The Compller

Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority Winter/Spring 2000

Working together:

The case for integration of criminal
justice information systems

Features

Information systems
integration 4

Collaboration spurs model
system in McLean County 9

Filling the gap in criminal
justice data 11

Building an integrated
system 13

Linking existing systems 14

Overcoming obstacles
to integration 16

National task force findings 17

Recommended strategies 18
Departments

In Brief 2
Technology 19

Trends 20




Volume 19, Numbers 3, 4
Winter/Spring 2000

The Compiler

Published by the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority.

Candice M. Kane
Executive Director

George H. Ryan
Governor

Statutory members of the Authority

Timothy F. Bukowski
Sheriff
Kankakee County

Sam W. Nolen
Director
Illinois State Police

Richard A. Devine
State’s Attorney
Cook County

Jim Ryan
Illinois Attorney General

Michael Sheahan
Sheriff
Cook County

Norbert Goetten
Director, Office of the State’s
Attorneys Appellate Prosecutor
Donald N. Snyder Jr.
Director
Illinois Department
of Corrections

Terry G. Hillard
Superintendent
Chicago Police Department

Thomas J. Jurkanin

Executive Director

Illinois Law Enforcement Training
and Standards Board

Michael Waller
State’s Attorney
Lake County

John J. Millner
Chief
Elmhurst Police Department

Members of the public appointed to the Authority

Peter B. Bensinger, Chairman

Albert A. Apa Barbara Engel

Jane Rae Buckwalter John Piland

Produced by the Office of Public Information

EDITOR
Daniel Dighton

ASSISTANT EDITOR
Cristin Monti

Created in 1983, the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority is a state agency
dedicated to improving the administration of criminal justice. The Authority works to
enhance the information tools and management resources of state and local criminal
justice agencies, and it serves as a statewide forum for criminal justice coordination,
planning, and problem solving. It also is responsible for research, information systems
development, and administration of federal anti-crime funds. The Authority’s specific
powers and duties are spelled out in the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Act [20 ILCS
3930/1 et seq.].

The Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority is governed by a 16-member board of
state and local leaders from the criminal justice system, plus experts from the private
sector. Authority members help develop priorities and monitor their progress. The agency’s
day-to-day work is carried out by a full-time professional staff working out of the
Authority’s Chicago office.

Copyright © 2000 Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority. All rights reserved.
Opinions and positions expressed herein are not necessarily those of the Illinois Criminal
Justice Information Authority. Permission to use parts or the whole publication may be
obtained by writing or calling the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority, Office of
Public Information, 120 South Riverside Plaza, Suite 1016, Chicago, IL 60606-3997; (312)
793-8550; fax (312) 793-8422. Reader comments are welcome.

E-mail Editor Daniel Dighton at <ddighton@icjia.state.il.us>

Printed by authority of the State of Illinois, May 2000. Printing order number: 00-094.
Number of copies: 6,500. ISSN 1059-6569. Printed on recycled paper with soybean-
based ink.

Bensinger, Piland appointed to commission to
rewrite criminal code

Authority Chairman Peter B. Bensinger and member John Piland
were appointed May 4 to acommission to update the Illinois
crimina code.

Gov. George H. Ryan appointed Bensinger, Piland, and other
leadersin the criminal justice community to the commission,
which will aim to create a code that makes I1linois criminal law
more fair for victims and defendants and easier to read and
understand.

Bensinger will serve as avice chairman of the commission.
The lllinois criminal code wasfirst drafted in 1961.

Jurkanin joins Authority

Thomas J. Jurkanin, executive director of the Illinois Law En-
forcement Training and Standards Board, became a member of
the Authority on Jan. 1. Legislation approved in the fall desig-
nated the executive director of the training board as a member of
the Authority.

The Law Enforcement Training and Standards Board admin-
istersand certifies police and correctional training programsin
Illinois. Jurkanin has been involved with the board for the past 20
years, with 25 years of experience in the criminal justicefield. He
isvice chairman of the governor’s Law Enforcement Medal of
Honor Committee, and secretary-treasurer of the Law Enforce-
ment Foundation of lllinais.

Authority represented on Elder Abuse Task Force

Authority members Jim Ryan, Illinois attorney general; Sam W.
Nolen, director of thelllinois State Police; Norbert Goetten, direc-
tor of the Office of the State’ s Attorneys Appellate Prosecutor;
and Thomas J. Jurkanin, executive director of the IllinoisLaw En-
forcement Training and Standards Board; along with Authority
Executive Director Candice M. Kane, were among those recently
named by Gov. George H. Ryan to serve on the state’ s new Elder
Abuse Task Force, which will focus on helping seniorswho are
financially abused.

Thetask force of 31 individuals representing legal, bank-
ing, and social service and advocacy networks, will work in
conjunction with the Department on Aging to formulate recom-
mendations for the governor and general assembly. Lt. Gov.
Corinne Wood will serve as honorary chair, and Department on
Aging Director Margo Schreiber will serve as chair of the task
force.

Authority participates in victim
advocacy hearings

Executive Director Candice Kane and Information Systems Unit
Assistant Director John Evans joined Attorney General Jim Ryan
and other members of the Crime Victim and Witness Notification
Advisory Committee during a series of hearings on automated
victim notification effortsin Illinois.
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Victim advocates from around the state attended several
hearings during National Crime Victims Rights Week, April 9-
15. Kanewas apanelist at a Waukegan hearing April 13. Evans
joined the panel for ahearing in Carbondale April 10.

Authority member Michael Waller, Lake County state's at-
torney, is chairman of the attorney general’ s advisory committee,
and Authority members Donald N. Snyder Jr. and John Piland
also are on the committee.

The hearings were conducted to discuss automated victim
notification with victims and advocates. The advisory committee
will use information gathered at the event as they implement Vic-
tim Information and Notification Everyday (VINE), an
automated phone system that notifies victims when their perpe-
trators are released from prison.

Federal fiscal year 1999 Local Law Enforcement
Block Grant funds awarded

The Authority distributed $1 million to local law enforcement
agencies for police safety and operating equipment as part of its
Local Law Enforcement Block Grant program, which isfunded
through the U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Assis-
tance. A request for proposals from police and sheriff’s
departmentswasissued in 1999. Nearly 350 proposals were re-
ceived requesting $5.3 million. The Authority made awards to 67
jurisdictions for equipment.

Federal fiscal year grants designated

The Authority received designationsfor several grantsfrom the
U.S. Department of Justice for federal fiscal year 2000, which be-
gan Oct. 1, 1999.

The Residential Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT) pro-
gram received $1.9 million to continue providing assistance to
state prisoners. The lllinois Department of Correctionswill re-
ceive most of these funds.

RSAT programs must provide treatment for six to 12
months, offer servicesin aresidential setting away from the gen-
eral inmate population, focus on substance abuse, and develop
inmates' social, cognitive, behavioral, and vocational skills.

[llinois received $19.8 million under the federal Anti-Drug
Abuse Act (ADAA), also know asthe Edward Byrne Memorial
Stateand L ocal L aw Enforcement Assistance Formula Grant
Program. Byrne funds support government programs that enable
the enforcement of Illinois drug laws and help decrease violent
crime. The designation is about $500,000 |ess than the amount re-
ceived in federal fiscal year 1999.

About $15.5 million was received to administer the Victims
of CrimeAct (VOCA) in lllinois. Funded with fines paid by
those convicted of violating federal laws, VOCA supports direct
servicesto victims of violent crime. The act requires that priority
be given to servicesfor victims of sexual assault, domestic abuse,
child abuse, and other groups identified by the state as
underserved victims of violent crime. The 2000 VOCA designa-
tion is $5.8 million more than the federal fiscal year 1999 award.

Illinoisreceived $5.1 million under the Violence Against
Women Act (VAWA). VAWA funds are used to improve the re-
sponse of the criminal justice system to victims of sexual assault
and domestic violence.

Funding drop anticipated

A decreasein federal fiscal year 2000 fundsis anticipated for the
Local Law Enforcement Block Grant, Juvenile Accountability In-
centive Block Grant, and Violent Offender Incarceration/
Truth-in-Sentencing Grant programs. The U.S. Department of
Justice selected these programs for funding decreases in response
to a congressional mandate to make spending cuts.

Motor Vehicle Theft Prevention Council appoint-
ments made

Gov. Ryan reappointed several members of the Motor Vehicle
Theft Prevention Council. Paul A. Logli, Ronald R. Brown,
Michael Burnside, Linda L. Laurich have been reappointed.
Their termswill expire Jan. 20, 2003. Donald L. Sauzek also was
reappointed for aterm that expiresin January 2004.

In addition, Beau W. Parillo, vice president of United Auto-
mobile Insurance Co., was appointed to the Council asanew
member effective March 29.

Criminal Justice Facts brochures

The court system and criminal sentencing are the focus of the
Authority’s next two Criminal Justice Facts brochures. The new
brochures will be available to criminal justice agencies and the
public in late spring, along with updated versions of previously
published brochures on law enforcement, victims rights, and ju-
venilejustice.

Initiated in 1998, Criminal Justice Factsisaseriesof infor-
mational brochures describing the criminal justice systemin
Illinois. Copies are avail able through the Authority’s Criminal
Justice Information Clearinghouse: 312-793-8550.

Kane approved as Authority executive director

Candice M. Kan€e' s appointment as executive director of the Au-
thority was confirmed by the Senatein April. Gov. Ryan
appointed Kane to the position last year; she had been acting ex-
ecutive director of the agency since 1996.

Boehmer re-elected to NCJA

Authority General Counsel Robert Boehmer wasre-elected in
April asregional representative to the National Criminal Justice
Association’s Advisory Council. He also serves on the
association’ sboard of directors. The Washington, D.C.-based
NCJA isanonprofit association that represents state and local
governments on crime and public safety issues.

Editor’snote: Thisisacombined winter-spring 2000 issue of
The Compiler.m
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Features

Integration of criminal justice systems:
plenty of pains, but everyone gains

arrested for a crime involving a hand-

gun. After the arrest, the suspect’ sfin-
gerprints are taken electronically and
immediately forwarded to the state agency
responsible for classification and identifi-
cation. Within minutesthe prints are
matched to an existing electronic criminal
history file, or “rap sheet,” which isimme-
diately sent back over a statewide network
to the police station. Included with the rap
sheet is an electronic notification of sev-
eral outstanding warrantswith digitally
imaged copies of the actual warrants. The
booking officer noticesthat on this par-
ticular rap sheet, conviction information
on aprevious gun-related felony is high-
lighted. This previous conviction requires
charging the defendant at a higher class
for the current felony, and the booking of -
ficer makes the adjustment to the charge
with one mouse click.

Once the subject is charged, all of the
upstream justice agencies, such asthe
state’ s attorney’ s office, the public
defender’ s office, the circuit clerk’ s office,
and the probation department, are elec-
tronically notified of the new case and
begin their preparations. This electronic
notification happens with no human in-
volvement. In fact, defendant
identification and classification takes
place without any manual intervention. In
addition to text-based information, agen-
cies can receive digital fingerprint images,
mugshots, streaming video, and digital im-

I magine this scenario: A manis

Steve Prisoc is associate director of the
Authorty’ s Information Systems Unit.
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By Steve Prisoc

ages of old paper documents. And thisis
only the beginning of the process.

Isthis an accurate portrayal of the
criminal justice system? Judging by mov-
iesand television it would certainly seem
so. After al, that isthe way things often
work in the private sector — insurance
companies, hospitals, and many other
types of organizations are keeping records
in ways that enable immediate and com-
plete access to accurate information. But
unfortunately, such an integrated systemis
rarein criminal justice. Thereis, however,
much progress being made toward integra-
tion throughout the United States.

Maximizing efficiency through
the flow of information

Integrated systems provide all needed in-
formation and they structure the delivery
of information in ways that enhance ideal
work flows and individual worker produc-
tivity. These systems compl etely eliminate
redundant data entry, and they may even
eliminate data entry altogether. The best
systems dole out information in ways that
maximize efficiency through the use of
notification mechanisms, accessto imaged
documents, and instantaneous communi-
cation between departments. Private sector
systems are built in this fashion because
they are ultimately cheaper, more effi-
cient, and more effective.

While progress has been made toward
the integration of criminal justice systems,
thereis still much work to be done. The ef-
fort is hampered by the patchwork of
expensive, but disparate, systemsnow in
existence, and by the overall complexity
of criminal justice systems. Integration

would be easier if there were no existing
systems, so system designers and devel op-
erscould start from scratch.

According to Mark Perbix, chief in-
formation officer for the Colorado
Integrated Justice Information System, an-
other impediment isthat people have
naturally grown comfortable with ineffi-
cient procedures and systems. Othersresist
integration because they want to retain
control over the information they now
havein their systems and they don’t want
to exchange information with other agen-
cies, hesaid.

“Some agencies see themselves asbe-
ing at the center of the universe and have
difficulty seeing valuein sharing datawith
others. They seetheir own systems as be-
ing the best, or most reliable, and don’t
want to acknowledge that other systems
may be a more suitable source for infor-
mation,” Perbix said.

Under these circumstances, managers
may resist sharing information even
though it means they have to spend more
for data entry operators and suffer inaccu-
rate data due to the inevitable human
errorsthat are compounded every timethe
same piece of information is entered on a
different system. Perbix also said that
computer systems people can sometimes
be resistant to integration. “ Sometimes
they think they have the best system, it’s
the ego factor,” he said.

Early systems weren’t designed
to share

The current state of affairs hasitsrootsin
the late 1970s and early 1980s, when case-
tracking systems first became widely
available. Asearly systemswereimple-



mented, they made document production
more efficient and enabled agenciesto
perform automated statistical analyses.
These systems were created by individual
criminal justice agencies addressing their
own operational needs. These agencies
created their own data standards on the fly
astheir projects proceeded, without regard
to what other agencieswere doing with
their systems. Few considered the need for
communication between systems.

Thislack of standardsresultedin a
group of disparate systemsthat served the
same purpose but could not interact, thus
necessitating human intervention when-
ever information needed to flow between
systems. Everything worked fine until in-
formation had to be transferred to another
agency. To make that happen, adocument
had to be printed and delivered to the re-
ceiving agency, where the information
would then be manually entered into that
agency’s system.

Statutory reporting requirements were
handled similarly: areport or document
was printed and then mailed to the recipi-
ent agency. That agency then entered the
datainto its own system. With this re-entry
of data, it did not matter that the systems
had been devel oped with different stan-
dards. Aslong as the person who handled
data entry for the receiving agency was
trained to interpret data from the sending
agency, it did not matter that the systems
weredifferent. In jurisdictions that rely on
several disparate systemsto support crimi-
nal court processes, it was not unusual to
have alarge percentage of employees han-
dling datare-entry duties with many of
these staff members being devoted exclu-
sively to the task.

At some point in the last few years, it
became obvious that printing adocument
from acomputer system and delivering it
to another agency for entry into that
agency’ s system was not particularly effi-
cient. Why not just electronically transfer
the information between agencies?

Those who investigated the possibility
of automatically transferring data were no
doubt frustrated when they discovered that
not only were the databases defined differ-
ently, but allowable database values also

New justice systems need to be able to share
information with other systems to avoid wasteful,
redundant data entry. Such redundancy leads to
incomplete or inaccurate information.

were completely different. That iswhat
happens when systems are designed iniso-
lation.

To make matters worse, multiple sys-
tems may exist within the same agency
that cannot communicate and exchange
data. An example of thisiswhen a court
clerk hastwo different systems, onefor
limited jurisdiction courts and another for
general jurisdiction courts. When acase
goes from preliminary hearing in the lim-
ited jurisdiction court to trial in the general
jurisdiction court, the data must be manu-
aly re-entered from one system to another
within the same agency.

Perbix said such asituation still exists
in Denver, although the rest of Colorado
has been integrated. “In Denver, in order
for systemsto communicate, data must be
re-keyed between county court and district
court whenever thereisafinding of prob-
able cause and the case is bound over to
district court. For the rest of Colorado, the
systems are integrated and don’t require
re-keying,” he said.

New justice systems need to be able to
share information with other systemsto
avoid wasteful, redundant data entry. Such
redundancy leads to incomplete or inaccu-
rate information due to the inevitable
errors generated by successive keying of
datafrom one system to another.

Data entry errors can be managed but
only through time-intensive methods. One
isto simply have data entry workers key
the same information twice. If both of the
entries areidentical, the system acceptsthe
entry; if not, the operator is prompted to
try again. Another approach isintensive
auditing, which involves a person compar-
ing printed data entry output with the

original source documents. Both methods
are so labor intensive that very few agen-
cies can afford to implement them.

The consequences of errors are se-
vere. One common error isthe
transposition of fingerprint-based identifi-
cation numbers. This prevents successful
posting of thefinal disposition when the
results of the case are finally reported to
the state criminal history repository. The
arrest may be posted to the criminal his-
tory repository, but without the disposition
the arrest information is of limited valueto
those who must make charging and bail
decisions.

Motivation for integration

Without a compelling and obvious need,
integration will not happen. It's not
enough that it isagood idea or agood
policy.

Thefirst motivation to integrate may
come from an audit or areport that draws
attention to the inefficiencies of frag-
mented systems. Such areport might point
out how missing or inaccurate information
could bring risksto law enforcement offic-
ersand the public. The result might bea
mandate by apublic official or alegisla-
tive body, which could lead to funding for
an integration project. For example, a
study that pointed out the lack of any kind
of coherent system for managing juvenile
casesin Cook County led to the creation of
the Cook County Juvenile Enterprise Man-
agement System (JEMS).

Complexity of the system

The criminal justice system is made up of
aseries of subsystems and the flow of in-
formation between them is extremely
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complex. Among the complexities that ® Chargescan befiled in different and into special programs, such as drug
system devel opers must take into consid- ways, including by police, by prosecutors, treatment. If certain conditions are not
eration: or astheresult of agrand jury indictment. met, probation may be revoked, the of -
® Arrests, typically the beginning ® Casesmay proceed in different fender arrested again, and the case sent
of acasefile, can come at different points ways. Instead of going to court, the defen- back to the courts with new charges.
in the process, and may occur more than dant may be referred to adiversion These arejust some issuesinvolved.
once while a case winds through the sys- program. Plea agreements along the way A sense of the complexity of the criminal
tem. Or an arrest may involve multiple may result in achange in the charges. justice system can be derived from the
cases. ®  Postadjudication may involve chart below depicting caseflow.

following the offender through probation

Complexities of the criminal justice sytem: caseflow

What is the sequence of events in the criminal justice system?

Entry into the system Prosecution and pretrial services

| 1 Refusal to IndICI

Grand jury

Felonies
Unsolved Released Released  Charges Charges

or not without without dropped dropped
arrested  prosecution prosecution or dismissed or dismissed

Information

Reported
and
observed
crime Investi-
gation

Charges| iti Bail or
Arrest filed 9E9)) fnica Preliminary} | detention

appearance .
PP hearing  }|hearing

Crime

Information

Misdemeanors
Prosecution!

~ asa Unsuccessful
juvenile diversion

Diversion by law enforcement, prosecutor, or court

. Waived to
Police criminal
juvenie Intake \\ coyrt
unit hearing

Formal juvenile or youthful

. offender court processin
Juvenile b J

offenders

Informal processing
Nonpolice referrals diversion
Released or Released or
diverted  diverted
Note: This chart gives a simplified view of caseflow

through the criminal justice system. Procedures vary

among jurisdictions. The weights of the lines are not

intended to show actual size of caseloads.
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All such conditions must be fully
known and understood before actual inte-
gration can begin. It would be ahuge
mistake to make assumptions about inte-
gration projectsrelated to cost or scope
without having a complete understanding
of the businessrules.

The complexities of building an inte-
grated court system were examined in a

Adjudication
.|

Charge dismissed Acquitted

Arraignment

Guilty plea

Arraignment Convicted

Guilty plea

|
) I Out of system

Adjudication

Released

Source: Adapted from The challenge of crime in a free society.
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration

Convicted Sentencing

Sentencing

1999 monograph, “Report of the National
Task Force on Court Automation and | nte-
gration,” published by the U.S.
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice
Assistance. According to the authors of
the report:

“Systemsthat reflect the real com-
plexity of the process are very expensive
to develop and difficult for usersto admin-

Sentencing
and sanctions
|

Corrections

Appeal
o Probation

Prison

ister. Flexibility is needed — something
that works for most cases and does not fail
with exceptional ones. At the sametime,
the information system must be affordable
and simpleto operate. Thismay help to
explain why some criminal justiceinfor-
mation system projects have not
succeeded.”

Habeas Pardonand Capital
corpus clemency  punishment

] Out of system

Intermediate
sanctions

e J

Revocation

(registration,
notification)

] Out of system

Revocation

] Out of system

Probation or other
nonresidential disposition
[

Revocation
Residential
placement
[

] Out of system

Revocation

of Justice, 1967. This revision, a result of the Symposium on
the 30th Anniversary of the President's Commission, was prepared
by the Bureau of Justice Statistics in 1997.

\ Aftercare /
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Risks involved

Any large information technology project

has ahigh risk of outright failure or failure
to meet the expectations of the partici-
pants. Most projectsthat fail lack certain
characteristics and most projects that suc-
ceed share certain characteristics. The key
to successisto observe the best practices
incorporated in successful projects and
make those characteristics part of the new
integration project.

In 1995, the Standish Group pub-
lished awidely quoted study, “ The Chaos
Report,” on the reasons for project failure.
According to the study, 31 percent of soft-
ware development projects were canceled
before completion, and 52.7 percent came
in over budget, without promised features,
or significantly late. This meansthat only
16.2 percent were completed on time, on
budget, and with all of the original fea-
tures. This could be discouraging news,
but Standish Group’s study definesthe
characteristics of successful projects. The
study’ stop six reasons for project success
are

User involvement

Executive management support
Clear requirements

Proper planning

Realistic expectations

Smaller project milestones

These six points lay the groundwork
for asuccessful integration project. Effec-
tive governing bodiesthat direct and
oversee projects can ensure user involve-
ment and executive management support.
Mogt, if not all, successful integration
projects have governance structures that
include executive groups and user groups.
Including executives and usersin the pro-
cessfrom the outset facilitates user
involvement and executive support. If the
groups are properly utilized, the projects
should have clear requirements, proper
planning, and realistic expectations.

In contrast, if one office or individual
makes an independent effort to develop an
integrated system without including key
executives and users from all agencies, the

chances of project failure will be quite
high. While integrated justice projects can
benefit by having achampion agency or
public official, the actual governance of
the project must come from the key execu-
tives and usersfrom all involved agencies.
There are different approachesto inte-
gration and each has advantages and
disadvantages. Thetrick isto tailor the ap-
proach to actual needs and available
budget. But no matter which technical ap-
proach is adopted, the most important
single factor in reducing the risk of failure
isto make sure the actual userswill bein-

volved in planning, design, devel opment,
and implementation. The easiest way to do
thisisthrough governance structures that
include the actual users aswell asthe chief
executives from all involved agencies. In-
tegration isinitially costly and risky, but
the business of criminal justiceinforma-
tion processing can no longer be
accomplished under limitations imposed
by disparate, noncommunicating
systems.®

Bring Key
Stakeholders

Together

Draft planning model for integration of criminal justice
information systems, developed by the
International Association of Chiefs of Police

A ™ o R

. 1
Perceive Need I

| S —————— |

Develop
Project
Structure

Develop
Decision-

Making Process

Implement
System

Conversion

Planning
HE EE EE BN BN BN BN B O W -

Am-mm=======-

Funding on
hand required,
external
payables likely.

Inform &

Educate
Community

Influence of Critical Issues
¥ Project Management
¥ Business Process Reengineering
¥ Funding Acquisition Strategies
¥ Basic Technology Design

¢  Acquisition
23 Management

Evaluate &
Maintain System

i —

¥ Vendor Issues
¥ Privacy Requirements
¥ Security Requirement
¥ Data Integrity
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Agency collaboration in McLean County
results in a model integration effort

fter eight years of collaborative
A planning, development, and

implementation, McLean
County’ s mission to create an integrated
justice information system is nearly com-
plete. The state’' s attorney, public
defender, circuit court, sheriff, probation
department, and various local law enforce-
ment agencieswill share data ownershipin
2001.

Elected officials and appointed |ead-
ers of the agencies formed an integrated
justice committee that met weekly in the
planning stages of the integration process,
which was born out of aprivate
consultant’ s study revealing numerous of -
ficeinefficiencies. Dataentry was
consuming more time than ever in the
growing county, the study showed.

“We knew we had to change the way
we do business or expect every year from
now to add people just to keep up with the
workload,” said County Administrator
John Zeunik.

McL ean is geographically the largest
county in lllinois, and it has a population
of about 140,000. The county’s criminal
justice system began experiencing the
pressures of an increasing workload in the
early 1990s. A surge was seen throughout
the decade in the number of casesfiled by
the State' s Attorney’ s Office, assignments
to the Public Defender’ s Office, and adult
and juvenile detention facility populations.

Cristin Monti isa public information
officer with the Authority.

By Cristin Monti

Increased paperwork and data entry
coincided with the growing caseloads. It
also was determined that 64 cents of every
county tax dollar were being spent on its
justice system.

It became evident that amore ad-
vanced automated system was necessary
to handle several tasks that were manually
performed. The system they were using re-
quired alarge amount of repeated data
entry. Each department compiled its own
case data, causing the sameinformation to
be entered four or five times throughout
the county. This contributed to a backlog
of dataentry, and ultimately the need for
additional staff. In addition, it created
more instances in which data could be en-
tered incorrectly.

“When wefirst started meeting, we
knew two things— we weren't efficient
and we were expensive,” said Circuit
Clerk Sandra Parker.

Researching a system

The committee wanted a system that could
provide basic case information in a seam-
less manner to each entity of the county’s
criminal justice system while curbing the
need to enter data that already had been
captured by another office. Committee
members set out to create a system that
would enable each department to work
more efficiently while allowing faster,
broader accessto more accurate informa-
tion. But after conferring with justice
information system experts at the National
Center for State Courtsin Williamsburg,
Va.,, they learned such a product did not
yet exist.

“There was no third party, shrink-
wrapped product we could buy,” Zeunik
said. “Wewere basically charting new
ground. There was no roadmap to tell us
how to do this.”

They researched vendors that had the
ability to develop an integrated justice sys-
tem. While TRW Systems and Information
Technology Group (then BDM Technolo-
gies) had not yet created atruly integrated
system, they were up to the task when ap-
proached by McL ean County
administrators.

Developing the system

Theteam started by defining the require-
ments of each department, reviewing the
current flow of information, and setting
the direction for the system’ s applications.
Parker said the process hel ped the integra-
tion committee devel op a better
understanding of day-to-day operationsin
other departments.
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“As soon as we started exchanging in-
formation about what it’slikein our
offices, we began to see how the big pic-
turefit together,” she said. “People
became more sensitive to the needs of the
other departments.”

The development of a standard police
incident crime report, jail management
system, and records management system
for the Sheriff’s Department, with links to
the county’ slocal law enforcement agen-
cies, laid the project’ sfoundation. With an
arrest, local police officers complete the
crime report and send the information
electronically to the Sheriff’s Department.
The dataiis then used to book inmates at
the McL ean County Adult Detention Fa-
cility.

TRW later created awarrant system, a
case initiation module for the state’ s attor-
ney, and a court case management system
for thecircuit clerk. A cash management,
docketing, and criminal case calendaring
system also will be developed for the
Clerk’s Office.

Eventually every application will be
designed to accommodate each element of
the county’ scriminal justice system. The
system al so alows the ability to restruc-
ture aslaws change or as called for within
each department.

Thecircuit clerk’ sinformation system
is scheduled to connect this spring to the
county’ sintegrated system, which already
is used by the Sheriff’s Department,

State’ s Attorney’ s Office, Public
Defender’ s Office, and police agenciesin
Bloomington, Normal, Chenoa, LeRoy,
and Danvers.

So far the system has cut jail booking
timein half, which will allow the budgeted
number of correctional officersto accom-
modate an increasing workload. It also
provides judges with substantially more
background information on cases before
them than the old system.

“If | have to set bond today in acase
involving a defendant who was arrested
last night, thereisn’t much time to study
that person’ s background,” said Circuit
Judge Charles Witte. “The new system lets
me review the criminal record much faster

and that hel ps me make a better judgment
of what the proper bond amount should be
and what conditions should be set.”

The system will enter itsfourth and fi-
nal phase early next year. The $5.1 million
project has gained international attention;
Zeunik hasreceived inquiries from asfar
as Australiaand South Africa.

Since initiating the McL ean County
project, TRW hasinstalled integrated sys-

“We couldn’t have done it
without forking over all of
the traditional jealousies
about turf and agreeing
we were going to invent a
new way of conducting
business.” — McLean
County State’s Attorney
Charles Reynard

temson asmaller scalein Oklahoma, New
Y ork, and New Mexico. These projects
were completed faster and less expen-
sively dueto the availability of the basic
software applications that were created
initially for McLean. Additional hardware
and software upgrades in McL ean County
considerably increased costs associated
with itsintegration.

Collaborative efforts

Commitment from key playersfuels

McL ean’ sintegration efforts. The project
has required vigilant involvement, includ-
ing regular discussion on long-range
planning, group decision-making, flexibil-
ity, and cooperation.

“The biggest reason McLean County
has been so successful isthat all of the de-
partments have been involved since the
very first phases of the project,” said Todd

Thompson, TRW project manager. “They
realized what they were working toward
and were committed to seeing the project
through.”

Committee members knew up front
that the project’ s success would require
tireless cooperative efforts, and setting
pride aside. McL ean County State' s Attor-
ney Charles Reynard said the team agreed
to be flexible and open to the ideas of oth-
ers. “We couldn’t have done it without
forking over al of thetraditional jealou-
sies about turf and agreeing we were going
to invent a new way of conducting busi-
ness,” he said.

Testing the applications and training
staff membersto use the system has been
the most time consuming part of the
project, Zeunik said. Developers met with
actual users and tailored software to fit
their information and workflow needs.
They also conducted joint application de-
velopment sessions to gather requirements
and create prototypes with the input of in-
dividuals who would be using the system
every day.

The collaborative stamina of thosein-
volved in making McLean County’s
integration efforts a successiswhat ob-
servers find most surprising, Parker said.

“It is hard when you have four or five
elected officials who are used to having
their own way —we are kind of known for
having strong opinions,” she said. “But a
project like this hasto have give and take.
Everybody that was sitting around that
tablein the beginning is still at the table.”

The staying power of these visionaries
has paid off. After years of collaboration
McL ean County reaps the benefits of its
newly integrated system with faster, more
efficient ways of administering criminal
justice. “It’s been arefreshing experi-
ence,” Reynard said. |
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How an integrated system
the gap In criminal justice data

r years, lllinois researchers have
Fsunught detailed information on
crimes and offenders, and justice

system transactions, including arrests,
charges, dispositions and incarceration
data. At the county, regional, and state
level, it ismore efficient to collect statisti-
cal information from centralized data
repositories than from individual criminal
justice agencies. For example, the lllinois
State Police (ISP) collects offense and ar-
rest statistics from law enforcement
agencies under the lllinois Uniform Crime
Reporting (I-UCR) program; the Adminis-
trative Office of the lllinois Courts
(AQIC) collectscriminal court statistics
from each of the circuit clerks, aswell as
data from county probation departments;
and the lllinois Department of Corrections
collects statistics from each county jail.

Collected data lacks details

Unfortunately, data collected from crimi-
nal justice statistical repositories have
been insufficient to support most policy-
related research, and state-level planning
isundermined by the poor quality of data
that does exist. Whilelocal police, courts,
probation departments, and jailsregularly
submit statisticsto state agencies, thein-
formation generally provideslittle detail.
The primary objective of state statisti-
cal repositories such asthe I-UCRisto
provide an overall measure of offenses, of-

Mark Myrent isa senior research ana-
lyst with the Authority’ s Research and
Analysis Unit.

By Mark Myrent

fenders, and criminal case volume at vari-
ous stages of the criminal justice system.
Because the repositories were not estab-
lished to provide data resources to support
policy analysis, program evaluation, and
other types of criminal justice research,
the absence of detail in the data collected
from local agenciesis not surprising. State
agencies have traditionally sought to sim-
plify the reporting processes. The
overriding philosophy seemsto have been
that reporting greater detail by police
agencies, circuit clerks, jails, and proba-
tion departments would pose a
tremendous and unnecessary burden that
would divert them from their primary
agency responsibilities.

This philosophy has persisted even as
local agencies have entered the Informa-
tion Age and implemented increasingly
sophisticated record system technology.
Technological solutions exist that can
minimize any burden involved in report-
ing even the most detailed of local agency
records. A state-level integrated criminal
justice system could close the gap be-
tween the datathat is collected and data
needed to be of useto researchers.

Much information kept locally

Much of the detailed data coveted for re-
search and planning already is collected
and maintained by local agencieson
source documents and in-house computer
systems. For example, police and sheriff’s
departments throughout the state typically
maintain specific incident, arrest, and
property reports that capture information
such asthe age, sex, and race of alleged

can help fill

criminal offenders and their victims. These
reports also contain information on victim-
offender relationships, use of weapons,
drugsinvolved, injuriesto victims, and
property that was stolen, damaged, or de-
stroyed.

Whilelocal agencies haveincreas-
ingly automated their records management
systems, much of this detailed information
never findsits way to state systems. For
example, the I-UCR program currently re-
quires law enforcement agencies to report
only monthly offense totals for each of
eight Index crimes (murder, criminal
sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assaullt,
theft, motor vehicle theft, burglary, and ar-
son). The reported data also include arrest
totals— adult and juvenile combined —
for index crimes and four categories of
drug crimes.

Although some detailed reporting has
been added in recent years, it has been for
avery narrow range of offense types, such
as domestic violence, hate crime, crimes
against children, and crimes against school
personnel. Only a portion of arresting
agenciesin the state reports these offenses.

Court datais another casein point.
Circuit clerk offices maintain manual case
filesand, usually, automated records con-
cerning the specific charges for which
defendants are prosecuted and adjudicated.
The data collected by AOIC, however, in-
clude the number of casefilings,
convictions, and sentences for all felony
cases combined; no breakdowns by of -
fense type or even by felony classare
availablefor analysis.
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Since the purpose of an integrated
system isto facilitate the transfer of case-
level records across agencies and
jurisdictions, a statewide network could
serve as a pipeline through which detail-
rich case-level information could be
routed from local agenciesto the state sta-
tistical repositories. An integrated system
will enhance the level of detail available
for research and planning in ways that ex-
tend beyond the networking feature.

Integration also merges
information within an agency

An integrated system would include sepa-
rate records management modules for
each criminal justice agency type. In that
sense, the notion of integration encom-
passes more than simply the
interconnectivity between different agen-
cies. It aso includes the merging, or
integration, of all record input and output
functions within a given agency. Police,
for example, would enter all datafields
currently contained on their incident, ar-
rest, and property reports. The records
management software would then config-
ure the data to produce each of the reports
needed by that agency — patrol deploy-
ment plans, officer shift scheduling,
budgeting, crime analysis, aswell as de-
tailed offense and arrest statistical reports.
Therefore, the production of adetailed sta-
tistical report would be fully automated,
requiring no additional effort by agency
personnel.

Similarly, circuit clerks would enter
all datafields contained in the charging
documents, court sheets, and other court
documents. The court records manage-
ment module would then configure the
datafieldsto produce statistical reports
containing the numbers of people who
were charged with various offenses and
how many individualsin each offense cat-
egory were subsequently convicted,
acquitted, or had charges dropped. The
number of offenders who received prison,
jail, or probation sentences could be re-
trieved from such a system, along with the
length of their sentences.

Benefit of caseflow statistics

Perhaps of greatest interest to researchers
and plannersis the potential of an inte-
grated criminal justice information system
to produce statistical reportsthat provide
comprehensive case flow statistics for par-
ticular categories of offenders. Sincetrue
integration planning would allow for the
linking of related case records across the
various component agencies, researchers
would be able to study system-wide re-
sponses to specific types of offenses and
offenders. For example, prior to introduc-
ing legislation to increase the penalties for
the unlawful use of aweapon, legidators
could call for an analysis that provides
trends over time regarding the number of

individuals arrested for that offense who
were subsequently charged and convicted,
and what portion of those convicted were
subsequently incarcerated, their average
sentence length, and their average length
of stay.

A statewide integrated criminal jus-
tice information system would represent a
quantum leap for researchers and planners.
Their ability to assess crime problems,
eval uate agency performance, test innova-
tive solutions and plan for future issues
would be dramatically improved. Closing
the gap between local and state record-
keeping would ultimately benefit
everyone.®

tion effort:

resources and improving data quality.

tional requirements are identified.

Justice Information Systems:
A Common Understanding

www.search.org

Foundation Principles of Integration

There are severa principlesthat should be incorporated into the overal integra-
1. Datashould be captured at the originating point, rather than trying to re-
construct it down line or have others captureit.
2. Datashould be captured once and used many times, leveraging existing
3. Theintegrated system should be driven by the operational systems of
participating agencies, not separate from the systems supporting the agencies.
4. The capabilitiesfor generalized automatic query, push, pull, publish and

subscription should be constructed as general capabilities of the system so that,
for example, additional automatic reporting can easily be implemented as addi-

From: Integration in the Context of

A SEARCH Special Report Revision Date: March 2000.
By Dave Roberts, Deputy Executive Director, SEARCH Group
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The traditional approach to
building an integrated system

Thetraditional approach to build-
ing an integrated justice system is
to create alarge system on one
mainframe computer that will serve all
criminal justice agenciesin aparticular
jurisdiction or municipality. If there are
no existing systemsin aparticular juris-
diction — an unlikely situation these days
— the most economical and logical ap-
proach to integration isto combine all
agencies on one system and computing
platform. It may even be the best solution
if existing systems have outlived their
usefulness and are all in need of replace-
ment, particularly if there has been no
recent investment in the existing systems.

Harris County, Texas

Harris County, Texas, which includes
Houston, isan early pioneer in systemsin-
tegration. The county’s Justice
Information Management System is an ef-
fective example of the traditional, or “big
box,” approach to building an integrated
system. Even though all agenciesare on
the same system, the security of each
agency’ s datais carefully protected and
they do not all have access to the same
data.

In the late 1970s, when integration
work began in Harris County, the big box
approach was the best and only practical

approach available to integration planners.

Thisvery successful systemistill in op-
eration—in a greatly enhanced form over
itsorigina 1970s implementation — and
all criminal justice agenciesin Harris
County participate.

The Harris County system hasalarge
technical and administrative staff dedi-
cated to operations and enhancements.
But to keep the system working, all crimi-
nal justice agenciesplay an activerolein
its administration. An executive board
made up of Harris County criminal justice
agency heads— both elected and ap-

pointed — makes all policy and strategy
decisions. The composition of this board
ensures that each agency will beinvolved
and represented on every issue involving
the system. In addition, there are several
subcommittees that are responsible for
implementing the policies approved by the
executive committee. These subcommit-
tees are made up of staff membersfrom
the various agencies.

McLean County

McL ean County, which includes
Bloomington and Normal, is another ex-
ample of abig-box system. The box,
however, is not amainframe, but amuch
smaller IBM RS6000 minicomputer.

McL ean issmaller than Harris County, but
the same basic principles are at work. The
McL ean County system was created
through a partnership with the TRW Sys-
tems & Information Technology Group,
and has successfully joined law enforce-
ment, prosecution, courts, and defense on
one system.

The McLean County system isbeing
implemented in amodul ar fashion, allow-
ing for one module or phase to be made
operational before moving on to the next
phase. The governing body that directsthe
effort iscomprised of criminal justice
elected officials and agency heads. Addi-
tionally, there is a committee of usersand
technol ogists who implement the policies
and procedures mandated by the execu-
tives.

Cook County juvenile system

Another example of thistype of systemis
the new Cook County Juvenile Enterprise
Management System (JEMS). With JEMS,
Cook County agencies with responsibility
for juvenile justice and child protection
contribute to a shared database that resides
onalarge central IBM AS400 computer.

Even though many agencies contributing
to JEM S have their own case-tracking and
processing systems, the intention of JEMS
isto eventually replace these systems.

JEM S was designed as a system for
processing juvenile delinquents and to
handle child-protection matters. These
featuresinclude the on-line production
and distribution of the outputs normally
required during the juvenile court process,
including subpoenas, petitions, memo-
randa, charging documents, and so on. The
ultimate goal of the system, according to
Michael McGowan, director of electronic
information for the Office of the Chief
Judge, isto reduce paperwork and facili-
tate more efficient court operations. The
advantages of thistype of system are cen-
tralized administration, elimination of data
redundancy, and the consolidation of re-
sourcesrequired to run alarge,
enterprise-wide system.m

—Seve Prisoc

Integration using modules

One approach for developing an
integrated system that will meet the
complex needs of criminal justiceisto
implement small, manageable mod-
ulesin successive phases. A good
place to start iswith amodule that
serves law enforcement, such asapo-
lice records management system. This
module would record all arrests and
incidents and would be the originating
point for acriminal case.

A police records management
system that captures essential dataand
can pass that data to other systems
could be the linchpin of an integrated
system. Once the police records man-
agement systemisin place, then other
modules can be implemented. Large
tasks that must be completed before
implementation, such asanalysis, de-
sign, and development, can also be
broken into modules. Such asystem
could be built by adding one agency at
atime.

—SP.
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Integrating by linking existing systems
using “middleware” technology

hile the benefits of integration
have become obvious to most
criminal justice decision-mak-

ers, the cost of integrating disparate
systems can be quite high, especidly if the
approach taken isto replace existing sys-
tems by combining all agencies on one
system on acentral computer. Recently,
the favored integration approach for juris-
dictions having large investmentsin
existing systems has been to use software
to join the various agency systemsinto a
“virtual” system. By implementing these
virtual systems, agencies do not haveto
migrate their datato a computer shared by
all criminal justice agencies, and they can
continue to operate using their existing
data structures and businessrules. An
added benefit is that workers who have be-
come accustomed to their old systems and
procedures do not require much retraining.

Using middleware to create
virtual systems

An example of how avirtual system can
operate iswhen police enter arrest and in-
cident datainto their existing system and
that same dataisimmediately transferred
to the prosecution, defense, and court
clerk systemsin away that eliminates re-
keying of critical information. In turn,
prosecution data can be instantly trans-
ferred — in real-time fashion — to the
court clerk’s system as charging decisions
are made. From the clerk’ s system infor-
mation is piped directly to state
repositories as defendants’ court cases are
disposed of. None of these transactions re-
quires human intervention. Thistype of
virtual system is best conceptualized asa

By Steve Prisoc

consortium of different systemsthat in-
stantly reuse the same data as cases travel
upstream through the justice process. The
dataisautomatically available to agencies
that need it.

Thistype of integration is achieved
through the use of software called
“middleware.” Middleware performs both
routing and translation functions so that
while agencies still maintain their own
systems, information entered in those dis-
crete systems can be used to populate
databasesin other agencies' systems, and
thus reduce or eliminate redundant data
entry. Middleware acts as a United Na-
tions-styletrandator. Thetrandation
occursimmediately and accurately, and
the listener (receiving computer) hearsin
its own language what the speaker (send-
ing computer) issaying in an entirely
different language. Thisis made possible
by use of atranslator (the middleware).
Reducing redundant data entry increases
data accuracy by eliminating successive
re-keying of datafrom one system to the
next. Dataentry errors make it harder to
link local recordsto state-level records
when dispositions are finally reported. If
disposition records cannot be linked to ar-
rest records at the state repository, the
dispositions of those cases cannot be
posted and will not appear on rap sheets.

Los Angeles County

Thefirst system that used a middleware
approach was the L os Angeles Proactive
Information Exchange (PIX) system. This
system, first implemented in 1989, gradu-
aly brought individual agencieson line.
Sherron Trawick, systems manager for the
Los Angeles County District Attorney’s

Office and one of the charter PIX partici-
pants, said information sharing among
agencies was amajor issue from the begin-
ning. “We knew we would never get al
criminal justice agenciesto agree on one
common database, so we sought a solution
like PIX that would allow each agency to
determine what data they would give to
other agencies.” PIX alowed each agency
to determine what data they would send to
other agencies and when they would send
theinformation.

The high cost of replacing existing
systems a so influenced the choice of PIX.
“We adopted the middleware approach be-
cause several agencies had old legacy
systemsthat we knew we couldn’t afford
toreplace,” Trawick said. “In fact, thanks
to the approach we took, we are still using
these same legacy systems many years
later.” The $3.2 million annual operating
cost of the system is funded by the
county’s general fund.

A recent enhancement to the Los An-
geles County system isthe Consolidated
Criminal History Reporting System
(CCHRS). Thissystem, which uses PIX
for information exchange, records book-
ing information from the sheriff’ s system,
and case rejections from the district
attorney’ s office, aswell as critical court
information. The system serves asacrimi-
nal history repository for anyone arrested
in the county. The system also links
nonarrest criminal records— those cases
initiated by summonsinstead of arrest —
with arrest records.

Defendants arrested in the county are
fingerprinted using electronic fingerprint-
ing and classification technology
(livescan), but defendant’ s whose cases
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are generated by a summons are never fin-
gerprinted or classified. Many of the
people who receive summonses have pre-
vious arrests, however, so CCHRS has
automated processes for linking finger-
print-based records to records that do not
include fingerprints. This has allowed for
much more complete and accurate crimi-
nal history records within the county.

The system in Los Angeles County re-
sembles a state-level system and, in many
respects, the county resemblesalarge
state. Its geographic areaislarger than
some states, and with a population of more
than 9.2 million, the county has more
peoplethan al but eight states. What L os
Angeles County hasthat states don’t have,
and many municipalitiesalso lack, isa
strong, centralized city and county govern-
ment that can direct and fund technology
efforts and mandate changes. It is perhaps
for thisreason that Los Angeles, despiteits
size, had one of the earliest integrated
criminal justice systemsin the country.

The Colorado system

The Colorado Integrated Criminal Justice
Information System (CICJIS) usesthe
middleware approach to systems integra-
tion. Prosecution, courts, probation, and
law enforcement share the system. The
system was mandated and funded by the
Colorado legislature in 1995, and system
design began in 1996. One of the main
goals of the project was to keep autono-
mous agency systemsintact, while
enabling communication between sys-
tems, and thus creating one virtual system.
For thisto happen, all agencieshad to
agree upon a unique defendant identifier
that would be used as a primary medium
of exchange. The identifier selected was
the state identification number. This num-
ber is afingerprint-indexed number
assigned to defendants at their first arrest
and used for al subsequent arrests. The
cost of system implementation was $4 mil-
lion and the annual budget is $1.1 million.
CICJIS Chief Information Officer
Mark Perbix said that without the
legislature’ s mandate, integration would
not have happened in Colorado. He said a
big stimulus was an audit informing the

legislature that the existing criminal jus-
tice systems, which were funded with the
understanding that they could share infor-
mation, were not communicating.
Apparently, in the development of thein-
dividual systems, the goal of
communicating was lost.

Pennsylvania

Another example of avirtual systemis
Pennsylvania s Justice Network (JNET).
JINET isbeing developed as a statewide,
integrated system that emphasizestimely
criminal history and court information.
This system was mandated in 1996 by an
executive order of Gov. Thomas J. Ridge,
with the dual goals of improving operating
efficiencies and enhancing public safety.
What is unique about INET isthat it is be-
ing implemented as an Internet
browser-based system running on a state-
operated Intranet. The ramifications of this
aresignificant, since almost al computers
sold today have a built-in Internet
browser. A computer with an Internet
browser should be able to connect to INET
without any special programs or prepara
tion.

This browser-based implementation
also is expected to expedite training. Since
many people are familiar with Web
browser standards, they will adapt to
JINET more intuitively than they might to
other types of interfaces. Using
middleware technology, INET will link to
repositoriesfor criminal history and other
court-related information. It will also pro-
vide a middleware solution that will
integrate disparate agency systems
throughout the state, which will be phased
in through successive modul es.l

Necessary ingredients
for integration

1. Coordination and control
mechanisms— to support communi-
cation, collaboration, and some sort of
authoritative decision making among
the many playersin the enterprise.

2. Trust, participation and buy-in
— successful relationships, building
trust through power sharing, incen-
tives, and shared interests.

3. Standards— agreement and
consistency in data elements, their
definitions, data manipulations, opera-
tional procedures, and application
design.

4. Comprehensive planning and
long-range per spective— clear and
highly detailed knowledge of the spe-
cific proceduresthat generate or use
criminal justice information in order to
support and enhance the business pro-
Cess.

5. Adequatefinancial resources—
an ongoing commitment of resources
to avoid obsolescence, and meet esca-
lating demands for capability.

From Reconnaissance Sudy: De-
veloping a Business Case for the
Integration of Criminal Justice Infor-
mation, Anthony M. Cresswell and
David Connelly, September 1999.

Copyright 1999, Center for Tech-
nology in Government. Reprinted by
permission.
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Overcoming obstacles to integration

hile most everyone involved in
criminal justice can appreciate
the benefits of integration,

therewill be obstacles to such efforts.
Some of the more common obstacl es that
officials around the country have encoun-
tered in integration efforts are described
below.

Turf issues

Particularly in adversarial environments,
cultures tend to emphasi ze strict separa-
tion of “what’s mine and what' s yours.”
The concept of sharing can be foreign to
administrators and staff memberswho are
participating in integration initiatives for
thefirst time. Also, the desireto limit
change is a powerful force in preventing
new system implementations. These atti-
tudes must be understood and managed.

Lack of understanding

Some agency heads may assume that they
have to share all of their information to
participate in an integrated system. Thisis
not the case. No integrated system shares
all information. Systems distribute infor-
mation on a need-to-know basis, and the
best systems provide information only
when it is needed.

Lack of funds

While there are many grants for integra-
tion projects, itisunlikely that a
significant project can be completely
funded through outside assistance. The
costs of statewideintegration initiatives
are highly variable and range from ahigh
of $84 million in Alaska (according to the
Strategic Plan for Alaska's Criminal Jus-
tice Information System Integration,
version 1.1, March 6, 1999) to $3.3 million
in Colorado.

Aside from the size of the systems,
the cost of integration projectswill be af -
fected by factors such as project scope and
goals, aswell asthe particular hardware

State integration efforts

inlllinois.

Like many states, Illinoisis slowly beginning to integrate existing justice information
systems. Most of the effors so far have been at the local level, but statewide activity is
picking up, and integration will be amajor focus of anew committee formed by the Au-
thority to look at criminal justiceinformation systems.

Integration also will be atopic at a June criminal justice planning assembly spon-
sored by the Authority. One of the keynote speakers for the assembly will be Dave
Raberts, deputy executive director of SEARCH, The National Consortium for Justice
Information and Statistics, and aleader in national integration efforts.

The Authority and the lllinois State Police continue to work together to establish a
police records management system that will create a standard for records management

and software selected. The extent of con-
sultant involvement also will influence the
price.

Cost isabig factor in selecting the ap-
proach to integration. Colorado decided
upon the virtual system approach because
the cost of completely replacing al of the
existing agency systemswould have been
enormous. Officials there chose to capital-
ize on the existing infrastructure by
creating a means of communication be-
tween the different systems. Cost was also
the reason behind Los Angeles County’s
decision to implement avirtual system
rather than take the big box approach.

Lack of effective organizational
structures

Effective organizational and leadership
structures are required for successful inte-
gration projects. These structures are most
often referred to as “governance,” and
typically include representatives from all
agenciesinvolved in the criminal justice
process. A typical governance body will
include elected and appointed agency
headsfrom all criminal justice agencies
and may be called an executive committee
or council. Regardless of what name the
group takes, it must envision where the
project is going and create the strategy to
get there. The leader of such agroup might
be a county manager or an appointed
project director.

Another important group is atechni-
cal group, which would likely be made up
of end users and technologists. This group
isresponsible for devel oping procedures
and tactics for implementing the executive
group’ s strategy. The leaders of both
groups must be able to devote significant
timeto the task of governing the project,
and they must know enough about the sub-
ject to avoid missteps. Also, it isimportant
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for theleadersto act fairly, and possess the
political skillsto resolve conflicts, negoti-
ate compromise, and promote ageneral
sense of common direction. Without such
skills, aproject can become a battlefield of
conflicting goals and agendas.

Conflicting goals

It isimportant when initiating an integrated
justice project to consider the participants
goals and values, which may not be imme-
diately discernible. For instance, whileit
may seem safe to assume that the elimina-
tion of redundant data entry isacommon
goal, the elimination of data entry staff ina
particular agency could be quite wrench-
ing. If individual staff membersare
reallocated throughout the organization,
they must be retrained and reoriented.
Many of these people may have been per-
forming data entry for many years, and
they will likely have closeties, both so-
cialy and professionally to the data entry
department. Change of thistypeisdisrup-
tive and painful for everyone involved, but
it may sometimes be necessary for a
project to succeed.

Theissue of redundant dataentry is
only one areathat could create controversy
in an integration project. In an adversarial
system, information sharing may provide
advantages to prosecutors or public de-
fenders that could not have been had under
older systems. Solid assurances must be
provided to participants that information
will only be made available to authorized
users, and information flows must be con-
structed that will not compromise agency
security or the privacy of citizens.

Therisk of harm from more extensive
statistical dataasaresult of integrationis
also avalid concern of agency heads. Cer-
tain types of information, when put in the
form of statistical reports, has the potential
to do harm aswell as good. The number of
peopl e rel eased without charging could
perhaps cause concern to police agencies,
and the number of casesthat prosecutors
declineto fileis not a number they will al-
ways be willing to share. The number of
pleabargains and the ratio of guilty and

he findings of the National Task
I Force on Court Automation and

Integration, which include infor-
mation on the status of state and county
integrated systemsin 34 states, are sum-
marized below. The findings are
including in the report of the task force
published as a monograph in 1999 by the
Bureau of Justice Assistance, U.S. De-
partment of Justice.

Finding 1.

Court systems undertaking automation
and integration projects cite avariety of
reasons for doing so, including cost sav-
ings, increased efficiency, elimination of
redundant data entry, improved decision-
making, and increased public safety.

Finding 2.

Theforces driving justice system inte-
gration include increased pressure to
improve service with existing resources,
legislation requiring information sharing,
demand for information not historically
compiled by courts, and technological
advances.

Finding 3.

Barriersto court integration include lim-
ited resources, resistance to change,
complex justice processes, fear of re-
duced service, distrust, hesitancy to rely
on outside staff, current system incom-
patibility, disagreements over data
ownership, and the lack of resources
such as data standards, peer networks,
documentation of successful systems,
and off-the-shelf solutions.

National task force findings

Finding 4.

The success of integration projects de-
pends on intense, comprehensive, and
ongoing strategic planning that takes
into account the acquisition, long-term
operation and maintenance, and even-
tual upgrade of information systems.

Finding 5.

Successful projects focus on day-to-day
information sharing between courts and
other justice agencies and generate sta-
tistical and disposition datafor state and
federal agencies as by-products of these
systems.

Finding 6.

State agencies take the lead in devel op-
ing the framework for integration, and
local agencies are responsible for devel-
oping the operational systems.

Finding 7.

Security measures ensure that confiden-
tial information isavailable only to
authorized users. The agencies partici-
pating in an integrated system must
determine what information is confiden-
tial and subject to security protections.

Finding 8.

Coordinated funding yields greater re-
turns than splitting resources among
disconnected efforts. Successful plan-
ning involves application of life-cycle
costing methods to account for down-
stream operations, mai ntenance,
upgrades, and training expenses.
Finding 9.

Theidentification and development of

information-sharing standards will fa-
cilitate integration efforts.m

non-guilty trial resultswill be areas of
concern for judges and prosecutors.
Itisimportant to understand these is-
sues beforeinitiating an integration
project, since the active or passiveresis-
tance from parties key to the process can
scuttle aproject before it makesit past the

earliest planning stages. Lack of sensitiv-
ity and attention to these details can
greatly increase the chances of project
failure.m

—Seve Prisoc
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The National Task Force on Court Auto-
mation and integration made the
following recommendations regarding
strategies for agencies considering or
currently administering court automa-
tion and integration projects. The
strategies are in four broad categories.

Organization for integration

The recommended strategiesin this cat-
egory are:

®  Successful integration requires
strategic planning, acommitment to
maintaining top-level technical
staff, and acquisition approaches
that account for system life cycles.

® A first stepisto establish appropri-
ate governance bodies to provide
vision, strategy, policy direction,
and implementation oversight.

® Each project needs an executive
sponsor to address priorities and
funding issues and to remove barri-
ers.

® States should beresponsiblefor de-
veloping strategic plans, system
architectures, and standards or
guidelinesfor statewide implemen-
tation.

Standards

Development of standards and communi-
cation protocols to ensure the collection,
transmission, and exchange of data must
remain a high priority of state and na-
tional court and justice system
management organizations.

Funding

The recommended strategiesin this cat-
egory are asfollows:

® Justice agenciesface significant
challengesto funding integrated in-
formation systems. Agencies may
have significant investmentsin
legacy systemswith limited long-
term utility. Purse-string hol ders must
adjust funding approaches to accom-
modate technology’ s explosive
growth.

® National initiatives and incentives
are necessary to encourage courtsto
transfer technology and test innova
tive solutions. National and state
funding to develop standardsis also
needed. Cost benefits should be high-
lighted to justify investmentsin
integrated systems.

® Asthelifecycles of systems con-

tinue to compress, the costs of
integrated information systems be-

Recommended strategies for integration

come ongoing rather than periodic,
requiring creative funding alterna-
tives.

Practical resources

The recommended strategiesin this cat-
egory are asfollows:

® Practical resources, including plan-
ning guides and clearinghouses for
easily accessible standards, are
needed to help courts develop inte-
grated information systems.

® A national information exchange
should be established to share infor-
mation and resources.

® Technical assistance must be avail-
ableto help courts design, develop,
and manage integrated systems.

® Best practices should be docu-
mented to highlight successful
systems.

® Training should be made available
to integrated system usersto maxi-
mize benefits and ensure user
satisfaction.

(From the “ Report of the National
Task Force on Court Automation and In-
tegration.” Monograph, Bureau of
Justice Assistance, June 1999.)m

Integration web sites

www.search.org/integration/

The SEARCH Group. The single most
comprehensive source of Internet informa-
tion on justiceintegration.

www.ctg.albany.edu/projects/
projmain.html

The Reconnai ssance Study: Develop-
ing a Business Case for the integration of
Criminal Justice Information, Center for
Technology in Government.

www.usdoj.gov/ag/global/
Global Justice Information Network,
Department of Justice.

www.nasire.org/hotlssues/justice/
index.cfm

NASIRE Justice Report - Toward Na-
tional Sharing of Governmental
Information.

www.state.co.us/gov_dir/cicjis/
Colorado Integrated Criminal Justice
Information System.

www.state.pa.us/
Technology_Initiatives/jnet/home.htm

Pennsylvania Justice Network
(INET).

www.mclean.gov/sheriff/Sherif12.html
McL ean County Integrated Justice In-
formation System (1J1S).

WWw.c0.harris.tx.us./jims/
Harris County Justice Information
Management System (JIMS).
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Technology

Authority brings criminal justice e-data to Web site

began making criminal justice data

available onitsWeb site. Called CJ
DataNet, thisfeature is designed as an on-
line datawarehouse of statewide criminal
justice data.

The CJDataNet advances the mission
of the Authority to act asacentral reposi-
tory for criminal justice informationin
Illinois. The Authority routinely receives
law enforcement, corrections, court, and
other criminal justice datafrom agencies
charged with collecting this information,
such as data on the number of adult ar-
rests, juvenile dispositions, jail
populations, prison admissions, felony
court filings, and probation casel oads.

Thisinformation comesto the Au-
thority in database, spreadsheet, or hard

I n the summer of 1999 the Authority
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By Dan Higgins

copy format, which isthen used to
support the agency’ s research and
evaluation activities. However,
with the creation of the CJ DataNet,
accessto thisinformation is now
available on line, helping to facili-
tate the use of thisdataand
information by policy makers, re-
searchers, criminal justice
practitioners, and the general pub-
lic.

The CJ DataNet includes user-
friendly automated features that
alow visitorsto view datain
graphs or tables, or they can down-
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load the information to their .
personal computers in spreadsheet TEORI == CHAMPANIY e BOCKILAND - T CLAT - §
form. Querying the databasesis
done by using the default settings a
or by user-selected T:--um.- &_; I
date ranges, crime
types, and geographic
. location. In addition to data, L !
... theC)DataNetincludes cou.nty or munici pallty.to.surro.undl ng ar-
comprehensive documenta: eas, or select different jurisdictionsfor

tion of the data sets, such as
the source of the informa-
tion; an explanation of terms
used; and tipsfor interpret-
ing the results.

These data can be used
to research broad issues fac-
ing the criminal justice
system, or to simply examine
crime problemsin acity,
county, or region of Illinais.
For example, for arrest data,
users have the option to con-
duct queries that examine
statewide trends; analyze the
differencesin rural and ur-
ban figures; compare their
county or municipality to ju-
risdictions of similar
population; compare their

-

comparison. In addition to raw counts,
crime rates and changesin rates are calcu-
lated. Finally, because users can download
the data to their own PC in spreadsheet
format, they have the ability to conduct
their own analyses using the raw numbers.
CJ DataNet has been very successful
— on average, visitorsto the site have
generated 400 crime reports per month. In
the future, the Authority intends to add so-
cial service, risk factor, and demographic
data, along with more criminal justice
data, plus athematic mapping application.
CJ DataNet can be reached through
the Authority’ sWeb site:
www.icjia.state.il.us. |

—DanHigginsisa senior research
analyst with the Authority’ s Research and
Analysis Unit.
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Drug offenders in Illinois prisons

The number of prison sentences for

drug offenses increased more than Sentences to the Illinois Department of Corrections
1,200 percent between 1983 and

1999, when more than 14,300 drug
offenders were sentenced to prison. 25,000

Between 1983 and 1987 the number /———\/—\
of prison sentences imposed for drug-

0N s ¢ 20,000
law violations was relatively low — /

averaging only 1,450 per year.
ging only pery 15,000 \/_/\/

Beginning in 1988, however, there
10,000

was a dramatic increase in arrests for
violations of lllinois’ Controlled
Substances Act, and a corresponding
increase in the number of sentences to
prison. For a more extensive
discussion of trends in drug offense
sentencing, see the April 2000 Trends
and Issues Update, Volume 1,
Number 10, available from the
AUthOfity’S Criminal Justice Source: lllinois Department of Corrections

Information Clearinghouse. L J
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Job opportunities at the Authority Web updates by e-mail

For information on employment opporunities at the Automatic updates of information recently added to the
Authority, please visit our Web site or contact Jan Authority Web site are now available by e-mail. To sign
Oncken, Office of Human Resources, 312-793-8550. up to receive thisfree service, please visit our Web site.

www.icjia.state.il.us
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