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The Research and Statistics Program Advisory Committee (PAC) meeting was held at the 
Sheraton Grand Hotel, in Sacramento, California, on July 26, 2003. 
 
Welcome and Introductions 
 
PAC Chair Mr. Theron “Terry” Schnure (CT) called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m. 
and welcomed PAC members and guests. 
 
Committee members present were the PAC Vice Chair, Mr. Phillip Renninger (PA); Mr. 
Steven Conlon (IA); Dr. Charles Friel (At-Large); Mr. Garry Holmberg (NJ); and Ms. 
Diane Schenker (AK). 
 
SEARCH staff present were Mr. Ron Hawley, Chief of Staff, and Ms. Jan Burnaugh, 
Receptionist/Office Assistant. 
  
Guests in attendance were SEARCH Member Mr. Charles Sexson (KS), and Mr. William 
Lueckenhoff, Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). 
 
Review and Approval of February 2003 Meeting Summary 
 
PAC members reviewed the summary of the Research and Statistics PAC meeting held 
on February 1, 2003, in Denver, Colorado. It was moved by Mr. Garry Holmberg, 
seconded (Dr. Charles Friel), and unanimously carried, 
 

“To approve the February 1, 2003, meeting summary as written.” 
 
Status Report and Discussion of the FBI Information Sharing Initiative 
 
Mr. Lueckenhoff, Chief, Information Sharing Team, Criminal Justice Information 
Services (CJIS) Division, FBI, updated Members on his activities since his participation 
at the last PAC meeting. He has been involved in two committees—the Global Advisory 
Committee (to the Global Justice Information Sharing Initiative), and the FBI CJIS 
Advisory Policy Board as a voting member. The focus of his involvement with these 
committees is to determine how to avoid duplicated effort in the area of information 
sharing for law enforcement agencies. Mr. Lueckenhoff assured PAC members that the 
FBI is participating in as many forums as it can (i.e., National Governors Association, 
International Association of Chiefs of Police, Global) in this effort. 
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Mr. Lueckenhoff presented an overview of the FBI’s pilot process for information 
sharing, which is using West Virginia as one example. The concept he presented consists 
of a national index and pointer system for state, local, and federal law enforcement 
entities, with a fusion point consisting of the correlation of criminal justice intelligence 
systems along with a national security intelligence data system. 
 
The envisioned process would compare state incident report data against a Uniform 
Crime Reporting (UCR) historical database, search for a match through National Crime 
Information Center and Interstate Identification Index files, and then make further 
correlations with criminal justice intelligence systems. 
 
A question was raised regarding the kind of tools they are planning to work with in West 
Virginia, and Mr. Holmberg expressed a concern about what the current standards are. He 
commented on the need for the agency to embrace the XML/Justice Information 
Exchange Model (JIEM) tools and establish a clear set of data elements that will allow 
them to do the type of cross-referencing and comparisons that they want to do. Mr. 
Lueckenhoff stated that he has a team devoted to that effort, which is based entirely on 
XML. They use justice XML standards, and also intelligence community standards. 
 
Mr. Hawley asked for clarification of the project in development. He noted that it uses 
current records management systems (RMS) across the nation, and compares them to 
existing data, and then whatever data comes out of that is fed back to those for a return on 
their investment. Mr. Lueckenhoff concurred with Mr. Hawley’s interpretation and 
pointed out that in some of the states they already have the ability to do this in the UCR 
program area.  
 
Members discussed the issue of quality assurance with UCR. It was noted that the system 
is meaningless without a good quality control approach. Mr. Holmberg commented that it 
is crucial to identify why the data element is important before it is transmitted. It was 
suggested that a statewide RMS repository be in place that the agencies can use. 
 
Briefing on the Georgia State University Project, “Improving Crime Data” 
 
Mr. Renninger provided Members with an update on the Improving Crime Data Project 
Advisory Board meeting he attended on July 17-18, 2003, participating as SEARCH’s 
representative on the board. The purpose of the Georgia State University (GSU) project is 
to identify and create statistical indicators of criminal activity and to develop an 
improved RMS.  
 
The project will be conducted over a period of three years and is funded for $6 million by 
the National Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of Justice. The multiagency partnership 
includes selected urban public research institutions in the Great Cities’ Universities 
(GCU) coalition, along with the University of Missouri at St. Louis and GSU. The 
approach involves the development of a model for data collection analysis and standards, 
with a focus on urban areas. Atlanta, Georgia, and St. Louis, Missouri, are the pilot sites.  
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The project has research components that address the current state of crime data reporting 
(UCR and the National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS)). The GCU will 
collaborate to develop and deploy dissemination models and technologies that can be 
applied directly to crime issues in the urban areas, as well as offer technical assistance to 
effectively use them. The intended result is to enhance the capacity of urban communities 
to better understand crime and improve criminal justice and anti-crime efforts. 
 
Mr. Renninger stated that an objective of the project is to develop an accounting system 
for law enforcement agencies, which will enable them to avoid purchasing costly systems 
from vendors. It is an agency-enhancement project for developing and implementing a 
data analysis platform that will enable agencies to better understand how to use data. Mr. 
Renninger noted that the Project Director, Mr. Robbie Friedmann, GSU, stressed the fact 
that the project will not have a negative impact on the efforts to implement NIBRS, but 
will actually assist agencies in implementing and using NIBRS on a national level.  
 
Mr. Renninger pointed out that the project will focus on data sharing, and that there is a 
need to develop better crime indicators for areas such as white-collar crime, identity theft, 
etc. By focusing on 20 major cities, they will collect, analyze, and publicize UCR data 
(like reporting homicide counts) by city. He noted that the project will utilize UCR—not 
NIBRS—data. 
 
The Advisory Board will meet once a year, with a separate meeting to be held in fall 
2003 for the users (police officers) involved with data collection.  
 
Justice Research and Statistics Association, a subcontractor involved in the project, is 
developing a survey to gather information about the collection and use of crime data. The 
first step is to conduct focus groups by bringing people in from other states to provide 
their input to the survey. 
 
After some discussion of the project subsequent to the briefing, PAC members agreed 
that it would be beneficial for SEARCH to remain involved with the project. 
 
New Business 
 
Further discussion focused on the issue of NIBRS and how to define it. Chair Schnure 
stated that the justice community has always looked at NIBRS as a statistical abstract of 
data that exists on an incident report. It was pointed out that many people view NIBRS as 
being the incident report, but in reality it is not. 
 
Mr. Holmberg noted that we need summary-based UCR; however, we need a national 
incident-based reporting (IBR) system that, at its core, may fulfill the data elements that 
are within NIBRS. Mr. Holmberg stated that summary-based UCR is appropriate. He 
suggested using RMS, computer-assisted dispatch (CAD), and computer statistics 
(COMSTAT), with the proper data elements added. He stated that if you cannot show an 
output report, a graph, or a link analysis, it does not make sense to collect and perform 
quality assurance on it if you cannot show its value. He stressed the need for a statewide 
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and a national records management repository that can be drawn upon to make analysis 
and correlations against. 
 
Members discussed the issue of a “makeover” of NIBRS that would involve changing its 
name. It was agreed that the name NIBRS was misused and misunderstood. Dr. Friel 
commented that several people can say “NIBRS” and mean entirely different things. 
Chair Schnure noted that we are now in an era of new technology with the XML 
standardized data dictionary. Traditional databases have become much more adept, and 
perhaps we are in a position now to propose an entirely new opportunity for a national 
IBR system from which operational, managerial, and statistical data could be extracted 
and shared. 
 
Mr. Hawley presented PAC members with a diagram of his interpretation of IBR 
systems, noting while all the data are currently being captured, the focus should be on 
why certain pieces are being extracted and for what purpose. He added, even if we do not 
necessarily see an immediate return on an investment, it may be valuable for another 
purpose (operational, trending, or another subset), and the data would already be captured 
in our collective system.  
 
Conclusion 
 
PAC members concluded that there is a need to develop an IBR system for which 
statistical extracts can be developed, and that can standardize the data input, whether it is 
summary-based or provides a full range of data elements. It is a matter of agency 
participation, which results in the statistical database to work from. In the meantime, an 
IBR system exists that can meet the needs of data sharing. It was suggested to build upon 
the existing approach and focus on IBR. The PAC agreed that it may not be in the best 
interest to change the name of NIBRS—it is still national-incident based reporting, and 
not necessarily summary-based UCR. While IBR is assembled at a national, state, and 
regional level, it becomes an incident-based system used for a variety of purposes. The 
main point is that you have an incident report that can be used for data sharing. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:45 p.m. 
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