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INTRODUCTION 
 
In January 2001, the Office of Performance Evaluations began 
work on an evaluation of parole release practices.  In March 2001, 
at the request of the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee, we 
delayed further work on this evaluation until questions could be 
answered about the Commission of Pardons and Parole's data 
system and its interaction with the Department of Correction's 
offender information system.  Instead, the committee requested an 
evaluation of the commission’s data management, the 
department's role in parole-related data management, and the 
department's proposed purchase of a new offender information 
system.  
 
We asked: 

• To what extent is the Commission of Pardons and Parole’s 
data system automated and able to generate timely and 
accurate parole-related reports? 

• To what extent do the commission and the Department of 
Correction communicate and collaborate to effectively track 
offender information needed by both entities?  

• To what extent has the department considered commission 
data needs in pursuing a new offender information system?  
How do projected costs for a new system compare to those 
experienced in other states? 

• How could the commission best automate the data it 
maintains and what costs could be involved? 

Improvements in Data  
Management Needed at the  
Commission of Pardons and Parole:   
Collaboration With the Department of Correction 
Could Significantly Advance Efforts 
 

We reviewed 
the 
commission’s 
data 
management, 
the 
department’s 
role in  
parole data 
management, 
and the  
proposed 
purchase of  
a new system. 
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To answer these questions, we: 

• Interviewed commission personnel and reviewed commission 
data collection and reporting systems; 

• Interviewed department information services personnel and 
reviewed parole-related functions of the department’s offender 
information system; 

• Reviewed department information technology committee 
minutes for calendar years 1993 through 2001; 

• Interviewed officials from seven states regarding their 
offender information systems, spoke with officials from three 
additional states with recently upgraded offender information 
systems, and interviewed the developer of the “Utah system”; 

• Reviewed department grant applications related to a new 
offender information system, and the grantor's comments on 
the first of these applications, which was denied funding; 

• Reviewed state and federal purchasing law and regulations, 
and contracted with outside legal counsel with expertise in 
purchasing law to provide legal analysis of the department's 
proposed purchase of a new offender information system. 

 

The Commission’s and Department of Correction’s 
Functions are Interrelated 
 
The Idaho Constitution created the Board of Correction and 
endowed it with the control, direction, and management of state 
penitentiaries and adult probation and parole.1  Subsequently, the 
Legislature created the Department of Correction, statutorily 
consisting of the Board of Correction and the Commission of 
Pardons and Parole.2  The 1999 Legislature directed that the 
Governor appoint the five-member Commission of Pardons and 
Parole as well as the commission's executive director.3  The 
Legislature also authorized the Board of Correction to transfer all 
necessary powers to the commission to fulfill legal pardons and 
parole duties.4 

The 
commission is 
legally charged 
with duties 
related to 
offender 
pardons and 
parole. 

______________________________ 
 
1   Idaho Constitution, Art. X, Sec. 5. 
2   IDAHO CODE § 20-201 (Supp. 2000). 
3   IDAHO CODE § 20-210 (Supp. 2000).  Commissioners serve three-year terms 

and may be re-appointed by the Governor. 
4   IDAHO CODE § 20-201A (Supp. 2000). 
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In practice, the commission makes determinations regarding an 
offender's release (parole) during the indeterminate part of his or 
her sentence.5   Under Idaho Code, commissioners may grant 
parole when they believe the offender is able and willing to fulfill 
the obligations of a law-abiding citizen.6  Typically, 
commissioners sit in panels of three (although quarterly as a panel 
of five) to hear and act upon inmates' requests for parole.  
Commissioners meet monthly, hearing many cases:  during the 
three calendar years from 1998 through 2000, the commission 
ruled on more than 4,000 parole-related cases.  Consequently, the 
commission generates a great deal of records, including, but not 
limited to, parole hearing schedules, parole eligibility dates, 
parole decisions and the basis for those decisions, parole plans 
and parole conditions, tentative parole dates, and victim 
information.   
 
The commission shares much of this information with the 
Department of Correction and, in turn, relies on a great deal of 
offender information it gets from the department.  The two 
entities comprise separate, but interrelated, aspects of an 
offender's sentence.7  The department is responsible for, among 
other things, offender confinement and offender programming.  In 
turn, the commission determines if and when an offender may be 
paroled and establishes behavior conditions for the parolee.  The 
department then monitors parolees.  The commission and the 
department interact prior to every parole hearing, for parole 
revocation hearings, and when discharging parolees.  Because 
offenders move between the two during their sentences, the 
commission and the department are reliant upon each other for 
offender data.   
 
The Department of Correction's offender information system is 
the principal repository of offender data.  Information sharing 
between the department and the commission is directly affected 
by the efficiency and utility of this system.  Because both the 
commission and the department enter and use data on the 

______________________________ 
 
5   IDAHO CODE § 19-2513 (1997).  The indeterminate portion of a sentence is 

imposed by a court to run subsequently to the minimum sentence imposed.  
It is during this period that an offender may be paroled. 

6   IDAHO CODE § 20-223 (Supp. 2000). 
7   Having functionally separate corrections and parole entities with interrelated 

functions is not unique to Idaho.  According to the National Institute of 
Corrections, 47 of 51 jurisdictions have paroling entities either independent 
or linked only for budget/administrative purposes to their respective 
departments of correction. 

During 1998–
2000, the 
commission 
ruled on more 
than 4,000 
parole cases, 
generating a 
great deal of 
data. 

The 
commission 
and the 
department rely 
on each other’s 
information, 
much of which 
is kept in the 
department’s 
data system. 
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department's system, modifications and upgrades to the system 
are important to the commission.   
 

Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations   
 
Commission’s Data Management Could Be 
Strengthened by Improved Interaction With  
Department of Correction 
 
We conclude that improvements in the commission's almost 
entirely paper system of recording and summarizing data are 
needed to ensure that data are accurate and to reduce the risk of 
error in decisions based upon these data.  We also conclude that 
while all the commission's data are hand-recorded, close to half of 
these data could be obtained from the department in automated 
form, improving inefficiency in data management.  Also, while 
the Department of Correction's offender information system does 
not presently provide all the data fields the commission needs to 
fully automate its data, existing system capacity could be used 
more effectively.  We also conclude that lack of effective 
communication about data between the department and the 
commission has contributed to inadequate data system 
integration. 
 
Also, in terms of the commission’s data needs, the department’s 
proposed new offender information system (the “Utah system”) is 
essentially the same as the department's current system.  In 
addition, the department risked encountering legal issues and cost 
overruns, including unresolved multi-state participation 
agreements and system capacity and compatibility issues, in 
acquiring the system as proposed.  Further, the department 
appears to have underestimated project costs associated with 
system development and maintenance, although offender 
information costs are difficult to project.  Finally, we conclude the 
purchase of the Utah system would require an authorized 
exception to competitive bidding requirements and that it is 
unclear whether the proposed purchase is consistent with Utah 
purchasing law.  
 
We recommend:  
 
• The Commission of Pardons and Parole hire an information 

technology professional to adequately and effectively develop 
parole-related data fields and reports and communicate the 
commission’s data-related needs to the department;  
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• The commission obtain needed data from the department’s 
offender information system in a useable electronic format 
and maximize its use of the system’s existing capacity; 

 
• The commission automate the remainder of its data in a 

manner compatible with downloads it receives from the 
department's offender information system; 

 
• The commission improve participation in the department’s 

information technology committees and the commission and 
department improve communication about data needs to allow 
for improved system integration; 

 
• The department more fully identify system costs and 

compatibility and system-related interstate sharing 
agreements; and 

 
• The department work closely with the Division of Purchasing, 

as needed, and seek Utah Attorney General guidance before 
entering into any transaction to purchase Utah’s system. 

 
 
 
THE COMMISSION’S DATA MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM 
 

The Commission’s Paper System for Managing 
Data Poses Several Risks 
 
We examined the data kept by the Commission of Pardons and 
Parole and conducted interviews with commission staff to learn 
how the commission keeps its data.  We found: 
 
• The Commission of Pardons and Parole keeps and 

summarizes all data in at least eight unique hand-written 
data recording systems, using index cards, steno notepads, 
and paper ledger sheets. 

 
As noted, the commission relies on and generates a great deal of 
data to do its job.  These data range from crime and sentencing 
information about each offender, to data used in making a parole 
determination, to the parole outcomes themselves.  The 
commission pulls some of the needed information from screens of 
the department’s offender information system (called the 

The 
commission 
maintains 
nearly all data 
by hand. 



Office of Performance Evaluations 

6 

Offender Tracking System), pulls some of the other needed 
information from existing reports, and generates some of its data 
itself, recording data from all these sources onto paper in eight 
hand-written recording systems, including: 

• At least three hand-drawn ledgers—used to record some 
original data (such as parole outcomes) and summarize other 
sources of data; 

• Two index card files—used to track an offender from the 
granting of a tentative parole date through release and dates 
and actions related to those who violate parole; and  

• Three steno notepads—used to complement the index card 
files.  One records disciplinary offense reports for offenders 
granted a tentative parole date, another tracks warrants issued 
for parolees, and the third records absentia papers sent out and 
signed by parole violators.   

 
We also found: 
 
• The Commission of Pardons and Parole’s data reporting 

system consists of monthly summaries of offender case 
data using “tick” marks and color-coding on hand-drawn 
ledgers. 

 
To respond to detailed questions about parole-related activities 
from Legislators, executive officials, and the public, commission 
staff compile the data from several original sources into summary 
documents.  These documents detail the many factors that may go 
into or come out of commission decisions.  For example, the 
summary documents track the number of hearing officer 
recommendations commissioners adopt in parole decisions and 
the number of warning letters sent to some offenders on parole.  
The commission uses tick marks to transfer case data onto 
summary sheets.  Given the various ledgers involved, specific 
information is transferred at least three times before being totaled 
into a reportable format. 
 
The commission’s summaries track 48 separate pieces of 
information, which may be described in 247 different ways 
(variables).  Given this volume of summary data, the recording 
system is complex.  To “code” the written information and ensure 
clarity, commission staff record the data with different colors of 
ink.  Figure 1 is a copy of a small portion of one summary sheet, 
showing results of offenders’ first parole hearings in a given time 
period.  The columns summarize the number of paroles granted or 

For reporting 
purposes, the 
commission 
summarizes 
data in a 
complex set of 
hand-written 
summary 
sheets, using 
tick marks and 
colored ink. 
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denied parole and the number of these who were parole-eligible 
within the first six months of incarceration.  The first row of 
numbers shows the totals of the tick marks above, along with 
year-to-date totals.  The second row is a summary of those 
columns immediately above.  
 
We assessed each of the commission’s forms for data recording 
and reporting and met extensively with commission staff.  We 
found: 
 
• The Commission of Pardons and Parole’s data recording 

and reporting systems are inadequate to ensure the 
accuracy of decisions that rely on this data and they pose 
other risks.   

 
The commission’s data system is primarily maintained by the 
executive director and three other commission staff who do not 
have a comprehensive understanding of each others’ systems.  
Each of the three staff members knows her specific area and 
limited information about the others’ systems.8  Only the 
executive director understands the hand-written summary and 
reporting systems.   
 
However, over reliance on individuals—and, in the case of 
summary data, one individual—rather than systems, particularly 
when there is little cross training, can increase the likelihood of 

Figure 1:   Example of Current Data Management Efforts at the 
Commission of Pardons and Parole 

Source:  Commission of Pardons and Parole statistical information sheet for December 2000, 2. 

______________________________ 
 
8   An additional staff person pulls data from the department’s offender 

information system. 

Only one 
individual  
has a com-
prehensive 
knowledge  
of the 
commission’s 
data system, 
increasing 
overall risk. 
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mistakes and incomplete work during staff illness or turnover.  In 
fact, according to the executive director, staff illness has led to the 
untimely release of offenders on a few occasions.  For example, in 
early 2001, some offenders were released on parole one-to-seven 
days beyond their release date due to staff illness.9 
 
Also, the number of variables involved and the complexity of the 
resulting system as well as the reliance on hand summaries may 
lead to mistakes in calculating the information correctly.  
Significant instruction is required to follow the several shorthand 
mechanisms that have developed to track so many pieces of 
information about each offender.10 
 
In addition, it is difficult or impossible to verify the accuracy of 
the hand-written summary reporting system because the tick 
marks cannot be traced back to specific individuals. Similarly, the 
reporting system has no querying ability.  Any analysis of the data 
must be performed by hand, resulting in a time-consuming effort 
that requires access to paper documents to verify information.11  
 
Further, the transfer of case data onto summary sheets increases 
the likelihood of error.  And, a study of the Oregon Board of 
Parole and Post-Prison Supervision stated that inaccurate 
information may result in the premature release of offenders who 
are still considered a menace to society, an offender serving a 
longer sentence than intended, and undue stress for the victims.12 
 
In addition, under the current system, safeguards against internal 
manipulation of data are weak, as several staff have easy access to 
files and, unlike a database system, there is no easy way to know 
who viewed or changed information in the hand written data 
systems.13  According to sources we consulted in nine other 

______________________________ 
 
9   The executive director told us that the commission has begun to cross-train 

employees so this situation will not be repeated. 
10 We developed a three and one-half page glossary of acronyms and shorthand 

to understand each of the several variables included on the commission’s 
forms. 

11 According to the Information Technology Resources Management Council, 
systems that rely on paper documents are “archaic and cumbersome.”  Idaho 
Information Technology Resources Management Council, IT Plan, (visited 
3/30/01) <http://www2.state.id.us/itrmc/stateplan/it_plan.htm>, 8.   

12 Oregon Secretary of State, Audits Division, Board of Parole and Post-
Prison Supervision, No. 93-45 (1993), 4. 

13   The commission appears to have adequate protection against outside 
manipulation of data through locked files and office policies that prohibit 
any outside personnel from being in the offices when staff is not present.  

Any analysis of 
commission 
data is  
limited, time-
consuming, 
and inefficient 
because it is 
hand-written. 

A commission 
official told us 
the current 
system had 
already led to 
the untimely 
release of 
offenders. 
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states, a variety of security measures may be used to ensure the 
protection and integrity of electronic information.  Figure 2 shows 
a selection of security measures these states reported using. 
 

The Commission’s Use of the Department’s 
Offender Information System is Inefficient and Time 
Consuming 
 
As noted, the commission relies, in part, on data pulled from the 
Department of Correction’s offender information system.14  The 

Figure 2:   Selected Information System 
Security Measures Used in 
Surveyed States 

Type of Security Measure Statea 

User-name and password All 

Assigned user-rights (read/write/restricted access) All 

Management approval for access MT, NV, 
UT, WY 

Audit trail CO 

Phone block to network NV 

Server locked in control room NV 

No a:/drive or c:/drive at workstations NV 

Limited workstations connected to printer NV 

Committee created to address security needs UT 

Back-up tapes locked in a remote safe NV 

a We inquired about security measures from nine states:  Arizona, 
Colorado, Florida, Montana, North Carolina, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and 
Wyoming. 

 
Source:  Interviews with states’ parole boards and departments of 
correction staff. 

______________________________ 
 
14  The Department of Correction is the custodian of the primary offender 

information system.  Although it uses a fraction of the system’s total 
capacity, the Commission of Pardons and Parole does not contribute 
financially to the maintenance or operation of the system. 
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commission also inputs some information into the system.  To 
evaluate the commission’s use of this database, we interviewed 
commission and department employees, examined forms 
maintained by the commission, and reviewed documents that 
outline parole-related data fields and tables on the department’s 
offender information system.  
 
We found: 
 
• The Commission of Pardons and Parole’s use of the 

Department of Correction’s offender information system 
duplicates effort, is time-consuming, and does not use 
available capacity.   

 
To do its work, the Commission of Pardons and Parole pulls 
approximately 77 pieces of information from the offender 
information system, called the Offender Tracking System.15  This 
information ranges from sentencing information to information 
about the victims involved, and includes data entered by 
commission as well as department staff.  Commission staff copy 
this information from computer screens onto paper forms, where 
it is combined with other offender information.   
 
According to our review of commission forms, information from 
the department accounts for about 41 percent of all the data the 
commission keeps.  As Figure 3 shows, approximately 54 percent 
of the commission’s data is generated by the commission itself.  
Another 2 percent of the needed information is taken from other 
sources, such as the Bureau of Child Support Operations and the 
Idaho Law Enforcement Tracking System.  Approximately 3 
percent of the information such as warrants for an offender’s 
arrest and inmate status, may be entered by both the commission 
and the department.   
 
The process of copying electronic information onto paper forms is 
inefficient and time consuming.16  For example, commission staff 
report that it takes three days to manually produce an “action 

______________________________ 
 
15 This number was calculated from all commission forms provided.  In some 

cases, the commission gathers a portion of this information from department 
files instead of the offender information system.   

16 Such systems duplicate data entry, resulting in time and resource 
inefficiencies.  Refer to The National Consortium for Justice Information 
and Statistics, Integration in the Context of Justice Information Systems:  A 
Common Understanding:  A SEARCH Special Report (2000), 3. 

The 
commission 
relies on the 
department’s 
automated 
offender 
information 
system for 
about 77 
pieces of 
information. 

Commission 
staff copy 
electronic 
information 
onto paper 
forms for 
tracking and 
reporting. 
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taken list” from information they put into the Offender Tracking 
System and then extract in this way.  
   
Also, commission staff spend time manually verifying 
information available on the Offender Tracking System, because 
they do not trust the accuracy of all the information gathered from 
this source.  According to commission staff, in the past, they 
found mistakes in sentencing information and experienced 
inconsistencies in data across system modules.  As a result, 
commission staff verify sentencing information.  They obtain all 
relevant Judgment and Conviction Orders and may further 
investigate other information, consulting Department of 
Correction records and staff.  Department staff acknowledged that 
errors have occurred on the Offender Tracking System, although 
both department and commission staff told us the quality of data 
has improved over the past year.  Nonetheless, commission staff 
continue to verify information.  This verification process takes 
time, and, according to commission staff, can impede timely 
release.  

Figure 3:   Data Used by the Commission as of April 2001, by 

Parole Commission (incl. parole 
plan)*
54%

Offender Tracking System & Dept of 
Correction

41%

Other Sources**
2%

Info. Entered by Parole Commission & 
Dept of Correction

3%

*    Note that some parole plan information may be completed by department staff. 
**   Sources include the Bureau of Child Support Operations and the Idaho Law Enforcement Tracking System. 
 
Source:  Documents and information from Commission of Pardons and Parole staff and Department 
of Correction Information Services staff. 

Commission 
staff manually 
verify 
information 
available  
on the 
department’s 
automated 
system. 
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In addition, the commission has not used the Offender Tracking 
System to its available capacity.  At present, the commission 
enters 12 fields in the Offender Tracking System and another 1 
may be entered by either the commission or the department.  
However, another 9 already established fields remain 
unpopulated.  According to commission staff, they have not used 
2 of the 9 fields because the entry options are not up to date.  
They were unaware of the remaining 7 fields.  Most of these 7 
fields are set up to capture information similar to what the 
commission summarizes by hand, although defined differently.  
 
Further, the Department of Correction’s Offender Tracking 
System does not provide all the data fields and tables the 
commission needs to eliminate the hand recording of information.  
For instance, there are no fields that record whether hearing 
officer recommendations were followed, if the offender is a 
graduate of a residential substance abuse treatment program, or if 
the offender is parole eligible within six months of incarceration.  
 
Finally, the commission’s hand-kept data management system 
inhibits an integrated, shared system between the Commission of 
Pardons and Parole and the Department of Correction.  Experts 
have noted that hand-written data systems limit the ability to 
share information.17  Further, a system that is not integrated 
between agencies is inconsistent with Phase Three of Idaho’s 
Information Technology Resource Management Council’s 
(ITRMC) Statewide Information Technology Plan, which sets out 
a goal for agencies to “develop a uniform database management 
scheme that allows agencies ready access to the collected 
knowledge base.”18  Further, public safety agencies that are not 
integrated through a shared electronic data system may jeopardize 
public safety, duplicate data entry, contain untimely data, lack 
querying ability, increase paper-handling costs, and decrease 
response times.19 

______________________________ 
 
17 The National Consortium for Justice Information and Statistics, Integration 

in the Context of Justice Information Systems:  A Common Understanding:  
A SEARCH Special Report (2000), 3. 

18 Idaho Information Technology Resources Management Council, IT Plan, 
(visited 3/30/01) <http://www2.state.id.us/itrmc/stateplan/it_plan.htm>, 3. 

19 The National Consortium for Justice Information and Statistics, Case Study 
Series, Colorado Integrated Criminal Justice Information System:  Project 
Overview and Recommendations (Fall 2000/Winter 2001), 6–7. 
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Recommendations:  
 
In each of the seven states we interviewed about their parole data 
management systems, the parole boards and commissions 
maintain their data electronically and run reports as needed from 
their automated systems.20  To address the problems identified in 
the commission’s data management system:  
 
We recommend the Commission of Pardons and Parole use the 
unpopulated parole hearing data fields in the Department of 
Correction’s offender information system to store and retrieve 
data. 
 
As noted above, 9 of the 22 (41 percent) parole-related fields the 
commission could enter into the Department of Correction’s 
Offender Tracking System are unpopulated and are available for 
data storage and retrieval.21  These fields could be used to 
automate additional hand-kept data and, given the additional 
changes recommended below, further expand the information 
available for analysis and reporting.  The commission’s use of the 
fields would require the commission and department to work 
together to define the parameters of these fields to their mutual 
satisfaction, as at present, the department and commission have 
incompatible definitions for most of the fields.  
 
Further: 
 
We recommend the Commission of Pardons and Parole obtain 
electronic downloads of needed data from the Department of 
Correction’s offender information system. 
 
As noted, the commission manually records all summary data 
from the Offender Tracking System, including department data 
and data it originally put into the system, for further use.  
However, with the department’s cooperation, the commission 
could receive the needed information from the Offender Tracking 
System in an electronic format.22  According to our estimates, this 
would result in over half of the information the commission uses 
being available to them in electronic format for analysis and 
reporting.   

______________________________ 
 
20  The seven states were:  Colorado, Florida, Montana, North Carolina, 

Nevada, Oregon, and Utah. 
21  Note that each of these 22 fields contains numerous options for entry. 
22  In reviewing this issue with Department of Correction officials, they voiced 

willingness and interest in working with a data expert at the Commission of 
Pardons and Parole to improve overall data management.   
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Although this change would dramatically improve efficiencies, 
the commission does not currently have the needed staff skill to 
work with the electronic downloads it could receive.  Therefore: 
 
We recommend the Idaho Commission of Pardons and Parole 
hire an information technology professional.  
 
Currently, the Commission of Pardons and Parole has 18 full-time 
staff positions.  This includes hearing officers, administrative 
support, and management staff, all of which have limited 
technical responsibilities or expertise.  An information technology 
professional could retrieve, manipulate, and analyze information 
for the commission’s use, ensure the integrity of the data, increase 
the commission’s reporting capacity, and improve use of other 
staff resources.  Further, as explained below, the employee could 
be responsible for communicating data issues and concerns to the 
Department of Correction to improve overall communication and 
collaboration efforts.   
 
According to data from the Division of Human Resources, the 
annual salary and benefits for the needed position, if set at policy 
level, range from $50,516 to $60,119.  Given the urgency of the 
commission’s need and the department’s willingness to assist as 
possible, decision-makers could consider using one of the 
commission’s three newly-funded positions for fiscal year 2002 to 
fund a new information technology employee.  The new positions 
were funded at an average of $57,433, including salary and 
benefits.  As early as July 2001, the commission could hire an 
information technology professional, who, once operational, 
would improve overall agency efficiency.  
 
Finally: 
 
We recommend the Commission of Pardons and Parole 
automate the remaining data it maintains by hand in a manner 
consistent with downloaded data from the Department of 
Correction.  
 
The commission could create its own database for the remaining 
data, which could be combined with the information downloaded 
from the Offender Tracking System.  This would allow 
commission staff to generate comprehensive reports on offender 
status and related commission activity.  It would dramatically 
decrease the time spent tracking and summarizing data by hand, 
increase overall efficiency, reduce the number of forms 
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maintained, and help reduce data quality concerns.  In addition, 
automation of all the data would make the system less reliant on 
key individuals.  It would, however, require staff training in 
effective use of an in-house data system.   
 
Going one step further, the commission could work with the 
Department of Correction to create fields for automating the 
remaining data in the offender information system.  This would 
allow the commission and the department to share all parole-
related data, improving overall system integration.  According to 
department data system staff, the Offender Tracking System has 
adequate capacity to add the commission’s remaining hand-kept 
data.  However, it would require additional investment of 
department programming resources to get the data fields and 
tables established.  
 
 
COMMISSION-DEPARTMENT INTERACTION 
 
Weak Communication About Data Needs Between 
the Commission and the Department Has 
Contributed to Data Management Problems 
 
We reviewed the purposes of, and the commission’s participation 
in, the Department of Correction’s End User Steering Committee 
and Management Information System Committee, the primary  
formal mechanisms available to communicate data system needs 
among users of the department’s offender information system. 
 
We found:   
 
• The Commission of Pardons and Parole has not effectively 

used the formal mechanisms available to communicate its 
data management needs to the Department of Correction. 

 
According to its bylaws, the End User Steering Committee was 
established to represent information technology users in making 
decisions about the Department of Correction’s offender 
information system, review project requests related to the system, 
and address concerns with application development and software 
installation.  The committee meets monthly at a regularly 
scheduled time and is the primary mechanism for communicating 
data system issues to those who are able to make needed 
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changes.23  Each department division and the Commission of 
Pardons and Parole is allowed membership on the committee and 
may name an alternate representative.   
 
The Management Information System Committee is comprised of 
management level personnel and is the formal mechanism to 
review and prioritize End User Steering Committee project 
recommendations.  When deemed appropriate, the Management 
Information System Committee may present proposed projects to 
the Board of Correction for its review and approval. 
 
Since September 1993, a commission representative has attended 
41 of 55 (75 percent) of the End User Steering Committee 
meetings.24  Since March 1996, a commission representative has 
attended 12 of 41 (29 percent) of the Management Information 
System Committee meetings.  On 7 of the 12 occasions, a hearing 
officer, rather than the executive director, represented the 
commission at these meetings, limiting the commission’s ability 
to contribute to management decisions related to the Offender 
Tracking System. 
 
Further, although the End User Steering Committee bylaws allow 
the commission to have at least one representative and one 
alternate member, the minutes do not reflect that an alternate ever 
attended a committee meeting.  Additionally, to date, commission 
representation on the End User Steering Committee has been 
limited to hearing officers, rather than commission administrative 
personnel who represent the primary end-users of the 
department’s offender information system.  
 
Yet, end-user input is critical to development of an information 
management system that meets the needs of those actually using 
the system.  A case study of the Colorado Integrated Criminal 
Justice Information System concluded that end users can provide 
valuable feedback on software and hardware functionality, 

______________________________ 
 
23  Project request forms are another formal means of communicating data 

system needs.  System users must submit substantial project proposals on 
these forms, along with estimated costs and staffing.  We found no evidence 
that the commission had ever submitted one of these forms. 

24  However, according to department and commission officials, participation in 
these meetings was often time consuming for the commission’s executive 
director.  As a result, officials agreed the department would notify the 
commission’s executive director of pertinent agenda items in advance. 

Commission 
attendance 
and 
representation 
on the 
committees 
and use of 
other formal 
mechanisms to 
address data 
needs has 
been limited. 



Improvements in Data Management Needed at the Commission of Pardons and Parole 

17 

develop solutions to problems, and suggest cost-saving measures 
prior to implementation and automation of a system.25 
 
Therefore: 
 
We recommend the Commission of Pardons and Parole improve 
participation in the End User Steering Committee and the 
Management Information System Committee.   
 
Improving the commission’s involvement in these meetings 
would improve its ability to have its data concerns addressed.  
Specifically, the commission should send an administrative end-
user, well-versed in the commission’s data management needs, to 
End User Steering Committee meetings.  Should the commission 
hire an information technology professional as recommended 
above, that individual should attend the meetings, with an 
alternate named within the agency.  Also, the executive director 
should be the primary representative on the Management 
Information System Committee, accompanied for a time by the 
information technology professional.  
 
Similarly, we found: 
 
• Lack of effective communication about data between the 

Department of Correction and the Commission of Pardons 
and Parole has contributed to difficulties in adequately 
integrating data systems. 

 
When asked why they had not taken full advantage of the 
mechanisms available to communicate data management, 
commission staff and officials told us that their input had not been 
listened to for several years.  As a result, they “gave up” trying to 
resolve many of their data needs through formal communication 
with the Department of Correction.  The executive director added 
that she had made a detailed but informal request for department 
assistance in improving the commission’s data management 
system in 2000, but that it was turned down due to lack of needed 
resources. 
 
We reviewed available minutes from both committees’ meetings 
for the last nine years and learned that most of the requests the 

______________________________ 
 
25  The National Consortium for Justice Information and Statistics, Case Study 

Series, Colorado Integrated Criminal Justice Information System:  Project 
Overview and Recommendations (Fall 2000/Winter 2001), 8. 
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commission brought to the committees were addressed.  On 11 
occasions between September 1996 and January 2001, the 
commission representative to the End User Steering Committee 
brought data management requests to the attention of both that 
committee and the Management Information System Committee.  
Of those 11 requests, 8 were acted upon and resolved.26  The 
information management requests ranged from Internet and e-
mail access, acquisition of Windows 95, to the automation of 
some reports.  However, the commission made no formal system 
requests of the committee, and we did not find any reference to 
either committee considering commission needs that would have 
resulted in a more integrated system not reliant on hand-kept 
information. 
 
Recently, there was little communication between the commission 
and the department at a time when further system integration 
could have been considered.  Between July 2000 and March 2001, 
commission participation in the two committees’ meetings was 33 
percent (four of nine End User Steering Committee meetings and 
one of six Management Information System meetings).  This was 
a critical period, as discussion in both committees focused on the 
department’s potential acquisition of a new offender information 
system.  On the other hand, the department did not use other 
avenues to solicit input from the commission until after the 
decision had been made to pursue the Utah system.   
 
Yet, data systems that can communicate across the corrections 
and parole functions are desirable, and appear to be the trend 
nationally.  According to the National Institute of Corrections, 
approximately 70 percent of state departments of correction 
surveyed have or are discussing plans to develop integrated 
systems.27  Further, the National Consortium for Justice 
Information and Statistics concluded that integration 
“encompasses a variety of functions designed to enable the timely 
and efficient sharing of information within and between 
agencies.”  The consortium’s recent report added that the goal of 
an integrated system is to reduce duplicative data entry, which is 
inefficient and weakens data quality.28 

______________________________ 
 
26   Many of these requests were brought to these committees during a 24-month 

period when a commission representative chaired the End User Steering 
Committee. 

27 United States Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections, MIS 
Systems in State Prisons: Special Issues in Corrections, LIS, Inc. (1999), 6. 

28 The National Consortium for Justice Information and Statistics, Integration 
in the Context of Justice Information Systems:  A Common Understanding:  
A SEARCH Special Report (2000), 3. 
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Therefore: 
 
We recommend the Commission of Pardons and Parole and the 
Department of Correction improve communication about data 
needs to allow for improved system integration.   
 
Further system integration could improve data quality and benefit 
both the commission and the department, given the 
interdependence of the two agencies’ roles.  Increased 
commission participation in the End User Steering and 
Management Information System Committees, as recommended 
above, should help.  In addition, according to the commission’s 
executive director, communication with the department regarding 
data management has recently improved.  Nonetheless, additional 
steps may be needed to address the lack of communication 
between the two agencies.  We learned of one state that mandated 
communication between corrections and parole agencies to ensure 
a functionally integrated system.29  At a minimum, the 
commission’s data needs should be fully considered in the 
development of any new offender data system.   
 

The Department’s Proposed New System Will Not 
Meet More of the Commission’s Data Needs 
 
According to the department grant applications, the acquisition of 
the offender information system currently in use in Utah would 
expand the present offender information system’s capabilities, 
allow the sharing of offender data with other states, provide 
wireless connections to the system for probation officers in the 
field, and allow for the sharing of costs with other states for 
system improvements.  Among other things, department staff 
believe the Utah system would improve the department’s system 
with an upgrade to the existing database and a new front-end 
interface.  The grant applications specified anticipated costs of 
$1.8 million to acquire this system.   
 
At its March 14 meeting, the Joint Legislative Oversight 
Committee posed questions as to whether the Utah system could 
address the commission’s data management needs and the extent 
to which alternatives to this system had been considered.  

______________________________ 
 
29  FLA. STAT. ch. 9-20.315 (11) (2000). 
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We reviewed the commission’s data and data management needs 
and compared those to the Department of Correction’s current 
offender information system and the capabilities of the new 
system the department proposed to acquire. 
 
We found:   
 
• In terms of meeting the Commission of Pardons and 

Parole’s data management needs, the Department of 
Correction’s proposed new offender information system is 
essentially the same as the department’s current system.  

 
In its present state of development, the proposed new offender 
information system would not enhance the commission’s data 
management capabilities, and may, in the medium-term, be less 
advantageous to the commission.  As is, the new offender 
information system includes roughly the same commission-related 
information currently on the department’s Offender Tracking 
System.  However, as of June 2001, the department’s Offender 
Tracking System is expected to have incorporated a number of 
additional pieces of information needed to develop parole plans.  
Because the proposed new system does not at present have this 
capacity, the Offender Tracking System could be more 
advantageous to the commission in the medium-term.  On the 
other hand, the Utah Department of Correction is testing a “parole 
module” which, if successful, may be acquired at a future date to 
supplement the system’s parole-related capacity.   
 
 
THE DEPARTMENT’S PROPOSED ACQUISITION 
OF A NEW SYSTEM 
 

The Department’s Acquisition of a New System 
Requires Continued Review 
 
To respond to the committee’s questions regarding the 
department’s reasons for pursuing the “Utah system,” the extent 
of their research into the system, and potential costs, we reviewed 
copies of the two grant applications the department submitted to 
federal agencies for funds to acquire the Utah system, spoke with 
department staff who developed and submitted the applications 
and other department officials, and reviewed the details of 
agreements with other states. 
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We found: 
 
• The Department of Correction risked system setbacks due 

to legal barriers and cost overruns in acquiring the 
offender information system as proposed.   

 
In October 2000, the department submitted a grant application to 
the United States Department of Justice and in March 2001 the 
department submitted a second application to the United States 
Department of Commerce.  The applications proposed essentially 
the same effort:  the acquisition of the Utah offender information 
system.30  
 
However, our research has shown that at the time it submitted 
each grant application, the department was unaware of the Utah 
system’s capacity.  Neither application included system 
specifications to describe the system the department hoped to 
acquire.31  In fact, department staff are still researching the Utah 
system’s capabilities and how Idaho’s information management 
business practices compare to those of Utah.  Furthermore, 
questions remain regarding the system’s compatibility to Idaho’s 
current modules.  
 
In addition: 
 
• Both grant applications emphasized the importance of 

integrating and standardizing data and sharing costs of further 
module development with other western states, although 
agreements of this nature are complicated and have not been 
put into writing.32  Currently, 4 of 12 western states (one of 
which is contiguous to Idaho) use some form of the Utah 
system.  However, specifics as to how Idaho would share data 
and communicate with the other states were not spelled out in 

______________________________ 
 
30  The first application was not selected for funding while the second 

application is still undergoing review.  Key differences in the proposals are 
that the first required $174,505 in state matching funds, while the second 
requires $1,411,299.  Also, the first proposed five new full-time employees, 
while the second proposes three. 

31  According to grant review comments, the application also lacked an 
explanation of system security measures and a description of the 
effectiveness of the Utah system.   

32  Regional consortia are emerging as an avenue to collaborate in meeting 
corrections data systems’ needs.  See Peterson, Shane, “The Internet Moves 
Behind Bars,” Government Technology, April 2001, Supplement:  Crime 
and the Tech Effect, 4–12. 
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the applications.  Further, the details of the cost-sharing 
arrangements have not been clearly defined, and the 
commitment from participating states has not been 
formalized.  

 
• The cost of goods and services was not finalized.  For 

example, department officials told us that the cost of 
purchasing the source code for this system from Utah would 
be either $600,000 or $650,000, and up to four times this 
amount if it had to be purchased from the system developer.  
As noted below, it is unclear from whom the system will be 
purchased. 

 
Finally: 
 
• Department staff indicated they had not performed any formal 

comparative analysis of other states’ systems, even though 
such a review would allow for comparison of system 
capabilities, function, and cost. 

 
• According to Board of Correction meeting minutes, the board 

has not yet reviewed or approved the cost-benefit analysis, 
business plan, or comparable state information that it 
requested from the department in considering the acquisition 
of the Utah system. 

 
In addition, we found: 
 
• The Department of Correction appears to have 

underestimated project costs, although offender 
information system costs are difficult to project. 

 
We reviewed budget information included in the grant 
applications as well as a limited cost-benefit analysis the 
department provided related to acquisition of the Utah system.  
These sources did not provide sufficient information to determine 
the cost of the system or anticipated ongoing annual costs.  In 
fact, additional costs were not fully accounted for.  For example: 
 
• The department may have significantly underestimated 

training costs associated with the new and increased number 
of system users.  According to the Colorado Department of 
Correction, the cost of training one programmer on Utah’s 
front-end application was about $6,800, whereas the 
department grant applications estimated the cost at $2,000 per 
programmer.  Further, New Mexico pays $120,000 per year to 
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the system developer for training and other system 
maintenance costs, while neither grant application included 
ongoing training costs.  Also, neither the cost-benefit analysis 
nor the grant applications included costs associated with in-
house training for 60 new system users at department 
institutions and 57 probation officers in the field.  

 
• Costs for the development of new modules have not been 

addressed.  According to an official in New Mexico, which 
acquired the Utah system in 1998, its correction department 
recently requested $875,000 for fiscal year 2002 to develop 
several new modules and to upgrade others.  A New Mexico 
staff member told us that any modules New Mexico 
developed would be available to Idaho at no cost.  However, 
to date, no agreement has been created by either state detailing 
the terms, conditions, or costs of such an arrangement.  

 
• The costs of converting some modules to a web-based format, 

a direction department staff and officials have indicated they 
intend to go, have not been examined.33 

 
• The department has not specified plans for the $328,699 the 

first grant application listed as on-going annual costs beyond 
the life of the grant (two years).  Eighty-five percent of these 
costs were for personnel and the remaining fifteen percent 
were for technical maintenance. 

 
Nonetheless, the costs of offender information systems appeared 
to vary greatly among the states interviewed.34  Comparable costs 
were difficult to determine because some systems were created 
many years ago, had undergone frequent upgrades, or the states’ 
financial reporting capabilities were limited.  Colorado reported 
recently spending $2.8 million to create an information 
management system for their field probation officers and will 
spend approximately $1.2 million for an upgrade to its current 

______________________________ 
 
33   Experts have stated that offender management software can no longer be 

based on offender “tracking” and has therefore moved toward a web-based 
technology.  One expert cautioned that it is too difficult to adjust old systems 
to reflect the new ways of managing offenders.  See Peterson, Shane, “The 
Internet Moves Behind Bars,” Government Technology, April 2001, 
Supplement:  Crime and the Tech Effect, 4–12. 

34  We interviewed managers and information technology staff from Colorado, 
Florida, Montana, Nevada, North Carolina, Oregon, and Utah.  We also 
spoke with representatives from Arizona, New Mexico, and Wyoming, who 
provided additional information on training and training costs. 
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database system.35  Florida reported spending $3 million for its 
system in 1982 and an additional $1.2 million in 1999.  Utah 
officials told us they spent $6 to $9 million, including training 
costs, to develop its current system.  Montana officials told us 
they are developing a new system in-house to replace an outdated 
system.  They are doing it module by module and report that it 
will cost under a $1 million dollars total, but will take four years 
to complete and implement. 
 
Without additional research, the department risked system 
setbacks due to legal and cost barriers.  When asked about the 
lack of specificity in their grant applications, department officials 
explained that the first application had been rushed through to 
take advantage of the funding opportunity.36  Further, department 
officials said it was difficult to move too much further toward 
acquiring a new system without a funding source.  However, once 
received, federal grants require adherence to the terms as 
proposed.   
 
To ensure department officials and other decision-makers are 
adequately informed: 
 
We recommend the Department of Correction more fully 
identify all system-related costs, system capabilities, and related 
inter-state sharing agreements. 
 
The department’s review should clarify the system’s capacity, 
provide a thorough analysis of system costs and benefits, develop 
a plan to address annual on-going costs, and ensure system-
sharing agreements with other states.  Department officials have 
indicated they are working to more fully review these and other 
aspects of the Utah system. 
 

Legal Authorization Will Be Needed to Acquire the 
Utah System and Related Services 
 
We examined the Department of Correction's two grant 
applications for the acquisition of the Utah system and contracts 
for services between the information system developer and the 
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______________________________ 
 
35 As part of the $2.8 million, Colorado spent $400,000 to purchase the source 

code for Utah’s Field-Track System. 
36 The department submitted essentially the same application to a different 

funding source five months later. 
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states of Utah and Alaska.  We also contracted with outside legal 
counsel for analysis of relevant federal and Idaho law and the 
department’s proposed purchase.   
 
We found: 
 
• For the Department of Correction to acquire the Utah 

system and related services, the Department of 
Administration would have to authorize an exception to 
competitive bidding requirements. 

 
Department officials believed their pursuit of the Utah system (as 
evidenced by its grant applications) was exempt from competitive 
bid requirements.  When asked about the purchase approval 
process the department had followed, agency staff told us they 
had contacted the Division of Purchasing in the Fall of 2000 and 
were told that it would not be necessary to competitively bid 
because the department’s intent was to purchase the system from 
another state.   
 
However, Idaho purchasing law does not provide an exception for 
purchases from another state.37   In fact, Idaho Code mandates that 
the Division of Purchasing acquire all property and services for 
the Department of Correction by competitive bid unless excepted, 
and none of the exceptions are for purchases from other states.38  
Of the nine exceptions found in administrative rule, only two 
might apply to this situation:  a determination that an information 
system could be acquired through only one source (“sole source” 
exception) or a determination that competitive bidding is 
impractical, disadvantageous, or unreasonable under the 
circumstances (“other circumstances” exception).39  For either of 
these two exceptions to apply, the Division of Purchasing and the 
director of the Department of Administration must find that the 
competitive bid process is not justified for the acquisition of the 
system and related services.  In turn, this finding requires the 

______________________________ 
 
37  IDAHO CODE § 67-5717 (Supp. 2000).  In addition, federal law requires 

grant recipients to comply with applicable state purchasing laws.  28 C.F.R. 
pt. 66 § 36 (2000).  Guidelines governing submission of grant applications 
also direct state applicants to meet applicable state purchasing requirements.  
Also, while the Idaho Joint Powers Act enables the state and its agencies to 
cooperate to their mutual advantage to provide services and facilities to each 
other, it does not apply in this case.   

38  IDAHO CODE § 67-5717(1) (Supp. 2000) and IDAHO CODE § 67-5717(2) 
(Supp. 2000). 

39  IDAHO ADMIN. CODE, March 20, 1997, Vol. 8, IDAPA 38.05.01.051. 
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Department of Correction to describe its offender information 
system requirements in detail.  As noted above, however, the 
department has not yet developed detailed written specifications 
for the acquisition of a new offender information system. 
 
Further, under state purchasing law, the department would either 
have to solicit competitive bids for the system programming 
support cited in the grant applications or obtain a separate 
exception from the competitive bid process.  Although the grant 
applications specified a provider for system programming 
support, it gave no evidence that the provider identified was the 
only one able to provide the services.  Again, the department 
would have to document its justification for the Department of 
Administration to consider an exception from the competitive bid 
process.  
 
Therefore: 
 
We recommend the Department of Correction work closely with 
the Division of Purchasing to ensure all purchasing 
requirements are adhered to. 
 
When we brought these matters to the attention of department 
officials, they assured us they intended to work closely with the 
Division of Purchasing and fully comply with purchasing law and 
regulations. 
 
Further, we found: 
 
• It is unclear whether Idaho’s Department of Correction 

can legally acquire the Utah system as proposed. 
 
In its grant applications, the department indicated that it intended 
to purchase the offender information system from the State of 
Utah.  However, we learned from the system’s private developer, 
and substantiated through a review of contracts between the 
developer and the Utah Department of Corrections and the State 
of Colorado, that any payment for this system would be directed 
to the developer.  This stream of payment raises a question as to 
who is indeed the vendor. 
 
According to the contract between the system developer and the 
Utah Department of Corrections, the State of Utah owns the 
software that the Idaho Department of Correction proposes to 
purchase.  Consequently, Idaho would purchase the system from 
the State of Utah, to which payment would typically be directed.  

The 
department 
should involve 
the Division of 
Purchasing to 
ensure 
purchasing 
laws are 
followed. 
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However, under Idaho law, Idaho could make payment to the 
system developer, a third party, if Utah assigned the right to 
receive payment to the system developer and the transaction was 
approved by the Idaho Board of Examiners. 
 
It is unclear, however, whether such an arrangement would be 
approved.  Further, it is unclear whether the arrangement is 
allowed under Utah purchasing law.  For example, Utah law may 
require that all funds due the State of Utah be received and 
deposited into the Utah Treasury, and then be appropriated by the 
Utah Legislature.  In that case, Utah may not have legal authority 
to assign payment to a third party.  As a result, without further 
review, the Idaho Department of Correction risks undertaking an 
unlawful acquisition. 
 
Therefore: 
 
We recommend the Department of Correction confirm, through 
receipt of a Utah Attorney General's opinion, that the State of 
Utah has full authority to enter into the proposed transaction. 
 
Department officials told us that the Utah Attorney General has 
worked closely with the Utah Department of Corrections on the 
sale of the information system to other states, and that they have 
asked for a written indication that Utah law would allow the 
transactions as proposed. 

The 
department 
should obtain 
a Utah 
Attorney 
General’s 
opinion before 
proceeding 
further. 
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