within a locality.

Provide, if automated, telecommunications interface (direct
connection between computers) between the state criminal
justice information system and local criminal justice
agencies within its jurisdication.

Because of the traditional division of criminal justice responsibility
among police, court, and correctional agencies, and because the jurisdictional
boundaries of the three types of agencies are frequently not the same,
substantial problems have always been encountered in the hand-off from

11
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police to courts, and from courts to corrections. These problems affect
the collection, aggregation, and dissemination of information concerning
persons undergoing criminal justice processes, The role of the local
criminal justice information system is to alleviate these problems by
establishing an information system that will transcend agency boundaries.
In many cases, the county will be found to be the appropriate level of
government at which to institute a LGCJIS.

The primary reason for establishing local CJIS facilities is to
fill the need for prompt access to data concerning individuals and events
by members of all affected agencies within a locality. For example, police
need to know at the time of arrest whether a person is on bail for a
previous offensej probation officers need to know when one of their clients
has beeﬁ arrested or has been the subject of a field interview report.
Similarly, crime reports filed by one police agency may be of benefit

to crim% analysts in adjacent localities.
I

!

The goal is to avoid duplication of data entry for data needed by
more than one agency, to minimize operating costs of making the data
available and to provide a single source for reporting to state and federal
systems. A LCJIS may be directly interfaced with component systems (police,
courts, or corrections), where such systems are separately justifiable,
or it may perform the functions of the component systems for its constituent
agencies. In the latter case, file controls on access are required to
insure total control. Larger cities will continue to develop police component
systems by themselves, if only because of the demand for information
primarily of interest to the police. The concept of a CJIS is not intended
to deny this development, but rather to promote the logical development
of systems that best serve the users. Coordination of such developing
systems is the key to cost-effective solutions.

Source
l. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,

Criminal Justice Svystems, Standard 3.3, Washington, D«C., Government
Printing Office (1974).

References

l. Santa Clara County, California Criminal Justice Information Control
System. .

2, City of Cincinnati Regional Information Center Project CLEAR as dis-
cussed in A Regional Approach to Criminal Justice Systems, Annual
Report (1972).

12



1.5 Oﬁjective. By 1980, every component agency of the criminal justice
system should be served by an information system which supports
its intra-agency needs.

3

Strategies

1. The Cémponent Information System (CIS) should:

as Provide rationale for the internal allocation of personnel
/ and resources.

be grovide a rational basis for scheduling events, cases and
/ transactions within the agency.

]

! ce Provide data required for the proper functioning of other
f systems as appropriate.
1

d. Provide an interface between the local criminal justice
information system and individual users within its own
agency.

es Create and provide access to files needed by users that
are not provided by other information systems.

Commentary

Whereas other information systems emphasize direct support to indivi-
dual practitioners by the retrieval of single records, an important function
of the CIS is in serving the needs of agency administrators through the
manipulation and display of aggregate data.

In those applications (especially scheduling) in which individual
records are considered, they are considered in the context of aggregate
data representing activities competing for the scarce agency resources.

There will be operational files in police, courts, and corrections
systems which may be unique to those systems. The CIS should certainly
be designed to meet the needs of agency managers and operational users,
but with the constraint of not duplicating those information services
available through the local criminal justice information system.

If automated, the CIS should also provide communications interface
between LCJIS and individual users. Determination of the number and location

13



of terminals is properly a function of the individual agency. In addition,
users within an agency may use not only LCJIS but other information systems;
in such cases, data reformatting, automatic switching, use of shared terminals
and similar aspects of "horizontal integration' sheould be handled at the

CIS level.

It should be clearly understood that this assi:iment of jurisdictional
responsibility covers both manual and automated systsms, and does not
imply that automation is necessary. This standard primarily suggests that
component systems should focus on satisfying internal needs which are
not proper subjects for inclusion in a local or state criminal justice
information system.

The problem of consolidation and providing support to smaller agencies
is discussed in Objective 1l.6.

Source
le National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,

Criminal Justice Systems, Standard 3.4, Washington, D.C., Government
Printing Office (1974).

References

1, Project SEARCH, International Svmposium on Criminal Justice Information
and Stacistics Systems, Sacramento: California Crime Technological
Research Foundation (1972).

2. Project SEARCH, National Symposium on Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Systems, Sacramento: California Crime Technological
Research Foundation (1970).

3, Wisenand, Paul M., and Tug T. Tamara, Automated Police Information
Systems, New York: John Wiley and Sons (1970).
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1.6 Objective. If it is not economically feasible to establish local
information support functions, these services must be provided,
by 1976, through consolidation of adjacent units at the same
organizational level or by the establishment of a "surrogate"
at the next higher organizational, level.

Strategies

le Agency support should be provided within the agency requiring
the support. When economically infeasible, such services should
be provided by a consortium of nearby agencies of similar type
(eege, two nearby police departments). Alternatively, such ser-
vices can be provided by the local CJIS on a "service bureau"
basis.

2o, Local criminal justice information system services, if econom-
ically unjustified for an individual locality, should be provided
by a regional CJIS composed of adjacent localities. Alternatively,
such services can be provided by the state CJIS on a service
bureau basis.

3. TFinancial responsibility for the provision of services in cases
where consolidation or surrogate provisions are carried out
should remain at the organizational levels specified in this
chapter. The basis for establishing the costs of such service,
and the quality of performance deemed adequate for the provision
of each individual service rendered should be expressed in contractual
terms and agreed to be all parties to the consolidation or sub-
rogate relationship.

4e In cases of consolidation or surrogate relationships, a strong
voice in the policies and general procedures of the information
system should be vested in a users group in which all users
of the system are represented.

5. If at all practical, surrogate agencies should provide the same

level of data that would be provided if the lower level agencies
had their own systems.

Commentary

The development, implementation, and operation of an effective crimi-
nal justice information system is expensive both in direct monetary costs

15




and consumption of the limited technical capacity of the criminal justice
agencies involved. This is particularly true in the case of development
costs, which in general, do not vary in direct proportion to the data
base size or transaction volume of the eventual system. As a result,

many portions of the national criminal justice system are effectively

excluded from using available information that would improve their per-
formance.

Consolidation, which involves the banding together of users at a
similar organizational level to provide them with adequate services,
is the preferrable alternative method for assuring that all criminal
justice agencies receive the support they need. Consolidation is most
likely to succeed where one of the participants is sufficiently strong
and well-developed to act as the leader in a consolidation activity.
Consolidation should not be thought of as '"letting others join our system"
but rather as a partnership with both responsibility and authority vested
in all participants.

When none of the potential system participants is strong enough
to undertake a leadership role, or when the political realities of the
localities involved prevent consolidation, the services can be provided
by a higher organizational level as a service operation. In such cases,
it is even more important that the individual participants have a strong
role in the formulation of policy and general procedures for the operation
of the system. Contracts stating relationships between the participants
and the organization providing the service should be carefully drawn
to assure that the users' voice in system operation does not become attenu~
ated over time.

At present, neither consolidation nor provision of surrogate services
is as prevalent as the incorporation of criminal justice information
services into other govermmental information systems. Although incorporation
in some cases causes reduced central processor costs, it does not favorably
affect development costs nor does it provide by itself for the high relia-
bility, full-time access, or data confidentiality features which are
crucial to criminal justice information needs (but to few other agencies).
Such time-sharing situations, although now prevalent, should soon become
reminders of a less-advanced state of automation technology development.

Source
1, National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,

Criminal Justice System, Chapter 10, Washington DeCe, UeS. Government
Printing Office (1974).

16



References

1.

26

Bockelman, Melvin F., "Alert II--Progress Towards a Computerized
Criminal Justice System,'' Rosenthal, Murry I., Russell D. Cramer,

and Victor M. Suzuki, "Los Angeles County Regional Justice Information
System (RJIS) Software System Design,' and Pesce, Edward J., McDonald
Anderson, and Donald Tobias, ""Circle=~-A Comprehensive Regional Criminal
Justice Information System' International Symposium on Criminal

Justice Information and Statistics Systems, Project SEARCH, Sacrament:
California Crime Technological Research Foundation (1972).

Atkinson, Andrews O., '""Project Clear--An Integrated Regional Information
System Serving Government, Law and Justice,'" National Symposium on
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems, Project SEARCH,
Sacramento: California Crime Technological Research Foundation (1970).

17

S e

I - X




1.7 Objective., By 1976, the Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning Commission
must prepare for approval by the Governor, regulations to strictly
limit system access to agencies demonstrating a need and a
right to know, subject to the Tennessee Administrative Pro-
cedures Act.

Commentary

The members of the task groups and the TLEPC were unanimous in agree=-
ing that close regulation of access to Tennessee's criminal justice in-
formation system is an urgent and absolute requirement for the proper
operation of the systeme. They took the position that easy availability
of criminal justice information files would be highly prejudicial to
the operation of a secure information system that is intended to serve
law enforcement purposes only.

Actually deciding who should have access to what information by
what means and under what constraints is a difficult problem. It involves,
serious questions concerning both the security of the system and the
right to privacy of individuals whose files are included in the system.
There are people both within and without the criminal justice system
who may wish to have access to criminal justice information. Police de-
partments, licensing boards, news media, credit agencies and many others
will want information from criminal justice files. The purpose of the
system, however, is not to provide information to every individual or
agency, public or private, who might find the information useful but
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of criminal justice agencies
while preserving the rights of the individual. Thus, in drawing up regu-
lations governing access, the burden of proof must rest with the agency
seeking information. A clear need to know should be shown and that need
must be related to the attainment of the ends of the criminal justice
system in the state, not the attainment of other ends, worthy though
they may be. The presumption should be that information will be made
available to noncriminal justice agencies only when such access clearly
serves a law enforcement purpose. There should be a strong presumption
against permitting access by any private agency of any type.

Source

l. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,
Criminal Justice Systems, Standard 8.3, Washington, D.C., Government
Printing Office (1974).
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1,8 Objectives By 1977, each event involving an arrested individual
must be recorded by the appropriate acency shortly after the
event's occurrence. The file must originate in the arresting
agency.

Commentary

This objective calls for the implementation, by 1977, of the very
successful Basic Police Records System in all law enforcement depart-
ments across the state. Equal emphasis is given to expanding the con-
cept of standardized record systems into the other criminal justice agencies
The reason this objective was assigned a high priority was due in part
to the success already achieved by the Basic Records System, and also,
because there has to be a basic records capability in all local agencies
before a statewide records system can be effective. Without this basic
capability, the timeliness, completeness, and accuracy of a statewide
system would be doubtful and the usefulness would be limited.

By the very nature of their records function, the clerks, prosecu- '
tors' offices, and correctional agencies have as much a need for a "balanced"
records system as for a "basic! systeme. The concept of a "balanced" system
dictates that the three criminal justice agencies concerned with the
recording of the judicial processing of a defendant--the Sheriff, the
States Attorney, and the Clerk--each maintain compatible records systems.

In practice today in Tennessee, scme clerks maintain criminal history
files; some sheriffs update a Clerks Rule Docket (one of the five mandatory
records to be kept by clerks); and some police departments employ secre-
taries to perform all the functions of court clerks and clerks of the
court. In many cases, the prosecutors' criminal history file duplicates

the police criminal history file, and both the prosecutor and clerk maintain
the same basic case files. Because these examples are repeated many times
across the state, the determination of total records needs and a separation
of responsibilities to each of the agencies will reduce the costs and
efforts involved in file maintenance for most agencies and increase the
quality and completeness of the records systems for all.

A secondary benefit deriving from this objective would also satisfy
a major training probleme. At this time in Tennessee, a newly elected
prosecutor, sheriff, or clerk usually has no one from whom to learn records
responsibilities. At best, the newly elected official may have worked
for the office or department for some period before running for elections
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Although this experience may be valuable in understanding the existing
system, that system may have been incorrectly formulated, inefficient,
incomplete, and perhaps does not even meet the very basic legal require-
ments imposed by the Tennessee Code.

In most instances, however, the change in the elected official means
changes in the records systems. The new official, with no standards for
guidance, must learn the intricacies of the total responsibilities of
the position and may not place as much value in "records'" during this
initial period as is placed in satisfying the more immediate demands

of the new job. The development of "uniform' records systems in all agencies

would provide a tangible base from which newly elected officials can
quickly provide accurate and beneficial reporting.

:

|

Thé Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) of the Tennessee Law Enforce-

ment Plénning Agency will coordinate the expansion phase of the Uniform
Records System. This expansion represents coordinating the TBI's current
efforts of promulgating the Basic Police Records System, in addition
to providing the leadership in the development of the Uniform Records
Systems for clerks, prosecutors, sheriffs' departments, and correctional
agencies.

In addition to coordinating development of the forms and procedures
involved in the Uniform Records Systems, the SAGC has responsibility
of coordinating direct technical assistance to local agencies in the
process of implementing the systems.

When a department requests assistance, a records expert will visit
that department to analyze the existing system and to define the steps
necessary to implement the Basic Records System. Each department or
agency--because each starts from a different base--has different
requirements. For example, the clerks in Tennessee each have dissimilar
forms, files, procedures, and amounts of historical data. Therefore,
the need for technical assistance in the implementation and the initial
stages of operation will be provided to the criminal justice agencies
as was done for the police and sheriffs' departments.

The Basic Records System forms the foundation of all of the federal,
state and regional systems to be developed and implemented in Tennessee.
Many useful capabilities are currently available in state and federal
systems, but it is a result of the lack of basic records in'Tennessee's
agencies that reporting compliance and/or use of these existing capabil-
ities is extrememly low. Exceptions to this statement exist in those
agencies where the Basic Records System (or ome of equal capability)
is currently operational.
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Highly dependent upon the development of Basic Records Systems which
will insure timeliness, completeness, and accuracy are the following
systems:

e NCIC Police Operational Data Files

o NCIC Summary Criminal History

« Tennessee Police Operational Data Files

o Tennessee Offender Tracking System

o Tennessee Uniform Statistical System

In summary, this objective mandates the utilization of records systems
concepts in all of the various criminal justice agencies that are basic,
balanced, and uniform enabling advancement to the next level of systems

1
enhancement.™

1/ This commentary was adapted from the Tennessee Criminal Justice Infor-
mation System Five-Year Action Plan prepared by the TLEPC (1975).
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1.9 Objective. By 1977, all criminal offender record information must be
stored in a computer dedicated solely to and controlled by crimi-
nal justice agencies.

Commentary

The requirement for dedicated systems is based on the clear need to
insure the security of data and to protect personal privacy. Until about
1969, most computerized criminal justice information systems contained
data that had relatively little potential to cause harm to the individual's
right to privacy. Files typically included information about wanted persons,
stolen vehicles, etc., information which would do little harm if disclosed
without authorization. The computerized criminal history file holds en-
tirely different kind of data, however, with a great potential for misuse.
Court cases have amply demonstrated the way in which even nonautomated
criminal history records can be used in a harmful manner, affecting, for
instance, employment eligibility.

Thoughtful law enforcement officials recognize the danger which comes
with both automation and the interstate exchange of records. While an auto-
mated system has the possibility of providing more accurate records through
periodic review and updating and automatic purging of certain types of
information after a given period of time, it also can contain and make
easily available much more information. The very volume of information
contained in the system provides greater possibilities for error. In addi-
tion, the process of taking information from an ordinary written record
and recording it in the computerized system opens additional opportunities
for inadvertent errors to be entered in the record. Thus, in a computerized
system, the potential problems arising from disclosure, whether authorized
or not, are increased many times over those existing in manual systems.

The interstate exchange of records while obviously highly desirable

also increases the potential for abuse. Files in the control of a dedicated

and closely controlled system in one state may be made available to an-
other state with much weaker controls. While Tennessee cannot control the
quality of data or system security of other states, it can insure that

its own system operates in such a way as to maximize both the security

of the system and the proper use of the data. The only way to accomplish
that end is through a system dedicated solely to and controlled by crimi-
nal justice agencies.

In a dedicated system, criminal justice agencies are responsible for
the collection, storage and dissemination of criminal history records and
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the management control of these records. Elements of management control
include, but are not necessarily confined to:

a. The power to hire, administer to, discipline and fire all per-
sonnel, both technical and nontechnical, wi.thin the system;

b. The authority to purchase, rent, lease or ":herwise acquire and
maintain all computer equipment and perifcral devices;

ce The total control of all phone lines, and other communication
links which are part of the total automated criminal justice in~
formation/communication network.

When a computer system storing criminal history records is not dedi-
cated to criminal justice, its control is not under a criminal agency.
Therefore, complete control of the records does not lie within the crimi-

nal justice system. In the absence of management control over system operators

and programmers, criminal justice officials cannot assure that the data
are accurately transferred from manual records to automated ones; nor can
they assure that the data are properly protected.

The concept of dedicated versus shared, as well as the changing
Department of Justice rules and regulations on that subject was care=-
fully discussed by both the CJIS task group and the CJIS Committee of
the TLEPC. It was the majority opinion that in a dedicated environment,
development and implementation proceeds at a much more rapid pace. Proj-
ects and priorities are totally within the criminal justice environment,
and criminal justice information concerns are not intermingled with the
concerns of multiple departments, agencies and commissions. Both groups
recommended the dedicated concept. This objective--with a priority 1
rating assigned by the TLEPC CJIS committee--was discussed and unani-
mously passed by the TLEPC,

At present, there are no criminal justice computerized files main-
tained by the State of Tennessee that are available to state or local
criminal justice agencies on an on-line basis. However, implementation
of such is scheduled for the near future. The Tennessee Information and
Enforcement System (TIES) is maintained by the Information Systems Services
Division of the Department of Finance and Administration and only permits
access to other governments' criminal justice files and facilities, such
as NCIC and NLETS. It also provides free-text message switching and

"access to the vehicle registration and drivers history files maintained

by the state.
Of the four metropolitan areas having or planning for CJIS, Nashville

is the only totally dedicated system in Tennessee and is accepted as
the most extensive automated system in the state.
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The priority 1 rating on this objective for a dedicated CJIS includes
the transferring of management control of all information systems in
the state (except Nashville), to a criminal justice agency. Planning
should begin immediately for the establishment of regional CJIS systems,
probably at the development district level, and the accelerated development
of TIES, This development and implementation will necessitate a strong
financial commitment by TLEPC to obtain this objective.

Source
1. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,

Criminal Justice System, Standard 7.6, Washlngton, D.C., Government
Printing Office (1974). :

References

1. Panel - "The Issue of Dedicated and Shared Systems," International
Svymposium on Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems,
Sacramento: California Crime Technological Research Foundation (1972).
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1,10 Objective. By 1977, the collection of data to satisfy both the
Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS) and the Gompu-
terized Criminal History (CCH) systems should be gathered from
operating criminal justice agencies in a single collection.

Strategies

1. TForms and procedures should be designed to assure that data
collection and coding by agency personnel meet all requirements
of the information and statistics systems, and that no dupli-
cation of data is requested.

Commentary

All collection of data to be included in the OBTS and CCH records
originates in the operating criminal justice agencies. A single data
collection procedure in each contributing agency is required.

The principal function of the operating criminal justice agency
is not the collection of data. Yet, the activities of the agency as it
processes the defendant/offender are the transactions that provide the
data necessary for the information and statistics systemse.

Minimum intrusion into the operations of criminal justice agencies
should be the goal of data collection procedures. Forms designed for
easy completion are essential. Therefore, a separate collection of data
to satisfy each system, OBTS and CCH, would be unacceptable.

Source
l. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,

Criminal Justice Systems, Standard 7.2, Washington, D.Ces, Government
Printing Office (1974).

References

l¢ Slade, H. E., and Don Manson, "The Development, Uses and Problems
of a Common Data Base for Criminal History and Statistics"; Reed,
William L., "Problems Encountered in Developing a State-Level CCH-
OBTS System and Interfacing it with the NCIC-CCH System,'" International
Symposium on Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems,
Project SEARCH, Sacramento: GCalifornia Crime Technological Research
Foundation (1972).
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1.1]1 Objective. By 1977, files created as data bases for OBTS and CGCS
systems, because of their common data elements and their common
data input from operating agencies, shcould be developed simultane-
ously and maintained as much as possible within a single activity.

/
Commentary

Since many of the data elements necessary for the separate functions
of information and statistics are the same; &nd since in both cases the
input data require processing to link indivdual transactions to the appro-
priate offender records, the files must be established simultaneously.
Whether information is a derivative of a statistics sys:em or statistics
are derived from an on-line CCH file, the two functions have many elements
in common. This objective serves to avoid duplication in all aspects
of the system design.

Source

l. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,
Criminal Justice Systems, Standard 7.3, Washington, D.C., Government
Printing Office (1974).




1.12 Objective. By 1977, data for the Uniform Crime Reports should be
expanded to include data from OBIS to facilitate crime oriented
research.

Strategies

1. The data should be available to criminal justice agencies of
other states and to federal agencies when there is legitimate
need.

/

I}

|
Commentaéz R
t

|

The, UCR system was designed to provide measurement of changes in
the patéern of criminal activity. It was not designed to provide detailed
data for planning and program evaluation or to meet other current needs
for crime data.

The UGCR program is generally adequate for its stated objectives.
The program is well-established and the amount of participation on state
and local levels continues to increase,

For these reasons, it is suggested that UCR be used as a basic
standard and upgraded to satisfy addditional needs for information.
In this sense, UCR represents a minimum level of data collection and
reporting which should be adopted. Additional needs for information
should be met by collecting data beyond that prescribed by UCR.

Source

l. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,
Criminal Justice System, Chapters 4 and 7, Washington, D.C« Government
Printing Office (1974).
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1,13 Objective. By 1977, with the exception of intelligence files,
collection of criminal justice information concerning individuals
should be triggered only by a formal event in the criminal
justice process and contain only verifiable data.

Commentarz

While the initiation of a prosecution or other adjudicatory pro-
cedure is a "formal" event in the criminal justice process, some events,
such as the report of a contact with an offender, are informal in nature.
These informal events should be included only in specially identified
intelligence files created for this purpose by the law enforcement agency;
they shall not be included in the contents of other criminal information
files.

Criminal justice information files are triggered by an external
and formal event between the individual and the criminal justice system.
While this procedure tends to reduce somewhat the amount of data collected,
it also insures that the creation of the information file will serve
a valid purpose. It will also help insure that the data collected are
in fact, verifiable.

Source
l. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,

Criminal Justice System, Standard 7.4, Washington, D.C., Government
Printing Office (1974).

Reference

le Project SEARCH, Security and Privacy Considerations in Criminal History
Information Systems, Technical Report No. 2, Sacramento: California
Crime Technological Research Foundation (1970).
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1.14 Objective. By 1980, every police agency gshould have a well-defined,
functioning information system.

Strategies

l. Functions of a police information system should include:
a. Dispatching of information (which should be used as basis
for "audit trail" on the quality of reports on crime, in-

cidents and arrest).

be Event information including time, location, characteristics
and consequences of incidents and crimes.

ce Dossier file including fingerprints, photographs, arrest
and disposition.

de Case information including offender characteristics, type
of arrest, witnesses and evidence.

e« Information for reports including Uniform Crime Reports.

f. Patrol or investigation support data not supplied by external
systems.

ge Rapid access to National Crime Information Center and state
system.

he Crime analysis capabilities bases where practical on geo-
coding (coding according to location).

i+ Manpower resource allocation and controls including deploy-
ment of patrol officers.

2« Written procedures on reporting should be developed to guide
officers.

3+ Each police agency should establish a central recordslfile and
contribute information to a state information system.=

4o Each agency should have the ability to retrieve information from
its own and from the state's sytem.

1/ TCA 38-1202 directs law enforcement agencies to file reports with the
Commissioner of Safety to assist in the gathering of criminal statistics.
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5. The interagency exchange of information should be facilitated
by providing each police agency with access to law enforcement
telecommunication records.

Commentarz /

The basic functions listed above, when combined with the capabilities
of external systems, provide the police department with the information
essential to operations and management. Systems should be designed to
support resource allocation and crime analysis, as well as other admin-
istrative needs of a police department. Careful consideration of the design
and the data elements that are to be stored is essential if information
use is to be effective.

Information is the basic tool in the operation of a police department
from both an administrative and a tactical planning viewpoint. It must
be one of the department's higher priorities.

The dispatch information function increases the efficiency of unit '
assignment and also provides the record of police response to a call for
service, including elapsed time.

The event information should support all agency needs for crime data
and generate UCR and other reports as a byproduct.

Case information, including the necessary indexes to offenders, vic-
tims, and events; the status of follow-up investigationj; and the scheduling
of prosecutional and court actions is needed to support management as
well as individual investigatory decisions.

Some departments do not report 'moncrime' dispositions in any detail.
When a patrol is called into service, it simply states that no report
is required. Therefore, the basis for audit is not as accurate as more
detailed information on the reason for not reporting.

Reporting on self-initiated assignments needs to be improved. When
an officer decides to interview a suspicious person or to check a building,
he should call the dispatcher to be taken '"out of service.' The dispatcher
then prepares a self-initiated dispatch record. These would then reflect
either a crime report or a noncrime disposition code.

Allocating manpower under a scientific plan to meet the predicted
workload is not a new concepts Only a few departments now perform this
task routinely, and even these do not normally use the available technology
for controlling activity of police officers or for evaluation.
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To accomplish these tasks, a careful analysis and review of the data
must be made. Appropriate manpower resources cannot be allocated without
sufficient input data--data gathered routinely over a significant period
of time.

Manpower resource allocation is predicated on determining the type
of police service required and its distribution in space and time. The
available manpower is then allocated to meet those requirements in a way
which optimizes performance.

The results of a manpower resource allocation analysis are sizes
of shifts (watches), boundaries for beats (districts), and shift starting
and ending times. The performance standards selected may be equalization
of workload, overall response time to calls for service, response time
to emergency calls, or some combination.

Manpower resource control builds upon successful manpower allocation.
Allocation deals with gross areas (i.e., beats) and large blocks of time
(i.e., a shift duration), while manpower control concerns the detailed
actions of individual officers. Based on these data, a manpower control
system would provide a list of individual crime-prone locations to be
investigated and specific times for each investigation.

While resource allocation is concerned largely with police response
to events already completed, manpower control is concerned primarily with
rrime prevention and apprehension of criminals during criminal acts. Thus
manpower control represents a centralized command and coordination of
individual officers' preventive patrol time.

The application of this technology may aid significantly in the reduc~-
tion of crime.

Source
l. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,

Criminal Justice Systems, Chapter 4, Washington, D.C., Government
Printing Office (1974).

References
l. St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department Program on Quality Control
of Crime Reporting. This program has been in use since 1960 by St.

Louis with the assistance of the Governmernt Research Institute of
that city.
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1415 Objective. By 1980, court information systems serving the judge,
prosecutor, defense attorney and probation officer (for his
role in preparing presentence reports), should include:

a. Defendant background data (information relative to ap-
pointment of counsel and data that might be determined
by a bail agency interview).
b. Current individual case listings.
c. Caseflow data for calendar and court management including:
1, Disposition rates,
2. Attorney and witness schedules,
3+ Judge and courtroom schedules,
4. Case status and complexity,
5. Defendant status (confined, on bail, etc.),

6. Potential case conseolidations,

7. To aid the prosecutor: case priority, selection
and rating criteria for witnesses and evidence.

de Jury selection,
e. Computerized production of transcripts where practiced,

f. Participation in state transaction-based statistics systems
for purposes of evaluation,

ge Automated legal research where relevant statistics and
decisions are computerized.

Commentary

Case Information

The ability of the courts to use specific information about the
cases before them increases the opportunity for effective prosecution
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and fairness to all parties. Often when judges require information
about the case before them, they must rely on the memory or unsupported
statements of the parties concerned. With verified irformation on the
history of each case, judges could control the gracnti:g of continuances
and scheduling that create attorney conflicts.

Current information on the defendant's employr:at, residence,
family status, etc., is relevant to issues like bail setting, bail
reduction, release on own reccgnizance, approval of negotiated pleas,
and sentencing. The criminal history is also an essential item of in-
formation and should be furnished as previously discussed.

Court Management Data

Applying modern management and administration techniques to the
courts is a fundamental step in the promotion of efficient and equit-
able handling of the criminal caseload. Information is a tool of effective
court management. A great many courts today are plagued with congestion
and drawn out handling of cases. In addition to inefficient calendar .
management, causal factors are: limited physical resources, high rate
of jury trials, and attorney attitudes. The results are: delay of
due process and growing loss of public respect.

The application of modern management and administration techniques
to alleviate these problems depends on the availability of information
about what courts actually do. Most court systems lack information
about their personnel, products (i.e., case dispositions), facilities,
and the variocus participants in the court's processes.

Appropriate management information systems can provide these data.
Their users are able to make sound deicisions based on valid current
information; they can foster the best use of money, manpower, and material
in daily operations. They can determine what policies to adopt and
can measure the results of policy adoption.

Case Management for Prosecutors

At any one time, prosecutors are concerned with a large volume
of cases, all in different stages of litigation. For case management,
they require a system of information on case flow and statistical char-
acteristics for their entire caseload.
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Qualitatively, prosecutors' concerns include conviction rates,
areas of criminal law where more emphasis should be placed, areas where
prosecution may be deemphasized, and adequacy of law enforcement support.
Strength of individual cases in terms of the supporting evidence and
its possible erosion during long delays is another factor.

Prosecutors are also responsible for efficiency in the movement
of casess To a large extent, the flow of case processing to final dis-
position depends on procedures adopted by the courts. Nevertheless,
the expeditious management of those resources and policies which prose-
cutors do control can contribute significantly. This is particularly
true in regard to the decision to charge or to enter into plea negotiation.
With regular information on patterns of case flow, prosecutors can
identify bottlenecks, allocate resources, and modify dubious policies.,

The decision to charge is one of the least scrutinized discretionary
decisions in the administration of justice. The number of persons arrested,
but not charged with crime, far exceeds the number that are ultimately
tried in the courts.

Charging practices shape the worklcad of the courts; they indicate
the relationship between expenditure of law enforcement resources and
the use which prosecutors make of the results. These practices may
have enormous effects on crime in the community.

Selection of Juries

Another major area for the use of computers in courts with a relatively
large volume of work is the selection of juries. The process of recruiting,
summoning, and paying jurors has become increasingly complex. However,
in most jurisdictions, the computerization of jury selction can be
a relatively simple process because the data base usually consists
of voter registration lists, possibly supplemented by lists from other
sources. Such lists are often ready for assimilation by a computer.
The computer program can provide for random selection and printing
of subpoenaes, jurcr payroll ledger, panel assignments, name slips,
and juror information forms.

An important benefit to be obtained from such a system would be
an accurate projection of the number of jurors required on a particular
date. The projection would be made using as inputs the numbér of judges
sitting, their requests for panels, the day of the week the case will
be heard, and similar factors. The computer then would not only select
the jurors, but also schedule their appearance and perhaps even assign
them to a particular judge or courtroom. Juror waiting time would be
substantially reduced. Jury selection by computer now is used in many
jurisdictions throughout the country. A highly developed system is
the one used in Houston, Texas.
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E;anscrigts

Another area in which a court system may expaad the use of computers
is in the preparation of transcripts. Possibly the largest single barrier
to expeditious review in criminal cases is the trar rript preparation
time. A system that can reduce that time radically .'in open the way
to a major breakthrough in expeditious handling of .ppeals. Computers
appear to have that potential,

A computer can be programmed to translate stenotype language into
printouts in transcript form to comply with the format requirements
of a particular jurisdiction. Corrections can be made on a rough draft
printout or a display on a cathode ray terminal. Each court reporter
could be equipped with a stenotype terminal that would prepare both
a magnetic tape cassette and the usual printed record tape. The cassette
would be delivered manually to the computer center or the contents
transmitted over a data-communications telephone facility. The computer
need not be in or near the court. Final corrected transcripts could
be provided the same day as the court proceeding. Although the initial
investment in terminals, software, and training would offset any shortrun,
reduction in preparation costs, the decrease in appeal preparation
time and effort through elimination of manual transcription and typing
of record tapes could produce significant cost savings in the long
run.

Source
1. Nztional Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and

Goals, Criminal Justice Systems, Chapter 5, Washington: Government
Printing Office (1974).

References

1. Polansky, Larry, and Jean M. White, "A Comparison of an Ideal Crimi-
nal Gourt Information System to the Philadephia Criminal Court
Information System," National Symposium on Criminal Justice Informa-
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Research Foundation (1970).

2. U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on the District of Columbia, Court
Management Study, Washington: Government Printing Office (1970).

3. Freed, Roy N., "Computer in Judicial Administration,'" Judicature,
Vol. 53, May 1969. ‘
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1,16 Objective. By 1980, the corrections information system should:

as. Provide complete and detailed criminal case histories
on each offender.

b. Update offender's file regularly with his correctional
history.

jce Conduct program analysis based on large numbers of case
histories to find out what really does "rehabilitate
offenders.

i

1

d. The system should be uniform, statewide, and flexible
S0 as to permit expansion.

Commentary

Achievement of correctional objectives depends on definition and
execution of plans directed to their accomplishment. Plans must be based
on reliable current information related to sequences of decisions to
be made in their current information related to sequences of decisions
to be made in their execution. At each step in the administration of
a correction plan, large amounts of information must be digested and
related to decision options.

Data collection, analysis, and display for correctional decision-
making has been a laborious process carried out manually and having
limited value for most decisionmakers. Availability of equipment and
technology for comprehensive information systems has enabled correctional
administrators to plan and review operations more effectively. Because
information requirements in corrections differ from those of other criminal
justice areas, design and implementation of independent information
systems to serve the specific needs of corrections is recommeded. How~-
ever, the system should be designed in such a way as to support develop-
ment of an integrated offender~based transaction system.
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1.17 Objective. By 1980, the corrections systems should collected,
store, analyze and display information for planning, opera-
tional control, offender tracking, and program review for
all state and county correctional programs and agencies.

§;rategies

1. The correctional information systems data base should be designed
to satisfy requirements for:

; a« Information-statistics function of offender accounting,
administrative decisionmaking, and ongoing research;

b. Easy compilation of an annual statistical report;
|
!
t ce Data required at decision points;

d. Meeting the needs of other criminal justice information
systems for correctional dataj

e. Accommodating expansion of the data basej; and

f. Rapid response to ad hoc inquiries.

Commentary

The corrections information system should be designed to support
the management functions outlined. Specific output reports may change
over time to remain useful to the administration; the data base itself
should be broad enocugh to anticipate these needs. This does not imply
that every data element conceived should be collected and stored. Admini-
strators and those involved in research should outline their information
needs, keeping in mind the questions that need to be answered. Some
agencies may need assistance in deciding what information they will
need. A carefully selected data base and a well-designed system will
anticipate the kinds of information that will satisfy management require-
ments and research needs,

An excellent way to determine the data elements to be included
is to detail the decision processes that involve the department and
its clients. The development of a flow diagram of the corrections operation
will pinpoint routine decisions. Once these decision points are known,
analyses should be undertaken to determine the information necessary
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to carry out the decision function. This procedure, btesides providing

a methodology for data element selection, results in a precise under-
standing of the correction decision process and the relationships among
decision points. This provides invaluable backgrour: for statistical
system design.

The corrections data base must meet requirements beyond those of
the deparment. Because criminal justice planning must tie agencies to-
gether into a system, there are needs imposed from outside. Some state

level criminal justice information/statistics asystems already have established

requirements for corrections data. In addition; national data assemblages
such as the National Prisoners Statistics (NPS} require that certain
common data elements be collected in each system. As development of
criminal justice information and statistics systems continues, more

will be required of the data base. Designers must be aware of these
developments as they prepare to construct their own files.

Source

1. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, -

Criminal Justice Systems, Corrections, Washington, D.C. Government
Printing Office (1970).

References

l., Hill, Harland, and Marshall J. Woodell, Correctionetics: Modular
Approach to an Advanced Correctional Information System, Sacramento:
The American Justice Institute (1972).

2. South Carolina Department of Corrections, Systems Study for a Cor-
rectional Information System, Phase I and II, Columbia (1972).
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1,18 Objective. By 1980, all but the largest components of the cor-
rections system should have a small information and statistics
section capable of producing periodic reperts and analyzing
and interpreting policy and decisionmalzi-y;.

/
1.19 Objective. By 1980, the performance of the corrections system
should be evaluated on two levels:

a. Overall performance or system review as measured by re-
cidivismy and

b. Program reviews that emphasize measurement of achievement
of short-range goals.

Commentary

Performance measurement is critical to evaluative program
review. Standards of measurement should be uniform for external review
and comparison. This requirement is especially important for fund-granting
agencies, which must make decisions about program support on the basis
of evaluated operational performance. Unless these measurements are
based on standard criteria, reviews cannot be valid, nor can compari-
son be made when necessary.,

A distinction is made between system review and program review.
In a system review, performance of the entire system in achieving its
goal is the object of measurement. In a program review, effectiveness
of the program in the achievement of an immediate objective must be
measured. This kind of evaluation calls for identification of specific
goals and appropriate measures for determining whether they are achieved.
While this level of measurement is essential for program control, the
program's contribution to the system's success in meeting its goals
also must be measured, This latter measurement must be made with the
scale by which the system is measured.

Information system design and data collection efforts should re-
flect these considerations:

l. For system review, measurement of recidivism should be the
primary but not the only evaluative criterion. A standard definitiom
for recidivism has been proposed by the National Advisory Commision
for adoption by all correctional agencies to facilitate comparisons
among jurisdictions and compilation of national figures:
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"Recidivism should be measured by criminal acts that resulted
in conviction by a court, when committed by individuals who are
under correctional supervision or who have been released from cor-
rectional supervision within the previous 3 years, and by technical
violations of probation or parole in which a sentencing authority
took action that resulted in an adverse change in the offender's
legal status."

Technical violations should be maintained separately from data
on reconvictions. All violators of probation or parole should be classified
to show whether the violations are technical, involve criminal activity,
or are a result of a reconviction for a new criminal offense. The nature
of the offense or violation should be disclosed.

Recidivism should be reported in a manner to reflect patterns of
change. At a minimum, statistical tables should present the number of
recidivists in each annual disposition or release cohort at 6-month
intervals for the 3~-year follow-up period. Discriminations by age, offense,
length of sentence, and disposition should be provided.

Measures of recidivism can be refined according to the type of
offense and the number of repeats. In the future, measures of recidivism
also may incorporate judgements concerning the seriousness of the offense,
but more research is needed on this subject. Other performance measures
also can be used to evaluate overall system performance. These are used
to determine how well the offender is adjusting in the community.

2. Program review is a more specific type of evaluation that should
entail these five criteria of measurement:

a. Measurement of effort, in terms of cost, time, and types
of personnel employed in the project in question;

b. Measurement of performance, in terms of whether immediate
goals of the program have been achieved;

c. Determination of adequacy of performance in terms of the
program's value for offenders exposed to it as shown by individual follow

ups;

d. Determination of efficiency, assessing effort and performance
for various programs to see which are most effective with comparable
groups and at what cost; and
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e, Study of process, to determine the relative contributions
of process to goal achievement, such as attributes of the program related
to success or failure, recipients of the program who are more or less
benefited, conditions affecting program delivery, and effects produced
by the program.

Program reviews should provide for classification of clients ex-
posed by relevant types (age, offense category, base expectancy rating,
psychological state or type, etc.). Evaluative measurements should be
applied to discrete and defined cohorts. Where recidivism data are to
be used, classifications should be related to reconvictions and technical
violations of probation or parole as required in system reviews.

3. Assertions of system or program success should not be based
on unprocessed percentages of offenders not reported in recidivism figures.
That is, for individuals to be claimed as successes, their success must
be clearly related in some demonstrable way to the program to which
they were exposed.

Standards of performance in corrections previously have been based
largely on the collective subjective opinions and judgments of administrators.
While subjective consensus should not be eliminated entirely from the
process of standard setting, objective statistical measurement could
provide more guidance. Research to validate measurement and to determine
optimum performance standards should be expedited in the interest of
improving sentencing policy, setting expenditure priorities, and pro-
viding more effective services to offenders.

Source

l. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,
Criminal Justice System, Standard 6.7, Washington, D.Ces Government
Printing Office (1970).
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