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Percent of All Arrests with Dispositions
December 31, 2022*

Dark Green – 91% or greater
Light Green – 81-90%
Yellow – 71-80%
Orange – 61-70%
Red – 51-60%
Purple – 50% or less

*Becki R. Goggins and Dennis DeBacco, Survey of State Criminal History Information Systems, 2022, Washington, DC: U.S. 
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Table 1. Pending publication. (2024)
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Presentation Notes
Arizona and Kentucky are no longer <50%.



Introduction
• According to the Survey of State Criminal History Information 

Systems (SSCHIS), 2020, states reported that only 69 percent of 
all arrests and 72 percent of felony arrests in state computerized 
criminal history (CCH) repositories have final dispositions.

• SEARCH and NCSC are working with 10 states with disposition 
rates less than 50% and 10 states with disposition rates greater 
than or equal to 90% on a BJS funded project to:
— Identify legal, operational, and technical impediments
— Learn successful strategies to improve disposition reporting rates
— Provide TA to states with recommendations to improve using proven methods
— Help set goals and objectives for funding opportunities focused on improving 

disposition reporting

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Becki

Explain why we used 2020 at the baseline – i.e., 2022 Survey was still underway when project started
According to the 2022 Survey, 73 percent of all arrests and 71 percent of felony arrests had final dispositions. 73 percent is the highest recorded average % of arrests of dispositions – replacing the previous high of 71% in 2012. 
The average was 56% in 1989 when the Survey began.
90% and 50% percent were selected as they represent the Top/Bottom 10 states.

https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/bjs/grants/305602.pdf


SEARCH Outreach to States with High and Low 
Disposition Completion Rates

• < 50% of arrests with final dispositions 
– Site visits and telephone interviews completed

• Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Tennessee
– Interviews completed (pending site visit)

• Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico
– Pending requests/non-responsive states

• Alabama

• > 90% of arrests with final dispositions
– Telephone Interviews completed  

• Alaska, Connecticut, Hawaii, Iowa, New York, Vermont, Washington
– Pending requests/non-responsive states

• Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey



SEARCH and NCSC Facilitated
• Telephone interviews with 7 top 10 states and 9  

bottom 10 states
• Site visits with 6 bottom 10 states (including Louisiana)
• Goals

– Identify causes of low disposition reporting rates
– Identify strategies for high disposition reporting rates
– Recommend strategies for increasing availability of 

dispositions (including projects eligible for NCHIP and NARIP)

Methodology
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Top 10 states – phone interviews complete: Alaska, Connecticut, Hawaii, Iowa, Maryland, New York, Vermont, Washington
                      - pending: Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey

Bottom 10 states – phone interviews complete: Colorado, Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Mississippi, New Mexico, Tennessee
    Site Visits complete: Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Tennessee
    Pending phone: Alabama, Arizona
    Pending site visit: Colorado, New Mexico, & Alabama, Arizona



• Limited staff at repository
• Multiple technical solutions not communicating
• Not centralized court system or court 

disposition collection point
• Incorrect arrest and/or charge tracking numbers
• Limited governance and oversight to enforce 

reporting statutes

Observations - Bottom 10

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Limited staff – 1 state had no people working on dispositions and one state had 1 person responsible for entering dispositions in a state where dispositions are received on paper. Limited staffing also limits the ability to provide training.
Multiple technical solutions – even when communicating, there was little to no follow up on error
Multiple states would reject “duplicate” ATNs even though it was simply an update to a disposition
No systematic method for managing suspense or error file
No alternative, automated method for matching arrests in dispositions – i.e., name/DOB/arrest date match – when ATNs or citation numbers were unavailable or mistyped
While no centralized court system was a factor, most of the Bottom 10 states do received dispositions from a centralized source – e.g., LA where the Supreme Court aggregates dispositions from trial courts
“Lack of charge tracking numbers” means that the tracking numbers are not effectively passed from LEA to DA to court…all states have ATNs or similar numbers.
We heard repeatedly that ATNs were the incorrect # of digits or an obviously wrong format (e.g., alpha characters where there should be numbers or vice versa). In several states there was NO validation to ensure that at least the format of the ATN was correct.
Limited governance – every state had laws requiring courts (and sometimes prosecutors) to report dispositions, but there is no enforcement or oversight.



• Governance specific to justice information 
sharing

• Leveraging technology and standards
• Cooperation/collaboration between repository 

and courts
• Robust processes – both automated and 

manual
• Centralized disposition reporting

Observations - Top 10
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Governance helps! Not only does it lead to greater standardization/improved processes, but the ongoing communication between stakeholders has several benefits.
Problems are identified and addressed early
Disposition reporting is always in front of stakeholders rather than being “out of sight, out of mind”
Participation in governance process creates buy-in from stakeholders
Collaboration improves problem solving. In MA, we had representatives from the courts and repository that seldom if ever speak to one another & there were sidebar conversations happening to fix problems that others did not know existed.
Technology helps. In all but 1 of the top 10 states, dispositions are reported electronically with very few errors/suspense file entries. For example, in low performing states, 72% (MA) and 69% (ID) of all electronically submitted dispositions could not be matched to an arrest. One state (MA) does not research these at all, and one state (ID) typically only researches open arrests when someone requests a CCH record b/c they do not have time to proactively research all cases. By contrast, one high performing state (IA) mentioned that they have a rejection rate of about 15% of electronic dispositions received from the courts…and they still have a team of 4 staff and a supervisor to research their suspense file.
Prosecutors small impact – but could 




• We have not found the “magic bullet” or “easy button” 
for successful disposition reporting/matching
– Every low performing state has multiple problems AND some 

bright spots
– Every high performing state has multiple ways of effectively 

managing dispositions AND some challenges

General Observations



• Pretty much every state deals with…
– Difficulty in recruiting/retaining qualified staff 

• Low pay compared to private sector 
• Delays caused by state personnel hiring processes
• Inability of candidates to pass background checks

– Turnover 
• Some turnover at repository
• Lots of turnover among law enforcement agencies and 

courts

– Procurement challenges
• Required approvals from centralized state IT agency (in 

some states)
• Byzantine state bid laws
• Not enough vendors to handle demand

General Observations



• Resources
– Need for additional repository staff
– Need for additional court staff

• Funding
– Challenges with federal funding
– Need for state funding for ongoing 

technology maintenance costs and 
personnel

• Technology
• Reporting Standards

Where are Improvements Needed
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Presentation Notes
During our interviews and other venues…we keep hearing that “It is great that lots of federal funding is available, but we cannot take full advantage of it.” Complex IT projects take more than the 3 years allowed by NCHIP/NARIP, but vendors will not work on contingency – i.e., they will not commit to a 5-year project when funds are only guaranteed for 3 years. States will not commit to make up the difference if federal funding comes through. There are only a limited number of vendors in the CJIS space, and they are unwilling to hire personnel for the long-term when contracts with states are limited to a 3-year grant cycle or 5-year maximum contractual period imposed by states. This leads to a “piecemeal” approach to making technology investments. Also, some states will not allow (or at least frown upon) hiring staff using temporary grant funds, and the contracting process for temporary workers takes so long that it is not a great alternative.

Cooperation and coordination between technology and staff – finding the balance of appropriate levels of staffing and implementing technology to implement streamlined automated processes.



• Training 
– Audits or quality assurance reviews
– Online and in-person classes

• Communication
– Governance
– Communities of practice
– Participation in conferences held by 

contributing agencies

Where are Improvements Needed



• What is your state doing to improve disposition 
reporting rates?

• Describe best practices –
– Governance
– Collaboration
– Contract staffing
– Others

• How are you using NCHIP/NARIP funding?
• Revisit Disposition Reporting Rate Calculation

Discussion

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Add a calculation to the survey that standardizes the disposition reporting rate e.g., 2000 – 2022 for 2024 survey – discuss window of time



Becki Goggins
becki@search.org

Jim Harris 
jharris@ncsc.org

Michael Jacobson
mike@search.org

Thank You

mailto:yogesh@search.org
mailto:jharris@ncsc.org
mailto:wendy.a.char@hawaii.gov

	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Introduction
	SEARCH Outreach to States with High and Low Disposition Completion Rates
	Methodology
	Observations - Bottom 10
	Observations - Top 10
	General Observations
	General Observations
	Where are Improvements Needed
	Where are Improvements Needed
	Discussion
	Thank You

